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1. Introduction

Let X1,X2, . . . be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random
variables available for observation and {Pθ, θ ∈ Θ} be a family of distri-
butions with densities pθ(x) with respect to some non-degenerate, sigma-
finite measure, so the joint density of the vector Xn

1 = (X1, . . . ,Xn) is
pθ(X

n
1 ) =

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt). For testing two simple hypotheses H0 : θ = θ0 and

H1 : θ = θ1, Wald [33, 34] proposed a sequential probability ratio test
(SPRT) that is based on comparing the likelihood ratio between these hy-
potheses, Λθ1,θ0(n) =

∏n
t=1[pθ1(Xt)/pθ0(Xt)], with two thresholds. Wald and

Wolfowitz [35] proved that the SPRT has a remarkably strong optimality
property – it minimizes the expected sample size under both hypotheses in
the class of all tests with error probabilities of Type I and Type II upper-
bounded by the given numbers. However, the SPRT may perform poorly for
parameter values different from the putative values θ0 and θ1.
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To address this issue, for testing composite hypotheses H0 : θ ∈ Θ0 versus
H1 : θ ∈ Θ1, Wald [34] suggested the mixture-likelihood-ratio approach
for modifying the SPRT. Let π0(θ) and π1(θ) be two “mixing” probability
densities (more generally weights) and let

Λπ(n) =

∫
Θ1

∏n
k=1 pθ(Xk)π1(θ) dθ∫

Θ0

∏n
k=1 pθ(Xk)π0(θ) dθ

be the mixture likelihood ratio. Then replacing the likelihood ratio Λθ1,θ0(n)
used in the SPRT by this mixture likelihood ratio Λπ(n) leads to the mixture
SPRT. Applying Wald’s likelihood ratio identity, one can easily obtain the
upper bounds on the average error probabilities:

∫

Θ0

Pθ(accept H1)π0(θ) dθ and

∫

Θ1

Pθ(accept H0)π1(θ) dθ.

However, for practical purposes, it is preferable to bound not only the aver-
age error probabilities but also the maximum error probabilities, represented
by supθ∈Θ0

Pθ(accept H1) and supθ∈Θ1
Pθ(accept H0). Unfortunately, how to

obtain the upper bounds on these maximal error probabilities for the mix-
ture SPRT is generally unclear.

An alternative approach is the generalized likelihood ratio (GLR) method
from the classical Neyman–Pearson fixed-sample-size theory. This approach
replaces the likelihood ratio Λθ1,θ0(n) used in the SPRT by the GLR statis-
tics

(1) Λ̂i(n) =
supθ∈Θ

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)

=

∏n
t=1 pθ̂n(Xt)

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)

, i = 0, 1,

where θ̂n = arg supθ∈Θ
∏n

t=1 pθ(Xt) is the maximum likelihood estimator of
θ. Obtaining upper bounds for maximal error probabilities is also a challenge
since the GLR statistics are not viable likelihood ratios anymore and as a
result, Wald’s likelihood ratio identity cannot be used for this purpose. The
GLR method has been developed in numerous publications, encompassing
both Bayesian and frequentist settings, particularly when the cost of obser-
vations or the error probabilities are small. See, e.g, Schwarz [23], Wong [37],
Lorden [11, 12, 15], Lai [7], Lai and Zhang [8], Chan and Lai [1].

The other way is to employ a combination of mixture-based and GLR
approaches exploiting the statistics

(2) Λ̂π
i (n) =

∫
Θ

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)π(θ) dθ

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)

, i = 0, 1,
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where Θ = Θ0 ∪Θ1. This modification of the SPRT has the advantage that
upper bounds on the maximal error probabilities supθ∈Θ0

Pθ(accept H1) and
supθ∈Θ1

Pθ(accept H0) can be obtained in the same way as for the SPRT
(see Lemma 5.1 in Section 5.2 for the more general multi-hypothesis and
non-i.i.d. case).

Note that the GLR method is adaptive. Yet another adaptive approach
is to replace the “global” maximum likelihood estimator in the GLR statistic
(1) by one-step delayed estimators (at each step), that is, instead of Λ̂i(n)
to use the adaptive likelihood ratio statistics

Λ̂∗
i (n) =

∏n
t=1 pθ̂t−1

(Xt)

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 pθ(Xt)

, i = 0, 1.

In this case, the Wald likelihood ratio identity can still be applied to upper-
bound the error probabilities of the corresponding adaptive SPRT. The
adaptive SPRT is therefore a very attractive alternative to the GLR-SPRT
and the mixture-based SPRT. The idea of this test goes back to the works by
Robbins and Siegmund [19, 20] who were the first who suggested a one-sided
adaptive test in the context of power 1 tests.

In the present paper, we develop the asymptotic theory of multi-hypothesis
sequential testing for general stochastic models not restricted to the i.i.d. as-
sumption. Specifically, we consider models with dependent and non-identically
distributed data of a very general structure with minimal assumptions re-
lated to the r-complete convergence of normalized log-likelihood ratio pro-
cesses to certain positive numbers. The approach modifies and extends the
ideas in Lai’s seminal work [6] for two simple hypotheses, and Tartakovsky’s
contributions [25] for multiple simple hypotheses.

2. Problem formulation

We are interested in the following general discrete-time multi-hypothesis
model with parametric composite hypotheses. Let (Ω,F ,Fn,Pθ), n > 1 be
a filtered probability space with standard assumptions about monotonicity
of the σ-algebras Fn. The parameter θ = (θ1, . . . , θl) belongs to a subset Θ
of the l-dimensional Euclidean space Rl. Random variables X1,X2, . . . are
observed sequentially taking values in a measurable space (Ω,F ). The sub-
σ-algebra Fn = σ(X1, . . . ,Xn) of F is generated by the sequence {Xt}t>1

observed up to time n. The hypotheses to be tested are Hi : θ ∈ Θi,
i = 0, 1, . . . , N (N > 1), where Θi are disjoint subsets of Θ. We also suppose
that there is an indifference zone Θin ⊂ Θ in which there are no restric-
tions on the error probabilities. It is assumed that the subsets Θin and Θi
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(i = 0, 1, . . . , N) are disjoint. The indifference zone, where any decision is
acceptable, is usually introduced because the correct action is not critical
and often not even possible when the hypotheses are too close, which is
perhaps the case in most practical applications. However, if needed Θin may
be an empty set. The probability measures Pθ and Pϑ are assumed to be
locally mutually absolutely continuous, i.e., the restrictions P

n
θ and P

n
ϑ of

these measures to the sub-σ-algebras Fn are equivalent for all 1 6 n < ∞
and all distinct values θ, ϑ ∈ Θ.

Write Xn
1 = (X1, . . . ,Xn) for the sample of size n. It is convenient to

represent the general probabilistic model in terms of densities as

(3) pθ,n(X
n
1 ) =

n∏

t=1

fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 ), θ ∈ Θ,

where pθ,n(X
n
1 ) is the joint density of the sample Xn

1 (i.e., density of Pn
θ with

respect to some sigma-finite measure) and fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 ) is the corresponding

conditional density.

For the sake of brevity in what follows we will often write N0 for the set
{0, 1, . . . , N}.

A multi-hypothesis sequential test D = (T, d), where T is a stopping time
with respect to the filtration {Fn}n>1, and d = dT (X

T
1 ) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N} is

an FT -measurable terminal decision rule specifying which hypothesis is to
be accepted once observations have stopped. The hypothesis Hi is accepted
if d = i and rejected if d 6= i, i.e., {d = i} = {T <∞, accepts Hi}, i ∈ N0.

The quality of a sequential test is judged based on its error probabilities
and expected sample sizes or more generally on the moments of the sample
size. Let Eθ denote expectation under Pθ, θ ∈ Θ and let

αij(D, θ) = Eθ

[
1l{d=j}

]
= Pθ(d = j), θ ∈ Θi, i 6= j (i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N)

denote the probability that the test D accepts the hypothesis Hj when the
true value of the parameter θ is fixed within the subset Θi. Hereafter 1l{A}

denotes an indicator of a set A. By

(4) C(α) =

{
D : sup

θ∈Θi

αij(D, θ) 6 αij for i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j

}

denote the class of tests with the maximal error probabilities that do not
exceed the predefined values αij ∈ (0, 1), where α = (αij)i,j∈N0,i 6=j is the
matrix of given constraints.
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Note that the class C(α) confines the error probabilities in the regions Θi

but not in the indifference zone Θin where the hypotheses are too close
to be distinguished with the given and relatively low error probabilities.
However, ideally, we would like to minimize the expected sample size Eθ[T ]
for all possible parameter values, including those in the indifference zone.
Unfortunately, there is no such test, since the structure of the test that
minimizes the expected sample size Eθ[T ] at a specific parameter value θ = θ̃
depends on θ̃. However, this problem may be solved asymptotically when
the error probabilities are small. That is, we are interested in finding multi-
hypothesis tests D = (T, d) that minimize the expected sample size Eθ[T ]
uniformly for all θ ∈ Θ in the class of tests C(α) as αij approach zero. More
generally, we are interested in finding the tests that minimize asymptotically
the moments of the stopping time distribution up to some order r > 1:

(5) inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] as αmax → 0 uniformly in θ ∈ Θ,

where αmax = maxi,j∈N0,i 6=j αij and Θ =
∑N

i=0 Θi+Θin. Specifically, we need
to construct a sequential test D∗ = (T∗, d∗) that is first-order asymptotically
optimal under certain quite general conditions, i.e.,

(6)
infD∈C(α) Eθ[T

r]

Eθ[T r
∗ ]

= 1 + o(1) as αmax → 0 for all θ ∈ Θ.

Hereafter o(1) → 0.
We will also consider the case of simple hypotheses where the parameter

θ takes N+1 values θ0, θ1, . . . , θN or, more generally, the distributions under
hypotheses Hi have joint distinct densities

(7) p(Xn
1 |Hi) = pi,n(X

n
1 ) =

n∏

t=1

fi,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 ), i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

where fi,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 ) are the corresponding conditional densities. We need to

construct a sequential test D∗ = (T∗, d∗) such that

(8)
infD∈Csim(α) Ei[T

r]

Ei[T r
∗ ]

= 1 + o(1) as αmax → 0 for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

where Ei is expectation under measure Pi and

(9) Csim(α) = {D : Pi(d = j) 6 αij for i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j} .
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Remark 2.1. In what follows, for practical purposes, we will suppose that
the ratios of logarithms of error probabilities log αij/ log αks are bounded
away from zero and infinity, i.e., the error probabilities approach zero in
such a way that for all i, j

(10)
| log αij |
| log αmax|

∼ cij as αmax → 0, 0 < cij 6 1.

This assumption guarantees that any error probability αij does not go to
zero at an exponentially faster (or slower) rate than any other αks. However,
we do not require (as it often happens in the literature) that the αij ’s go to
zero at the same rate, in which case all cij are equal to 1. In other words, we
consider an asymptotically asymmetric case rather than an asymptotically
symmetric one when cij = 1. The reason is that there are many impor-
tant problems for which the error probabilities may be orders of magnitude
different. A typical example is the problem of target detection when the
probabilities of a false alarm are required to be substantially smaller than
the probabilities of target missing (miss detection).

3. Asymptotic lower bounds for performance metrics

For n > 1 and θ, ϑ ∈ Θ define the likelihood ratio (LR) and the log-likelihood
ratio (LLR) for the sample Xn

1 between the distinct points θ and ϑ

(11)

Λθ,ϑ(n) =
pθ,n(X

n
1 )

pϑ,n(X
n
1 )

=

n∏

t=1

fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

fϑ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

,

λθ,ϑ(n) = log Λθ,ϑ(n) =

n∑

t=1

log

[
fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )

fϑ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

]
.

Below we show that the lower bounds in class C(α) for the performance
metrics – the moments of the stopping time Eθ[T

r] – can be established as
long as the LLR λθ,ϑ(n) obeys the strong law of large numbers (SLLN) with
a certain rate ψ(n).

