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ABSTRACT

Gary Lorden provided a number of fundamental and novel insights to sequential
hypothesis testing and changepoint detection. In this article we provide an overview
of Lorden’s contributions in the context of existing results in those areas, and some
extensions made possible by Lorden’s work, mentioning also areas of application in-
cluding threat detection in physical-computer systems, near-Earth space informatics,
epidemiology, clinical trials, and finance.
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this article is to provide an overview of Gary Lorden’s contributions
to the field of sequential analysis. Lorden obtained fundamental and wide-reaching
results in sequential hypothesis testing and changepoint detection, which we aim to
present in the context of those areas. Beginning with hypothesis testing in Section 2,
after describing the testing setup and optimality of the sequential probability ratio
test (SPRT, Section 2.2), we cover Lorden’s fundamental inequality for excess over
the boundary (Section 2.3), Lorden’s results on multi-parameter testing and their
application to near-optimality of the multihypothesis SPRT (Section 2.4), Lorden’s
contributions to the Keifer-Weiss problem of testing while minimizing the expected
sample size at a parameter value between the hypotheses and other results building off
of his (Section 2.5), optimal testing of composite hypotheses (Section 2.6), and optimal
multistage testing (Section 2.7). In Section 3 we cover Lorden’s fundamental minimax
changepoint detection theory and related results in the field. Finally, in Section 4, we
mention some of Lorden’s consulting work, both within and outside academia.
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2. Sequential Hypothesis Testing

2.1. General Formulation of the Multihypothesis Testing Problem

We begin with formulating the following multihypothesis testing problem for a general,
non-i.i.d. stochastic model. Let (Q,.%,.%,,P), n € Z, = {0,1,2,...}, be a filtered
probability space with standard assumptions about the monotonicity of the sub-o-
algebras .%,,. The sub-o-algebra %, = o(X") of % is assumed to be generated by
the sequence X" = {X;, 1 < t < n} observed up to time n, which is defined on
the space (2,.%) (Fy is trivial). The hypotheses are H; : P = P;, i = 0,1,..., N,
where Py, P1,...,Px are given probability measures assumed to be locally mutually
absolutely continuous, i.e., their restrictions P} = P|z, and P? = Pz, to %, are
equivalent for all 1 <n <ocand all 4,5 =0,1,...,N, i # j. Let Q" be a restriction
to 7, of a o-finite measure @ on (92,.%). Under P; the sample X" = (X1,...,X,,)
has joint density p;,(X™) with respect to the dominating measure Q™ for all n € N,
which can be written as

n
pin(X") =[] fie(XXY), i=0,1,...,N, (1)

where f; ,(X,|X"™1), n > 1 are corresponding conditional densities.
For n € N, define the likelihood ratio (LR) process between the hypotheses #;
and H; as

o AP (X)) fu (XY
Aij(n) = aP? (X =X = H R )

and the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) process as

flt Xt Xt 1)
)‘Z_]( ) 1OgA2J Zl [m] .

In the particular case of i.i.d. observations, under hypothesis H; the observations are
independent and identically distributed with a common density f;(X,), n =1,2,...,
so the joint density p; »(X") = p;(X") in (1) is

pi(X") =[] fi(X), i=01,...,N. (2)
t=1

A multihypothesis sequential test is a pair 6 = (T,d), where T is a stopping time
with respect to the filtration {%, }nez, and d = d(XT) is an Fr-measurable terminal
decision function with values in the set {0,1,..., N}. Specifically, d = i means that
the hypothesis H; is accepted upon stopping, {d =i} = {T' < oo, § accepts H;}. Let
a;j(0) =Pi(d=3),i#j,i,j =0,1,..., N, denote the error probabilities of the test d,
i.e., the probabilities of accepting the hypothesis H; when H; is true.

Introduce the class of tests with probabilities of errors a;;(d) that do not exceed the
prespecified numbers 0 < a;; < 1:

Cla) ={0:®;;(0) < ayj fori,j =0,1,...,N,i#j}, (3)



where o = ;) is a matrix of given error probabilities that are positive numbers less
than 1.

Let E; denote the expectation under the hypothesis H; (i.e., under the measure P;).
The goal of a statistician is to find a sequential test that would minimize the expected
sample sizes E;[T] for all hypotheses H;, i = 0,1,..., N at least approximately, say
asymptotically for small probabilities of errors as a;; — 0.

2.2. Optimality of Wald’s SPRT for Testing Two Hypotheses

Assume first that N = 1, i.e., that we are dealing with two hypotheses Hy and
H1. In the mid 1940s, Wald (1945, 1947) introduced the Sequential Probability Ra-
tio Test (SPRT) for the sequence of i.i.d. observations X, Xo, ..., in which case the
LR Ao(n) = Ay is Ay =TT, [f1(Xe)/ fo(Xy)]. After n observations have been made
Wald’s SPRT prescribes for each n > 1:

Ay

stop and accept Hi if A, >
stop and accept Ho if A, < Ag;

continue sampling if Ay < A, < Ay,
where Ag < 1 < A; are two thresholds.

Let Z; = log[f1(X¢)/fo(X¢)] be the LLR for the observation X;, so the LLR for the
sample X" is the sum

Mo(n) =X, =Y Z;, n=12... (4)
t=1

Let ag = log Ag < 0 and a; = log Ay > 0. The SPRT 0,(ag,a1) = (Tk,d) can be
represented in the form

; 1 if A\ = a
T.(ag,a1) = inf {n > 1: An ¢ (a0, 1)} d*<ao,al>:{o it or <a0. O

In the case of two hypotheses, the class of tests (3) is of the form
Clag,a1) ={0: ap(d) < a9 and 1(0) < a1},

i.e., it upper-bounds the probabilities of errors of Type 1 (false positive) ap(d) = ,1(0)
and Type 2 (false negative) aq(0) = aq,0(9), respectively.

Wald’s SPRT has an extraordinary optimality property: it minimizes both expected
sample sizes Eg[T] and E;[T] in the class of sequential (and non-sequential) tests
C(ag, 1) with given error probabilities as long as the observations are i.i.d. under both
hypotheses. More specifically, Wald and Wolfowitz (1948) proved, using a Bayesian ap-
proach, that if oy + a7 < 1 and thresholds ag and aq can be selected in such a way
that ap(ds) = ap and a;1(ds) = aq, then the SPRT 4, is strictly optimal in the class
C(apg, a1), ie.,

E;[T.] = inf EjT] fori=0,1.
56@(040,061)



Lai (1981) proved that the SPRT is also first-order asymptotically optimal for gen-
eral non-i.i.d. models (1) with dependent and non-identically distributed observations
when the normalized log-likelihood ratio n~'\, converges 1-quickly to finite numbers
I; under P;, ¢ = 0,1, that is

5 (Ci(nf )Ei[T] =E[T\](1+0(1)) as max(ag,a1) =0 fori=0,1
cC(ap,a

where o(1) — 0 as max(ag, 1) — 0.

2.3. Lorden’s (1970) Inequality for the Excess Over the Boundary

Partially motivated by seeking improved estimates of the error probabilities and other
operating characteristics of Wald’s SPRT discussed in Section 2.2, Lorden (1970) con-
sidered an upper bound for estimating a random walk’s “worst case” expected over-
shoot

sup E[R,], (6)

a=0
where

a 2 0 is the boundary,
Rq = St(q) —a is the overshoot, (7)

n
Sp = Z Z; is the random walk,
t=1
T(a)=inf{n >1: S, > a} is the stopping time,

and, relaxing slightly our notation from Section 2.2, here the Z,, are i.i.d. random
variables with positive mean m; let Z denote a variate with the same distribution as
the Z,. Wald’s (1946) equation tells us that, whenever the following quantities are
finite,

mE[T(a)] = E[ST(G)] = a+ E[R,],

so an upper bound on E[R,] provides an upper bound on the expected stopping
time E[T'(a)] for the random walk S, to cross the boundary a. This is closely re-
lated to estimates of the expected stopping time E[T}] of the SPRT in (5), as we shall
see below.

Wald (1947) provided the upper bound for (6) of

supE[Z — a|Z > a],
a0

which is exact for the exponential distribution and provides reasonable bounds in some
other cases, but has serious deficiencies in general: it can be difficult to calculate, is
overly conservative in cases like when the distribution of Z has large “gaps,” and may
be infinite even when E[(Z1)?] < oo, a sufficient condition for finiteness of (6). Here
and throughout this section, 2™ = max{z, 0} is the positive part of z.



For nonnegative Z, results from renewal theory (see Feller 1966) provide estimates
of E[R,] close to E[Z2]/m = E[(Z7)?]/m for both a = 0 and as a — oo. Lorden showed
that this is indeed an upper bound for (6) more generally: for arbitrary i.i.d. Z,, allowed
to be discrete or continuous, and take both positive and negative values, a necessary
generalization of the renewal theory results for application to sequential testing and
changepoint detection and analysis in which the Z,, are log-likelihood summands or
other sequential test statistic terms.

Theorem 1 (Lorden (1970), Theorem 1). If Z,Z1,Zs, ... are i.i.d. random variables
with mean E[Z] > 0 and E[(Z1)?] < oo, then R, as defined in (7) satisfies

, E[(Z1)?]
sup E[R,] < 7 (8)

Lorden’s proof of this theorem involves a number of characteristically clever tech-
niques, of which we highlight a few here. First, he considers the stochastic process
a — Ry, noting that (w.p. 1) it is piecewise-linear, each “piece” having slope —1.
Next, since a — R, and even a — E[R,] can behave erratically and be resistant to
estimation and bounding, Lorden uses the smoothing technique of instead estimating
fob E[R,]da for b > 0, which is more regularly behaved, as Lorden shows. Finally, the
smoothed expected overshoot fob E[R,]da is bounded from above using properties of
the process R,, and then bounded from below using the following sub-additivity prop-
erty of the integrand a — E[R,] established from the sub-additivity of a — E[T'(a)]
and Wald’s equation: For any 0 < a < b,

E[Ra] + E[Rp—a] = E[ST(0)] — a + E[Sp—a)] — (b —a)
mE[T (a)] + mE[T'(b)] — b (Wald’s equation)
> mE[T(b)] — b (sub-additivity of E[T'(b)])
= E[Sr@)] —b (Wald’s equation)
= E[Ry].
Returning to the stopping time 7T of the SPRT in (5), now let the Z,, be the log-
likelihood ratio terms as in (4), ap and a; the boundaries in (5), and expectation and
probability are under the alternative hypothesis density fi. The random walk .S,, now

coincides with the log-likelihood ratio statistic A, in (4), although we continue to use
the S notation here for clarity. In order to relate T to T'(a;) Lorden observes that

St, < min{Sr,, a1} + (S7(a,) — a1), 9)
and then applying (8) to the latter term gives the upper bound

(1 — 041)(11 — 1ag + E[(Z+)2]
2

E[T.] < (10)

m m
on the expected stopping time of the SPRT under the alternative hypothesis, with a
bound under the null hypothesis obtained analogously. Wald (1947) provides a well-
known upper bound on the type II error probability oy, but in order to apply (10) what
is needed is clearly a lower bound on a1, and a lower bound on «q for the corresponding
bound under the null. Both of these can be obtained by another application of Lorden’s



theorem, as follows. Wald’s argument gives that

aQ

T = E[exp(—ST*)]ST* > al].

Using the conditional Jensen’s inequality with a bound like (9) after multiplying by
the indicator of the event {S7, > a;}, Lorden obtains

aQ
1—0[1

> expl—E[(Sr.|Sr. > a1)] > exp [— ( +

El(Z)?) )|

(1 —aq)m
Using the standard upper bound a3 < e~ *, this gives

—ar E[(Z7)?]
a0>(1—ea)exp[—<a1+m s
with an analogous lower bound for «;.

Lorden (1970, Section 2) also obtains generalizations of (8) to cases in which the
variates Z,, are not necessarily i.i.d. They key property is the sub-additivity of T'(a)
for which Lorden assumes the sufficient condition

E[(Z])*IT(a) = 1] <7+ E[Zn|T(a) > n]

for some factor r. Under this condition Lorden obtains analogous bounds on E[R,]
and bounds on the moments sup, E[(R,)?] for non-i.i.d. observations Z, (Lorden
1970, Theorems 2 and 3), as well as bounds on the tail probability P(R, > z) for i.i.d.
observations (Lorden 1970, Theorem 4).

