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HOW TO SAMPLE AND WHEN TO STOP SAMPLING: THE
GENERALIZED WALD PROBLEM AND MINIMAX POLICIES

KARUN ADUSUMILLI'

ABSTRACT. The aim of this paper is to develop techniques for incorporating the cost
of information into experimental design. Specifically, we study sequential experiments
where sampling is costly and a decision-maker aims to determine the best treatment
for full scale implementation by (1) adaptively allocating units to two possible treat-
ments, and (2) stopping the experiment when the expected welfare (inclusive of sam-
pling costs) from implementing the chosen treatment is maximized. Working under the
diffusion limit, we describe the optimal policies under the minimax regret criterion. Un-
der small cost asymptotics, the same policies are also optimal under parametric and
non-parametric distributions of outcomes. The minimax optimal sampling rule is just
the Neyman allocation; it is independent of sampling costs and does not adapt to previ-
ous outcomes. The decision-maker stops sampling when the average difference between
the treatment outcomes, multiplied by the number of observations collected until that
point, exceeds a specific threshold. The results derived here also apply to best arm

identification with two arms.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Acquiring information is expensive. Experimenters need to carefully choose how many
units of each treatment to sample and when to stop sampling. This paper seeks to develop
techniques for incorporating the cost of information into experimental design. Specifically,
we focus our analysis of costly experimentation within the context of comparative trials
where the aim is to determine the best of two treatments.

In the computer science literature, such experiments are referred to as A/B tests.
Technology companies like Amazon, Google and Microsoft routinely run hundreds of
A /B tests a week to evaluate product changes, such as a tweak to a website layout or an
update to a search algorithm. However, experimentation is expensive, especially if the
changes being tested are very small and require evaluation on large amounts of data; e.g.,
Deng et al. (2013) state that even hundreds millions of users were considered insufficient
at Google to detect the treatment effects they were interested in. Clinical or randomized
trials are another example of A/B tests. Even here, reducing experimentation costs is
a key goal. For instance, this has been a major objective for the FDA since 2004 when
it introduced the ‘Critical Path Initiative’ for streamlining drug development; this in
turn led the FDA to promote sequential designs in clinical trials (see, e.g., US Food and
Drug Admin., 2018, for the current guidance, which was influenced by the need to reduce
experimentation costs). For this reason, many of the recent clinical trials, such as the
ones used to test the effectiveness of Covid vaccines (e.g., Zaks, 2020), now use multi-
stage designs where the experiment can be terminated early if a particularly positive or
negative effect is seen in early stages.

In practice, the cost of experimentation directly or indirectly enters the researchers’
experimental design when they choose an implicit or explicit stopping time (note that we
use stopping time interchangeably with the number of observations in the experiment).
For instance, in testing the efficacy of vaccines, experimenters stop after a pre-determined
number of infections. In other cases, a power analysis may be used to determine sample
size before the start of the experiment. But if the aim is to maximize welfare (or profits),
neither of these procedures is optimal.'

In this paper, we develop optimal experimentation designs that maximize social welfare
(or profits) while also taking into account the cost of information. In particular, we study
optimal sampling and stopping rules in sequential experiments where sampling is costly

1See, e.g., Manski and Tetenov (2016) for a critique on the common use of power analysis for determining
the sample size in randomized control trials.



and the decision maker (DM) aims to determine the best of two treatments by: (1)
adaptively allocating units to one of these treatments, and (2) stopping the experiment
when the expected welfare, inclusive of sampling costs, is maximized. We term this
the generalized Wald problem, and use minimax regret (Manski, 2021), a natural choice
criterion under ambiguity aversion, to determine the optimal decision rule.?

We first derive the optimal decision rule in continuous time, under the diffusion regime
(Wager and Xu, 2021; Fan and Glynn, 2021). Then, we show that analogues of this
decision rule are also asymptotically optimal under parametric and non-parametric dis-
tributions of outcomes. The asymptotics, which appear to be novel, involve taking the
marginal cost of experimentation to 0 at a specific rate. Section 4 delves into the rationale
behind these ‘small cost asymptotics’, and argues that they are practically quite relevant.
It is important to clarify here that ‘small costs’ need not literally imply the monetary
costs of experimentation are close to 0. Rather, it denotes that these costs are small
compared to the benefit of choosing the best treatment for full-scale implementation.

The optimal decision rule has a number of interesting, and perhaps, surprising prop-
erties. First, the optimal sampling rule is history independent and also independent of
sampling costs. In fact, it is just the Neyman allocation, which is well known in the
RCT literature as the (fixed) sampling strategy that minimizes estimation variance; our
results state that one cannot better this even when allowing for adaptive strategies. Sec-
ond, it is optimal to stop when the difference in average outcomes between the treatments,
multiplied by the number of observations collected up to that point, exceeds a specific
threshold. The threshold depends on sampling costs and the standard deviation of the
treatment outcomes. Finally, at the conclusion of the experiment, the DM chooses the
treatment with the highest average outcomes. The decision rule therefore has a simple
form that makes it attractive for applications.

Our results also apply to the best arm identification problem with two arms.®> Best arm
identification shares the same aim of determining the best treatment but the number of
observations is now exogenously specified, even as the sampling strategy is allowed to be
adaptive. Despite this difference, we find Neyman allocation to be the minimax-regret
optimal sampling rule in this context as well. However, by not not stopping adaptively,

we lose on experimentation costs. Compared to best arm identification, we show that the

ZWe do not consider the minimax risk criterion as it leads to a trivial decision: the DM should never
experiment and always apply the status quo treatment.

3The results for best arm identification were previously circulated in an unpublished note by the author,
accessible from ArXiV at https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05527. The current paper subsumes these results.
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use of an optimal stopping time allows us to attain the same regret, exclusive of sampling
costs, with 40% fewer observations on average (under the least favorable prior); this is
independent of model parameters such as sampling costs and outcome variances.

For the most part, this paper focuses on constant sampling costs (i.e., constant per
observation). This has been a standard assumption since the classic work of Wald (1947),
see also Arrow et al. (1949) and Fudenberg et al. (2018), among others. In fact, many
online marketplaces for running experiments, e.g., Amazon Mechanical Turk, charge a
fixed cost per query/observation. Note also that the costs may be indirect: for online
platforms like Google or Microsoft that routinely run thousands of A /B tests, these could
correspond to how much experimentation hurts user experience. Still, one may wonder
whether and how our results change under other cost functions and modeling choices,
e.g., when data is collected in batches, or, when we measure regret in terms of nonlinear
or quantile welfare. We asses this in Section 6. Almost all our results still go through
under these variations. We also identify a broader class of cost functions, nesting the

constant case, in which the form of the optimal decision stays the same.

1.1. Related literature. The question of when to stop sampling has a rich history in
economics and statistics. It was first studied by Wald (1947) and Arrow et al. (1949) with
the goal being hypothesis testing, specifically, optimizing the trade-off between type I and
type II errors, instead of welfare maximization. Still, one can place these results into the
present framework by imagining that the distributions of outcomes under both treatments
are known, but it is unknown which distribution corresponds to which treatment. This
paper generalizes these results by allowing the distributions to be unknown. For this
reason, we term the question studied here the generalized Wald problem.

Chernoff (1959) studied the sequential hypothesis testing problem under multiple hy-
potheses, using large deviation methods. The asymptotics there involve taking the sam-
pling costs to 0, even as there is a fixed reward gap between the treatments. More
recently, the stopping rules of Chernoff (1959) were incorporated into the 0-PAC (Prob-
ably Approximately Correct) algorithms devised by Garivier and Kaufmann (2016) and
Qin et al. (2017) for best arm identification with a fixed confidence. The aim in these
studies is to minimize the amount of time needed to attain a pre-specified probability,
1 — 9, of selecting the optimal arm. However, these algorithms do not directly minimize

a welfare criterion, and the constraint of pre-specifying a § could be misplaced, if, e.g.,



there is very little difference between the first and second best treatments. In fact, un-
der the least favorable prior, our minimax decision rule mis-identifies the best treatment
about 23% of the time. Qin and Russo (2022) study the costly sampling problem under
fixed reward gap asymptotics using large deviation methods. The present paper differs in
using local asymptotics and in appealing to a minimax regret criterion. However, unlike
the papers cited above, we only study binary treatments.

A number of papers (Colton, 1963; Lai et al., 1980; Chernoff and Petkau, 1981) have
studied sequential trials in which there is a population of N units, and at each period, the
DM randomly selects two individuals from this population, and assigns them to the two
treatments. The DM is allowed to stop experimenting at any point and apply a single
treatment on the remainder of the population. The setup in these papers is intermediate
between our own and two-armed bandits: while the aim, as in here, is to minimize regret,
acquiring samples is not by itself expensive and the outcomes in the experimentation
phase matter for welfare. This literature also does not consider optimal sampling rules.

The paper is also closely related to the growing literature on information acquisition
and design, see, Hébert and Woodford (2017); Fudenberg et al. (2018); Morris and Strack
(2019); Liang et al. (2022), among others. Fudenberg et al. (2018) study the question
of optimal stopping when there are two treatments and the goal is to maximize Bayes
welfare (which is equivalent to minimizing Bayes regret) under normal priors and costly
sampling. While the sampling rule in Fudenberg et al. (2018) is exogenously specified,
Liang et al. (2022) study a more general version of this problem that allows for selecting
this. In fact, for constant sampling costs, the setup in Liang et al. (2022) is similar to ours
but the welfare criterion is different. The authors study a Bayesian version of the problem
with normal priors, with the resulting decision rules having very different qualitative and
quantitative properties from ours; see Section 3.2 for a detailed comparison. These dif-
ferences arise because the minimax regret criterion corresponds to a least favorable prior
with a specific two-point support. Thus, our results highlight the important role played
by the prior in determining even the qualitative properties of the optimal decisions. This
motivates the need for robust decision rules, and the minimax regret criterion provides
one way to obtain them.

Our results also speak to the literature on drift-diffusion models (DDMs), which are
widely used in neuroscience and psychology to study choice processes (Luce et al., 1986;

Ratcliff and McKoon, 2008; Fehr and Rangel, 2011). DDMs are based on the classic binary



state hypothesis testing problem of Wald (1947). Fudenberg et al. (2018) extend this
model to allow for continuous states, using Gaussian priors, and show that the resulting
optimal decision rules are very different, even qualitatively, from the predictions of DDM.
In this paper, we show that if the DM is ambiguity averse and uses the minimax regret
criterion, then the predictions of the DDM model are recovered even under continuous
states. In other words, decision making under ignorance brings us back to DDM.
Finally, the results in this paper are unique in regards to all the above strands of
literature in showing that any discrete time parametric and non-parametric version of the
problem can be reduced to the diffusion limit under small cost asymptotics. Diffusion
asymptotics were introduced by Wager and Xu (2021) and Fan and Glynn (2021) to
study the properties of Thompson sampling in bandit experiments. The techniques for
showing asymptotic equivalence to the limit experiment build on, and extend, previous
work on sequential experiments by Adusumilli (2021). Relative to that paper, the novelty
here is two-fold: first, we derive a sharp characterization of the minimax optimal decision
rule for the Wald problem. Second, we introduce ‘small cost asymptotics’ that may be
of independent interest in other, related problems where there is a ‘local-to-zero’ cost of

continuing an experiment.

2. SETUP UNDER INCREMENTAL LEARNING

Following Fudenberg et al. (2018) and Liang et al. (2022), we start by describing the
problem under a stylized setting where time is continuous and information arrives grad-
ually in the form of Gaussian increments. In statistics and econometrics, this framework
is also known as diffusion asymptotics (Adusumilli, 2021; Wager and Xu, 2021; Fan and
Glynn, 2021). The benefit of the continuous time analysis is that it enables us to provide
a sharp characterization of the minimax optimal decision rule; this is otherwise obscured
by the discrete nature of the observations in a standard analysis. Section 4 describes
how these asymptotics naturally arise under a limit of experiments perspective when we
employ n~ /2 scaling for the treatment effect.

The setup is as follows. There are two treatments 0, 1 corresponding to unknown mean
rewards p := (ju1, fto) and known variances o?,02. The aim of the decision maker (DM)
is to determine which treatment to implement on the population. To guide her choice,
the DM is allowed to conduct a sequential experiment, while paying a flow cost ¢ as
long as the experiment is in progress. At each moment in time, the DM chooses which

treatment to sample according to the sampling rule 7,(t) = 7(A = a|F;),a € {0,1},



which specifies the probability of selecting treatment a given some filtration F;. The DM
then observes signals, x1(t), zo(t) from each of the treatments, as well as the fraction of

times, ¢1(t), go(t) each treatment was sampled so far:

024(t) = pamalt)dt + Guy/ma()AW, (1), (2.1)

dq,(t) = 7, (t)dt. (2.2)

Here, W1 (t), Wy(t) are independent one-dimensional Weiner processes. The experiment
ends in accordance with an F;-adapted stopping time, 7. At the conclusion of the ex-
periment, the DM chooses an F, measurable implementation rule, § € {0, 1}, specifying
which treatment to implement on the population. The DM’s decision thus consists of the
triple d := (m, T, 9).

Denote s(t) = (x1(t), zo(t), q1(t), qo(t)) and take F; = o{s(u);u < t} to be the filtration
generated by the state variables s(-) until time ¢.* Let Eq,,[-] denote the expectation under
a decision rule d, given some value of . We evaluate decision rules under the minimax

regret criterion, where the maximum regret is defined as
Vinax(d) = max V' (d, ) , with
V(d, p) = Eaqj, [max{ps — po, 0} — (11 — p10)d + c7]. (2.3)

We refer to V(d, u) as the frequentist regret, i.e., the expected regret of d given pu.
Recall that regret is the difference in utilities, po + (11 — p0)d — 7, generated by the

oracle decision rule {7 = 0,0 = I{{1 > po}}, and a given decision rule d.

2.1. Best arm identification. The best arm identification problem is a special case
of the generalized Wald problem where the stopping time is fixed beforehand and set to
7 = 1 without loss of generality. This is equivalent to choosing the number of observations
before the start of the experiment; in fact, we show in Section 4 that a unit time interval
corresponds to n observations (the precise definition of n is also given there). Thus,
decisions now consist only of d = (m,0), but 7 is still allowed to be adaptive. If we
further restrict 7 to be fixed (i.e., non-adaptive), we get back back to the typical setting
of Randomized Control Trials (RCTs).

4As in Liang et al. (2022), we restrict attention to sampling rules 7, for which a weak solution to the
functional SDEs (2.1), (2.2) exists. This is true if either 7, : {s(2)},., — [0,1] is continuous, see
Karatzas and Shreve (2012, Section 5.4), or, if it is any deterministic function of ¢.