Throughout the paper, we assume that ψ(t) is an increasing one-to-one
R+ → R+ function. By Ψ we denote its inverse ψ−1 and we assume that
both ψ and Ψ go to infinity as t→ ∞, limt→∞ ψ(t) = limt→∞Ψ(t) = ∞. In
addition, we assume the following conditions on the inverse function

(12) lim
δ→1

lim
t→∞

Ψ(δ t)

Ψ(t)
= 1



Nearly Optimum Properties of Multi-Decision Sequential Rules 7

and

(13) lim
t→∞

t−1 log Ψ(t) = 0.

Note that conditions (12)-(13) are satisfied for the power function ψ(t) = tβ

with β > 0, but not for the logarithmic function ψ(t) = log t, i.e., the
function ψ(t) has to increase not too slowly – faster than the logarithmic
function, ψ(t)/ log t→ ∞ as t→ ∞.

To obtain asymptotic lower bounds we impose the following condition.

C1. Right-tail Condition. Assume that there are a positive increasing func-
tion ψ(t), ψ(∞) = ∞, satisfying condition (12), and a positive continuous
function I(θ, ϑ) with

(14)

min
j∈N0\i

inf
ϑ∈Θj

I(θ, ϑ) > 0 for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0,

min
i∈N0

inf
ϑ∈Θi

I(θ, ϑ) > 0 for all θ ∈ Θin,

such that for any ε > 0 and all θ, ϑ ∈ Θ, θ 6= ϑ

(15) lim
L→∞

Pθ

{
1

ψ(L)
max

16n6L
λθ,ϑ(n) > (1 + ε)I(θ, ϑ)

}
= 0.

Remark 3.1 below shows that I(θ, ϑ) can be interpreted as an informa-
tion “distance” between the parameter points θ and ϑ and infϑ∈Θi

I(θ, ϑ) =
I(θ,Θi) as a “distance” between the parameter value θ and the subset Θi.
Thus, conditions (14) represent separability restrictions between subsets Θi,
Θj and Θin (i 6= j). It is intuitively obvious that if the corresponding dis-
tances are zero, then the hypotheses become indistinguishable.

Additional notation: Ii(θ) = I(θ,Θi) = infϑ∈Θi
I(θ, ϑ),

(16) Fi,θ(ε,α) = Ψ

(
(1− ε) max

j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)
,

so that

(17) Fi,θ(0,α) = Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)
.

In the following, we will omit 0 in (17) and will write Fi,θ(α) for Fi,θ(0,α).
The following theorem establishes lower bounds for arbitrary moments

of the stopping time distribution in the class of sequential or non-sequential
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multi-hypothesis tests C(α) defined in (4). In the sequel, we will often write

θi for θ when θ belongs to the subset Θi.

Theorem 3.1. If there exist an increasing positive function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =

∞, satisfying condition (12), and a positive function I(θ, ϑ), satisfying (14),

such that right-tail conditions (15) hold, then for every 0 < ε < 1

(18) lim
αmax→0

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ {T > Fi,θ(ε,α)} = 1 for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0

and for every 0 < ε < 1

(19) lim
αmax→0

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ

{
T > min

06i6N
Fi,θ(ε,α)

}
= 1 for all θ ∈ Θin.

Therefore, for all r > 1 as αmax → 0

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] > [Fi,θ(α)]r (1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0;(20)

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] >

[
min
i∈N0

Fi,θ(α)

]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin.(21)

Proof. Let D = (T, d) be an arbitrary test from class C(α). It suffices to

consider tests that terminate almost surely, Pθ(T <∞) = 1, since otherwise

Eθ[T
r] = ∞ and the statement follows trivially. Changing the measure Pϑ →

Pθ and using Wald’s likelihood ratio identity, we obtain that for any s > 1,

C > 0, and any two distinct points θ and ϑ

(22)

Pϑ(d = i) = Eθ

{
1l{d=i}Λθ,ϑ(T )

−1
}

> Eθ

{
1l{d=i,T6s,Λθ,ϑ(T )<eC}Λθ,ϑ(T )

−1
}

> e−C
Pθ

(
d = i, T 6 s, max

16n6s
Λθ,ϑ(n) < eC

)

> e−C
{
Pθ(d = i, T 6 s)− Pθ

(
max
16n6s

λθ,ϑ(n) > C
)}
.

The last inequality follows from the Boole inequality P(A ∩ B) > P(A) −
P(Bc), where Bc is a complement of the event B, if we set A = {d = i, T 6 s}
and B = {max16n6s λθ,ϑ(n) < C}. It follows that

(23) Pθ(d = i, T 6 s) 6 Pϑ(d = i) eC + Pθ

{
max
16n6s

λθ,ϑ(n) > C

}
,
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and since, by Boole’s inequality,

Pθ(d = i, T 6 s) > Pθ(T 6 s)− Pθ(d 6= i),

we obtain

(24) Pθ(T 6 s) 6 Pθ(d 6= i) + Pϑ(d = i) eC + Pθ

{
max
16n6s

λθ,ϑ(n) > C

}
.

Let θ = θi ∈ Θi and ϑ /∈ Θi and set

s = sij(ε, θi, αji) = Ψ

(
(1− ε)

| log αji|
I(θi, ϑ)

)
,

C = Cij(ε, αji) = (1 + ε)I(θi, ϑ)ψ(sij) = (1− ε2)| log αji|.

Using (24) we obtain that for all j ∈ N0 \ i, θi ∈ Θi and i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Pθi {T 6 sij(ε, θi, αji)} 6
∑

k∈N0\i

αik + αε2

ji

+ Pθi

{
max

16n6sij
λθi,ϑ(n) > (1 + ε)I(θi, ϑ)ψ(sij)

}
.

Since the right-hand side does not depend on D, we have

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθi {T > sij(ε, θi, αji)} > 1−
∑

k∈N0\i

αik − αε2
ji

− Pθi

{
1

ψ(sij)
max

16n6sij
λθi,ϑ(n) > (1 + ε)I(θi, ϑ)

}
.

The second and third terms on the right-hand side in the above inequality
go to 0 as αmax → 0. The fourth term also goes to 0 for all 0 < ε < 1 by
condition (15). Hence, for all θi ∈ Θi, ϑ /∈ Θi and all j ∈ N0 \ i

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθi

{
T > Ψ

(
(1− ε)

| log αji|
I(θi, ϑ)

)}
−−−−−→
αmax→0

1,

which implies (18).
Next, we prove (19) for the indifference zone, θ ∈ Θin. For any ϑ = θj ∈

Θj , let

Kθ(α) = min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
I(θ, θj)

.
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By (22), for every θ ∈ Θin and θj ∈ Θj,

Pθ(d = i, T 6 s) 6 Pθj (d = i)eC + Pθ

{
max
16n6s

λθ,θj (n) > C
}
.

Setting s = sθ(ε,α) = Ψ((1− ε)Kθ(α)) and

C = (1 + ε)I(θ, θj)ψ(sθ(ε,α)) = (1− ε2)I(θ, θj)Kθ(α),

we obtain that for all j ∈ N0 \ i and i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Pθ {d = i, T 6 sθ(ε,α)} 6 αε2
ji

+ Pθ

{
max

16n6sθ(ε,α)
λθ,θj (n) > (1 + ε)I(θ, θj)ψ(sθ(ε,α))

}
,

so that for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Pθ {d = i, T 6 sθ(ε,α)} 6 βε
2

i + γi(θ,α, ε),

where βi = maxj∈N0\i αji and

γi(θ,α, ε) = max
j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
1

ψ(sθ(ε,α))
max

16n6sθ(ε,α)
λθ,θj (n) > (1 + ε)I(θ, θj)

}
.

Consequently,

Pθ {T 6 sθ(ε,α)} 6

N∑

i=0

[
βε

2

i + γi(θ,α, ε)
]
,

and since the right-hand side does not depend on any test D, we obtain the

inequality

sup
D∈C(α)

Pθ

{
T 6 Ψ

(
(1− ε) min

i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
I(θ, θj)

)}
6

N∑

i=0

[
βε

2

i + γi(θ,α, ε))
]
,

where by condition (15) γi(θ,α, ε) → 0 as αmax → 0 for all θ ∈ Θin and

ε ∈ (0, 1). It follows that for every 0 < ε < 1 and θ ∈ Θin,

sup
D∈C(α)

Pθ

{
T 6 Ψ

(
(1− ε) min

i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)}
→ 0 as αmax → 0,
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which completes the proof of (19).
The asymptotic lower bounds (20) and (21) now follow from Chebyshev’s

inequality. Indeed, by the Chebyshev inequality, for any r > 1 and all θ ∈ Θi

and i = 0, 1, . . . , N ,

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ

[(
T

Fi,θ(α)

)r]
>

(
Fi,θ(ε,α)

Fi,θ(α)

)r

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ {T > Fi,θ(ε,α)} .

Since ε can be arbitrarily small and noting that, by condition (12),

(25) lim
ε→0

lim
αmax→0

Fi,θ(ε,α)

Fi,θ(α)
= 1

and that by (18)

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ {T > Fi,θ(ε,α)} −−−−−→
αmax→0

1,

taking the limit ε → 0, we obtain that for all r > 1, θ ∈ Θi and i =
0, 1, . . . , N ,

lim inf
αmax→0

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ

[(
T

Fi,θ(α)

)r]
> 1,

which completes the proof of assertion (20).
Analogously, define

τθ(ε,α) =
T

mini∈N0
Fi,θ(ε,α)

.

By the Chebyshev inequality, for any r > 1 and all θ ∈ Θin

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[τθ(0,α)r] >

(
mini∈N0

Fi,θ(ε,α)

mini∈N0
Fi,θ(α)

)r

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ {τθ(ε,α) > 1} ,

where by (19)

inf
D∈C(α)

Pθ {τθ(ε,α) > 1} −−−−−→
αmax→0

1 for every 0 < ε < 1.

So taking the limit ε → 0 and accounting for (25), we obtain that for all
r > 1 and θ ∈ Θin

lim inf
αmax→0

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[τθ(ε,α)r ] > 1,

which completes the proof of the lower bound (21).
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Remark 3.1. By Lemma 1 in [27], the right-tail condition (15) is satisfied
whenever

(26)
λθ,ϑ(n)

ψ(n)

Pθ−a.s.−−−−→
n→∞

I(θ, ϑ) for all θ, ϑ ∈ Θ, θ 6= ϑ.

Therefore, assertions of Theorem 3.1 hold under the strong law for the LLR
(26), which is a natural and more convenient condition. Furthermore, as the
proof of Lemma 1 in [27] shows, for the right-tail condition (15) to hold it
suffices to assume that

Pθ

(
lim sup
n→∞

λθ,ϑ(n)

ψ(n)
> I(θ, ϑ)

)
= 0.

Consider now the case of simple hypotheses when the parameter θ takes
N + 1 distinct values θ0, θ1, . . . , θN or, more generally, the distributions Pi

under hypotheses Hi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N have joint distinct densities defined in
(7). Obviously, in this case, the indifference zone is empty Θin = ∅ and the
subsets Θi = {i}, i = 0, 1, . . . , N . Also, the LR and LLR defined in (11)
become the LR and LLR processes between the hypotheses Hi and Hj for
the sample Xn

1

(27)

Λij(n) =
pi,n(X

n
1 )

pj,n(Xn
1 )

=

n∏

t=1

fi,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

fj,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

,

λij(n) = log Λij(n) =

n∑

t=1

log

[
fi,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )

fj,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

]
.

Obviously, in this case, Theorem 3.1 implies the following corollary, whose
proof can also be established directly using proofs of Lemma 2.1 and Theo-
rem 2.2 in Tartakovsky [25]. Recall that class Csim(α) is defined in (9).

Corollary 3.1. If there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) = ∞, sat-
isfying condition (12), and positive and finite numbers Iij , i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N ,
i 6= j such that for all ε > 0 and all i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N (i 6= j)

(28) lim
L→∞

Pi

{
1

ψ(L)
max

16n6L
λij(n) > (1 + ε)Iij

}
= 0,

then for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N and every 0 < ε < 1

(29) lim
αmax→0

inf
D∈C(α)

Pi

{
T > Ψ

(
(1− ε) max

j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)}
= 1,
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and therefore, for all r > 1 and i = 0, 1, . . . , N

(30) inf
D∈Csim(α)

Ei[T
r] >

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as αmax → 0.