Other than his seminal 1971 paper on changepoint detection, Lorden (1970)
is his most highly cited paper. In addition to its uses in sequential testing,
changepoint detection, and renewal theory, it has found applications in reliabil-
ity theory (Rausand and Hoyland 2003), clinical trial design (Whitehead 1997), fi-
nance (Novak 2011), and queuing theory (Kalashnikov 2013), among other appli-
cations. Perhaps reflecting its fundamental nature and wealth of applications, Lor-
den’s Inequality — as (8) has become known — even has its own Wikipedia entry
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lorden’27s_inequality).

2.4. Near Optimality of the Multihypothesis SPRT

We now return to the multihypothesis model with NV > 1 in Subsection 2.1, in par-
ticular (1) and (2). In what follows we will mostly address the i.i.d. case (2). The
problem of sequentially testing many hypotheses is substantially more difficult than
that of testing two hypotheses. For multiple-decision testing problems, it is usually
very difficult, if not impossible, to obtain optimal solutions. Finding an optimal test
in the class (3) that minimizes expected sample sizes E;[T] for all hypotheses H;,
1=20,1,..., N is not manageable even in the i.i.d. case. For this reason, a substantial
part of the development of sequential multihypothesis testing in the 20th century has
been directed toward the study of certain combinations of one-sided sequential prob-
ability ratio tests when observations are i.i.d.; see, e.g., Armitage (1950); Chernoff

(1959); Kiefer and Sacks (1963); Lorden (1967, 1977a).
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The results of the ingenious paper Lorden (1977a) are of fundamental importance
as they establish third-order asymptotic optimality of the accepting multihypothesis
test that he proposed. More specifically, Lorden established that just as the SPRT is
optimal in the class C(ay, aq) for testing two hypotheses, certain combinations of one-
sided SPRTs are nearly optimal in a third-order sense in the class C(a), i.e., subject
to error probability constraints expected sample sizes are minimized to within the
negligible additive o(1) term:

inf E[T]=E[T.+o0(l) as amax — 0 forall0<i<N, (11)
0eC(ax)

where amax = maxog; j<n,izj @ij and T, is the stopping time of the multihypothesis
test dy, which is defined below.

We now define a test proposed by Lorden, which we will refer to as the accepting
Matrix SPRT. Write N' = {0,1,...,N}. For a threshold matrix A = (A;;); jen,
with A;; > 0 for i # j and the A;; are immaterial (0, say), define the Matrix SPRT
(MSPRT) 6, = (T, ds), built on (N +1)N/2 one-sided SPRTs between the hypotheses
H; and H;, as follows:

Stop at the first n > 1 such that, for some i, A;;(n) > Aj; for all j # i, (12)

and accept the unique H; that satisfies these inequalities. Note that for N = 1 the
MSPRT coincides with Wald’s SPRT.
Let a;; = log Aj;. Introducing the Markov accepting times for the hypotheses H; as

Ty =inf ¢ n > 1: Njp(n) > max [Ajo(n) +aj) p, i=0,1,...,N, (13)
1SN

J#
the test in (12) can also be written in the following form:

T.= min Tj, d.=i if T.=T. (14)
0<j<N

Thus, in the MSPRT, each component SPRT is extended until, for some i € N/, all N
SPRTs involving H; accept H;.

The MSPRT is not strictly optimal for N > 1. However, the MSPRT is a good
approximation to the optimal multihypothesis test. Under certain conditions and with
some choice of the threshold matrix A, it minimizes the expected sample sizes E;[T]
foralli =0,1,..., N to within a vanishing o(1) term for small error probabilities; see
(11).

Consider first the first-order asymptotic criterion: Find a multihypothesis test
0x(a) = (dy(a), Ti () such that

inf(;e(c(a) Ez [T]
—————=1 foralli=0,1,...,N. 15
om0 Ei[Ti ()] oratr= e (15)
Using Wald’s likelihood ratio identity, it is easily shown that a;;(d) < exp(—aj;)
for i,j = 0,1,...,N, i # j, so selecting aj; = |loga;;| implies 0, € C(ax). These
inequalities are similar to Wald’s in the binary hypothesis case and are very imprecise.
Using Wald’s approach it is rather easy to prove that the MSPRT with boundaries



aj; = |log aj;| is first-order asymptotically optimal, minimizing expected sample sizes
as long as the Kullback-Leibler information numbers I;; = E;[A;;(1)] are positive and
finite; see Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015, Section 4.3.1).

In his ingenious paper, Lorden (1977a) substantially improved this result showing
that with a sophisticated design that includes accurate estimation of thresholds ac-
counting for overshoots, the MSPRT is nearly optimal in the third-order sense, i.e.,
it minimizes expected sample sizes for all hypotheses up to an additive disappearing
term, as stated in (11). This result holds only for i.i.d. models with the finite second
moments for the log-likelihood ratios, E;[\;;(1)?] < oo, 4,7 = 0,1,...,N.

Specifically, assume the second-moment condition

Ei\i;(D]? < o0, 4,j=0,1,...,N (16)

and define the numbers

n
n=1

o0
1 .
ﬁij = exp {— Z —[Pj()\ij(n) > 0) + Pz()\w(n) < 0)]} , U,) = O, 1, cee ,N. (17)
These numbers are symmetric, £;; = L;;, and 0 < L;; < 1 (£;; = 1). Furthermore,
L;; = 1 only if the measures P} and P’ are singular, so that the absolute continuity
assumption is violated.
For i,5 € N (i # j), define one-sided SPRTs

7ij(a) =inf{n > 0: \;jj(n) > a}. (18)

Using a renewal-theoretic argument, it can be shown that the numbers £;; are tightly
related to the overshoots in the one-sided tests. If the LLR A;;(1) is non-arithmetic
under H;, then

Lij = Gjlijy Gy = lim E; {exp[=(Aij(7i5(a)) —a)l} (19)

(see, e.g., Theorem 3.1.3 in Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015)).

It turns out that the L-numbers play a significant role both in the Bayes and the
frequentist settings, allowing to induce corrections to the boundaries needed to attain
optimum.

Consider the Bayes multihypothesis problem with the prior distribution of hypothe-
ses ™ = (mo(0),mo(1),...,m(NN)), where mo(i) = P(H;), and the loss incurred when
stopping at time T' = n and making the decision d = j while the hypothesis H; is true
is Lp(Hi,d = 3,X") = L;jj + cn, where ¢ > 0 is the cost of making one observation or
sampling cost and where 0 < L;; < oo for i # j and 0 if i = j.

The average (integrated) risk of the test 6 = (7', d) is

=0

N N
pI(®) =Y _mo(i) | Y LijPi(d = j) + cEi[T]
j=0

It follows from Theorem 1 of Lorden (1977a) that, as ¢ — 0, the MSPRT ¢, defined
in (12) with the thresholds Aj;(c) = (mo(j)/mo(i))L;iLsj/c is asymptotically third-



order optimal (i.e., to within o(c)) under the second moment condition (16):
pr(6*) = ir(slf pr(6) +o(c) as c¢—0,

where infimum is taken over all sequential or non-sequential tests.

Using this Bayes asymptotic optimality result, it can be proven that the MSPRT is
also nearly optimal to within o(1) with respect to the expected sample sizes E;[T] for all
hypotheses in the classes of tests with constraints imposed on the error probabilities.
In other words, the MSPRT has an asymptotic property similar to the exact optimality
of the SPRT for two hypotheses. This result is more practical than the above Bayes
optimality.

The following theorem spells out the details. This theorem mimics Theorem 4 and
Corollary in Lorden (1977a). Recall that «;;(d) = P;(d = j) is the probability to
erroneously accept the hypothesis #; when H; is true. In addition, write &;(d) =
Pi(d # i) for the probability of erroneous rejection of H; when it is true, and §;(0) =
Zﬁio w;;Pi(d = j) for the weighted probability of accepting H;, where (w;;); jen is
a given matrix of positive weights. Recall the definition of the class of tests (3) for
which the probabilities of errors P;(d = j) do not exceed prescribed values «;; and
introduce two more classes that upper-bound the weighted probabilities of errors 3;(4)
and probabilities of errors &;(d), respectively,

Bj forj=0,1,...,N}, (20)
a; fori=0,1,...,N}. (21)

If A;; = A;j(c) is a function of the small parameter ¢, then the error probabilities
aj;(c), &;(c) and Bj(c) of the MSPRT 6,(c) are also functions of this parameter, and
if Aji(c) — oo, then ajj(c), Bj(c) — 0 as ¢ — 0. Note that &j(c) = >_,; aj;(c), so
it also goes to zero as ¢ — 0. We write 8*(c) for the vector (55(c), 55 (c),...,Bx(c)),
&*(c) for the vector (&g(c),aj(c),...,ay(c)) and a(c) for the matrix (aj;(c))ijen-
Theorem 2 (MSPRT near optimality). Assume that the second moment condi-
tion (16) holds.

(i) If the thresholds in the MSPRT are selected as Aji(c) = wj;iLij/c, 1,5 =0,1,..., N,
then
Ei[T*(c)] = _inf E[T]4+o0(1) asc—0 forall i=0,1,...,N, (22)

5€C(B(c))

i.e., the MSPRT minimizes to within o(1) the expected sample sizes among all
tests whose weighted error probabilities are less than or equal to those of §*(c).

(ii) For any matric B = (B;;) (Bij > 0, i # j), let Aj; = Bjj/c. The
MSPRT §*(c) asymptotically minimizes the expected sample sizes for all hypothe-
ses to within o(1) as ¢ — 0 among all tests whose error probabilities c;;(9) are
less than or equal to those of 6*(c) as well as whose error probabilities &;(9) are
less than or equal to those of 0*(c), i.e.,

E:[T"(c)] = 5€Ci(1gcf*(c)) EiT]+0(1) as ¢—0 forall i=0,1,...,N (23)



and

EiT"(c)] = inf EJ[T]+o0(1) as ¢—0 foral i=0,1,...,N. (24)
set(a ()

The intuition behind these results is that since the MSPRT is a combination of one-
sided SPRT's 7;(a;;) defined in (18) and since the (;; = L£;;/1;; are correction factors to
the error probability bound P;(7;;(a;;) < 0o) < e™%¢, the asymptotic approximation

Pj(Tij(aji) < OO) = Cijeiaji(l + 0(1)) as aj; — 00,

works well even for moderate values of aj;. So taking aj; = log(/;;/L;;jc) allows one to
attain a nearly optimal solution in the frequentist problem. The proofs of these results
are extremely tedious and require many non-standard and sophisticated mathematical
tools developed by Lorden.

Notice that Theorem 2 only addresses the asymptotically symmetric case where

log B%(c * log o .(c
im M =1, lim —2*—==1 and lim giw()
c—0 log B} (c) =0 log & (c) =0 log aj (c)

=1. (25)
Introducing for the hypotheses H; different observation costs ¢; that may go to 0 at
different rates, i.e., setting A;; = Bj;/c;, the results of Theorem 2 can be generalized
to the more general asymmetric case where the ratios in (25) are bounded away from
zero and infinity. This generalization is important for certain applications such as the
detection of targets when the hypothesis Hg is associated with the target absence
and H; with its presence in a specific location. Then ag; = g is the false alarm
probability, ajp = «; is the misdetection probability, and o;; = g (4,5 # 0) is the
misidentification probability. Usually, the required false alarm probability is much
smaller than o and ag, say ag = 1070 and a; = as = 1072, so that the ratio is 3
rather than 1.

For completeness, consider now the general non-i.i.d. case (1). In this case there
is no way to obtain third-order optimality results as in Theorem 2. Only first-order
asymptotic optimality results exist. Specifically, if we assume that the SLLN for the
LLR Xij(n) with the rate n holds, i.e., there exist finite positive numbers I;;, 7,7 =
0,1,...,N,i # jsuch that n_l)\ij (n) converges almost surely and moreover completely
under P; to I;; as n — oo, i.e.,

oo

. -1

nh_)ngoz Pi (|n~"Aij(n) — Ij| >¢) =0 forall e > 0,
t=n

then the MSPRT minimizes the expected sample sizes to first order whenever thresh-

olds are so selected that ;;(6*) < «;; and aj; ~ |logaj;|, in particular as aj; =

’ IOg Oéji‘:

1 i
inf E;[T] ~ max [1og i ~

E;[T.] foralli=0,1,...,N as amax — 0. (26)
5eC(e) OSIgN I;;
jF#

This result generalizes the first-order optimality of the SPRT established by Lai (1981).
Further details and generalizations to higher moments of the sample size and asymp-
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totically non-stationary cases can be found in Tartakovsky (1998). Note that this first-
order optimality property implies the result (15) in the i.i.d. case whenever Kullback—
Leibler information numbers I;; = E;[A\;;(1)] are finite. In other words, in the i.i.d.
case, the second-moment condition is not needed. Besides, it follows from Tartakovsky
(1998) that if 0 < I;; < oo, then not only the expected sample sizes are minimized,
but also all positive moments of the sample size E;[T"] for all r > 1.

