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A/B tests are typically analyzed via frequentist p-values and confidence intervals; but these inferences are
wholly unreliable if users endogenously choose samples sizes by continuously monitoring their tests. We
define always valid p-values and confidence intervals that let users try to take advantage of data as fast as
it becomes available, providing valid statistical inference whenever they make their decision. Always valid
inference can be interpreted as a natural interface for a sequential hypothesis test, which empowers users to
implement a modified test tailored to them. In particular, we show in an appropriate sense that the measures
we develop tradeoff sample size and power efficiently, despite a lack of prior knowledge of the user’s relative
preference between these two goals. We also use always valid p-values to obtain multiple hypothesis testing
control in the sequential context. Our methodology has been implemented in a large scale commercial A/B
testing platform to analyze hundreds of thousands of experiments to date.

1. Introduction
This paper reports on novel statistical methodology underlying the implementation of a largescale commercial experimentation platform for web applications and services.1 Web applications
typically optimize their product offerings using randomized controlled trials (RCTs); in industry
parlance this is known as A/B testing. The rapid rise of A/B testing has led to the emergence of
a number of widely used platforms that handle the implementation of these experiments (Kohavi
et al. 2013, Tang et al. 2010).
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Figure 1

A typical dashboard from a large commercial A/B testing platform service. The graph depicts the
“chance to beat baseline” of a test, which measures 1 − pn over time, where pn is the p-value after n
observations of the null hypothesis that the clickthrough rate in treatment and control is identical. This
particular test is a A/A test: both the treatment and control are the same. The graph shows that 1 − pn
rises above the 95% significance threshold if the user continuously monitors the test, triggering a Type
I error.

A standard A/B test with two variations (control and treatment) involves testing the null hypothesis that both groups share the same parameter (e.g., customer conversion rate from clicking on
a link to a sale) against the alternative hypothesis that they are different. The A/B testing platform communicates experimental results to the user via frequentist parameter testing measures,
i.e., p-values and confidence intervals. Besides well known properties of their optimality (see, e.g.,
Lehmann et al. 1986), these measures imply an exceptionally simple “user interface”; the user
implements a mechanistic rule (threshold the p-value at their desired Type I error rate α) that does
not require further knowledge of experiment details. This has two valuable consequences, underpinning their ubiquity in industrial practice: first, the same interface can be employed by many
users, each with their own α; and second, experimental results can be analyzed by users without
advanced statistical training.
These desirable outcomes only obtain, however, when p-values and confidence intervals are used
as intended. In A/B testing practice, users are not constrained to simply analyze the output of
an experiment; they can also adjust the experimental design in response to the data observed.
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This type of behavior can entirely undermine statistical reliability. A particularly pervasive form
of this behavior is commonplace: users continuously monitor the p-values and confidence intervals
reported in order to set the sample size of an experiment dynamically (Miller 2010). Figure 1 shows
how a typical dashboard enables such behavior.
The incentive to continuously monitor experiments is strong because the opportunity cost of
longer experiments is large. There is value to detecting true effects as quickly as possible, or giving
up if it appears that no effect will be detected soon so that they may test something else. Most users
further lack good prior understanding of their cost elasticity as well as the effect size they seek,
frustrating attempts to optimize run-time in advance. Indeed, the ability to trade off maximum
detection with minimum run-time dynamically is a crucial benefit of the availability of real-time
data in modern A/B testing environments.
No correction for continuous monitoring is typically made in industrial practice. Consequently,
the resulting feedback loop between the statistical output and the experimental design undermines
inferential validity, as computations are performed under the naive assumption of their independence. Very high false positive probabilities are obtained—well in excess of the nominal α that the
user can tolerate. Even with 10,000 samples (a sample size which is quite common in online A/B
testing), Type I error can easily increase fivefold.
Our challenge is the following: can we deliver efficient inference in a simple interface, but in an
environment where users continuously monitor experiments, and where their priorities regarding
run-time and detection are not known in advance? We develop a statistical approach that addresses
this challenge, and report on an implementation in a commercial A/B testing platform. A key to
our framework is that we employ the same interface as a traditional A/B testing platform: we
present the user with p-values and confidence intervals. However, our measures have the following
properties. First, Type I error is controlled under any data-dependent rule the user might choose to
stop the experiment (i.e., any stopping time for the data). Continuous monitoring does not inflate
Type I error. Second, in a sense we make precise below, we show that if the user stops when our
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p-value drops below her personal α, the resulting rule approximately obtains an efficient trade-off
for run-time and detection, even with no advance knowledge of her preferences.
In more detail, our contributions are as follows.
1. Type I error control: Always valid p-values and confidence intervals. Our first contribution is
to develop p-values that control Type I error in a strong sense. In particular, we ask: what
p-value processes control Type I error at any data-dependent stopping time the user might
choose? We refer to such p-values as always valid p-values (and analogously, always valid
confidence intervals). We show how these always valid p-value processes can be constructed
using sequential hypothesis tests (Wald 1945, Siegmund 1985, Lai 2001, Siegmund 1978); in
particular, we identify a duality between always valid p-values and those sequential tests that
do not accept H0 in finite time, known as sequential tests of power one (Robbins and Siegmund
1974). Under this duality, the natural policy of stopping the first time that the always p-value
process crosses the level α implements the corresponding sequential test of power one. In this
way we retain the simple “user interface” of p-values, but guarantee Type I error control under
continuous monitoring.
2. Efficiently trading off power and run-time: The mixture sequential probability ratio test. Having
controlled Type I error, we then ask: how can we efficiently trade off power and run-time? The
challenge for an A/B testing platform, as noted above, is that users’ objective functions—and
in particular, their relative prioritization of run-time and detection—are not typically known
in advance. We aim to find always valid p-value processes that lead to an efficient tradeoff for
the user.
It is evident that without restricting the class of user models we consider, no meaningful
result is possible; the space of potential user preferences over run-time and detection is vast
(and some are unreasonable, e.g., preferring long experiments that do not detect effects).
Instead, we focus on users that generally want short tests and good detection, modeled as
follows: the user stops at either the first time the p-value process crosses α, or at a fixed
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maximum failure time M , whichever comes first. A larger M indicates greater patience, and
a corresponding preference for detection of smaller effects. While this class does not capture
all possible objective functions, it does allow us to capture what we consider to be the most
interesting axis of user heterogeneity: how much they care about power versus how much they
care about run-time.
Our main contribution is to demonstrate that always valid p-values derived from a particular
class of sequential tests known as mixture sequential probability ratio tests (mSPRTs) (Robbins
1970) achieve an efficient tradeoff between power and run-time for such users to first order in
M as M → ∞. We achieve this result for settings where the data is generated from a singleparameter exponential family. This result provides evidence that the mSPRT can produce
always valid p-values that yield valuable inference for most users, albeit in the limit where M
is very large. We therefore complement our theory with empirical analysis that compares the
mSPRT to other sequential tests at finite values of M . These empirical results demonstrate
that the mSPRT delivers high performance in the regime relevant for practical application.
The mSPRT involves stopping the first time a mixture of the likelihood ratio of alternative to
null crosses a threshold, where the mixture is over potential values of the alternative. Although
first order efficiency as M → ∞ holds for any mixing distribution, the mixing distribution
plays an important role in second order performance. In particular, as power approaches one
when M → ∞ for mSPRTs, we choose among this class by optimizing the mixing distribution
to minimize run-time. Formally, in a Bayesian setting (where effect sizes are drawn from a
prior), we find a particular choice of mSPRT that minimizes expected run-time in the limit
where M → ∞. The run-time minimizing choice of mSPRT has an appealingly simple form:
e.g., when there is a Gaussian prior on effect sizes, the optimal mSPRT approximately matches
the variance of the mixing distribution to the variance of the prior distribution of effect sizes.
We also complement this theoretical investigation with numerics to study the sensitivity of
performance to the choice of mixing distribution at finite values of M . We find that although
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the mixing distribution can have a significant impact on performance, there is also robustness,
in that a well-chosen mixing distribution can deliver good performance in a wide-range of
conditions.
3. Implementation in a commercial A/B testing platform. As noted above, a key contribution of
our work is the deployment of our methods in a commercial A/B testing platform, used by
thousands of customers worldwide. The main technical challenge in implementation is that our
results above on optimality of the mSPRT are derived in a single-stream setting, where a single
unknown parameter of a data-generating process is being tested; by contrast, in A/B testing,
since there are two variations (control and treatment), we are in a two-stream setting. We
extend our work to this setting, essentially by treating additional parameters besides the true
treatment effect as nuisance parameters; this is the method that is deployed in the platform.
We also report both empirically and theoretically on a comparison of our methodology with
classical fixed horizon testing. We find that our approach can deliver equivalent power as fixed
horizon testing, with a sublinear sample size, suggesting that even statistically savvy users
would receive results faster using our approach in practice.
We note further that in a companion conference paper, we provide greater detail on the
implementation of our work in the large commercial A/B testing platform described above;
the reader is referred to Johari et al. (2017).
4. Multiple hypothesis testing. Finally, we note that a major practical advantage of always valid
p-values is that we can employ them within existing methodology that uses these measures
as inputs to provide error guarantees in multiple hypothesis testing, despite the sequential
nature of A/B testing. In particular, we can control the family-wise error rate (FWER), as
well as the false discovery rate (FDR) in the sequential setting under some assumptions on the
user’s stopping time. We also study false coverage rate (FCR) control for confidence intervals.
This combination of sequential testing and multiple hypothesis testing corrections is novel
to our work, and enabled because of the introduction of always valid p-values. The resulting
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FDR- and FCR-controlling procedures have also been implemented in the commercial service
described above, as part of the same deployment.
Taken together, we preserve the benefits of p-values and confidence intervals, while modernizing
their computation to account for continuous monitoring as well as multiple hypothesis testing.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present related literature.
In Section 3, we describe our basic model and notation. In Section 4, we introduce always valid
p-values and confidence intervals. In Section 5, we study the design of efficient always valid p-value
processes via the use of the mSPRT, both theoretically and empirically. In Section 6, we discuss
details of deployment and implementation, and particularly the adaptation of our basic theory to
two streams of data. In Section 7, we discuss multiple hypothesis testing. Finally, we conclude in
Section 8.

2. Related work
2.1. Sequential hypothesis testing
The desire to test hypotheses using data that arrives sequentially over time is far from new. Rather,
sequential analysis is a mature field with roots dating back to Wald (1945), and sequential tests are
widely used in areas such as pharmaceutical clinical trials. For its history, methodology and theory,
we direct the reader to the encyclopedic resource of Ghosh and Sen (1991); see also Siegmund
(1985) for an introduction to the topic.
In fact, there has been recent interest in implementing existing sequential tests in online experimentation (Miller 2015). However, adoption has been limited, because the tests function as “black
boxes” until the single stopping time when the null hypothesis is accepted or rejected. Inference at
general stopping times is not attainable. Thus an off-the-shelf sequential test can provide value for
a single experimenter only if the test is specifically optimized to her preferences over power and
run-time. On the other hand, by using sequential tests as building blocks to construct always valid
p-values and confidence intervals, this paper obtains a real-time interface that can better handle
users with heterogeneous preferences.

