RISK AND OPTIMAL POLICIES IN BANDIT EXPERIMENTS
KARUN ADUSUMILLI†
Abstract. We provide a decision theoretic analysis of bandit experiments.
Working within the framework of diffusion asymptotics, we define suitable no-
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tions of asymptotic Bayes and minimax risk for these experiments. For normally
distributed rewards, the minimal Bayes risk can be characterized as the solution
to a second-order partial differential equation (PDE). Using a limit of experiments approach, we show that this PDE characterization also holds asymptotically under both parametric and non-parametric distributions of the rewards.
The approach further describes the state variables it is asymptotically sufficient
to restrict attention to, and thereby suggests a practical strategy for dimension
reduction. The PDEs characterizing minimal Bayes risk can be solved efficiently
using sparse matrix routines. We derive the optimal Bayes and minimax policies
from their numerical solutions. These optimal policies substantially dominate
existing methods such as Thompson sampling and UCB, often by a factor of
two. The framework also covers time discounting and pure exploration.

This version: November 23, 2022
I would like to thank Xiaohong Chen, David Childers, Keisuke Hirano, Hiroaki Kaido, Ulrich
Müller, Stefan Wager and seminar participants at Boston University, LSE and the Chamberlain
seminar for helpful comments.
†
Department of Economics, University of Pennsylvania.

1. Introduction
The multi-armed bandit problem describes an agent who seeks to maximize the
welfare, i.e., the cumulative returns (aka rewards), generated by sequentially selecting among various actions (aka arms), the effects of which are initially unknown.
Compared to classical approaches like RCTs, bandit algorithms enable fast learning
and implementation of optimal actions, while minimizing welfare-lowering experimentation. Due to this promise of large welfare gains, they have been extensively
studied in recent years and applied in areas such as online advertising (Russo et al.,
2017), dynamic pricing (Ferreira et al., 2018), public health (Athey et al., 2021),
and, increasingly, in economics (Kasy and Sautmann, 2019; ?).
The bandit problem can be formulated as a dynamic programming one, but
solving this exactly is infeasible. Instead, heuristics based on the explorationexploitation tradeoff are commonly used, such as Thompson sampling (TS; see
Russo et al., 2017 and references therein) and Upper Confidence Bound (UCB; Lai
and Robbins, 1985) algorithms. There is by now a large theoretical literature on
the regret properties of bandit algorithms. Here, regret is the difference in welfare
from pulling the best arm (in hindsight) and the agent’s actual welfare. Existing
results on lower bounds for regret come in two forms. The first set of results,
‘instance dependent bounds’ (Lai and Robbins, 1985), provide lower bounds on
rates of regret for ‘consistent’ algorithms under a given set of reward distributions
for each arm. These results are of a large deviations flavor. The second set of results
specify the minimax rates of regret, when nature is allowed to adversarially change
the reward distributions depending on n, the number of periods of experimentation
allowed. This rate is of the order n−1/2 (Bubeck et al., 2013).
Despite these advances, a number of questions still remain. Many algorithms,
including TS and UCB, attain the rate bounds described above, but existing results
are silent on selecting between them. Decision theory under ambiguity suggests
two common measures, Bayes and minimax risk, for ranking algorithms. The importance of these measures is well recognized in the bandit literature, see Lattimore
and Szepesvári (2020, Chs. 13, 35), but their characterization, and the subsequent
derivation of optimal algorithms, remain open questions (in fact, a common, but
incorrect, view is that these are intractable). We seek to answer these questions.
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The first contribution of this paper is to define notions of asymptotic Bayes and
minimax risk for bandit experiments. This is done under a suitable limiting version
of the bandit problem, based on diffusion asymptotics introduced by Wager and Xu
(2021) and Fan and Glynn (2021). Diffusion asymptotics consider the regime where
the difference in expected rewards between the arms scales as n−1/2 , corresponding
to the minimax rate. This defines the hardest instance of the bandit problem: if the
reward gap scales at a faster rate, identifying the optimal arm is straightforward,
whereas if it scales at a slower rate, there is too little difference between the arms,
so the asymptotic risk is trivially 0 in either case. The n−1/2 scaling thus provides
a good approximation to the finite sample properties of bandit algorithms. The
same scaling occurs in the decision theoretic analysis of treatment assignment rules
by Hirano and Porter (2009).
Wager and Xu (2021) and Fan and Glynn (2021) study the regret properties of
Thompson sampling under diffusion asymptotics, but do not address the question
of optimal policy rules. Here, we study optimal policies under both Bayes and
minimax risk. We define Bayes risk using asymptotically non-negligible priors,
i.e., priors which scale as n−1/2 . This serves to clarify the effect of priors in finite
samples, as Bayes risk is otherwise 0 under flat priors. We show that the minimal
asymptotic Bayes risk can be characterized as the solution to a nonlinear 2nd -order
PDE. We first demonstrate this for normally distributed rewards, using the theory
of viscosity solutions (Crandall et al., 1992). The PDE machinery is indispensable because the existing results (Wager and Xu, 2021; Fan and Glynn, 2021) only
apply to continuous policies. But the optimal Bayes policy is generically deterministic (as it solves a dynamic programming problem), and hence discontinuous, so
characterizing minimal Bayes risk requires the new techniques introduced here.
Next, using a limit of experiments approach, we show that the PDE characterization also holds asymptotically under both parametric and non-parametric
distributions of the rewards. Thus, any bandit problem can be asymptotically reduced to one with normally distributed rewards. As part of this reduction we also
characterize the state variables it is (asymptotically) sufficient to restrict attention
to. Apart from time, only two state variables per arm are needed: the number of
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times the arm has been pulled in the past, and either the score process, for parametric models, or the cumulative rewards from pulling the arm, for nonparametric
models. These results are novel and clearly important for dimension reduction.
We demonstrate the equivalence of experiments by extending the posterior approximation method of Le Cam and Yang (2000, Section 6.4) to bandit experiments. The proof makes use of novel arguments involving uniform approximation
of log-likelihoods and posteriors in sequential settings. It also differs from the
standard approach based on asymptotic representations, which rely on a coupling
argument to ensure the distribution of welfare from any sequence of policies is
replicated by another policy in the limit experiment. But coupling is difficult
to establish for continuous time processes, such as those arising under diffusion
asymptotics. The techniques employed here are thus of independent interest for
analyzing other types of sequential experiments.
The optimal Bayes policy can be obtained by solving the PDE characterizing
minimal Bayes risk. In fact, this is the limiting version of the dynamic programming
problem (DP) characterizing the bandit experiment. Even though solving the DP
problem directly is infeasible, the PDE can be solved quickly and very efficiently
using finite difference methods and sparse matrix routines. This mirrors similar
findings in macroeconomics, see Achdou et al. (2017), that it is a lot faster to solve
DP problems in continuous time. In any event, there is also a large benefit to using
the optimal Bayes policy; both theory and Monte-Carlo simulations show that the
resulting Bayes risk is often half of that of Thompson sampling or UCB.
An alternative measure for ranking algorithms is minimax risk. This is nothing more than Bayes risk under a least favorable prior. While it does not appear
straightforward to determine the least favorable prior analytically, we provide numerical methods to compute this and the corresponding minimax optimal policy.
Our framework easily accommodates various generalizations and modifications
to the bandit problem such as time discounting and best arm identification (Russo,
2016; Kasy and Sautmann, 2019). The discounted bandit problem has a rich
history in economic applications, ranging from market pricing (Rothschild, 1974)
to decision making in labor markets (Mortensen, 1986). For discounted problems,
the optimal Bayes policy can be characterized using Gittins indices (Gittins, 1979).
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However, except in simple instances, e.g., discrete state spaces, computing the
Gittins index is difficult (see, Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020, Section 35.5). Also,
it does not apply beyond the discounted setting; the optimal Bayes policy in finite
horizon settings is not an index policy (Berry and Fristedt, 1985, Chapter 6). Here,
we take a different route and characterize the optimal Bayes policy using PDEs.

2. Diffusion asymptotics and statistical risk
For simplicity, and to fix intuition, we follow Wager and Xu (2021) and start
by analyzing the one-armed bandit problem (but all our results extend to multiarmed bandits, see Section 6). Here, an agent chooses whether to pull an arm that
generates a reward with an unknown mean, or stay with an outside option that
generates zero rewards. In this section, we provide a heuristic derivation of the
PDE characterizing minimal Bayes risk. Formal results are provided in Section 3.
Suppose the experiment concludes after n periods, where n is pre-specified.
Knowledge of n is reasonable if it is the population size; indeed, the bandit setting
blurs any distinction between sample and population. In other cases, it might be
more reasonable to assume the agent employs discounting and allows the experiment to continue indefinitely. Our techniques can be applied equally well to both
possibilities. We focus on the known n case to avoid duplication of effort, but see
Section 6.3 for discounted bandits. The decision theoretic analysis employed here
requires modeling all aspects of decision making including when to stop or how to
discount, but our results are otherwise very broadly applicable (e.g., even to best
arm identification). When n is known, the number of periods that have elapsed
is a state variable, and after dividing by n will be termed ‘time’. Thus, time t
proceeds from 0 and 1, and is incremented by 1/n between successive periods.
Suppose each time the arm is pulled, a reward, Yi , is drawn from the normal
√
√
distribution N (µn , σ 2 ), where µn := µ/ n. The scaling of the mean reward by n
follows Wager and Xu (2021) and Fan and Glynn (2021) and ensures the signal
decays with sample size. The variance, σ 2 , is assumed to be known. In this section
and the next, we provide a detailed description of the one-armed bandit problem
under such normally distributed rewards. The utility of this analysis stems from the
fact that more general models - that assume either a parametric or non-parametric
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distribution of rewards - reduce asymptotically to the normal setting under the
limit of experiments approach, see Sections 4 and 5.
Let Aj denote the action in period j, where Aj = 1 if the arm is pulled and Aj = 0
otherwise. Due to normality of the rewards, the only relevant state variables are the
number of times the arm was pulled, q(t) = n−1
rewards x(t) = n

−1/2 Pbntc
j=1

Pbntc
j=1

I(Aj = 1), the cumulative

I(Aj = 1)Yj , and time t (see Section 4 for a formal

argument about the sufficiency of these state variables). The scaling on x(t) follows
Wager and Xu (2021) and can be understood as a re-scaling of the rewards Yi by
√
the factor 1/ n. The agent chooses a policy rule π(·) : S → [0, 1] that determines
the probability of pulling the arm given the current state s := (x, q, t).
Wager and Xu (2021) show that under some assumptions on π, the evolution of
q(t) and x(t) in the large n limit is governed by the SDEs
dq(t) = π(st )dt;
q

dx(t) = π(st )µdt + σ π(st )dW (t),

(2.1)

where W (t) represents one-dimensional Brownian motion, and π(st ) := π(s(t)). It
bears emphasizing that while (2.1) is convenient for heuristics, there is no guarantee that the optimal policy possesses sufficient regularity properties for (2.1) to
formally hold (however, it does hold if π(·) is Lipschitz continuous). As it turns
out, our formal results, in Section 3, will not make use of (2.1).

Notation. Throughout this article, we use j to refer to the time periods and i to
the pulls, i.e., j = a refers to the a-th time period while i = a refers to the a-th
pull of the arm. We also use yi := {Yk }ik=1 to denote the sequence of rewards after
i pulls of the arm. This is the so-called stack of rewards representation (Lattimore
and Szepesvári, 2020, Section 4.6). Note that {Yk }nk=1 are iid.

2.1. Payoff and loss functions. For bandit experiments, we take the loss function to be cumulative payoffs, where the payoff is 0 when the experiment concludes
at t = 1. We focus on the regret payoff
Y
R(Y, A, µ) = √ {I(µ ≥ 0) − A} .
n
6

(2.2)

It is the difference in rewards between the optimal action, I{µ ≥ 0}, and action
√
A. Clearly, regret is just a rescaling of the welfare payoff W (Y, A, µ) = −Y A/ n.
These payoffs are equivalent for evaluating policies under Bayes risk. However
the behavior under minimax risk is very different. Under the welfare payoff, the
minimax policy is trivial and excessively pessimistic: the bandit should never pull
the arm. By contrast, the minimax risk under regret payoff is non trivial. For this
reason, we focus exclusively on regret (as does most of the bandit literature).
Recently, there has been interest in best arm identification (e.g., Kasy and Sautmann, 2019), where an agent experiments until a set time t = 1 to determine the
optimal arm. Here, the statistical loss is the regret from choosing an arm for full
scale implementation at the end of experimentation. Such a loss function does not
feature an ‘exploitation’ motive. We discuss best arm identification in Section 6.
2.2. Bayes risk. Here we introduce asymptotic Bayes risk for bandit experiments.
2.2.1. Priors and posteriors. Suppose the agent places a prior over µ, given by
µ ∼ m0 . When the current state is s ≡ (x, q, t), the posterior density of µ is
p(µ|s) ∝ pq (x|µ) · m0 (µ);

pq (·|µ) ≡ N (·|qµ, qσ 2 ),

where N (·|µ, σ 2 ) is the normal density with mean µ and variance σ 2 (here, and in
the sequel, ∝ denotes ‘proportional to’, i.e., equality up to a normalizing constant).
The above expression is valid for all n (under Gaussian rewards).
An important property of the the posterior is that it depends only on the bnqc iid
realizations of the rewards, ynq , and is not affected by the past values of the actions
(nor by past values of q). Lemma 1 shows that this property holds generally, and
is not limited to Gaussian rewards. Under a deterministic policy, past actions and
q(t) are just deterministic functions of ynq , while for randomized policies, these
would be functions of ynq and an exogenous random process. Hence, they do not
provide any additional information about µ beyond what ynq already provides.
Since the prior is applied on the local parameter µ, it is asymptotically nonnegligible. The rationale for employing such a prior is two-fold: First, it provides
a better approximation to finite sample properties. Indeed, any prior applied on
√
the actual mean, µ/ n, would be flat asymptotically, and its Bayes risk simply
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0. Second, it enables us to characterize minimax risk as Bayes risk under a least
favorable prior (see Section 2.3). The least favorable prior is non-negligible.
In practice, we are typically provided with a prior, ρ0 , on the unscaled mean
√
µn = µ/ n. To apply the methods here, one needs to convert this to a prior,
√
m0 (·) = ρ0 (·/ n), on µ. To illustrate, suppose the agent places a Gaussian prior
√
µ := nµn ∼ N (µ0 , ν 2 ) . When the current state is s ≡ (x, q, t), the posterior
distribution of µn is
µn |s ∼ N

!
√
√
σ −2 nx + nν −2 µ0
1
.
, −2
nσ −2 q + nν −2
nσ q + nν −2

Equivalently, the posterior distribution of the scaled mean reward µ :=
µ|s ∼ N

σ −2 x + ν −2 µ0
1
, −2
−2
−2
σ q+ν
σ q + ν −2

√

nµn is

!

:= p(µ|s).

(2.3)

2.2.2. PDE characterization of Bayes and minimal Bayes risk. We define asymptotic Bayes risk, Vπ (s), at state s under a policy π as the expected cumulative
regret in the diffusion regime, where the expectation is taken conditional on all information until state s. The ex-ante Bayes risk of a policy π is then Vπ (0) ≡ Vπ (s0 )
where s0 := (0, 0, 0) is the initial state. This is the expected cumulative regret at
the outset of the experiment. It can thus be used for ranking candidate policies.
If the policy is Lipschitz continuous, Vπ (s) is given by the stochastic integral
Vπ (s) = E

Z 1
t



(µI(µ ≥ 0) − µπ(st )) dt s .

However this representation is not formally justified for policies that are just measurable. This is an issue because the optimal Bayes policy is generically deterministic and hence, discontinuous. It is therefore rather more convenient to characterize
Vπ (s) using PDE methods. We now informally derive such a PDE characterization
of Vπ (s). The formal justification is provided in the next section.
By (2.1), the change to q and x in a short time period ∆t following state s is
approximately (henceforth we use π as a shorthand for π(s))
∆q ≈ π∆t;

√
∆x ≈ πµ∆t + σ π∆W (t).

For a given µ, the regret, ∆Vπ,µ , accrued within this time period is the difference
between the rewards, I(µ ≥ 0) (µ∆t + σ∆W (t)) and ∆x, generated, respectively,
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under the infeasible optimal policy I(µ ≥ 0) and the given policy π:


∆Vπ,µ ≈ (µI(µ ≥ 0) − µπ) ∆t + σ I(µ ≥ 0) −

√ 
π ∆W (t).

(2.4)

The recursive nature of the problem implies
Vπ (s) = E [ ∆Vπ,µ + Vπ (x + ∆x, q + ∆q, t + ∆t)| s] ,

(2.5)

with the terminal condition Vπ (s) = 0 if t = 1.
Now, for the right-hand side of (2.5), the approximation (2.4) implies








E [ ∆Vπ,µ | s] ≈ Eµ|s [µI(µ ≥ 0)] − Eµ|s [µ] π · ∆t = µ+ (s) − µ(s)π · ∆t,
where µ+ (s) := Eµ|s [max{µ, 0}] and µ(s) := Eµ|s [µ]. For Gaussian priors, explicit
expressions for these quantities can be given using (2.3):
(

µ(s)
µ (s) := µ(s) 1 − Φ −
σ(s)

!)

+

µ(s) :=

σ −2 x + ν −2 µ0
,
σ −2 q + ν −2

!

µ(s)
+ σ(s)φ −
;
σ(s)


σ(s) := σ −2 q + ν −2

−1/2

.