Remark 3.2. The right-tail condition (28) is satisfied whenever

Pi

(
lim sup
n→∞

λij(n)

ψ(n)
6 Iij

)
= 1,

and therefore, if normalized LLRs λij(n)/ψ(n) converge Pi-a.s. to Iij as
n→ ∞.

4. Asymptotic optimality of likelihood ratio based sequential

multi-decision rules for simple hypotheses

We begin with the case of N + 1 simple hypotheses Hi : P = Pi, i =
0, 1, . . . , N with joint densities (7).

4.1. The matrix sequential probability ratio test

Recall that N0 = {0, 1, . . . , N}. For a threshold matrix (Aij)i,j∈N0
, with

Aij > 0 and the Aii are immaterial (0, say), define the Matrix SPRT
(MSPRT) D∗ = (T∗, d∗), built on (N + 1)N one-sided SPRTs between the
hypotheses Hi and Hj , as follows: Stop at the first n > 1 such that, for some
i ∈ N0, Λij(n) > Aji for all j ∈ N0 \ i and accept the unique Hi that satis-
fies these inequalities. Obviously, with aji = logAji, introducing the Markov
accepting times for the hypotheses Hi, i ∈ N0 as

(31)

Ti = inf {n > 1 : λij(n) > aji for all j ∈ N0 \ i} ,

= inf

{
n > 1 : min

j∈N0\i
[λij(n)− aji] > 0

}
, i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

the MSPRT D∗ = (T∗, d∗) can be written as

(32) T∗ = min
k∈N0

Tk, d∗ = i if T∗ = Ti.

Thus, in the MSPRT, each component SPRT is extended until, for some
i ∈ N0, all N SPRTs involving Hi accept Hi. Note that for N = 1 the
MSPRT coincides with Wald’s SPRT.
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Using Wald’s likelihood ratio identity, it can be easily shown that the
error probabilities of the MSPRT αij(D∗) = Pi(d∗ = j) satisfy the inequali-
ties

(33) αij(D∗) 6 exp(−aij) for all i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j,

so selecting aij = | log αij | implies D∗ ∈ C(α). See, e.g., Lemma 4.1.1 (page
192) in Tartakovsky et al. [28].

In his ingenious paper, Lorden [14] showed that with a special design that
includes accurate estimation of thresholds accounting for overshoots, the
MSPRT is nearly optimal in the third-order sense – it minimizes expected
sample sizes for all hypotheses up to an additive disappearing term, i.e.,
infD∈C(α) Ei[T ] = Ei[T∗] + o(1) as αmax → 0. This result holds only for i.i.d.
models with the finite second moment Ei[λij(1)

2] <∞. In the non-i.i.d. case,
it is practically impossible to obtain such a result, so we will focus on the
first-order optimality (8).

To establish the asymptotic optimality property of the MSPRT we use
the ideas of the groundbreaking paper of Lai [6] where he proved first-order
asymptotic optimality of Wald’s SPRT in the general non-i.i.d. case.

By the SLLN in the i.i.d. case, the LLR λij(n) has the following stability
property

(34) n−1λij(n)
Pi−a.s.−−−−→
n→∞

Iij , i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j,

where

Iij = Ei[λij(1)] =

∫
log

[
fi(x)

fj(x)

]
fi(x)dµ(x)

is the Kullback-Leibler (K-L) information number, which characterizes the
distance between the hypotheses Hi and Hj . This allows one to conjecture
that if in the general non-i.i.d. case the LLR is also stable in the sense that
the almost sure convergence conditions (34) are satisfied with some positive
and finite numbers Iij, then the MSPRT is approximately optimal. In the
general case, these numbers represent the local K-L information in the sense
that often (while not always) Iij = limn→∞ n−1

Ei[λij(n)].
Having said that, in what follows, we will assume that the normalized

LLRs λij(n)/ψ(n) converge almost surely to finite and positive numbers Iij
under Pi:

(35)
λij(n)

ψ(n)

Pi−a.s.−−−−→
n→∞

Iij, i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j,
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where ψ(t) is an increasing function (ψ(∞) = ∞) as in Section 3.
A standard approach for proving asymptotic optimality is to show that

the lower bounds (30) in Corollary 3.1 are attained for the MSPRT under
certain conditions.

4.2. Asymptotic optimality of the MSPRT

While the almost sure convergence (35) for the LLRs guarantees lower
bounds (30), in the general non-i.i.d. case, this condition is not sufficient
for asymptotic optimality of the MSPRT since it does not even guarantee
the finiteness of the moments Ei[T

r
∗ ] of the MSPRT’s stopping time. To es-

tablish the optimality of the MSPRT a strengthening is needed, such as a
certain convergence rate in the strong law.

Lai [6] proved the asymptotic optimality of Wald’s SPRT for testing two
hypotheses under the r-quick version of the SLLN for the LLR λ(n)/n, i.e.,
for the models with dependent and asymptotically stationary observations.
Tartakovsky [24] generalized Lai’s result to the case of multiple hypotheses
with asymptotically non-stationary observations proving that the MSPRT
is asymptotically optimal as long as LLRs λij(n)/ψ(n) converge r-quickly
to finite numbers Iij. Below we relax the r-quick convergence condition used
in [6, 24] by the r-complete convergence.

Definition 4.1 (r-Complete Convergence). We say that the sequence of
random variables {Yn}n>1 converges to a random variable Y r-completely

as n→ ∞ under probability measure P and write Yn
P-r-completely−−−−−−−−−→

n→∞
Y if

lim
n→∞

∞∑

t=n

tr−1
P(|Yt − Y | > ε) = 0 for every ε > 0,

which is equivalent to

∞∑

n=1

nr−1
P(|Yn − Y | > ε) <∞ for every ε > 0.

As we will see below, a sufficient condition for asymptotic optimality of
the MSPRT is the r-complete convergence of λij(n)/ψ(n) to numbers Iij ,
0 < Iij <∞ as n→ ∞ under Pi, i.e., that for all i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N (i 6= j)

(36) lim
n→∞

∞∑

t=n

tr−1
Pi

(∣∣∣∣
λij(t)

ψ(t)
− Iij

∣∣∣∣ > ε

)
= 0 for every ε > 0.
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The following theorem provides the asymptotic upper bounds for mo-
ments of the sample sizes of the MSPRT which along with the lower bounds

(30) allow us to conclude that the MSPRT minimizes moments of the sample

sizes up to order r in class Csim(α).

Theorem 4.1. Assume that there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =

∞, satisfying condition (12), and positive and finite numbers Iij , i, j =

0, 1, . . . , N , i 6= j such that for all i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N (i 6= j) and some r > 1

(37) lim
n→∞

∞∑

t=n

tr−1
Pi

(
λij(t)

ψ(t)
− Iij < −ε

)
= 0 for every ε > 0.

If the thresholds in the MSPRT are so selected that αij(D∗) 6 αij and

aji ∼ log α−1
ji as αmax → 0, in particular as aji = log α−1

ji , then for all
i = 0, 1, . . . , N

(38) Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as αmax → 0.

Proof. For i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N and 0 < ε < maxi,j∈N0
Iij , define a = (aij)i,j∈N0

and

Mi(a, ε) = 1 + Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Iij − ε

)
.

Noting that Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6 Ei[T

r
i ] and setting τ = Ti and N = Mi(a, ε) in

Lemma A.1 (Appendix A, page 239) in Tartakovsky [26] we obtain the

inequalities

(39) Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6 Ei[T

r
i ] 6M r

i + r2r−1
∞∑

n=Mi

nr−1
Pi (Ti > n) , i = 0, 1, . . . , N.

By the definition of the Markov time Ti (see (31)), we have

Pi(Ti > n) = Pi

{
max
16t6n

min
j∈N0\i

[λij(t)− aji] < 0

}

6
∑

j∈N0\i

Pi {λij(n) < aji} ,

where for n > Mi(a, ε) the probability Pi {λij(n) < aji} does not exceed

the probability Pi {λij(n)/ψ(n) < Iij − ε}, and therefore, for all sufficiently
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large n

(40) Pi(Ti > n) 6
∑

j∈N0\i

Pi

{
λij(n)

ψ(n)
< Iij − ε

}
.

Substituting (40) into (39) yields

Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6Mi(a, ε)

r + r2r−1
∑

j∈N0\i

∞∑

n=Mi(a,ε)

nr−1
Pi

{
λij(n)

ψ(n)
< Iij − ε

}
.

Since Mi(a, ε) → ∞ as amin → ∞, by condition (37), the second term goes
to 0 and, hence, for all i ∈ N0

Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6Mi(a, ε)

r + o(1) as amin → ∞,

where ε can be arbitrarily small, so taking the limit ε→ 0 and noticing that
due to condition (12)

lim
ε→0

lim
amin→0

[Mi(a, ε)/Mi(a, 0)] = 1,

we obtain the asymptotic inequality

(41) Ei[T
r
∗ ] 6

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞.

Setting aji = | log αji| or, more generally, aji ∼ | log αji| (assuming αij(D∗) 6
αij), gives the required inequality (38).

Corollary 3.1 and Theorem 4.1 give the following first-order asymptotic
optimality result.

Theorem 4.2. Assume that for some 0 < Iij < ∞, i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N ,
i 6= j and increasing function ψ(n), ψ(∞) = ∞, satisfying condition (12),
the normalized LLRs λij(n)/ψ(n) converge r-completely to Iij under Pi as
n→ ∞, i.e., for all i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N (i 6= j) and some r > 1 condition (36)
holds. If the thresholds in the MSPRT are so selected that αij(D∗) 6 αij

and aji ∼ log α−1
ji as αmax → 0, in particular as aji = log α−1

ji , then for all
i = 0, 1, . . . , N

(42) Ei[T
r
∗ ] ∼

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)]r
∼ inf

D∈Csim(α)
Ei[T

r] as αmax → 0.
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Proof. Obviously, the r-complete convergence condition implies both condi-
tions (28) in Corollary 3.1 and (37) in Theorem 4.1. Hence, using (30) in
Corollary 3.1, we obtain

Ei[T
r
∗ ] >

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as αmax → 0.

This inequality along with the reverse inequality (38) gives the asymptotic
approximation

Ei[T
r
∗ ] =

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as αmax → 0,

which, by the lower bound (30), is the best one can do in class Csim(α). Thus,
both asymptotic equalities in (42) follow and the proof is complete.

Remark 4.1. Inequalities (33) for error probabilities imply that the MSPRT
belongs to Csim(α) with αij = exp{−aij}, so Corollary 3.1 implies asymp-
totic lower bounds

Ei[T
r
∗ ] >

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞,

while the upper bounds (41) yield reverse inequalities. Therefore, the fol-
lowing approximations for moments of the sample sizes of the MSPRT as
functions of thresholds a = (aij) hold regardless of the probabilities of errors

Ei[T
r
∗ ] =

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Iij

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞.

These approximations can be useful in different problem settings, e.g., in
Bayes problems.

5. Asymptotic optimality of likelihood ratio based sequential

multi-decision rules for composite hypotheses

Consider now the problem of testing N + 1 composite hypotheses Hi : P =
Pθ, θ ∈ Θi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N with joint densities (3). In this case, we focus
on the class of tests C(α) defined in (4) that confines the maximal error
probabilities supθ∈Θi

Pθ(d = j).
Recall that we suppose that the parameter space Θ is split into N + 2

disjoint subsets Θ0,Θ1, . . . ,ΘN , Θin, so Θ =
∑N

i=0Θi + Θin, where Θin is
the indifference zone.
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5.1. The matrix mixture sequential probability ratio test

Let π be a mixing measure (prior distribution for θ) on Θ, π(θ) > 0 for all

θ ∈ Θ and
∫
Θ π(dθ) = 1.1 For i ∈ N0 and n > 1, define

gn(X
n
1 ) =

∫

Θ
pθ,n(X

n
1 )π(dθ) =

∫

Θ

n∏

t=1

fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )π(dθ);

ĝi,n(X
n
1 ) = sup

θ∈Θj

pθ,n(X
n
1 ) = sup

θ∈Θi

n∏

t=1

fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

and introduce the statistics

Λπ
i (n) =

∫
Θ

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )π(dθ)

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )
=

gn(X
n
1 )

ĝi,n(Xn
1 )
,(43)

λπi (n) = log Λπ
i (n) = log gn(X

n
1 )− log ĝi,n(X

n
1 ).(44)

For a (N + 1) × (N + 1) matrix (Aij)i,j∈N0
of thresholds, with Aij > 0

and the Aii are immaterial, define the Matrix Mixture SPRT (MMSPRT)

D
π
∗ = (T π

∗ , d
π
∗ ) as follows: Stop at the first n > 1 such that, for some i ∈ N0,

Λπ
j (n) > Aji for all j 6= i and accept the unique Hi that satisfies these

inequalities. Setting aji = logAji and introducing the Markov accepting

times for the hypotheses Hi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N as

(45)

T π
i = inf

{
n > 1 : λπj (n) > aji for all j ∈ N0 \ i

}

= inf

{
n > 1 : min

j∈N0\i

[
λπj (n)− aji

]
> 0

}
, i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

the MMSPRT can be written as

(46) T π
∗ = min

k∈N0

T π
k , dπ∗ = i if T π

∗ = T π
i .