Johari, Pekelis, and Walsh: Always Valid Inference

8

2.2. Sequential confidence intervals and the LIL
Our always valid confidence intervals are not the first attempt to construct sequences of intervals
which contain an unknown parameter with uniformly high probability over an infinite time-horizon.
While our always valid measures emerge from a hypothesis testing framework, such intervals may
derived by appealing directly to the Law of the Iterated Logarithm (LIL), which governs the
asymptotic behavior of large deviations in sample averages. This approach dates back to Darling and Robbins (1967) and Robbins (1970), where the constructed intervals are referred to as
“confidence sequences”. Since then, LIL-type bounds have been obtained for broader classes of
(suitably normalized) martingales; for a comprehensive summary, we defer to de la Peña et al.
(2008). Further, work such as Balsubramani (2014) has tightened the LIL at finite samples, while
Zhao et al. (2016) extends various classical concentration inequalities to hold at data-dependent
stopping times. Independent of our work in this paper, related work has leveraged these LIL-type
bounds for the construction of always valid confidence intervals for a range of parametric and
non-parametric settings (Balsubramani and Ramdas 2015, Howard et al. 2018).
In Section 5.6.3, we compare the empirical performance of our always valid measures derived
from the mSPRT against these LIL-based intervals as vehicles for trading off power against runtime. We note that the LIL provides intervals whose size shrinks at a faster asymptotic rate than
the mSPRT, and so offers better inference for users who are willing to wait until power very close
to one is achieved. For most users, however, our empirical investigation suggests the stronger finite
sample performance of the mSPRT would result in a more efficient trade-off. For this reason, we
consider it the most appropriate choice for an A/B testing platform.
2.3. Bandit algorithms
While the work described in this paper largely addresses A/B testing carried out using the toolkit
of statistical inference (i.e., hypothesis testing), it is worth noting that A/B testing is often used
to find the best alternative. For example, a marketing team may be interested in testing two
designs for the same web page, with the only goal to maximize conversion rate. The latter type of
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problem has been extensively studied in the literature on multi-armed bandits (Bubeck et al. 2012,
Lattimore and Szepesvári 2018). This has led to some use of bandit algorithms in industry in place
of hypothesis testing (Scott 2015).
Two variants of the bandit problem formulation are relevant: the pure exploration problem (when
the rewards during the experiment are ignored) (Bubeck et al. 2009), and the more widely studied
regret minimization problem where the rewards earned during experimentation are also optimized
as part of the objective function. The pure exploration problem is more relevant to the industrial
experimentation scenarios that inspired this paper, as in these situations the experimentation
period is relatively short compared to the lifespan of any “winning” feature that is deployed.
Therefore the rewards earned during experimentation itself can be safely ignored. In solving the
pure exploration problem, the allocation of treatments to incoming traffic is modified dynamically,
in order to provide a decision at some minimal stopping time on which treatment is the best.
We note here that much of the interest in sequential confidence intervals has arisen in connection
with the literature on pure-exploration bandits, where the target error bounds are of a different
flavor than the Type I error rate control sought in this paper. While we seek to control the
probability of falsely detecting any treatment effect when no such effect exists, the typical focus in
that literature is on probably almost correct (PAC) bounds (Even-Dar et al. 2002, Kalyanakrishnan
et al. 2012). There it is only necessary to identify the winning treatment with high probability
in the case that a treatment effect exists and exceeds some pre-specified threshold. For instance,
Kaufmann et al. (2014) uses such a formulation to characterize the complexity of pure-exploration
problems. Jamieson et al. (2014) and Abbasi-Yadkori et al. (2011) each present bandit algorithms,
which improve regret by leveraging sequential confidence intervals that are always valid in the
PAC sense. PAC-style bounds are typically not sufficient for an A/B testing platform, because the
threshold on treatment effects sought cannot be tailored to the heterogeneous users.
Finally, in light of this discussion on bandits, it is worth noting why our own work emphasizes the
hypothesis testing viewpoint as opposed to a pure-exploration multi-armed bandit approach. The
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main point we make here is that at the same time as the best alternative is sought prospectively,
there is also a post-experiment interest in inference; in particular, the experimenter often wants
a confidence interval on the effect size of a variation that does not win. Part of the reason is
operational: if the gain of a winning variation is insufficient over the status quo, the deployment
cost may not be worthwhile. Such confidence intervals are also strategically important, as they
provide guidance on what types of experiments may be worth trying in the future. Our observation
is that the hypothesis testing framework remains the dominant form of A/B testing in industrial
deployment, at least partly for such reasons, and for this reason we have focused our attention on
this setting. However, bandit methods are also practically valuable, and developing methods for
inference with adaptive allocation remain interesting directions for future work. We return to this
point in our conclusion, Section 8.

2.4. Sequential multiple hypothesis testing
There has also been recent interest in achieving multiple hypothesis testing controls in sequential
contexts. For the most part, work in this area considers a different form of streaming data to
the one described in this paper: Demets and Lan (1994), Foster and Stine (2008) and Javanmard
and Montanari (2016) provide so-called “α-spending” and “α-investing” methods to control the
family-wise error rate (FWER) or the false discovery rate (FDR) when experiments are performed
sequentially, but within each experiment the data is accessed only once.
However, recent work has started to address the within-experiment data arrival process that
characterizes A/B testing. Yang et al. (2017) combines α-investing with sequential hypothesis testing to enable FDR control in this regime. Jamieson and Jain (2018) goes a step further, allocating
traffic to treatments dynamically with the goal of achieving statistical significance quickly, while
still bounding FDR. Malek et al. (2017) investigates when always valid p-values can be used to
achieve other multiple testing bounds beyond FWER and FDR.
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3. Preliminaries
To begin, we suppose that our data can be modeled as independent observations from an expoiid

p
nential family X = (Xn )∞
n=1 ∼ Fθ , where the parameter θ takes values in Θ ⊂ R . Throughout the
∞
paper, (Fn )∞
n=1 will denote the filtration generated by (Xn )n=1 and Pθ will denote the measure

(on any space) induced under the parameter θ. Our focus is on testing a simple null hypothesis
H0 : θ = θ0 against the composite alternative H1 : θ 6= θ0 . (In Section 6 we adapt our analysis to
two-sample hypothesis testing, as is needed to test differences between control and treatment in
an A/B test.)
Decision rules. In general, a decision rule is a pair (T, δ), where T is a (possibly infinite)
stopping time for (Fn )∞
n=1 that denotes the sample size at which the test is ended, and δ is a
binary-valued, (FT )-measurable random variable, where δ = 1 indicates that H0 is rejected; note
that δ = 0 must hold a.s. if T = ∞. Note that we allow the possibility that the decision rule can
be data-dependent; when T is not data-dependent, we refer to the rule as a fixed horizon decision
rule.
Type I error. Type I error is the probability of erroneous rejection under the null, i.e., Pθ0 (δ =
1). We assume that the user wants to bound Type I error at level α ∈ (0, 1).
Sequential tests. Given α, we typically consider a family of decision rules parameterized by α.
Formally, a sequential test is a family of decision rules (T (α), δ(α)) indexed by α ∈ (0, 1) such that:
1. The decision rules are nested: T (α) is a.s. nonincreasing in α, and δ(α) is a.s. nondecreasing
in α.
2. For each α, the Type I error is bounded by α: Pθ0 (δ = 1) ≤ α.
Note that sequential tests allow the possibility that the decision rules are data-dependent, though
strictly speaking fixed horizon decision rules are allowed in this definition as well.
Fixed horizon testing. Under the default fixed horizon testing approach, we restrict to decision
rules (n, δ), where the stopping time is required to be deterministic. In this setting, the objective
is to maximize the power (the probability of detection under H1 ) at that n. Indeed, for data in an
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exponential family, for any given n, there exist a family of uniformly most powerful (UMP) tests
parameterized by α, each of which maximizes power uniformly over θ among tests with Type I
error rate α. These tests reject the null if a particular test statistic τn exceeds a threshold k(α)
(see, e.g., Chapter 4 of Lehmann et al. 1986).
While the tests maximize power for the given n, the power increases as n is increased, and so the
user must choose n to trade off power against the opportunity cost of waiting for more samples.
The challenge for the user is that the power is a steep function of the true θ, so good advance
knowledge on the size of the effect sought is required.
The fixed horizon user interaction model. Testing platforms typically allow users to implement their optimal test via p-values. Specifically, the p-value at time n corresponding to the UMP
test is:
pn = inf {α : τn ≥ k(α)}.
In other words, this p-value is the smallest α such that the α-level test with sample size n rejects
H0 .
The process pn provides sufficient information for the user to implement her desired test with
ease: she waits for her chosen n, and rejects the null hypothesis if pn ≤ α. In addition, pn ensures
transparency in the following sense: since each rule δn (α) controls Type I error at level α, any other
user can threshold the p-value obtained at her own appropriate α̃ level to satisfy her desired Type
I error bound.
In fact, to control Type I error, we require only that the p-value is super-uniform:
∀s ∈ [0, 1], P0 (pn ≤ s) ≤ s.

(1)

More generally, we refer to any [0, 1]-valued, (Fn )-measurable random variable pn that satisfies (1)
as a fixed horizon p-value process for the choice of sample size n.
Confidence intervals can be constructed from the tests δn (α) associated with fixed horizon pvalues for H0 : θ = θ̃ at each θ̃ ∈ Θ by considering the set of θ that are not rejected. What matters
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is the following coverage bound: a (1 − α)-level fixed horizon confidence interval is any (Fn )measurable random set CIn ⊂ Θ where

∀θ ∈ Θ, Pθ (θ ∈ CIn ) ≥ 1 − α.

(2)

4. Always valid inference
Our goal is to let the user stop the test whenever they want, in order to trade off power with
run-time as they see fit; the p-value they obtain should control Type I error. Our first contribution
is the definition of always valid p-values as those processes that achieve this control.
Definition 1. A sequence of fixed horizon p-values (pn ) is an always valid p-value process if given
any (possibly infinite) stopping time T with respect to (Fn ), there holds:

∀s ∈ [0, 1], Pθ0 (pT ≤ s) ≤ s.

(3)

The following theorem demonstrates that always valid p-values are in a natural correspondence
with sequential tests.
Theorem 1.

1. Let (T (α), δ(α)) be a sequential test. Then

pn = inf {α : T (α) ≤ n, δ(α) = 1}

defines an always valid p-value process.
2. For any always valid p-value process (pn )∞
n=1 , a sequential test (T̃ (α), δ̃(α)) is obtained from
(pn )∞
n=1 as follows:
T̃ (α) = inf {n : pn ≤ α};

(4)

δ̃(α) = 1{T̃ (α) < ∞}.

(5)

If (pn )∞
n=1 was derived as in part (1) and T = ∞ whenever δ = 0, then (T̃ (α), δ̃(α)) =
(T (α), δ(α)).
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Proof of Theorem 1.

For the first result, nestedness implies the following identity for any s ∈

[0, 1], n ≥ 1, ε > 0:
{pn ≤ s} ⊂ {T (s + ε) ≤ n, δ(s + ε) = 1} ⊂ {δ(s + ε) = 1}.

Therefore:
Pθ0 (pT ≤ s) ≤ Pθ0 (∪n {pn ≤ s}) ≤ Pθ0 (δ(s + ε) = 1) ≤ s + ε.
The result follows on letting ε → 0. For the converse, it is immediate from the definition that the
tests are nested and δ(α) = 0 whenever T (α) = ∞. For any ε > 0

Pθ0 (δ(α) = 1) = Pθ0 (T (α) < ∞) ≤ Pθ0 (pT (α) ≤ α + ε) ≤ α + ε
where the last inequality follows from the definition of always validity. Again the result follows on
letting ε → 0.