Despite these differences, we show in Section 3 that the minimax-regret optimal sam-
pling and implementation rules are the same in all cases; the optimal sampling rule is the
Neyman allocation 7} = 0,/(01 + 0p), while the optimal implementation rule is to choose
the treatment with the higher average outcomes. Somewhat surprisingly, then, there is
no difference in the optimal strategy between best arm identification and standard RCTs
(under minimax regret). The presence of 7, however, makes the generalized Wald prob-
lem fundamentally different from the other two. We provide a relative comparison of the

benefit of optimal stopping in Section 3.3.

2.2. Bayesian formulation. It is convenient to first describe minimal regret under a

Bayesian approach. Suppose the DM places a prior pg on p. Bayes regret,

Vid,po) = [V (d ) dpo(p)

provides one way to evaluate the decision rules d. In the next section, we characterize
minimax regret as Bayes regret under a least-favorable prior.

Let p(u|s) denote the posterior density of p given state s. By standard results in
stochastic filtering, (here, and in what follows, oc denotes equality up to a normalization

constant)

p(pls) oc p(sp) - po(pe)

o Py (z1101) * Pao (To1t0) - Po (1) Pao (-ta) = N (|gatta, 4ao?)

where N(-|u, 0?) is the normal density with mean p and variance ¢?, and the second
proportionality follows from the fact Wi(+), Wy(-) are independent Weiner processes.

Define V*(s; pp) as the minimal expected Bayes regret, given state s, i.e.,

V(55 p0) = inf By, [V (d, )],

where D is the set of all decision rules that satisfy the measurability conditions set out
previously. In principle, one could characterize V*(-;py) as a HJB Variational Inequal-
ity (HIB-VI; OQksendal, 2003, Chapter 10), compute it numerically and characterize the
optimal Bayes decision rules. However, this can be computationally expensive, and more-
over, does not provide a closed form characterization of the optimal decisions. Analytical

expressions can be obtained under two types of priors:



2.2.1. Gaussian priors. In this case, the posterior is also Gaussian and its mean and
variance can be computed analytically. Liang et al. (2022) derive the optimal decision

rule in this setting. See Section 3.2 for a comparison with our proposals.

2.2.2. Two-point priors. Two point priors are closely related to hypothesis testing and
the sequential likelihood ratio procedures of Wald (1947) and Arrow et al. (1949). More
importantly for us, the least favorable prior for minimax regret, described in the next
section, has a two point support.

Suppose the prior is supported on the two points (aq,b;), (ag,bo). Let 8 = 1 denote
the state when nature chooses (ay,b;), and 6 = 0 the state when nature chooses (ag, by).
Also let (2, P, F;) denote the relevant probability space given a (possibly) randomized
policy 7, where F; is the filtration defined previously. Set PP, P! to be the probability
measures PY(A) :=P,(A|6 = 0) and P}(A) :=P,(A]§ = 1) for any A € F;.

dp}
dP?

Clearly, the likelihood ratio process ¢"(t) = (F:) is a sufficient statistic for the
DM. An application of the Girsanov theorem, noting that Wi (-), Wy(+) are independent
of each other, gives (see also Shiryaev, 2007, Section 4.2.1)

(a1 — ao)

by —b

(af — ag)
203

(b — b5)

2
20}

Io(t) - a1 (t) - QO(t)- (24)

Let mg denote the prior probability that 6 = 1. Additionally, given a sampling rule 7, let
m™(t) = P(# = 1|F;) denote the belief process describing the posterior probability that
6 = 1. Following Shiryaev (2007, Section 4.2.1), m™(t) can be related to ¢™(t) as

moe” (1)
(1 — mo) + mogoﬂ(t) '

m”(t) =
The Bayes optimal implementation rule at the end of the experiment is

00T =1{aym™ (1) + ag(1 —m™ (7)) > bym™ (1) + bo(1 — m™ (7))}

(bo — ao)(1 — mo)} _

(al - 51)m0

=1 {ln ©" (1) > In (2.5)

The super-script on § highlights that the above implementation rule is conditional on a
given choice of (m,7). Relatedly, the Bayes regret at the end of the experiment (from

employing the optimal implementation rule) is

@ (1) := min {(a; — by)m™ (1), (bp — ao)(1 —m™(7))}. (2.6)

9



Hence, for a given sampling rule 7, the Bayes optimal stopping time 77, can be obtained

as the solution to the optimal stopping problem
" = 711617f_E7r (@™ (1) + c7], (2.7)

where 7T is the set of all F; measurable stopping times, and E,[-] denotes the expectation

under the sampling rule 7.

3. MINIMAX REGRET AND OPTIMAL DECISION RULES

Following Wald (1945), we characterize minimax regret as the value of a zero-sum
game played between nature and the DM. Nature’s action consists of choosing a prior,
po € P, over p, while the DM chooses the decision rule d. The minimax regret can then

be written as

inf Vi,ax(d) = inf sup V(d, po). (3.1)

deD de€D poep

The equilibrium action of nature is termed the least-favorable prior, and that of the DM,

the minimax decision rule.

The following is the main result of this section: Denote § =~ 0.536357, A} ~ 2.19613,
C 1/3 * * * *
ni=(52-)"", 7 = /nand A* = nA;,

Theorem 1. The zero-sum two player game (3.1) has a Nash equilibrium with a unique

minimazx-regret value. The minimaz-regret optimal decision rule is d* = (7*,7%,§%),

> 7*} ,
z1(T*) _ wo(T*)

and 6* =1 {T -2 0}. Furthermore, the least favorable prior is a symmetric

two-point distribution supported on (1A )2, —oqA*[2), (—o1A* /2, 00A*/2).

where wt = o,/(01 + 0¢) for a € {0,1},

7% = inf {t : ‘xl(t) — Zo(t)

01 (o)

Theorem 1 makes no claim as to the uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium.® Even if mul-
tiple equilibria were to exist, however, the value of the game V* = infep sup,, cp V' (d, po)
would be unique, and d* would still be minimax-regret optimal.

The optimal strategies under best-arm identification can be derived in the same manner
as Theorem 1, but the proof is simpler as it does not involve a stopping rule. Let ®(-)

denote the CDF of the standard normal distribution.

®In fact, this would depend on the topology defined over D and P.

10



Corollary 1. The minimaz-regret optimal decision rule for best-arm identification is

diy ;= (7*,0%), where 7, 6* are defined in Theorem 1. The corresponding least-favorable

prior is a symmetric two-point distribution supported on (01A5/2, —0oA%/2), (—01A%)2, 00 AL/2),
where A} := 2 arg max; 6O(—0).

3.1. Proof sketch of Theorem 1. We start by describing the best responses of the DM
and nature to specific classes of actions on their opponents’ part. For the actions of nature,
we consider the set of ‘indifference priors” indexed by A € R. These are two-point priors,
pa, supported on (01A/2, —09A/2), (—01A/2,00A/2) with a prior probability of 0.5 at
each support point. For the DM, we consider decision rules of the form d7 = (1%, 7,0%),
where

T (t) i) (t)

01 0o

T ::inf{t: 27}; v € (0, 00).

The DM’s response to pa. The term ‘indifference priors’ indicates that these priors
make the DM indifferent between any sampling rule 7. The argument is as follows:
let & = 1 denote the state when p = (01A/2,—00A/2) and 6 = 0 the state when
p=(—01A/2,00A/2). Then, (2.4) implies

I () = A {xl(t) _ wol®) } . (3.2)

Suppose § = 1. By (2.1), (2.2)

01 00

_ gdt +/AdWi(t) — /medWo(t)
_ gdt + AW (1), (3.3)

where W (t) := \/mdW;(t) — /modWy(t) is a one dimensional Weiner process, being a
linear combination of two independent Weiner processes with m; + 7y = 1. Plugging the
above into (3.2) gives e )
dlnp™(t) = 7dt + AdW ().

In a similar manner, we can show under § = 0 that dln¢™(t) = —%dt + AdW (t). In
either case, the choice of m does not affect the evolution of the likelihood-ratio process
©™(t), and consequently, has no bearing on the evolution of the beliefs m™(¢).

As the likelihood-ratio and belief processes, ¢™(t),m"(t) are independent of 7, the
Bayes optimal stopping time in (2.7) is also independent of 7 for indifference priors

(standard results in optimal stopping, see e.g., @ksendal, 2003, Chapter 10, imply that

the optimal stopping time in (2.7) is a function only of m™(¢) which is now independent of

11



7). In fact, it has the same form as the optimal stopping time in the Bayesian hypothesis
testing problem of Arrow et al. (1949), analyzed in continuous time by Shiryaev (2007,
Section 4.2.1) and Morris and Strack (2019). An adaptation of their results (see, Lemma

1 in Appendix A) shows that the Bayes optimal stopping time corresponding to pa is

o) xo(t)‘ . ’Y(A)}’ (3.4)

01 0o

Ty(a) = inf {t :

where (A) is defined in Lemma 1. By (2.5) and (3.2), the corresponding Bayes optimal

5*:]1{9”1“)—“@ zo},

01 0o

implementation rule is

and is independent of A. Hence, the decision rule (7%, 7,(a),0*) is a best response of the

DM to nature’s choice of pa.

Nature’s response to 7,. Next, consider nature’s response to the DM choosing JV. Lemma
2 in Appendix A shows that the frequentist regret V' (dw, u), given some p = (p1, o),
depends only on |1 — pa|. So, V' (civ, u) is maximized at |py — p2| = (01 + 09)A(7)/2,
where A(7) is some function of 4. The best response of nature to czV is then to pick any
prior that is supported on {p : |1 — po] = (01 + 00)A(7y)/2}. Therefore, the two-point

prior pa(y) is a best response to JV.

Nash equilibrium. Based on the above observations, we can obtain the Nash equilibrium

by solving for the equilibrium values of v, A. This is done in Lemma 3 in Appendix A.
3.2. Discussion.

3.2.1. Sampling rule. Perhaps the most striking aspect of the sampling rule is that it is
just the Neyman allocation. It is not adaptive, and is also independent of sampling costs.
In fact, Corollary 1 shows that the sampling and implementation rules are exactly the
same as in the best arm identification problem.

The Neyman allocation is also well known as the sampling rule that minimizes the
variance for the estimation of treatment effects p; — po. Armstrong (2022) shows that
for optimal estimation of p; — pp, the Neyman allocation cannot be bettered even if we
allow the sampling strategy to be adaptive. However, the result of Armstrong (2022) does
not apply to best-arm identification. Here we show that Neyman allocation does retain
its optimality even in this instance. As a practical matter then, practitioners should
continue employing the same randomization designs as those employed for standard (i.e.,

non-sequential) experiments.

12



By way of comparison, the optimal assignment rule under normal priors is also non-

stochastic, but varies deterministically with time (Liang et al., 2022).

3.2.2. Stopping time. The stopping time is adaptive, but it is stationary and has a simple

form: Define
z1(t)  wo(t) _ pa — o
01 (o) o1+ 0g

p(t) == t+W(t), (3.5)

where W (-) is standard one-dimensional Brownian motion. Our decision rule states that
the DM should end the experiment when p(t) exceeds (24£22)!/3y5. The threshold is
decreasing in ¢ and increasing in oy + 0. Let Z,(t) := 2,4(t)/q.(t) denote the sample
average of outcomes from treatment a at time ¢. Since q,(t) = o,t/(01 + 0¢) under 7*,
we can rewrite the optimal stopping rule as 7% = inf {¢ : ¢ |Z1(t) — Zo(t)| > (01 + 00)7*};
note that time, ¢, is a measure of the number of observations collected so far. From the
form of p(-) and 7%, we can also infer that earlier stopping is indicative of larger reward
gaps 1 — jo, with the average length of the experiment being longest when p; — o = 0.

The stationarity of 7* is in sharp contrast to the properties of the optimal stopping
time under Bayes regret with normal priors. There, the optimal stopping time is time
dependent (Fudenberg et al., 2018; Liang et al., 2022). The following intuition, adapted
from Fudenberg et al. (2018), helps understand the difference: Suppose that p(t) ~ 0 for
some large t. Under a normal prior, this is likely because p; — g is close to 0, in which case
there is no significant difference between the treatments and the DM should terminate
the experiment straightaway. On the other hand, the least favorable prior under minimax
regret has a two point support, and under this prior, p(t) ~ 0 would be interpreted as
noise, so the DM should proceed henceforth as if starting the experiment from scratch.
Thus, the qualitative properties of the stopping time are very different depending on the
prior. The above intuition also suggests that the relation between p; — o and stopping
times is more complicated under normal priors, and not monotone as is the case under
minimax regret.

The stopping time, 7*, induces a specific probability of mis-identification of the optimal

treatment under the least favorable prior. By Lemmas 2 and 3, this probability is

o* ‘ - ¢ _ ~0.235. (3.6)

= gA*’Y* — e_A*.y* €A375 _ G_AS’YO

Interestingly, o is independent of the model parameters ¢, oy, 09. This is because the

least favorable prior adjusts the reward gap in response to these quantities.
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Another remarkable property, following from Fudenberg et al. (2018, Theorem 1), is
that the probability of mis-identification is independent of the stopping time for any given
value of p, ie., P(6 = 1|7, u = b) = P(0 = 1| = b). This is again different from the
setting with normal priors, where earlier stopping is indicative of higher probability of

selecting the best treatment.