5.2. Error Probabilities of the MMSPRT

The following lemma provides upper bounds for the error probabilities αij(D
π
∗ , θ) =

Pθ(d
π
∗ = j), θ ∈ Θi of the MMSPRT D

π
∗ .

1The results also hold for improper measures with minor constraints if Θ is a
compact set.
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Lemma 5.1. The following upper bounds on the error probabilities of the
MMSPRT hold:

(47) sup
θ∈Θi

αij(D
π
∗ , θ) 6 exp {−aij} for i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j.

Therefore, if aij = log(1/αij) then D
π
∗ ∈ C(α) .

Proof. Observe that {dπ∗ = j} = {T π
∗ = T π

j } implies {T π
j < ∞} and

Λπ
i (T

π
j ) > Aij = eaij on {T π

j < ∞}. So, for all θ ∈ Θi (i 6= j), we have
the following chain of equalities and inequalities

αij(D
π
∗ , θ) = Eθ

[
1l{dπ

∗
=j}

]
6 Eθ

[
1l{Tπ

j <∞}

]

= Eθ

[
1l{Tπ

j <∞}Λ
π
i (T

π
j )/Λ

π
i (T

π
j )
]

6 exp {−aij}Eθ

[
1l{Tπ

j <∞}Λ
π
i (T

π
j )
]
.

Since, obviously, for any n > 1 and all θ ∈ Θi

Λπ
i (n) 6

∫

Θ
Λϑ,θ(n)π(dϑ)

and, by the Wald likelihood ratio identity,

Eθ

[
1l{Tπ

j <∞}Λϑ,θ(T
π
j )
]
= Pϑ

(
T π
j <∞

)
,

we obtain that for all i ∈ N0 \ j

sup
θ∈Θi

αij(D
π
∗ , θ) 6 exp {−aij} sup

θ∈Θi

∫

Θ
Eθ

[
1l{Tπ

j <∞}Λϑ,θ(T
π
j )
]
π(dϑ)

= exp {−aij}
∫

Θ
Pϑ

(
T π
j <∞

)
π(dϑ) 6 exp {−aij} ,

which proves the upper bound (47) and gives the Lemma.

5.3. First-order uniform asymptotic optimality of the MMSPRT

For general non-i.i.d. models, the SLLN (26) for the LLR does not guar-
antee the optimality of the MMSPRT. As for simple hypotheses, a sort
of r-complete convergence suffices for the asymptotic optimality. The fol-
lowing r-complete convergence-type conditions for left-tail probabilities are
sufficient. For the convenience sake, we write θi for θ when θ belongs to Θi.
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For θ /∈ Θj, define

λ̃θ,j(n) = log

[ ∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )

supθ∈Θj

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )

]
= log

[
pθ,n(X

n
1 )

supθ∈Θj
pθ,n(X

n
1 )

]
,

and for θ ∈ Θ,

Υθ,j,δ,ε,r(n) =

∞∑

t=n

tr−1
Pθ

{
inf

ϑ∈Γδ,θ

λ̃ϑ,j(t) < (Ij(θ)− ε)ψ(t)

}
,

where Ij(θ) = infϑ∈Θj
I(θ, ϑ) is the “distance” between the point θ and the

subset Θj, which is assumed strictly positive for all θ /∈ Θj (see (14)), and

Γδ,θ = {ϑ ∈ Θ : |ϑ− θ| < δ} is the δ-neighborhood of the point θ.

C2. Left-tail Condition. There exist a positive continuous function I(θ, ϑ),

satisfying condition (14), such that for any ε > 0 and some r > 1

(48) lim
n→∞

lim sup
δ→0

max
i,j∈N0

j 6=i

sup
θi∈Θi

Υθi,j,δ,ε,r(n) = 0

and

(49) lim
n→∞

lim sup
δ→0

max
j∈N0

sup
θ∈Θin

Υθ,j,δ,ε,r(n) = 0.

Recall that Fi,θ(ε,α) and Fi,θ(α) are defined in (16) and (17), respec-

tively.

The following theorem establishes the asymptotic upper bounds for mo-

ments of the MMSPRT sample sizes which together with the lower bounds

(20) and (21) imply asymptotic optimality of the MMSPRT in class C(α).

Theorem 5.1. Assume that there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =

∞, satisfying condition (12), and a function I(θ, ϑ), satisfying (14), such

that for some r > 1 left-tail condition C2 holds. If the thresholds in the

MMSPRT are so selected that supθi∈Θi
αij(D

π
∗ , θi) 6 αij and aji ∼ logα−1

ji

as αmax → 0, in particular as aji = logα−1
ji , then as αmax → 0

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 [Fi,θ(α)]r (1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0;(50)

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6

[
min

06i6N
Fi,θ(α)

]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin.(51)
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Proof. By the definition of the Markov time T π
i , we have

Pθ(T
π
i > n) = Pθ

{
max
16t6n

min
j∈N0\i

[
λπj (t)− aji

]
< 0

}

6
∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
λπj (n) < aji

}

=
∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ {log gn(Xn
1 )− log ĝj,n(X

n
1 ) < aji} .

Since

log gn(X
n
1 ) > log

∫

Γδ,θ

pϑ,n(X
n
1 )π(dϑ) > inf

ϑ∈Γδ,θ

log pϑ,n(X
n
1 ) + log π(Γδ,θ)

it follows that

(52) Pθ(T
π
i > n) 6

∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
infϑ∈Γδ,θ

λ̃ϑ,j(n)

ψ(n)
<
aji − log π(Γδ,θ)

ψ(n)

}
.

Let a = (aij) denote the matrix of finite thresholds aij , i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N
(aii are immaterial) of the MMSPRT and let

(53) Mi,θ(a, ε) = 1 + Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)− ε

)
for θ ∈ Θ.

It is easily seen that for n > Mi,θ(a, ε) the right-hand side in (52) does not

exceed the sum of probabilities

∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
1

ψ(n)
inf

ϑ∈Γδ,θ

λ̃ϑ,j(n) < Ij(θ)− ε+
1

ψ(n)
| log π(Γδ,θ)|

}
.

Therefore, for all sufficiently large n and amin, for which | log π(Γδ,θ)|/ψ(n) <
ε/2, we obtain

(54) Pθ(T
π
i > n) 6

∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
1

ψ(n)
inf

ϑ∈Γδ,θ

λ̃ϑ,j(n) < Ij(θ)− ε/2

}
.

Noting that by the definition of the stopping time T π
∗ in (46) Eθ[(T

π
∗ )

r] 6

Eθ[(T
π
i )

r] for all i ∈ N0 and setting τ = T π
i and N = Mi,θ(a, ε/2) in
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Lemma A.1 (Appendix A, page 239) in Tartakovsky [26], we obtain the
inequalities

(55) Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 Eθ[(T
π
i )

r] 6M r
i,θ + r2r−1

∞∑

n=Mi,θ

nr−1
Pθ (T

π
i > n) ,

which hold for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .
Substituting (54) in (55) gives

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 Eθ[(T
π
i )

r] 6Mi,θ(a, ε/2)
r

+ r2r−1N max
j∈N0\i

∞∑

n=Mi,θ(a,ε/2)

nr−1
Pθ

{
inf

ϑ∈Γδ,θ

λ̃ϑ,j(n) < (Ij(θ)− ε/2)ψ(n)

}

=Mi,θ(a, ε/2)
r + r2r−1N max

j∈N0\i
Υθ,j,δ,ε,r(Mi,θ(a, ε/2)).

(56)

Consider the case where θ = θi ∈ Θi (i = 0, 1, . . . , N). Inequality (56)
implies that for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Eθi [(T
π
∗ )

r] 6Mi,θi(a, ε/2)
r + r2r−1N max

j∈N0\i
sup
θi∈Θi

Υθi,j,δ,ε/2,r(Mi,θi(a, ε/2)).

Since Mi,θi(a, ε/2) → ∞ as amin → ∞, by the left-tail condition (48), the
second term goes to 0, so that for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Eθi [(T
π
∗ )

r] 6Mi,θi(a, ε/2)
r + o(1) as amin → ∞.

Since ε can be arbitrarily small, taking the limit ε → 0 and noticing that
due to condition (12)

lim
ε→0

lim
amin→0

[Mi,θi(a, ε/2)/Mi,θi (a, 0)] = 1,

we obtain the following asymptotic upper bound

(57) Eθi [(T
π
∗ )

r] 6

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θi)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞,

which holds for all θi ∈ Θi and all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .
Setting aji = | log αji| in (57) or, more generally, aji ∼ | log αji| (assum-

ing supθi∈Θi
αij(D

π
∗ , θi) 6 αij), we obtain the inequalities (50) for all θ ∈ Θi

and all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .
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It remains to prove the inequality (51) for the indifference zone Θin. By
inequality (56), for θ ∈ Θin and any i ∈ N0 we have the inequalities

Eθ[(T
π
i )

r] 6Mi,θ(a, ε/2)
r + r2r−1N max

j∈N0\i
Υθ,j,δ,ε/2,r(Mi,θ(a, ε/2)).

Now, note that Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 mini∈N0
Eθ[T

r
i ], and therefore,

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 min
i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, ε/2)
r

+ r2r−1N min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

sup
θ∈Θin

Υθ,j,δ,ε/2,r(Mi,θ(a, ε/2)),

where, by the left-tail condition (49), the second term goes to 0. Hence,

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] 6 min
i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, ε/2)
r + o(1) as amin → ∞.

Since ε can be arbitrarily small, taking the limit ε → 0 and noticing that
due to condition (12)

lim
ε→0

lim
amin→0

[
min
i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, ε/2)/ min
i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, 0)

]
= 1,

we obtain the asymptotic upper bound for θ ∈ Θin

(58) Eθ[T
r
∗ ] 6

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞.

Setting aji = | log αji| in (58) or, more generally, aji ∼ | log αji| (assuming
supθi∈Θi

αij(D
π
∗ , θi) 6 αij), we obtain the inequality (51) for θ ∈ Θin.

Theorems 3.1 and 5.1 give the following first-order asymptotic optimality
result.

Theorem 5.2. Assume that there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =
∞, satisfying condition (12), and a function I(θ, ϑ), satisfying (14), such
that the SLLN for the LLR (26) holds, i.e., the normalized LLR λθ,ϑ(n)/ψ(n)
converges almost surely to I(θ, ϑ) under Pθ as n→ ∞. Assume, in addition,
that for some r > 1 left-tail condition C2 holds. If the thresholds in the
MMSPRT are so selected that supθ∈Θi

αij(D
π
∗ , θ) 6 αij and aji ∼ logα−1

ji as

αmax → 0, in particular as aji = logα−1
ji , then as αmax → 0

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] ∼ [Fi,θ(α)]r ∼ Eθ[(T

π
∗ )

r] for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0;(59)
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inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] ∼

[
min

06i6N
Fi,θ(α)

]r
∼ Eθ[(T

π
∗ )

r] for all θ ∈ Θin.(60)

Proof. Since the SLLN (26) implies the right-tail condition (15) we can use
Theorem 3.1 to obtain the asymptotic lower bounds (as αmax → 0)

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] >

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi, i ∈ N0;

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] >

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin.