Next, Ito’s lemma implies
1
E [ Vπ (x + ∆x, q + ∆q, t + ∆t) − Vπ (s)| s] ≈ ∂t Vπ + π∂q Vπ + πµ(s)∂x Vπ + πσ 2 ∂x2 Vπ ∆t.
2




Thus, subtracting Vπ (s) from both sides of (2.5) and dividing by ∆t, we obtain the
following characterization of Vπ :
∂t Vπ + µ+ (s) + π(s) {−µ(s) + L[Vπ ](s)} = 0 if t < 1

(2.6)

Vπ (s) = 0 if t = 1.
Here, L[·] denotes the infinitesimal generator
1
L[f ] := ∂q f + µ(s)∂x f + σ 2 ∂x2 f.
2
PDE (2.6) only involves the known quantity σ 2 . Hence, it can be solved for any
candidate policy function π.
We can also characterize the minimal Bayes risk Vπ∗ (s) := inf π(·)∈Π Vπ (s), where
Π denotes the class of all measurable policy rules. By the dynamic programming
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principle, the minimal Bayes risk satisfies
V ∗ (s) = inf E [ ∆Vµ,π + V ∗ (x + ∆x, q + ∆q, t + ∆t)| s] ,
π∈[0,1]

for any small time increment ∆t, together with the boundary condition V ∗ (s) = 0
if t = 1. Then, by similar heuristic arguments as those leading to (2.6), we obtain
∂t V ∗ + µ+ (s) + min {−µ(s) + L[V ∗ ](s), 0} = 0 if t < 1,

(2.7)

V ∗ (s) = 0 if t = 1.
As with PDE (2.6), PDE (2.7) can be solved using knowledge only of σ 2 . We can
thus characterize the minimal ex-ante Bayes risk as V ∗ (0) := V ∗ (s0 ).
PDE (2.7) encapsulates the exploration-exploitation tradeoff. The regret payoff
can be minimized to 0 when the posterior distribution collapses to a point, in
which case one chooses the optimal arm with certainty. This is reflected in the fact
that the regret payoffs are either µ+ (s) − µ(s) or µ+ (s), both of which are always
greater than 0, but min{µ+ (s) − µ(s), µ+ (s)} → 0 as q increases. The agent thus
faces a tradeoff between exploration, i.e, pulling the arm enough times to increase
the value of q and thereby reduce min{µ+ (s) − µ(s), µ+ (s)} in the future, and
exploitation, i.e., choosing the best action, I{µ(s) ≥ 0}, at the present.
If a classical, i.e., twice continuously differentiable, solution, V ∗ (·), to PDE (2.7)
exists, the optimal Bayes policy is π ∗ (s) = I {L[V ∗ ](s) ≤ µ(s)}. However, a classical solution to (2.7) is generally impossible, and proving existence of a (Lebesgue)
measurable π ∗ (·) is therefore difficult. Nevertheless, one can construct measurable
policies whose Bayes risk is arbitrarily close to V ∗ (·), and this is all that is needed
in practice. One such construction is provided in Section 3.3. It is also possible
to discern some properties of the optimal policy: First, it has to be a retirement
policy, i.e., if the agent did not pull the arm at some time t, she will not do so
at any other time in the future.1 Second, it has to be non-decreasing in x. These
properties imply π ∗ (s) is of the form I {x > f (q, t)}, with f (·) non-decreasing in t.
2.3. Minimax risk. Following Wald (1945), we define minimax risk as the value
of a two player zero-sum game played between nature and the agent. Nature’s
1When

the arm is not being pulled, the posterior remains unchanged, and there is no learning.
Hence, if it was optimal to stop pulling the arm before, it will continue to be so afterwards.
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action consists of choosing a prior, m0 ∈ P, over µ, while the agent chooses the
policy rule π. The minimax risk V̄ ∗ is defined as
V̄ ∗ = sup V ∗ (0; m0 ) = sup inf Vπ (0; m0 ),
m0 ∈P π∈Π

m0 ∈P

(2.8)

where Vπ (0; m0 ) and V ∗ (0; m0 ) denote the ex-ante Bayes risk under a policy π, and
the minimal Bayes risk, when the prior is m0 . The equilibrium action of nature is
termed the least-favorable prior, and that of the agent, the minimax policy. Under
a minimax theorem, which holds if there is a Nash equilibrium to the game (with
proper priors), the sup and inf operations in (2.8) can be interchanged, so that
sup inf Vπ (0; m0 ) = inf sup Vπ (0; m0 ) = inf sup Vπ (0; µ).

m0 ∈P π∈Π

π∈Π m0 ∈P

π∈Π

µ

Here, Vπ (0; µ) denotes the frequentist risk of a policy π when the local parameter
is µ. The last term, inf π∈Π supµ Vπ (0; µ), is perhaps the more common definition
of minimax risk. We numerically verify the existence of a Nash equilibrium for the
one-armed bandit problem in Section 7.4.
Equation (2.8) implies that the problem of computing minimax risk reduces to
that of computing Bayes risk under the least favorable prior. We conjecture, and
verify numerically by solving the two player game in Section 7.4, that the least
favorable prior for one-armed bandits involves only two support points at {µ, µ̄},
with µ < 0 and µ̄ > 0. Intuitively, both low and high values of |µ| are associated
with low risk, the former by definition, and the latter because the agent quickly
learns to always pull or never pull the arm. Hence, the risk is maximized at a unique
µ for µ < 0, and similarly for µ > 0. It suffices to compute the least favorable
prior, m∗0 (·), under σ = 1; due to the scale invariance of Brownian motion, the
least favorable prior under any other σ will be m∗0 (·/σ), i.e., we need only multiply
the support points of m∗0 (·) by σ. We also expect m∗0 (·) to be asymmetric, with
|µ| > |µ̄| and m∗0 (µ) > m∗0 (µ̄), as this would be optimal against the exploration
motive of the agent. Symmetry will be regained under multi-armed bandits if all
arms have the same reward variances.
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3. Formal properties under gaussian rewards
3.1. Existence and uniqueness of PDE solutions. Equation (2.7) describes a
nonlinear 2nd -order PDE. It is well known that such PDEs do not admit classical,
i.e., twice continuously differentiable, solutions. Instead, the relevant weak solution
concept is that of a viscosity solution (Crandall et al. 1992).
Theorem 1. (Barles and Jakobsen, 2007, Theorem A.1) Suppose µ+ (·), µ(·)
are γ-Hölder continuous for some γ > 0. Then there exists a unique, γ-Hölder continuous viscosity solution to PDE (2.7).
3.2. Convergence to the PDE solution. In Section 2, we provided a heuristic
derivation of PDE (2.7). For a formal result, one would need to prove that a
discrete analogue, Vn∗ (·), of V ∗ (·), defined for a fixed n, converges to V ∗ (·) as
n → ∞. Define In = I{t ≤ 1 − 1/n} and Yi as the i-th realization of the rewards
(corresponding to the i-th pull of the arm). Let Vn∗ (·) denote the solution to the
recursive equation
"

Vn∗

µ+ (s) − πµ(s)
Aπ
1
Aπ Ynq+1
(x, q, t) = min E
+ In · Vn∗ x + √
,q +
,t +
π∈[0,1]
n
n
n
n

!

#

s ;

if t < 1,
Vn∗ (x, q, 1) = 0.

(3.1)

In (3.1), Aπ ∼ Bernoulli(π), and the expectation is a joint one over Ynq+1 , Aπ given
s. Existence of a unique Vn∗ (·) follows by backward induction. Clearly, Vn∗ (·) is the
minimal Bayes risk in the fixed n setting under Gaussian rewards. We can thus
interpret (3.1) as a discrete approximation to PDE (2.7). As such, it falls under
the abstract framework of Barles and Souganidis (1991) for showing convergence to
viscosity solutions. An application of their techniques proves the following result
(all proofs are in Appendix A): Denote $(s) := min {µ+ (s) − µ(s), µ+ (s)}.
Theorem 2. Suppose µ+ (·), µ(·) are γ-Hölder continuous, sups $(s) < ∞ and the
prior m0 is such that E[|µ|3 |s] < ∞ at each s. Then, as n → ∞, Vn∗ (·) converges
locally uniformly to V ∗ (·), the unique viscosity solution of PDE (2.7).
The assumptions are satisfied for Gaussian priors. Note also that the theorem
is proved without appealing to (2.1).
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3.2.1. Implications for policy choice. Theorem 2 implies that the asymptotic risk of
any policy is larger than V ∗ (0). To quantify how close various policies come to this
limit, we can use the following result: For any measurable policy π(·) : S → [0, 1],
define Vπ,n (·) as the fixed n Bayes risk under π. It solves the recursive equation
"

Aπ(s) Ynq+1
Aπ(s)
µ+ (s) − πµ(s)
1
√
Vπ,n (x, q, t) = E
+ In · Vπ,n x +
,q +
,t +
n
n
n
n

#

!

if t < 1,

s ;
(3.2)

Vπ,n (x, q, 1) = 0

(3.3)

where Aπ(s) ∼ Bernoulli(π(s)).
Corollary 1. Suppose µ+ (·), µ(·), π(·) are Hölder continuous, sups $(s) < ∞,
and the prior m0 is such that E[|µ|3 |s] < ∞ at each s. Then, as n → ∞, Vπ,n (·)
converges locally uniformly to Vπ (·), the unique viscosity solution of PDE (2.6).
The proof of the above is analogous to that of Theorem 2, and is omitted. The
restriction to Hölder continuous π(·) is a drawback as it disallows discontinuous
policies such as UCB. The theory of viscosity solutions is well developed for continuous PDE coefficients, but similar results for discontinuous coefficients are harder
to come by. We conjecture, however, that this assumption is not necessary.
In any event, the Thompson sampling rule πts = E [I{µ ≥ 0}|x, q], does satisfy
the requirements of Theorem 1. In Section 7, we compute V ∗ (0) and Vπ (0) for
Thompson sampling under various priors and parameter values for σ 2 . The numerical results show that the Bayes risk of Thompson sampling is much higher
than the minimal Bayes risk, V ∗ (0), sometimes by a factor of 2. This implies that
Thompson sampling is often substantially sub-optimal.

3.2.2. Rates of convergence. We can obtain an upper bound on the rate of convergence of Vn∗ to V ∗ under the additional assumption sups µ+ (s) < ∞. This is
satisfied if the prior has a compact support. Then, an application of Barles and
Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1) shows |Vn∗ − V ∗ | . n−1/14 , with a faster one-sided
rate V ∗ − Vn∗ . n−1/6 . See Appendix B for the details. The result is far from being
sharp though, as evidenced by the discussion in Barles and Jakobsen (2007).
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3.3. Piece-wise constant policies and batched bandits. While we are not
able to characterize the optimal Bayes policy in closed form, it is possible to construct (Lebesgue) measurable policies whose Bayes risk is arbitrarily close to V ∗ (·).
One way to do so is using piece-wise constant policies. In fact, a bandit experiment
with such a policy is equivalent to a batched bandit experiment, where the data is
forced to be considered in batches. The results in this section thus give an upper
bound on the welfare loss due to batching. In Appendix D, we argue that the
optimal piece-wise constant policy for the general K-armed bandit problem can be
feasibly computed even if K is moderately large. Hence, batched bandits are also
useful as a device for approximating the (fully) optimal policy in those settings.
Let ∆t denote a small time increment, and T∆t := {t1 , . . . , tK } a set of grid
points for time, where t1 = 0, tK = 1 and tk − tk−1 = ∆t for all k. The optimal
piece-wise constant policy
∗
π∆t
: X × Q × T∆t 7→ {0, 1}

is allowed to change only at the time points on the grid T∆t . In particular, suppose
∗
that x = xk and q = qk at the grid point t = tk . Then one computes π∆t
(xk , qk , tk ) ∈

{0, 1} and holds this policy value fixed until the next time point tk+1 . Define
∗
V∆t,k
(x, q) as the Bayes risk, in the diffusion regime, at state (x, q, tK−k ) under
∗
∗
(x, q):
(·). We then have the following recursion for V∆t,k
π∆t

n

h

i

o

∗
∗
∗
V∆t,k+1
(x, q) = min S∆t V∆t,k
(x, q), V∆t,k
(x, q) + ∆t · µ+ (x, q) , k = 0, . . . , K − 1,
∗
V∆t,0
(x, q) = 0,

(3.4)

where the operator S∆t [φ](x, q) denotes the solution at (x, q, ∆t) of the linear second
order PDE
−∂t f (s) + µ+ (s) − µ(s) + L[f ](s) = 0, if t > 0;

f = φ, if t = 0.

(3.5)

∗
The following theorem assures that V∆t,k
(·) can be made arbitrarily close to

V ∗ (·, ·, tK−k ) by letting ∆t → 0.
Theorem 3. (Jakobsen et al., 2019, Theorem 2.1) Suppose that µ+ (·), µ(·)
are Lipschitz continuous. Then there exists C < ∞ that depends only on the
14

n

o

∗
(·) − V ∗ (·, tK−k )
Lipschitz constants of µ+ (·), µ(·) such that 0 ≤ maxk V∆t,k

≤

C(∆t)1/4 uniformly over X × Q.
∗
Note that π∆t
(·) is not required to converge to some measurable π ∗ (·) as ∆t → 0.
∗
(·) in the fixed n setting: to apply, one simply sets t =
Still, we can employ π∆t

bi/nc, where i is the current period. The following theorem asserts that employing
∗
(·) in this manner results in a Bayes risk that is arbitrarily close to V ∗ (0).
π∆t

Theorem 4. Suppose µ+ (·), µ(·) are Lipschitz continuous and sups µ+ (s) < ∞.
1/4
∗
∗ ,n (0) − V (0) ≤ C(∆t)
.
Then, for any fixed ∆t, limn→∞ Vπ∆t

4. General parametric models
We now characterize the minimal Bayes risk under general parametric settings.
Let {Pθ : θ ∈ R} denote the set of candidate probability measures for the distribution of Y . We start by assuming θ to be scalar to reduce the notational
overhead, but the vector case (discussed in Section 4.4) does not otherwise present
any new conceptual difficulties. The mean rewards are given by µ(θ) ≡ EPθ [X].
As in Hirano and Porter (2009), we focus on local perturbations of the form
√
{θn,h ≡ θ0 + h/ n : h ∈ R}, where θ0 satisfies µ(θ0 ) = 0. This induces diffu√
sion asymptotics. Indeed, under these perturbations, µn (h) := µ(θn,h ) ≈ µ̇0 h/ n,
√
where µ̇0 := µ0 (0). Thus, the mean rewards are scaled by 1/ n, just as in Section
2. If instead, µ(θ0 ) 6= 0, the asymptotic risk is 0 under all the policies considered
here, including Thompson sampling and our PDE based proposals. Focusing on
µ(θ0 ) = 0 thus ensures that we are comparing policies under the hardest instances
of the bandit problem where the asymptotic risk is non-trivial.
Let ν := ν1 × ν2 where ν1 is a dominating measure for {Pθ : θ ∈ R} and ν2 is a
dominating measure for the prior M0 on h. Define pθ = dPθ /dν, m0 = dM0 /dν (in
the sequel, we shorten the Radon-Nikodym derivative dP/dν to just dP ). Also, let
Pn,θ denote the joint probability measure for the sequence of rewards Y1 , . . . , Yn .
We assume {Pθ : θ ∈ R} is differentiable in quadratic mean, i.e., there exists a
score ψ(·) ∈ L2 (Pθ0 ) such that
√

Z 

pθ0 +h −

√

1 √
pθ0 − hψ pθ0
2
15

2

dν = o(|h|2 ).

(4.1)

The information matrix is I = EPθ0 [ψ 2 ] and we set σ 2 = I −1 .
For each q ∈ [0, 1], define
X
σ 2 bnqc
d
xnq := √
ψ(Yi ) −−−→ N (0, qσ 2 ),
Pn,θ0
n i=1

as the (normalized) score process. In Appendix B, we show that (4.1) implies the
Sequential Local Asymptotic Normality (SLAN) property: for any given h ∈ R,
bnqc

X

ln

i=1

dpθ0 +h/√n
h
q
= 2 xnq − 2 h2 + oPn,θ0 (1), uniformly over q.
dpθ0
σ
2σ

(4.2)

The SLAN property is crucial for the results on asymptotic reduction to the normal
rewards setting. An abstract version of it is stated as an assumption for analyzing
sequential experiments of the optimal stopping kind in Le Cam (1986, Chapter
13), but in the form (4.2), it appears to be new.
4.1. Heuristics. We now provide informal arguments illustrating how the posterior density of h given all information until time t can be approximately characterized using just two state variables: the number of times the arm has been pulled
q(t) := n−1

Pbntc
j=1

I(Aj = 1), and the score process x(t) := xnq(t) . This suggests that

these variables are asymptotically sufficient.
bntc

bnq(t)c

Let Ft be the σ-algebra generated by ξt ≡ {{Aj }j=1 , {Yi }i=1

}, the set of all

actions and rewards until time t. The sequence of σ-algebras, {Ft }t∈Tn , where
Tn := {j/n : j = 1, . . . , n}, constitutes a filtration. Suppose the agent places a
prior density m0 (wrt ν) over h. By Lemma 1, the posterior distribution, p(·|Ft ),
bnq(t)c

of h depends only on ynq(t) = {Yi }i=1

, so


bnq(t)c
Y

pn (h|Ft ) = pn (h|ynq(t) ) ∝ 

i=1




pθ0 +h/√n (Yi ) · m0 (h).

(4.3)

The SLAN property (4.2) suggests that, uniformly over all possible q, the bracketed
term in (4.3) can be approximated by the density of the ‘tilted’ measure Λnq,h (ynq ),
defined as
1
q
dΛnq,h (ynq ) = exp 2 hxnq − 2 h2 dPnq,θ0 (ynq ),
σ
2σ


where dPnq,θ0 (ynq ) :=

Qbnqc
i=1



(4.4)

pθ0 (Yi ). While Λnq,h is not probability measure, it

does integrate to 1 asymptotically. Let S̃nq be the measure corresponding to the
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density dS̃nq (ynq , h) = dΛnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h). From this joint density, one can define
a conditional probability density (wrt ν) of h given ynq , denoted by p̃n (h|ynq );
formally this is defined via the disintegration dS̃ (y , h) = p̃ (h|y ) · dP̄˜ (y ),
nq

nq

n

nq

n

nq

o
Rn
where dP̄˜n (ynq ) :=
dS̃nq (ynq , h) dν(h). Such a conditional probability always

exists, see, e.g., Le Cam and Yang (2000, p. 136). It can be characterized as
p̃n (h|ynq ) ≡ p̃n (h|xnq , q) ∝ dΛnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h)
∝ p̃q (xnq |h) · m0 (h);

p̃q (·|h) ≡ N (·|qh, qσ 2 )

(4.5)

The density p̃n (·|ynq ) is a close approximation to p(·|ynq ); building on Le Cam and
Yang (2000, Proposition 6.4.4), we show in Appendix B that the total variation
distance between pn (·|ynq ) and p̃n (·|ynq ) converges to 0 uniformly over q ∈ [0, 1].
The approximation of pn (·|ynq ) by p̃n (·|xnq , q) implies all relevant information
about h is contained in just (xnq , q). It is thus asymptotically sufficient to restrict
the state variables to s = (x, q, t), and the policy class, Π, to the set of all functions
that map s to [0, 1] (time is still a state variable due to the boundary condition).
Knowing additional state variables will not reduce asymptotic Bayes risk. Another
benefit of the approximation is that p̃n (·|xnq , q) can often be obtained with minimal computation. For instance, under Gaussian priors, (4.5) implies the density
p̃n (·|xnq , q) is also Gaussian with a similar form as in (2.3).
4.2. Formal results. Let Ẽ[·|ynq ] ≡ Ẽ[·|s] denote the expectation corresponding
to the approximate posterior density p̃n (·|ynq ) ≡ p̃n (·|xnq , q). Define µ+ (s) :=
µ̇0 Ẽ [ hI(µ̇0 h ≥ 0)| s], µ(s) := µ̇0 h(s) and h(s) := Ẽ [ h| s]. With these definitions, it
will be shown that the minimal asymptotic Bayes risk in the parametric regime is
again characterized by (2.7), but the infinitesimal generator is now modified slightly
to (the difference is that ∂x f is multiplied by h(s) as opposed to µ(s) = µ̇0 h(s))
1
L[f ] := ∂q f + h(s)∂x f + σ 2 ∂x2 f.
2

(4.6)

4.2.1. Bayes and minimal Bayes risk under fixed n. We start by characterizing
Bayes and minimal Bayes risk under fixed n. Denote qj = qt=bnjc , xj = xnqj and
Fj ≡ Ft=bnjc . At each period j, the agent chooses some policy πj ≡ π(ξj−1 ) that
is Fj−1 measurable. Let Π denote the class of all such sequentially measurable
17

policies. For simplicity we suppose Π consists only of deterministic policies. This
restriction is immaterial for minimal Bayes risk. In fact, apart from some additional
notation, it is straightforward to allow for randomized policies (cf. Appendix B.3).
Now, the regret payoff (2.2) can be expanded as

µn (h)
R(Y, π, h) = √ {I(µn (h) ≥ 0) − π} + √ {I(µn (h) ≥ 0) − π} ,
n
n
where  := Y − µn (h) is mean 0 conditional on π, h (we have used π in place of A
as they are equivalent for deterministic policies). Set
Rn (h, π) :=

√

nµn (h) {I(µn (h) ≥ 0) − π} ,

and note that Rn (h, πj ) = nE [R(Yj , πj , h)|h], where E[·|h] denotes the expectation
under Pn,θ0 +h/√n . Also, take E(yn ,h )[·] to be the expectation under the joint density
dSn (yn , h) =

( n
Y

)

pθ0 +h/√n (Yi ) · m0 (h).

i=1

Given some deterministic policy, π(·), the variables (ξj , πj ≡ Aj , xj , qj ) are all
deterministic functions of yn . Thus, defining Vπ,n (0) as the ex-ante Bayes risk
under some policy π ∈ Π in the fixed n setting, we have








n
1X
Rn (h, πj ) ,
Vπ,n (0) = E(yn ,h)  R(Yj , πj , h) = E(yn ,h) 
n j=1
j=1
n
X

(4.7)

where the second equality follows by the law of iterated expectations. The minimal
ex-ante Bayes risk, Vn∗ (0), in the fixed n setting is then




n
1X
Vn∗ (0) = inf E(yn ,h) 
Rn (h, πj ) .
π∈Π
n j=1

(4.8)

4.2.2. Convergence of minimal Bayes risk. The main theoretical result of this section is that Vn∗ (0) converges to V ∗ (0), the solution, evaluated at s0 = (0, 0, 0), of
PDE (2.7) with the infinitesimal generator (4.6). This is shown under the following
assumptions:

Assumption 1. (i) The class {Pθ } is differentiable in quadratic mean as in (4.1).
(ii) EPθ0 [exp |ψ(Y )|] < ∞.
(iii) There exists µ̇0 < ∞ such that

√

nµn (h) ≡
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√
nµ(Pθ0 +h/√n ) = µ̇0 h + o(|h|2 ).