2

The p-value defined in part (1) of the theorem is not the unique always valid p-value associated
with that family of sequential tests (i.e., for which part (2) holds). However, among such always
valid p-values it is a.s. minimal at every n, resulting from the fact that it is a.s. monotonically
non-increasing in n. Thus we have a one-to-one correspondence between monotone always valid
p-value processes and families of sequential tests that do not give up for failure; i.e., where δ = 0
implies T = ∞. These processes can be seen as the natural representation of those sequential tests
in a streaming p-value format.
The new user interaction model. The time T̃ (α) represents the natural stopping time of a
hypothetical user who incurs no opportunity cost from longer experiments. By thresholding the
p-value at α at that time, she recovers the underlying sequential test and is able to reject H0
whenever δ = 0. Of course, a real user cannot wait forever, so she must stop the test and threshold
the p-value at some potentially earlier, a.s. finite stopping time. In so doing, she sacrifices some
detection power. This trade-off for the user between power and average run-time is a central concern
of our proposed design, and is studied in more detail in Section 5.
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Confidence intervals. Always valid CIs are defined analogously and may be constructed from
always valid p-values just as in the fixed horizon context. Proposition 1 follows immediately from
the definitions.
Definition 2. A sequence of fixed-horizon (1 − α)-level confidence intervals (CIn ) is an always
valid (1 − α)-level confidence interval process if, given any stopping time T with respect to (Fn ),
there holds:
∀θ ∈ Θ, Pθ (θ ∈ CIT ) ≥ 1 − α.

(6)

Proposition 1. Suppose that, for each θ̃ ∈ Θ, (pθ̃n ) is an always valid p-value process for the test
of θ = θ̃. Then

CIn = θ : pθn > α
is an always valid (1 − α)-level CI process.

5. Efficient always valid p-values via the mSPRT
As noted in the preceding section, users who continuously monitor experiments are making a
dynamic tradeoff between two objectives: detecting true effects with maximum probability and
minimizing the typical length of experiments. A significant challenge for the platform is that always
valid p-values must be designed without prior knowledge of the user’s preferences. We are led,
therefore, to consider the following design problem: how should always valid p-values be designed
to lead users to an efficient tradeoff between power and run-length, without access to the user’s
preferences in advance?
In this section we first introduce a natural model of user behavior that encodes a tradeoff between
power and run-length, where users are characterized by their Type I error tolerance, α, and the
maximum number of observations M they can afford. We assume that such a user stops and rejects
H0 at either the first time the always valid p-value crosses α, or at time M , whichever comes first.
We refer to such a user as a type (M, α) user. We study efficiency of an always valid p-value process
via the power profile and relative run-length profile that the process induces for an (M, α) user
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across possible treatment effects; the former gives the probability that true effects are detected by
this user, and the latter gives the expected run-length for such a user, normalized by M . Informally,
our goal is to deliver high power at low relative run-lengths.
To achieve this goal, we consider always valid p-value processes derived from a particular family
of sequential tests, the mixture sequential probability ratio tests (mSPRT). The mSPRT stops the
first time a mixture (over treatment effects) of likelihood ratios against the null crosses a threshold.
These were first introduced by Robbins (1970). The mSPRT provides an easily implemented family
of always valid p-value processes, as we discuss further in Section 6. In this section, we focus on
the efficiency properties of the mSPRT, by comparing it to feasible decision rules induced by other
sequential tests.
We begin our study in Section 5.3 by considering first-order efficiency of the mSPRT, in the
limit where α → 0. We first note that for users where M is relatively large or relatively small
compared to log(1/α), efficiency (in an appropriate sense) is a relatively weak requirement, and
easily established in particular for the mSPRT. Thus the more interesting analysis is for users
where M ∼ log(1/α). For such users, we establish that the mSPRT satisfies a desirable first-order
efficiency property: there is no other feasible decision rule that yields a relative run-length that is
lower on some non-null effects, while meeting the size constraint α and yielding higher power at
all non-null effects.
First-order efficiency is important, but does not tell the complete story. In particular, the preceding efficiency result does not depend on the mixing distribution employed by the mSPRT, whereas
we should certainly expect that finite M (or fixed α) performance will be influenced by the choice
of the mixing distribution. In Section 5.4 we theoretically investigate the importance of the choice
of prior. We first theoretically investigate this question by considering a Bayesian setting where
effects are drawn from a prior G. We characterize the expected run-length minimizing mixture
for type (M, α) users where M ∼ log(1/α). Specialized to the setting of normal data, we note the
intuitive result that this optimal mixture involves “matching” the prior in an appropriate sense.
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In Section 5.6.1, we carry out an empirical investigation of the role of the choice of mixing distribution for (M, α) users; while we find that the choice of mixture matters, we also find that the
performance of the mSPRT is surprisingly robust to misspecification.
We conclude our analysis by comparing the mSPRT to other decision rules. First, in Section 5.5
we compare the mSPRT to fixed-horizon testing. In particular, we show that for (M, α) users, the
mSPRT provides an improvement over fixed-horizon testing in the α → 0 limit, even when the fixedhorizon test is tailored to prior knowledge. In Section 5.6.2, we complement this theoretical result
with empirical comparison of the mSPRT to fixed-horizon testing, demonstrating the practical
benefits for (M, α) users. Second, we note the mSPRT is only one of many possible choices of
sequential tests in the literature that satisfy desirable optimality criteria. We conclude our study
of efficiency of the mSPRT in Section 5.6.3, where we empirically compare its performance to other
always valid p-value processes derived from sequential tests (including the LIL approach discussed
in Section 2). These empirical results demonstrate that the mSPRT delivers high performance in
the regime of M and α relevant for practical application.
The section is organized as follows. First, we present our theoretical results on first-order efficiency (Section 5.3), choice of mixing distribution (Section 5.4), and comparison to fixed-horizon
testing (Section 5.5). Next, in Section 5.6, we present our empirical results in a simulation set
up involving a single stream of normal data, and present an empirical investigation of the dependence on the prior (Section 5.6.1), an empirical comparison of the mSPRT to fixed-horizon testing
(Section 5.6.2), and a comparison to other sequential testing approaches (Section 5.6.3).
5.1. The user model
Of course, any specific user’s preferences will be highly nuanced. In our analysis, for technical
simplicity we consider the following user model: we assume user preferences can be characterized by
a parameter M representing the maximum number of observations that the user is willing to wait,
together with their Type I error tolerance α. Given an always valid p-value process, we consider
a simple model of user behavior: users stop at either the first time the p-value drops below α (in
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which case they reject the null), or at time M (in which case they do not reject the null unless the
p-value at time M is also below α), whichever occurs first.
We refer to such a user as a (M, α) user. In the remainder of the section, our goal will be to
make near-optimal tradeoffs between power and run-length for users in the limit where α → 0,
without prior knowledge of their preferences, (M, α). Given the equivalence to a sequential test
(T (α), δ(α)), we define the (M, α) user’s decision rule by T (M, α) , min{T (α), M }, and remark
that δ(M, α) = 1 if and only if T (α) ≤ M .

5.2. The mSPRT
The always valid p-values we employ are derived from a particular family of sequential tests: the
mixture sequential probability ratio test (mSPRT) (Robbins 1970). We begin by imposing slight
restrictions on the data model: we assume that the data is real valued and drawn from a single
parameter exponential family, fθ (x) = Fθ0 (x) = f0 (x) exp(θx − ψ(θ)), where tests are of the natural
00

parameter θ, Θ is an open interval, ψ (θ) > 0 for all θ, and E|X1 |4 < ∞. The function ψ(θ) is
referred to as the log partition function for the family.
The mSPRT is parameterized by a mixing distribution H over Θ, which we restrict to have
everywhere continuous and positive derivative. Given an observed sample average sn up to time n,
the likelihood ratio of θ against θ0 is (fθ (sn )/fθ0 (sn ))n . Thus we define the mixture likelihood ratio
with respect to H as
ΛH
n (sn )

Z 
=
Θ

fθ (sn )
fθ0 (sn )

n
dH(θ).

(7)

The mSPRT is then defined by:
−1
T H (α) = inf {n : ΛH
}; and
n (Sn ) ≥ α


δ H (α) = 1 T H (α) < ∞ ,
where Sn =

Pn

i=1 Xi /n.

(8)
(9)

The choice of threshold α−1 on the likelihood ratio ensures Type I error

is controlled at level α, via standard martingale techniques (Siegmund 1985). Intuitively, ΛH
n (Sn )
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represents the evidence against H0 in favor of a mixture of alternative hypotheses, based on the
first n observations. The test rejects H0 if the accumulated evidence ever becomes large enough.
Our first motivation for considering mSPRTs is that they are tests of power one (Robbins and
Siegmund 1974): for all α and θ 6= θ0 , there holds:,
Pθ (T (α) < ∞, δ(α) = 1) = 1.
In other words, for the hypothetical user who can wait forever, any mSPRT delivers power one for
any alternative. Second, mSPRTs have been studied from a decision-theoretic framework, where
the cost of longer experiments is taken to be the terminal sample size multiplied by some cost c
per observation. The goal there is to balance this penalty against the costs associated with Type
I and Type II errors. mSPRTs are found to be asymptotically optimal as c → 0 (Lai 2001). This is
a large data limit, analogous to the α → 0, M → ∞ setup of this paper.
For later reference, we note the following result due to Pollak and Siegmund (1975): for any
mixing distribution H, as α → 0,
T H (α)/ log(1/α) → I(θ, θ0 )−1 := {(θ − θ0 )ψ 0 (θ) − (ψ(θ) − ψ(θ0 ))}

−1

(10)

holds in probability and in L2 , where ψ(θ) is the log-partition function for the family Fθ . This
result characterizes the run-length of the mSPRT in the small α limit, and plays a key role in our
subsequent study of efficiency.
5.3. First-order efficiency in the α → 0 limit
We now formalize our study of the power and run-length tradeoff for an (M, α) user. In this section,
the set of (T (M, α), δ(M, α)) decision rules is referred to as the set of feasible decision rules for an
(M, α) user.
We first map the two objectives of the user to formal quantities of interest. First, an (M, α) user
will want to choose her decision rule to maximize the power profile ν(θ) = Pθ (δ = 1) over θ 6= θ0 .
Second, she will want to minimize the relative run-length profile, i.e., the run-length measured
against the maximum available to her, ρ(θ) = Eθ (T )/M , viewed as a function of θ.
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Perfect efficiency would entail ρ(θ) = 0 and ν(θ) = 1 for all θ 6= θ0 . Of course, perfect efficiency
is generally unattainable for feasible decision rules. In this section we study the best achievable
performance a user can hope for, in the limit where α → 0.
Our analysis depends on the characterization of run-length of the mSPRT in (10). The consequence is that if we produce always valid p-values using the mSPRT, then in the limit as α → 0
the study of efficiency divides into three cases depending on the relative values of M and log(1/α).
We consider these cases in turn.
“Aggressive” users: M  log(1/α). Users in this regime are aggressive; α is large relative to
the maximum run-length they have chosen. In this regime, any mSPRT asymptotically recovers
perfect efficiency in the limit where α is small. Intuitively, because the user is willing to wait a
substantially longer time than log(1/α), a sublinear fraction of their maximum run-length is used
by the mSPRT; since the mSPRT is a test of power 1, this means the user receives power near 100%
in return for a near-zero run-length profile. The proof of the following result follows immediately
from (10).
Proposition 2. Given any mixture H, let ρ(θ) and ν(θ) be the relative run-length and power
profiles, respectively, associated with (T H (M, α), δ H (M, α)). If α → 0 and M → ∞ such that
M/ log(1/α) → ∞, we have ρ(θ) → 0 and ν(θ) → 1 at each θ 6= θ0 .
“Conservative” users: M  log(1/α). Users in this regime are conservative; α is small relative
to the maximum run-length they have chosen. In this case, experimentation is not productive: the
user is unwilling to wait long enough to detect any effects. Thus any mSPRT trivially performs as
well as any feasible decision rule for the user.
Proposition 3. For each (M, α), and any feasible decision rule, let ν be the associated power
profile. Then if α → 0, M → ∞ such that M/ log(1/α) → 0, we have ν(θ) → 0 for each θ.
“Goldilocks” users: M ∼ log(1/α). This is the interesting case, where experimentation is
worthwhile but statistical analysis is non-trivial. To proceed we require an additional definition.
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For a family of sequential tests, we want to define a measure of the worst-case efficiency over θ 6= θ0
for an (M, α) user. Informally, we define this as the relative efficiency of the truncated test they
obtain by minimizing the relative run-length everywhere, compared with any other test that offers
at least as good power everywhere. This is formalized as follows.
Definition 3. Given a sequential test (T (α), δ(α)), let ρ(θ; α, M ) and ν(θ; α, M ) be the relative
run-length and power profiles associated with (T (M, α), δ(M, α)). The relative efficiency of this
test at (M, α) is
φ(M, α) = inf inf

(T,δ) θ6=θ0

ρ(θ)
ρ(θ; α, M )

where the infimum is taken over all weakly more powerful, feasible decision rules: i.e., over tests
such that T ≤ M a.s. , Pθ0 (δ = 1) ≤ α), and for all θ 6= θ0 there holds ν(θ) ≥ ν(θ; α, M ).
Our main result demonstrates that in the regime where M ∼ log(1/α), any mSPRT has relative
efficiency approaching unity when α → 0.
Theorem 2. Suppose ψ 00 is absolutely continuous and there is an open interval around θ0 where
ψ 00 (θ) < ∞. Given any H, let φ(M, α) be the efficiency of the mSPRT (T H (α), δ H (α)). If α →
0, M → ∞ such that M = O(log(α−1 )), we have φ(M, α) → 1.
Note that this result is not dependent on the mixing distribution H. This is a consequence of
the fact that we study efficiency only to first-order in the limit as α → 0. However, as we find in
the next section, the choice of prior can have an important second order effect on performance.