These inequalities along with the reverse inequalities (50) and (51) in The-
orem 5.1 yield the asymptotic approximations

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] =

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi, i ∈ N0;

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] =

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin,

so the MMSPRT attains the best lower bounds (20) and (21) in class C(α).
This completes the proof.

Remark 5.1. It follows from inequalities (57) and (58) and the fact that the
MMSPRT belongs to C(α) with αij = exp{−aij} that the following approx-
imations (as amin → ∞) for moments of the sample sizes of the MMSPRT
as functions of thresholds a = (aij) hold regardless of the probabilities of
errors

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] =

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi, i ∈ N0;

Eθ[(T
π
∗ )

r] =

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin.

These approximations may be useful in various problem settings.

Remark 5.2. An alternative proof for Theorem 5.2 is to use r-complete con-
vergence of the normalized to ψ(n) decision statistics λπij(n) defined in (44) to
Ij(θ) = infϑ∈Θj

I(θ, ϑ) as n→ ∞ under hypotheses Hi and to maxj∈N0
Ij(θ)

for θ ∈ Θin. That is, replacing condition C2 by the condition,

lim
n→∞

∞∑

t=n

nr−1
Pθ

{∣∣∣∣
1

ψ(n)
λπij(n)− Ij(θ)

∣∣∣∣ > ε

}
for θ ∈ Θi and all ε > 0,
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where Ij(θ) is replaced by maxj∈N0
Ij(θ) for θ ∈ Θin. This latter “direct”

sufficient condition for asymptotic optimality can be verified in certain in-
teresting examples.

Remark 5.3. The proposed MMSPRT can be modified by replacing the
statistics Λπ

i defined in (43) with the statistics

Λπ
ji(n) =

∫
Θj

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )π(dθ)

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )
, i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j.

This alternative version of the MMSPRT is also uniformly asymptotically
optimal to first order for all hypotheses and parameter values θi ∈ Θi,
i = 0, 1, . . . , N .

Remark 5.4. The above results are also satisfied for improper prior distri-
butions as long as Θ is a compact set. This is important, for example, in
invariant testing problems. See Section 6.3.

5.4. Adaptive matrix sequential probability ratio test

Let θ̂n = θ̂n(X
n
1 ) be an (Fn-measurable) estimator of θ. If in conditional

density fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 ) for the t-th observation we replace the parameter with

the estimator θ̂t−1(X
t−1
1 ) built upon the sample Xt−1

1 of size t− 1 that in-
cludes t − 1 observations, then fθ̂t−1,t

(Xt|Xt−1
1 ) and

∏n
t=1 fθ̂t−1,t

(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

are still viable probability densities in contrast to the popular generalized
likelihood ratio approach when maximization over θ is performed in the den-
sity pθ(X

n
1 ) for the whole sample Xn

1 containing all n available observations,
so that pθ̂n(X

n
1 ) is not a probability density anymore.2

For n > 1, introduce the adaptive LR statistic

Λ̂ϑ(n) =

n∏

t=1

fθ̂t−1,t
(Xt|Xt−1

1 )

fϑ,t(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

, Λ̂ϑ(0) = 1.

It satisfies the recursion

(61) Λ̂ϑ(n) = Λ̂ϑ(n− 1)×
fθ̂n−1,n

(Xn|Xn−1)

fϑ,n(Xn|Xn−1)
, n > 1, Λ̂ϑ(0) = 1

with fθ̂0,1(X1|X0) = pθ0(X1), where the initial value of the estimator θ̂0 = θ0
is a design parameter. Since

Eϑ[Λ̂ϑ(n)|Xn−1] = Λ̂ϑ(n− 1), n > 2, Eϑ[Λ̂ϑ(1)] = 1

2In the latter case, the θ̂n is the maximum likelihood estimator.
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the adaptive LR (Λ̂ϑ(n),Fn)n≥1 is a Pϑ-martingale with unit expectation.
This important property allows us to deduce simple upper bounds for error
probabilities of the adaptive multi-hypothesis sequential test, introduced
below, using the Wald-Doob likelihood ratio identity, as we will see in the
next subsection.

Introduce the statistics

(62) Λ̂∗
i (n) =

∏n
t=1 fθ̂t−1,t

(Xt|Xt−1
1 )

supθ∈Θi

∏n
t=1 fθ,t(Xt|Xt−1

1 )
, i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

and based on these statistics for a (N + 1) × (N + 1) matrix (Aij)i,j∈N0
of

boundaries, with Aij > 0 and the Aii are immaterial, define the Adaptive

Matrix SPRT (AMSPRT) D̂ = (T̂ , d̂) as follows: Stop at the first n > 1 such
that, for some i ∈ N0, Λ̂

∗
j (n) > Aji for all j 6= i and accept the unique Hi

that satisfies these inequalities. Let λ̂∗i (n) = log Λ̂∗
i (n). Setting aji = logAji

and introducing the Markov accepting times for the hypotheses Hi as

(63)

T̂i = inf
{
n > 1 : λ̂∗i (n) > aji for all j ∈ N0 \ i

}

= inf

{
n > 1 : min

j∈N0\i

[
λ̂∗i (n)− aji

]
> 0

}
, i = 0, 1, . . . , N,

the AMSPRT D̂ = (T̂ , d̂) can be written as

(64) T̂ = min
k∈N0

T̂k, d̂ = i if T̂ = T̂i.

Because of the simple recursive structure of the adaptive LR (61), the
AMSPRT is a very attractive alternative to the MMSPRT. Robbins and
Siegmund [19, 20] were the first who suggested the idea of using the adaptive
LR in the context of the so-called power 1 tests for i.i.d. models.

5.5. Probabilities of errors of the AMSPRT

The following lemma provides simple upper bounds for the error probabili-
ties αij(D̂, θ) = Pθ(d̂ = j), θ ∈ Θi of the AMSPRT (63)-(64).

Lemma 5.2. The following upper bounds on the error probabilities of the
AMSPRT hold:

sup
θ∈Θi

αij(D̂, θ) 6 exp {−aij} for i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j.
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Therefore, if aij = log(1/αij) then D̂ ∈ C(α) .

Proof. Observe that the event {d̂ = j} = {T̂ = T̂j} implies the event {T̂j <
∞} and, by the definition of the Markov time T̂j , λ̂

∗
j(T̂j) > aij on {T̂j <∞}.

So, for all θ ∈ Θi (i 6= j), we obtain

αij(D̂, θ) = Eθ

[
1l{d̂=j}

]
6 Eθ

[
1l{T̂j<∞}

]

= Eθ

[
1l{T̂j<∞}Λ̂

∗
j (T̂j) exp

{
−λ̂∗j(T̂j)

}]

6 exp {−aij} Eθ

[
1l{T̂j<∞}Λ̂

∗
j (T̂j)

]
.

Since Λ̂∗
j (n) 6 Λ̂θ(n) for any n > 1 and all θ ∈ Θi, i 6= j we obtain that for

all θ ∈ Θi and i = 0, 1, . . . , N

αij(D̂, θ) 6 exp {−aij} Eθ

[
1l{T̂j<∞}Λ̂θ(T̂j)

]
,

where, as established in the previous section, the adaptive LR (Λ̂θ(n),Fn)n≥1

is the Pθ-martingale with expectation Eθ[Λ̂θ(n)] = 1. Thus, the adaptive LR
{Λ̂θ(n)}n>1 is a viable likelihood ratio process, i.e., for any θ ∈ Θ, there

exists a probability measure P̂θ such that

Λ̂θ(n) =
dP̂n

θ

dPn
θ

, n > 1.

Applying Wald’s likelihood ratio identity yields

Eθ

[
1l{T̂<∞}Λ̂θ(T̂j)

]
= P̂θ(T̂j <∞),

and hence,

sup
θ∈Θi

αij(D̂, θ) 6 exp {−aij} sup
θ∈Θi

P̂θ(T̂j <∞) 6 exp {−aij} ,

which gives the lemma.

5.6. First-order uniform asymptotic optimality of the AMSPRT

Recall that Ij(θ) = infϑ∈Θj
I(θ, ϑ). For θ ∈ Θ, define

Υ̂θ,j,ε,r(n) =

∞∑

t=n

tr−1
Pθ

{
λ̂∗j(t) < (Ij(θ)− ε)ψ(t)

}
.
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To obtain asymptotic upper bounds for moments of the stopping time

distribution of the AMSPRT we will use the following left-tail condition.

C3. Adaptive Left-tail Condition. There exists a positive continuous function

I(θ, ϑ), satisfying condition (14), such that for any ε > 0 and some r > 1

(65) lim
n→∞

max
i,j∈N0

j 6=i

sup
θi∈Θi

Υ̂θi,j,ε,r(n) = 0

and

(66) lim
n→∞

max
j∈N0

sup
θ∈Θin

Υ̂θ,j,ε,r(n) = 0.

The following theorem provides the asymptotic upper bounds for mo-

ments of the AMSPRT stopping time distribution which together with the

lower bounds (20) and (21) imply asymptotic optimality of the AMSPRT in

class C(α).

Theorem 5.3. Assume that there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =

∞, satisfying condition (12), and a function I(θ, ϑ), satisfying (14), such

that for some r > 1 left-tail condition C3 holds. If the thresholds in AMSPRT
are so selected that supθ∈Θi

αij(D̂, θ) 6 αij and aji ∼ logα−1
ji as αmax → 0,

in particular as aji = logα−1
ji , then as αmax → 0

Eθ[T̂
r] 6 [Fi,θ(α)]r (1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0;(67)

Eθ[T̂
r] 6

[
min

06i6N
Fi,θ(α)

]r
(1 + o(1)) for all θ ∈ Θin.(68)

Proof. By the definition of the Markov time T̂i, we have

Pθ(T̂i > n) = Pθ

{
max
16t6n

min
j∈N0\i

[
λ̂∗i (t)− aji

]
< 0

}

6 Pθ

{
min

j∈N0\i

[
λ̂∗i (n)− aji

]
< 0

}

6
∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
λ̂∗i (n)/ψ(n) < aji/ψ(n)

}
.

Let a = (aij) denote the matrix of finite thresholds aij , i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N

(aii are immaterial) of AMSPRT and let Mi,θ(a, ε) be as in (53). Obviously,
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for n >Mi,θ(a, ε)

∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
λ̂∗j(n)/ψ(n) < aji/ψ(n)

}
6

∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
1

ψ(n)
λ̂∗j(n) < Ij(θ)− ε

}
,

and hence, for all sufficiently large n and amin, we obtain the inequality

(69) Pθ(T̂i > n) 6
∑

j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
λ̂∗j (n) < (Ij(θ)− ε)ψ(n)

}
.

Similarly to (55), for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N ,

(70) Eθ[T̂
r] 6 Eθ[T̂

r
i ] 6Mi,θ(a, ε)

r + r2r−1
∞∑

n=Mi,θ(a,ε)

nr−1
Pθ(T̂i > n).

Using (69) and (70) yields

Eθ[T̂
r] 6 Eθ[T̂

r
i ] 6Mi,θ(a, ε)

r

+ r2r−1N

∞∑

n=Mi,θ(a,ε)

nr−1 max
j∈N0\i

Pθ

{
λ̂∗j(n) < (Ij(θ)− ε)ψ(n)

}

=Mi,θ(a, ε)
r + r2r−1N max

j∈N0\i
Υ̂θ,j,ε,r(Mi,θ(a, ε)).(71)

Let θ = θi ∈ Θi (i = 0, 1, . . . , N). Then inequality (71) implies that for
all i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Eθi [T̂
r] 6Mi,θi(a, ε)

r + r2r−1N max
j∈N0\i

sup
θi∈Θi

Υ̂θi,j,ε,r(Mi,θi(a, ε)).

Since Mi,θi(a, ε) → ∞ as amin → ∞, by the left-tail condition (65), the
second term goes to 0, so that for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N

Eθi [T̂
r] 6Mi,θi(a, ε)

r + o(1) as amin → ∞.