(iv) The support of m0 (·) is a compact set {h : |h| ≤ Γ} for some Γ < ∞.
(v) µ(·) and µ+ (·) are Hölder continuous. Additionally, sups $(s) ≤ C < ∞.
Assumptions 1(i), (iii) and (v) are standard. Assumption 1(ii) is restrictive,
but is related to the definition of Λnq,h in (4.4). Instead of tilting Pnq,θ0 as we
did by exp{z} with z =

1
hxnq
σ2

−

q
h2 ,
2σ 2

one could instead tilt by g(·), say, where

g(z) = 1 + z + z 2 /2 + o(z 3 ) and bounded for large z, e.g., g(z) = min{2, max{1 +
z + z 2 /2, 0}}. We do not take this route as it would complicate the proof, but,
in this scenario, we conjecture that Assumption 1(ii) could be replaced with the
weaker requirement EPθ0 [|ψ(Y )|3 ] < ∞. Assumption 1(iv) requires the prior to
have a compact support. This assumption is also employed in Le Cam and Yang
(2000, Proposition 6.4.4). It suffices for deriving a lower bound on minimax risk
as it was conjectured that the least favorable prior has a two point support. Still,
it is possible to drop this assumption some under additional conditions, e.g., if the
prior has finite 1 + α moments, α > 0, and Assumption 1(iii) is strengthened to
|µ(Pθ0 +h )| ≤ C|h| for all h. Assumptions 1(ii) and (iv) are therefore not the most
general possible, but they lead to relatively transparent proofs.
The theorem below makes use of the following notation: ΠS denotes the class
of all sequentially measurable policies that are functions only of s = (x, q, t), and
VnS∗ (0) := inf π∈ΠS E(yn ,h)

h P
n
1
n

j=1

i

∗
denotes the optimal pieceRn (h, πj ) . Also, π∆t

wise constant policy with ∆t increments as described in Section 3.3.
Theorem 5. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then:
(i) limn→∞ Vn∗ (0) − VnS∗ (0) = 0.
(ii) limn→∞ Vn∗ (0) = V ∗ (0), where V ∗ (·) solves PDE (2.7) with the infinitesimal
generator (4.6).
∗
∗ ,n (0)−V (0)| .
(iii) If, further, µ(·), µ+ (·) are Lipschitz continuous, limn→∞ |Vπ∆t

∆t1/4 for any fixed ∆t.
Part (i) of Theorem 5 shows that it is sufficient to restrict attention to just three
state variables s = (x, q, t). This is a substantial reduction in dimensionality. Part
(ii) asserts that the minimal Bayes risk can be computed by solving PDE (2.7),
while part (iii) implies piece-wise constant policies can attain this bound.
There is also the following result analogous to Corollary 1:
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Corollary 2. If Assumption 1 holds, and π(·) ∈ ΠS is Hölder continuous, then
limn→∞ Vπ,n (0) = Vπ (0), where Vπ (·) solves PDE (2.6) with the generator (4.6).
The proof of this follows that of Theorem 5. We need to allow for randomized
policies, but this only requires minor tweaks, see Appendix B for details.
4.3. Implications for Thompson sampling. The Thompson sampling rule is
πts (ynq ) = P (h > 0|ynq ). By our posterior approximation results, see e.g., (A.10) in
Appendix A, supynq |πts (ynq )−π̃ts (xnq , q)| → 0, where π̃ts (x, q) :=

R
h>0

p̃n (h|x, q)dν(h)

and p̃n (h|x, q) is defined in (4.5). Under mild conditions, the approximation, π̃ts (·),
to πts (·) is Lipschitz continuous, so Corollary 2 applies, and we can therefore characterize the Bayes risk of Thompson sampling using PDE (2.6).
The above discussion also highlights a practical use for our results in terms of
computation. In general, computing the exact posterior for P (h > 0|ynq ) can be
demanding if the likelihood does not admit a conjugate prior, but computation of
p̃n (h|x, q) and π̃ts (x, q) is instantaneous, especially under a normal prior (in fact,
p̃n (h|x, q) is the Laplace approximation to the posterior). Since our results imply
that the (asymptotic) Bayes risk of π̃ts (·) and πts (·) is the same, it is possible to
use the former in place of the latter. Note, however, that in either case, Thompson
sampling does not attain minimal Bayes risk.
4.4. Vector valued θ. The vector case can be analyzed in the same manner as
the scalar setting, so we only describe the results. The score function ψ(·) is now
a vector of the same dimension as θ. Let Σ = EPθ0 [ψψ | ]−1 denote the inverse
of the information matrix, and x(t) = n−1/2

Pbnq(t)c
i=1

Σψ(Yi ), the normalized score

process. The asymptotically sufficient state variables are still s = (x(t), q(t), t).
Suppose a prior m0 (·) is placed on the local parameter h. Then the approximate
posterior density is p̃n (h|x, q) ∝ p̃q (xnq |h) · m0 (h), where p̃q (·|h) ≡ N (·|qh, qΣ).
Based on this, we define h(s) = Ẽ [ h| s], µ+ (s) = Ẽ [ µ̇|0 hI(µ̇|0 h ≥ 0)| s] and µ(s) =
µ̇|0 h(s), where Ẽ[·|s] is the expectation corresponding to p̃n (·|x, q) and µ̇0 := ∇µ(θ0 ).
With these definitions, the evolution of the minimal Bayes risk is still characterized
by PDE (2.7), but with the infinitesimal generator now being
i
1 h
L[f ] := ∂q f + h(s)| Dx f + Tr Σ · Dx2 f .
2
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(4.9)

4.5. Lower bound on minimax risk. Theorem 5 implies a lower bound on minimax risk. Let Vn,π (0; h) denote the frequentist risk, i.e., the fixed n (ex-ante) expected regret under a sequentially measurable policy π when the local parameter is
h. We also make the dependence of Vn∗ (0), V ∗ (0) on the priors m0 explicit by writing them as Vn∗ (0; m0 ), V ∗ (0; m0 ). Clearly, inf π∈Π sup|h|≤Γ Vn,π (0; h) ≥ Vn∗ (0; m0 )
for any prior m0 supported on |h| ≤ Γ. So, Theorem 5 implies
lim inf sup Vn,π (0; h) ≥ sup V ∗ (0; m0 ),

n→∞ π∈Π |h|≤Γ

(4.10)

m0 ∈P

where P is the set of all compactly supported distributions. The requirement of
compact support is not binding since the least-favorable prior has a two point
support. We can further show supm0 ∈P V ∗ (0; m0 ) = V ∗ , where V ∗ is the asymptotic minimax risk in the Gaussian setting. This is easily shown for scalar θ by
transforming the state variable x to µ̇0 x and replacing σ 2 with µ̇20 σ 2 , following
which the infinitesimal generator (4.6) becomes equivalent to the one in (2.7) since
µ(s) = µ̇0 h(s).
Even for vector θ, the minimax lower bound remains V ∗ . Note that µ depends
only on a single component µ̇|0 h of h. Let h̃ denote the projection of h onto the
null space of Σµ̇0 , and take P to be the class of priors m0 for which h̃ is 0 (in fact,
we can set this to any constant). The least-favorable prior lies within this class.
Under these priors, the state variable x can further reduced to just µ̇|0 x, and after
taking this to be the new x and setting σ 2 = µ̇|0 Σµ̇0 , we find that the minimal
Bayes risk is again characterized by PDE (2.7), just as under normal rewards. So
the minimax risk remains the same. See Appendix F for details.
Proving equality in (4.10), i.e., the sharpness of the lower bound, is more involved
and left for future research. We expect the Bayes policy under normal rewards and
the least favorable prior to be minimax optimal, even in the parametric regime.
5. The non-parametric setting
We often do not have any a-priori information about the distribution of the
rewards. This is the non-parametric setting. Let P denote a candidate class of
probability measures with bounded variance, and dominated by some measure
ν. Also, let P0 ∈ P denote some reference probability distribution. Following
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Van der Vaart (2000), we consider smooth one-dimensional sub-models of the form
{Pt,h : t ≤ η} for some η > 0, where h(·) is a measurable function satisfying

Z

1/2

1/2

dPt,h − dP0



t



2

1
1/2
− hdP0  dν → 0 as t → 0.
2

(5.1)

In analogy with the parametric setting, we compute Bayes risk under the local (to
P0 ) sequence of probability measures P1/√n,h , treating h as a local parameter.
R

It is well known, see e.g., Van der Vaart (2000), that (5.1) implies hdP0 = 0 and
R

h2 dP0 < ∞. The set of all such candidate h is termed the tangent space T (P0 ).

This is a subset of the Hilbert space L2 (P0 ), endowed with the inner product
hf, gi = EP0 [f g] and norm kf k = EP0 [f 2 ]1/2 . As in Section 4, (5.1) implies the
SLAN property that for all h ∈ T (P0 ),
bnqc

X
i=1

ln

X
dP1/√n,h
1 bnqc
q
(Yi ) = √
h(Yi ) − khk2 + oP0 (1), uniformly over q.
dP0
n i=1
2

(5.2)

R

The mean rewards under P are given by µ(P ) = xdP (x). To obtain non-trivial
risk bounds, we suppose µ(P0 ) = 0. The rationale is similar to setting µ(θ0 ) = 0
in the parametric setting: it focuses attention on the hardest instances of the
bandit problem. Let ψ(x) := x and σ 2 :=

R

x2 dP0 (x). Then, ψ(·) is the efficient

influence function corresponding to estimation of µ, in the sense that under some
mild assumptions on {Pt,h },
µ(Pt,h )
µ(Pt,h ) − µ(P0 )
− hψ, hi =
− hψ, hi = o(t).
(5.3)
t
t
√
Equation (5.3) implies µ(P1/√n,h ) ≈ hψ, hi / n. Clearly, this is the right scaling
for diffusion asymptotics.
It is possible to select {φ1 , φ2 , . . . } ∈ L2 (P0 ) in such a manner that {ψ/σ, φ1 , φ2 , . . . }
form an orthonormal basis for the closure of T (P0 ); here, the division of ψ by σ
ensures kψ/σk2 =

R

x2 /σ 2 dP0 (x) = 1. We can also choose these bases so that

they lie in T (P0 ), i.e., EP0 [φj ] = 0 for all j. By the Hilbert space isometry, each
h ∈ T (P0 ) is then associated with an element from the l2 space of square integrable
sequences, (h0 /σ, h1 , . . . ), where h0 = hψ, hi and hk = hφk , hi for all k 6= 0.
Following Hirano and Porter (2009), we define asymptotic Bayes risk in terms
of priors on the tangent space T (P0 ), or equivalently, in terms of priors on l2 . Let
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(%(1), %(2), . . . ) denote an arbitrary permutation of (1, 2, . . . ). We restrict attention
to those priors, ρ0 , that are supported on a finite dimensional sub-space,
E
XD
ψ I−1
HI ≡ h ∈ T (P0 ) : h = hψ, hi +
φ%(k) , h φ%(k)
σ k=1
(

)

of T (P0 ), or isometrically, on a subset of l2 of finite dimension I. Crucially, the
first component of h ∈ l2 , corresponding to h0 = hψ, hi, is always included in
the support of the prior. The restriction to finite dimensional sub-spaces follows
the tradition in statistics of defining minimax risk through finite dimensional submodels, see e.g., Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 25.21). We further suppose that
the prior can be decomposed as ρ0 = m0 × λ, where m0 is a prior on h0 and λ is
√
a prior on (h%(1) , h%(2) , . . . ). Recall that µn (h) := µ(P1/√n,h ) ≈ h0 / n. Thus m0 is
√
effectively equivalent to a prior on the scaled rewards nµn , just as in Section 2.
We do not intend to suggest placing priors on tangent sets as a principled method
for non-parametric Bayesian inference. The priors are also too restrictive for this
to be realistic. Instead, similar to Hirano and Porter (2009), we suggest the use of
a prior m0 on h0 as a way to rank policies in terms of average risk (we show that λ,
the other component of the prior, does not matter asymptotically). Importantly,
our results also provide a lower bound on minimax risk.

5.1. On posteriors and their approximations. By construction, the prior
ρ0 is supported on a finite-dimensional subset of the tangent space of the form
n

o

h| χ(Yi ) : h ∈ RI , where χ := (ψ/σ, φ%(1) , . . . , φ%(I−1) ). In what follows, we drop

the permutation % for simplicity. Consider the posterior density, pn (·|Ft ), of the
vector h given Ft , where the filtration Ft is defined as in Section 4. By Lemma 1,

pn (·|Ft ) = pn (·|ynq(t) ) ∝


bnq(t)c
Y


Here, as before, q(t) = n−1
Qnq

i=1

Pbntc
j=1




dP1/√n,h| χ (Yi ) · ρ0 (h).


i=1

I(Aj = 1). Now, (5.2) suggests that Pnq,h (ynq ) :=

P1/√n,h| χ (Yi ) may be approximated by the ‘tilted’ measure, Λnq,h (·), where






X
1 bnqc
q
dΛnq,h (ynq ) := exp √
h| χ(Yi ) − khk2  dP1/√n,0 (ynq ).
 n
2
i=1
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(5.4)

Define χnq := n−1/2

Pbnqc
i=1

χ(Yi ). Then, letting p̃n (·|ynq ) denote the corresponding

posterior density as in Section 4, we have:
p̃n (h|ynq ) ∝ dΛnq,h (ynq ) · ρ0 (h)
∝ p̃q (χnq |h) · ρ0 (h); where p̃q (·|h) ≡ N (·|qh, qI).

(5.5)

The approximate posterior of h depends on the I dimensional quantity χnq .
However, it is possible to achieve achieve further dimension reduction for the marginal posterior density, p̃n (h0 |ynq ), of h0 . Indeed, for any h ∈ T (P0 ),
X
X
h0 bnqc
q
q
1 bnqc
2
√
h(Yi ) − khk = √
Yi − 2 h20 + (terms independent of h0 )
n i=1
2
σ n i=1
2σ

where the equality follows from the Hilbert space isometry which implies h =
PI

(h0 /σ)ψ+

k=1

hk φk , and khk2 = (h0 /σ)2 +

PI

k=1

h2k . So, defining xnq = n−1/2

Pbnqc
i=1

Yi ,

we obtain from (5.4) and (5.5) that
(

)

h0
q
p̃n (h0 |ynq ) ∝ exp
xnq − 2 h20 · m0 (h0 )
σ
2σ
∝ p̃q (xnq |h0 ) · m0 (h0 ), where p̃q (·|h0 ) ≡ N (·|qh0 , qσ 2 ).

(5.6)

In other words, one can approximate the posterior distribution of h0 under Ft by
p̃n (h0 |xnq(t) , q(t)) ≡ p̃n (h0 |ynq(t) ) ∝ pq(t) (xnq(t) |h0 ) · m0 (h0 ), just as in Section 4.
Since the expected reward depends only on h0 due to (5.3), this suggests that it is
sufficient, asymptotically, to restrict the state variables to s(t) := (x(t), q(t), t).
5.2. Formal results. Set Ẽ[·|s] to be the expectation under p̃n (h0 |x, q), µ+ (s) :=
Ẽ [h0 I{h0 > 0}|s] and µ(s) := Ẽ[h0 |s]. Note that by (5.6), these terms are the
same as in Section 2.2.2. Also, set h(χnq , q) := Ẽ [h|χnq , q] where Ẽ[·|χnq , q] is the
expectation under p̃n (h|χnq , q), defined in (5.5). Let Vn∗ (0) denote the minimal exante Bayes risk in a fixed n setting as in Section 4.2. We show that Vn∗ (0) converges
to V ∗ (0), where V ∗ (·) is the solution to PDE (2.7) with µ+ (·), µ(·) defined as above.
This is done under the following following assumptions:
Assumption 2. (i) The sub-models {Pt,h ; h ∈ T (P0 )} satisfy (5.1).
(ii) EP0 [|Y |3 ] < ∞.


√
√
(iii) nµ(P1/√n,h ) ≡ nµn (h) = h0 + o khk2 for each h ∈ T (P0 ).
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(iv) ρ0 (·) is supported on HI (Γ) ≡ {h ∈ HI : EP0 [exp |h|] ≤ Γ} for some Γ < ∞.
(v) µ(·) and µ+ (·) are Hölder continuous and sups $(s) ≤ C < ∞. Furthermore,
h(χ, q) is also Hölder continuous.
Assumption 2(iii) is a stronger version of (5.3), but is satisfied for all commonly
used sub-models. For instance, if dP1/√n,h := (1 + n−1/2 h)dP0 as in Van der Vaart
√
(2000, Example 25.16), nµ(P1/√n,h ) = hψ, hi = h0 . Assumption 2(iv) requires
the prior to be supported on score functions with finite exponential moments. As
with Assumptions 1(ii) & 1(iv), it ensures the tilt dΛnq,h (ynq )/dP1/√n,0 (ynq ) in (5.4)
is uniformly bounded. It is somewhat restrictive as it implies EP0 [exp |h0 Y |] < ∞
for all h0 ∈ supp(m0 ). However, similar to Assumptions 1(ii) & 1(iv), we suspect
it can be relaxed at the expense of more intricate proofs. Finally, Assumption 2(v)
differs from Assumption 1(v) only in requiring continuity of h(χ, q). While h(χ, q)
is not present in PDE (2.7), it arises in the course of various PDE approximations
in the proof. The form of the posterior in (5.5) implies this should be satisfied
under mild assumptions on ρ0 . It is certainly satisfied for Gaussian ρ0 .
Theorem 6. Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Then:
(i) limn→∞ Vn∗ (0) = V ∗ (0), where V ∗ (·) is the solution to PDE (2.7).
∗
∗ ,n (0)−V (0)| .
(ii) If, further, µ(·), µ+ (·) are Lipschitz continuous, limn→∞ |Vπ∆t
∗ ,n (0) is defined as in Section 3.3.
∆t1/4 for any fixed ∆t, where Vπ∆t

As with parametric models, Theorem 6 implies a lower bound on minimax risk.
Let Vn,π (0; h) denote the fixed n (ex-ante) expected regret of a sequentially measurable policy π under P1/√n,h . We also make the dependence of Vn∗ (0), V ∗ (0) on
the priors ρ0 , m0 explicit by writing them as Vn∗ (0; ρ0 ), V ∗ (0; m0 ). Clearly, for any
ρ0 , inf π∈Π suph∈HI Vn,π (0; h) ≥ Vn∗ (0; ρ0 ). Let P be the set of all m0 consistent with
Assumption 2(iv); if EP0 [exp |Y |] < ∞, P can be the set of compactly supported
priors. Then, Theorem 6 implies
sup n→∞
lim inf sup Vn,π (0; h) ≥ sup V ∗ (0; m0 ),
I

π∈Π h∈HI

(5.7)

m0 ∈P

where the first supremum on the left hand side is taken over all finite subsets I
of the tangent space T (P0 ). By Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 25.21), the left
hand side of (5.7) is the value of minimax risk. The right hand side of (5.7)
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is the minimal (asymptotic) Bayes risk under the least-favorable prior. Because
PDE (2.7) characterizes V ∗ (0; m0 ) even in the non-parametric setting, the leastfavorable prior here is the same as that under Gaussian rewards. As in Section 4,
proving equality in (5.7) is more involved and left for future research.
An analogous result to Corollary 2 also holds; we skip this for brevity.