5.4. The role of the mixing distribution H
In this section we investigate the impact of the choice of the mixing distribution H on performance.
As noted in the preceding section, it is users with M ∼ log(1/α) where there is a meaningful tradeoff
between run-length and power; therefore we focus our attention on the role of H for this class of
users. Theorem 2 establishes that for these users any mSPRT is asymptotically efficient as α → 0,
i.e., that no other test can offer a uniform improvement at every θ to first order in that limit.
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However, the choice of H does influence the tradeoff between performance at different effect sizes,
and this tradeoff will yield a relevant second order effect on performance.
In this subsection, we consider a Bayesian setting where we have a prior θ ∼ G under H1 . The
following theorem gives the mixing distribution H that minimizes the relative run-length on average
over this prior for a “Goldilocks” user with parameters (M, α) (i.e., a user with M ∼ log(1/α)).
Theorem 3. Suppose G is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure, and let Hγ be
a parametric family, γ ∈ Γ, with density hγ positive and continuous on Θ. Let ργ (θ) be the profile of
relative run-lengths associated with (T Hγ (M, α), δ Hγ (M, α)). Then up to o(1) terms as α → 0 and
with M = O(log(1/α)), the average relative run-length Eθ∼G {ργ (θ)} is minimized by any γ ∗ such
that:
γ ∗ ∈ arg min −Eθ∼G 1A(M,α) I(θ, θ0 )−1 log hγ (θ),

(11)

γ∈Γ

where A(M, α) = {θ : I(θ, θ0 ) ≥ log(1/α)/M }.
If hγ (θ) = q(γ1 , γ2 )eγ1 θ−γ2 ψ(θ) is a conjugate prior for fθ , the data distribution, then γ ∗ solves:

Eθ∼G 1A θI(θ, θ0 )−1
∂q(γ1 , γ2 )/∂γ1
=
.
∂q(γ1 , γ2 )/∂γ2 Eθ∼G 1A ψ(θ)I(θ, θ0 )−1
We remark here that, consistent with our finding of first-order optimality for any choice of H
in Theorem 2, it follows from our proof that the choice of γ does not impact Eθ∼G {ργ (θ)} to first
order in the limiting regime of Theorem 3.
Heuristically, the mSPRT rejects H0 when there is sufficient evidence in favor of any H1 : θ 6= θ0 ,
weighted by the distribution H over alternatives. Thus we might expect optimal sampling efficiency
when H is matched to the prior. If we specialize to normal data, fθ (x) = φ(x − θ), a centered normal
prior, G(θ) = Φ( τθ ), and consider normal mixtures, hγ (θ) = γ1 φ( γθ ), this intuition is mostly accurate.
In that case, the optimal choice of mixing variance becomes:
Φ(−b)
φ(b)
− Φ(−b)
b

γ 2∗ = τ 2 1

(12)
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, equal to the prior variance multiplied by a factor correcting for anticipated

truncation. Sampling efficiency is improved by weighting towards larger effects when few samples
are available and smaller effects where there is ample data.
We subsequently investigate the importance of the choice of H empirically in Section 5.6.1 below.

5.5. Comparison to fixed-horizon testing
We now theoretically compare decisions based on mSPRT p-values with fixed-horizon testing.
In general, the fixed-horizon sample size must be chosen in reference to the effect sizes where
detection is needed; therefore, we compare performance of the mSPRT to a fixed-horizon test that
is calibrated to have good average power over the prior G.
For convenience, we focus on the normal case G = N (0, τ 2 ), and fix H = N (0, (γ ∗ )2 ). We consider
two rival tests for an arbitrary “Goldilocks” user: the mSPRT truncated at M , and the fixedhorizon test chosen to have the same average power over this prior. For α small, the former has
lower average relative run-length over G, as formalized in the following proposition.
Proposition 4. Suppose G = N (0, τ 2 ) and H = N (0, (γ ∗ )2 ) (cf. Theorem 3), and let ν ∗ (θ; α, M )
and ρ∗ (θ; α, M ) be the power profile and relative run-length profile of the resulting mSPRT truncated at M . Let n∗ be the sample size such that the UMP fixed-horizon test at sample size n∗ has
expected power matching the truncated mSPRT, i.e., equal to Eθ∼G [ν ∗ (θ; α, M )]. Let ρf (θ; α, M ) be
the relative run-length profile of this fixed horizon test.
If α → 0, M → ∞, such that M = O(log(1/α)), then Eθ∼G [ρ∗ (θ; M, α)]/Eθ∼G [ρf (θ; α, M )] → 0.
We subsequently empirically compare the mSPRT decision rule to fixed-horizon testing with
single stream data in Section 5.6.2 below. We also make this comparison again in Section 6.2, using
experiment data from the large-scale commercial A/B testing platform where these methods were
deployed.
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5.6. Empirical analysis
In this subsection we complement our preceding theoretical analysis with a number of empirical
analyses. For all our simulations, we assume the normal data, prior, and mixture setup leading
to (12): i.e., normal data with fθ (x) = φ(x − θ), a centered normal prior with G(θ) = Φ( τθ ), and
normal mixing distribution with hγ (θ) = γ1 φ( γθ ). Informally, our simulations evaluate performance of
different decision rules for (M, α) users, on average over effect sizes drawn from the prior. Formally,
for each tuple (α, M, τ ), we draw effect sizes θb ∼ G, b = 1, . . . , B, and we simulate a stream of data
PB
iid
1
Xb = (Xn )M
n=1 ∼ Fθb . We estimate average power and run-length profiles by ν̂ = B
b=1 1{Tb ≤M }
PB
1
and ρ̂ = BM
b=1 min{Tb , M }, where Tb corresponds to the first rejection time of test T (α) for
H0 : θ = 0 with data Xb . Finally, we compare average power ν̂ and average run-length ρ̂ across a
variety of tests.
We select (α, M, τ ) over the grid generated by outer product of α ∈ {1e−4 , 1e−2 , 1e−1 }, τ 2 ∈
{1e−4 , 1e−2 , 1e−1 }, M ∈ {1e1 , . . . , 1e7 }, and B = 1e4 . Rough estimates suggest these are enough

Monte Carlo simulations for low variability. The effect size distributions were designed to approximate reality for online experimenters, as τ 2 = 1e−4 roughly matches a 10% relative improvement
on 1% conversion rate, 1e−2 a 100% improvement, and 1e−1 a 1000% improvement.
To achieve comparison across the wide range of parameters, we present results relative to the
re-parameterized maximum run-length M̃ , defined as follows:

M̃ = M

log α−1
τ2

−1
.

5.6.1. The role of the mixing distribution H: Empirics Nominally, the dependence of
γ ∗ on M presents a challenge. However, as we now demonstrate, the choice of mixing distribution
is quite robust with respect to variation in M , though getting γ “in the ballpark” is important.
We simulate the mSPRT for five different mixing regimes, γ ∈ {γ ∗ , 1, 1e−1 τ, τ, 1e1 τ }. Figure 2
depicts results. Across all cases, we find that γ misspecification of around one order of magnitude
leads to a less than 5% drop in average power, and no more than a 10% increase in average runlength. Missing γ ∗ by two orders of magnitude, however, can result in a 20% drop in average power
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Results of empirical investigation into the role of mixing distribution H for the mSPRT. Four alternative
mixing regimes are compared, γ ∈ {1, 1e−1 τ, τ, 1e1 τ }, to γ ∗ (cf. Theorem 3), showing robustness in relative power (ν(γ)/ν(γ ∗ )) and run-length (ρ(γ)/ρ(γ ∗ )) to mixing misspecification of 1 order of magnitude
across a variety of scenarios. The few cases where γ 6= γ ∗ achieves superior results indicate a breakdown of asymptotics leading to Theorem 3. Note: we do not show results for severely under-powered
parameter combinations (ν̂ < 0.1), as the variance in estimates distracts from the overall picture.

and a 40% increase in average run-length. Note that we do not show results for severely underpowered parameter combinations (ν̂ < 0.1), as the variance in estimates distracts from the overall
picture.
The story does change for “non-Goldilocks” users. As M̃ grows, ν̂ → 1 regardless of γ, resulting
in muted gains from H optimization, while ρ̂ shows little sensitivity to M̃ . Lastly, we remark on
the few cases where γ 6= γ ∗ achieves superior results. These all have α = 0.1 and M̃ < 1.0, indicating
a horizon for the breakdown of asymptotics used in Theorem 3 for finite sample regimes.
5.6.2. Empirical comparison to fixed-horizon testing Recall that Proposition 4 gives the
improvement in expected run-length of the mSPRT decision rule over an optimized fixed-horizon
test, asymptotically as α → 0. We now evaluate this asymptotic result in a finite sample setting.
Figure 3 shows the benefit from stopping early outweighs the cost of additional slack in always
valid decision boundaries at reasonable power levels (ρ̂ ≥ 0.5), regardless of parameter values.
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Figure 3

Average run-time for optimally tuned mSPRT (ρ∗ ) and fixed-horizon UMP test (ρf ), chosen to have
same average power over distribution of effect sizes. The asymptotic result of Proposition 4 is shown to
hold in many finite sample settings.