3.3. Benefit of adaptive experimentation. In best arm identification and standard
RCTs, the number of units of experimentation is specified beforehand. As we have seen
previously, the Neyman allocation is minimax optimal under both adaptive and non-
adaptive experiments. The benefit of the decision rule, d*, however, is that it enables one
to stop the experiment early, thus saving on experimental costs. To quantify this benefit,
fix some values of 01,09, ¢, and suppose that nature chooses the least favorable prior,
pas, for the generalized Wald problem. Note that pa- is in general different from the
least favorable prior for the best arm identification problem. However, the two coincide

13 - _
if the parameter values are such that n := ( 2e ) o ALJAS = 0.484, where Aj, A

o1too

are universal constants defined in the contexts of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.
Let
R i= [ B masc{pn — o, 0} = (1 — p0)8] dpa-
denote the Bayes regret, under pa-, of the minimax decision rule d* net of sampling
costs. In fact, by symmetry, the above is also the frequentist regret of d* under both
the support points of pa«. Now, let T+ denote the duration of time required in a non-
adaptive experiment to achieve the same Bayes regret R* (also under the least-favorable

prior and net of sampling costs). Then, making use of some results from Shiryaev (2007,

Section 4.2.5), we show in Appendix B.1 that

E[* 1 - 2a* 1 - o
] _ 2 m—2 ~06. (3.7)
To 2@ (1—a)) o

In other words, the use of an adaptive stopping time enables us to attain the same regret
with 40% fewer observations on average. Interestingly, the above result is independent of
01,00, ¢, though the values of E[7*] and Tk« do depend on these quantities (it is only the
ratio that is constant). Admittedly, (3.7) does not quantify the welfare gain from using an
adaptive experiment - this will depend on the sampling costs - but it is nevertheless useful

as an informal measure of how much the amount of experimentation can be reduced.
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4. PARAMETRIC REGIMES AND SMALL COST ASYMPTOTICS

We now turn to the analysis of parametric models in discrete time. As before, the
DM is tasked with selecting a treatment for implementation on the population. To this
end, the DM experiments sequentially in periods j = 1,2,... after paying an ‘effective
sampling cost’ C' per period. Let 1/n denote the time difference between successive
time periods. To analyze asymptotic behavior in this setting, we introduce small cost
asymptotics, wherein C' = ¢/n3/? for some ¢ € (0,00), and n — 00.°

Are small cost asymptotics realistic? We contend they are, as C' is not the actual
cost of experimentation, but rather characterizes the tradeoff between these costs and
the benefit accruing from full-scale implementation following the experiment. Indeed,
one way to motivate our asymptotic regime is to imagine that there are n3/? population
units in the implementation phase (so that the benefit of implementing treatment a on
the population is n*21,), c is the cost of sampling an additional unit of observation, and
time, ¢, is measured in units of n. This formalizes the intuition that, in practice, the cost
of sampling is relatively small compared to the population size; this is particularly true
for online platforms (Deng et al., 2013) and clinical trials. The scaling also suggests that

3/2 we should aim to experiment on a sample size of the order

if the population size is n
n to achieve optimal welfare.

In each period, the DM assigns a treatment to a single unit of observation accord-
ing to some sampling rule 7;(-). The treatment assignment is a random draw A; ~
Bernoulli(r;). This results in an outcome Y (@ ~ P\, with P/ denoting the population
distribution of outcomes under treatment a. In this section, we assume that this distri-
bution is known up to some unknown 6® € R?. It is without loss of generality to assume
Pe((ll)), Pé(oo)) are mutually independent (conditional on V), #() as we only ever observe the
outcomes from one treatment anyway. After observing the outcome, the DM can decide
either to stop sampling, or call up the next unit. At the end of the experiment, the DM
prescribes a treatment to apply on the population.

We use the ‘stack-of-rewards-representation’ for the outcomes from each arm (Latti-
more and Szepesvari, 2020, Section 4.6). Specifically, Y;(a) denotes the outcome for i-th
data point corresponding to treatment a. Also, y,, := {Yi(a)}ﬁ‘{J denotes the sequence
of outcomes after |ng| observations from treatment a. We can imagine that prior to the

experiment, nature draws an infinite stack of outcomes, y(® := {Yi(a) <, corresponding

6The rationale behind the n3/2 normalization is the same as that in time series models with linear drift
terms. The author is grateful to Tim Vogelsang for pointing this out.
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to each treatment a, and at each period j, if A; = a, the DM observes the outcome at
the top of the stack (this outcome is then removed from the stack corresponding to that
treatment).

Recall that ¢ is the number of periods elapsed divided by n. Let q,(t) :=n~" >;" Lnt] 1 I(A;
a), and take F; to be the o-algebra generated by

= {4 (O e

the set of all actions and rewards until period nt. The sequence of o-algebras, {F; }e7.,,
where 7, := {1/n,2/n,...}, constitutes a filtration. We require my(-) to be F;_1,
measurable, the stopping time, 7, to be F,_;/, measurable, and the implementation rule,
J, to be F, measurable. The set of all decision rules d = ({m }ieT,, 7, 0) satisfying these
requirements is denoted by D,,. As unbounded stopping times pose technical challenges,
we generally work with D, = {d € D, : 7 < T a.s}, the set of all decision rules with
stopping times bounded by some arbitrarily large, but finite, 7.

The mean outcomes under a parameter 6 are denoted by 1,(6) := E @ [V;”]. Following

pl@
Hirano and Porter (2009), for each a € {0, 1}, we consider local perturi)ations of the form
{65 + hy /\/Ti; ha € RY}, with h, unknown, around a reference parameter 6. As in that
paper, 65" is chosen such that ul(é’[()l)) = ,uO(O(()O)) = 0 for each a € {0, 1}; the last equality,
which sets the quantities to 0, is not necessary and is simply a convenient re-centering.

This choice of 9(()“) defines the hardest instance of the generalized Wald problem, with

tna(h) = pa(08” + h//n) ~ jiTh//n

for each h € RY, where fi, 1= Voua(0). When 1, (0") # 110(6\")), determining the best
treatment is trivial under large n, and many decision rules, including the one we propose
here (in Section 4.3), would achieve zero asymptotic regret.

(@) ._ pla)
sume Péa) is differentiable in quadratic mean around Géa) with score functions ¢, (Y;)

and take Eﬁj’)[-] to be its corresponding expectation. We as-

and information matrices I, := E\" [1,T]. To reduce some notational overhead, we set
" = 6\”) = 6,, and also suppose that fna(h) = —pinqo(—h) for all h. In fact, the latter is
always true asymptotically. Both simplifications can be easily dispensed with (at the ex-
pense of some additional notation). We emphasize that our results do not fundamentally

require 9(()1), 0(()0) to be the same or even have the same dimension.
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4.1. Bayes and minimax regret under fixed n. Let P,(La,z denote the joint probability
over y'4) .= {Yl(a), e Yn(;)} - the largest possible (under 7 < T) iid sequence of outcomes
that can be observed from treatment a - when Y@ ~ P,E“). Define h := (hy, hg), take
P, n to be the joint probability Pé,l,il x P

ho» and By, p[] its corresponding expectation.

The frequentist regret of decision rule d is defined as

Va(d, h) =V, (d, (pin,1(h1), fn,0(ho)))
c
= VnEpp [max {1 (h1) — pino(ho), 0} = (ptn1(h1) — pino(ho)) 6 + 3T
= VnEun [max {11 (h1) = tin0(ho), 0} = (11 (h1) — tn0(ho)) 6] + cEnn[7],
where the multiplication by y/n in the second line of the above equation is a normalization
ensuring V,,(d, h) converges to a non-trivial quantity.
Let v denote a dominating measure over {Fy : § € O}, and define py := dPy/dv. Also,
take My to be some prior over over h, and mg its density with respect to some other

dominating measure v;. By Adusumilli (2021), the posterior density (wrt v4), p,(:|F7),

of h depends only on yg;)a(t) = {y; N ®) for o € {0,1}. Hence,

1 0
pn(h‘ft) = DPn (h|y£Lq)1(t)’ Y£Lq)0(t)>
lnax (t)] 0 M [ngo(t)] ) 0)
x H p00+h1/\/ﬁ(Y; ) H p90+ho/\/ﬁ(y; ) (mo(h). “1)
i=1 !

The fixed n Bayes regret of a decision d is given by V,,(d,mg) := [ V,,(d, h)dmy(h).
Let & denote the terminal state. From the form of V,,(d, h), it is clear that the Bayes
optimal implementation rule is 6*(&;) = I{pn1(&;) > pno(é-)}, and the resulting Bayes

regret at the terminal state is

Wn (g'r) = /Lgax(&') — nax {,un,l (g'r)a Hn,0 (57)} ) (42)

where fin.q(&r) = Epje, [tina(ha)] and p@**(&;) = Epje, [max{pin,1(h1), tino(ho)}]. We can

thus associate each combination, (7, 7), of sampling rules and stopping times with the

distribution P, . that they induce over (w,(&;), 7). Thus,

Vi (d,mg) =E,, {\/ﬁwn(&) -+ CT} )

For any given T' < 0o, the minimal Bayes regret in the fixed n setting is therefore

Vir(mo) = d gf Brr [\/ﬁwn(€7'> + C’l‘} )

€ n, T
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While our interest is in minimax regret, V', := infgep, . supy, Vi(d, h), the minimal
Bayes regret is a useful theoretical device as it provides a lower bound, V7 > V¥ 1.(my)

for any prior my.

4.2. Lower bound on minimax regret. We impose the following assumptions:

Assumption 1. (i) The class {Pe(a); 0 € R4} is differentiable in quadratic mean around
0o for each a € {0,1}.

(i) By [exp [ (Y,)[] < 00 for a € {0,1}.

(iii) There exist i1, j1o and €, — 0 8.t \/nu (Pé“)) = /Npina(h) = fTh+e,|h|? for each
a € {0,1} and h € R?.

The assumptions are standard, with the only onerous requirement being Assumption
1(ii), which requires score function to have bounded exponential moments. This is needed
due to the proof techniques, which are adapted from Adusumilli (2021).

Let V* denote the asymptotic minimax regret, defined as the value of the minimax

problem in (3.1).
Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1(i)-(iii) hold. Then,

sup hm liminf inf supV,(d,h) > V™,

J T—o0 n—00 deD, 1 heT

where the outer supremum is taken over all finite subsets J of R? x R,

The proof proceeds as follows: Let o2 := g1 fi,,

o A*

RE =0
20115 fra

1 -
a * Ia lu“av
and take mf to be the symmetric two-prior supported on (h}, —h$) and (—hj, hj). This is
the parametric counterpart to the least favorable prior described in Theorem 1. Clearly,

there exist subsets J such that

inf supV,(d,h) > inf V,(d,mg).

deD,hT hEJ deDn T

In Appendix A, we show

lim lim inf V,(d,m{) =V". (4.3)

T—00 N0 d€D,,

To prove (4.3), we build on previous work in Adusumilli (2021). Standard techniques, such

as asymptotic representation theorems (Van der Vaart, 2000), are not easily applicable
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here due to the continuous time nature of the problem. We instead employ a three step
approach: First, we replace P, j, with a simpler family of measures whose likelihood ratios
(under different values of h) are the same as those under Gaussian distributions. Then,
for this family, we write down a HJB-Variational Inequality (HJB-VI) to characterize
the optimal value function under fixed n. PDE approximation arguments then let us
approximate the fixed n value function with that under continuous time. The latter is
shown to be V*.

The definition of asymptotic minimax risk used in Theorem 1 is standard, see, e.g.,
Van der Vaart (2000, Theorem 8.11), apart from the limr_,, operation. The theorem
asserts that V* is a lower bound on minimax regret under any bounded stopping time.
The bound T can be arbitrarily large. Our proof techniques require bounded stopping
times as our approximation results, e.g., the SLAN property (see, equation (5.2) in Ap-
pendix A), are only valid when the experiment is of bounded duration.” Nevertheless, we
conjecture that in practice there is no loss in setting 7' = oo.

It is straightforward to extend Theorem 1 to best arm identification. We omit the

formal statement for brevity.

4.3. Attaining the bound. We now describe a decision rule d,, = (m,, 7, d,) that is

asymptotically minimax optimal. Let 02 = 1111, for each a and

.171(25) $0(t> Tffl [nga ()] (a)
() = — , where x,(t) := o Y
( ) o1 0o ( ) \/_ ; w

Note that x,(t) is the efficient influence function process for estimation of 1,(0). We

assume [, I,, 0, are known; but in practice, they should be replaced with consistent
estimates (from a vanishingly small initial sample) so that they do not require knowledge
of the reference parameter 6y. This can be done without affecting the asymptotic results,
see Section 6.3.

Take 7, to be any sampling rule such that

(1) Oa

t o1+ 09

< B|nt]™™ uniformly over bounded ¢, (4.4)

for some B < oo and by > 1/2. To simplify matters, we suppose that 7, is deterministic,

e.g., 1 = 1{q:(t) < toy/(o1 + 09)}. Fully randomized rules, m, 1 = 01/(0¢+01), do not

"For any given h, the dominated convergence theorem implies limp_ o infgep, , Vo(d,h) =
infgep, Va(d,h). However, to allow T = oo in Theorem 1, we need to show that this equality holds
uniformly over n. In specific instances, e.g., when the parametric family is Gaussian, this is indeed the
case, but we are not aware of any general results in this direction.
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satisfy the ‘fine-balance’ condition (4.4) and we indeed found them to perform poorly in

practice. We further employ
Tor = 1inf {t : |p,(t)| >} AT

as the stopping time, and as the implementation rule, set 0, 7 = I{p,(7, 1) > 0}.
Intuitively, d,, r = (7, T, 65, 7) is the finite sample counterpart of the minimax opti-
mal decision rule d* from Section 3. The following theorem shows that it is asymptotically

minimax optimal in that it attains the lower bound of Theorem 2.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1(i)-(iii) hold. Then,

sup lim lim inf sup V. (dnr, h) = V.

where the outer supremum is taken over all finite subsets J of R? x R,

An important implication of Theorem 3 is that the minimax optimal decision rule only
involves one state variable, p,(t). This is even though the state space in principle includes
all the past observations until period ¢, for a total of at least 2¢ variables. The theorem

thus provides a major reduction in dimension.

5. THE NON-PARAMETRIC SETTING

We now turn to the non—parametric setting where there is no a-priori information about
the distributions PM, PO of Y ) and Yi(o). Let P denote the class of probability mea-
sures with bounded variance, and dominated by some measure v. We fix some reference
probability distribution Po € P, and then, following Van der Vaart (2000), surround
it with smooth one-dimensional sub-models of the form {P&h : s < n} for some n > 0,

where h(+) is a measurable function satisfying

— 2
/ ' dP Ay hy/ dPO DN dy —0as s — 0. (5.1)

By Van der Vaart (2000), (5.1) implies fthéa) = 0 and [h2dP" < co. The set
of all such candidate h is termed the tangent space T(Péa)). This is a subset of the
Hilbert space L2(P(§a)), endowed with the inner product (f,g), = Epéa) [fg] and norm
171l = Epgo 1.

For any h, € T(Poa)), let P(a) denote the joint probability measure over Y, ..., Y(:(ﬁ),

(a) (a)

when each Y,;* is an iid draw from P e Also, denote h = (hq, hgy), where each
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h, € T(PO(“)), and take P, to be the joint probability Pf:,il X Pﬁ?,zo, with E,, p[-] being

its corresponding expectation. An important implication of (5.1) is the SLAN property
that for all h € T(P{"),

lng|  gp@ lnq)
> In dg\f R Y) Z h(y; % A2 + 0p(@ (1), uniformly over bounded q.
i—1 0 n,0

(5.2)

See Adusumilli (2021, Lemma 2) for the proof.