6. Generalizing the one-armed bandit problem
This section considers various generalizations of the one-armed bandit problem.
For brevity, we do not formally restate the theoretical results from Sections 3-5
for these generalizations. Appendix C describes these results and sketches how the
proofs can be modified.
6.1. Multi-armed bandits. Suppose the bandit has K arms. To begin with,
assume that the rewards in arm k are distributed as N (µk,n , σk2 ) where µk,n :=
√
µk / n is unknown, but σk2 is known. In the Bayesian setting, it is without loss of
generality to set one of {µk ; k = 1, . . . , K} to 0.
Let Aj ∈ {1, . . . , K} denote the action of the agent in period j, where Aj = k
implies the arm k is pulled. The state space is 2K dimensional, with the relevant state variables being s = (x1 , q1 , . . . xK , qK , t), where one of q1 , . . . , qK may
be dropped. Here, qk (t) := n−1

Pbntc
j=1

I(Aj = k) denotes the fraction of times

arm k was pulled, and xk denotes the scaled cumulative rewards from that arm:
xk (t) = n−1/2

Pbntc
j=1

I(Aj = k)Yj . The policy rule, π(·) : S → [0, 1]K , provides the

probabilities of pulling the arms 1, . . . , K given the current state s.
The agent places a joint prior, m0 , on µ := (µ1 , . . . , µK ). Let Y := (Y1 , . . . , Yk )
denote the realizations of rewards in each arm. The regret payoff is given by
Yk ∗ X Yk
√ I(A = k),
R(Y, A, µ) = √ −
n
n
k
where k ∗ = arg maxk µk . Let E[·|s] denote the expectation under the posterior
distribution of µ given s, and define µ(s) ≡ (µ1 (s), . . . , µK (s)), where µk (s) =
E[µk |s]. Also, let µmax (s) ≡ E[maxk µk |s]. As in Section 2, it is straightforward
to derive the posterior distribution of µ(·), along with closed form expressions for
µ(·), µmax (·) under Gaussian priors, though we do not show it here for brevity.
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For each k, denote by Lk [·] the infinitesimal generator
1
Lk [f ](s) := ∂qk f + µk (s)∂xk f + σk2 ∂x2k f.
2
Because one of q1 , . . . , qK is redundant, we may take, e.g., ∂q1 f = 0. In what
follows, we assume this implicitly, and also that the state s does not include q1 .
Now, by similar arguments as in Section 3 (see, Appendix C), we can show that
the minimal Bayes risk function, V ∗ (·), solves the PDE
∂t V ∗ + µmax (s) + min {−µk (s) + Lk [V ∗ ](s)} = 0 if t < 1;

(6.1)

V ∗ = 0 if t = 1.

(6.2)

k

As in Sections 4 and 5, the parametric and non-parametric settings can again be
(1)

(K)

reduced to the one with Gaussian rewards. Let Pθ := Pθ × · · · × Pθ

denote the

probability distribution over the vector of outcomes in K arms. It is without loss
of generality to assume the distributions across arms are independent of each other
(as we only observe the outcome from a single arm in any period). The parameter
θ may have some components that are shared across all the arms. Suppose the
√
agent place a prior m0 on the local parameter h indexing θh = θ0 + h/ n, where
θ0 is such that EP (k) [Yk ] = 0 for all k. Then, we can apply the techniques from
θ0

Sections 4 to show the following (we assume θ is scalar for simplicity): (1) The
asymptotically sufficient state variables are (x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK , t), where qk (t) is as
defined earlier,
k (t)c
σk2 bnqX
xk (t) := √
ψk (Yik ),
n i=1

(k)

ψk (·) is the score function corresponding to Pθ0 , and σk2 = Ik−1 with Ik := EP (k) [ψk2 ].
θ0

(2) The posterior is closely approximated by p̃(h|s) ∝

k p̃qk (xk |h) × m0 (h), where

Q

p̃qk (·|h) ≡ N (·|qk h, qk σk2 ). (3) The PDE characterization, (6.1), of minimal Bayes
risk holds under both parametric and non-parametric distributions of rewards. The
results from Section 5 can be extended in a similar manner. See Appendix C for
further details.
For minimax risk, we conjecture that the least favorable prior has a K point
support over µ.
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6.2. Best arm identification. Best arm identification describes a class of sequential experiments in which the agent is allowed to experiment among K arms
of a bandit until a set time t = 1 (corresponding to n time periods). At the end
of the experimentation phase, an arm is selected for final implementation. Statistical loss is determined by expected payoffs during the implementation phase,
but not on payoffs generated during experimentation, i.e., there is no exploitation
motive. In the Gaussian setting, it is sufficient to use the same state variables
s = (x1 , q1 , . . . xK , qK , t) as in K armed bandits, and drop one of q1 , . . . , qK .
Let µ := (µ1 , . . . , µK ) denote the mean rewards of each arm, and π (I) ∈ {1, . . . , K}
the action of the agent in the implementation phase. Following the best arm identification literature, see, e.g., Kasy and Sautmann (2019), we take the loss function
to be expected regret in the implementation phase (also known as “simple regret”)
L(π (I) , µ) = max µk −
k

X

µk I(π (I) = k).

k

Suppose that the state variable at the end of experimentation is s. The Bayes risk
of policy π (I) given the terminal state s is
h

i

Vπ(I) (s) = E L(π (I) , µ)|s = µmax (s) −

X

µk (s)I(π (I) = k).

k

Hence, the optimal Bayes policy is π (I) = arg maxk µk (s) and the minimal Bayes
risk at the end of experimentation, i.e., when t = 1, is V ∗ (s) = µmax (s) −
maxk µk (s). This determines the boundary condition at t = 1.
For ‘interior states’ with t < 1, the recursion
V ∗ (s) = inf E [ V ∗ (. . . , xk + ∆xk , qk + ∆qk , . . . t + ∆t)| s]
π∈[0,1]

must hold for any small time increment ∆t. Thus, by similar heuristics as in
Section 2.2, V ∗ (·) satisfies
∂t V ∗ + min Lk [V ∗ ](s) = 0 if t < 1;
k

V ∗ (s) = $(s) if t = 1,

(6.3)

where $(s) := µmax (s) − maxk µk (s). We require $(s) to be Hölder continuous and
sups $(s) < ∞. All previous theoretical results (including for parametric and nonparametric models) continue to apply with minor modifications to the statements
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and the proofs; for details, see Appendix C. See also Adusumilli (2022a) for the
derivation of the minimax optimal policy in the two arm case.
6.3. Discounting. Our methods also apply to bandit problems without a definite
end point. Suppose the rewards in successive periods are discounted by e−β/n for
some β > 0. Here, n is to be interpreted as a scaling of the discount factor; it is the
number of periods of experimentation in unit time when the agent experiments in
regular time increments and intends to discount rewards by the fraction e−β after
∆t = 1. Discounting ensures the cumulative regret is finite. It also changes the
considerations of the agent, who will now be impatient to start ‘exploitation’ sooner
as future rewards are discounted. Popular bandit algorithms such as Thompson
sampling do not admit discounting and will therefore be substantially sub-optimal.
In the Gaussian setting with one arm, the relevant state variables under discounting are s := (x, q), where x, q are defined in the same manner as before, but
q can now take values above 1 (it is the number of times the arm is pulled divided
by n). The counterpart of PDE (2.7) for discounted rewards is
βV ∗ − µ+ (s) − min {−µ(s) + L[V ∗ ](s), 0} = 0.

(6.4)

Note that PDE (6.4) does not require a boundary condition. All the previous
theoretical results continue to apply to discounted bandits (see Appendix C).
7. Computation and simulations
7.1. Numerical solutions using finite difference methods. PDE (2.7) can be
solved efficiently using “upwind” finite-difference (FD) schemes. Appendix D describes the computational procedure in detail. We remark here on a few properties:
(1) The solution can be computed very efficiently using sparse matrix routines, e.g.,
for our results below on one-armed bandits, the solutions take 5-10 minutes. (2)
The batched bandit setting (Section 3.3) suggests a feasible approach for approximating the optimal policy under moderately many arms. The optimal batched
policy is solved using backward in time; the computational advantage here is that
in going from each grid point tk to tk−1 , PDE (6.1) can be de-coupled into K linear
PDEs that can be solved efficiently using FD methods or by Monte-Carlo using
the Feynman-Kac formula. The computational cost of this approach thus scales
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Figure 7.1. Risk of Thompson sampling vs minimal Bayes risk
linearly with the number of arms, alleviating the curse of dimensionality. (3) The
discounted bandit problem is also much faster to solve than the one with a fixed t.

7.2. Optimal Bayes policy and Thompson sampling under normal priors.
The Thompson sampling rule is πts (s) = P (µ ≥ 0|s), where P (·|s) denotes the
posterior probability of µ. Its asymptotic Bayes risk can be computed by solving
PDE (2.6). Figure 7.1 compares the Bayes risk of πts with the minimal Bayes risk
from solving PDE (2.7), for different values of the prior variance ν 2 , and error
variance σ 2 . In all cases, the prior is a normal with mean 0. Bayes risk decreases
with ν 2 but increases with σ 2 . Thompson sampling is inferior to the optimal Bayes
policy across all parameter values and substantially so; its Bayes risk is generally
twice as high.
Figure 7.2 plots the optimal policy rule, under the parameter values (µ0 = 0, ν 2 =
1600, σ 2 = 25), as a function of x, q at various points in time. As conjectured in
Section 2.2.2, it is of the form π ∗ (s) = I{x ≥ f (q, t)}, where f (·) is increasing in t.
Note that it recommends pulling the arm for some x < 0, even though this indicates
negative expected rewards, µ(s). This is an example of exploration. The extent
of exploration, i.e., the values of x for which π ∗ (s) = 1, declines over time. Figure
7.2 also plots a heatmap of πts (·), the Thompson sampling rule. Compared to the
optimal rule, πts (·) is inferior in two regards: First, it performs ‘over-exploration’:
with a sizable probability, it can fail to pull the arm in regions, e.g., x ≥ 0, where
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Figure 7.2. Policy maps
pulling the arm is in fact always optimal (similarly, it often pulls the arms in
regions where it is not optimal to do so). Second, it does not change with time.
7.3. Simulations. The risk comparisons in the previous section were based on
analytical, i.e., asymptotic results. To assess their validity in finite samples, we ran
Monte Carlo simulations with a normal prior µ ∼ N (0, 502 ) and σ = 5, for various
values of n (the number of Monte-Carlo draws was 5000). Figure 7.3 displays the
results, along with the interquartile range for the realizations of cumulative regret.
The PDE solutions provide a very good approximation to finite sample Bayes risk,
even for relatively small n. The optimal Bayes policy retains its dominance over
Thompson sampling even in small samples. The variability of regret under the
optimal Bayes policy is also much smaller than under Thompson sampling.
In Appendix E, we further compare the optimal Bayes policy against the UCB
policy. The UCB policy is sensitive to tuning parameters, but even under the best
tuning parameter its risk is 35-85% higher, the gap being greater for larger n.
31

A: Thompson sampling
B: Optimal Bayes policy
Note: The parameter values are µ0 = 0, ν = 50 and σ = 5. The dashed red lines denote the values of
asymptotic Bayes risk. Black lines within the bars denote the Bayes risk in finite samples. The bars
describe the interquartile range of regret.

Figure 7.3. Monte-Carlo simulations
7.4. Minimax risk. We compute the least favorable prior, m∗0 , and the minimax
policy, π ∗∗ , under σ = 1 by solving the two player game (2.8) numerically. The
procedure is described in Appendix D. It suffices to solve the game under σ = 1
as the Nash equilibrium more generally is just (m∗0 (·/σ), π ∗∗ (·/σ, ·, ·)), i.e., we need
only multiply the support points of m∗0 by σ, and replace x with x/σ in π ∗∗ . As
conjectured, m∗0 has a two point support at µ = -2.5 and µ̄ = 1.7 with m∗0 (µ̄) =
0.415. Figure 7.4, Panel A plots the frequentist risk profile of the minimax policy.
Consistent with the two point support of m∗0 , the risk profile has two peaks. The
value of minimax risk is 0.373. For comparison, the risk of Thompson sampling
under the least favorable prior is 0.551, about 48% higher. Panel B of Figure
7.4 plots the finite sample performance of the minimax policy (under the least
favorable prior) and shows that it works well in practice.
8. Conclusion
Bandit algorithms have been studied for a long time, but there are very few
results describing optimal policies under the commonly used notions of Bayes and
minimax risk. Working under diffusion asymptotics, we obtain lower bounds for
these risk measures, and suggest ways to numerically compute the corresponding
optimal policies. We show that all bandit problems, be they parametric or nonparametric, are asymptotically equivalent to Gaussian bandits. Furthermore, it is
asymptotically sufficient to restrict attention to just two state variables per arm.
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A: Frequentist risk of minimax policy
B: Finite sample performance
Note: Dashed red lines in Panel A denote the support of the prior. The dashed red line in Panel B is
the value of asymptotic minimax risk. For comparison, the risk of Thompson sampling under the least
favorable prior is 0.551. Black lines within the bars denote the Bayes risk in finite samples, under the
least favorable prior. The bars describe the interquartile range of regret.

Figure 7.4. Minimax optimal policy
For minimax risk, the paper only proves a lower bound. We believe the bound is
tight, but further work is need to provide a formal proof. The work also raises a
number of avenues for future research, a few of which are discussed below:
Unknown σ. Replacing unknown variances with consistent estimates has no effect
on asymptotic risk. One could thus achieve optimal risk by (say) sampling all arms
equally for n̄ := nρ periods, ρ ∈ (0, 1), obtaining estimates of σ, and applying the
optimal policies based on those estimates from n̄ onwards. But in finite samples,
the choice of ρ will matter and further work is needed to choose this.
Other sequential experiments. Adusumilli (2022a) applies insights from this paper
to derive the minimax optimal policy for best-arm identification with two arms,
while Adusumilli (2022b) does the same for the problem of costly sampling.
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Appendix A. Proofs
Lemma 1. Let p(Y |h) denote the likelihood of Y given some parameter h with
prior distribution m0 (h). Under the one-armed bandit experiment, the posterior
distribution, pn (·|Ft ), of h given all information until time t satisfies
pn (h|Ft ) ∝


bnq(t)c
Y


i=1




p(Yi |h) · m0 (h).

(A.1)



In particular, the posterior distribution is independent of the past values of actions.
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bntc

bnq(t)c

Proof. Note that Ft is the sigma-algebra generated by ξt ≡ {{Aj }j=1 , {Yi }i=1

};

here, j = k refers to the k-th time period while i = k refers to the k-th pull of the
arm. The claim is shown using induction. Clearly, it is true for t = 1. For any
t > 1, we can think of pn (h|ξt−1 ) as the revised prior for µ. Suppose that At = 1.
Then nq(t) = nq(t − 1) + 1, and
pn (h|ξt ) ∝ p(Yt , At = 1|ξt , h) · pn (h|ξt−1 )
∝ π(At = 1|ξt−1 ) · p(Yt |h) · pn (h|ξt−1 )
∝ p(Yt |h) · pn (h|ξt−1 ) =


bnq(t)c
Y





p(Yi |h) · m0 (h).


i=1

Alternatively, suppose At = 0. Then, nq(t) = nq(t − 1), and p(At = 0|ξt , h) =
π(At = 0|ξt ) is independent of h, so
pn (h|ξt ) ∝ p(At = 0|ξt , h) · pn (h|ξt−1 )
∝ pn (h|ξt−1 ) =


bnq(t)c
Y


i=1




p(Yi |h) · m0 (h).


Thus the induction step holds under both possibilities, and the claim follows.



A.1. Proof of Theorem 2. For the proof of this theorem, we make the time
change τ := 1 − t. Let s := (x, q, τ ), In ≡ {τ < 1/n} and denote the domain
of s by S. Also, let C ∞ (S) denote the set of all infinitely differentiable functions
φ : S → R such that supq≥0 |Dq φ| ≤ M for some M < ∞ (these are also known as
test functions).
Following the time change, we can alternatively represent the solution, Vn∗ (·), to
(3.1) as solving the approximation scheme
Sn (s, φ(s), [φ]) = 0 for τ > 0;

φ(x, q, 0) = 0,

(A.2)

where for any u ∈ R and φ2 : S → R,
Sn (s, u, [φ2 ])
(

:= − min

π∈[0,1]

"

!

Aπ Ynq+1
Aπ
1
µ+ (s) − πµ(s)
+ E In · φ2 x + √
,q +
,τ −
−u s
n
n
n
n
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#)

.

Here, [φ2 ] refers to the fact that it is a functional argument. Define
F (D2 φ, Dφ, s) = ∂τ φ − µ+ (s) − min {−µ(s) + L[φ](s), 0} ,
as the left-hand side of PDE (2.7) after the time change. Barles and Souganidis
(1991) show that the solution, Vn∗ (·), of (A.2) converges to the solution, V ∗ (·), of
F (D2 φ, Dφ, s) = 0 with the boundary condition φ(x, q, 0) = 0 if the scheme Sn (·)
satisfies the properties of monotonicity, stability and consistency.
Monotonicity requires Sn (s, u, [φ1 ]) ≤ Sn (s, u, [φ2 ]) for all s ∈ S, u ∈ R and
φ1 ≥ φ2 . This is clearly satisfied.
Stability requires (A.2) to have a unique solution, Vn∗ (·), that is uniformly
bounded. That a unique solution exists follows from backward induction. To
obtain an upper bound, note that following a state s, the agent may choose to
pull the arm in all subsequent periods. This results in a risk of τ (µ+ (s) − µ(s)).
Alternatively, the agent may choose not to pull the arm in all subsequent periods,
in which case the resulting risk is τ µ+ (s). Hence, by definition of Vn∗ (·) as the risk
under an optimal policy,
n

o

0 ≤ Vn∗ (s) ≤ τ min µ+ (s) − µ(s), µ+ (s) ≤ Cτ.

(A.3)

Finally, consistency requires that for all φ ∈ C ∞ (S), and s ≡ (x, q, τ ) ∈ S such
that τ > 0,
lim sup nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) ≤ F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s), and

(A.4)

lim
inf nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) ≥ F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s).
n→∞

(A.5)

n→∞
ρ→0
z→s

ρ→0
z→s

It suffices to restrict attention to τ > 0 because (A.3) implies that for any s on the
boundary, i.e., of the form (x, q, 0),
lim sup Vn∗ (z) = 0 = lim
inf Vn∗ (z).
n→∞
n→∞
z→s

z→s

When the above holds, an analysis of the proof of Barles and Souganidis (1991,
Theorem 2.1) shows that we only need prove (A.4) and (A.5) for interior values of
s, i.e., when τ > 0.
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We now show (A.4). The argument for (A.5) is similar. Since any z ≡ (x̃, q̃, τ̃ )
converging to s ≡ (x, q, τ ) with τ > 0 will eventually satisfy τ̃ > 1/n, we can drop
In in the definition of Sn (·) while taking the lim sup operation in (A.4). Now, for
any s ∈ S, a third order Taylor expansion gives
#

!