We also make a similar comparison in Section 6.2, using data from over 10,000 experiments with
two streams (treatment and control) from the large-scale commercial A/B testing platform where
these methods were deployed. (See Figure 5 and the discussion in Section 6.2 for further details.)
5.6.3. Empirical comparison to other sequential testing approaches As noted above,
asymptotic first-order efficiency is almost certainly not unique to the mSPRT, even across (M, α)
users. The discussion in Section 2.2 of our paper, and in particular Section 4.1.1 of Kaufmann et al.
(2014), highlights tests of the form:
(
T β (α) = inf

n : Sn >



2β(n, α)
n

1/2 )

as a reasonable alternative class of candidates. In this section we compare the mSPRT to two
tests of the preceding form, from Robbins (1970) and Kaufmann et al. (2014) respectively. Formally,
within the simulation framework specified above, we compare decision rules for (M, α) users derived
from the following sequential tests:
1. the H-optimal mSPRT derived in this paper (denoted mSPRT opt in the plots);
2. the test proposed in Section 3 of Robbins (1970), characterized by β(n, α) =
(denoted r70 in the plots); and

n+1
n

log( n+1
)
2α
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3. a “LIL based” test with β(n, α) = log(α−1 ) + 3 log log(α−1 ) + 32 log log(e ∗ n) from Kaufmann
et al. (2014) (denoted k14 in the plots).
In Figure 4 we show that across all finite sample regimes examined, mSPRT opt has optimal
average power and run-length while r70 and k14 vie for dominance. These results highlight a general
phenomenon. While multiple decision rules may make the “Goldilocks” user perfectly efficient in
the limit, they differ in preferential treatment for some (M, α) users over others. Concretely, the
improved rate of efficiency gain for k14 comes at the cost of lower efficiency for low to moderate
M̃ .
The mSPRT is given an advantage as it is optimally tuned to the user’s M via γ ∗ , but we stress
that while some tuning is advised, finite sample efficiency is practically robust to H misspecification.
Even for users who truncate at 100x the typical run-length (M̃ = 100), mSPRT opt has roughly
5% improvement on average power over its peers, which is within the two order of magnitude
misspecification range identified in Section 5.6.1. Average run-length remains 20% better for all
M̃ ≥ 1e1 , and up 40% better in some cases (τ = 1e−2 , α = 0.1).

6. Deployment
One technical challenge remains before the always valid p-values and confidence intervals derived in
the previous section may be used in A/B testing. While those measures address inference for a single
parameter in a single IID sequence of data, incoming visitors to an A/B test are actually randomized
into two streams where each stream receives a distinct treatment. In this section, we summarize
how the measures can be modified to address the two most typical goals in practice: inference on
the difference in means between two streams of normally distributed data, and inference on the
difference in success probabilities for binary-valued data (both of these are commonly referred to as
the difference in “conversion rates”). The discussion is limited to p-values, but the results may be
extended to confidence intervals in the usual way. Since January 2015, these two-stream p-values
and confidence intervals have been implemented in a large scale platform serving thousands of
clients, ranging from small businesses to large enterprises.
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Figure 4

Average power (ν) and relative run-length (ρ) over a distribution of effect sizes, compared for 3 always
valid decision boundaries: the H-optimal mSPRT (mSPRT opt), a proposal in Robbins (1970) (r70), and
a “LIL based” test from Kaufmann et al. (2014) (k14). The optimally tuned mSPRT is strictly more
efficient at all but the smallest levels of truncation, and continues to be substantially so even at very
large truncation, despite the improved rate of efficiency gain for k14.

In the case of normal data, we develop a two-stream mSPRT which gives exact uniform Type I
error control for testing the composite null hypothesis that the two means are equal. Extending the
asymptotic theory of the previous section, we find that first-order efficiency for trading off power
and run-time in the α → 0 limit is still obtained. As in the single stream case, our two-stream
mSPRT is parameterized by a mixing parameter H over the unknown treatment effect. Theorem
3 carries over to this setting, indicating how this mixture should be tailored to the distribution
of anticipated effects, in order to obtain good performance at moderate α. Much of the technical
details are deferred to Appendix B.
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For binary data, our two-stream mSPRT achieves approximate uniform Type I error control by
appealing to the Central Limit Theorem. In this case, we use empirical data from our deployment
to detail the efficiency gain over fixed-horizon testing. As in Sections 5.5 and 5.6.2, we see that the
mSPRT, which is optimized to a prior for the treatment effect, can trade off power and run-time
better than a comparably optimized fixed-horizon test. Of particular practical importance, the
mSPRT is seen to outperform any fixed-horizon test that the experimenter might select herself,
unless she has far better prior information than the platform does.
6.1. Two-stream p-values
∞
We represent observations in the two streams by IID sequences X = (Xn )∞
n=1 and Y = (Yn )n=1 . For

normal data, we have Xn ∼ N (µ0 , σ 2 ), Yn ∼ N (µ1 , σ 2 ) where µ0 and µ1 are unknown, while the variance σ 2 is assumed known and common to both streams. For binary data, Xn ∼ Bernoulli(p0 ), Yn ∼
Bernoulli(p1 ), where p0 , p1 ∈ (0, 1) are unknown. The conversion rate difference is θ = µ1 − µ0 or
θ = p1 − p0 respectively. In either case, we want to test the composite null hypothesis H0 : θ = 0
against H1 : θ 6= 0.
We make the simplification that visitors arrive in pairs with one visitor assigned to each treatment, so that observations are obtained as a sequence of pairs (Wn )∞
n=1 = (X1 , Y1 ), (X2 , Y2 ), .... An
always valid p-value is understood as a process adapted to the filtration generated by this sequence,
which controls Type I error uniformly over both the composite null hypothesis and the choice
of stopping time. This model closely approximates the treatment allocation typically adopted in
practice, where visitors arrive individually and each visitor is allocated to each treatment with
50% probability independently of all other visitors. A similar approach can be used even if the
allocation to each group is not even, as long as it is fixed in advance. Extensions to other allocation
policies, such as data-dependent bandit schemes, will be the subject of future work.
For normal data, we view (Wn )∞
n=1 as a single stream of IID data from a bivariate distribution
parameterized by the pair (θ, µ), where µ = (µ0 + µ1 )/2. It is straight forward to show that, after
fixing µ = µ∗ arbitrarily, this distribution corresponds to the one-parameter exponential family
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fθ (w) ∝ φ



y−x−θ
√
σ 2



, where w = (x, y). Hence we may implement the mSPRT based on fθ , i.e. we

threshold the mixture likelihood ratio given in (7) with sn =

1
n

Pn

i=1 wi .

For any µ∗ , this mSPRT

controls Type I error for testing the simple null H0 : θ = 0, µ = µ∗ against H1 : θ 6= 0, µ = µ∗ , and
so the p-value derived from this mSPRT is always valid for testing the composite null hypothesis.
In Appendix B, we show that it satisfies natural analogues of the single-stream optimality results
described in Section 5.
Unfortunately for binary data, the distribution of Wn does not reduce to a one-parameter exponential family. Nonetheless we set p = (p0 + p1 )/2 and denote the density of Wn by fθ,p . Then, for
any θ and p∗ , in the limit as n → ∞, the likelihood ratio against the pair (θ0 , p∗ ) in favor of (θ, p∗ )
approaches (f˜θ (sn )/f˜θ0 (sn ))n , where (with w = (x, y)):
!
y
−
x
−
θ
f˜θ (w) = φ p ∗
, p∗0 = p∗ − θ/2, p∗1 = p∗ + θ/2.
p0 (1 − p∗0 ) + p∗1 (1 − p∗1 )
We compute the mSPRT p-values based on this density using the sample means in each stream
as plug-in estimates for p∗0 and p∗1 . If α is moderate, the mSPRT terminates with high probability
before this asymptotic distribution becomes accurate, so Type I error is not controlled. However,
for α small, simulation shows that these p-values are approximately always valid.

6.2. Real-world improvement
Now we use empirical data to document the improvement of our two-stream mSPRT over fixedhorizon testing for binary data. For this purpose, 10,000 experiments were randomly sampled from
those binary experiments run on a large-scale commercial A/B testing platform in early 2015.
Customers of the platform in 2015 could purchase subscriptions at one of four tiers: Bronze,
Silver, Gold or Platinum. Customers in the higher tiers tended to be larger, better optimized organizations, who were targeting smaller effect sizes. By separating out the 10 000 experiments according
to the subscription tier of the experimenters, we can investigate how the two-stream mSPRT performs under different true effect distributions. This mirrors how we varied the prior G for the
numerical simulations presented in Section 5. Specifically, for each tier, we found that the observed
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The empirical distribution of sample size ratios between the mSPRT and suitably optimized fixedhorizon tests over 10,000 randomly selected experiments, divided up by the subscription tier of the
customer on the platform. See main text for details.

p
data was consistent with a normal distribution of true effect sizes θ/ p∗0 (1 − p∗0 ) + p∗1 (1 − p∗1 ) across
experiments, so we fit a centered normal prior G with unknown variance for the effect under the
alternative hypothesis. For this fitting, shrinkage has been applied to the distribution of observed
effect sizes via James-Stein estimation (James and Stein 1961) to address the statistical noise in
these observed values.
In Figure 5, we compare the run-time of the mSPRT optimized to the fitted distribution, G,
against the fixed-horizon test at which 80% average power over G is obtained. The red curve is
the empirical distribution for the ratio between the sample size where the mSPRT terminates and
this fixed-horizon. For all tiers, the ratio falls below one with high probability. The black curves
compare the mSPRT against the fixed-horizon test that the experimenter might choose if she has
additional information about the effect size sought, beyond what is captured in the distribution,
G. Here we suppose that she can estimate the unknown effect up to some specified relative error,
and then she selects the sample size that provides 80% power at her lower bound for the effect.
In fact, a very precise estimate is required to achieve a run-time improvement over the mSPRT
(a relative error below 50% would rarely be achievable in practice). Further discussion of Figure
5, and of the broader practical gains associated with our two-stream mSPRT p-values, is given in
our companion paper, Johari et al. (2017).
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7. Multiple testing
In this final section, we examine how always valid p-values and confidence intervals may be combined with existing multiple testing procedures when several experiments are conducted simultaneously. One option is to derive inference measures for each test individually, and these bound
the expected proportion of the experiments that incur a Type I error, i.e., the false positive rate.
However, that approach can be insufficient if the combination of Type I errors across multiple
experiments can have a disproportionate impact on the user’s ability to make good decisions. In
the multiple testing literature, fixed-horizon p-values and confidence intervals are taken as input,
and the procedures output q-values and corrected confidence intervals that are designed to satisfy
a global error constraint that better reflects the overall cost to the user.
Obtaining the same error controls with a data-dependent sample size is highly non-trivial, even
if the stopping rule is fixed by the platform. However, always validity provides an opportunity to do
so, while still offering the user substantial latitude to choose her own stopping time. In what follows,
we consider two leading multiple testing error constraints: family-wise error rate (FWER) and false
discovery rate (FDR), defined below. We obtain conditions on the user’s stopping time that ensure
these objectives can be bounded by supplying always valid p-values and confidence intervals as
input to fixed-horizon procedures in popular use. In this sense, we say that these procedures, as
well as the error constraints, “commute” with always validity over a class of stopping times. The
resulting always valid q-values and corrected confidence intervals have both been adopted in the
large-scale commercial A/B testing platform, in appropriate contexts.
We suppose that m experiments are initiated at once, and at each successive step one observation
is made simultaneously on every experiment.
7.1. Error constraints
We focus on the two error functions most extensively studied. The first is the family-wise error
rate (FWER):
FWER = max Pθ (δi = 1 for at least one i s.t. θi = θ0i ).
θ
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This is the worst-case probability of incurring any false positive.
The second is the false discovery rate (FDR):

FDR = max Eθ
θ


#{1 ≤ i ≤ m : θi = θ0i , δi = 1}
.
#{1 ≤ i ≤ m : δi = 1} ∧ 1

This is the worst-case average proportion of false positives among those experiments where the null
hypothesis is rejected. As an example, consider a user who runs multiple experiments in order to
compare the performance of the same two variations across different metrics. Each arriving visitor
produces one observation for each experiment. FWER control across these experiments may be
useful if she must prioritize performance on every metric, so a mistake in just one experiment can
be very costly. FDR control may be useful if good performance on balance over many metrics is
sufficient.