The mean rewards under P are given by p(P@) = [ 2dP®(z). To obtain non-trivial
regret bounds, we focus on the case where ,u(Péa)) =0 for a € {0,1}. Let ¢(z) =z
and o2 := [ 22d P (x). Then, 9(-) is the efficient influence function corresponding to

estimation of y, in the sense that under some mild assumptions on {Pg?},

(a) (a) (a)
MBI IT) gy, = 0D ), = o). 53
The above implies M<Pl(7\)/ﬁ,h> ~ (¢, h), /v/n. This is just the right scaling for diffusion
asymptotics. In what follows, we shall set i, o(h) := ,u(Pl(;lz/ﬁ’h).

It is possible to select {Pg.1, P2, ...} € T(Péa)) in such a manner that {¢/0,, ¢a.1, a2, - - -
is a set of orthonormal basis functions for the closure of T' (Poa) ); the division by o, in the
first component ensures [|1/0,|> = [ 22/ UgdPéa) () = 1. We can also choose these bases

so they lie in T(Po(a)), i.e., E (w]¢pa;] = 0 for all j. By the Hilbert space isometry, each

p@
he € T(Po(a)) is then associatgd with an element from the l space of square integrable
sequences, (hq0/0q, ha,1,--.), where hqo = (¥, hy), and hgp = (Pak, ha), for all k # 0.
As in the previous sections, to derive the properties of minimax regret, it is convenient
to first define a notion of Bayes regret. To this end, we follow Adusumilli (2021) and
define Bayes regret in terms of priors on the tangent space T'(F,), or equivalently, in
terms of priors on ly. Let (o(1), 0(2),...) denote some permutation of (1,2,...). For the

purposes of deriving our theoretical results, we may restrict attention to priors, mg, that

are supported on a finite dimensional sub-space,

1
Hr = {h e T(PYY x (P : h, = — (¥

1/} -1
ha>a ;a + k;l <¢a,g(k), ha>a gba,g(k)}

of T(Péa)), or isometrically, on a subset of [y X [5 of finite dimension I x I. Note that the
first component of h, € [y is always included in the prior; this is proportional to (¢, hq),,,

the inner product with the efficient influence function.
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In analogy with Section 4, the frequentist expected regret of decision rule d is defined

as

C

Vi(d, h) = v/nE,p, |max {,(h1) — pn(ho), 0} — (pn(h1) — pn(ho)) & + W”T

= VnEyp [max {in(h1) = pn(h0), 0} = (ttn(h1) = pin(ho)) 6] + cBoy n[7].

The corresponding Bayes regret is
Vald,mo) = [ Va(d. R)dmo(h).

5.1. Lower bounds. The following assumptions are similar to Assumption 1:

Assumption 2. (i) The sub-models {PS(;L); h € T(Poa))} satisfy (5.1) for each a € {0,1}.
(ii) E o [exp V(] < oo for a € {0,1}.
(iii) There exists €, — 0 8.t /Mpina(ha) = hao + € |[hall’> for each a € {0,1} and
ha € T(P\™).

We then have the following lower bound:

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumptions 2(i)-(iii) hold. Then,

sup lim liminf inf sup V,(d,h) > V™,
H T—00 M—00 dEDn’T heH;

where the outer supremum is taken over all possible finite dimensional subspaces, Hy, of

T(PY) x T(P).

As with Theorem 2, the proof involves lower bounding minimax regret with Bayes regret
under a suitable prior. Denote hj , := 0,A*/2 and take mg to be the symmetric two-
prior supported on ((h,0,0...),(=hg0,0,0,...)) and ((=h7,0,0...),(hi,0,0,...)).
Here, mg is a probability distribution on the space Iy X l3. Then, there exist sub-spaces
H; such that

inf sup V,(d,h) > inf V,(d,mg).

dE'DnyT heH deDn,T

We can then show

lim lim inf V,(d,mj) =V".

T—s00 100 d€D,,
The proof of the above uses the same arguments as that of Theorem 2, and is therefore

omitted.
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5.2. Attaining the bound. As in Section 4.3, take 7, to be any deterministic sampling
rule that satisfies (4.4). Let

[nga(t)]
1
pn(t) == nlt) Io(t), where xz,(t) :=

— v,
01 o) \/ﬁ ZZ: ’

=1

(5.4)

Note that z,(t), which is the scaled sum of outcomes from each treatment, is again the
efficient influence function process for estimation of x1(P(?)) in the non-parametric setting.

We choose as the stopping time,
Tog = f{t 2 [pn(t)] = 7"} AT,

and as the implementation rule, set 6, 7 = I{|pn(7.7)| > 0}.
The following theorem shows that the triple d,, 7 = (7, 7o, 05,7) attains the minimax

lower bound in the non-parametric regime.
Theorem 5. Suppose Assumptions 2(i)-(iii) hold. Then,

sup lim liminf sup V,,(d,,r,h) = V",

Hr T—o0 M—00 heH

where the outer supremum is taken over all possible finite dimensional subspaces, Hy, of

1 0
(M) x T(B").
The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3 and is sketched in Appendix B.2.

6. VARIATIONS AND EXTENSIONS

We now consider various modifications of the basic setup and analyze if, and how, the

optimal decisions change.

6.1. Batching. In practice, it may be that data is collected in batches instead of one
at a time, and the DM can only make decisions after processing each batch. Let B,
denote the number of observations considered in each batch. In the context of Section
4, this corresponds to a time duration of B, /n. An analysis of the proof of Theorem 2
shows that it continues to hold as long as B,,/n — 0. Thus, d,, r remains asymptotically
minimax optimal in this scenario.

Even for B,/n — m € (0,1), the optimal decision rules remain broadly unchanged.
Asymptotically, we have equivalence to Gaussian experiments, so we can analyze batched
experiments under the diffusion framework by imagining that the stopping time is only

allowed to take on discrete values {0,1/m,2/m,...}. It is then clear from the discussion
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in Section 3.1 that the optimal sampling and implementation rules remain unchanged.

The discrete nature of the setting makes determining the optimal stopping rule difficult,

27*},

while not being exactly optimal, has a minimax regret that is arbitrarily close to V* for

but it is easy to show that the decision rule (7*, 7}, 6*), where

l‘l(t) l'o(t)

7 := inf {t €{0,1/m,2/m,...}:

large enough m (note that no batched experiment can attain a minimax regret that is

lower than V*).

6.2. Alternative cost functions. All our results so far were derived under constant
sampling costs. The same techniques apply to other types of flow costs as long as these
depend only on p(t) := oy x1(t) — 0y '2o(t). In particular, suppose that the frequentist

regret is given by

V (d. ) = B [max{p1 — o, 0} = (s = )3 + [ clp(t))de]

where ¢(z) is the flow cost of experimentation when p(t) = z. We require ¢(-) to be
(i) positive, (ii) bounded away from 0, i.e., inf, ¢(z) > ¢ > 0, and (iii) symmetric, i.e.,
c(z) = c(—=2). By (3.5), (o1 + 0g0)p(t)/t is an estimate of the treatment effect g — po,
so the above allows for situations in which sampling costs depend on the magnitude of
the estimated treatment effects. While we are not aware of any real world examples of
such costs, they could arise if there is feedback between the observations and sampling
costs, e.g., if it is harder to find subjects for experimentation when the treatment effect
estimates are higher. When there are only two states, the ‘ex-ante’ entropy cost of Sims
(2003) is also equivalent to a specific flow cost of the form ¢(-) above, see Morris and
Strack (2019).%

For the above class of cost functions, we show in Appendix B.3 that the minimax
optimal decision rule, d*, and the least-favorable prior, pi, have the same form as in
Theorem 1, but the values of v*, A* are different and need to be calculated by solving

the minimax problem

min max { ("1 + "0) (1-e*)a N (1=e) Calr) + (2 = 1) Cal—7) } |

8 2 edY — e=BY e — e~ A

8However, we are not aware of any extension of this result to continuous states.
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where

—2/ / 2)dzdy.

Beyond this class of sampling costs, however, it is easy to conceive of scenarios in which
the optimal decision rule differs markedly from the one we obtain here. For instance,
Neyman allocation would no longer be the optimal sampling rule if the costs for sampling
each treatment were different. Alternatively, if ¢(-) were to depend on ¢, the optimal
stopping time could be non-stationary. The analysis of these cost functions is not covered

by the present techniques.

6.3. Unknown variances. Replacing unknown variances (and other population quan-
tities) with consistent estimates has no effect on asymptotic regret. We suggest two
approaches to attain the minimax lower bounds when the variances are unknown.

The first approach uses ‘forced exploration’ (see, e.g., Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020,
Chapter 33, Note 7): we set m% = 1/2, for the first n = n® observations, where a €
(0,1). This corresponds to a time duration of £ = n®"'. We use the data from these
periods to obtain consistent estimates, 67,62 of 02, 02. From t onwards, we apply the
minimax optimal decision d,, r after plugging-in 64, &y in place of o1, 0¢. This strategy is
asymptotically minimax optimal for any a € (0,1). Determining the optimal a in finite
samples requires going beyond an asymptotic analysis, and is outside the scope of this
paper (in fact, this is also an open question in the computer science literature).

Our second suggestion is to place a prior on o1, 09, and continuously update their values
using posterior means. As a default, we suggest employing an inverse-gamma prior and
computing the posterior by treating the outcomes as Gaussian (this is of course justified

in the limit). This approach has the advantage of not requiring any tuning parameters.

6.4. Other regret measures. Instead of defining regret, max{u(P") — u(P©),0} —
((PW) — u(P©))§ +cr, using the mean values of P, P we can use other functionals
of the outcome/welfare distribution in the implementation phase, e.g., u(-) could be a
quantile function. Note, however, that we still require costs to be linear and additively
separable. Let 1,(-) denote the efficient influence function corresponding to estimation
of u(P@). Then, a straightforward extension of the results in Section 5 shows that
Theorems 4 and 5 continue to hold, with z,(t) in (5.4) replaced with the efficient influence
function process n=1/2 2Oy (V@) and o2 with E @ [(Y;)2]. See Appendix B.4

for more details.

25



7. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATION

A /B testing is commonly used in online platforms for optimizing websites. Conse-
quently, to assess the finite sample performance of our proposed policies, we run a
Monte-Carlo simulation calibrated to a realistic example of such an A/B test. Sup-
pose there are two candidate website layouts, with exit rates pg, p1, and we want to run
an A/B test to determine the one with the lowest exit rate.” The outcomes are binary,
Y@ ~ Bernoulli(p,). This is a parametric setting with score functions wa(Yi(a)) =Y.
We calibrate py = 0.4, which is a typical value for an exit rate. The cost of experimenta-
tion is normalized to ¢ = 1 and we consider various values of n, corresponding to different
‘population sizes’ (recall that the benefit during implementation is scaled as n3/%p,). We
then set p; = po + A/y/n, and describe the results under varying A. We believe local
asymptotics provide a good approximation in practice, as the raw performance gains are
known to be generally small - typically, [p; — po| is of the order 0.05 or less (see, e.g.,
Deng et al., 2013) - but they can translate to large profits when applied at scale, i.e.,
when n is large.

Since 0, = 1/pa(1l — pa) is unknown, we employ ‘forced sampling’ with 7 = max(50, 0.05n),
i.e., using about 5% of the sample, to estimate o1, 09. Note that the asymptotically op-
timal sampling rule is always 1/2 in the Bernoulli setting, so forced sampling is in fact
asymptotically costless. We also experimented with a beta prior to continuously update
04, but found the results to be somewhat inferior (see Appendix B.5 for details). Figure
7.1, Panel A plots the finite sample frequentist regret profile of our policy rules, d,, = d,, «
(with T" = o0), for various values of n, along with that of the minimax optimal policy,
d*, under the diffusion regime; the regret profile of the latter is derived analytically in
Lemma 3. It is seen that diffusion asymptotics provide a very good approximation to the
finite sample properties of d,,, even for such relatively small values of n as n = 1000. In
practice, A/B tests are run with tens, even hundreds, of thousands of observations. We
also see that the max-regret of d, is very close to the asymptotic lower bound V* (the
max-regret of d*).

Figure 7.1, Panel B displays some summary statistics for the Bayes regret of d,, under
the least favorable prior, pa+. The regret distribution is positively skewed and heavy
tailed. The finite sample Bayes regret is again very close to V*.

Appendix B.5 reports additional simulation results using Gaussian outcomes.

9The exit rate is defined as the fraction of viewers of a webpage who exit from the website it is part of
(i.e., without viewing other pages in that website).
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prior. The bars describe the interquartile range of regret.

FIGURE 7.1. Finite sample performance of d,,

8. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a minimax optimal procedure for determining the best treatment
when sampling is costly. The optimal sampling rule is just the Neyman allocation, while
the optimal stopping rule is time-stationary and advises that the experiment be termi-
nated when the average difference in outcomes multiplies by the number of observations
exceeds a specific threshold. While these rules were derived under diffusion asymptotics,
it is shown that finite sample counterparts of these rules remain optimal under both
parametric and non-parametric regimes. The form of these rules is robust to a number of
different variations of the original problem, e.g., under batching, different cost functions
etc. Given the simple nature of these rules, and the potential for large sample efficiency
gains (requiring, on average, 40% fewer observations than standard approaches), we be-
lieve they hold a lot of promise for practical use.

The paper also raises a number of avenues for future research. While our results were
derived for binary treatments, multiple treatments are common in practice, and it would
be useful to derive the optimal decision rules in this setting. We do expect, however, that
in this case the optimal sampling rule would no longer be fixed, but history dependent.
As noted previously, our setting also does not cover discounting and asymmetric cost
functions. It is hoped that the techniques developed in this paper could help answer

some of these outstanding questions.

27



REFERENCES

K. Adusumilli, “Risk and optimal policies in bandit experiments,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2112.06363, 2021.

T. B. Armstrong, “Asymptotic efficiency bounds for a class of experimental designs,”
arXiv preprint arXiw:2205.02726, 2022.

K. J. Arrow, D. Blackwell, and M. A. Girshick, “Bayes and minimax solutions of sequen-
tial decision problems,” Fconometrica, pp. 213244, 1949.

G. Barles and P. E. Souganidis, “Convergence of approximation schemes for fully nonlin-
ear second order equations,” Asymptotic analysis, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 271-283, 1991.

J. O. Berger, Statistical decision theory and Bayesian analysis.  Springer Science &
Business Media, 2013.

D. Bertsekas, Dynamic programming and optimal control: Volume II. Athena scientific,
2012, vol. 1.

H. Chernoff, “Sequential design of experiments,” The Annals of Mathematical Statistics,
vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 755-770, 1959.