Since ε can be arbitrarily small, taking the limit ε→ 0 and using condition
(12) we obtain the following asymptotic upper bound

(72) Eθi [T̂
r] 6

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θi)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞,

which holds for all θi ∈ Θi and all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .
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Setting aji = | log αij | in (72) or, more generally, aji ∼ | log αij | (assum-

ing supθ∈Θi
αij(D̂, θ) 6 αij), we obtain the inequalities (67) for all θ ∈ Θi

and all i = 0, 1, . . . , N .

Now, let θ ∈ Θin. Then, by inequality (71), for any i ∈ N0

Eθ[T̂
r
i ] 6Mi,θ(a, ε)

r + r2r−1N max
j∈N0\i

Υθ,j,ε,r(Mi,θ(a, ε)).

Now, note that Eθ[T̂
r] 6 mini∈N0

Eθ[T̂
r
i ], and therefore,

Eθ[T̂
r] 6 min

i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, ε)
r + r2r−1N min

i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

sup
θ∈Θin

Υθ,j,ε,r(Mi,θ(a, ε)),

where, by the left-tail condition (66), the second term goes to 0. Hence,

Eθ[T̂
r] 6 min

i∈N0

Mi,θ(a, ε)
r + o(1) as amin → ∞.

Since ε can be arbitrarily small, taking the limit ε→ 0 and using condition

(12) we obtain the asymptotic upper bound for θ ∈ Θin

Eθ[T̂
r] 6

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
(1 + o(1)) as amin → ∞.

Setting aji = | log αij | in this inequality or, more generally, aji ∼ | log αij |
(assuming supθ∈Θi

αij(D̂, θ) 6 αij) gives inequality (68) for θ ∈ Θin.

Theorems 3.1 and 5.1 give the following first-order asymptotic optimality

result.

Theorem 5.4. Assume that there exist an increasing function ψ(t), ψ(∞) =

∞, satisfying condition (12), and a function I(θ, ϑ), satisfying (14), such
that the SLLN for the LLR (26) holds, i.e., the normalized LLR λθ,ϑ(n)/ψ(n)

converges almost surely to I(θ, ϑ) under Pθ as n→ ∞. Assume, in addition,

that for some r > 1 left-tail condition C3 holds. If the thresholds in the

AMSPRT are so selected that supθ∈Θi
αij(D̂, θ) 6 αij and aji ∼ logα−1

ji as

αmax → 0, in particular as aji = logα−1
ji , then as αmax → 0

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] ∼ [Fi,θ(α)]r ∼ Eθ[T̂

r] for all θ ∈ Θi and i ∈ N0;(73)

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] ∼

[
min
i∈N0

Fi,θ(α)

]r
∼ Eθ[T̂

r] for all θ ∈ Θin.(74)
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The proof is elementary, similar to the proof of Theorem 5.2, and is
omitted.

Remark 5.5. The same reasoning as in Remark 5.1 gives the following asymp-
totic approximations (as amin → ∞) for moments of the sample sizes of the
AMSPRT as functions of thresholds a = (aij) regardless of the error proba-
bilities

Eθ[T̂
r] ∼

[
Ψ

(
max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
for all θ ∈ Θi, i ∈ N0;

Eθ[T̂
r] ∼

[
Ψ

(
min
i∈N0

max
j∈N0\i

aji
Ij(θ)

)]r
for all θ ∈ Θin.

6. Examples

In this section, we consider several examples that are useful for certain prac-
tical applications. The substantially non-stationary model for observations
in the first example turns out to be adequate for sequential detection of
epidemics, as discussed in [10, 30] in the context of quickest change-point

detection.

6.1. Example 1: Testing for the mean of normal autoregressive

non-stationary process

This example has many applications. In particular, (a) in sensor systems
such as radars, acoustic systems, and electro-optic imaging systems where it
is required to detect signals with unknown intensities from objects in clutter

and sensor noise (see, e.g., [31, 28]) and (b) in the detection of epidemics,
e.g., Covid-19 (see, e.g., [10, 30]).

Observations are of the form

(75) Xn = θ Sn + ξn, n > 1,

where Sn is a deterministic function (e.g., a signal) observed in additive noise
ξn and θ ∈ Θ = (−∞,+∞) is an unknown parameter. In many applications,
noise {ξn}n>1 can be adequately modeled by the p-th order Gaussian au-
toregressive process AR(p) that satisfies the recursion

(76) ξn =

p∑

t=1

ρtξn−t + wn, n > 1,
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where {wn}n>1 is an i.i.d. normal N (0, σ2) sequence (σ > 0). For simplicity,
let us set zero initial conditions ξ1−p = ξ2−p = · · · = ξ0 = 0. The coefficients

ρ1, . . . , ρp and the variance σ2 are known and all roots of the equation zp −
ρ1z

p−1− · · ·− ρp = 0 are in the interior of the unit circle, so that the AR(p)
process is stable.

For n > 1, define the pn-th order residuals

S̃n = Sn −
pn∑

t=1

ρtSn−t, X̃n = Xn −
pn∑

t=1

ρtXn−t,

where pn = p if n > p and pn = n if 1 6 n 6 p. The conditional density has
the form

fθ,n(Xn|Xn−1) =
1√
2πσ2

exp

{
−(X̃n − θS̃n)

2

2σ2

}
,

and therefore, the LLR

(77) λθ,ϑ(n) =
θ − ϑ

σ2

n∑

t=1

S̃tX̃t −
θ2 − ϑ2

2σ2

n∑

t=1

S̃2
t .

Since under measure Pθ the random variables {X̃n}n>1 are independent

normal random variablesN (θS̃n, σ
2), the LLR {λθ,ϑ(n)}n>1 is a Pθ-Gaussian

process (with independent but non-identically distributed increments) with

mean and variance

Eθ[λθ,ϑ(n)] =
1

2
Varθ[λθ,ϑ(n)] =

(θ − ϑ)2

2σ2

n∑

t=1

S̃2
t ,

Assume that

(78)
1

σ2
lim
n→∞

1

ψ(n)

n∑

t=1

S̃2
t = Q2,

where 0 < Q2 < ∞. In a variety of signal processing applications, this
condition holds with ψ(n) = n, e.g., in radar applications where the signal Sn
is the sequence of harmonic pulses, in which case θ2Q2 is the so-called signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR). In some applications such as detection, recognition,

and tracking of objects on ballistic trajectories that can be approximated
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by polynomials of order m = 2− 3, the function ψ(n) = nm, m > 1. Under

condition (78)

1

ψ(n)
λθ,ϑ(n)

Pθ−a.s.−−−−→
n→∞

1

2
(θ − ϑ)2Q2 = I(θ, ϑ) for all θ ∈ (−∞,+∞),

so that the SLLN (26) and the right-tail condition C1 hold.

Furthermore, λθ,ϑ(n)/ψ(n) → I(θ, ϑ) r-completely for all r > 1. Indeed,

under Pθ, the “whitened” observations can be written as X̃n = θS̃n + wn

and the LLR as

λθ,ϑ(n) = (θ − ϑ)Wn +
(θ − ϑ)2

2σ2

n∑

t=1

S̃2
t ,

where Wn = σ−2
∑n

t=1 S̃twt is a weighted sum of i.i.d. normal N (0, σ2)

random variables wt. Let

(79) ηn =
Wn√

σ−2
∑n

t=1 S̃
2
t

and bn(ε) =
εψ(n)√

σ−2
∑n

t=1 S̃
2
t

.

Note that ηn is a standard normal N (0, 1) random variable and that

P {|Wn| > εψ(n)} = P {|ηn| > bn(ε)} ,

and consequently, for arbitrary bn(ε) > 1

P {|Wn| > εψ(n)} =

√
2

π

∫ ∞

bn(ε)
exp

{
−u

2

2

}
du 6 exp

{
−bn(ε)

2

2

}
.

It follows from assumption (78) that b2n(ε) ∼ ε2ψ(n)/Q2 as n→ ∞, and

therefore, for sufficiently large n

P {|Wn| > εψ(n)} 6 O
(
exp

{
−ε2ψ(n)/2Q2

})
.

Recall that, by assumption (13), limn→∞[ψ(n)/ log n] = ∞, which along

with the previous inequality implies that

lim
n→∞

nmP {|Wn| > εψ(n)} = 0 for all m > 0.
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Hence,

(80)

∞∑

n=1

nr−1
P {|Wn| > εψ(n)} <∞ for all ε > 0 and all r > 1.

In other words, Wn/ψ(n) converges to 0 r-completely, which implies that

for all ε > 0 and all r > 1

(81)

∞∑

n=1

nr−1
Pθ {|λθ,ϑ(n)− I(θ, ϑ)| > εψ(n)} <∞,

where I(θ, ϑ) = (θ − ϑ)2Q2/2.

If we are interested in testing simple hypotheses Hi : θ = θi, i =

0, 1, . . . , N , then inequality (81) implies r-complete convergence condition

(36) for the LLRs λij(n) = λθi,θj(n) with Iij = (θi − θj)
2Q2/2, i, j ∈ N0,

i 6= j. Hence, by Theorem 4.2, the MSPRT D∗ = (T∗, d∗) is asymptotically

optimal, minimizing all positive moments of the sample size to first-order,

and asymptotic approximations (42) hold for all θi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N as long

as thresholds aij in the MSPRT are so selected that αij(D∗) 6 αij and

aji ∼ log α−1
ji as αmax → 0.

Next, consider composite hypotheses, and for simplicity, let us focus on

two hypotheses H0 : θ 6 θ0 and H1 : θ > θ1 (θ0 < θ1) with the indifference

interval Θin = (θ0, θ1) when N = 1. Generalization for multiple hypotheses

is straightforward, but the argument is more cumbersome. The case of two

hypotheses is of special interest in object detection and epidemics detection

applications. In the case of two hypotheses, the MMSPRT will be referred

to as the M-2-SPRT.

To establish the optimality of the M-2-SPRT we need to show that the

left-tail r-complete convergence condition C2 holds. This follows from the

argument analogous to that used for establishing r-complete convergence

(81). The details are omitted. Thus, by Theorem 5.2, the M-2-SPRT D
π
∗

minimizes as αmax → 0 all positive moments of the sample size and asymp-

totic formulas (59) and (60) hold for i, j = 0, 1 with

(82)

I1(θ) = inf
ϑ>θ1

I(θ, ϑ) =
(θ1 − θ)2Q2

2
for θ < θ1,

I0(θ) = inf
ϑ6θ0

I(θ, ϑ) =
(θ − θ0)

2Q2

2
for θ > θ0.
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Note that in the case of two hypotheses α = (α0, α1), where α0 = α01,
α1 = α10, and asymptotic formulas (59) and (60) yield

(83)

inf
D∈C(α0,α1)

Eθ[T
r] ∼ Eθ[(T

π
∗ )

r]

∼





[Ψ (| log α0|/I0(θ))]r for θ > θ1

[Ψ (| log α1|/I1(θ))]r for θ 6 θ0

[Ψ (mini=0,1 | log αi|/Ii(θ))]r for θ ∈ (θ0, θ1)

.

To prove the asymptotic optimality of the AMSPRT we need to verify
condition C3. In the case of two hypotheses, the AMSPRT will be referred
to as the A-2-SPRT.

Let

θ̂n =

∑n
t=1 S̃tX̃t∑n
t=1 S̃

2
t

be the unconditional MLE of θ and let θ̂n,1 = max(θ1, θ̂n) and θ̂n,0 =

min(θ0, θ̂n) be MLEs restricted to the sets Θ1 = [θ1,∞) and Θ0 = (−∞, θ0],

respectively. Then the statistics λ̂∗i (n) can be written as

λ̂∗i (n) =
1

σ2

n∑

t=1

(θ̂t−1 − θ̂n,i)S̃tX̃t −
1

2σ2

n∑

t=1

(θ̂2t−1 − θ̂2n,i)S̃
2
t , i = 0, 1.

In analogy with the argument that has led to (80), it can be shown that
r-completely under Pθ

(84)

θ̂n → θ, θ̂n,1 → max(θ1, θ), θ̂n,0 → min(θ0, θ),

θ̂2n → θ2, θ̂2n,1 → max(θ21, θ
2), θ̂2n,0 → min(θ20, θ

2),

1

ψ(n)

n∑

t=1

θ̂2t−1S̃
2
t → θ2σ2Q2,

1

ψ(n)

n∑

t=1

θ̂t−1S̃tX̃t → θ2σ2Q2.