7.2. Fixed-horizon procedures
The goal of a multiple testing procedure is to make a decision on whether to reject or accept
each null hypothesis, such that a global error constraint holds. In general, the existing multiple
testing literature assumes a fixed-horizon framework. The standard procedure to control the FWER
is the Bonferroni correction (Dunn 1961): this takes fixed-horizon p-values as input and rejects
hypotheses (1), . . . (j) where j is maximal such that p(j) ≤ α/m, and p(1) , . . . , p(m) are the p-values
arranged in increasing order. For FDR, the standard procedure is Benjamini-Hochberg (Benjamini
and Hochberg 1995), abbreviated as BH. Given fixed-horizon p-values, two versions of BH are used
depending on whether the data are known to be independent across experiments. If independence
holds (BH-I), the procedure rejects hypotheses (1), . . . , (j) where j is maximal such that p(j) ≤
αj/m; in general (BH-G), the procedure chooses the maximal j such that:
p(j) ≤

m

αj
Pm

r=1 1/r

.

For the purposes of an A/B testing platform, such a procedure can be viewed as a mapping from
the m fixed-horizon p-values to so-called q-values that can be displayed on an identical dashboard
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(see Appendix). By thresholding each q-value at α, a user can bound the given error function at
her desired level. The practical advantages of p-values described in Section 1 are preserved: the
same q-values can be used by many naive users, each with their own α.
Lastly, these procedures have similar interpretations for confidence intervals. Here the goal is to
control false coverage when the user selects some subset of the experiments. One difference is while
users typically only view the p-values of significant experiments, they may wish to gauge the range
of plausible parameter values even in those experiments where the null hypothesis is not rejected.
For the Bonferroni procedure, and any set of confidence intervals I i (α), constructing new intervals
I i (α/m) bounds the probability that a confidence interval fails to cover the true value on any of
the selected experiments, giving FWER control.
The analogy to FDR is the False Coverage Rate (FCR) (Benjamini and Yekutieli 2005): the
expected proportion of the selected confidence intervals that incur false positives, set at zero if none
are selected. Benjamini and Yekutieli (2005) give a procedure to obtain FCR control at a fixed
horizon when the experiment selection rule is known: the nominal level α is replaced by Rα/m for
some R defined in terms of the rule. Here we extend their approach to address unknown selection
rules in the fixed-horizon context, which we later use as a first step for sequential FCR control over
classes of stopping times.
We restrict to selection rules that are the union of the discoveries and some fixed set J of
experiments, with j = |J |  m, which are always of interest to the user. Theorem 4 then gives
a procedure which bounds the FCR in terms of j. The proof is given in the Appendix. For the
procedure described in Benjamini and Yekutieli (2005), it is the aggressive selection rules that
choose few experiments which can obtain the highest FCR, and roughly speaking R is a measure
of how few experiments the rule can select. Our approach is to be conservative over the unknown
selection rule, taking R for each interval to be the fewest number of experiments that could be
selected, given that this interval corresponds to a selected experiment.
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Theorem 4. Given fixed-horizon p-values p, let S BH be the rejection set under BH-I, RBH =
|S BH |, and (CI i (1 − s))m
i=1 be the corresponding fixed-horizon CIs at each level s ∈ (0, 1). Define

the corrected confidence intervals:

˜ i=
CI





CI i (1 − RBH α/m)

i ∈ S BH ;
(13)




CI i (1 − (RBH + 1)α/m)

i∈
/S

BH

.

Then for any J, if the selection rule is the experiments J ∪ SBH , the FCR is at most α(1 + j/m).
7.3. Commuting with always validity
Propositions 7 and 8 in Appendix C establish that Bonferroni and BH-G commute with always
validity on all p-value processes. The reason is that, for any always valid p-values and any stopping
time, the set of p-values evaluated at that time defines a set of fixed-horizon p-values. This is
particularly useful as p-value processes may be replaced by q-value processes on a user’s streaming
dashboard and still enjoy always valid robustness guarantees. It is easy to show that Bonferroni
commutes with always validity for confidence intervals as well.
BH-I does not commute with always validity over independent p-value processes, however,
because stopping times that depend on every experiment can introduce correlation in the p-values
at that time (see the Appendix for an example). Nonetheless, for many natural choices of this
stopping time, FDR control is still achieved for any independent always valid p-values. Theorem 5
gives a sufficient condition on the stopping time.
Definition 4. Given independent always valid p-values pn , let SnBH be the rejections when BH-I
is applied to these at level α and let RnBH = |SnBH |. Define:
Tr = inf {t : RtBH = r};
Tr+ = inf {t : RtBH > r};
Tri = inf {t : pit ≤

αr
}.
m

−i
Now, if p−i
(1),n , p(2),n , . . . are the p-values for the experiments other than i placed in ascending

order, consider a modified BH procedure that rejects hypotheses (1), . . . , (k) where k is maximal
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−i
such that p(k),n
≤ α(k + 1)/m, in parallel to the fixed horizon approach in Benjamini and Hochberg

(1995). Define the rejection set (SnBH )−i
0 as those obtained under the original BH-I procedure if
BH −i
pin = 0. Let (RnBH )−i
0 = |(Sn )0 | and define:

(Tr )0−i = inf {t : (RnBH )−i
0 = r}
BH −i
(Tr+ )−i
0 = inf {t : (Rn )0 > r }.

We have the following theorem. The proof can be found in Appendix C.
Theorem 5. Given a stopping time T , let m0 be the number of truly null hypotheses and let I be
the set of null hypotheses i such that:
m

X
+
P (Tr−1 )−i
≤ T < (Tr−1
)−i
0
0


Tri ≤ T , T < ∞ > 1

(14)

r=1

Then the rejection set STBH has FDR at most
Pm

m0 |I | k=2 k1
α
+
.
m
m


In particular, if we permit only stopping times where I is empty, BH-I controls FDR and so
commutes with always validity over all independent processes.
We can develop intuition for (14) by evaluating the condition on common examples. Perhaps the
most natural stopping time for a user is the first time some fixed number x ≤ m hypotheses are
rejected; i.e. T = inf n {n : Rn = x}. In that case,

+
P (Tr−1 )−i
≤ Tx < (Tr−1
)−i
0
0



+
Tri ≤ Tx , Tx < ∞ = P (Tr−1 )−i
≤ Tx < (Tr−1
)−i
0
0


Tx < ∞

for each i. This probability is 1 if r = x and 0 otherwise, so I is indeed empty and FDR is controlled.
On the other hand, a natural stopping time where I is non-empty for some p-values is the first time
that significance is reached in any of a given subset of experiments, where this subset has between
two and (m − 1) elements. A proof is given in Appendix C, together with simulations showing that
FDR control can be violated in this case.
Corrected confidence interval processes that give approximate FCR control can be derived with
analogous restrictions by combining the results of Theorem 5 and the methods in Theorem 4.
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0 is the p-value for testing H : θ i = θ , let
Definition 5. If pi,θ
0
0
n

0
Tri,θ0 = inf {t : pi,θ
≤
t

αr
}
m

= inf {t : |(SnBH )−i
(Tr )−i,J
0
0 ∪ J \i| = r }
(Tr+ )−i,J
= inf {t : |(SnBH )−i
0
0 ∪ J \i| > r }.
The last two stopping times denote the first times at least r and more than r experiments other
than i, respectively, are selected.
−i
If p−i
(1),n , p(2),n , . . . are the p-values for the experiments other than i placed in ascending order,

consider another modified BH procedure that rejects hypotheses (1), . . . , (k) where k is maximal
such that
p−i
(k),n ≤ α

k
,
m

These are the rejections obtained under the original BH-I procedure if pin = 1. We define stopping
analogous to the two stopping times
times associated with this procedure (Tr )−i,J
and (Tr+ )−i,J
1
1
above.
We have the following theorem.
Theorem 6. Given independent always valid p-values pn and corresponding CIs (CIni (1 − s))m
i=1
at each level s ∈ (0, 1), define new confidence intervals:




CIni (1 − RnBH α/m)
i
˜
CI n =



CI i (1 − (RBH + 1)α/m)
n

n

i ∈ SnBH ;
(15)
i∈
/

SnBH .

Let J be a set of experiments and let T be a stopping time such that the following conditions hold
for every i, where θi is the true parameter value for that hypothesis:
m
X
r=1
m
X

i

P((Tr )−i,J
≤ T < (Tr+ )−i,J
|Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞) ≤ 1;
0
0
i

P((Tr )−i,J
≤ T < (Tr+ )−i,J
|Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞) ≤ 1.
1
1

r=1
i

˜ T ) have FCR at most α(1 + j/m).
Then under the selection rule J ∪ STBH , the intervals (CI

(16)
(17)
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8. Conclusion
Our paper derives always valid p-values and confidence intervals for A/B testing. These allow
heterogeneous users to continuously monitor their experiments and to derive inferences at any time,
which efficiently trade-off power and run-time for their needs. In addition, we have identified how
these measures may be combined with multiple hypothesis testing corrections to achieve sequential
multiple testing controls.
We have only needed to place weak assumptions on the data generating processes; namely that
observations are binary or normally distributed and independent across successive visitors entering
the experiment. However, in some contexts, A/B testing data can be heavily right-tailed (Fithian
and Wager 2014). Various methods for modeling this skewed data are used in practice, and construction of always valid inference measures under these models would be a useful extension to
this paper. Further, the assumption of independence can fail due to seasonal effects, which induces
correlations between visitors who arrive at similar times during the experiment. Our implementation paper (Johari et al. 2017) provides a simple heuristic (a “reset policy”) which identifies when
seasonality may have led to inaccurate inference measures and applies conservative corrections to
address this. In future work, we aim to tackle the issue in more detail, deriving inference measures
from an extension of the mSPRT that models the time dependence directly.
This paper has only considered the case where incoming visitors are randomized to treatments
independently of the data collected so far. In fact, it can be shown that the inference measures
achieve Type I error control at any stopping time, even if treatments are assigned according to a
bandit algorithm (see Section 2). Unifying these measures with bandit approaches would be valuable
future work. In particular, one might ask what allocation policy enables the mSPRT to achieve
significance most quickly, or how the power and relative run-time profiles of always valid measures
are impacted if the allocation is optimized to another objective such as regret minimization.

Endnotes
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1. The platform is named Optimizely (http://www.optimizely.com). The methodology of this
paper forms the core of the statistical backend of the Optimizely platform. Throughout the paper,
we refer to the platform as “a large commercial A/B testing platform” or similar.
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Appendix A: Proofs of optimality results
Proof of Theorem 2.

To establish asymptotic efficiency, given (M, α), it is sufficient to find

some θ1 , where for every feasible test (T ∗ , δ ∗ ) with ν ∗ (θ1 ) ≥ ν(θ1 ; M, α), we have that ρ∗ (θ1 ) ≥
ρ(θ1 ; M, α)(1 + o(1)).
Since the family Fθ can be equivalently viewed as exponential tilts of any θ0 ∈ Θ, we assume θ0 = 0
wlog and write I(θ) := I(θ, 0). Theorem 2 of Lai and Siegmund (1977) can be used to establish
that a normal approximation holds asymptotically for Pθ (δ(M, α) = 0); in particular, we have that
for any fixed θ,

Pθ (δ(M, α) = 0) = Φ̄ log(1/α)1/2 B(M, α, θ) (1 + o(1))


1/2 
3
M
−1
where B = θ2I(θ)
−
I(θ)
. On the other hand, standard results on the log partition
00
log(1/α)
ψ (θ)
function ψ imply that for fixed (M, α),
log(1/α)

1/2

1/2

B(θ) ∼ η2 log(1/α)



M θ2
− η3
log(1/α)



as θ → 0, where η2 and η3 are both positive constants. Combining the two results, it follows that
q
p
for θ1 = log(1/α)
( 2/η2 + η3 ), we have that eventually
M
Pθ1 (δ(M, α) = 0) ≤ Φ̄

p


2 log(1/α) := β1
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i.e. the mSPRT has power at least 1 − β1 at θ1 in the limit. Suppose that (T ∗ , δ ∗ ) is another feasible
test that achieves this power at θ1 . Once α is sufficiently small that 0 < α + β1 < 1, we can take
advantage of a lower bound on the expected sample size of sequential testing procedures (Hoeffding
1960) to show that for any θ ∈ (0, θ1 ),
| log(α + β1 )| − 12 θ12 ψ 00 (θ)| log(α + β1 )|1/2
max{I(θ), I(θ, θ1 )}
−1
= I(θ) log(1/α)(1 + o(1))

Eθ (T ∗ ) ≥

By continuity, the result holds at θ1 also. Comparing the above expression with (10) gives the
desired inequality on the relative run-times at θ1 .
Proof of Proposition 3.