H. Chernoff and A. J. Petkau, “Sequential medical trials involving paired data,”
Biometrika, vol. 68, no. 1, pp. 119-132, 1981.

T. Colton, “A model for selecting one of two medical treatments,” Journal of the American
Statistical Association, vol. 58, no. 302, pp. 388400, 1963.

A. Deng, Y. Xu, R. Kohavi, and T. Walker, “Improving the sensitivity of online con-
trolled experiments by utilizing pre-experiment data,” in Proceedings of the sixth ACM
international conference on Web search and data mining, 2013, pp. 123-132.

L. Fan and P. W. Glynn, “Diffusion approximations for thompson sampling,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2105.09232, 2021.

E. Fehr and A. Rangel, “Neuroeconomic foundations of economic choice-recent advances,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 3-30, 2011.

D. Fudenberg, P. Strack, and T. Strzalecki, “Speed, accuracy, and the optimal timing of
choices,” American Economic Review, vol. 108, no. 12, pp. 3651-84, 2018.

A. Garivier and E. Kaufmann, “Optimal best arm identification with fixed confidence,”
in Conference on Learning Theory. PMLR, 2016, pp. 998-1027.

B. Hébert and M. Woodford, “Rational inattention and sequential information sampling,”

National Bureau of Economic Research, Tech. Rep., 2017.

28



K. Hirano and J. R. Porter, “Asymptotics for statistical treatment rules,” Econometrica,
vol. 77, no. 5, pp. 1683-1701, 2009.

. Karatzas and S. Shreve, Brownian motion and stochastic calculus. Springer Science
& Business Media, 2012, vol. 113.

T. Lai, B. Levin, H. Robbins, and D. Siegmund, “Sequential medical trials,” Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A., vol. 77, no. 6, pp. 3135-3138, 1980.

T. Lattimore and C. Szepesvari, Bandit algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2020.

L. Le Cam and G. L. Yang, Asymptotics in statistics: some basic concepts. Springer
Science & Business Media, 2000.

A. Liang, X. Mu, and V. Syrgkanis, “Dynamically aggregating diverse information,”
Econometrica, vol. 90, no. 1, pp. 47-80, 2022.

R. D. Luce et al., Response times: Their role in inferring elementary mental organization.
Oxford University Press on Demand, 1986, no. 8.

C. F. Manski, “Econometrics for decision making: Building foundations sketched by
haavelmo and wald,” Econometrica, vol. 89, no. 6, pp. 2827-2853, 2021.

C. F. Manski and A. Tetenov, “Sufficient trial size to inform clinical practice,” Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A., vol. 113, no. 38, pp. 10518-10523, 2016.

S. Morris and P. Strack, “The wald problem and the relation of sequential sampling and
ex-ante information costs,” Available at SSRN 2991567, 2019.

B. Oksendal, “Stochastic differential equations,” in Stochastic differential equations.
Springer, 2003, pp. 65-84.

C. Qin and D. Russo, “Adaptivity and confounding in multi-armed bandit experiments,”
arXiv preprint arXiw:2202.09036, 2022.

C. Qin, D. Klabjan, and D. Russo, “Improving the expected improvement algorithm,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 30, 2017.

R. Ratcliff and G. McKoon, “The diffusion decision model: theory and data for two-choice
decision tasks,” Neural computation, vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 873-922, 2008.

K. Reikvam, “Viscosity solutions of optimal stopping problems,” Stochastics and Stochas-
tic Reports, vol. 62, no. 3-4, pp. 285-301, 1998.

A. N. Shiryaev, Optimal stopping rules. Springer Science & Business Media, 2007.

C. A. Sims, “Implications of rational inattention,”

vol. 50, no. 3, pp. 665—690, 2003.

Journal of monetary Economics,

29



M. Sion, “On general minimax theorems.” Pacific Journal of mathematics, vol. 8, no. 1,
pp. 171-176, 1958.
US Food and Drug Admin., “FDA In Brief: FDA launches new pilot to
advance innovative clinical trial designs as part agency’s broader program
to modernize drug development and promote innovation in drugs targeted to
unmet needs,” 2018. [Online|. Available: "https://www.fda.gov/news-events/fda-brief/
fda-brief-fda-modernizes-clinical-trial-designs-and-approaches-drug-development-proposing-new"
A. W. Van der Vaart, Asymptotic statistics. Cambridge university press, 2000.
A. W. Van Der Vaart and J. Wellner, Weak convergence and empirical processes: with
applications to statistics. Springer Science & Business Media, 1996.

7

S. Wager and K. Xu, “Diffusion asymptotics for sequential experiments,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2101.09855, 2021.

A. Wald, “Statistical decision functions which minimize the maximum risk,” Annals of
Mathematics, pp. 265—280, 1945.

——, “Sequential analysis,” Tech. Rep., 1947.

T. Zaks, “A phase 3, randomized, stratified, observer-blind, placebo-controlled study
to evaluate the efficacy, safety, and immunogenicity of mrna-1273 sars-cov-2 vaccine
in adults aged 18 years and older,” Protocol Number mRNA-1273-P301. ModernaTX
(20 August 2020) hitps://www. modernatz. com/sites/default/files/mRNA-1273-P301-

Protocol. pdf, 2020.

APPENDIX A. PROOFS

A.1. Proof of Theorem 1. The proof makes use of the following lemmas:

Lemma 1. Suppose nature sets pg to be a symmetric two-point prior supported on
(01A/2,—00A/2), (—01A/2,00A/2).  Then the decision d(A) = (7%, Tya),0"), where
v(A) is defined in (A.3), is a best response by the DM.

Proof. The prior is an indifference-inducing one, so by the argument given in Section
3.1, the DM is indifferent between any sampling rule 7. Thus, 7 = o,/(01 + 09) is a
best-response to this prior. Also, the prior is symmetric with mo = 1/2, so by (2.5), the

Bayes optimal implementation rule is

5 = T{ln"(7) > 0} = ]I{x;(t) x‘;(t) > 0} .
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It remains to compute the Bayes optimal stopping time. Let 6 = 1 denote the state
when the prior is (61A/2, —0pA/2), with @ = 0 otherwise. The discussion in Section 3.1
implies that, conditional on 6, the likelihood ratio process ¢™(t) does not depend on 7

and evolves as
2

dIno(t) = (20 — 1)A2dt + AdW (t),

where W (-) is one-dimensional Brownian motion. By a similar argument as in Shiryaev
(2007, Section 4.2.1), this in turn implies that the posterior probability m™(t) := P (6 =

1|F;) is also independent of m and evolves as

dm(t) = Am(t)(1 — m(t))dW (2).

Therefore, by (2.7) the optimal stopping time also does not depend on 7 and is given by

T(A) = ilel"fr]E [@w(m(r)) + 7], where (A.1)
w(m) == WA min {m,1 —m}. (A.2)

Inspection of the objective function in (A.1) shows that this is exactly the same objec-
tive as in the Bayesian hypothesis testing problem, analyzed previously by Arrow et al.
(1949) and Morris and Strack (2019). We follow the analysis of the latter paper. Morris
and Strack (2019) show that instead of choosing the stopping time 7, it is equivalent to
imagine that the DM chooses a probability distribution G over the posterior beliefs m(7)

at an ‘ex-ante’ cost

o) = 25 [ —2m)n (m),

m

subject to the constraint [ mdG(m) = my = 1/2. Under the distribution G, the expected

regret, exclusive of sampling costs, for the DM is
/w )dG(m) = <01 +JO A/mm{m 1 —m}dG(m).

Hence, the stopping time, 7, that solves (A.1) is the one that induces the distribution
G*, defined as

G — G:F;%é?:)l:; {c(G) + /w(m)dG(m)}

= argmin / f(m)dG(m

G: [ mdG(m)=
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where
2¢ 1—m (014 09)

A mi 1—m}.
— 5 min{m, 1 —m}

Clearly, f(m) = f(1 —m). Hence, setting

alA) = arg[(r]nli]n {WA@ + ZZ(I —2a)In ! ; a} ,
ac i)

it is easy to see that G* is a two-point distribution, supported on a(A),1 — «(A) with
equal probability 1/2. By Shiryaev (2007, Section 4.2.1), this distribution is induced by

the stopping time 7,(a), where

1—a(A)

1
A):=—1 A.3
9(B) = xS (A3)
Hence, this stopping time is the best response to nature’s prior. U

Lemma 2. Suppose p is such that |y — po| = ZE2A. Then, for any v,A > 0,

V(ci )_(01+00) 1—e a7 +2ﬁeA7+e’A’7—2
)= 2 eAr — =AY A eAd—e By

Thus, the frequentist regret of ci,y depends on p only through |y — pol.

Proof. Suppose that py > po. Define

Note that under ci«Y and p,

n(®) 20 A,

o1 0o 2

where W (-) is one-dimensional Brownian motion. Hence A(t) = %275 + AW (t). We can

write the stopping time 7, in terms of A(t) as

.Tl(t) ZE()(t)

01 (o)

T,y:inf{ti Zv}zinf{t: IA(t)] > Av},

and the implementation rule as 0* = I{\(7) > 0} = T{\(7) = Ay}.
Now, noting the form of A(t), we can apply similar arguments as in Shiryaev (2007,

Section 4.2, Lemma 5), to show that

2 Ay (6A7 +e B — 2)
E 1] = o

eAY — gAY
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Furthermore, following Shiryaev (2007, Section 4.2, Lemma 4), we also have

(5" = 1]1) = PONG) = Aalas) = 1

eAY — e=AY’

Hence, the frequentist regret is given by

~ 01 + o)) %
V(d, ) = = AP = 1) + B [r,|u
(o1 +00) , 1—e ™ 2cy e 4 e AT — 2
N 2 A — e M T A e Ay

While the above was shown under p; > pp, an analogous argument under p; < gy

gives the same expression for V' (civ, u). U

Lemma 3. Consider a two-player zero-sum game in which nature chooses a symmetric
two-point prior supported on (01A/2, —o9A/2) and (—o1A/2,00A/2) for some A > 0
and the DM chooses d, = (m*,7,,6") for some v > 0. There exists a unique Nash
equilibrium to this game at A* = nAy and v* = n~'v, where n, Ay, v, are defined in

Section 3.

Proof. Let pa be the symmetric two-point prior supported on (0;A/2, —0¢A/2) and
(—01A/2,00A/2). By Lemma 2, the frequentist regret under a given choice of A :=
2|1 — pol/ (o1 + 00) and 7 is given by @R(% A), where

1—e™® 2Py el 4B -2
eAY — =AY A eAY —e A

Lemma 2 further implies that the frequentist regret V' (d*, u) depends on g only through
A. Therefore, the frequentist regret under both support points of po must be the same.
Hence, the Bayes regret, V(d,,pa), is the same as the frequentist regret at each support

point, i.e.,
(0'1 -+ 0'0)
2

We aim to find a Nash equilibrium in a two-player game in which natures chooses pa,

V(dy,pa) = R(v,A). (A.4)

equivalently A, to maximize R(v, A), while the DM chooses d., equivalently 7, to mini-
mize R(v, A).

For n = 1, the unique Nash equilibrium to this game is given by A = Aj and v = ;.
We start by first demonstrating the existence of a unique Nash equilibrium. This is
guaranteed by Sion’s minimax theorem (Sion, 1958) as long as R(v,A) is continuous in
both arguments (which is easily verified), and ‘convex quasi-concave’ on R* x RT\{0}.*

107 fact, convexity can be replaced with quasi-convexity for the theorem.
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To show convexity in the first argument, write R(-, A) = Ry(a(-,A), A) where

2 11—
Ri(a, A) := Aa + E(l —2a)In = a; and
1—e a7
o A) = a

Now, for any fixed A > 0, it is easy to verify that Ri(-, A) and «a(:, A) are convex over
the domain R*. Since the composition of convex functions is also convex, this proves

convexity of R(-,A). To prove R(7y,-) is quasi-concave, write R(v,:) = Ra(v,a(y,")),

where
1 1- 1-2
Ry(v,@) := —aln . 272( 1—3)
v In =
Now, aln =2 and (1 — 2)/In =2 are concave over RT\{0}, so Ry(7,-) is also concave

over R*\{0} for any fixed v > 0. Concavity implies the level set {a : Ro(y, ) > v} is a
closed interval in R*\{0} for any v € R. But a(v,-) is positive and strictly decreasing,

so for a fixed v > 0,
{A:R(y,A) 2 v} ={A: Ry(v,a(v,A)) 2 v}

is also a closed interval in RT\{0}, and therefore, convex, for any v € R. This proves
quasi-concavity of R(7,-) whenever 7 > 0. At the same time, R(y,A) — A/2 when
v — 0; hence, R(, ) is in fact quasi-concave for any v > 0. We thus conclude by Sion’s
theorem that the Nash equilibrium exists and is unique. It is then routine to numeri-
cally compute A, 5 though first-order conditions; we skip these calculations, which are
straightforward. Figure A.1 provides a graphical illustration of the Nash equilibrium.

[t remains to determine the Nash equilibrium under general n. By the form of R(v, A),
if v is a best response to Aj for n = 1, then ™47 is a best response to nAj for general
n. Similarly, if A is a best response to 75 for n = 1, then nAj is a best response to
n~1yg for general . This proves A* := nA} and ~* := n~!4; is a Nash equilibrium in the

general case. O

We now complete the proof of Theorem 1: By Lemma 1, d* is the optimal Bayes

decision corresponding to pj. We now show
sup V(d', p) =VI(d',p), (A.5)

which implies d* is minimax optimal according to the verification theorem in Berger

(2013, Theorem 17). To this end, recall from Lemma 2 that the frequentist regret V(d*, u)

34



w

Reward gap (A)

N

0.3 0.4 05 0.6 0.7 0.8
Threshold (y)

Note: The red curve describes the best response of A to a given =y, while the blue curve describes the best
response of 7 to a given A. The point of intersection is the Nash equilibrium. This is for n = 1.

FIGURE A.1. Best responses and Nash equilibrium

depends on p only through A := 2|y — po|/(01 + 0¢). Furthermore, by Lemma 3, A* is

the best response of nature to d*. These results imply

(0'1 + 0'0)
2

(O'l —+ 0'0)

R(~*. A%).
5 (v", A%)

sup V(d*, u) = sup R(v*, A) =
n A

But by (A.4), we also have V(d*, p§) = @R(v*, A*). This proves (A.5).