Indeed, we have

Pθ

{∣∣∣θ̂n − θ
∣∣∣ > ε

}
= Pθ {|ηn| > bn(ε)/ψ(n)} ,

where ηn ∼ N (0, 1) and bn(ε) are defined in (79). The same argument that
has led to (80) yields

∞∑

n=1

nr−1
Pθ

{∣∣∣θ̂n − θ
∣∣∣ > εψ(n)

}
<∞ for all ε > 0 and all r > 1,
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so

(85) θ̂n
Pθ-r-completely−−−−−−−−−−→

n→∞
θ.

The rest of r-complete convergences in (84) are established analogously to
(85). Using (84), after some manipulations we obtain that for all r > 1

1

ψ(n)
λ̂∗1(n)

Pθ-r-completely−−−−−−−−−−→
n→∞

I1(θ) for θ < θ1,

1

ψ(n)
λ̂∗0(n)

Pθ-r-completely−−−−−−−−−−→
n→∞

I0(θ) for θ > θ0,

where Ii(θ)’s are given by (82). Hence, condition C3 holds.
By Theorem 5.4, the A-2-SPRT is asymptotically optimal, minimizing

all positive moments of the sample size: for all r > 1 as αmax → 0 the
asymptotics (83) hold with T̂ . These asymptotic formulas can be also written
as

inf
D∈C(α)

Eθ[T
r] ∼ Eθ[T̂

r] ∼
{
Ψ(2| log α1|/[(θ1 − θ)2Q2])r if θ 6 θ∗

Ψ(2| log α0|/[(θ − θ0)
2Q2])r if θ > θ∗,

where θ∗ = (θ1
√
c+ θ0)/(1 +

√
c) is the solution of the equation

| log α0|/(θ − θ0)
2 = | log α1|/(θ1 − θ)2

and c ∼ (log α0)/(log α1) as αmax = max(α0, α1) → 0 (see (10) in Re-
mark 2.1).

In particular, if Sn = S, then ψ(n) = n, Ψ(t) = t, and Q2 = (1 − ρ1 −
· · · − ρp)

2S2/σ2. In this case, a higher-order approximation to the expected

sample size Eθ[T̂ ] of the A-2-SPRT up to an additive vanishing term o(1)
has been obtained in [29].

6.2. Example 2: Testing for covariance in Gaussian

autoregressive models

Consider the problem of testing hypotheses regarding the covariance of the
AR(p) process {Xn}n>1 which satisfies the recursion

(86) Xn =

p∑

t=1

ρtXn−t + wn , n > 1,
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where {wn}n>1 are i.i.d. standard normalN (0, 1) random variables and coef-
ficients ρ1, . . . , ρp are unknown. In this case, the parameter θ is p-dimensional,
θ = (ρ1, . . . , ρp)

⊤ where hereafter ⊤ denotes transpose. For s > ℓ > 1, write
Xs

ℓ = (Xℓ, . . . ,Xs).
The conditional density fθ(Xn|Xn−1

1 ) = fθ(Xn|Xn−1
n−p) is

fθ(Xn|Xn−1
n−p) =

1

(2π)p/2
exp

{
−
(ηθ(Xn,X

n−1
n−p))

2

2

}
,

where ηθ(y, x) = y − (θ)⊤x (y ∈ R, x = (x1, . . . , xp) ∈ Rp). Thus, for any
θ ∈ Θ = Rp, the LLR λθ,ϑ(n) =

∑n
t=1 λ

∗
θ,ϑ(t), where

λ∗θ,ϑ(t) = log
fθ(Xt|Xt−1

t−p)

fϑ(Xt|Xt−1
t−p)

= Xt(θ − ϑ)⊤Xt−1
t−p +

1

2

[
(ϑ⊤Xt−1

t−p)
2 − (θ⊤Xt−1

t−p)
2
]
.

The process (86) is not Markov, but the p-dimensional process

Yn = (Xn, . . . ,Xn−p+1)
⊤ ∈ Rp

is Markov.
Next, for any θ = (ρ1, . . . , ρp) ∈ Rp, define the matrix

L(θ) =




ρ1 ρ2 . . . ρp
1 0 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . 1 0




and notice that

(87) Yn = L(θ)Yn−1 + w̃n, n > 1,

where w̃n = (wn, 0, . . . , 0)
⊤ ∈ Rp. Obviously,

E[w̃n w̃
⊤
n ] = B =



1 . . . 0
...

. . .
...

0 . . . 0


 .

Assume that θ belongs to the set Θst for which all eigenvalues eℓ(Λ) of
the matrix L(θ) in modules are less than 1:

(88) Θst = {θ ∈ Rp : max
16ℓ6p

|eℓ(L(θ))| < 1}.
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Using (87) it can be shown that in this case the process {Yn}n>1 is ergodic
with stationary normal distribution N (0,F(θ)), where

F(θ) =

∞∑

n=0

(Λ(θ))nB(Λ⊤(θ))n.

Since supt>1 Eθ|Xt|r < ∞ for any r > 1 and θ ∈ Rp it follows that
supt>1 Eθ|λθ,ϑ(t)|r < ∞ for any r > 1 and θ ∈ Rp, and therefore, the SLLN

(26) holds with Iθ,ϑ = (θ− ϑ)⊤F(θ)(θ− ϑ)/2 . Also, using techniques devel-
oped in [17, 18] it can be shown that the left-tail condition C2 is satisfied
with

(89) Ij(θ) = inf
ϑ∈Θj

1

2
(θ − ϑ)⊤F(θ)(θ − ϑ) for θ ∈ Θi and θ ∈ Θin.

In particular, in the Markov scalar case where p = 1 and θ = ρ1 = ρ in (86),
we have

Ij(ρ) = inf
ρ∗∈Θj

(ρ− ρ∗)2

2(1− ρ2)
for ρ ∈ Θi and ρ ∈ Θin.

By Theorem 5.2, the MMSPRT D
π
∗ minimizes as αmax → 0 all positive

moments of the sample size and asymptotic formulas (59) and (60) hold with
Ij(θ) specified in (89) for any compact subset of Θ = Θst defined in (88).

6.3. Example 3: Testing for the mean of Gaussian data with

unknown variance

6.3.1. Multi-hypothesis invariant sequential t-test. The model dis-
cussed in Example 1 has focused on Gaussian data of known variability. A
more common practical scenario is when the variability of data is unknown.
In this section, we discuss the simplest i.i.d. model, although the results can
be extended for more general non-i.i.d. situations.

Let {Xn}n>1 be the sequence of i.i.d. normal N (µ, σ2) random variables
with unknown mean µ and unknown variance σ2, where the variance σ2

is a nuisance parameter. Let θ = µ/σ. We are interested in testing the
hypotheses Hi : θ = θi, i = 0, 1, . . . , N , where θ0, θ1, . . . , θN are given distinct
numbers. Lai [6] considered this problem for testing two hypotheses in the
context of invariant tests relative to the unknown variance σ2. Lai proved
that the invariant sequential t-test (t-SPRT) is first-order asymptotically
optimal among all tests invariant to σ2. Lai’s result can be easily extended
to multiple hypotheses. Below we show that the proposed MSPRT is also
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asymptotically optimal to first order, minimizing all positive moments of
the sample size for all hypotheses in class Csim(α) among all tests invariant
under scale changes.

The hypothesis testing problem is invariant under the group of scale
changes, i.e., under the transformation which transformsX1,X2, . . . ,Xn into
cX1, cX2, . . . , cXn for an arbitrary non-zero constant c. Under this group of
transformations, the maximal invariant isMn = (1,X2/X1, . . . ,Xn/X1). For
n > 1, let Yn = Xn/X1,

Y n =
1

n

n∑

t=1

Yt, v2n =
1

n

n∑

t=1

Y 2
t , tn =

Y n

vn
=

n−1
∑n

t=1Xt

[n−1
∑n

t=1X
2
t ]

1/2
.

Straightforward calculation shows that the density of the maximal invariant
under the hypothesis Hi is

(90) pi(Mn) =
1√

2π(n− 1)nv
2(n−1)
n

∫ ∞

0
u−1 exp {nf(u, θitn)} du,

where f(u, z) = −u2/2+ zu+log u. Therefore, the invariant LLRs are given
by

λij(n) = log

[ ∫∞
0 u−1 exp {nf(u, θitn)} du∫∞
0 u−1 exp {nf(u, θjtn)} du

]
, i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j.

The invariant MSPRT is defined as in (31)-(32) with these invariant LLRs.
Note that the statistic tn is the famous Student t-statistic which is the basis
for Student’s t-test in the fixed sample size setting. For this reason, the
invariant MSPRT based on λij(n, tn) will be referred to as the t-MSPRT.

Define

Jn(z) =

∫ ∞

0
u−1 exp {nf(u, z)} du,

so the LLRs for the maximal invariant are of the form

λij(n) = log[Jn(θitn)/Jn(θjtn)], i, j = 0, 1, . . . , N, i 6= j.

The invariant LLRs λij(n) are too complicated for direct use. However, it
is possible to replace λij(n) with a suitable approximation, λij(n) ≈ λ̃ij(n).
If Pi(|λij(n) − λ̃ij(n)| < C) = 1 for n > n0 (n0 > 1) with C a constant,
then the r-complete convergence of n−1λ̃ij(n) to Iij under Pi implies the
r-complete convergence n−1λij(n) → Iij under Pi.
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Specifically, using the uniform version of the Laplace asymptotic inte-
gration method (cf. Wijsman [36]), it can be shown that uniformly in tn

|λij(n)− n gij(tn)−∆ij(tn)| → 0 as n→ ∞,

where the term ∆ij(tn) is bounded by a finite positive constant Cij and

gij(tn) = φ(θitn)− φ(θjtn)− 1
2 (θ2i − θ2j ),

φ(tn) =
1
4 tn

(
tn +

√
4 + t2n

)
+ log

(
tn +

√
4 + t2n

)
.

Consequently,

∣∣n−1λij(n)− gij(tn)
∣∣ 6 Cij/n, n > 1,

Since Ei |X1|r <∞ for all r > 1, it follows that

tn
Pi−r−completely−−−−−−−−−−−→

n→∞

Ei[X1]√
Ei[X2

1 ]
=

θi√
1 + θ2i

= Qi for all r > 1,

and therefore, the normalized LLR n−1λij(n) converges r-completely to gij(Qi)
under Pi, so that the r-complete convergence conditions (36) hold for all
r > 1 with ψ(n) = n and Iij = gij (Qi).

It remains to verify that Iij > 0. To this end, note that for any fixed
|t| 6 1, the maximum of the function φ̃(θ, t) = φ(θt)−θ2/2 over θ is attained
at θ∗ = t/(1 − t2)1/2, so that θ∗ = θi if t = Qi = θi/(1 + θi)

1/2. Hence,

gij (Qi) = φ̃(θi, Qi)− φ̃(θj, Qi) > 0.

By Theorem 4.2, the t-MSPRT asymptotically minimizes all positive mo-
ments of the stopping time and, as αmax → 0,

inf
D∈Csim(α)

Ei[T
r] ∼

(
max
j∈N0\i

| log αji|
gij(Qi)

)r

∼ Ei[T
r
∗ ], i = 0, 1, . . . , N.

In the case of two hypotheses (N = 1), the above results are identical to
those obtained by Lai [6] for the t-SPRT.

6.3.2. Adaptive sequential test. We continue considering the same
model as in Subsection 6.3.1 but now in the context of the adaptive SPRT.
So again Xn ∼ N (µ, σ2), n = 1, 2, . . . are i.i.d. normal random variables
with unknown mean µ and unknown variance σ2, but now we focus on the
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two composite hypotheses H0 : µ 6 µ0, σ
2 > 0 and H1 : µ > µ1, σ

2 > 0,
where µ1, µ0 are given numbers, µ1 > µ0, and σ2 is an unknown nuisance
parameter. If this model is treated in the context of invariant tests when the
hypotheses are Hi : µ/σ = qi, i = 0, 1, where q0 and q1 are given numbers,
then the results in the previous subsection show that the invariant t-SPRT
is asymptotically optimal in the class of invariant tests. However, for values
of q = µ/σ different from qi, this test is not optimal. It performs espe-
cially poorly in the indifference zone (q0, q1). To overcome this drawback
Tartakovsky et al. [28] construct an invariant t-2-SPRT, which minimizes
the expected sample size at the worst point q∗ ∈ (q0, q1). But this test is
also not optimal for any other point and performs not great at the points
located far from q∗. On the other hand, the AMSPRT (which we refer to as
the A-2-SPRT in the case of two hypotheses) is adaptive and asymptotically
efficient at any point q ∈ (−∞,∞). Furthermore, it is also invariant to scale
transformations.