2

Again wlog we assume θ0 = 0. We fix θ 6= 0, and for contradiction, we

suppose that there is some β < 1 such that feasible tests with Pθ (δ ∗ (M, α) = 0) ≤ β exist in this
limit. Combining this Type II error bound with the Type I error bound at α, the same lower bound
of Hoeffding (1960) used above implies the existence of some κ such that
Eθ (T ∗ ) ≥ κ log(1/α)(1 + o(1)).
In the limit, this expectation exceeds M , so T ∗ must certainly exceed M with positive probability.
2

We now prove three lemmas that will let us prove Theorem 3 and Proposition 4.
Lemma 1. Given H, θ 6= θ0 , there exists a λ > 0 such that for any 0 < ε < 1



log(1/α)
log(1/α)
H
Pθ |T (α) −
|>ε
= O(αλ ).
I(θ, θ0 )
I(θ, θ0 )
Proof.

(18)

The proof follows by combining Lemmas 2 and 3 of Pollak and Siegmund (1975) with

Lemma 6 of Lai and Wang (1994). Lemma 3 of Pollak and Siegmund (1975) provides the upper
bound for the case T H (α) <

log(1/α)
.
I(θ,θ0 )

The other comes from well known exponential concentration

bounds on the maximum deviation of a sample average from the corresponding mean (Lemma 2
of Pollak and Siegmund (1975)), combined with the method of proof of Lemma 6 of Lai and Wang
(1994), which shows similar bounds for stopping times of the form

Ta = inf {n ≥ na : nξ(Sn ) ≥ a},
where ξ is a smooth, positive function and Sn is the sample average after n observations, and a
standard application of Jensen’s inequality to bound T H (α) by stopping times of the above form.
2
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Lemma 2. Let



log(1/α)
A = θ : I(θ, θ0 ) ≥
.
M

Then there holds:


M ρ(M, α) = Eθ∼G 1A Eθ (T H (α)) + M P rG(θ) Ā + o(1).
Proof.

(19)

Let 0 < ε < 1. Define two times, n1 = (1 − ε) log(1/α)/I(θ, θ0 ), n2 = (1 +

ε) log(1/α)/I(θ, θ0 ). For θ ∈ Ā, we have the following bounds, where the final inequality is an
application of (10) in probability:
M ≥ Eθ (T (M, α)) ≥ (n1 ∧ M )Pθ (T H (α) > n1 )
≥ (1 − ε) M Pθ (T H (α) > n1 ) ≥ (1 − ε) M + o(1).

Let




log(1/α)
B = θ : I(θ, θ0 ) ≥ (1 + ε)
M
ε


,

for θ ∈ B ε , M ≥ n2 . Thus
Z

H

Eθ (T (α)) ≥ Eθ (T (M, α)) ≥ Eθ (T (n2 , α)) ≥

H

T H (α)≤n2

Z

H

T (α)dPθ = Eθ (T (α)) −

T H (α)dPθ .
T H (α)>n2

By Cauchy-Schwartz, (10) in L2 and Lemma 1,
Z
1/2
T H (α)dPθ ≤ Eθ (T H (α)2 )Pθ (T H (α) ≥ n2 )
= O(α−λ/2 log α−1/2 ) = o(1).
T H (α)>n2

For θ ∈ A\B ε ,
Eθ (T H (α)) ≥ Eθ (T (M, α)) = Eθ (T H (α)) +

Z
T H (α)≥n

Z

H

≥ Eθ (T (α)) +

{nS − T H (α)} dPθ
2

H

Z

T H (α)dPθ

{nS − T (α)}dPθ −
M ≤T <n2

T H (α)>n2

≥ Eθ (T H (α)) − (n2 − M ) + o(1) ≥ Eθ (T H (α)) − ε M + o(1).

Putting the three cases together, we integrate over θ ∼ G to obtain (19), up to some error linear
in ε. To justify this step, it is easy to check that each term is finite. The result now holds on letting
2

ε → 0.
Lemma 3. Let
!
1
2
C(α) =
Φ
log(1/α)(x − 1) dx,
2
0
Z 1 p

Cf (α) =
Φ
log(1/α)(x − 1) dx.
Z

0

1

r
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For the prior G = N (0, τ 2 ), let ν(M, α) be the average power of the mSPRT. If M = O(log(1/α)),
√ 
1/2
2 2 log(1/α)
ν(M, α) ∼ C(α)
τ
M

Let νf (n, α) be the average power of the fixed-horizon test with sample size n. If n = Ω(log(1/α)),
√ 
1/2
2 2 log(1/α)
νf (n, α) ∼ Cf (α)
τ
n

Proof.

Wlog we suppose θ0 = 0. We begin with the fixed horizon result. It is simple to show
p
that z1−2α ∼ 2 log(1/α) as α → 0. Hence


√
νf (θ) = Φ̄ |θ| n − z1−2α = Φ̄ log(1/α)1/2 Sf (θ, n, α)
where Sf (θ, n, α) = |θ|



log(1/α)
n

Let Bf = {θ : Af (θ, n, α) ≥

−1/2
√

√
− 2.

2}. We split up the average power as

Z

1
νf =
νf (θ) φ(θ/τ )dθ +
τ
Bf

Z

1
−νf (θ) φ(θ/τ )dθ
τ
B̄f

denoting the two terms by (i) and (ii) respectively. For θ ∈ Bf , the standard tail bound on the
normal CDF, Φ̄(x) ≤ x−1 φ(x) gives

Φ̄ log(1/α)1/2 Sf (θ, n, α) ≤ (4π log(1/α))−1/2 α
= o(α),
so that (i) = o(α) as well. For term (ii), we note that B̄f → {0} so that φ(θ/τ ) ∼ 1. This, the change

−1/2
of variable x = 2 log(1/α)
θ and symmetry of the integrand give
n
√ 
1/2 Z 2

2 2 log(1/α)
(ii) ∼
Φ̄ (log α−1 )1/2 (x − 1) dx.
τ
n
0

The result follows on noting Φ̄ log(1/α)1/2 (x − 1) = o(1) when x > 1.

For the mSPRT, we use the normal approximation to the tail probabilities of the mSPRT stopping time from Theorem 2 of Lai and Siegmund (1977) which, in the case of standard normal data,
gives

Pθ (T (α) > M ) ∼ Φ̄ log(1/α)1/2 S(θ, M, α)
n 

o
−
2
. The rest of the proof proceeds as for the fixed horizon
where S(θ, M, α) = 2√1 2 θ2 log(1/α)
M
√
test, except with B = {θ : S ≥ 2} and changes in the integrand of (ii) as stated in the proposition.
2
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The next two results rely on equation (67) of Lai and Siegmund (1979), which gives an approximation to Eθ (T (α)) as α → 0. We re-print the equation here in our notation for easy reference:
 




1
log α−1
2π(H 0 (θ))2
σ2
E[R2 ]
−1
I(θ, θ0 )Eθ (T (α)) = log α +
log
− log
−
+
+ o(1) (20)
2
I(θ, θ0 )
ψ 00 (θ)
ψ 00 (θ)
2E[R]
where prime and double prime denote first and second derivative, H 0 is assumed to exist in a
neighborhood of θ, σ 2 = EX12 − (EX1 )2 , and R = inf {n : Sn > 0}, the renewal time of Sn at 0.
The authors also note that while the renewal term is in general difficult to evaluate, it simplifies
in the normal case fθ (x) = φ(x − θ) to the following expression:
 
E[R2 ]
θ
1 2
= 2 + θ − 2θB
2E[R]
2
2
where
B(u) =

∞
X

k −1/2 φ(uk 1/2 ) − uΦ(−uk 1/2 ),

k=1

which we use in the proof of Proposition 4 below.
Proof of Theorem 3.

Combining Lemma 2 with (20), we find that, up to o(1),
M ρ(M, α) = −2Eθ∼G 1A I(θ, θ0 )−1 log hγ (θ) + K(G, α)

for some function K not depending on γ. The stated γ ∗ is the minimizer of this expression.
Proof of Proposition 4.

2

From Lemma 3, we see that to match the average power of the truncated

mSPRT (νf = ν), the calibrated fixed-horizon test must have sample size O(M ); i.e. ρf = O(1).
Thus it is sufficient to show that ρ = o(1).
Again we take θ0 = 0 wlog, so for standard normal data I(θ, 0) = θ2 /2. We invoke Lemma 2 and

1/2
attack the two terms in that result separately. Let δ = 2 log(1/α)
.
M
δ

Z
P rθ∼N (0,τ ) (Ā) = 2
0

√ 
1/2
1
2 2 log(1/α)
φ(θ/τ )dθ ∼
= o(1)
τ
τ
M

by similar arguments to those in the proof of Lemma 3.
The first term in Lemma 2 is more complicated. By equation (20) for the case of Normal data,
Eθ (T (α)) = 2θ−2 log(1/α) + θ−2 log log(1/α) + D1 θ−2 log |θ|
+ D2 θ−2 + D3 + D4 θ−1 B(θ/2) + o(1)

(21)

as α → 0. It remains to show that each term in (21) has o(M ) expectation on 1A . We focus on
terms 1, 3 & 6 as the remainder are clearly lower order.
Term 1.
Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ

−2

Z
)=4

∞

θ
δ

 

 
 
θ
4 τ
δ
δ
φ
dθ = 2
φ
− Φ̄
τ
τ
τ
δ
τ
τ

−2 1
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which is bounded over α ∈ (0, 1 − ε). It follows that
Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ

−2

√

1/2
2 2
log(1/α)
) log(1/α) ∼
= o(M ).
M
τ
M

Term 3. By calculus,
Z

−2

∞

2

2

Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ log |θ|} ∝
θ−2 log θe−θ /2τ


 δ
1
1
1
δ2
√ Γ − ,
=
log δ
4
2 2τ 2
2τ


1 1
δ2
3 3
−1
+ δ MeijerG {{}, { , }, {{0, , }, {}}, 2
,
2 2
2 2
2τ
The MeijerG term is asymptotically constant as δ → 0, and


√
1
δ2
Γ − ,
→ 2 2τ δ −1 .
2
2 2τ
It follows that
Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ

−2




δ log δ
−1/2
log |θ|) ∝ M K1 (M log(1/α))
+ K2
log(1/α)

where Ki are both constants depending on τ . Both terms in the bracketed sum clearly converge to
0 since δ → 0.
Term 6. By standard bounds on the normal CDF, B(u) ≥ 0 and
Z ∞

−2
−3/2
1/2
B(u) ≤ u
x
φ(ux )dx + φ(u)
1

= θ−2 (3φ(θ) − 2θΦ(−θ))
Hence,
Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ−1 B(θ/2)) ≤ K3 Eθ∼N (0,τ ) (1A θ−3 φ(θ/2)) + K4
2

≤ K4 δ −2 eK5 δ − K7 Γ(0, K6 δ 2 ) + K4 ,

where δ −2 = M/ log(α−2 ) = o(M ) and Γ(0, K6 δ 2 ) ∼ log K6 /δ 2 = O(log δ) = o(M ).