The outlined Lorden’s results and methods can be effectively used in many other
problems and many applications. As an example, consider the multistream (or multi-
channel) problem with two decisions and multiple data streams addressed by Fellouris
and Tartakovsky (2017) and (Tartakovsky 2020, Ch 1). Sequential hypothesis test-
ing in multiple data streams (e.g., sensors, populations, multichannel systems) has a
number of important practical applications such as Public health (quickly detecting an
epidemic present in only a fraction of hospitals and data sources), Genomics (determin-
ing intervals of copy number variations, which are short and sparse, in multiple DNA
sequences Siegmund (2013)), Environmental monitoring (rapidly discovering anoma-
lies such as hazardous materials or intruders typically affecting only a small fraction
of the many sensors covering a given area), Military defense (detecting an unknown
number of objects in noisy observations obtained by radars, sonars, or optical sensors
that are typically multichannel in range, velocity, and space), Cybersecurity (rapidly
detecting and localizing malicious activity in multiple data streams).

Suppose observations are sequentially acquired over time in N streams. The ob-
servations in the 7th data stream correspond to a realization of a stochastic process
X (i) = {Xn(i) }nen, where i € N :={1,...,N} and N = {1,2,...}. Let P stand for
the distribution of X = (X(1),..., X (V)). Let Ho be the null hypothesis according to
which all N streams are not affected, i.e., there are no “signals” in all streams at all.
For any given non-empty subset of components, Z C N, let H4 be the hypothesis ac-
cording to which only the components X (i) with ¢ in Z contain signals. Denote by Py
and Pg the distributions of X under hypotheses Hy and H 4, respectively. Next, let P
be a class of subsets of N that incorporates a priori information that may be available
regarding the subset of affected streams. Denote by | 4| the size of a subset 4, i.e., the
number of signals under H 4, and by |P| the size of class P, i.e., the number of possible
alternatives in P. For example, if we know upper K < N and lower K > 1 bounds on
the size of the affected subset or when we know that at most K streams can be affected,
then P =Pr g ={# CN: K <|%]| <K}andP=Pg={BCN:1< |8 <K},
respectively. Note that |P| takes its maximum value 2V — 1 when there is no prior
information regarding the subset of affected streams, i.e., P = Py.

We are interested in testing Hg, the simple null hypothesis that there are no signals
in all data streams, against the composite alternative, Hi, according to which the
subset of streams with signals belongs to P. Write P§j = Pg|#, and P%, = Pg|z, for
restrictions of probability measures Py and P4 to the o-algebra %, and let po(X"™)
and pg(X"™) denote the corresponding probability densities of these measures with
respect to some non-degenerate o-finite measure, where X" = (Xy,...,X,,) stands for
the concatenation of the first n observations from all data streams. In what follows, we
restrict ourselves to the i.i.d. case where observations across streams are independent
and also independent in particular streams with densities g;(x) and f;(z) if the i-th
stream is not affected and contains a signal, respectively. Then the hypothesis testing
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problem can be written as

Ho: p(X") =po(X") Hng X (i)

i=1t=1

Hi=|J Ha: peX") =[] X)) x J] J]oi(X:(0))

PBEP icAt=1 IEN\Z t=1

Since the hypothesis testing problem is binary the terminal decision d takes two values
0 and 1, so d € {0,1} is a .Z#p-measurable random variable such that {d = j} = {T <
00, H; is selected}, j =0, 1.

A sequential test should be designed in such a way that the type-I (false alarm)
and type-II (missed detection) error probabilities are controlled, i.e., do not exceed
given, user-specified levels. Denote by Cp(ag, o) the class of sequential tests with the
probability of false alarm below o € (0,1) and the probability of missed detection
below aq € (0,1), i.e.,

Cp(ap,an) = {5 :Po(d=1) < and max Ps(d=0) < 041} . (27)
Be

In general, it is not possible to design the tests that are third-order (to within o(1)) or
even second-order (to within a constant term O(1)) asymptotically optimal as ampax =
max(ag,a1) — 0. Only finding a test T} that minimizes the expected sample sizes
Eo[7] and E4[T] for every & € P to first order is possible, that is,

L]~ it ol

Ex[T] ~ sec 11(&5 . )Eg[T] for all # € P,

where Eg and E4 are expectations under Py and Py, respectively.

Hereafter we use the notation x, ~ y, as & — 0 when limy_,0(2/ya) = 1.

Let P be an arbitrary class of subsets of N. For any # € P, let Ag(n) be the
likelihood ratio of Hg against Hg given the observations from all streams up to time
n, and let Az(n) be the corresponding log-likelihood ratio (LLR),

dpn )
A%(m:d—gznnf o

1€EABt=1

Aa(n) = log Ag(n) = 3 Zlog [ z)”

€A t=1

The natural popular statistic for testing Ho against H1 at time n is the maximum
(generalized) likelihood ratio (GLR) statistic

A(n) = Ag(n).
(n) = max Ag(n)

However, applying the conventional GLR statistic leads only to the first-order asymp-
totically optimal test. In order to obtain second and third-order optimality, we need
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to modify the GLR statistic into the weighed GLR

A(n; ) = max walg(n),

where w = {7y, € P} is a probability mass function on A fully supported on P,

i.e, mp > 0forall Z € Pand ) gz pmy = 1. The corresponding weighted generalized
log-likelihood ratio (GLLR) statistic is

/): N )\ 1 G
(n;m) = g}ggg( #(n) +logmy) .

~ ~

The Generalized Sequential Likelihood Ratio Test (GSLRT) 6 = (T, d) is defined as

follows:

~ ~ ~ ~ 1 it NT;m) > a
T =inf{n >1: X(n;m) > ay or \(n;m) < —ag}, d= ~a ,
¢ (nim1) > a1 or An;mo) < —ao} {0 it NT;m0) < —ag
where m; = {7, 4,% € P}, j = 0,1 are not necessarily identical weights and

ap,a1 > 0 are thresholds that should be selected appropriately in order to guar-
antee the desired error probabilities, i.e., so that T belongs to class Cp(ag, 1)
for given ag and a; with almost exact equalities. The LLR in the ¢-th stream is

Ai(n) = 321 1og[fi(Xn(1))/gi(Xn(4))], so that Ag(n) = 37,5 Xi(n).
The L-number is

S

Lz = exp { [Po Az(n) > 0) +Pzg(Az(n) < 0)} } ; (28)
n=1

which takes into account the overshoot; compare with the £-numbers (17) introduced
by Lorden. R N
Denote by 0, () = (Ti(7),d. (7)) the GSLRT with weights

T d ww Ly
and 7o, =
L) pep(mz/Ls) > aep(mz L)

B eP. (29)

T8 =

The next theorem states that 0, () is third-order asymptotically optimal, mini-

mizing the weighted expected sample size E™[T] to within an o(1) term, where E™
is expectation with respect to the probability measure P™ = 3 , 75 P4, i.e., the
weighted expectation E™[-] = 3 ,p 72 Ex[].
Theorem 3. Assume the second moment conditions for LLRs E;|\;(1)]*> < oo and
Eo|\i(1)]? < 00,i=1,...,N. Let ag and ay approach 0 so that |log agl|/|log az| — 1.
If thresholds ag and a1 are selected so that 5\*(71') belongs to Cp(ap,aq), Po(c/i\*(ﬂ') =
1) ~ ao, and P1(dy(m) = 0) ~ o, then the GSLRT is asymptotically optimal to third
order in the class Cp(ag,ay):

inf  E™[T] = E™[T.(m)] + 0(1) as cumax — O.
0€Cp (e, 1)

The central idea of the proof of this result is to consider a purely Bayesian sequential
testing problem with the 1 4 |P| states “Ho : density g; for all i = 1,...,N” and
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“WP : density fz for Z € P, and two terminal decisions d = 0 (accept Hg) and
d =1 (accept H1 = | zepH{?). Then we can exploit Lorden’s methods and results
to get the proof. Without Lorden’s paper Lorden (1977a) this would not be possible.
Moreover, the whole idea of using L-numbers for corrections is based on Lorden’s
fundamental contribution to the field.

Specifically, let ¢ denote the sampling cost per observation and let the loss L(d, H)
associated with making a decision d when the hypothesis H is correct be

L ifi=0,7=1
Ld=iH=Hj) =Ly ifi=1,7=0 .
0 otherwise

Let pg = P(Hg) be the prior probability of the hypothesis Ho and pg = P(HY | H1) be
the prior probability of 7—[1@ given that H; is correct. Define the probability measure
P =poPo+ (1 —po) P™ and let E denote the corresponding expectation.

The average risk of a sequential test § = (7', d) is p.(0) = Rs(6) + cE[T], where
cE[T] is the average cost of sampling and R,(J) is the average risk due to a wrong
decision upon stopping,

cE[T] = c¢{poEo[T] + (1 — po) E™[T]},
RS(5) = E[L(d, H)] = Po LQ Po(d == 1) + (1 - po) L1 Pﬂ-(d = O)

Let thresholds —ag(c) and a;(c) be chosen as

ao(c) = —log (1 _p°ﬂ> and  ax(c) = log (ﬂ@> (30)

po 1—po ¢

and let 6¢(7) denote the sequential test 8, () whose thresholds are defined in (30). It
follows from Lorden (1977a) that d6¢(7) is nearly Bayes for a small cost ¢ under the

second moment conditions E;|\;(1)|? < oo:
pe(88(m)) = inf po(8) +o(c) as ¢ 0. (31)

Using this third-order asymptotic optimality result it can be shown that the conclusion
of Theorem 3 holds. Further details can be found in Section 1.5.4.2 (pp. 53-56) of
Tartakovsky (2020).

2.5. Lorden’s 2-SPRT and the Kiefer—Weiss Minimax Optimality

Suppose that based on a sequence of independent observations { Xy, },>1 with common
parametric density fy one wishes to test the hypothesis Hg : 0 = 0y versus Hi : 0 = 64
(fg < 61) with error probabilities at most «y and «j. Even though the SPRT has
the remarkable optimality property of minimizing the expected sample size for both
statistical hypotheses Ey,[T], i = 0,1, its performance may be poor when the true
parameter value § = 9 € (0p,6;) differs from putative ones 6y or ;. Its expected
sample size Ey[T] can be even much larger than that of the fixed sample size Neyman-
Pearson test. See, e.g., Section 5.2 in Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015).
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Much work has been directed toward finding sequential tests that reduce the expected
sample size of the SPRT for parameter values between the hypotheses.

Let C(ap,a1) = {6 : () < a4, ¢ = 0,1} denote the class of tests with error
probabilities at most ay and a1 and let

ESS(aw, 1) = 5e<ci(gfa ,sup Eo[T]

denote the expected sample size of an optimal test in the class C(ay, a1) in the worst-
case scenario. The problem of finding a test d9 = (Tp,do) such that supg Eg[Tp] =
ESS(agp, 1) subject to the error probability constraints ag and «; is known as the
Kiefer—Weiss problem. No strictly optimal test has been found so far. Kiefer and Weiss
(1957) presented structured results about tests which minimize the expected sample
size Eg[T] at a selected point § = ¢ € (fy,6;), which is referred to as the modified
Kiefer—Weiss problem. Weiss (1962) proved that the Kiefer—Weiss problem reduces
to the modified problem in symmetric cases for normal and binomial distributions.
Lorden (1976) made a valuable contribution to the modified Kiefer—Weiss problem for
two not necessarily parametric hypotheses H; : P = P;, ¢ = 0, 1, when the observations
X1,Xo,... are i.i.d. and their true probability distribution G may be different from
Po and P;. Lorden (1976) introduced a simple binary combination of one-sided SPRT's
that he called 2-SPRT and proved that this test is third-order asymptotically optimal.
Later, Lorden (1980) proved theorems that characterize the basic structure of optimal
sequential tests for the modified Kiefer—Weiss problem. His work has generated several
works related to both the modified Kiefer—Weiss problem and the original Kiefer—
Weiss problem of minimizing the maximal expected sample size; see, e.g., Huffman
(1983), Dragalin and Novikov (1987), and Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015,
Section 5.3).