Let θ = (µ, σ2) and θ̃ = (µ̃, σ̃2). We now show that all conditions of
Theorem 5.4 (with N = 1) are satisfied when {θ̂n} is a sequence of MLEs,
which implies uniform asymptotic optimality of the A-2-SPRT with a01 =
a0 = log(1/α0) and a10 = a1 = log(1/α1) in class C(α) = C(α0, α1).

The LLR is given by

λθ,θ̃(n) =
n

2
log

(
σ̃2

σ2

)
+
σ2 − σ̃2

2σ̃2σ2

n∑

t=1

X2
t

+
µσ̃2 − µ̃σ2

σ̃2σ2

n∑

t=1

Xt −
µ2σ̃2 − µ̃2σ2

2σ̃2σ2
n,

and the Kullback–Leibler “distance” is

I(θ, θ̃) = Eθ[λθ,θ̃(1)] =
1

2

{
(µ− µ̃)2 + σ2

σ̃2
+ log

σ̃2

σ2
− 1

}
.

By the SLLN,

n−1λθ,θ̃(n)
Pθ-a.s.−−−−→
n→∞

I(θ, θ̃).

Thus, condition C1 holds. It remains to verify positiveness of

I1(µ, σ
2) = inf

µ̃>µ1,σ̃2>0
I(µ, σ2; µ̃, σ̃2) for µ < µ1, σ

2 > 0

and

I0(µ, σ
2) = inf

µ̃6µ0,σ̃2>0
I(µ, σ2; µ̃, σ̃2) for µ > µ0, σ

2 > 0
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and the left-tail condition C3.

Let q = µ/σ and qi = µi/σ. Let Q = (−∞,+∞) denote the q-parameter

space and let Q0 = (−∞, q0], Q1 = [q1,∞), Qin = (q0, q1).

The minimum value minσ̃>0 I(θ, θ̃) =
1
2 log

[
1 + (µ − µ̃)2/σ2

]
is achieved

at the point σ̃2 = σ2 + (µ− µ̃)2 and Ii(µ, σ
2) are given by

(91)

I1(θ) = inf
µ̃>µ1,
σ̃2>0

I(θ, θ̃) = I1(q) =
1

2
log[1 + (q1 − q)2] for q < q1,

I0(θ) = inf
µ̃6µ0,
σ̃2>0

I(θ, θ̃) = I0(q) =
1

2
log[1 + (q − q0)

2] for q > q0.

Clearly, I0(q) > 0 for q ∈ Q1+Qin = (q0,∞) and I1(q) > 0 for q ∈ Q0+Qin =

(−∞, q1), and hence, min[I0(q), I1(q)] > 0 for q ∈ Qin = (q0, q1). Therefore,

the conditions related to the minimal Kullback–Leibler “distances” for the

corresponding sets hold and it remains to deal with the left-tail r-complete

convergence condition C3.

The unrestricted MLE

θ̂n = (µ̂n, σ̂
2
n) = arg sup

µ∈(−∞,∞),
σ2>0

λθ;θ̃(n)

is a combination of the sample mean and sample variance,

µ̂n = Xn = n−1
n∑

t=1

Xt, σ̂2n = v2n = n−1
n∑

t=1

(Xt −Xn)
2.

Let

µ̂n,1 = max{µ1,Xn}, µ̂n,0 = min{µ0,Xn}, σ̂2n,i = n−1
n∑

t=1

(Xt − µ̂n,i)
2

be the restricted MLEs of µ and σ2 conditioned on the hypotheses H1 and H0,

respectively,

µ̂n,1 = arg sup
µ>µ1

λθ;θ̃(n), µ̂n,0 = arg sup
µ6µ0

λθ;θ̃(n),

σ̂2n,1 = arg sup
µ>µ1,
σ2>0

λθ;θ̃(n), σ̂2n,0 = arg sup
µ6µ0,
σ2>0

λθ;θ̃(n).
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Straightforward calculation shows that the decision statistics in the A-2-SPRT
are λ̂∗i (n) = ℓ(n)− ℓi(n) (i = 0, 1), where

(92)

ℓ(n) =
1

2

n∑

t=1

[
log

(
1

v2t−1

)
+

1

v2t−1

(
2X t−1Xt −X2

t −X
2
t−1

)]
,

ℓi(n) =
n

2

[
log

(
1

σ̂2n,i

)
− 1

]
, i = 0, 1.

These statistics allow for an efficient recursive computation. Note that ℓ(n)
requires an initial condition for the estimate θ̂0. This condition is the design
parameter that can be deterministic or random. In particular, we could set
ℓ(0) = 0.

Since X1,X2, . . . are i.i.d. and Eθ[|X1|r] < ∞ for all r > 1, it can be
shown that the following r-complete convergence conditions hold as n→ ∞
under Pθ:

Xn → µ, X
2
n → µ2, v2n → σ2 for all µ ∈ (−∞,+∞), σ2 > 0;

µ̂n,1 →
{
µ if µ > µ1

µ1 if µ < µ1
, µ̂n,0 →

{
µ if µ 6 µ0

µ0 if µ > µ0
,

σ̂2n,1 →
{
σ2 if µ > µ1

σ2 + (µ− µ1)
2 if µ < µ1

, σ̂2n,0 →
{
σ2 if µ 6 µ0

σ2 + (µ− µ0)
2 if µ > µ0

.

Using these relations along with (92), it can be verified that r-completely
under Pθ as n→ ∞

n−1ℓ(n) → 1

2

(
log

1

σ2
− 1

)
for all µ ∈ (−∞,+∞), σ2 > 0;

n−1ℓ1(n) →
{

1
2(log

1
σ2 − 1) if µ > µ1, σ

2 > 0
1
2(log

1
σ2+(µ1−µ)2 − 1) if µ < µ1, σ

2 > 0
,

n−1ℓ0(n) →
{

1
2(log

1
σ2 − 1) if µ 6 µ0, σ

2 > 0
1
2(log

1
σ2+(µ−µ0)2

− 1) if µ > µ0, σ
2 > 0

.

Combining these formulas yields (for all r > 1)

n−1λ̂∗i (n)
Pθ-r-completely−−−−−−−−−−→

n→∞
Ii(θ) = Ii(q) for q ∈ Q \Qi, i = 0, 1,

where Ii(q) are given by (91).
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Therefore, condition C3 is satisfied with Ii(θ) = Ii(q). By Theorem 5.4,

the A-2-SPRT is asymptotically optimal, minimizing all positive moments

of the sample size in the class of tests C(α0, α1): for all r > 1 as αmax → 0

inf
D∈C(α0,α1)

Eθ[T
r] ∼ Eθ[T̂

r] ∼
{
(2| log α1|/ log[1 + (q1 − q)2])r if q 6 q∗

(2| log α0|/ log[1 + (q − q0)
2])r if q > q∗,

where q∗ is the solution of the equation

[
1 + (q1 − q)2

]c
= 1 + (q − q0)

2

(c ∼ (log α0)/(log α1) as αmax → 0). In particular, q∗ = (q0 + q1)/2 if c = 1.

It is also worth noting that the mixture test M-2-SPRT with the mixing

improper prior density π(µ, σ) = σ−1dσdµ is uniformly asymptotically op-

timal. To see this, consider for simplicity testing µ = q0 = 0 against µ 6= 0

without the indifference zone. Introduce the probability measure

P
π =

∫ ∞

−∞

∫ ∞

0
σ−1

Pµ,σdσdµ.

Then the LR Λπ
n of (X1, . . . ,Xn) under P

π relative to P0,1 is the same as

the LR of the maximal invariant Mn under P̄ = (2π)−1/2
∫∞
−∞ Pqdq, i.e.,

Λπ
n =

dPπ(Xn
1 )

dP0,1(Xn
1 )

=
1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞

pq(Mn)

p0(Mn)
dq,

where pq(Mn) is as in (90) with θi = q. Direct calculation shows that

λπn = log Λπ
n =

n

2
log

(
1 +

X
2
n

v2n

)
− 1

2
log n

See [21], page 117. Clearly,

n−1λπn
Pθ-r-completely−−−−−−−−−−→

n→∞
I(θ) = I(q) =

1

2
log(1 + q2).

Since I(q) ≡ I1(q) ≡ I0(q) when q0 = q1 = 0 (see (91)), it follows that

asymptotic performance of the A-2-SPRT and the M-2-SPRT are the same.
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7. Concluding remarks

1. Analogous near-optimality results can be obtained for the multi-hypothesis
generalized likelihood ratio SPRT.

2. In the non-i.i.d. cases when observations are severely non-stationary
and dependent, computing the LLRs is typically time-consuming since there
are no recursive formulas as in the i.i.d. case. Computing the mixtures is
even more time-consuming. One way to overcome this difficulty is to use
window-limited versions when computing the corresponding statistics in a
fixed moving time window, following the idea proposed by Lai [9] for change-
point detection problems. To ensure the tests exhibit asymptotic optimality
properties, the size of the window, denoted as τ = τ(αmax), must be a func-
tion of the specified error rate αmax. Moreover, it should approach infinity
approximately as the maximal value of the optimum expected sample size

τ(αmax) ∼ max

{
max
i∈N0

sup
θ∈Θi

Fi,θ(α), min
i∈N0

sup
θ∈Θin

Fi,θ(α)

}
.

3. The results of uniform optimality in Theorems 5.2 and 5.4 can be
extended to establish the first-order minimax asymptotic optimality of the
MMSPRT D∗ = (T∗, d∗) and the AMSPRT D̂ = (T̂ , d̂). That is, both tests
solve the asymptotic version of the Kiefer–Weiss problem [4] of minimizing
the expected sample size in the worst scenario with respect to the parameter
θ, or more generally, minimizing higher moments of the stopping time in the
worst case. Specifically, let

Ĩ(θ) =





min
j∈N0\i

Ij(θ) if θ ∈ Θi

max
06i6N

min
j∈N0\i

Ij(θ) if θ ∈ Θin

.

It can be shown that if instead of conditions (14) we will require a stronger
separability condition infθ∈Θ Ĩ(θ) > 0 then as αmax → 0

inf
D∈C(α)

sup
θ∈Θ

Eθ[T
r] ∼

[
max

{
max
i∈N0

sup
θ∈Θi

Fi,θ(α), sup
θ∈Θin

min
i∈N0

Fi,θ(α)

}]r
,

and the right-hand side is attained for supθ∈Θ Eθ[T
r
∗ ] and supθ∈Θ Eθ[T̂

r].
In the i.i.d. case, this problem has been addressed by Lai [5], Lorden [13],
Huffman [3], Pavlov [16] among others and in the non-i.i.d. case by Tar-
takovsky et al. [28].
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4. As stated in previous sections, the almost sure convergence of the nor-

malized LLR λθ,ϑ(n)/ψ(n) → I(θ, ϑ) as n → ∞ under Pθ is not sufficient

for the optimality of proposed sequential tests in the sense of minimizing

the expected sample size or moments of the sample size. However, the fol-

lowing weak (in the almost sure sense) asymptotic optimality holds under

this almost sure convergence condition for the MMSPRT (T∗, d∗) and the

AMSPRT (T̂ , d̂): for all θ ∈ Θi and i = 0, 1, . . . , N

lim
αmax→0

sup
T∈C(α)

Pθ {τ > (1 + ε)T} = 0 for every ε > 0

and
τ

Fi,θ(α)

Pθ−a.s.−−−−−→
αmax→0

1,

where τ = T∗ or τ = T̂ . Lai [6] established this result for the SPRT in the

problem of testing two simple hypotheses and an asymptotically stationary

case (ψ(n) = n).
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