A.2. Proof of Corollary 1. We employ the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem
1. Suppose nature employs the indifference prior pa, for any A > 0. Then by similar
arguments as earlier, the DM is indifferent between any sampling rule 7, and the optimal
implementation rule is 0* =1 {m;—(lt) — m‘;—g) > O} :

We now determine Nature’s best response to the DM choosing d* = (7*, 6*), where 7* is
the Neyman allocation. Consider an arbitrary g = (i1, pto) such that |uy — o] = 252A.
Suppose 1 > po. Under 7%,

dri(t)  dwo(t)

o1 o1y)

= gdt +dW (1),

where W() is the standard Weiner process, so the expected regret under d*, p is

V(d' ) = (i — pio)P (ml(l) _noll) o) _ D% 6g <—A> . (A.6)

o1 0g 2 2

An analogous argument shows that the same expression holds when gy > pp as well.
Consequently, nature’s optimal choice of g is to set A to A* = 2arg maxs 0® (—0), but is
otherwise indifferent between any p such that | — po| = %2"05*. Thus, px. is a best

response by nature to the DM’s choice of d* = (7%, §%).
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We have thereby shown px.,d* form a Nash equilibrium. That d* is minimax optimal

then follows by similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1.

A.3. Proof of Theorem 2. Our aim is to show (4.3). The outline of the proof is as
follows: First, as in Adusumilli (2021), we replace the true marginal and posterior distri-
butions with suitable approximations. Next, we apply dynamic programming arguments
and viscosity solution techniques to obtain a HJB-variational inequality (HJB-VI) for the
value function in the experiment. Finally, the HJB-VI is connected to the problem of

determining the optimal stopping time under diffusion asymptotics.

Step 0 (Definitions and preliminary observations). Under mg, let v = 1 denote the state
(hy, —hg) and v = 0 the state (—hf, hi). Also, let y(@) := = {v; }anJ denote the stacked
representation of outcomes Y ) from the first nq observations corresponding to treatment

a, and for any h := (hy, hy), take P,y ng.n to be the distribution corresponding to the

joint density prg, a, (yglq)l) * Drgo.ha (yff)q)o), where
pnq,ha y'nql * H pn ha

Also, define P, as the marginal distribution of (yan), yﬁbT)) i.e., it is the probability mea-
sure whose density, with respect to the dominating measure y(yST), ygl}) = [laego,1} y(Yl(a)) X

X (YD) s

n

oo (Y299 = [z V8 - pura (7P ().

Due to the two-point support of m, the posterior density p,(-|¢;) can be associated

with a scalar,

_ (1) (0) — — 1v® (0)
mn(ft) =My (ynql (t)’ ynqo(t)) =P, (7 = 1|ynq1(t)> ano(t)) .
That the posterior depends on &; only via y%)l(t),ygz)o(t) is an immediate consequence
of Adusumilli (2021, Lemma 1). Recalling the definition of w,(-) in (4.2), we have

B(&) = @n(ma(&)), where, for any m € [0, 1],

@ (m) := min {{n,0(hg) = pin1 (=)} (1= m), {tn,1 (A7) = pino(=hg)} m}

= (ftn1(hY) = pno(—hg)) min{m, 1 — m}.

The first equation above always holds, while the second holds under the simplification

tn.a(h) = —pinq(—h) described in Section 4.
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Let
J-1/2 [n4al

o (a)
Range “— \/ﬁ ; wa<Y;‘ )7 (A7)

denote the (standardized) score process. Under quadratic mean differentiability - As-

sumption 1(i) - the following SLAN property holds for both treatments:

[nqa] dp( a)
Z In 9°+h/‘f =K1Yz, nqa—gh I,h+0p@ (1), uniformly over bounded ¢,. (A.8)
pQO nT ,00

See Adusumilli (2021, Lemma 2) for the proof.'!
As in Adusumilli (2021), we now define approximate versions of the true marginal and

posterior by replacing the actual likelihood [],, pf;;)mha (y%) with

dAY, (y(@
H )\(a) (ygﬁl)) = H nq,hq (an )7 where

a nq7 a dlj
a a q a
N ) 1= exp (W1 20y — SWTLRY i, ) Y a € 0.T) (A9)

In other words, we approximate the true likelihood with the first two terms in the SLAN
expansion (A.8).
(Approzimate marginal:) Denote by Py, ngo.n the measure whose density is >‘nq1 (Y-
(0)

AMgo.ho (yﬁloq)o), and take anl’nqo to be its marginal over y;q)l, y;) given the prior mg(h).

Note that the density (wrt v) of Jgnqhnqo is

1
pnql,nqo (Y£Lq)1a y7(1(21)0> = //\'ELq)l h(1) (ygq)l) )\Elq)o h(0) (ynqo) dmo(h) (AlO)

Ao, deine i (v1.5%) = o (y3%). Then, 7o (501,5.%) approximates the
true marginal p,, (yﬁlT)7 y,(lT))
(Approxzimate posterior:) Next, let ¢(t) be the approximate likelihood ratio

o Mo (i) A, (v :
Sy ((yzgf)) St E <o">°“’§ = e (A0},

nqi,—h* nqo,h; ynqo(t)
where
-TZ n -TZ "
pu(t) i= Lm0 F0Z0nmn(t), (A1)
01 0o

11t should be noted that the score process in that paper is defined slightly differently, as I, Y 2za,nqa
under the present notation.
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Based on the above, an approximation to the true posterior is given by!?

o) _  exp{A*p(t)}
1+ @) 1+exp{A*p(t

T m(pn(t)), (A.12)

where m(p) := exp(A*p)/(1 + exp(A*p)) for p € R. When p,(t) = p, the approximate
posterior m(p) in turn implies an approximate posterior, p,(h|p), over h that takes the

value (hf, —h{) with probability m(p) and (—hf, hf) with probability 1 — m(p).

Step 1 (Posterior and probability approzimations). Set V,;p = infgep, . Vi (d, mg). Using
dynamic programming arguments, it is straightforward to show that there exists a non-
randomized sampling rule and stopping time that minimizes V*(d, m) for any prior my.
We therefore restrict D,, 1 to the set of all deterministic rules, @an. Under determinis-
tic policies, the sampling rules 7,;, states & and stopping times 7 are all deterministic
functions of yfllT), yg. Recall that yfllT), yg are the stacked vector of outcomes under nT'
observations of each treatment. It is useful to think of {m,,}L, /ns T AS quantities mapping
(yg%,yg) to realizations of regret.!® Taking E,[] to be the expectation under P,, we

then have
Vi(d,my) =B, [v/ne, (ma (&) + 7],
for any deterministic d € ﬁn,T.

Now, take I:En[] to be the expectation under ﬁn, and define

Va(d,my) = B, [Vna, (m (pn(7))) + 7] - (A.13)
By Lemma 7 in Appendix B.6,

lim sup ‘V:(d, mi) — Vi(d, mg)| = 0.
n—o00 dGﬁn,T

* *

This in turn implies lim,,_, ’Vn’T — Vn’T’ = 0, where VT:T = infgep V*(d, mg).

Step 2 (Recursive formula for V;T ). We now employ dynamic programming arguments
to obtain a recursion for V;,T. This requires a bit of care since P, is not a probability,

even though it does integrate to 1 asymptotically.

PFormally, this follows by the disintegration of measure, see, e.g., Adusumilli (2021, p.17).

(a)

BNote that 7,7 still need to satisfy the measurability restrictions, and some components of Y, may

not be observed as both treatments cannot be sampled nT times.
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Recall that p,(h|p) is the probability measure on h that assigns probability m(p) to
(hy, —hg) and probability 1 — m(p) to (—hi, hg). Define

a a 1 _
Bu(Y@lp) = p5 (V) - [exp {fh;wm ) - %h;faha} dpn(hlp),

1 1 0
W it (Yr) Nty (V07)
pn( —ng1r Y — nqo’pv a1, QO) / )\(1) 1) /\(0) (0) dpn(h|p)7 and
nq1,h1 (yTLQ1> nqo,ho (}’nqo)
77(07 qi, CIO / dpn y- 7)1111 ) y nqo ’p7 qi1, C]o) (A14)

where y(,a%q = {qusil,...,Yé;)}. In words, ]ﬁn(y(,l,)lql,y(,o%qo\p, q1,qo) is the approxi-

I\ nT

mate probability density over the future values of the stacked rewards {Yi(“ e nga-t1

given the current state p,qi,qo. Note that, n(p,q1,qo) is the normalization constant
~ 1 0
of Pn (y(—r)qu ) y(—r)zqo |p7 q1, %)

By Lemma 8 in Appendix B.6, f/n*?T = V;T(O, 0,0,0), where V;T() solves the recursion

f/n*,T (p7 q1, 90, t) = min {\/577(07 qi, qO)wn(m(p))a

77(07 C]17Q0 / )/“LZ alwa( ) 1-— 1 ~ (
v —_— t — | dp,(Y
n _’_ag%(l)%} n,T < \/ﬁO’a aq1+ 7q0+ n + p (
(A.15)
for t <T', and
Vir(poar, a0, T) = vVn(p, a1, qo) @ ((p)).
The function 7(-) accounts for the fact ]Sn is not a probability.
Now, Lemma 9 in Appendix B.6 shows that
sup ’77(/% q1, qO) - 1‘ S Mniﬁ (A16)
P,41,90
for some M < oo and any ¢ € (0,1/2). Furthermore, by Assumption 1(iii),
lim sup ’\/ﬁwn(m) — w(m)‘ =0, (A.17)
n—oo mel0,1]

where w(m) := 2L A* min{m, 1 —m}. Since w(-) is uniformly bounded, it follows from

(A.17) that v/nw,(-) is also uniformly bounded. Then, (A.16) and (A.17) imply

lim | V(0) = V2 (0)] = 0,

n—oo
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where f/nyT(p, t) is defined as the solution to the recursion

. . N (2a — V)l I ), (Y@ 1\ e
Vi (pst) = min {W<m( +ag{l(1)q}/VnT< )\/ﬁaa ) 4y | dpn (Y ]p)

for t < T, (A.18)

.

Vor (p,T) = w(m(p)).

We can drop the state variables ¢, go in YU/,;‘T (+) as they enter the definition of V;}T (P, q1, 0, 1)
only via n(p, ¢1, qo), which was shown in (A.16) to be uniformly close to 1.

Step 38 (PDE approximation and relationship to optimal stopping). For any p € R, let

L (o1 +09)A* exp(A*p) 1
w(p) = w(m(p)) = - min { oA ) 11 op(A) } :

Lemma 10 in Appendix B.6 shows that ‘7; r(+) converges locally uniformly to Vi (-), the
unique viscosity solution of the HJIB-VI

*

. * * A ~ * 1 *
min {w(p) —Vi(p,t),c+ 0V + 7(2m(p) —-1)0,Vy + 20§VT} =0fort <T,

Vi(p,T) =w(p).  (A.19)

Note that the sampling rule does not enter the HJB-VI. This is a consequence of the
choice of the prior, mg.

There is a well known connection between HJB-VIs and the problem of optimal stop-
ping that goes by the name of smooth-pasting or the high contact principle, see @ksendal
(2003, Chapter 10) for an overview. In the present context, letting W (t) denote one-

dimensional Brownian motion, it follows by Reikvam (1998) that

V5(0,0) = 1E§E [ww(ps) + 1], where

*

5 (2m(py) = 1)dt +dW(2); po =0,

dpt =
and 7 is the set of all stopping times adapted to the filtration F; generated by p;.

Step 4 (Taking T — oo). Through steps 1-3, we have shown

lim inf supV,(d,h) > lim inf V,(d,mg) = V;(0,0).

n—00 dEDn T h n—00 deDn T

We now argue that
Tlim V7(0,0) =V = inf E [w(p,) + c7].
—00 T
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Suppose not: Then, there exists ¢ > 0, and some stopping time 7 such that V(7) :=
E[w(ps) + cT] < V}(0,0) — € for all T' (note that we always have V/(0,0) > VX by
definition). Now, w(-) is uniformly bounded, so by the dominated convergence theorem,

limy o0 E [w(psar)] = E [w(p7)]. Hence,

hm V7(0,0) < lim E[w(psar) + ¢ (T AT)]

T—o00

=Elw(ps)] + lim cE[(7 AT)] < V(7).

This is a contradiction.
It remains to show V is the same as V*, the value of the two-player game in Theorem

1. Define
exp(A*py)
1+ exp(A*p,)

By a change of variables from p; to m¢, we can write VX := inf, E [@w(m;) + ¢7], where

t:

dmy = A*my(1—my)dW; by Ito’s lemma. But by way of the proof of Lemma 1, see (A.1),

this is just V*. The theorem can therefore be considered proved.

A 4. Proof of Theorem 3. For any h = (hy, ho), let P, denote the joint distribution
with density prlT) bothr/ \/ﬁ(y,(llT)) : pg bo-ho) \/ﬁ(yg) Take E,, p[-] to be the corresponding

expectation. We can write V,(d,, 1, h) as

Va(dnr, ) = B [V (pn1(h1) = pin0(ho)) {0n 7 > 0} + cror]

Define p(h) = (i11h1, fi5ho), Ap(h) = iihy — fihe and App(h) = pin1(ha) = pino(ho). In
addition, we also define q,(t) := o,t/(o1 + 09).

Step 1 (Weak convergence of p,(t)). Denote P, = Py (0,0)- By the SLAN property (A.8),

independence of yST), yﬁ% given h, and the central limit theorem,

ap, T
In dP h (ygzl’l)“a yg%") = Z {hlliﬂza,nT - 2hljzzha} + OPn,O(l) (AZO)
n70 (IE{O,I}
AN (_T S L, T Y h;laha) . (A.21)
Pno 2
ac{0,1} ac{0,1}

Therefore, by Le Cam’s first lemma, P, j and P, o are mutually contiguous.

We now determine the distribution of p,(t). We start by showing

,LLTI 1 [nga(t)] I- 1 [nda(?)]

a a) ,u; a
Ta/ 1 Z Va(Y, LAV Z Ya(Y; | 0P, (1), (A.22)
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uniformly over ¢ < T'. Choose any b € (1/2,1). For t < n~°, we must have q,(t), da(t) <

n=?, so (A.22) follows from Assumption 1(ii), which implies

sup |1ha (V™) = Op, ,(n*'"), for any r > 0. (A.23)

1<i<nT

As for the other values of ¢, by (4.4) and (A.23),

T7-1 [nqa(t) [nda(t)]
ﬁf{ Z ba(Y; Z b (V) }Sx/ﬁlqa(t)—cia(t)llsupTl%( ") = op,, (1),

uniformly over ¢t € (n=°,T).
Now, (A.22) implies

]1 1 |ngui(t IO 1 [ndo(t)]

Pn () Z (Y, 1) Z Yo(Y; ) + op, o (1) uniformly over ¢ < T.
0'1\/_
(A.24)

By Donsker’s theorem, and recalling that ¢,(t) = o,t/(01 + 0y),

Ia]’]’—l [nda(")]
a1

where Wi (-), Wy(-) can be taken to be independent Weiner processes due to the indepen-

Oq

Y (V) 2

Pro o1+ o0y

Wa(')a

dence of yST), y,(S)T under P, . Combined with (A.24), we conclude

pul) S W) (A.25)
where W (-) = 2 Wi() = /555 Wo(+) is another Weiner process.