"

I(Aπ = 1)
1
I(Aπ = 1)Ynq+1
√
,q +
,τ −
− φ(s) s
nE φ x +
n
n
n
h√
i
i
1 h
2
= E nI(Aπ = 1)Ynq+1 s ∂x φ + E I(Aπ = 1)Ynq+1
s ∂x2 φ
2
R(s)
+ E [ I(Aπ = 1)| s] ∂q φ − ∂τ φ + √
n

where R(s) is a continuous function of µ(s), E [ µ2 | s] and E [ |Ynq+1 |3 | s] that is
bounded at each s as long as these three functions are also bounded. Because Aπ ∼
√
Bernoulli(π) for any given π ∈ [0, 1], we have E [ nI(Aπ = 1)Ynq+1 | s] = πµ(s),
h

i

2
E I(Aπ = 1)Ynq+1
s = π(σ 2 +n−1 E[µ2 |s]) and E [ I(Aπ = 1)| s] = π. Furthermore,
√
recalling that Y |µ ∼ N (µ/ n, σ 2 ), the properties of the Gaussian distribution

imply
h

i

h

h

i

i

h

i

E |Ynq+1 |3 s = E E |Ynq+1 |3 |µ s > n−3/2 E |µ|3 s < ∞

under the stated assumptions. We thus obtain
nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ])
(

= − min



≤ − min

n

π∈[0,1]

π∈[0,1]

)

R(z)
E[µ2 |z]
µ+ (z) − πµ(z) + πL[φ](z) − ∂τ φ(z) + √ + ∂x2 φ(z)
,0
n
n



o
|R(z)| M E[µ2 |z]
µ+ (z) − πµ(z) + πL[φ](z) − ∂τ φ(z), 0 + √ +
n
n

|R(z)| M E[µ2 |z]
= ∂τ φ(z) − µ (z) − min {−µ(z) + L[φ](z), 0} + √ +
.
n
n
+

Because lim supz→s {|R(z)| + E[µ2 |z]} < ∞, φ ∈ C ∞ (S) and µ+ (·), µ(·) are continuous functions,
lim sup nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ])
n→∞
ρ→0
z→s

≤ lim sup ∂τ φ(z) − µ+ (z) − min {−µ(z) + L[φ](z), 0}
z→s

= F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s).
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This completes the proof of consistency.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 4. For this proof, we use |f | to represent the sup norm of
∗
f . Let V∆t,n,k
(x, q) denote the Bayes risk in the fixed n setting at state (x, q, tK−k )
∗
∗
∗
(·) satisfies
(x, q) = 0, and V∆t,n,k+1
(·). Then V∆t,0
under π∆t

h

i

∗
∗
V∆t,n,k+1
(x, q) = Γ̃∆t V∆t,n,k
(x, q), k = 0, . . . , K − 1.

(A.6)

Here,
n

Γ̃∆t [φ](x, q) := min S̃∆t [φ] (x, q), φ(x, q) + ∆t · µ+ (x, q)

o

and S̃∆t [φ] (x, q) denotes the solution at (x, q, ∆t) of the recursive equation
"

µ+ (x, q) − µ(x, q)
Y
1
1
f (x, q, τ ) = E
+ f x + √ ,q + ,τ −
n
n
n
n

!

#

s ; τ >0

f (x, q, 0) = φ(x, q).

(A.7)

In other words, S̃∆t [φ] (x, q) is the discrete time counterpart of the operator S∆t [·]
defined in Section 3.3.
∗
∗
,
and V∆t,k
For any k > 0, it can be seen from the recursive definitions of V∆t,n,k

h

i

h

h

i

i

h

i

∗
∗
∗
∗
∗
∗
|V∆t,n,k+1
− V∆t,k+1
| ≤ Γ̃∆t V∆t,n,k
− Γ̃∆t V∆t,k
+ S̃∆t V∆t,k+1
− S∆t V∆t,k+1
.

Recall that S̃∆t [φ] denotes the solution to (A.7), while S∆t [φ] denotes the solution
to (3.5), when the initial condition in both cases is φ. Hence, by Barles and
Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1), the regularity conditions of which can be verified
as in Appendix B.1, we have
h

i

h

i

∗
∗
S̃∆t V∆t,k+1
− S∆t V∆t,k+1
. n−1/14 .

Additionally, it is straightforward to verify Γ̃∆t [φ1 ] − Γ̃∆t [φ2 ] ≤ |φ1 − φ2 | for all
φ1 , φ2 . Together, these results imply
∗
∗
∗
∗
|V∆t,n,k+1
− V∆t,k+1
| . |V∆t,n,k
− V∆t,k
| + n−1/14 . kn−1/14 ,

where the last inequality follows by iterating on k. Since K is finite under a fixed
∗
∗
∆t, we have thereby shown limn→∞ |V∆t,n,k+1
−V∆t,k+1
| = 0 for all k = 0, . . . , K −1.

The claim follows by combining this result with Theorem 3.
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A.3. Proof of Theorem 5. Recall that yi = {Yk }ik=1 denotes the rewards after
i pulls of the arms. Let ν(yn ) :=

Qn

i=1

ν(Yi ), pn,θ (yn ) :=

Qn

k=1

pθ (Yk ) and P̄n be

the probability measure corresponding to the density dP̄n (yn ) := pn,θ0 +h/√n (yn ) ·
R

m0 (h)dν(h). Note that P̄n is the marginal probability measure of yn , and we use
Ē [·] to denote its corresponding expectation. Similarly, define P̄˜ as the mean

n

sure (but not necessarily a probability) corresponding to the density dP̄˜n (yn ) :=
R

λn,h (yn ) · m0 (h)dν(h), where
dΛn,h (yn )
1
1
= exp 2 hxn − 2 h2 pn,θ0 (yn ).
dν(yn )
σ
2σ


λn,h (yn ) :=



Finally, k·kTV denotes the total variation metric between two measures.
The proof proceeds in the following steps:
Step 1 (Sequential local asymptotic normality): Lemma 2 in Appendix B shows
that quadratic mean differentiability, (4.1), implies the SLAN property (4.2).
Step 2 (Approximation of posterior and marginal measures): Let An denote the
n

o

event yn : supq |xnq | ≤ M . For any measure P , define P ∩ An as the restriction
of P to the set An . By Lemma 6 in Appendix B, for any  > 0 there exists M < ∞
such that
lim P̄n (Acn ) ≤ ,

n→∞

lim P̄n ∩ An − P̄˜n ∩ An

n→∞

TV

h

= 0, and

i

lim sup Ēn IAn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV = 0.

n→∞

(A.8)
(A.9)
(A.10)

q

The measures Λn,h (·), P̄˜n (·) are not probabilities as they need not integrate to 1.
But Lemma 6 also shows the following: Λ (·), P̄˜ (·) are σ-finite and contiguous
n,h

n

with respect to Pn,θ0 , and letting Yn denote the sample space of yn ,
lim P̄˜n (Yn ) = 1 and lim P̄˜n (Acn ) ≤ .

n→∞

n→∞

(A.11)

The first result in (A.11) implies that P̄˜n is almost a probability measure.
Step 3 (Approximation of Vπ,n (0)): By (4.7) and the law of iterated expectations,








i
i
X h
X h
1 n−1
1 n−1
Vπ,n (0) = E(yn ,h) 
E Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  = Ēn 
E Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  ,
n j=0
n j=0
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where Ēn [·] is the expectation with respect to the marginal probability P̄n , and we
write qj (π) to make explicit the dependence of qj on the policy π. Note that πj+1
is a deterministic function of ynqj (π) for all j, due to the restriction to deterministic
policies.
Recall from Section 4.2 that Ẽ[·|ynq ] ≡ Ẽ[·|xnq , q] is the expectation under
p̃n (·|ynq ) ≡ p̃n (·|xnq , q). Also, let Ẽn [·] denote the expectation under the measure
P̄˜ and define
n





i
X h
1 n−1
Ẽ Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  .
Ṽπ,n (0) = Ẽn 
n j=0

We show that
lim sup Vπ,n (0) − Ṽπ,n (0) = 0

(A.12)

n→∞ π∈Π

by bounding each term in the following expansion:
Vπ,n (0) − Ṽπ,n (0)








i
i
X h
X h
1 n−1
1 n−1
= Ēn IAcn
E Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  + Ẽn IAcn
Ẽ Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π) 
n j=0
n j=0



+ Ēn − Ẽn





i
X h
1 n−1
IA
Ẽ Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π) 
n
n j=0





i
h
io
Xn h
1 n−1
E Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π) − Ẽ Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  .
+ Ēn IAn
n j=0

(A.13)

Because of the compact support of the prior, the posteriors pn (·|ynq ), p̃n (·|ynq )
are also compactly supported on |h| ≤ Γ for all q. On this set |Rn (h, πj )| ≤ bΓ
for some b < ∞ by Assumption 1(iii). The first two quantities in (A.13) are
therefore bounded by bΓP̄n (Acn ) and bΓP̄˜n (Acn ). By (A.8) and (A.11), these can
be made arbitrarily small by choosing a suitably large M in the definition of An .
The third term in (A.13) is bounded by bΓ P̄n ∩ An − P̄˜n ∩ An
. By (A.9) it
TV

converges to 0 as n → ∞. The expression within {} brackets in the fourth term of
(A.13) is smaller than bΓ pn (·|ynqj (π) ) − p̃n (·|ynqj (π) )

TV

. Hence, by the linearity

of expectations, the term overall is bounded (uniformly over π ∈ Π) by
h

i

bΓ sup Ēn IAn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV ,
q
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which is o(1) because of (A.10). We have thus shown (A.12).
Step 4 (Approximating Vn∗ (0) with a recursive formula): The measure, P̄˜n , used
in the outer expectation in the definition of Ṽπ,n (0) is not a probability. This can
be rectified as follows: First, note that the density λn,h (·) can be written as
λn,h (yn ) =

n
Y

(

i=1

n
Y
h
h2
exp √ ψ(Yi ) − 2
pθ0 (Yi ) =
p̃n (Yi |h),
n
2σ n
i=1

(

)

)

(A.14)

where2
)

(

h2
h
pθ0 (Yi ).
p̃n (Yi |h) := exp √ ψ(Yi ) − 2
n
2σ n
Using (A.14), Lemma 7 shows that P̄˜n can be disintegrated as

n Z
Y
˜
dP̄n (yn ) =
p̃n (Yi |h)p̃n (h|yi−1 )dν(h) ,

(A.15)

i=1

with p̃n (h|y0 ) := m0 (h). Now define cn,i :=

{ p̃n (Yi |h)dν(Yi )} p̃n (h|yi−1 )dν(h),

R R

and let P̃n denote the probability measure
P̃n (yn ) =

n
Y

P̃n (Yi |yi−1 ), where

i=1

1 Z
dP̃n (Yi |yi−1 ) :=
p̃n (Yi |h)p̃n (h|yi−1 )dν(h).
cn,i

(A.16)

Note that cn,i is a random (because it depends on yi−1 ) integration factor ensuring
P̃n (yi+1 |yi ), and therefore P̃n , is a probability. In Lemma 8, it is shown that there
exists some non-random C < ∞ such that
sup |cn,i − 1| ≤ Cn−c for any c < 3/2,

(A.17)

i

and furthermore, P̃n − P̄˜n

TV

→ 0 as n → ∞. Hence, letting




i
X h
1 n−1
V̆π,n (0) := EP̃n 
Ẽ Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  ,
n j=0

where EP̃n [·] is the expectation with respect to P̃n , one obtains the approximation
sup Ṽπ,n (0) − V̆π,n (0) ≤ bΓ P̃n − P̄˜n
π∈Π

TV

See the arguments following (A.13) for the definition of b.
2Despite

the notation, p̃n (Yi |h) is not a probability density.
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→ 0.

(A.18)

Since p̃n (h|yi−1 ) ≡ p̃n (h|x = xi−1 , q = i − 1) by (4.5) with p̃n (h|x = 0, q = 0) :=
m0 (h), it follows from (A.16) that P̃n (Yi |yi−1 ) ≡ P̃n (Yi |x = xi−1 , q = i − 1).
h

i

Define V̆n∗ (0) = inf π∈Π V̆π,n (0). Recall that for a given π ∈ {0, 1}, Ẽ Rn (h, π)| ynqj ≡
h

i

Ẽ Rn (h, π)| xnqj , qj by (4.5). Furthermore, we have noted above that the conditional distribution of the future values of the rewards, P̃n (Ynqj +1 |ynqj ), also depends
only on (xnqj , qj ). Based on this, standard backward induction/dynamic programming arguments imply V̆n∗ (0) can be obtained as the solution at (x, q, t) = (0, 0, 0)
of the recursive problem
(

V̆n∗ (x, q, t) = min

π∈{0,1}

"

πσ 2 ψ(Ynq+1 )
π
1
Ẽ [ Rn (h, π)| x, q]
√
+ EP̃n In · V̆n∗ x +
,q + ,t +
n
n
n
n

if t < 1,
V̆n∗ (x, q, 1) = 0,

(A.19)

where EP̃n [ ·| s] denotes the expectation under P̃n (Ynq+1 |ynq ) ≡ P̃n (Ynq+1 |x =
xnq , q) and In = I{t ≤ 1 − 1/n}.
Now, Step 3 and (A.18) imply limn→∞ |Vn∗ (0) − V̆n∗ (0)| = 0. But, the value
π ∗ ∈ {0, 1} that attains the minimum in (A.19) depends only on s. We would have
thus obtained the approximation, V̆n∗ (0), to Vn∗ (0) even if we restricted the policy
class to ΠS . This proves the first claim of the theorem.

Step 5 (Auxiliary results for showing PDE approximation of (A.19)): We now state
a couple of results that will be used to show that the solution, V̆n∗ (·), to (A.19)
converges to the solution of a PDE.
The first result is that, for any given π ∈ {0, 1}, Ẽ [ Rn (h, π)| x, q] can be approximated by µ+ (s) − πµ(s) uniformly over (x, q). To this end, denote R̄(h, π) =
√
µ̇0 h (I(µ̇0 h > 0) − π). Assumption 1(iii) implies sup|h|≤Γ |µn (h) − µ̇0 h/ n| ≤ C/n
for some C < ∞. Combining this with Lipschitz continuity of xI(x > 0) − πx gives
sup

√
Rn (h, π) − R̄(h, π) ≤ 2C/ n.

|h|≤Γ;π∈{0,1}

Recalling the definitions of µ+ (s), µ(s) from the main text, the above implies
sup





Ẽ [ Rn (h, π)| x, q] − µ+ (s) − πµ(s)

(x,q);π∈{0,1}
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√
≤ 2C/ n.

(A.20)

#)

!

s

;

The next result is given as Lemma 9 in Appendix B. It states that there exists
ξn → 0 independent of both s and π ∈ {0, 1} such that
√

nσ 2 EP̃n [ πψ(Ynq+1 )| s] = πh(s) + ξn , and

(A.21)

i

h

σ 4 EP̃n πψ 2 (Ynq+1 ) s = πσ 2 + ξn .

(A.22)

Furthermore,
i

h

EP̃n |ψ(Ynq+1 )|3 s < ∞.

(A.23)

Step 6 (PDE approximation of (A.19)): The unique solution, V̆n∗ (s), to (A.19)
converges locally uniformly to Vn∗ (s), the viscosity solution to PDE(2.7). This
follows by similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2:
Clearly the scheme defined in (A.19) is monotonic. Assumption 1(iii) implies
there exists b < ∞ such that supπ,|h|≤Γ |Rn (h, π)| ≤ bΓ. Hence, the solution to
(A.19) is uniformly bounded, with |V̆n∗ (s)| ≤ bΓ independent of s and n. This
proves stability. Finally, consistency of the scheme follows by similar arguments as
in the proof of Theorem 2, after making use of (A.20) and (A.21) - (A.23).
This completes the proof of the second claim of the theorem.
∗ ,n (0) − V̆π ∗ n (0) = 0.
Step 7 (Proof of the third claim): Steps 1-4 imply limn→∞ Vπ∆t
∆t
∗ n (0) in recursive
In addition we can follow the arguments in Step 4 to express V̆π∆t

∗
form, in a manner similar to the definition of V∆t,n,k
(·) in the proof of Theorem 4;

the only difference is that the operator S̃∆t [φ] (x, q) in that proof should now read
as the solution at (x, q, ∆t) of the recursive equation
"

Ẽ [ Rn (h, 1)| x, q]
σ 2 ψ(Ynq+1 )
1
1
√
+ EP̃n f x +
,q + ,τ −
f (x, q, τ ) =
n
n
n
n

!

#

s ; τ >0

f (x, q, 0) = φ(x, q).
Now, an application of Barles and Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1), using (A.20) h

i

h

i

∗
∗
(A.23) to verify the requirements (cf. Appendix B.1), gives S̃∆t V∆t,k+1
− S∆t V∆t,k+1
.

n

o

min n−1/14 , ξn . The remainder of the proof is analogous to that of Theorem 4.
A.4. Proof of Theorem 6. The proof consists of two steps. First, we show
that Vn∗ (0) converges to the solution of a PDE with state variables (χ, q, t) where
χ(t) := χnq(t) with χnq defined in Section 5. Recall that the first component of χ
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is x/σ. Next, we show that the PDE derived in the first step can be reduced to
one involving just the state variables s = (x, q, t).
The first step follows the proof of Theorem 5 with straightforward modifications.
Indeed, the setup is equivalent to taking χ(Yi ) to be the vector-valued score function in the parametric setting (see, Section 4.4). The upshot of these arguments is
that Vn∗ (0) converges to V ∗ (0), where V ∗ (·) solves the PDE
n

o

∂t f (χ, q, t) + µ+ (x, q) + min −µ(x, q) + L̄[f ](χ, q, t), 0 = 0 if t < 1

(A.24)

f (χ, q, t) = 0 if t = 1,
with the infinitesimal generator (here 4 denotes the Laplace operator)
1
L̄[f ](χ, q, t) := ∂q f + h(χ, q)| Dχ f + 4χ f.
2
See Section 5 for the definition of h(χ, q). Note that µ+ (·), µ(·) are functions only
of (x, q). This is because they depend only on the first component, h0 /σ, of h and
its posterior distribution can be approximated by p̃n (h0 |x, q), defined in (5.6).
By the arguments leading to (5.6), the first component of the vector h(χ, q)
is σ −1 Ẽ[h0 |χ, q] = σ −1 Ẽ[h0 |x, q] = σ −1 µ(x, q). Let χc , hc (χ, q) denote χ, h(χ, q)
without their first components χ1 = x/σ and h1 (χ, q) = σ −1 µ(x, q). Then, defining
1
L[f ](x, q, t) := ∂q f + µ(x, q)∂x f + σ 2 ∂x2 f,
2
we see that L̄[f ] = L[f ] + hc (χ, q)| Dχc f + 21 4χc f . Note that in defining L[f ](·), we
made use of the change of variables ∂χ1 f = σ∂x f and ∂χ2 1 f = σ 2 ∂x2 f . We now claim
that the solution of PDE (A.24) is the same as that of PDE (2.7), reproduced here:
∂t f (x, q, t) + µ+ (x, q) + min {−µ(x, q) + L[f ](x, q, t), 0} = 0 if t < 1

(A.25)

f (x, q, t) = 0 if t = 1.
Intuitively, this is because the state variables in χc do not affect instantaneous payoffs µ+ (x, q) − µ(x, q), µ+ (x, q), nor do they affect the boundary condition, so these
state variables are superfluous. The formal proof makes use of the theory of viscosity solutions: Under Assumption 2(v), Theorem 1 implies there exists a unique
viscosity solution to (A.24), denoted by V ∗ (χ, q, t). Then, it is straightforward to
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show that V̄ ∗ (x, q, t) = supχc V ∗ (χ, q, t) is a viscosity sub-solution to (A.25).3 In a
similar fashion, V ∗ (x, q, t) = inf χc V ∗ (χ, q, t) is a viscosity super-solution to (A.25).
Under Assumption 2(v), a comparison principle (see, Crandall et al., 1992) holds
for (A.25) implying any super-solution is larger than a solution, which is in turn
larger than a sub-solution. But V̄ ∗ (x, q, t) ≥ V ∗ (x, q, t) by definition, so it must
be the case V̄ ∗ (x, q, t) = V ∗ (x, q, t) = V ∗ (x, q, t), where V ∗ (x, q, t) is the unique
viscosity solution to (A.25). This proves V ∗ (χ, q, t) = V ∗ (x, q, t), as claimed.