2

Appendix B: Optimality for two-stream normal data
Given a choice of mixing distribution H, the two-stream p-values are derived from the mSPRT
which rejects the null if
ΛH
n (Sn ) =

Z
Θ

ever exceeds α, where Sn =

1
n

Pn

i=1 Wi .

f˜θ (Sn )
f˜θ (Sn )

!n
dH(θ)

(22)

0

First we notice that ΛH
n depends on the data only through

(−1, 1)T Sn ∼ N (θ, 2σ 2 /n), so the power and the run-time of this test do not depend on µ. Let
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ν H (θ; M, α), ρH (θ; M, α) be the power and average relative run-length of the truncated test. We
say that the relative efficiency of this test at (M, α) is
φH (M, α) = inf
∗ ∗
(T ,δ

ρ∗ (θ, µ)
) θ6=θ0 ,µ ρH (θ; M, α)
inf

where the infimum is taken over all tests with T ∗ ≤ M a.s., supµ ν(θ0 , µ) ≤ α, and for all θ 6= θ0 ,
inf µ ν ∗ (θ, µ) ≥ ν H (θ; M, α).
Proposition 5. For any H, if α → 0, M → ∞ such that M = O(log(α−1 )), we have φH (M, α) → 1.
Proof.

Fix µ = µ∗ arbitrarily. Then any (T ∗ , δ ∗ ) satisfying the above conditions is also feasible

for testing H0 : θ = θ0 , µ = µ∗ against H1 : θ 6= θ0 , µ = µ∗ . The result follows by Theorem 2.

2

2

Now we consider any prior for the pair (θ, µ) under H1 , such that θ ∼ N (0, τ ) marginally. For
normal mixtures H = N (0, γ 2 ), let ργ (M, α) be the average power and relative run-time over this
prior.
Proposition 6. To leading order as α → 0, M → ∞, M = O(log(α−1 )), ργ is minimized by
Φ(−b)
φ(b) − Φ(−b)
b

γ 2∗ = τ 2 1
where b =
Proof.



2σ 2 log α−1
Mτ2

1/2

.

Immediate from Theorem 3.

2

Now we compare the truncated mSPRT to the fixed-horizon t-test based on the difference
between the sample means in the two streams, which is calibrated to have the same average power
on this prior. Noting that the fixed-horizon sample size does not depend on µ, we see that Proposition 4 carries over to two-stream normal data.
Appendix C: Multiple testing
C.1. Commutativity with always valid p-values
Proposition 7. Let (pin )m
i=1 be always valid p-values, and let T be an arbitrary stopping time.
Then the set of decisions obtained by applying Bonferroni to pT controls FWER at level α.
Proof.

For all θ, the variables p1T , ..., pm
T satisfy the property that, for the truly null hypotheses

i with θ0i = θi , piT is marginally super-uniform. Hence there is a vector of (correlated) fixed-horizon
p-values with the same distribution as pT , and so Bonferroni applied to the always valid p-values
must control FWER.

2

Proposition 8. Let (pin )m
i=1 be always valid p-values, and let T be an arbitrary stopping time. The
set of decisions obtained by applying the BH-G procedure to pT controls FDR at level α.
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We cannot use the same proof here as for Proposition 7, because Theorem 1.3 in Benjamini and
Yekutieli (2001), which establishes that BH-G controls FDR under arbitrary correlation, requires
that the fixed-horizon p-values be strictly uniform (rather than super-uniform). Instead, we rely
on the following lemma.
Lemma 4.
sup

Z
m
X
1

f ∈F

Proof.

m

α X1
f (x)dx =
k (k−1)α/m
m k=1 k

k=1

where F = {f : [0, 1] → R+ : F (x) =

kα/m

Rx
0

f (x)dx ≤ x , F (1) = 1}, m ≥ 1, and 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

Since f ∈ F are bounded, we restate the optimization in terms of Fk = F ( kα
), and
m

F0 ≡ 0,
m
X
1

sup
F1 ,...,Fm

k=1

k

(Fk − Fk−1 )

subject to 0 ≤ Fj ≤

kα
, Fk ≥ Fk−1 k = 1, . . . , m.
m

The objective can be rearranged as
m−1
X
k=1

which is clearly maximized by Fk =
Proof of Proposition 8.

kα
m

1
1
Fk + Fm
k(k + 1)
m
2

for all k.

Adapting the proof given in Benjamini and Yekutieli (2001) now is

straight-forward. Translating into the sequential notation of this paper, the only non-immediate
step is to show
m
m
X
1X

≤

k=1
m
X
k=1

k

i
P Tki ≤ T < Tk−1
, Tr ≤ T < Tr+ , T ≤ ∞



r=k



m
(k − 1)α
kα
1
α X1
i
P
≤ pT ≤
≤
k
m
m
m k=1 k

for all truly null hypotheses i. The first inequality is a restatement of definitions, and the second
follows from Lemma 4 since by always-validity piT is super-uniform.
Proof of Theorem 5.

2

We assume wlog that the truly null hypotheses are i = 1, . . . , m0 . Letting

Vn denote the number of true null rejected at n, the FDR can be expanded as
! m m
m
0 X
X
X

1
1
E
VT 1{Tr ≤ T <Tr+ } 1T <∞ =
P Tri ≤ T , Tr ≤ T < Tr+ , T < ∞ .
r
r
r=1
i=1 r=1
Note that the sets {Tr ≤ T < Tr+ } are disjoint and cover any location of T . Consider the terms in
the sum over i ∈ I and i ∈
/ I separately. For i ∈
/ I, we bound the probability in the third equality by

 αr 


P Tri ≤ T , T < ∞ P Tr ≤ T < Tr+ Tri ≤ T , T < ∞ ≤
P Tr ≤ T < Tr+ Tri ≤ T , T < ∞
M

αr 
−i
−i+
i
=
P (Tr−1 )0 ≤ T < (Tr−1 )0
Tr ≤ T , T < ∞
M
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where the first inequality follows from always-validity of sequential p-values, and the last equality
because the modified BH procedure on the m − 1 hypothesis other than the ith makes equivalent
rejections at time T when Tri ≤ T .
For i ∈ I, arguing as in the proof of Proposition 8 shows
m
X
1
r=1

m
 αX
1
P Tri ≤ T , Tr ≤ T < Tr+ , T < ∞ ≤
.
r
m k=1 k

The proof is completed on application of (14) to the terms in the first expansion with i ∈
/ I and
2

re-ordering of the resulting terms.
BH-I does not commute with always validity:

Example 1. Let m = 4, with pi,n , i ≤ 3, be a.s. constant across n with p1,1 ∼ U (0, 1), and let p4,1 =
1, p2,n = 0 for n ≥ 2. These are feasible always valid p-value processes when the 1st 3 hypotheses are
null and the 4th is non-null. Consider the following stopping time: T = 1 if any null hypothesis is
less than α/4, any two nulls are less than α/2, or all three nulls are less than 3α/4, and otherwise
T = 2. Straightforward calculation shows the standard BH procedure applied to pT gives an FDR
α
of α + 16
(2 − 9α + 45α2 ) > α for all 0 < α < 1.

C.2. q-values
For Bonferroni, the q-values are given by
q i = (pi m) ∧ 1.
For BH with independence or general dependence respectively,
 (k) 

 (k) Pm
p m r=1 1/r
p m
(j)
q = min
∧ 1 or min
∧ 1.
k≥j
k≥j
k
k
The q-values for both Bonferroni and BH-I are currently displayed on the industry platform in
different contexts.
C.3. FCR control
Proof of Theorem 4.

By Lemma 1 in Benjamini and Yekutieli (2005),

F CR =

m X
m
X
1
i=1 r=1

r

˜ i)
P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI

On the event i ∈ J ∪ S BH , there are two possibilities. If i ∈ S BH , we can say RBH ≤ |J ∪ SBH |. If
i∈
/ S BH , we can say further that RBH + 1 ≤ |J ∪ SBH |. In either case, it follows that CI i (1 − α|J ∪
˜ i , and so the FCR is at most
SBH |/m) ⊂ CI
m X
m
X
1
i=1 r=1

r

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))
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Case 1: i ∈
/ J.
{|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m)}
i
i
= {|J ∪ (S BH )−i
/ CI i (1 − αr/m)}
0 | = r − 1, p ≤ αr/m, θ ∈
i
⊂ {|J ∪ (S BH )−i
/ CI i (1 − αr/m)}
0 | = r − 1, θ ∈

These two events are independent, so
m
X
1
r=1

≤

r

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))

m
X
1
r=1

r

i
P(|J ∪ (S BH )−i
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))
0 | = r − 1)P(θ ∈

m

≤

Case 2: i ∈ J.
m
X
1
r

r=1

≤

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))

m
X
1
r=1

=

α
αX
P(|J ∪ (S BH )−i
0 | = r − 1) =
m r=1
m

r

m
X
1
r=1

r

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))
P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))P(θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))

m

≤

αX
P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))
m r=1

Since S BH is a function only of the p-values and the data streams are independent, the events
{|J ∪ S BH | = r} and {θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))} are conditionally independent given pi . Hence,

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m)) ≤ max P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | pi = ρ)
ρ

It is easily seen that this maximum must be attained at either ρ = 0 or ρ = 1, so
P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))
≤ P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | pi = 0) + P(|J ∪ S BH | = r | pi = 1)
BH −i
= P(|J ∪ (S BH )−i
)1 \i| = r − 1)
0 \i| = r − 1) + P(|J ∪ (S

Thus
m
X
1
r=1

P(|J ∪ S BH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ S BH , θi ∈
/ CI i (1 − αr/m))

r

α
≤
m

(m
X

2α
=
m

r=1

P(|J ∪ (S BH )−i
0 \i| = r − 1) +

m
X
r=1

)
P(|J ∪ (S BH )−i
1 \i| = r − 1)
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2

Summing over all i now gives the desired result.
Proof of Theorem 6.

By the same argument as in Theorem 4, we find that the FCR is at most

m X
m
X
1

r

i=1 r=1

P(|J ∪ STBH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ STBH , θi ∈
/ CITi (1 − αr/m), T < ∞)

Case 1: i ∈
/ J. As in Theorem 4, we obtain
m
X
1
r=1

≤

r

P(|J ∪ STBH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ STBH , θi ∈
/ CITi (1 − αr/m), T < ∞)

m
X
1
r=1

=

r

m
X
1
r=1

r

i
P(|J ∪ (STBH )−i
/ CITi (1 − αr/m), T < ∞)
0 | = r − 1, θ ∈

i

P((Tr−1 )−i,J
≤ T < (Tr−1 )0−i,J+ , Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞)
0

m

i
αX
P((Tr−1 )−i,J
≤ T < (Tr−1 )0−i,J+ |Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞)
0
m r=1
α
≤
m

≤

Case 2: i ∈ J. As before,
m
X
1
r=1

r

P(|J ∪ STBH | = r, i ∈ J ∪ STBH , θi ∈
/ CITi (1 − αr/m))
m

≤

αX
P(|J ∪ STBH | = r | θi ∈
/ CITi (1 − αr/m))
m r=1
m

i
αX
P(|J ∪ STBH | = r | Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞)
=
m r=1

m

i
αX
≤
max P(|J ∪ STBH | = r | piT = ρ, Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞)
m r=1 ρ
(m
)
m
X
α X
BH −i
i,θ i
BH −i
i,θ i
≤
P(|J ∪ (ST )0 \i| = r − 1 | Tr ≤ T < ∞) +
P(|J ∪ (ST )1 \i| = r − 1 | Tr ≤ T < ∞)
m r=1
r=1
m
i
α nX
=
P((Tr−1 )−i,J
≤ T < (Tr−1 )−i,J+
| Tri,θ ≤ T < ∞)
0
0
m r=1
m
o
X
−i,J+
i,θ i
+
P((Tr−1 )−i,J
≤
T
<
(T
)
|
T
≤
T
<
∞
)
r−1
1
1
r

r=1

2α
≤
m
Finally we sum over i.

2