Let Z denote the normal random variable in (A.21). Equations (A.21) and (A.25) imply
that p,,(-),1In (dP, n/dP, ) are asymptotically tight, and therefore, the joint (p,(-), In (dP, n/dP,,))
is also asymptotically tight under P, . Furthermore, for any ¢ € [0, 7], it can be shown
using (A.24) and (A.20) that

7 (h)
pult) W () 0 t S

In 2Enn Pjo Z ~N =T prph, || Aety op +hTJ h
l’ldpn’o ’ 2 Za atalla 01400 Z a'ta

Based on the above, an application of Le Cam’s third lemma as in Van Der Vaart and

Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.10.12) then gives

pu() =5 p()  where p(t) := AMi(h)t + W (t). (A.26)

Poh o1+ oy
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Step 2 (Weak convergence of 0n 1, Tor). Let D0, T] denote the metric space of all func-
tions from [0, 7] to R equipped with the sup norm. For any element z(-) € D[0, T, define
rr(z) =T ANinf{t : |2(t)] > v} and o7(2) = I{z(7r(2)) > 0}.

Now, under h = (0,0), p(-) is the Weiner process, whose sample paths take values
(with probability 1) in C[0,T], the set of all continuous functions such that ~, —y are
regular points (i.e., if z(t) = 7, z(-) — v changes sign infinitely often in any time interval
[t,t + €], € > 0; a similar property holds under z(t) = —v). The latter is a well known
property of Brownian motion, see Karatzas and Shreve (2012, Problem 2.7.18), and it
implies z(-) € C[0, T] must ‘cross’ the boundary within an arbitrarily small time interval
after hitting v or —v. It is then easy to verify that if z,, — z with z,, € D|[0, T'] for all n and
z € C[0,T), then 77(z,) — 7r(2) and 67(z,) — d7(z). By construction, 7,7 = 77(py)
and 0,7 = 0r(pn), so by (A.25) and the extended continuous mapping theorem (Van
Der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Theorem 1.11.1)

(Tnirs Onr) == (74, 67,

n,0

where 77 := 7p(p) and &5 := d7(p).

For general h, p(+) is distributed as in (A.26). By the Girsanov theorem, the probability
law induced on D[0, T'] by the process %t +TW (t) is absolutely continuous with respect
to the probability law induced by W (t). Hence, with probability 1, the sample paths of
p(-) again lie in C[0,T]. Then, by similar arguments as in the case with h = (0,0), but
now using (A.26), we conclude

(Tuirs Onr) == (77, 67). (A.27)

n,h
Step 3 (Convergence of V,,(d, r,h)). From (3.5) and the discussion in Section 3.1, it is
clear that the distribution of p(t) is the same as that of o7 'z (t) — 0 ' 20(t) in the diffusion
regime. Thus, the joint distribution, PP, of (75, d%.), defined in Step 2, is the same as the

joint distribution of

l’l(T*/\T) l’o(T*/\T) Z O})
(o] 0o

(T}ET*/\T,(S}EH{ —

in the diffusion regime, when the optimal sampling rule 7* is used. Therefore, defining

di = (7%, 75,0%) and E[-] to be the expectation under P, we obtain

V(dr, p(h)) = E[Ap(h)or + crr],
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where V(d, ) denotes the frequentist regret of d in the diffusion regime. Now, recall

that by the definitions stated early on in this proof,

Vn(dn,T7 h') = ]En,h [\/ﬁAnH(h)(sn,T + CTn,T:| .

Since 0,, 7, are bounded and /nA,pu(h) — Ap(h) by Assumption 1(iii), it follows from
(A.27) that for each h,
lim V(o h) = V(i u(h)) (A.28)

n—oo
For any given h and ¢ > 0, a dominated convergence argument as in Step 4 of the

proof of Theorem 2 shows that there exists T}, large enough such that
V(dg u(h)) < V(d', ju(h)) + e (A.29)

for all T > Tj,. Fix a finite subset J of R and define Tz = supj,c; Th. Then, (A.28) and
(A.29) imply

liminf sup Vy,(dy,r, h) < sup V(dy, p(h)) < sup V(d*, u(h)) + €,

=0 peg heg heg

for all "> T7. Since the above is true for any J and € > 0,
sup lim liminfsup V,(d, 1, h) < supsup V(d*, u(h))
g T—o0 N0 peyg J heJ

<supV(d',p)=V".
n

The inequality can be made an equality due to Theorem 2. We have thereby proved
Theorem 3.
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ONLINE APPENDIX
APPENDIX B. SUPPLEMENTARY RESULTS

B.1. Proof of equation (3.7). We exploit the fact that the least favorable prior has a
two point support, and that the reward gap is the same under both support points. Fix
some values of ¢, 01, 0¢. Recall the definition of a* as the probability of mis-identification
error from (3.6), and observe that R* = (01 + 0¢)A*a*/2. Furthermore, by Lemma 2,

9 A*,y* (eA*,y* + G_A*,y* _ 2) 5 ) L — o
A2 A Y _ g A¥y¥ — A2 (1-2a")In ———

E[r"] :

o
where the second equality follows from the expression for o* in (3.6).

Let # = 1 denote the state when p = (01A%/2, —09A*/2) and 6 = 0 the state when
p = (—01A%/2,00A*/2). Because of the nature of the prior, we can think of a non-
sequential experiment as choosing a set of mis-identification probabilities oy, 85 under
the two states (e.g., s is the probability of choosing treatment 0 under § = 1), along
with a duration (i.e., a sample size), Tr+. To achieve a Bayes regret of R*, we would need
as + Bs = 2a*. For any ay, (s, let T'(a, Bs) denote the minimum duration of time needed

to achieve these mis-identification probabilities. Following Shiryaev (2007, Section 4.2.5),

we have
(@11 —a,) +71(1 = B,))°
T(as7 BS) = A*2 °
Hence,
(P — )+ (1 - 8y))
T * — .
R Oés“l‘rgslilQa* A*2

It can be seen that the minimum is reached when oy = 35 = o, and we thus obtain

(@' (1—a"))

TR* = A*2

Therefore,

E[r*] (1—-2a*)In 1;—; ~ 0.6,

Tp- 2(d-1(1 — oz*)*)

B.2. Proof sketch of Theorem 5. For any h = (hy, hy), h, € T(Péa)), let P, denote
the joint distribution Pl(/lz/ahl(yg}) : Pl(?i/ﬁ,ho (yﬁf)). Take E,, p[-] to be the corresponding
expectation. As in Section 5, we can associate each h, € T' (PO(“)) with an element from
the [y space of square integrable sequences {h, /04, ho1,...}. In what follows, we write

Ha = hqo, and define p = (111, po) and Ap = pg — po.
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We only rework the first step of the proof of Theorem 3 as the remaining steps can be

applied with minor changes.
Denote P,y = Pél)(yfj},) . PO (ySLOT)) By the SLAN property (5.2), independence of

ygl%, ny)T given h, and the central limit theorem,

dp, T
hldpnz (yg’l)’uyg?f)r) = Z {\/—Zh 5 ||haHi} + 0Pn,0<1)

ae{0,1}

=T
ﬁw@ > T Y ||ha|ri). (B.1)

ac{0,1} ae{0,1}

Therefore, by Le Cam’s first lemma, P, , and P, are mutually contiguous. Next, define

By similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 3,

1 [ngu (t) 1 [ndo(?)] ©)
(1) = — Y, 1 iforml t<T. B.2
Pn( PR Z oy - Z + op, (1) uniformly over ¢ < (B.2)

Then, by Donsker’s theorem, and recalling that §,(t) = o,t/(01 + 0¢), we obtain

1 nqa

Oa Z Pno \ 01 +00
\/_

Wa(),

where Wi (-), Wy(-) can be taken to be independent Weiner processes due to the indepen-

dence of yST), ygj)T under P, . Combined with (B.2), we conclude

pul) = W), (B.3)

PnO

where W (-) = Vot W) — /525 Wo(+) is another Weiner process.
Equations (B.1) and (B.3) imply that p,(-),In(dP, r/dP, o) are asymptotically tight,

and therefore, the joint (p,(-),In (dP,n/dP,0)) is also asymptotically tight under P, .
It remains to determine the point-wise distributional limit of (p,,(-),In (dP,n/dP,)) for
each t. By our I, representation of h,, we have h, = (ta/04)(¥/04) + ha—1, Where h, 3
is orthogonal to the influence function 1(Y;'”) := ;). This implies B, o[hq(Y;")Y;"] =
1a, and therefore, after some straightforward algebra exploiting the fact that yg},,yﬁf)T
are independent iid sequences, we obtain
L"qa(t [nda(t)]

P R )

o1+ 09

t.

]En,O
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Combining the above with (B.2) and the first line of (B.1), we find

pl®) ) 0 [ SR
dP", - 2 nqq(t a
In 40 e S o S ha (V)
0
° e + 1 nT (a) + OPn,O(1>
Yo 7m Liinga+1) ha(Yi)
= A
L (o) (0 e s
n0 Z 5 L llhall; siteot T |lhall,

for each ¢, where the last step makes use of the independence of (yﬁ?l(t),yi?o(t)) and

(Y(_liql ity Y (_01)%@)) Based on the above, an application of Le Cam’s third lemma as in

Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Theorem 3.10.12) then gives

pu() =2 p()  where p(t) := A t+ W (t). (B.4)

Pn,h Ul + UO

B.3. Alternative cost functions. We follow the basic outline of Section 3.1 and Lem-
mas 1-3. Our ansatz is that the least favorable prior should be within the class of indiffer-

ence priors, pa, and the minimax decision rule should lie within the class c’lv7 = (1%, 7y, 0%).

The DM’s response to pa. Suppose nature employs the indifference prior pa. Then it is
clear from the discussion in Section 3.1, and the symmetry of the sampling costs ¢(+) that
the DM is indifferent between any sampling rule, and the Bayes optimal implementation
rule is 0* = [{p(t) > 0}. To determine the Bayes optimal stopping rule, we employ a

similar analysis as in Lemma 1. Define
1 m
¢ =c|—1
¢(m) C(Anl—m>’

¢e(m) = /17; /12 2(Z(él(i)z))Qalzdx.

Note that ¢(-) is the sampling cost in terms of the posterior probability m(t), as p(t) =

A~ tIn (123()1‘,))' Let E[-] denote the expectation over 7 given the prior pa and sampling

rule 7. By Morris and Strack (2019, Proposition 2),

e[ clptnar] =& [ [ coneae] = [ otm)ac. om),

where G (-) is the distribution induced over m(7) by the stopping time 7. Hence, as

in Lemma 1, we can suppose that instead of choosing 7, the DM chooses a probability
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distribution G over the posterior beliefs m(7) at an ‘ex-ante’ cost

o(G) = [ 6ulm)dGim)

subject to the constraint [ mdG(m) = mo = 1/2. Hence, the Bayes optimal stopping
time is the one that induces the distribution G*, defined as
G* = argmin /f(m)dG(m), where
G’:f de(m):%

(0’1 -+ O'o)A

£(m) = gum) + 7

min{m, 1 —m}.

As ¢.(1/2) = 0, f(m) cannot be minimized at 1/2. Consider, then, f(m) for m €
[0,1/2). In this region, f(m) = ¢.(m) + %m, where ¢”(m) > 0 by the assumption
¢(m) > 0. This proves f(m) is convex in [0,1/2). Also, ¢.(1/2) = 0, and under the as-
sumption ¢(-) > ¢, it is easy to see that ¢.(m) — oo as m — 0, with ¢.(m) monotonically
decreasing on (0, 1/2]. Taken together, these results imply f(m) has a unique minimum
in (0,1/2). Denote a(A) := argmin,,c /9 f(m). By the symmetry of sampling costs,
f(m) = f(1 —m), and so the global minima of f(-) are a(A),1 — «(A). Given the
constraint [ mdG*(m) = 1/2, we conclude that G* is a two-point distribution, supported
on a(A),1 — a(A) with equal probability 1/2. By Shiryaev (2007, Section 4.2.1), this

distribution is induced by the stopping time 7.,(a), where

Y(A) = i In 1;{2()&

This stopping time is the best response to nature’s prior pa.

Nature’s response to 7,. We will determine nature’s best response to the DM choosing ci«Y
by obtaining a formula for the frequentist regret V' (civ, u). Denote A = 2(uy — po) /(01 +
09), and take (a(x) to be the solution of the ODE

1

" A/ . e —
SCA@) + S @) = (@) Ca0) = Ca(0) = 0.

It is easy to show that the solution is
x y
(a(x) = 2/ e_Ay/ e®c(2)dzdy.
0 0

In what follows we write p; = p(t).
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We now claim that for any stopping time, 7,

Ba | | clpit] = B [alpr). (B.5)

To prove the above, we start by recalling from (3.5) that

A ~

where W() is a one-dimensional Weiner process. Then, for any bounded stopping time

7, [to’s lemma implies

Calpr) = Calon) + 5 [ clonde+ 5 [ oot + [ Calpoaiv (o
= ["elpodt + [ Calpan o),

where the last step follows from the definition of (a(+). This proves (B.5) for bounded
stopping times. The extension to unbounded stopping times follows by a similar argument
as in the proof of Proposition 2 in Morris and Strack (2019).

Recall that 7, :=inf{t : |p;| > v}. By Lemma 2,

1—e a7
P(pm =|p) = Ay oAy (B.6)
This implies
1—e ™ A —1
Equ [CA(PTW)} = m@ﬁ) e 6_A7CA(_’Y)‘ (B.7)

Combining (B.5)-(B.7), we obtain

~ o1+ 0o N Ty
V (o) = P ARG = 1) + Ea | [ clon)d]
(o)A 1—e ™ (1=e™) ) + (AT = 1) (=)
N 2 edr — e~ + eAr — e=A7 ‘

Thus, the best response of nature to civ is to pick any prior supported on

01+ 09
2

am},

{u: |11 — pol =

where

A(7y) := arg max

A 2 eAY — gAY eAr — =AY

{<m + ao) (1=e)a (=) G+ (4~ 1) (=) }
Therefore, the two-point prior pa(,) is a best response to dy.
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Nash equilibrium. By similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1, the Nash equilib-

rium is given by (pa«,d.+) where (A* 4*) is the solution to the minimax problem

min max { (01 + 00) (1 _ e_AA/) A + (1 _ e_A7> Ca(y) + (eA7 _ 1) Ca(=7) } '

2 eAr — e—AY eAr — e=AY

B.4. Analysis of other regret measures. Following the discussion in Section 6.4, sup-
pose that we measure regret in the implementation phase using some nonlinear functional
u(+) of the outcome distributions P, P, We assume that yu(-) is a regular functional
of the data, i.e., for each a € {0,1}, there is a ¢, € L2(P\") such that

p(P) = n(Fy")
13

= (Ya, ), = o), (B.8)

for each of the sub-models {Pt(';b) .t < n} introduced in Section 5.'* The function 1,(-) is
termed the efficient influence function.