3See

Crandall et al. (1992) for the definition of viscosity sub- and super-solutions using test
functions. To show V̄ ∗ is a sub-solution one can argue as follows: First, V̄ ∗ (x, q, t) is uppersemicontinuous because of the continuity of the solution V ∗ (χ, q, t) to PDE (A.24). Second, V̄ ∗
satisfies the boundary condition in PDE (A.25) by construction. Third, let φ ∈ C ∞ (X , Q, T )
denote a test function such that φ ≥ V̄ ∗ everywhere. By the definition of V̄ ∗ we also have
φ(x, q, t) ≥ V ∗ (χ, q, t) everywhere. Since V ∗ (χ, q, t) is a solution to PDE (A.24), φ must satisfy
the viscosity requirement for a sub-solution to PDE (A.24). But because φ is constant in χc , this
implies it also satisfies the viscosity requirement for a sub-solution to PDE (A.25). These three
facts suffice to show V̄ ∗ is a sub-solution.
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Appendix B. Supplementary results
B.1. Rates of convergence to the PDE solution. The results of Barles and
Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1) provide a bound on the rate of convergence of Vn∗ (·)
to V ∗ (·). The technical requirements to obtain this are described in their Assumptions A2 and S1-S3. Assumptions A2 and S1-S2 are straightforward to verify
using the regularity conditions given for Theorem 2 with the additional requirement
sups |µ+ (s)| < ∞.
Assumption S3 of Barles and Jakobsen (2007) is a strengthening of the consistency requirement in (A.4) and (A.5). Suppose that the test function φ ∈ C ∞ (S)
β
φ(x, q, t) ≤ Kε1−2β0 −kβk for all β0 ∈ N, β ∈ N × N. Then by
is such that ∂tβ0 D(x,q)

a third order Taylor expansion as in the proof of Theorem 2 and some tedious but
straightforward algebra,
nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) − F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s) ≤ E(n, ε) ≡

K̄
n1/2 ε2

,

where K̄ depends only on K, defined above, and the upper bounds on µ+ (·), µ(·).
The above suffices to verify the Assumption S3 of Barles and Jakobsen (2007);
note that the definition of S(·) in that paper is equivalent to nSn (·) here.
Under the above conditions, Barles and Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1) implies
V ∗ − Vn∗ > sup (ε + E(n, ε)) > n−1/6 and
ε





Vn∗ − V ∗ > sup ε1/3 + E(n, ε) > n−1/14 .
ε

The asymmetry of the rates is an artifact of the techniques of Barles and Jakobsen
(2007). The rates are also far from optimal. The results of Barles and Jakobsen
(2007), while being relatively easy to apply, do not exploit any regularity properties
of the approximation scheme. There exist approximation schemes for PDE (2.7)
that converge at n−1/2 rates, but it is unknown whether (3.1) is one of them.
B.2. Supporting lemmas for the proof of Theorem 5. We implicitly assume
Assumption 1 for all the results in this section.
Lemma 2. Suppose Pθ is quadratic mean differentiable as in (4.1). Then Pθ
satisfies the SLAN property as defined in (4.2).
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Proof. The proof builds on Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 7.2). Set pn := dPθ0 +h/√n /dν,
p0 := dPθ0 /dν and Wni := 2

hq

i

pn /p0 (Yi ) − 1 . We use E[·] to denote expectations

with respect to Pn,θ0 . Quadratic mean differentiability implies E[ψ(Yi )] = 0 and
E[ψ 2 (Yi )] = 1/σ 2 , see Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 7.2).
It is without loss of generality for this proof to take the domain of q to be
{0, 1/n, 2/n, . . . , 1}. For any such q,
E

" nq
X

#

Z

Wni = 2nq

√
pn · p0 dν − 1 = −nq


Z

√
√
( pn − p0 )2 dν.

i=1

Now, (4.1) implies there exists n → 0 such that
n

Z

h2
√
√
( pn − p0 )2 dν − 2 . n h2 .
4σ

Hence, for any given h,
sup E

" nq
X

q

#

Wni −

i=1

qh2
→ 0.
4σ 2

(B.1)

√
P
Next, denote Zni = Wni − hψ(Yi )/ n − E[Wni ] and Snq = nq
i=1 Zni . Observe
that E[Zni ] = 0 since E[ψ(Yi )] = 0. Furthermore, by (4.1),
√

Var[ nZni ] = E


√

nWni − hψ(Yi )

2 

. n h2 → 0.

(B.2)

Now, an application of Kolmogorov’s maximal inequality for partial sum processes
gives
n
X
√
1
1
Zni = 2 Var[ nZni ].
P sup |Snq | ≥ λ ≤ 2 Var
λ
λ
q
i=1

"

!

#

Combined with (B.1) and (B.2), the above implies
nq
X

nq
h X
qh2
Wni = √
ψ(Yi ) − 2 + oPn,θ0 (1) uniformly over q.
n i=1
4σ
i=1

(B.3)

We now employ a Taylor expansion of the logarithm ln(1+x) = x− 21 x2 +x2 R(2x)
where R(x) → 0 as x → 0, to expand the log-likelihood as
ln

nq
Y
pn
i=1

nq
X

1
(Xi ) = 2
ln 1 + Wni
p0
2
i=1
=

nq
X
i=1



Wni −



nq
nq
1X
1X
2
Wni
+
W 2 R(Wni ).
4 i=1
2 i=1 ni
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(B.4)

Because of (B.2), we can write

√

nWni = hψ(Yi ) + Cni where E[|Cni |2 ] → 0.

2
2
=
, some straightforward algebra then gives nWni
Defining Ani := 2hψ(Yi )Cni + Cni

h2 ψ 2 (Yi ) + Ani with E[|Ani |] → 0. Now, by the uniform law of large numbers for
partial sum processes, see e.g., Bass and Pyke (1984), n−1

Pnq

i=1

h2 ψ 2 (Yi ) converges

h

uniformly in Pn,θ0 -probability to qh2 /σ 2 . Furthermore, E supq n−1
E [n−1

Pn

i=1

|Ani |] = E[|Ani |] → 0 and therefore n−1

Pnq

i=1

Pnq

i

i=1 |Ani | ≤

Ani converges uniformly

in Pn,θ0 -probability to 0. These results yield
nq
X

2
=
Wni

i=1

qh2
+ oPn,θ0 (1) uniformly over q.
σ2

Next, by the triangle inequality and Markov’s inequality





√ 
nPn,θ0 |Wni | > ε 2 ≤ nPn,θ0 h2 ψ 2 (Yi ) > nε2 + nPn,θ0 |Ani | > nε2
h

n

≤ ε−2 h2 E ψ 2 (Yi )I ψ 2 (Yi ) > nε2

oi

+ ε−2 E [|Ani |] → 0

for any given h. The above implies max1≤i≤n |Wni | = oPn,θ0 (1) and consequently,
max1≤i≤n |R(Wni )| = oPn,θ0 (1). The last term on the right hand side of (B.4) is
bounded by max1≤i≤n |R(Wni )| ·

Pn

i=1

2
and is therefore oPn,θ0 (1) by the above
Wni

results. We thus conclude
ln

nq
Y
pn
i=1

p0

(Xi ) =

nq
X

Wni −

i=1

qh2
+ oPn,θ0 (1) uniformly over q.
4σ 2

The claim follows by combining the above with (B.3).



Lemma 3. For any  > 0, there exist M (), N () < ∞ such that M ≥ M () and
n

o

n ≥ N () implies P̄n (Acn ) < . Furthermore, letting Aqn = ynq : supq̃≤q |xnq̃ | < M ,
and En,0 [·], the expectation under Pn,θ0 ,
"

sup En,0 IAqn
q

dPnq,θ0 +h/√n
dΛnq,h
(ynq ) −
(ynq )
dPnq,θ0
dPnq,θ0
n

#

= o(1) ∀ {h : |h| ≤ Γ}.

o

Proof. Set An,M = yn : supq |xnq | < M and Pnq,h = Pnq,θ0 +h/√n . Note that xnq is
a partial sum process with mean 0 under Pn,0 := Pn,θ0 . By Kolmogorov’s maximal




inequality, Pn,0 supq |xnq | ≥ M ≤ M −1 Var[xn ] = M −1 σ 2 . Hence, Pn.0 (Acn,Mn ) →
0 for any Mn → ∞. But by (4.2) and standard arguments involving Le Cam’s
first lemma, Pn,h is contiguous to Pn,0 for all h. This implies P̄n :=

R

Pn,h dm0 (h)

is also contiguous to Pn,0 (this can be shown using the dominated convergence
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theorem; see also, Le Cam and Yang, p.138). Consequently, P̄n (Acn,Mn ) → 0 for
any Mn → ∞. The first claim is a straightforward consequence of this.
For the second claim, we follow Le Cam and Yang (2000, Proposition 6.2):
We first argue that Pnqn ,h is contiguous to Pnqn ,0 for any deterministic qn → q.
We have
ln

dPnqn ,h
1
qn
= 2 hxnqn − 2 h2 + oPn,0 (1)
dPnqn ,0
σ
2σ
!

qh2 qh2
−−→ N − 2 , 2 ,
Pn,0
2σ σ
d

(B.5)

where the equality follows from (4.2), and the weak convergence limit follows from:
(i) weak convergence of xnq under Pn,0 to a Brownian motion process W (q), see e.g.,
Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Chapter 2.12), and (ii) the extended continuous
mapping theorem, see Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Theorem 1.11.1). Since
EPn,0 [f (ynqn )] = EPnqn ,0 [f (ynqn )] for any f (·), we conclude from (B.5) and the
definition of weak convergence that
!

qh2 qh2
dPnqn ,h d
−−−→ N − 2 , 2 .
ln
dPnqn ,0 Pnqn ,0
2σ σ
An application of Le Cam’s first lemma then implies Pnqn ,h is contiguous to Pnqn ,0 .
Now, let qn denote the value of q attaining the supremum below (or reaching
values arbitrarily close to the supremum if the supremum is not attainable) so that
"

sup En,0 IAqn
q

dPnq,h dΛnq,h
−
dPnq,0
dPnq,0

#

"

= En,0 IAqnn

dPnqn ,h dΛnqn ,h
−
dPnqn ,0
dPnqn ,0

#

.

Without loss of generality, we may assume qn → q; otherwise we can employ a
subsequence argument since qn lies in a bounded set. Define
Gn (q) := IAqnn

dPnq,h dΛnq,h
−
.
dPnq,0
dPnq,0

The claim follows if we show En,0 [Gn (qn )] → 0. By Lemma 2 and the definition of
Λnq,h (·),
1
q
· exp 2 hxnq − 2 h2 (exp δn,q − 1) ,
σ
2σ




Gn (q) = IAqnn

where supq |δn,q | = o(1) under Pn,0 . Since IAqnn · exp

n

1
hxnqn
σ2

−

qn 2
h
2σ 2

o

is bounded

for |h| ≤ Γ by the definition of IAqn , this implies Gn (qn ) = o(1) under Pn,0 . Next,
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we argue Gn (qn ) is uniformly integrable. The first term IAqnn · dΛnqn ,h /dPnqn ,0 in the
definition of Gn (qn ) is bounded, and therefore uniformly integrable, for |h| ≤ Γ.
We now prove uniform integrability of dPnqn ,h /dPnqn ,0 , and thereby that of the
second term, IAqnn · dPnqn ,h /dPnqn ,0 , in the definition of Gn (qn ). For any b < ∞,
"

En,0

(

)#

dPnqn ,h dPnqn ,h
I
>b
dPnqn ,0
dPnqn ,0

=

Z

(

)

dPnqn ,h dPnqn ,h
I
> b dPnqn ,0
dPnqn ,0
dPnqn ,0
!

≤ Pnqn ,h

dPnqn ,h
>b .
dPnqn ,0

But,
!

Z
dPnqn ,h
dPnqn ,h
> b ≤ b−1
dPnqn ,0 ≤ b−1 ,
dPnqn ,0
dPnqn ,0

Pnqn ,0

so the contiguity of Pnqn ,h with respect to Pnqn ,0 implies we can choose b and n̄
large enough such that
!

lim sup Pnqn ,h
n≥n̄

dPnqn ,h
>b <
dPnqn ,0

for any arbitrarily small . These results demonstrate uniform integrability of
Gn (qn ) under Pn,0 . Since convergence in probability implies convergence in expectation for uniformly integrable random variables, we have thus shown En,0 [Gn (qn )] →
0, which concludes the proof.



Lemma 4. limn→∞ P̄n ∩ An − P̄˜n ∩ An

TV

= 0.

Proof. Set Pn,h := Pn,θ0 +h/√n . By the properties of the total variation metric,
contiguity of P̄n with respect to Pn,0 and the absolute continuity of Λn,h with
respect to Pn,0 ,
lim P̄n ∩ An − P̄˜n ∩ An

n→∞

1
= lim
2 n→∞

Z (Z

TV

)

I An

dPn,h
dΛn,h
(yn ) −
(yn ) dPn,0 (yn ) m0 (h)dν(h).
dPn,0
dPn,0

In the last expression, denote the term within the {} brackets by fn (h). By Lemma
3, fn (h) → 0 for each h. Additionally, IAn · (dΛn,h /dPn,0 ) is bounded because of
the definition of An and the fact |h| ≤ Γ, while
Z

IAn

Z
dPn,h
dPn,h
dPn,0 ≤
dPn,0 ≤ 1.
dPn,0
dPn,0
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Hence, fn (h) is dominated by a (suitably large) constant for all n. The dominated
convergence theorem then implies

R

fn (h)m0 (h)dν(h) → 0. This proves the claim.


h

i

Lemma 5. supq Ēn IAn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV = o(1).
Proof. Set Pn,h = Pn,θ0 +h/√n , pnq,h (ynq ) = dPnq,h (ynq )/dν, λnq,h (ynq ) = dΛnq,h (ynq )/dν,
p̄ (y ) = dP̄ (y )/dν and p̄˜ (y ) = dP̄˜ (y )/dν. Let S and S̃ denote
nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

nq

joint measures over (ynq , h), corresponding to dSnq (ynq , h) = pnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h) and
dS̃nq (ynq , h) = λnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h).
In the main text, p̃n (h|ynq ) was defined through the disintegration dS̃nq =
p̃n (h|ynq ) · p̄˜nq (ynq ), where p̄˜n (ynq ) is the marginal. In a similar vein, we can
disintegrate dSnq = pn (h|ynq ) · p̄nq (ynq ). Since pn (h|ynq ), p̃n (h|ynq ) are both conditional probabilities, we obtain p̄nq (ynq ) =
R

R

pnq,h (ynq )m0 (h)dν(h) and p̄˜nq (ynq ) =

λnq,h (ynq )m0 (h)dν(h).
Define Ωn ≡ {yn : pn,0 (yn ) 6= 0}. Since the total variation metric is bounded by

1 and P̄n is contiguous with respect to Pn,0 ,
h

i

h

i

sup Ēn IAn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV = sup Ēn IAn ∩Ωn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV +o(1).
q

q

Now, by the properties of the total variation metric and the disintegration formula,
2 kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV =
=

Z

Z

|pn (h|ynq ) − p̃n (h|ynq )| dν(h)
pnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h) λnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h)
dν(h).
−
p̄nq (ynq )
p̄˜nq (ynq )

Hence,
h

2Ēn IAn ∩Ωn kpn (·|ynq ) − p̃n (·|ynq )kTV
"

≤ Ēn IAn ∩Ωn

Z

i

|pnq,h (ynq ) − λnq,h (ynq )|
m0 (h)dν(h)
p̄nq (ynq )

"

+ Ēn IAn ∩Ωn

Z

#

1
1
− ˜
m0 (h)dν(h)
λnq,h (ynq )
p̄nq (ynq ) p̄nq (ynq )

#

:= B1n (q) + B2n (q)
We start by bounding supq B1n (q). Recall the definition of Aqn ⊇ An from the
statement of Lemma 3. By Fubini’s theorem and the definition of p̄nq (·) as the
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density of P̄nq ,
B1n (q) ≤
≤



Z Z

IAqn ∩Ωn |pnq,h (ynq ) − λnq,h (ynq )| dν(ynq ) m0 (h)dν(h)

Z (Z

)

dPnq,h
dΛnq,h
(ynq ) −
(ynq ) dPnq,0 (ynq ) m0 (h)dν(h), (B.6)
dPnq,0
dPnq,0

IAqn

the change of measure to Pnq,0 in the last inequality being allowed under Ωn . Hence,
sup B1n (q) ≤

Z (

sup

q

)

Z

IAqn

q

dPnq,h
dΛnq,h
(ynq ) −
(ynq ) dPnq,0 (ynq ) m0 (h)dν(h).
dPnq,0
dPnq,0

In the above expression, denote the term within the {} brackets by gn (h). By
Lemma 3, gn (h) → 0 for each h. Furthermore, by similar arguments as in the
proof of Lemma 4, gn (h) is bounded by a constant for all n (it is easy to see that
the bound derived there applies uniformly over all q). The dominated convergence
R

theorem then gives

gn (h)m0 (h)dν(h) → 0, and therefore, supq B1n (q) = o(1).

We now turn to B2n (q). The disintegration formula implies λnq,h (ynq ) · m0 (h) =
p̄˜nq (ynq ) · p̃n (h|ynq ). So,
"

B2n (q) = Ēn IAn ∩Ωn
"

= Ēn IAn ∩Ωn
≤

Z

Z

p̄˜nq (ynq ) − p̄nq (ynq )
p̃n (h|ynq )
dν(h)
p̄nq (ynq )

#

p̄˜nq (ynq ) − p̄nq (ynq )
p̄nq (ynq )

#

IAqn ∩Ωn p̄˜nq (ynq ) − p̄nq (ynq ) dν(ynq ).

(B.7)

By the integral representation for p̄˜nq (ynq ), p̄nq (ynq ) the right hand side of (B.7)
equals
Z

Z

IAqn ∩Ωn
≤

Z (Z

Z
dΛnq,h
dPnq,h
(ynq )dm0 (h) −
(ynq )dm0 (h) dPnq,0 (ynq )
dPnq,0
dPnq,0
)

IAqn

dΛnq,h
dPnq,h
(ynq ) −
(ynq ) dPnq,0 (ynq ) m0 (h)dν(h),
dPnq,0
dPnq,0

(B.8)

where the second step makes use of Fubini’s theorem. The right hand side of (B.8)
is the same as in (B.6). So, by the same arguments as before, supq B2n (q) = o(1).
The claim can therefore be considered proved.



Lemma 6. Let Yn denote the domain of yn . Then, limn→∞ sup|h|≤Γ Λn,h (Yn ) = 1,
and Λ is contiguous to P . Furthermore, lim
P̄˜ (Y ) = 1, P̄˜ is contiguous
n,h

n,θ0

n→∞
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n

n

n

to Pn,θ0 and for each  > 0 there exists M (), N () < ∞ such that P̄˜n (Acn ) <  for
all M ≥ M () and n ≥ N ().