Consider the following multihypothesis version of the modified Kiefer—Weiss prob-
lem. Let (Q, %, .%#,,P), n € Z4, be afiltered probability space where the sub-o-algebra
Fn = o(X"™) of .F is generated by the sequence of observations X" = {X;, 1 <
t < n}. The goal is to test the N + 1 hypotheses H; : P = P;, i = 0,1,...,N,
where Pg,P1,..., Py are given probability measures which are locally mutually ab-
solutely continuous, i.e., their restrictions P}’ and P;L to %, are equivalent for all
1,7 =0,1,..., N, i # j. The true probability measure is either one of P; or an “inter-
mediate” measure G which is also locally absolute continuous with respect to P;. Let
Q™ be a dominating measure. The observations are i.i.d. under P; and G so the sample
X" = (X1,...,X,) has joint densities

n 1 fi(X fori=0,1,...,N,
pz(X ) — H% 1 ( t) -
[, 9(Xy) fori=N-+1

with respect to Q™, where f;(X;) and g(X;), t > 1, are corresponding densities for the
t-th observation.
Forn e Nand ¢ =0,1,..., N, define the LR and LLR processes

M) = Gar ) =TT 450 Ml =tog s(m) = 310 | 45
=1 7 t

with A;(0) =1 and X;(0) = 0.
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For a matrix of positive thresholds A = (a;;), introduce the Markov times

T; =inf ¢ t: min [A;(t) —aj] >0 (32)
0<ISN

J#i
and define the test §* = (T, d*) as

T*= min T, d'=i if T'=T, (33)
\Z\

Note that T; is the time of accepting the hypothesis H;, and also that it is a straight-
forward modification of the MSPRT (13)-(14). Indeed, the procedure (33) can be
equivalently represented as:

dG"
Stop at the first n > 1 such that for some 4, W(X") > % forall j#1i, (34)
J

and accept H; for the unique ¢ that satisfies these inequalities. Comparing with the
MSPRT (12) we see that the likelihood ratios between the hypotheses H; and H; are
now replaced with the likelihood ratios between the measures G and P;. Hence, we will
call it the modified accepting MSPRT.

Using Wald’s likelihood ratio identity, it is easy to show that the probabilities of
errors ;;(0%) = P;(d* = j) of the modified MSPRT satisfy the inequalities

ij(6%) < e G(d* = 5) ford,j=0,1,...,N,i# j.

See Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015, Lemma 5.3.1 (page 230)). In the
symmetric case where a;; = a and G(d* = j) = N7},

aij(d*) < N7leme,

The case of two hypotheses Ho and H; (N = 1) considered by Lorden (1976) is of
special interest. Here the modified MSPRT reduces to two parallel one-sided SPRT's,

To=inf{n>1: A \(n) > a1}, Ti=inf{n>1:X(n)>ap}. (35)

Its stopping time is 7* = min(7p, 71) and the terminal decision is d* = argmin;—o 1 7;.
Lorden (1976) called this test the 2-SPRT. If a; = log(1/c;), i = 0,1, then «;(6*) =
Pi(d* # i) < «, i.e., this test belongs to class C(ap, 1) = {d : ap(d) < ap,a1(d) <
aq}. These upper bounds may be rather conservative. For example, in the symmetric
case G(d* = 1) = G(d* = 0) = 1/2, we have «;(6*) < /2.

Let Eg denote expectation under G and let I; = Eg[\;(1)], i = 0, 1, denote Kullback—
Leibler information numbers. The following theorem proved by Lorden (1976) estab-
lishes third-order asymptotic optimality of Lorden’s 2-SPRT for small probabilities
of errors «;. Its proof is based on Bayesian arguments. It follows from Theorem 1 in
Lorden (1977a), which was proved a year later.

Theorem 4. Let the observations { X, }n>1 be i.i.d. under G, Py, and P1. Assume that
the Kullback-Leibler information numbers Iy and I are positive and, in addition, the
second-moment conditions Eg|\;(1)|*> < oo, i = 0,1, hold. Let ofj(ag,a1) and o (ag,ay)

16



denote the error probabilities of the 2-SPRT §*(ap,a1) = (T*(ap,a1),d*(ap,a1)). Let
ESS(ap, a1) denote infimum of the expected sample size Eg[T] over all tests with Po(d =
1) < of(ap,a1) and P1(d =0) < of(ag,a1). Then

ESS(ap,a1) = Eg[T*(ap,a1)] + o(1) as min(ag,a1) — oo, (36)

where o(1) — 0 as min(ag, a1) — 0.

This theorem implies that if the thresholds ag and a1 in the 2-SPRT are selected so
that the error probabilities ofj(ag,a1) = ap and aj(ag,a1) = o) are exactly equal to
the given values o and «q, then it is third-order asymptotically optimal as apax — 0
in the class C(ag, a1). The requirement of exact error probabilities can also be relaxed
to the asymptotic equalities o (ag,a1) = o;(1 +0(1)), 1 =0, 1.

The importance of this result cannot be overstated since the very simple test pro-
posed by Lorden is almost optimal. At the same time, the optimal test can also be
computed using Bellman’s backward induction algorithm since the optimal sequential
test is truncated, i.e., has bounded maximal sample size, as shown by Kiefer and Weiss
(1957). For one-parameter exponential families, the optimal bounds are curved in the
(Sn,n) plane, where S,, = Y ;" ; X;, and finding them typically requires substantial
computation. In contrast, Lorden’s 2-SPRT approximates optimal curved boundaries
with simple linear ones, so the continuation region is a triangle, as shown in Figure 1,
below.

Lorden (1976) performed an extensive performance analysis for testing the mean 6
of the Gaussian distribution X,, ~ N (6, 1) with the hypotheses H; : 6 = 0;, (i = 0,1) in
the symmetric case where g = ag and G ~ N (6,, 1), 0, = (0o +61)/2. The conclusion
is that the 2-SPRT performs very closely to the optimal test with its curved boundaries
obtained using backward induction. The efficiency depends on the error probabilities,
but it was over 99% in all his performed experiments. Similar results were obtained
by Huffman (1983) for the exponential example fp(x) = 0e=%% 2 > 0, > 0. Here
the 2-SPRT has efficiency over 98% and almost always over 99% for a broad range of
error probabilities and parameter values.

The results of Theorem 4 can be extended to the multiple hypothesis case. Specifi-
cally, the modified matrix SPRT defined in (32)—(34) is also third-order asymptotically
optimal as amax = maxigigny o — 0 in the class of tests

Cla) ={0:;(0) < fori=0,1,...,N},

where a;(§) = P;(d # i) and a = (o, 1, ..., ) is a vector of given error probabili-
ties, c.f. Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015, Theorem 5.3.3 (page 240)).

Lorden’s results have led to further research related to the minimax Kiefer—Weiss
problem of establishing near-optimal solutions for the least favorable intermediate
distribution G in the single-parameter exponential family.

We now consider the parametric case G = Py, P; = Py, where the hypotheses are
Hp : 0 =6yand Hy : § = 601, 0y < 0,. Let 8 be an arbitrary point belonging to
the interval (6o, 601) and let 6*(0) = (d*(6),7*(6)) denote the 2-SPRT tuned to 6. In
other words, T*(#) = min(T¢, T¢), where the T?’s are defined by (35) with the LLRs
M(n) = log[dPg /dPg |(X™), i = 0,1, tuned to 6.

Theorem 4 implies that the 2-SPRT §*(0) is third-order asymptotically optimal in
terms of minimizing Ey[T] at the intermediate point 6 € (6p,61) when the second
moments Eg|\(1)[? and Eg|\](1)|? are finite and the thresholds a; are selected in such
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a way that the error probabilities are either exactly equal to the given numbers «;
or at least close to «;, the latter requirement being a difficult task. However, setting
a; = |loga;| embeds the 2-SPRT into the class C(ap, ;) and Theorem 4 suggests
that if one can find a nearly least favorable point 8%, i.e. 8* can be selected so that
supg Eg[T*(0%)] = Eg-[T*(0*)], then §*(6*) is an approximate solution to the Kiefer—
Weiss problem of minimizing supy Eo[T].

Consider the single-parameter exponential family {fy(x),0 € ©} assuming that the

common density fp(x) of the i.i.d. observations X1, Xs,... is such that
f@(Xn) e e
L =expi (0 —-0)X,, — (b(B) —0(0))r, n=12,... 37
e = o {0-0%.— 00 ~00)} (37

where b(0) is a convex and infinitely differentiable function on © C ©. A simple

calculation shows that Eg[X1] = b(6) , o7 = varg(X;) = b(0), and the Kullback-Leibler
numbers are

1(6,6,) = (6 — 6,)b(6) — (b(6) — b(6))-

Without loss of generality we assume that inf,_g ag >0, sup,g O'g < 00.

It turns out that it is possible to determine the nearly least favorable point
0. (a, a1, 6p,01) such that the 2-SPRT with thresholds a; = log(1/«;) is second-order
asymptotically minimax for the exponential family (37), i.e., the residual term in the
difference between the expectation of the sample size of the optimal test and the
2-SPRT is of order O(1) for small error probabilities. This problem was first addressed
by Huffman (1983) who suggested the 6,(ag, a1,00,601) which leads to the residual
term of order o(|log cumax|'/?). This result was strengthened by Dragalin and Novikov
(1987) who have established the second-order optimality of Huffman’s version of 2-
SPRT. Specifically, writing

S =8, — Eg[X1]n = S, — b(0)n

and noting that

0 S og | 2D ] g g8 n
M(n) = ;1 g |:f«9i(Xt)] = (0—6;,)S% +1(8,6;)n,

it is easy to see that the stopping times Tig can be written as

T = inf {n N (n) > |loga1|} = inf {n : 8% < (61— 0) 7~ |log v +I(9,91)n]},

TY = inf {n :\(n) > |loga0|} = inf {n : 8% > (6 — 6p) | log ag| — I(H,Ho)n]}.

Therefore, the stopping time T7*(0) = min(T¢,T¢) of the 2-SPRT tuned to § can be
represented as

T*(0) = min {n >1: 8% ¢ (h(n), A(n)) }
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where the boundaries h{(n) and hf(n) are linear functions of n:

~ |logagl — 1(6,60)n

~ —|logai| +1(0,01)n
0 — 6 ’ N '

0 —40

hi(n) ho(n)

Define v(6,0;) = (0 —0;)/1(0,6;). Since v(0,61) < 0 < v(0,6p), it is easily verified that
these boundaries intersect at the point

9,6
TH;;‘\ log o | - (38)

* 1 7(6760) ’7(
0) = 1
") = @ a + o] LT 60 # N T T

Therefore, the region of continuation of observations is a triangle, as shown in Fig-
ure 1. This means that the 2-SPRT is a truncated test with the maximal number of
steps n*(#). Figure 1 also shows the typical curved boundaries of the optimal truncated
test that can be computed using Bellman’s backward induction.

AS

Accept H;

log(1/a,)1
0 optimal boundaries

log(1/a,)

Figure 1. The boundaries hf(n) and h(n) of the 2-SPRT (solid) and optimal boundaries
(dashed) as functions of n.