Proof. Set Pn,h := Pn,θ0 +h/√n and pn,h = dPn,h /dν. Note that pn,0 (yn ) =

Qn

i=1

p0 (Yi ),

where p0 (·) is the density function of Pθ0 (Y ). Then, by the definition of Λn,h and
λn,h (·), we can write Λn,h (Yn ) ≡

R

λn,h (yn )dν(yn ) as

Λn,h (Yn ) = (an (h))n where
an (h) :=
Denote gn (h, Y ) =

√h ψ(Y
n

Z

(

)

h
h2
exp √ ψ(Yi ) − 2
p0 (Yi )dν(Yi ).
n
2σ n
h2
,
2σ 2 n

)−

δn (h, Y ) = exp{gn (h, Y )} − {1 + gn (h, Y ) +

gn2 (h, Y )/2} and Ep0 [·], the expectation corresponding to p0 (Y ). Then,
"

)#

(

h2
h
an (h) = Ep0 exp √ ψ(Y ) − 2
n
2σ n


1 2
= Ep0 1 + gn (h, Y ) + gn (h, Y ) + Ep0 [δn (h, Y )]
2
:= Qn1 (h) + Qn2 (h).

(B.9)

Since ψ(·) is the score function at θ0 , Ep0 [ψ(Y )] = 0 and Ep0 [ψ 2 (Y )] = 1/σ 2 . Using
these results and the fact |h| ≤ Γ, straightforward algebra implies
Qn1 (h) = 1 + bn , where bn ≤ Γ4 /8σ 4 n2 .
We can expand Qn2 as follows:
h

i

h

i

Qn2 (h) = Ep0 Iψ(Y )≤K δn (h, Y ) + Ep0 Iψ(Y )>K δn (h, Y ) .

(B.10)

Since |h| ≤ Γ and ex −(1+x+x2 /2) = O(|x|3 ), the first term in (B.10) is bounded by
K 3 Γ2 n−3/2 . Furthermore, for large enough n, the second term in (B.10) is bounded
by Epθ0 [exp |ψ(Y )|]/ exp(aK) for any a < 1. Hence, setting K = (3/2a) ln n gives




sup|h|≤Γ Qn2 (h) = O ln3 n/n3/2 . In view of the above,
sup |an (h) − 1| = O(n−c ) for any c < 3/2.
|h|≤Γ
n

Thus, sup|h|≤Γ |Λn,h (Yn ) − 1| = |{1 + O(n−c )} − 1| = O(n−(c−1) ). Since it is
possible to choose any c < 3/2, this proves the first claim.
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Under Pn,0 , the likelihood dΛn,h /dPn,0 converges weakly to some V satisfying
EPn,0 [V ] = 1 (the argument leading to this is standard, see, e.g., Van der Vaart,
2000, Example 6.5). Since Λn,h (Yn ) → 1, an application of Le Cam’s first lemma
implies Λn,h is contiguous with respect to Pn,0 .
R
Because m0 (·) is supported on |h| ≤ Γ, |P̄˜n (Yn )−1| ≤ |Λn,h (Yn )−1|m0 (h)dν(h) =
O(n−(c−1) ). Thus, lim
P̄˜ (Y ) = 1. Contiguity of P̄˜ with respect to P
n→∞

n

n

n

n,0

follows from the contiguity of Λn,h with respect to Pn,0 . The final claim, that

P̄˜n (Acn ) < , follows by similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.
Lemma 7. The measure, P̄˜n , can be disintegrated as in equation (A.15).
Proof. Let λnq,h (·), S̃nq be defined as in the proof of Lemma 5. Equation (A.14)
implies
λn,h (yn ) · m0 (h) = λn−1,h (yn−1 ) · m0 (h) · p̃(Yn |h).

(B.11)

Let S̃n−1 denote the probability measure corresponding to the density dS̃n−1 =
λn−1,h (yn−1 ) · m0 (h). As argued in the proof of Lemma 5, one can disintegrate this
as dS̃n−1 = pn (h|yn−1 ) · p̄˜n−1 (yn−1 ), where pn (h|yn−1 ) is a conditional probability
density and p̄˜n−1 (yn−1 ) = λn−1,h (yn−1 )m0 (h)dν(h). Thus,
R

λn−1,h (yn−1 ) · m0 (h) = pn (h|yn−1 ) · p̄˜n−1 (yn−1 ).
Combining the above with (B.11) gives
λn,h (yn ) · m0 (h) = pn (h|yn−1 ) · p̄˜n−1 (yn−1 ) · p̃(Yn |h).
Taking the integral with respect h on both sides, and making use of the definition
of p̄˜n (·),
p̄˜n (yn ) = p̄˜n−1 (yn−1 ) ·

Z

p̃(Yn |h)pn (h|yn−1 )dν(h).

(B.12)

There is nothing special about the choice of n here, so iterating the above expression
gives the desired result, (A.15).



Lemma 8. Let cn,i and P̃n denote the quantities defined in Step 4 of the proof of
Theorem 5. There exists some non-random C < ∞ such that supi |cn,i − 1| ≤ Cn−c
for any c < 3/2. Furthermore, limn→∞ P̃n − P̄˜n
= 0.
TV
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Proof. Denote
an (h) :=

Z

p̃n (Yi |h)dν(Yi ) =

Z

(

)

h
h2
exp √ ψ(Yi ) − 2
p0 (Yi )dν(Yi ).
n
2σ n

It is shown in the proof of Lemma 6 that sup|h|≤Γ |an (h) − 1| = O(n−c ) for any c <
R

3/2. Since cn,i =

an (h)p̃n (h|yi−1 )dν(h), and p̃n (h|yi−1 ) is a probability density,

this proves the first claim.
For the second claim, denote p̃n (Yi |yi−1 ) :=

R

p̃n (Yi |h)p̃n (h|yi−1 )dν(h). We also

write cn,i (yi−1 ) for cn,i to make it explicit that this quantity depends on yi−1 . The
properties of the total variation metric, along with (A.15) and (A.16) imply
P̃n − P̄˜n

TV

=

1 Z dP̃n dP̄˜n
dν
−
2
dν
dν

=

n
n
Y
1Z Y
1
p̃n (Yi |yi−1 )
− 1 dν(yn )
2 i=1
i=1 cn,i (yi−1 )

≤

Z Y
n
n
Y
1
1
p̃n (Yi |yi−1 )dν(yn ).
sup
−1 ·
2 yn i=1 cn,i (yi−1 )
i=1

p̃n (Yi |yi−1 ) is the density (wrt ν) of P̄˜n , so the integral
R
in the above expression equals dP̄˜n = P̄˜n (Y) → 1 by Lemma 6. Furthermore,

Recall from (A.15) that

Qn

i=1

using the first claim of the present lemma, it is straightforward to show
sup
yn

Thus, P̃n − P̄˜n

TV

n
Y

1
− 1 = O(n−(c−1) ).
c
(y
)
i−1
i=1 n,i

= O(n−(c−1) ) and the claim follows.



Lemma 9. For the probability measure P̃n defined in Step 4 of the proof of Theorem
5, there exists a deterministic sequence ξn → 0 independent of s and π ∈ {0, 1}
such that equations (A.21) - (A.23) hold.
Proof. Start with (A.21). We have
EP̃n [ ψ(Ynq+1 )| s] =

c−1
n,nq+1

Z Z

=

c−1
n,nq+1

Z





ψ(Ynq+1 )p̃n (Ynq+1 |h)dν(Ynq+1 ) p̃(h|x, q)dν(h)
"

Epθ0
−c

(

h
h2
ψ(Y ) exp √ ψ(Y ) − 2
n
2σ n
"

 Z

= 1 + O(n ) ·

Epθ0
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(

)#

p̃(h|x, q)dν(h)

h2
h
ψ(Y ) exp √ ψ(Y ) − 2
n
2σ n

)#

p̃(h|x, q)dν(h),

where the second equality follows by the definition of p̃(Yi |h), and the third equality
follows by (A.17), where it may be recalled we can choose any c ∈ (0, 3/2). Define
gn (h, Y ) =

√h ψ(Y
n

"

Epθ0

)−

h2
2σ 2 n

and δn (h, Y ) = exp{gn (h, Y )} − {1 + gn (h, Y )}. Then,

(

h
h2
ψ(Y ) exp √ ψ(Y ) − 2
n
2σ n
"

= Epθ0

(

)#

h
h2
ψ(Y ) 1 + √ ψ(Y ) − 2
n
2σ n

)#

+ Epθ0 [ψ(Y )δn (h, Y )] .

Assumption 1(i) implies, see e.g., Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 7.2), Epθ0 [ψ(Y )] =
0 and Epθ0 [ψ 2 (Y )] = 1/σ 2 . Hence, the first term in the above expression equals
√
h/( nσ 2 ). For the second term,
h

i

h

i

Epθ0 [ψ(Y )δn (h, Y )] = Epθ0 Iψ(Y )≤K ψ(Y )δn (h, Y ) + Epθ0 Iψ(Y )>K ψ(Y )δn (h, Y ) .
(B.13)
Since |h| ≤ Γ and ex − (1 + x) = o(x2 ), the first term in in (B.13) is bounded by
K 3 Γ2 n−1 . The second term in (B.13) is bounded by Epθ0 [exp |ψ(Y )|]/ exp(aK) for
any a < 1. Hence, setting K = (1/a) ln n gives sup|h|≤Γ |Epθ0 [ψ(Y )δn (h, Y )] | =
O(ln3 n/n). Combining the above results and noting that |h| ≤ Γ, we obtain

 Z
√ 2
√ 
nσ EP̃n [ ψ(Ynq+1 )| s] = 1 + O(n−c ) ·
hp̃(h|x, q)dν(h) + O(ln n/ n) = h(s)+ξn ,

√
where ξn  ln n/ n. This proves (A.21). The proofs of (A.22) and (A.23) are
similar.



B.3. Proof of Corollary 2. We only sketch the argument: the proof follows the
same outline as that of Theorem 5. The main difference is the need to allow for
randomized policies. Under randomized policies, the variables (ξj , πj , xqj , qj , Aj )
are deterministic functions of (yn , un ) where un := (u1 , . . . , un ) is a sequence of
exogenous uniform random variables modeling the randomization in each period
j. Since we restrict attention to polices that are functions only of (x, q, t), πj+1 :=
π(xnqj , qj , t) is a deterministic function of ynqj . The actions are given by Aj =
I{π(ynqj ) > uj }. Let Un denote the joint probability measure of un .
We make the following adjustments to the proof of Theorem 5: As in Step 3,




i
X h
1 n−1
Vπ,n (0) = Ēn 
E Rn (h, πj+1 )| ynqj (π)  ,
n j=0
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but Ēn [·] should now read as the expectation under the joint density P̄n × Un .
Similarly, Ẽn [·] and EP̃n [·] should read as the joint expectations under P̄˜n × Un and
P̃ × U respectively. Because P̄ , U are independent, and so are P̄˜ , U , we have
n

n



n

n

n

P̄n × Un ∩ An − P̄˜n × Un ∩ An




Similarly, P̃n × Un − P̄˜n × Un



TV

TV

≤ P̄n ∩ An − P̄˜n ∩ An

≤ P̃n − P̄˜n

TV

TV

n

→ 0.

→ 0. At the same time, Lemma

1 implies the posterior distribution of h is independent of unqj (π) given ynqj (π) , so
the posterior densities and their approximations remain unchanged. With these
changes, we can employ the same arguments as in Steps 1-4. The upshot of these
arguments is a recursive expression for V̆π,n (x, q, t) from Step 4 that is analogous to
(3.3); the difference from the proof of Theorem 5 is that while (A.19) there gives an
expression for inf π∈Π V̆π,n (s), we now write down a recursive expression for V̆π,n (s)
itself. Given the recursive expression, we can apply PDE approximation arguments
as in Steps 5 and 6 to show V̆π,n (s) converges locally uniformly to Vπ (s).
Appendix C. Theory for generalizations of the one-armed bandit
C.1. Multi-armed bandits.
Existence of a solution to PDE (6.1). By Barles and Jakobsen (2007, Theorem
A.1), there exists a unique viscosity solution to PDE (6.1) if µmax (·) and µk (·) are
Hölder continuous for all k.
Convergence to the PDE. Let Vn∗ (·) denote the minimal Bayes risk function in the
Gaussian setting. The following analogue of Theorem 2 can then be shown with a
straightforward modification to the proof:
Theorem 7. Suppose µ(·) and µmax (·) are Hölder continuous and the prior m0
is such that E[|µ|3 |s] < ∞ at each s. Then, as n → ∞, Vn∗ (·) converges locally
uniformly to V ∗ (·), the unique viscosity solution of PDE (6.1).
Piece-wise constant policies. See Section D.0.4 for the construction of piece-wise
constant policies in the multi-armed setting. Following Barles and Jakobsen (2007,
Theorem 3.1), Theorems 3 and 4 can be shown to hold under Lipschitz continuity
of µmax (·), µk (s) and sups {µmax (s) − maxk µ(s)} < ∞.
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Parametric and non-parametric distributions. As described in Section 6, we set
(1)

(K)

Pθ := Pθ × · · · × Pθ

to be the probability distribution over the vector of out-

comes, and it is without loss of generality to assume the distributions across arms
(k)

are independent of each other. We assume the class {Pθ } is quadratic mean differentiable (q.m.d) around θ0 for each k. This in turn implies the SLAN property
that, for each k,
(k)

bnqk c

X

ln

dpθ0 +h/√n

i=1

(k)
dpθ0

=

h
qk
x
− 2 h2 + oP (k) (1), uniformly over qk ,
2 k,nqk
n,θ0
σk
2σk

(k)

(k)

(C.1)

w.r.t some dominating measure ν := ν (1) ×· · ·×ν (K) ,

where pθ is the density of Pθ

xk,nq :=

1
σk2 √

n

bnqc

X

ψk (Yik ),

i=1
(k)

ψk (·) is the score function corresponding to Pθ0 , and σk2 is the corresponding


information matrix, i.e., σk2 = EP (k) [ψk2 ]

−1

.

θ0

Let m0 denote the prior over h. Also, denote yn(k) := (Y1k , . . . , Ynk ) as the vector
of stacked outcomes for each arm k. Then, in the fixed n setting, the posterior
distribution of h is (compare the equation below with (4.3))


(1)

(K)



pn (h|Ft ) = pn h|ynq1 (t) , . . . , ynqK (t) ∝



K bnqY
k (t)c
Y

(k)
pθ0 +h/√n (Yik ) · m0 (h).


k=1

i=1

As in Section 4, we approximate the bracketed term in the above expression with
a product of tilted measures implied by (C.1). So, the approximate posterior is
p̃n (h|s) ∝

(K
Y

)

p̃qk (xk |h) · m0 (h); where p̃qk (·|h) ≡ N (·|qk h, qk σk2 ).

(C.2)

k=1

The above suggests Theorem 5 can be extended to the K armed case. This is done
under the following assumptions:

(k)

Assumption 3. (i) The class {Pθ } is q.m.d around θ0 for each k.
(ii) EP (k) [exp |ψk (Y )|] < ∞ for each k.
θ0

(k)

(iii) Define µ(k)
n (h) = EP (k) √ [Yik ]. Then, for each k, there exists µ̇0
θ0 +h/ n
√ (k)
(k)
such that nµn (h) = µ̇0 h + o(|h|2 ).

(iv) The support of m0 (·) is a compact set {h : |h| ≤ Γ} for some Γ < ∞.
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<∞

(v) µ(·) and µmax (·) are Hölder continuous. Additionally, sups {µmax (s) − maxk µ(s)} ≤
C < ∞.
Let Vπ,n (·) denote the Bayes risk of policy π and Vn∗ (·) the minimal Bayes risk,
both under fixed n. Define ΠS as the class of all sequentially measurable policies
that are functions only of s = (x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK , t), and VnS∗ (0) the fixed n min∗
imal Bayes risk when the policies are restricted to ΠS . Also, take π∆t
to be the

optimal piece-wise constant policy with ∆t increments. Finally, denote by Lk [·]
the infinitesimal generator
1
Lk [f ] := ∂qk f + h(s)∂xk f + σk2 ∂x2k f,
2

(C.3)

where h(s) := Ẽ[h|s] and Ẽ[·|s] is the expectation under p̃n (·|s), defined in (C.2).
Theorem 8. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then:
(i) limn→∞ Vn∗ (0) − VnS∗ (0) = 0.
(ii) limn→∞ Vn∗ (0) = V ∗ (0), where V ∗ (·) solves PDE (6.1) with the infinitesimal
generators given by (C.3).
∗
∗ ,n (0)−V (0)| .
(iii) If, further, µ(·), µmax (·) are Lipschitz continuous, limn→∞ |Vπ∆t

∆t1/4 for any fixed ∆t.
The proof is analogous to that of Theorem 5, with the key difference being that
the relevant likelihood is

QK

k=1

Qbnqk (t)c (k)
i=1

pθ0 +h/√n (Yik ) instead of

Qbnq(t)c
i=1

pθ0 +h/√n (Yi ).

The independence of the reward distributions across arms is convenient here, and
simplifies the proof.4
Similar adaptations can be made for the results in Section 5.
C.2. Best arm identification. The assumptions required are the same as that
for multi-armed bandits.
Existence of a solution to PDE (6.3). This is again a direct consequence of Barles
and Jakobsen (2007, Theorem A.1).
4For

(1)

(K)

(1)

instance, it implies that the joint probability Pnqnk ,h ×· · ·×PnqnK ,h is contiguous to Pnqk ,0 ×
(K)

(k)

(k)

· · · × PnqK ,0 for any (qn1 , . . . , qnK ) → (q1 , . . . , qK ) as long as Pnqnk ,h is contiguous to Pnqk ,0 for
each k. This enables us to prove an analogue to Lemma 3, which is a key step in the proof.
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Convergence to the PDE. Recall that the relevant state variables are s = (x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK , t).
In analogy with (3.1), the Bayes risk in the fixed n setting is given by
Vn∗ (x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK , t) = Icn · $(s) + . . .
"

··· +

min

π1 ,...,πK ∈[0,1]

E In ·

Vn∗

πk Ynqk +1,k
πk
1
√
. . . , xk +
, qk +
...,t +
n
n
n

#

!

s

(C.4)

where In := I{t ≥ 1/n}. The solution, Vn∗ (·), of the above converges locally
uniformly to the viscosity solution, V ∗ (·), of PDE (6.3). We can show this by
modifying the proof of Theorem 2 to account for the non-zero boundary condition.
As in that proof, after a change of variables τ = 1 − t, we can characterize Vn∗ (·)
as the solution to Sn (s, φ(s), [φ]) = 0, where for any u ∈ R and φ : S → R, and
In := I{τ > 1/n},
($(s) − u)
− ···
n
( "
!
#)
πk Ynqk +1,k
πk
1
√
· · · − In · min E φ . . . , xk +
, qk + , . . . , τ −
−u s .
π∈[0,1]
n
n
n

Sn (s, u, [φ]) := −Icn ·

Define F (D2 φ, Dφ, s) = ∂τ φ − mink Lk [φ](s).
We need to verify monotonicity, stability and consistency of Sn (·). Monotonicity of Sn (s, u, [φ]) is clearly satisfied. Stability is also straightforward under the
assumption sups $(s) < ∞. The consistency requirement is more subtle. For interior values, i.e., when s := (x, q, τ ) is such that τ > 0, the usual conditions (A.4)
and (A.5) are required to hold with the definitions of Sn (·), F (·) above. These can
be shown using the same Taylor expansion arguments as in the proof of Theorem
2. For boundary values, s ∈ ∂S ≡ {(x, q, 0) : x ∈ X , q ∈ [0, 1]}, the consistency
requirements are (see, Barles and Souganidis, 1991)
n

o

lim sup nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) ≤ max F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s), φ(s) − $(s) ,
n→∞
ρ→0
z→s∈∂S

(C.5)
n

o

lim
inf nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) ≥ min F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s), φ(s) − $(s) .
n→∞

ρ→0
z→s∈∂S

(C.6)

61

We can show (C.5) as follows (the proof of (C.6) is similar): By the definition of
Sn (·), for every sequence (n → ∞, ρ → 0, z → s ∈ ∂S), there exists a sub-sequence
such that either nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) = φ + ρ − $(z) or
!