By Corollary 5.3.1 in Tartakovsky, Nikiforov, and Basseville (2015), the 2-SPRT
0*(#) minimizes all positive moments of the stopping time distribution at the point
to first order (as amax — 0) in the class C(ap, a1) as long as the ratio | log agl|/|log a1
is bounded away from zero and infinity,

|logag|

i =c¢, 0<c<oo, (39)
Oémax_>0 |10g 041|

and the following asymptotics hold:

. . . [|logai]| |logayp]
f Eg[T] ~ Eg[T™(0)] ~
56@1(20,061) 6[ ] 6[ ( )] T 1(9’90)’ 1(9’91)

as Qmax — 0. (40)
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The right-hand side of the asymptotic equality (40) is maximized at 6 = 0* that
satisfies the equation

llogay|  |logaol .
1(9*,9;) - I(e*,e(i)(: n*(0%)) (41)

in which case

inf  Eg:[T] ~ Eg-[T*(0%)] ~n*(0*) as amax — 0
56@(0607041)

and supy Eg[T*(6%)] =~ n*(0*). Next, we observe that the function n*(#) attains its
minimum at the point § = 6*. Thus, the point #* has two properties simultaneously
— it minimizes the time of truncation minge g, 9,) n*(¢) = n*(6*) on one hand, and
approximately maximizes the expected sample size of the 2-SPRT on the other hand.
Hence, we may expect that 6*(6*) is asymptotically minimax. This is indeed the case

inf  sup Eg[T] ~ sup Eg[T™(6")] ~ Ep-[T*(6")] ~ n*(67),
d€C(aw,a1) 9O 0cO

so that the 2-SPRT tuned to the point #*, which is found from (41), is first-order
minimax. However, with this choice the supremum of Ey¢[T*(6*)] over 6 is attained
at the point 0* only to within the term o(n*(6*)). This result can be improved to
within O(1) by choosing the tuning point in a slightly different manner as 6, = 6* +
C - n*(6*)~ /2. Specifically, Huffman (1983) suggested to use the tuning point

,,,,*

0, =0+ — (42)

og-/n*(0%)

where r* is a solution of the equation

) = D@ a0 07, 90)

(®(x) is the cdf of the standard normal variable). The residual term in Huffman’s
approximation is of order o(n*(6*)'/2). Dragalin and Novikov (1987) found a more
accurate estimate of the residual term in the expansion for the expected sample size
showing that it is of order O(1).

The following theorem states the final result. We recall that n*(#) is defined in (38)
and, as usual, we write p(z) = d®(z)/dx for density of the standard normal distribu-
tion ®(x).

Theorem 5. Let the observed random wvariables X1, Xo,... be i.i.d. from the expo-
nential family (37). Let the thresholds in the 2-SPRT be selected as a1 = |log ai| and
ap = |log ap|, and let the tuning point 0, be as in (42). If the condition (39) holds,
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then as amax — 0,

Eg, [T*(0)] = n*(6) = o9- [(1(6,00) + 1y (68", 00) o) /0" (67)]| + O(1),

sup Eg[T™(0x)] = Eg, [T*(0+)] + O(1),
(<(C]

inf  supEg[T] = Eg, [T*(65)] + O(1).
6eC(ao,a1) ge®

Therefore, the 2-SPRT 6*(6y) is second-order asymptotically minimaz.

As we have already pointed out, the formulas a; = |log a;|, which guarantee the
inequalities a;(0*(0)) < «, are rather conservative. An improvement can be obtained
by observing that

a1(6%(0)) = Po(T* = T)e ™ Eg {e—(al—xf(Tg)”T* _ Toe} ’

CMO((S*(H)) = PQ(T* — Tle)efao EG {e*(CLo*)\g(Tle)”T* _ Tle}
and by noticing that asymptotically as a; — oo,

‘7(67 01)‘ 7(0700)
’7(0701)’ +7(0700)’ ‘7(6761)’ +7(0700)’

Ey {ef(ao—AS(Tf))|T* _ Tf} Sl E {efmﬂf(m))m _ Tg} el

Po(T* =T7) — Po(T* =T9) —

For the nonarithmetic case Cf can be computed using the renewal-theoretic argument
similar to (17) and (19):

= 1(019‘) exp {_ Z% [Po(N(n) > 0) + Pi(A(n) < 0)] } .
P n=1
This yields
CVO((S*(H)) ~ |’7(9’91)| Gefao 041(5*((9)) -~ ’7(9’90) «967a1.

(0, 01)] +7(0,60) 0 17(0,61)] + (8, 60) >

2.6. Near Uniform Optimality of the GLR SPRT for Composite
Hypotheses

For practical purposes, it is much more important to design tests that would mini-
mize the expected sample size Ey[T] for all possible parameter values (i.e., uniformly
optimal) rather than to solve the minimax Kiefer—Weiss problem of minimizing Ey[T]
at a least favorable point. In this section, our ultimate goal is to discuss how to de-
sign sequential tests that are at least approximately uniformly optimal for small error
probabilities or asymptotically Bayesian for small cost of observations for testing com-
posite hypotheses. Assume that the sequence of i.i.d. observations Xy, Xs,... comes
from a common distribution Py with density fp(x) with respect to some non-degenerate
sigma-finite measure, where the ¢-dimensional parameter § = (61,...,0;) belongs to
a subset © of the Euclidean space RY. The parameter space © is split into 3 disjoint
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sets ©p, ©1 and liy, i.e., © = O¢JO2 | lin. The problem is to test the two composite
hypotheses Hg : 8 € Og against H; : § € ©O1. The subset l;;, of © represents an in-
difference zone where the loss L(6,d) associated with correct or incorrect decisions d
is zero, i.e., no constraints on the probabilities Py(d = i) are imposed if 6 € l;,. The
indifference zone is usually introduced since, in most applications, the correct action is
not critical and often not even possible when the hypotheses are very close. However,
in principle l;; may be an empty set.

We are interested in finding a sequential test 6 = (T, d) that minimizes the expected
sample size Eg[T] uniformly for all § € © in the class of tests C(ag, ) in which the
maximal error probabilities supycg, Po(d # i) are upper-bounded by the given values:

Clag,a1) = {5: sup Pg(d=1) < ap and sup Py(d =0) < al}. (43)
0€0, 0€0,

In other words, we are interested in the following frequentist problem: Find a test dopt
such that

inf  Eg[T] = Eg[Topt] uniformly in 6 € ©. (44)
(56([:(040,041)

Unfortunately, such a uniformly optimal solution does not exist, and one has to resort
to finding asymptotic approximations for small error probabilities. In the frequentist
setting, it is possible to find first-order asymptotically optimal tests that satisfy

inf&e@(ao ,a1) Eg [T]
1m
Qmax—0 E,g [T]

=1 forall €€ 0. (45)

In addition to the frequentist problems (44)-(45), it is of interest to consider a
Bayesian approach putting an a priori distribution W(#) on © with a cost ¢ per
observation and a loss function L(#) at the point 6 associated with accepting the
incorrect hypothesis and find asymptotically optimal tests when the cost ¢ is small.
The Bayes average (integrated) risk of a sequential test § = (T, d) is

oW (6) = /9 , HOPYd = 1) W () + /

L(O)Po(d = 0) W (d6) + / Eo[T] W (d9).
0>0,

(S}

It turns out that in the Bayesian context, it is possible to find tests that are not only
asymptotically (as ¢ — 0) first-order optimal, infs p!¥ (§) = p! (6)(1 4 o(1)), but also
second-order optimal, i.e., infs p!’ (§) = p¥ (§) + O(c) and even third-order optimal,
i.e., infs p%V (8) = p¥ () + o(c).

In the case of the one-parameter exponential family (37), using optimal stopping
theory, it can be shown that the optimal Bayesian test dopt = (Topt, dopt) is

Tops =inf{n > 1:(Sn,n) € Bc}, dopt =j if (Su,n) €BL, j=0,1,
where S, = X1 + - + X,, and B. = BY[J B! is a set that can be found numerically.

Schwarz (1962) derived the test 6*(f) with 6 = {,} being the maximum likelihood
estimator (MLE) of 6, as an asymptotic solution as ¢ — 0 to the Bayesian problem
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with the 0 — 1 loss function. Specifically, the a posteriori risk of stopping is

{ Jo, exp {05, — nb(0)} W(d@)}

B3 (Sh) Jo exp {65, —nb(6)} W (d6)

Inl
i=0,1

(46)
where ©g = {0 < 0y}, ©1 = {0 > 6,}. Schwarz showed that B./|logc| — By as ¢ — 0
and proposed a simple procedure: continue sampling until R5%(S,,) is less than ¢ and
upon stopping accept the hypothems for which the minimum is attained in (46). De-
note this procedure by 8(c) = (T(c),d(c)). Applying Laplace’s asymptotic integration
method to evaluate the integrals in (46) leads to the likelihood ratio test where the

true parameter is replaced by the MLE 6? This approximation prescribes stopping
sampling at the time T'() = min(Zy(6), Ty (d)), where

~

T;(0) = inf {n : Slelg[ﬂsn —nb(0)] — [0;S, — nb(6;)] > |log C|} . (47)

The terminal decision rule d(6) of the test §(8) = (T'(8),d(6)) accepts Ho if 9}, < 6%,
where 6* is such that I(6*,0) = I(6*,601). Note also that

T = inf {n > 1:nmax[I(0,,00), 1(0,,061)] > |log c\} . (48)

The tests which use the maximum likelihood estimators of unknown parameters are
usually referred to as the Generalized Sequential Likelihood Ratio Tests (GSLRT).

Wong (1968) showed that the GSLRT § is first-order asymptotically Bayes as ¢ — 0:

~ log ¢

o (5) ~ inf ol (5 >~cuogcr/

for every 6 € O,

)
max )

where Iax(0) = max {I(0,6y),1(6,61)}.
Kiefer and Sacks (1963) showed that the procedure d(c) = (T'(c),d(c)) with the
stopping time

T(c) = inf {n=1:R}S,) <c}

proposed by Schwarz (1962), is also first-order asymptotically Bayes, i.e., for any prior
distribution W, p¥(5(c)) ~ infsp% () as ¢ — 0. Lorden (1967) refined this result
by introducing the stopping region as the first n such that RY(S,) < Qc, where Q
is a positive constant, and showed that it can be made second-order asymptotically
optimal, i.e., infs p’V (8) = p¥V (6(Qc)) + O(c) as ¢ — 0, while infs p}’ (§) = O(c|log c|).
Notice that the problem addressed by Lorden (1967) is much more general than what
we are discussing here, since it encompasses general i.i.d. models — not only exponential
families — and multiple-decision cases.

A breakthrough in the Bayesian theory for testing separated hypotheses about
the parameter of the one-parameter exponential family (37) was achieved by Lorden
(1977b) (an unpublished manuscript), where he showed that the family of GSLRTs
can be designed to guarantee the third-order asymptotic optimality, i.e., to attain
the Bayes risk to within o(c) as ¢ — 0. Lorden gave sufficient conditions for fami-
lies of tests to be third-order asymptotically Bayes and examples of such procedures
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based not only on the GLR approach but also on mixtures of likelihood ratios. In
addition, the error probabilities of the GSLRTs have been evaluated asymptotically
as a consequence of a general theorem on boundary-crossing probabilities. Due to the
importance of this work, we give a more detailed overview of Lorden’s theory. Notice
that the paper Lorden (1977b) is an extension to a continuous parameter case of the
results obtained by Lorden (1977a) for multiple discrete cases that we discussed in
Subsection 2.4.

The hypotheses to be tested are Hg : § < 0 < 0y and H; :Ag > 60 > 01, where @
and @ are interior points of the natural parameter space ©. Let 6,, € [0, 0] be the MLE
that maximizes the likelihood over 6 in [6, 6]. Lorden’s GSLRT stops at T’ which is the
minimum of the Markov times fo, Tl defined as

To(é):inf{ >1: znjl [ (§:;h(é)]>aandén>e*},
)

0

. - Xk . 5 .
T1(0) :mf{ >1: Zl [fel(Xk) h1(9n)] >a and 6, <6 },

where a is a threshold, 0* satisfies 1(6*,6p) = I(6*,01), and hg, hy are positive con-

tinuous functions on [0*,0], [0, 0], respectively. The hypothesis H; is rejected when
T =T, To summarize, Lorden’s family of GSPRTSs is defined as

T(6) = min {T0(0). T2(9)} C;:{;) j 7(6) = T1(6) (50)

with the T;(A)’s in (49).
Write

A(6,0) = Zl PR — 0~ 85, ~ 100) - b6

for the LLR between points 6 and 6;.

Lorden assumes that the prior distribution W (€) has a continuous density w(#)
positive on [0, 6], and that the loss L() equals zero in the indifference zone (g, 61)
and is continuous and positive elsewhere and bounded away from 0 on [0, 6o] | [01, ).
The main results in (Lorden 1977b, Theorem 1) can be briefly outlined as follows.