( "

nSn (z, φ(z)+ρ, [φ+ρ]) = − min

π∈[0,1]

πk
1
πk Ynqk +1,k
√
, qk + , . . . , τ −
−u s
E φ . . . , xk +
n
n
n

In the first instance, nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) → φ(s) − $(s) by the continuity
of $(·), while the second instance gives rise to the same expression for Sn (·) as
being in the interior, so that nSn (z, φ(z) + ρ, [φ + ρ]) → F (D2 φ(s), Dφ(s), s) by
similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2. Thus, in all cases, the limit along
subsequences is smaller than the right hand side of (C.5).
Piecewise-constant policies. The results on piece-wise constant policies continue to
apply since Barles and Jakobsen (2007, Theorem 3.1) holds under any continuous
boundary condition.
Parametric and non-parametric distributions. The analogues of Theorems 5 and 6
follow by the same reasoning as that employed for multi-armed bandits. In fact,
the proofs are even simpler since the loss function is just the regret payoff at t = 1.
C.3. Discounting. The assumptions required are the same as in Theorems 1-6 in
the main text, along with β > 0.
Existence of a solution to PDE (6.4). By Barles and Jakobsen (2007, p. 29), there
exists a unique viscosity solution to PDE (6.4).
Convergence to the PDE. The analogue to (3.1) under discounting is
"

Vn∗

Aπ Ynq+1
Aπ
µ+ (s) − πµ(s)
+ e−β/n Vn∗ x + √
,q +
(x, q) = min E
π∈[0,1]
n
n
n

!

#

s .
(C.7)

A straightforward modification of the proof of Theorem 2 then shows Vn∗ (·) converges locally uniformly to V ∗ (·), the viscosity solution of PDE (6.4). There is no
analogue to piece-wise constant policies in the discounted setting.
Parametric and non-parametric distributions. The proofs of Theorems 5 and 6 are
slightly complicated by the fact q is now unbounded. While the SLAN property
(4.2) applies even if q > 1, it does require q < ∞. We can circumvent this issue by
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#)

.

exploiting the fact that the infinite horizon problem is equivalent to a finite horizon
problem with a very large time limit. In other words, we prove the relevant results
for the PDE
∂t V ∗ − βV ∗ + µ+ (s) + min {−µ(s) + L[V ∗ ](s), 0} = 0 if t < 1,
V ∗ (s) = 0 if t = T,

(C.8)

with the boundary condition set at t = T , and then let T → ∞.
Let V ∗ (0), V ∗ (0; T ) denote the viscosity solutions to PDEs (6.4) and (C.8), evaluated at s0 . Following (4.7), the Bayes risk under a policy π in the fixed n setting
with discounting is




∞
1X
e−βj/n Rn (h, πj ) .
Vπ,n (0) = E(yn ,h) 
n j=1

(C.9)

Analogously, if we terminate the experiment at a suitably large T , we have




nT
1X
Vπ,n (0; T ) = E(yn ,h) 
e−βj/n Rn (h, πj ) .
n j=1

Under Assumption 1, Rn (h, π) ≤ C < ∞ (due to the compactness of the prior m0 ),
so supπ∈Π |Vπ,n (0) − Vπ,n (0; T )| > e−βT . Now, a straightforward modification of the
proof of Theorem 5 implies limn→∞ inf π∈Π Vπ,n (0; T ) = V ∗ (0; T ), where V ∗ (0; T ) is
the viscosity solution to PDE (C.8) evaluated at s0 . Finally, it can be shown, e.g.,
by approximating the PDEs with dynamic programming problems as in Theorem
2, that |V ∗ (0; T ) − V ∗ (0)| > e−βT . Since we can choose T as large as we want, it

follows limn→∞ inf π∈Π Vπ,n (0) = Vn∗ (0). The proof of Theorem 6 can be modified

in a similar manner.

Appendix D. Details on computation
PDE (2.7) can be solved efficiently using ‘upwind’ finite-difference methods.
This involves discretizing both the spatial (i.e., X and Q) and time domains. Let
i, j index the grid points for x, q respectively, with the grid lengths being ∆x, ∆q.
PDEs of the form (2.7) are always solved backward in time, so, for this section,
we switch the direction of time (i.e., t = 1 earlier is now t = 0) and discretize it as
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m
0, ∆t, . . . , m∆t, . . . , 1. Denote Vi,j
as the approximation to the PDE solution V ∗

at grid points i, j and time period m∆t.
We approximate the second derivative ∂x2 V ∗ using
∂x2 V ∗ ≈

m
m
m
Vi+1,j
+ Vi−1,j
− 2Vi,j
.
(∆x)2

As for the first order derivatives, we approximate by either

m
m
Vi+1,j
−Vi,j
∆x

or

m −V m
Vi,j
i−1,j
∆x

depending on whether the associated drift, i.e., the coefficient multiplying ∂x V ∗
is positive or negative. This is known as up-winding and is crucial for ensuring
the resulting approximation procedure is ‘monotone’ (see Appendix A, and also
Achdou et al. (2017) for a discussion of monotonicity, and its necessity for showing
convergence of the approximation procedures). In our setting, this implies
m
m
m
m
Vi,j
− Vi−1,j
Vi+1,j
− Vi,j
I(µ(s) ≥ 0) +
I(µ(s) < 0)
∂x V ≈
∆x
∆x
!
m
m
Vi+1,j
− Vi,j
:=
,
∆x
+
∗

while ∂q V ∗ , which is associated with the coefficient 1, is approximated as
∂q V ∗ ≈

m
m
− Vi,j
Vi,j+1
.
∆q

+
Finally, let µ+
i,j , µi,j denote the values of µ (·), µ(·) evaluated at the grid points i, j.

D.0.1. Explicit schemes. The explicit finite difference scheme solves
(
m+1
Vi,j

=

m
Vi,j

+µi,j

+

µ+
i,j

+ min 0, −µi,j +

m
m
Vi+1,j
− Vi,j
∆x

m
m
− Vi,j
Vi,j+1
∆q

m
m
− 2Vi,j
1 V m + Vi−1,j
+ σ 2 i+1,j
2
(∆x)2
+

!

)

= 0,

0
Vi,j
= 0 ∀ i, j.

The above can be computed straightforwardly by starting from the boundary conm
dition and progressively computing the values of Vi,j
at each time step m. However,

to ensure convergence to the PDE solution, explicit schemes require the CFL condition to hold: ∆t ≤ 0.5 min {(∆x)2 , (∆q)2 }. In practice, this implies very small
time steps, which raises the scope for numerical instabilities.
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Algorithm 1 Implicit FD using Howard algorithm
0
Initialize Vi,j
=0
For m = 0, . . . , M − 1:
m
Write (D.1) as mina∈{0,1}m {Aam+1 Vm+1 − Vm + Xa } where Vm := vec(Vi,j
; i, j)



Randomly initialize a0 = vec am
i,j ∈ {0, 1} : i, j



Repeat:
0
w = (Aam+1
)−1 (Vm − Xa0 )

n

a0 = arg mina Aam+1 w − Vm + Xa

o

Until: Convergence criteria for w are reached
Vm+1 = w
D.0.2. Implicit schemes. Implicit finite difference schemes do not require any condition on the time-step, apart from ∆t → 0, and are therefore much more stable
numerically. The implicit upwind scheme solves
(
m+1
Vi,j

=

m
Vi,j

+µi,j

+

µ+
i,j

+ min 0, −µi,j

m+1
m+1
Vi+1,j
− Vi,j
∆x

m+1
m+1
Vi,j+1
− Vi,j
+
∆q

m+1
m+1
− 2Vi,j
1 V m+1 + Vi−1,j
+ σ 2 i+1,j
2
(∆x)2
+

!

)

= 0,

(D.1)

0
Vi,j
= 0 ∀ i, j.

The above involves solving a nonlinear equation at each time step. This can be
solved efficiently using policy iteration, also known in this setting as the Howard
algorithm, see Algorithm 1.
D.0.3. Convergence of numerical solutions. Let ∆ := max{∆x, ∆q, ∆t}, and define V∆∗ (·) as the solution to either the upwind or downwind schemes (even though
the schemes only define V∆ (·) on a grid, the result below is valid under any interpolation method). The following theorem guarantees convergence of V∆∗ (·) to V ∗ (·)
when ∆ → 0:
Theorem 9. Suppose that µ+ (·), µ(·) are uniformly continuous, and that the CFL
condition ∆t ≤ 0.5 min {(∆x)2 , (∆q)2 } holds for the explicit scheme. Then, V∆∗ (·)
converges uniformly to V ∗ (·) as ∆ → 0.
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The proof is a straightforward application of the results of Barles and Souganidis
(1991). See Barles and Jakobsen (2007) for results on the rates of convergence as
a function of ∆.
D.0.4. Piece-wise constant policy approximations. The optimal piece-wise constant
policy can obtained by recursively computing (3.4). This involves solving the linear
PDE (3.5) - which can be done efficiently using the implicit scheme described above,
or through Monte-Carlo using the Feynman-Kac formula.
The procedure is particularly well-suited for multi-armed bandits. Let k =
1, . . . , K index the various arms, and m = 0, . . . , M , the grid points for time with
time increments ∆t = 1/M . We then have the following recursion for the value
∗
function V∆t,m
(x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK ) evaluated at t = 1 − m∆t, under a piece-wise

constant policy:
∗
V∆t,m+1
(x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK ) = min

k=1,...,K

n

(k)

h

i

o

∗
S∆t V∆t,m
(x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK ) , m = 0, . . . , M − 1,

∗
(x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK ) = 0,
V∆t,0

(D.2)
(k)

where for each k, the operator S∆t [φ](x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK ) denotes the solution at
(x1 , q1 , . . . , xK , qK , ∆t) of the linear second order PDE
−∂t f (s) + µmax (s) − µk (s) + Lk [f ](s) = 0, if t > 0;

f = φ, if t = 0.

(D.3)

Recall from Section 6.1 that the operator Lk [f ] only involves derivatives with
respect to (xk .qk ). Thus computing (D.2) involves solving K different linear PDEs
of the form (D.3), with derivatives in only two dimensions. The computational
cost of solving such PDEs is fairly low.
D.0.5. Hybrid schemes. Consider a piece-wise policy approximation where the K
linear PDEs are solved by iterating only once under an implicit FD scheme. In
other words, suppose that the time step in the implicit FD schemes solving the
linear PDEs is taken be the same as the grid size ∆t. This results in a hybrid
scheme that is faster than the standard implicit scheme as it does not require
policy iteration. At the same time, it is more numerically stable than the explicit
scheme as it does not require the CFL condition; we can set ∆t to be the same
value as in implicit schemes. To describe the resulting algorithm in the one armed
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Algorithm 2 Hybrid FD
0
Initialize Vi,j
=0
For m = 0, . . . , M − 1:
m,1
1
(1)
Write (D.4) as AṼm+1
− Vm + X = 0 where Ṽm
= vec(Ṽi,j
; i, j)
1
= A−1 (Vm − X)
Ṽm+1
0
Ṽm+1
= Vm + µ+ where µ+ = vec(µ+
i,j ; i, j)

o

n

0
1
where the minimum is computed element-wise
, Ṽm+1
Vm+1 = min Ṽm+1

m+1,1
0
bandit setting, consider a recursion whereby Vi,j
= 0, Ṽi,j
is defined in terms of

n

o

m,1
m,0
m
:= min Ṽi,j
, Ṽi,j
as the solution to
Vi,j

m+1,1
m
Ṽi,j
= Vi,j
+ µ+
i,j − µi,j +

+ µi,j

m+1,1
m+1,1
Ṽi,j+1
− Ṽi,j
∆q

m+1,1
m+1,1
Ṽi+1,j
− Ṽi,j
∆x

m+1,1
m+1,1
m+1,1
+ Ṽi−1,j
− 2Ṽi,j
1 Ṽ
+ σ 2 i+1,j
= 0, (D.4)
2
(∆x)2
+

!

and
m+1,0
m
Ṽi,j
:= Vi,j
+ µ+
i,j .

The hybrid FD scheme is described in Algorithm 2.
D.0.6. Solving the discounted bandit problem. Under discounting, the value function is independent of time, so we need only discretize the spatial domains. Let i, j
index the grid points for x, q respectively with grid lengths ∆x, ∆q. The implicit
upwind scheme for PDE (6.4) solves
(

βVi,j =

µ+
i,j

+µi,j

+ min 0, −µi,j +
m+1
Vi+1,j − Vi,j
∆x

Vi,j+1 − Vi,j
∆q

!

1 Vi+1,j + Vi−1,j − 2Vi,j
+ σ2
2
(∆x)2
+

)

= 0.

(D.5)

As there is no time-stepping, equation (D.5) has to be solved for Vi,j only once.
Thus, the discounted bandit problem can be computed much faster than the one
with a fixed number of periods.
D.0.7. Implementation details for the results in Section 7. For the numerical results in Section 7, we used the hybrid finite-difference scheme with ∆x = 1/1000,
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∆q = 1/500 and ∆t = 1/1000. Since x is unbounded, for the purposes of computation we set its upper and lower bounds to −2.5σ and 2.5σ. The accuracy of the
scheme was evaluated using Monte-Carlo (see Section 7.3 in the main text).
D.0.8. Computation of least favorable prior in Section 7.4. We solve the two player
game (2.8) numerically. The basic idea is to search over priors with two-point
support by varying µ , µ̄ and p := m∗0 (µ̄). Given any prior, we compute the
corresponding optimal Bayes policy by solving PDE (2.7) as described previously.
We then compute the frequentist risk profile of this Bayes policy using Monte-Carlo
(we used 20000 Monte-Carlo replications with n = 5000 over a grid of µ values
with interval-width 0.1). The risk profile typically involves two peaks at (say) µl
and µr . Let Rl and Rr denote the corresponding frequentist risks at these values.
The parameters of the prior are then updated as
µl − µ
,
µl
µr − µ̄
,
µ̄ ←− µ̄ + α2
µr
µ ←− µ + α1

p ←− p + α3

Rr − Rl
.
min{Rl , Rr }

Here, (α1 , α2 , α3 ) are learning rates that determine the speed of updates. We took
these to be 0.1 (but the final updates involved some manual tweaking), and the
updates were rounded to the nearest 0.5 decimal for µ, µ̄, and to the nearest 0.005
decimal for p. The accuracy is limited by the computational time required to solve
PDE (2.7). We started with (µ = −2.5, µ̄ = 2.5, p = 0.5) as the initial values.
Appendix E. Comparison with UCB
The UCB algorithm (Lai and Robbins, 1985) is another popular bandit algorithm. In the context of one-armed bandits, UCB policy rule is given by
s

(

π

UCB

(s) = I µ̂(t) +

)

2δ ln n
≥0 ,
q(t)

where µ̂(t) = x(t)/q(t) is the estimate of µ at time t, and δ is a tuning parameter.
We compare the Bayes risk of UCB to the minimal Bayes risk under the same parameter values as in Section 7.3. The performance of UCB is quite sensitive to the
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A: UCB
B: Optimal Bayes policy
Note: The parameter values are µ0 = 0, ν = 50 and σ = 5. The dashed red line in Panel B denotes
asymptotic Bayes risk. Black lines within the bars denote the Bayes risk in finite samples. The bars
describe the interquartile range of regret.

Figure E.1. Comparison with UCB

choice of δ. The asymptotically optimal choice (Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020,
Chapter 8), which replaces δ ln n in the definition of π UCB (·) with ln (1 + t(ln t)2 ),
performs poorly in the current setting. We instead chose δ by performing a grid
search; the optimal choice turns out to be δ ∗ = 7.8. Under δ ∗ , UCB outperforms
Thompson sampling. Even with this optimal choice, however, Figure E.1 shows
that the risk of UCB is much higher than that of the optimal Bayes policy. For
n = 200, the risk of UCB is around 35% higher, while for n = 2500, the risk is
85% higher. It is seen that the risk of UCB increases with n, perhaps because we
do not let δ vary with n. As noted in Section 3.2, Corollary 1 does not apply to
the UCB policy, so it is unclear whether the Bayes risk of UCB converges to some
bounded value as n → ∞, but we conjecture that the ln n term in the confidence
bound leads to unbounded asymptotic Bayes risk under the n−1/2 normalization of
rewards.
As with Thompson sampling, the reason for sub-optimality of π UCB (·) is two
fold: First, depending on the value of δ it can under-explore, i.e., fail to pull the
arm sufficiently enough (if δ is small), or over-explore, i.e., pull the arm too often
(if δ is large). Asymptotically, however, the presence of ln n in the confidence
bound suggests there will be over-exploration for any value of δ (and thus lead to
unbounded asymptotic Bayes risk). Second, it does not change with time.
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Appendix F. Minimax risk under vector valued θ
Consider the class, P, of priors m0 over h supported on µ · Σµ̇0 /(µ̇|0 Σµ0 ), where
µ ∈ R can take on various values (this is, in essence, a prior on µ). For these priors,
µ̇|0 h = µ and h̃, the projection of h onto the null space of Σµ̇0 is 0. Recall that the
posterior under the tilted measure is p̃n (h|x, q) ∝ p̃q (x|h) · m0 (h). For the class P,
it is easily verified that p̃n (h|x, q) depends on x only through µ̇|0 x. Furthermore,
we also have h(s) = µ(s) · Σµ̇0 /(µ̇|0 Σµ0 ).
Suppose we transform the state variables x to z as z = P x, where P | = [µ̇0 , I −
Σµ̇0 (µ̇|0 Σ2 µ̇0 )−1 µ̇|0 Σ]. Clearly, P is full rank and invertible, and the first component
of z is x̄ := µ̇|0 x. Consider the infinitesimal generator L[·] in (4.9). Following the
transformation of variables,
h(s)| Dx f =

µ(s) |
µ̇ Σ · P | Dz f
µ̇|0 Σµ̇0 0
h

i

= µ(s) · 1, 01×(d−1) · Dz f = µ(s)∂x̄ f,
and Tr [Σ · Dx2 f ] = Tr [P | ΣP · Dz2 f ]. It is easy to observe that P | ΣP is block diagonal, with diagonal entries µ̇|0 Σµ̇0 and Σ̃ (say). Hence, we can write Tr [Σ · Dx2 f ] =
i

h

(µ̇|0 Σµ̇0 ) · ∂x̄2 f + Tr Σ̃ · Dx̃2 f where x̃ is the part of z excluding the first component. Combining the above, and defining σ 2 := µ̇|0 Σµ̇0 , we have thus shown
i

h

L[f ](s) = ∂q f + µ(s)∂x̄ f + 12 σ 2 ∂x̄2 f + 12 Tr Σ̃ · Dx̃2 f .
The minimal Bayes risk, V ∗ (s; m0 ), solves the PDE:
∂t f (s) + µ+ (s) + min {−µ(s) + L[f ](s), 0} = 0 if t < 1;

f (s) = 0 if t = 1.

Now, p̃n (h|x, q) depends on x only though x̄, so µ(s), µ+ (s) are functions only of
x̄, q, t. Hence, by similar viscosity solution arguments as in the proof of Theorem
6, it follows that V ∗ (s; m0 ) solves
n

o

∂t f (s̄) + µ+ (s̄) + min −µ(s̄) + L̄[f ](s̄), 0 = 0 if t < 1;

f (s̄) = 0 if t = 1,

where s̄ := (x̄, q, t) and L̄[f ](s̄) = ∂q f + µ(s̄)∂x̄ f + 21 σ 2 ∂x̄2 f . But the above has the
same form as PDE (2.7) in the Gaussian setting if we interpret m0 as a prior on
µ. Hence, supm0 ∈P V ∗ (0; m0 ) = V ∗ , the minimax risk in the Gaussian regime.

70