(i) Under these assumptions the family of GSLRTs defined by (49)—(50) with a =
|log c| — %log |log c| is second-order asymptotically optimal, i.e.,

p(3) = inf p(5) + O(c) as =0,

where p(9) is the average risk of the test § = (T',d):

9 0
L(0)Po(d = 0)w(0) do-+c / Eo[T]w(0) do.
0

0o
) = [ Lo = Due) ot |

01
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(ii) This result can be improved from O(c) to o(c), i.e., to the third order
pu(6) = irgfpg’(é) +o(c) asc—0,

making the right choice of the functions hg and h; by setting

(@)= |2 w@bO) b))
i) = 13(0,0,)b(0) w(6:)L(0;)¢(0,0;) =01

where ((6,0;) = L£(0,6;)/1(6,0;) is a correction for the overshoot over the bound-
ary, the factor which is the subject of renewal theory. Specifically,

€(0,6;) = 1i_>m Egexp{—[\., (0,0;) —a]}, 7o =1inf{n:A,(0,6;) >a}, (51)

where in the non-arithmetic case ((#,0;) can be computed as

exp {— f: % [Po(An(8,6:) < 0) + Po, (An(0,0;) > 0)]} . (52)
n=1

1
1(0,6;)

Since the Bayes average risk infs p¥ (9) is of order ¢|log c|, this implies that the

asymptotic relative efficiency . = [p¥(0) — infs p¥ (0)]/p¥ (6) of Lorden’s test is
of order 1 — o(1/|log¢|) as ¢ — 0.

Note the crucial difference between Schwarz’s GSLRT (47) and Lorden’s GSLRT
(50). While in the Schwarz test h; = 1 and the threshold is @ = |log ¢|, in the Lorden
test, there are two innovations. First, the threshold is smaller by %log|log c|, and

second, there are adaptive weights h,(én) in the GLR statistic. Since the stopping
times 7; can be obviously written as

To(6) = inf {n 1: M0, 00) > a —logho(0,,) and 6, > 9*} , (53)
S A

>
Ty (0) = inf {n >1: A(0n,601) = a—loghy(6,) and 6, < 9*} ,

Lorden’s GSLRT can alternatively be viewed as the GSLRT with curved adaptive
boundaries

a;(0,) = |loge| — Llog |logc| —log hi(f,), i=0,1,

that depend on the behavior of the MLE én These two innovations make this modi-
fication of the GLR test nearly optimal.

The formal mathematical proof by Lorden is very involved, so we give only a heuris-
tic sketch that fixes the main ideas of the approach. The Bayesian consideration nat-
urally leads to the mixture LR statistics

Z 0 05, =nb(6)(9) dg
" [ L(6)e?Sn b @) w(0) df’

i=0,1,
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where ©g = [0, o], ©1 = [01,0] and L(6) = 1 for the simple 0 — 1 loss function. Indeed,
the a posteriori stopping risk is given by

05, —nb(0)
B (S,) — min 4 46 L0 v (54)
i=0,1 f: 05 —1b(0)y(0) df

A candidate for the approximate optimum is the procedure that stops as soon as
RSY(Sy,) < A for some A, ~ c. This is equivalent to stopping as soon as max;—g 1 AL >
1/A.. The GLR statistics are approximated as

08, —nb(0) - o0S.—nb(0
Al = %ol © ) ma%ocpq) © v i—0.1
"7 maxgeo, efSn—nb®) ~ e0iSn—nb(0:) T T

and the stopping posterior risk (54) is approximated as

R(S,) ~ min w(6:) L(6:)[b(6,) /2] /> (0.0
TS0 (@, [b(60:) — b0 ’

(55)

where i = 0 if 6, < 0* and i = 1 otherwise. These approximations follow from the
well-known asymptotic expansions for integrals, i.e., Laplace’s integration method and
its variations.

Next, Lorden showed that there exists (2 > 1 such that if the stopping risk ex-
ceeds ()¢, then the continuation risk is smaller than the stopping risk, and hence, it
is approximately optimal to stop at the first time such that RS' falls below Qc. This
result, along with the approximation (55), yields 7° ~ min(7g, 71), where

7; = inf {n : 67>‘"(é’“6i)/ﬁf;¢(én)nl/2 < Qc} = inf {n : (0, 05) = —log[n'/?h;(8 )QC]}

with h;(6,) given by

For small ¢, the expectation Eg[r;] is of order |loge|, so n'/?

by |log c['/?, which yields

can be replaced

7~ T, = inf {n : A (0, 0;) > —log|e|log c|1/2Qﬁz(9An)]} .

Note that these stopping times look exactly like the ones defined in (53) with the
stopping boundaries

ai(8,) = |log ¢| — Llog|log ¢| — log[Qhy(6,)], i=0,1.
The test based of these stopping times is already optimal to second order. However, to

make it third-order optimal one must choose the constant @ carefully to account for
the overshoots. Specifically, using this result, Lorden proves that the risks of an optimal
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rule and of the GSLRT are both connected to the risks of the family of one-sided tests
7.(0) = inf {n : A\,(6,6;) > a}, which are strictly optimal in the problem

Do, (Xn)
pG(Xn)

T
p(0,v) = 1%f{EgT + 0Py, (T < 0)} = 1%f Ep {T + vnl;[ S

if we set a = log[vL(0, 0;)]. Therefore, if we now take Q = 1/L£(0,6;), then the resulting
test will be nearly optimal to within o(c). Since € is unknown, we need to replace it
with the estimate 6,, to obtain

a;(6n) = 1og ¢| — 3 1og | log c|—log [l (6) /£(0, 6:)] = | log c| —§ log | log | —log[h;(0)].

In addition, it is interesting to compare Lorden’s approach with the Kiefer—Sacks
test that stops the first time RS' becomes smaller than c. Lorden’s approach allows us
to show that the test with the stopping time

T = inf {n : RSY(S,) < C/E(én)} ’

where £(6,) = L(0,,60,) if 6, < 0* and L£(0,,) = L(,,00) otherwise, is nearly optimal
to within o(c). Recall that the factor ¢(6,6;) = I(6,6;)~1L(0,6;) provides a necessary
correction for the excess over the thresholds at stopping; see (51). This gives a con-
siderable improvement over the Kiefer—Sacks test that ignores the overshoots, and not
necessarily in the case of testing close hypotheses when £(6,6;) < 1, but it may be
important even if the parameter values are well separated. For example, in the bino-
mial case with the success probabilities §; = 0.6 and 6y = 0.4, L(61,0p) ~ 1/15, so
Lorden’s test will stop much earlier.

Observe, however, that the implementation of Lorden’s fully optimized GSLRT may
be problematic since usually computing the numbers (6, 6;) is not possible analytically
except for some particular models such as the exponential. For example, when testing
the mean in the Gaussian case, these numbers can be computed only numerically.
Siegmund’s (1985) corrected Brownian motion approximations can be used but these
are of sufficient accuracy only when the difference between 6 and 6; is relatively small.
Therefore, for practical purposes, only partially optimized solutions, which provide
O(c)-optimality, are always feasible. A work around is a discretization of the parameter
space.

Let Go(0) = Py(d = 1), 8 € ©g = [0, 6] and d1(0) = Pg(d = 0), 6§ € ©; = [01,0]
denote the error probabilities of the GSLRT b4. Note that due to the monotonicity
of &;(0), supyee, &i(0) = &;(6;). In addition to the Bayesian third-order optimality
property, Lorden established asymptotic approximations to the error probabilities of
the GSLRT. Specifically, by Theorem 2 of Lorden (1977b),

a;(0;) = Vae *Ci(0;)(1 +0o(1)), i=0,1 asa— oo, (56)
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where

_ [ b(6)
_ [ b(6)

and where ((6,0;), i = 0,1, are defined in (51)—(52). These approximations are im-
portant for frequentist problems, which are of the main interest in most applications.
Although there are no strict upper bounds on the error probabilities so that there
is no prescription on how to embed the GSLRT into class C(ag, 1), the asymptotic
approximations (56) allow us to select thresholds a; in the stopping times ZA’, so that
Gi(0;) ~ a4, i = 0,1, at least for sufficiently small a;. Note that in this latter case, a
in (53) should be replaced with a;, the roots of the transcendental equations

1
a; — 5 loga; = log[Ci(6:)/es], 1 =0,1.

With this choice, the GSLRT is asymptotically uniformly first-order optimal with
respect to the expected sample size, i.e.,

-~

s Ci(nf )Eg[T] =Eg[T](1 +0(1)) as amax — 0 for all @ € [0, 0],
€C(aop,an

where the o(1) term can be shown to be of order O(log |log max|/|10g amax|). We
should note that this result is correct not only in the asymptotically symmetric case
where log ag ~ log a1 and ag ~ a1 as amax — 0, but also in the asymmetric case where
ao and ay go to infinity with different rates as long as aje™% — 0.

Note that the Schwarz—Lorden asymptotic theory assumes a fixed indifference zone
that does not allow for local alternatives, i.e., 1 cannot approach 6y as ¢ — 0. In
other words, this theory is limited to the case where the width of the indifference zone
0, — 0y is considerably larger than ¢!/2.

2.7. Optimal Multistage Testing

What is the fewest number of stages for which a multistage hypothesis test can be
asymptotically equivalent to an optimal fully sequential test? Lorden (1983) took up
this question and reached the definitive answer of needing 3 stages in general, except
in a special symmetric situation in which 2 stages are possible, described in the next
section. Here, “needing 3 stages” means allowing the possibility of 3 stages, although
Lorden’s optimal procedures can (and do, with probability approaching 1) terminate
earlier; see Section 2.7.3. Lorden (1983) shows this first in the simple vs. simple testing
setup, and then for testing separated composite hypotheses in an exponential family.
In this area again, Lorden’s work was groundbreaking and formed the foundation
for later, more general theoretical investigations in optimal multistage testing (e.g.
Bartroff 2006a,b, 2007; Xing and Fellouris 2023) and in applications to clinical trial
designs where the problem is sometimes known as “sample size adjustment” or “re-
estimation” (e.g., Bartroff and Lai 2008a,b; Bartroff, Lai, and Shih 2013). In this
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literature especially, multistage procedures are often referred to as group sequential.
Throughout this section, i.i.d. observations are assumed.

2.7.1.  Simple vs. Simple Testing: Multistage Competitors of the SPRT

Beginning with the simple vs. simple testing setup of Section 2.2 and adopting the
notation there, some of Lorden’s main ideas can be seen by first considering the sym-
metric case where the error probabilities g, ;7 — 0 in such a way that

log afl log aal
Iy n

(57)

Letting A, be the log-likelihood ratio statistic in (4) and ¢ — oo an argument pa-
rameterizing ag, ; — 0, Lorden (1983) begins by arguing that there is a sample size
n =n(t) >t such that n =t + o(t),
PO(_An < tI()) — 0, and Pl()\n < tIl) — 0. (58)
More explicitly, this is achievable by taking n =t + §; with
Vi< <t (59)

since, assuming finite second moments E;[\?] < oo, Chebyshev’s inequality gives

varl()\l)/n
Pi(\, < tI}) < A2/
O <) S T e

which, ignoring constants, under (59) is

1/n n  t+0
— s == = —— =0(1)
(I=t/m)* of  of

as t — oo. A similar argument shows that the other probability in (58) approaches 0
as well.

In this symmetric situation an optimal 2-stage competitor to the SPRT can be
described in terms of n(t), which is the size of the first stage with ¢ taken to be the
larger of the two sides of (57). Note that, for either i = 0 or 1, we have tI; ~ log al__li
so that t is asymptotically the same as the expected stopping time of the SPRT (under
either hypothesis) and the first stage n(t) is of the same order but slightly larger. The
procedure stops after the first stage if

Ay € (log g, log agh), (60)

making the appropriate terminal decision. Using (58), the probability under the null
of terminating and making the correct terminal decision after this first stage is

Po(Anr) <logan) = Po(=Auy = logay ) = Po(=Ay = thy) = 1, (61)
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with a similar argument showing that
P1( A = logagt) — 1. (62)

Otherwise, the test continues to a total sample size no which is that of the fixed-sample
size test with error probabilities ag, a1 and uses that terminal decision rule. This can
be accomplished in at most ny < Ct < Cn(t) total observations for some constant C.
Thus, under the null, the total expected sample size is at most

-1
n(t) + Cn(t)PO()\n(t) >logag) =n(t)[1+o(1)] ~t~ lomg%’
and is of the same order I, Yog oy ! under the alternative by a similar argument. By
definition of the 2 stages, the procedure has type I error probability at most 2aq, and
type II error probability at most 2av, so repeating the construction with «; /2 replacing
a; (i = 0,1) controls the error probabilities at the nominal levels and does not affect
the asymptotic estimates above. Thus, this 2-stage procedure is asymptotically as
efficient as the SPRT in this symmetric case.

If the asymptotic equivalence (57) does not hold but we assume that

log aal
1

~— is bounded away from 0 and oo, (63)
log o]

Lorden shows that no 2-stage test can be asymptotically optimal; this itself is a non-
trivial result which we discuss in the next section. But for this case Lorden gives a
3-stage procedure that is a slight modification of the one above. Letting ¢; and t5 be
the left- and right-hand sides of (57), respectively, the first stage of Lorden’s procedure
is of size min{n(t1),n(t2)}, and the second stage (if needed) brings the total sample
size to max{n(t1),n(t2)}, both using the stopping rule (60) and corresponding decision
rule. If not stopped after the second stage, a third stage is employed that brings the
total sample size to that of the fixed-sample size with error probabilities «;, which is
< C'max{n(t1),n(t2) }as above, and uses that terminal decision rule. Since

log 041_1

— 1=t for both = 0,1
I;

n(tip1) ~ tiy1 ~
and (61) and (62) hold for n(t;) and n(t2), respectively, the expected sample size of
this 3-stage procedure is asymptotically equal to the corresponding side of (57), and
is thus minimized under both the null and alternative.

2.7.2. The Necessity of 3 Stages

Continuing with the simple vs. simple testing setup of the previous section, Lor-
den’s (1983, Corollary 1) result mentioned above that, in the absence of symmetry (57),
3 stages are necessary for asymptotic optimality, is far from obvious since it may seem
that the first 2 stages of the 3 stage procedure defined above would suffice. That is, why
is it that a first stage of min{n(t1),n(t2)} and (if needed) a second stage giving total
sample size max{n(t1),n(t2)} would not be optimal? One clue may be that, if that
were true, then the same reasoning would seem to imply that a single-stage test could
be optimal under symmetry (57), which is known to not hold. More generally, Lorden
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provides the following general result about asymptotically optimal k-stage (k > 2)
tests: that their expected sample size after k — 1 stages must be asymptotically the
same as after k stages. In other words, the final stage of an asymptotically optimal
multistage test is asymptotically negligible in size, but necessary. In what follows let
I(f,g) denote the information number for arbitrary densities f, g.

Theorem 6 (Lorden (1983), Theorem 3). For testing fo vs. f1 in the setup of Sec-
tion 2.2, let N denote the sample size of a k-stage (k > 2) test with error probabilities
ag and aq, and let M be the total sample size of this test after k — 1 stages. If N is
asymptotically optimal as ag, a1 — 0 and g is a density distinct from fo such that

1Og041_1 > Q > I(gafl)

10g0z61 - 1(g, fo)

for some Q >0 as ag, a1 — 0, then

log aal , o
— i g-probability, and
I(g’ fO)
logaa1
E,[M] ~ ~ E4[N
glM] (o, fo) g[N]

as ag — 0.

Lorden’s proof of this theorem is technical and requires detailed upper bounds on
the conditional error probabilities after the (k — 1)st stage; that is, the probabilities
of test error given the first M observations. Roughly speaking, showing that these
conditional error probabilities are small shows that their corresponding sample size M
must be large, so large in fact that it is asymptotically equivalent to its maximum
value N.

Lorden (1983, Corollary 1) then uses Theorem 6 to show that there is an asymp-
totically optimal 2-stage test if and only if the symmetry condition (57) holds, with
the construction of the 2-stage test above providing the “if” argument. For the con-
verse, applying Theorem 6 with g = f; shows that the first stage of an optimal 2-stage
test must be asymptotic to (logag')/I1. After reversing the roles of fo and f; in the
theorem and applying it again with g = fj, it also shows that the first stage must be
asymptotic to (log afl) /1o, establishing symmetry (57).

2.7.3. Composite Hypotheses

For testing separated hypotheses 6 < g vs. # > 61 > 6y about the 1-dimensional
parameter 0 of an exponential family, Lorden (1983, Section 3) constructs an asymp-
totically optimal 3-stage test utilizing a description of the optimal stopping bound-
ary related to Schwarz’s (1962) study of Bayes asymptotic shapes for fully sequen-
tial tests, described in Section 2.6. Let n(f) denote the expected sample size to
Schwarz’s boundary under 6. Lorden’s test utilizes the “worst case” competing pa-
rameter value 6* € (6p,6;), which is characterized as the unique solution of (41) and
which maximizes the expected sample size n(6*) = maxgn(f) = n*, given by (41). The
first stage size of Lorden’s procedure is a fixed fraction of n*. If the procedure does
not stop after the first stage, utilizing Schwarz’s boundary, the second stage brings
the total sample size to min{n*, (1 + £)n(0)}, where 6 is the MLE of 6 from the first
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stage data and € \, 0 is a chosen sequence. Finally, if needed, the third stage brings
the total sample size up to n*. Under (63), Lorden (1983, Theorem 1) proves that this
test asymptotically minimizes the expected sample size to first order, not just for 8 in
the hypotheses but uniformly in € over any interval in the parameter space containing
[0o, 01]. The first order term is of order log a;l, as above, and the second order term
is of order O(((log a; ') loglog a; 1)¥/2), i = 0, 1.

These results were extended to asymptotically optimal 3-stage tests of multidimen-
sional parameters in Bartroff (2006a) and Bartroff and Lai (2008a), and more general
multidimensional composite hypotheses in Bartroff and Lai (2008b). On the other
hand, Lorden’s procedures were generalized to optimal k-stage tests, for arbitrary
k > 3, in Bartroff (2006b, 2007).

Regarding the necessity of 3 stages in this composite hypothesis setting, Lorden
(1983, Corollary 2) proves that, under (63), 3 stages are necessary (and sufficient,
by his own procedure) for asymptotic optimality at more than 3 values of 6, and so
certainly for asymptotic optimality over an interval of € values, as in Lorden’s result.
An interesting detail that shows this result to be best possible is that an optimal
2-stage test can be constructed at 3 values of 6 if the special symmetry condition
I(0',00)I(60,61) = 1(0',601)I(61,00) holds for some 6" # 6y,0;. Then a 2-stage proce-
dure similar to the one described in Section 2.7.1 that uses second stage total sample
size of log ag ' /1(6',600) will be optimal at the 3 values 6 = €', 6, and 6.

3. Sequential Changepoint Detection: Lorden’s Minimax Change
Detection Theory

In a variety of practical applications, the observed process abruptly changes statis-
tical properties at an unknown point in time. Examples include but are not limited
to aerospace navigation and flight systems integrity monitoring, cyber-security, iden-
tification of terrorist activity, industrial monitoring, air pollution monitoring, radar,
sonar, and electrooptics surveillance systems. As a result, it has been of interest to
many practitioners for some time. In classical quickest changepoint detection, one’s
aim is to detect changes in the distribution as quickly as possible, minimizing the
expected delay to detection assuming the change is in effect.

More specifically, the changepoint problem posits that one obtains a series of ob-
servations X7, Xo, ... such that, for some value v, v € Z, = {0,1,2,... } (the change-
point), Xi, Xo,..., X, have one distribution and X, 11, X,42,... have another dis-
tribution. The changepoint v is unknown, and the sequence {X,},>1 is being moni-
tored for detecting a change. A sequential detection procedure is a stopping time T'
with respect to the Xs, so that after observing X7, Xo,..., X7 it is declared that a
change is in effect. That is, T" is an integer-valued random variable, such that the event
{T = n} belongs to the sigma-algebra %, = o(X1,...,X,,) generated by observations
Xq,..., X,

Historically, the subject of changepoint detection first began to emerge in the 1920—
1930s motivated by quality control considerations. Shewhart’s charts were popular
in the past Shewhart (1931). Optimal and nearly optimal sequential detection proce-
dures were developed much later in the 1950s-1970s, after the emergence of Sequential
Analysis Wald (1947). The ideas set in motion by Shewhart and Wald have formed a
platform for vast research on sequential changepoint detection.

The desire to detect the change quickly causes one to be trigger-happy, which, on one
hand, leads to an unacceptably high level of false alarm rate — terminating the process
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prematurely before a real change has occurred. On the other hand, attempting to avoid
false alarms too strenuously causes a long delay between the true change point and the
time it is detected. Thus, the essence of the problem is to attain a tradeoff between two
contradicting performance measures — the loss associated with the delay in detecting a
true change and that associated with raising a false alarm. A good sequential detection
procedure is expected to minimize the average loss associated with the detection delay,
subject to a constraint on the loss associated with false alarms, or vice versa.

Let p,(X"™) = p(X1,...,X,|v) denote the joint probability density of the sample
X" = (Xy,...,X,) when the changepoint v is fixed (0 < v < 00) and peo(X™) the
joint density when v = oo, i.e., when there is never a change. Let P,,P,, and E,, E
denote the corresponding probability measures and expectations. Assume that the
observations {X,, }»>1 are independent and such that X, ..., X, are each distributed
according to a common (pre-change) density fo(x), while X, 11, X, 42,... each follows
a common (post-change) density fi(x). In this i.i.d. case, the model can be written as

py(Xn) — {thl fO(Xt) X H?:l/—f—l fl(X) for ’Il’L (64)

Poo(X™) = [T7; fo(Xy) for

Note that we assume that X, is the last pre-change observation, which is different
from many publications (including Lorden’s) where it is assumed that X, is the first
post-change observation. The diagram below illustrates this case

X17' o 7XV7 XV+17XV+27 Tt

iid., fo iid., fi

Denote by Heoo : ¥ = oo the hypothesis that the change never occurs and by H, the
hypothesis that the change occurs at time 0 < v < co. Define the likelihood ratio and
the corresponding log-likelihood ratio for the ¢-th observation X;

- hi(Xy) Xy,
ol AL t=1,2,...

We now introduce the CUMULATIVE SUM (CUSUM) detection procedure, which
was first proposed by Page (1954). The changepoint detection problem can be con-
sidered as a problem of testing two hypotheses: H, that the change occurs at a fixed
point 0 < v < oo against the alternative H : ¥ = oo that the change never occurs.
The likelihood ratio between these hypotheses is A} = [[;_, 41 LRy for v <'m and 1
for v > n. Since the hypothesis H, is composite, we may apply the GLR approach
maximizing the likelihood ratio A} over v to obtain the GLR statistic

L Rt Zt = 10g

n
Vi, = 1512218( H LRy, n>1.
t=v+1

It is easy to verify that the logarithmic version of this statistic

n
W, =logV, = rlrllg(})c Z Zy (65)
t=v+1
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obeys the recursion
Wo=W,1+2Z)", n>1, Wy=0. (66)

This statistic is called the CUSUM statistic. Page’s CUSUM procedure is the first
time n > 1 such that the CUSUM statistic W,, exceeds a positive threshold a:

T, =inf{n >1:W, > a}. (67)

Page (1954) suggested measuring the risk due to a false alarm by the mean time
to false alarm E[T] and the risk associated with a true change detection by the
mean time to detection Eq[T] when the change occurs at the very beginning. He called
these performance characteristics the Average Run Length (ARL). Page also ana-
lyzed the CUSUM procedure defined by (65)—(67) using these operating characteris-
tics. While the false alarm rate is reasonable to measure by the ARL to false alarm
ARLFA(T') = E[T], the risk due to a true change detection is reasonable to measure
by the conditional expected delay to detection E,[T —v|T > v] for any possible change
point v € Z; but not necessarily by the ARL to detection Ey[T]. Ideally, a good de-
tection procedure has to guarantee small values of the expected detection delay for all
change points v € Z; when ARLFA(T) is set at a certain level. However, if the false
alarm risk is measured in terms of the ARL to false alarm, i.e., it is required that
ARLFA(T') > ~ for some y > 1, then a procedure that minimizes the conditional ex-
pected delay to detection E, [T"— v|T > v| uniformly over all v does not exist. For this
reason, we have to resort to different optimality criteria, e.g., Bayesian and minimax
criteria.

The minimax approach posits that the changepoint is an unknown not necessarily
random number. Even if it is random its distribution is unknown.

Lorden (1971) was the first who addressed the minimax change detection problem
and developed the first minimax theory. He proposed to measure the false alarm risk
by the ARL to false alarm ARLFA(T) = E [T}, i.e., to consider the class of change
detection procedures

C(y) = {T: ARLFA(T) > 7}, 7> 1

and the risk associated with detection delay by the worst-case expected detection delay

ESEDD(T) = sup {ess supE,[(T —v)T|Xq,. .. ,Xl,]}. (68)

o<r<oo

In other words, the conditional expected detection delay is maximized over all possible
trajectories of observations (Xi,...,X,) up to the changepoint and then over the
changepoint v.

Lorden’s minimax criterion is

infsupesssupE, [T —v | T > v,.#,] subject to ARLFA(T) > ~,

T v20 w
i.e., Lorden’s minimax optimization problem seeks to

Find T,pt € C(7) such that ESEDD(Topt) = Ti%%‘ : ESEDD(T) for every v > 1. (69)
eCly
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Lorden (1971) showed that Page’s CUSUM procedure is first-order asymptotically
minimax as v — co. This result was the first optimality result in the minimax change
detection problem. Due to the importance of this result as well as the popularity of
Lorden’s minimax criterion not only among statisticians but also among a variety of
practitioners, we now present more details.

To establish the asymptotic optimality of Page’s CUSUM procedure, Lorden uses
an interesting trick that allows one to use one-sided hypothesis tests for evaluation of
a set of change detection procedures, including Page’s. Let 7 = 7(«) be a stopping
time with respect to X, X, ... such that

Poo(T < 0) < a (70)

where a € (0,1). For £k =0,1,2,... define the stopping time 73 obtained by applying
7 to the sequence X1, Xgto,... and let 7% = ming>o(7 + k).

The following theorem (see Theorem 2 in Lorden (1971)) allows us to construct
nearly optimal change detection procedures and to prove near optimality of the
CUSUM procedure. Recall that P, corresponds to the distribution with density fo(z)
and Pg corresponds to the distribution with density f;(z).

Theorem 7. The random variable T* is a stopping time with respect to X1, Xo, ...

and if condition (70) is satisfied, then the following two inequalities hold:

Ex[m"] 2 1/ (71)
and

Eo[7*] < Eo[7]. (72)

The cumulative LLR for the sample (Xji1,...,X,) is Ab =30 | Z;. Let 7(«)
denote the stopping time of the one-sided SPRT for testing fy versus f; with threshold
|log vl

() =inf{n>1: A0 > |logal} .

Then Py (7(a) < 00) < @, so condition (70) holds. If the Kullback-Leibler information
number I = Ey[Z;] is positive and finite, then it is well-known that

_ [logal

Eglr(a)] = 5

(1+0(1)) asa—0.

Next, note that the CUSUM statistic defined in (65) is the maximum of A\¥ over
k > 0, so the stopping time of the CUSUM procedure (66) can obviously be written
as T, = ming>o{7x(a) + k} = 7* for a = a, = |log o], where

k() :inf{n> L:Nf,, > lloga\}.

It follows from Theorem 7 that if we set v = v71, then Ex[Ty,] = 7, so T, € C(v),
and

log ~y
I

ESEDD(T, ) = Eo[T,, ] = (I+0(1)) as~y — oo.
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To complete the proof of the first-order asymptotic optimality of the CUSUM pro-
cedure with threshold a = a, = log~ it suffices to establish that this is the best one
can do, i.e., to prove the asymptotic lower bound

1
inf ESEDD(T) > —27
TeC(y) I

(I+0(1)) as~y — oo, (73)

which also yields

: log v
f ESEDD(T) ~ ~ ESEDD(T, — 0.
st (T) ~ = (Ta,) asvy— o0

In Theorem 3 Lorden (1971) proved this fact using a quite sophisticated argument.
Note, however, that Lai (1998) established the lower bound (73) in a general non-i.i.d.
case assuming that n='\Y L, converges as n — oo to a positive and finite number 1
under a certain additional condition. In the i.i.d. case, by the SLLN n_l)\l‘j_m converges
to the Kullback—Leibler information number I almost surely under P,, which implies
that as M — oo for all e > 0

1 1
SUPPV{_ max )\Z+n>(1+5)1}zpo{— max Ag>(1+5)1}_>0' (74)

V>0 M o<n<M 0<n<M

Using (74), the lower bound (73) can be obtained from Theorem 1 in Lai (1998) as a
particular case.

To handle a composite parametric post-change hypothesis, which is typically the
case in applications, let fy(z) be the post-change density, § € ©. Write Z,(0) =
log[fo(Xn)/ fo(Xy)]. Then inequality (72) in Theorem 7 holds for expectation Egy[7*].
Also, if we assume that the Kullback-Leibler information number I(0) = Ey[Z;(0)] is
positive and finite, then asymptotic lower bound (73) holds with I(0), i.e.,

1
inf ESEDDy(T) > %(1 +o(1)) asy — oo, (75)

TeC(y) (0)

where ESEDDy(T') = supgg, <o esssup E, o[(T — v)7|.%,] and E, ¢ is the expectation
under probability measure P,y when the change occurs at v with the post-change
density fy.

Lorden (1971) addressed the composite hypothesis for the exponential family (37)

with fo = fgzo, i.e.,

fG(Xn)

=exp{0X,—00)}, 00, n=12...
fo(Xn) t ©))

where b(f) is a convex and infinitely differentiable function on the natural parameter
space ©, b(0) = 0. Let © = © — 0.

In order to find asymptotically optimal procedures by applying Theorem 7 along
with inequality (75) we need to determine stopping times, 7(y) € C(v), such that

Po(t(y) <o0) < 1/y fory >0 (76)
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and

Eo[r(7)] = —==(1 4 o0(1)) as~y — oo for all 6 € O, (77)

where I(6) = 6b(6) — b(6).
The LLR for the sample (Xji1,...,X,) is

Il

t=k+1

M (9) =:log = 0Sk — (n — k)b(9),

Jo(Xt)
fo(Xt)

where Sﬁ = Xgi1+ -+ + X,. Define the GLR one-sided test

7(h) = inf {n >1: sup [0S, —nb(0)] > h(’y)} ,
62104

where 6; may be either a fixed value if the alternative hypothesis is 6 < —61 or 6 > 6,
or 01(y) = 0 as v — oo if the hypothesis is § # 0. Lorden shows that

h(7) ]
min(I(6y),I(—61) ]’

Po(r(h) < o0) < exp {—h()} [1 n (78)

so h(y) can be selected so that h(y) ~ logvy as v — oco. Hence, (76) and (77) hold.
Applying 7(h) to Xp41, Xgt2,... we obtain the stopping time 7(h), so that 7*(h) =
ming>o(7, + k) is the stopping time of the GLR CUSUM procedure,

7*(h) = inf {n >1: max sup [0S — (n—v)b(0)] > h(w)} .

orsn 010, |

Thus, the GLR CUSUM procedure is asymptotically first-order minimax.
The inequality (78) is usually overly pessimistic. A much better result gives the
approximation

Po((h) < o0) = v/h(y) exp{—h(7)} C,

which follows from (56). However, the latter one does not guarantee the inequality
Po(7(h) < o0) < 71, and therefore, the inequality Eoo[7*(h)] = 7.
We conclude with some remarks on later, related developments.

REMARKS

1. 15 years later Moustakides (1986) improved Lorden’s asymptotic theory by prov-
ing, using optimal stopping theory, that for any ARL to false alarm v > 1 the CUSUM
procedure is strictly optimal if threshold a = a(7) is selected so that ARLFA(T,) = 7.

2. Shiryaev (1996) showed that the CUSUM procedure is strictly optimal in the
continuous-time case for detecting the change in the mean of the Wiener process for
Lorden’s minimax criterion.

3. Pollak (1985) introduced a different minimax criterion of minimizing the supre-
mum expected detection delay sup,oE[T" — v|T" > v] and a modification of the
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conventional Shiryaev—Roberts (SR) procedure (the SRP procedure) that starts
from the random point distributed with the quasi-stationary distribution of the SR
statistic and proved that it is third-order asymptotically minimax minimizing the
sup, > E[T — v|T' > v] to within o(1) as v — oo in class C(y).

4. Tartakovsky, Pollak, and Polunchenko (2012) proved that the specially designed
SR-r procedure that starts from a fixed point r = r(v) is third-order asymptotically
optimal with respect to Pollak’s measure sup,~qE[T" — v|T > v] in the class C(7) as
vy — 0.

5. Polunchenko and Tartakovsky (2010) proved that the specially designed SR-r
procedure that starts from a fixed point r = r(y) is strictly optimal with respect to
Pollak’s measure sup,~q E[T' — v|T" > v)] in the class C(v) for a particular model.

6. Pollak and Tartakovsky (2009) proved strict optimality of the repeated SR pro-
cedure that starts from zero in the problem of detecting distant changes.

7. Moustakides, Polunchenko, and Tartakovsky (2009) performed a detailed compar-
ison of CUSUM and SR procedures which shows that the CUSUM is better in terms of
the conditional expected detection delay E [T — v| | T > v] for relatively small values
of the change point v but less effective than the SR procedure for relatively large v.

8. Lorden and Pollak (2005, 2008) proposed adaptive SR and CUSUM procedures
that exploit one-step delayed estimators of unknown parameters € (an estimate én_l is
used after observing the sample of size n) as in the Robbins—Siegmund one-sided adap-
tive SPRT (see Robbins and Siegmund (1972, 1974)) and compared their performance
with that of the mixture-based SR procedure.

4. Consulting, Hollywood, and Major League Baseball

With his creativity and generosity of ideas, it is not surprising that Lorden was in
demand as an academic collaborator and consultant, and much of his early work on
changepoint detection arose from collaborations with researchers at the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory (JPL) in Pasadena, California, which is managed for NASA by Lorden’s
home institution of Caltech.

But Lorden was also an uncommonly effective, engaging, and entertaining com-
municator and this caused many outside academics to seek him out as a consultant
too. Lorden would routinely be interviewed by reporters and appear on the evening
news, explaining things like the odds of winning the latest lottery jackpot. Lorden also
“moonlighted” as an expert witness in court cases involving statistics and mathemat-
ics.

Eventually Hollywood came calling, and in 2005 Lorden was asked to be the math
consultant for a (then) new CBS television show called NUMBS3RS. In a bit of art
imitating life, the show was about a Caltech professor who used math to help the FBI
solve crimes, and Lorden worked with the show’s writers to accurately incorporate
mathematical topics into the storylines. An aspect of the relationship that Lorden
particulalry relished, that he related to us, was that the show’s creators initially con-
sidered setting the show at MIT (Caltech’s rival), but decided to change the venue
after learning more about Caltech and Lorden. The show would go on to be a hit,
running for 118 episodes over 6 seasons. If a viewer of the show knew something of
Lorden’s work they could see some of his favorite topics (and many topics in this survey
article) woven into the episodes’ plot lines including changepoint detection, hypothesis
testing, Bayesian methods, gambling math, cryptography, and sports statistics among
others. With Keith Devlin, Lorden wrote a popular general audience book (Devlin and
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Lorden 2007) on the mathematical topics appearing in the show. For example, Devlin
and Lorden (2007, Chapter 4) explain the basic concept of changepoint detection:

“the determination that a definite change has occurred, as opposed to normal fluctua-
tions,”

and goes on to discuss the importance of this method for quick response to potential
bioterrorist attacks and for designing efficient algorithms to pinpoint various kinds of
criminal activity, such as to detect an increase in rates of crimes in certain geographical
areas and to track changes in financial transactions that could be associated with
criminal activity.

Another high-profile consulting project came in 2018 when Lorden, Bartroff, and
others were chosen by the Commissioner of Major League Baseball (MLB) to be
statisticians on a committee with physicists, engineers, and baseball experts study-
ing MLB’s then-recent surge in home runs. The committee studied vast amounts of
Statcast game data, as well as laboratory tests on the properties of the baseball that
can affect home run production, including Lorden traveling to Costa Rica to inspect
baseball manufacturer Rawlings’ production plant there. The committee made recom-
mendations (Nathan et al. 2018) to MLB and Rawlings for future monitoring, testing,
and storage of baseballs.
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