Define 02 := E p [10a(Y;)2]. Tt is possible to select {¢a1, dasz, ...} € T(PL) in such a
manner that {¥,/04, ¢a1, da2, - -} is a set of orthonormal basis functions for the closure
of T(P{). We can also choose these bases so they lie in T(P\"), i.e., EPS‘Z) [¢a,;] = 0 for
all 7. By the Hilbert space isometry, each h, € T(Péa)) is then associated with an element
from the [, space of square integrable sequences, (hq0/0q; ha1, - .. ), Where hy o = (g, ha),
and hgp = (Pak, ha), for all k # 0.

Note that the above setup closely mirrors the discussion in Section 5. Indeed, when
(+) is the mean functional, the efficient influence function is just ¥(Y') := Y, as defined
in that section. It is then easy to verify that the derivation of the minimax lower bound
in Theorem 4, and the discussion preceding it, goes through unchanged even for general
functionals.

For decision rules that attain the lower bound, consider d,r = (7, Tn1,0n1), 88
defined in Section 4.3, but with z,(¢) in (5.4) now representing the efficient influence

function process for treatment a, i.e.,

1 \_n‘Ia (t)J

NG z Y (Y1),

xq(t) ==

“Following Van der Vaart (2000, Section 25.3), we may restrict attention to those h € T(Péa)) for which
the Hadamard derivative of u(Pt(f;l)), as given by (B.8), exists.
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and 07 = E [(Y )2, By the same method of proof as in Section B.2, it is easy
0
to see that d, r attains the lower bound V* and Theorem 5 thereby applies to general

functionals as well.
B.5. Additional simulations.

B.5.1. Updating 01,00 using a prior. As noted in Section 6.3, instead of using forced
sampling to estimate the values of o1, 0y, we could instead employ a prior and continu-
ously update these parameter values. Here, we report simulation results from using this
approach in the context of the numerical illustration from Section 7.

Since the outcome model is Bernoulli, we employ a beta prior over the unknown quan-
tities pg, p1. The prior parameters are taken to be oy = 2, 5y = 3; these imply that the
prior is centered around po(= 0.4). We then apply our proposed policies while continu-
ously updating the values of o1, 0¢ using the posterior means of p;, pg. We experimented
with alternative prior parameters, but they did not change the results substantively.

Figure B.2, Panel A plots the finite sample frequentist regret profile of d,, := d,,
(i.e., d,r with T' = o0o) for various values of n, along with that of d* under diffusion
asymptotics. The approach of using the prior performs substantially worse than forced
sampling (as can be seen by comparing the figure to Figure 7.1), with the performance
being worse for higher values of A. It appears that continuously updating the prior results
in more variability, leading to higher expected regret than that under the minimax policy
(for large A). However, the minimax regret itself is actually close to the asymptotic value,
as can be seen by comparing the maximum values of the regret profiles; in particular,
the difference is less than 3%. Nevertheless, we recommend employing forced sampling

in practice, at-least for Bernoulli outcomes, as it has a strong theoretical justification.

B.5.2. Simulations using Gaussian outcomes. To assess the finite sample performance of
the proposed policies under continuous outcomes, we ran additional Monte-Carlo simu-
lations assuming Gaussian outcomes Y ~ N (ta//n,c2) for each treatment. This is a

parametric setting in which p,(t) has the form

1 [ng1(t)] 1 [ngo(?)
n(t) = Y Y
P NS Z; = non Z;

Figure B.2, Panel A plots the finite sample frequentist regret profile of d,, := d,,
(i.e., d,r with T = oo) for various values of n, along with that of d* under diffusion

asymptotics. The parameter values are ¢ = 1 and 62 = 0? = 1. Given these parameter
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FiGURE B.2. Finite sample performance of d,,

values, each n corresponds to a sampling cost of C' = n~=3/2. It is seen that diffusion
asymptotics provide a very good approximation to the finite sample properties of d,,
even for such relatively small values of n as n = 200. Furthermore, d,, can be seen to
attain the lower bound for minimax regret. Panel B of the same figure displays some
summary statistics for Bayes regret under d,, when nature chooses the least favorable
prior, pa+. The finite sample expected regret is very close to V*, the value of minimax
regret under diffusion asymptotics. We can also infer that the distribution of regret under

pa+ is positively skewed and heavy tailed.

B.6. Supporting lemmas for the proof of Theorem 2. We suppose that Assumption

1 holds for all the results in this section. We also make heavy use of the notation defined
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in Appendix A.3. Additionally, for some M < oo, define

A= { (5805 8) s 2

Lemma 4. For any ¢ > 0, there exist M(e), N(e) < oo such that M > M(e) and

n > N(e) implies P,(A%) < €. Furthermore, letting E, o[-] denote the expectation under

P.o = Purpro;

sup E,o |14 H % (y(a)) Hcmgl%va <y(a)) =o(1) Y (hy, ho)-
e n, "L dPéZZ,o nqa dana, nqa )

Proof. The proof follows the same outline as in Adusumilli (2021, Lemma 3). Set

Ausr = { (85) s [

q<T

<MVae{0,1}}.

Note that zﬁf}l) is a partial sum process with mean 0 under P, o. By Kolmogorov’s maximal
inequality and Assumption 1(ii), for each a € {0, 1},

1 1
) < M\/ar [Hz,(;;) } =0 (M) .

Since P(T)O,P(OT{O are independent, it follows that P, (A5, ) — 0 for any M, — oo.

n

Pﬁ‘}{o <sup Hzﬁfé)
q

But by (A.8) and standard arguments involving Le Cam’s first lemma, P(T) by X PnT) o
is contiguous to P, for all h. This implies B, = [TI, P Th dmg(h) is also contiguous
to P, (this can be shown using the dominated convergence theorem; see also, Le Cam
and Yang, p.138). Consequently, P,(AS ,, ) — 0 for any M, — co. The first claim is a
straightforward consequence of this.

We now prove the second claim: For any h = (hq, ho), recall that P, ,4,» denotes the

probability measure over (y(l) yg;)o) defined as

nq1’

dPn‘h,TL(IO, (yqu)l’ ynqo) - dan1 hl (ynql) de]Oﬁo (Y£L%)O>

Now, by similar arguments as in Adusumilli (2021, Lemma 3), P(azn) . is contiguous to
NQqq ";Na

Pizgn)ﬁ for any h, € R? and deterministic sequence {¢{™}, converging to some g, € [0, 7.
Due to the independence of y,(llq)l,y%% for any (g1, qo), it then follows that an(n> g™ b is
1 Mg

contiguous to P (n)  (n) .
& ng{™ ng§" .0
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Now, let (¢\™,¢{™) € [0,T] x [0, T] denote quantities such that

ap' dA@
E,o (I " nGasha (((a) BB nga,ha (- (a)
o, o ) - e o)

(a) (a)
( (n

dana ) Jha (CL) dAnqa ) ha (a)
< B (La, | IT—07 Yo ) = 1L =G (Yoo ||| +€
a a

ap' ap'®
anz") 0 ng$™ .0

for some arbitrarily small € > 0 (this is always possible by the definition of the supremum).

Without loss of generality, we may assume (q%n), q(()")) converges to some (g1, qo) € [0, 7] X

[0, T']; otherwise we can employ a subsequence argument since (q§n), q(()n)) lie in a bounded

set. Define
. dAn aha (a) dP’f(lac)z ha (a)
Gn(Qla QO> = HAn : d_P?qua (yTLQa) o H dP,,EqZ()l (yTLQa) ’

The claim follows if we show E,, g {Gn(qin), q(()"))} — 0. By Lemma A.8 and the definition
of Anq h( )

qa a
Gnl(q1,qo) Hexp {hl[&/%am% — thfaha} ’exp (5£M)IG — 14,
where sup,; [6{)] = o(1) under P, for each a € {0,1}. Since
Lo, - T exp {12 20, = S hiduba

is bounded for any fixed (hq, hg) by the definition of 14, this implies G, (q1 , q(()n)) =o(1)
under P, . Next, we argue Gn(ql ", q(() )) is uniformly integrable. The first term

(a)

aA ™ h, (a)
HAn : HT <y (n)>

ngq
(n) ,0

in the definition of G, (ql ,q(() ) is bounded, and therefore uniformly integrable, for any

h. It remains to prove uniform integrability of

dpP'® B
Hgnqé" s (@ = Pognan () 0
ynqul) = 4P Y (Y

(n) . (n) na "o
danc(Ln) 0 nQ1 7nq0 70
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For any b < oo,
B o m (1) (0 AP o m (1) (0
y (n)7y ('n) al y (n)7y (n) > b
dPn (n) ngq (n) 0 danin)7nq(()n)70
_ ng{" nq§ 7h< SO ) ng," nqg 7h< 1 ) >
Y, oY o)1 Y ¥ ) > b dP ) )
/d ng{™ ng§™.,0 ey nay” {1;[ dpnqgn),nqém,o nay”” ngg"” naL o0

dP o, o,
ngy “ngy sh 1) (0)
< an§n),nqén),h (];[ d (ynqin”ynqéM) >b].

Pmﬁ"),nq(") 0

But,

ng; ,nqy h (1) (0)
Pl (H dP, o (ymﬁ"”ymé")) >

nqon) 0

(n) (n) h 1
< b / nq1 N4y < ( ) ( ) )dp " N < bf]_
H dpP. ™ ngt™ 0 Y (n)’y a" ng{" ng{™,0 = ’

so the contiguity of P (n) (), with respect to P ) () - implies we can choose b and
suity nay™ ngs" h P nai™ ngs™ 0 P

n large enough such that

dP ) m
hm SupP (n) (n) (H ql_7qh (y(l)(n),y( )(n)) > b <€

n>n a0 a dan(n) nq(()n) 0
for any arbitrarily small e. These results demonstrate uniform integrability of G, (¢; ), Q(()n))

under P, . Since convergence in probability implies convergence in expectation for uni-
formly integrable random variables, we have thus shown E,, [Gn(q@, qé"))} — 0, which

concludes the proof. O

Lemma 5. For any measure P, define PN A, as the restriction of P to the set A,,. Then,

lim,, 00 HP" NA, — f’n N A”H v 0, where ||| 7, denotes the total-variation metric.

Proof. Denote P, o := P,rnr0. By the properties of the total variation metric, contiguity
of P, with respect to P, (shown in the proof of Lemma 4) and the absolute continuity

of I, As;la with respect to P, (by construction),

lim [P, N A, — PN A”H
(a)
Bl e o - 0

P(“) AP\,
In the last expression, denote the term within the {} brackets by f,(h). By Lemma 4,

dpn,o<y;;,y;T>}dmo<h>

fn(h) — 0 for each h. Since m{(+) is a two-point prior, this proves the desired claim. O
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Lemma 6. E, [sup,c(orLa, - [mn(&) — m(pn(t))]] = o(1).

Proof. Define

-1

(1) (1)
ot —(C%W(yﬂ) ) dpnqo“(ym) )) X oo
- (1 ngi (t) 1) nao (%)
den( t),0 dP} nqo(t),0

X

(1)
M (9 ,)- M (%)
dP ngi (¢t) dP nqo(t)

ngi (t),0 nqo(t),0

We can then write

@(t)
Recall the definition of @(-) in (A.12) and note that @(-) is bounded under the set A,.

Then, by the SLAN property (A.8) and some straightforward algebra,
sup Ly, [@(t) — 4(t)] = op, (1)
te€[0,T]

Due to the continuous mapping theorem, the above in turn implies

sup Ly, [mn (&) —m(pn(t))| = op, (1)
t€[0,T]

But it was shown in the proof of Lemma 4 that P, is contiguous with respect to P, o;

hence,

sup Iy, [mn(&) — m(pn(t))| = op,(1).
t€[0,7

Since both m,,(-),m(-) € [0, 1], the claim follows from the dominated convergence theo-

rem. O

Lemma 7. lim,, ;o0 SUPgep,, ‘Vn*(d, my) — Va(d, my)| = 0.

Proof. We prove the claim by bounding each term in the following expansion:
= By [La {Vnwn (m (&) + er}| + En [Lag {0 (2 (pa(7))) + er}]
+ (En - En> [I[An : {\/ﬁwn (m (pa(T))) + CTH
+ By [La, - Vit (m (&) = @ (7 ()] (B.9)

First, observe that by Assumption 1(iii),

lim sup )\/_wn (m)}:O, (B.10)

N0 he0,1]
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where w(m) := 22 A*min{m, 1 —m}. Since w(-) is uniformly bounded, it follows from
(B.10) that \/nw,(+) is also uniformly bounded. Furthermore, 7 < T is also bounded.
We thus conclude that /nw, (m (§;)) + c¢r and \/nw, (M (pn(7))) + ¢ are uniformly
bounded by some (suitably large) constant L < oo. The first two quantities in (B.9) are
therefore bounded by L - P,(A¢) and L - Ign(Afl).

By Lemma 4, P,(A¢) can be made arbitrarily small by choosing a suitably large M in
the definition of A,,. Hence the first term in (B.9) converges to 0 as n — 0.

By Lemma 9, fd};’n =7(0,0,0) = 1+ Mn~" for some M < oo and ¥ > 0. But Lemma
5 implies f:’n(An) = P,(A,) +0(1) = 14 o(1). Hence P, (AS) = fdP ~ P, (An) — 0 as
n — oo. Hence, the second term in (B.9) converges to 0 as well.

The third term in (B.9) is bounded by L - Hp" NA, — Ign N A”HTV' By Lemma 5, it
converges to 0 as n — o0.

Finally, for the fourth term of (B.9), observe that by (B.10),

Vi@ (m (&) = @n (M (pn(7)))| = | (m (&) — @ (M (pn(7)))] + 0(1)

D90 N v (€,) — 1 (pu(7))] + 0(1),

<
- 2

where the last step follows from the definition of w(+). Hence, the fourth term is bounded

(uniformly over d € D,, ) by

o1+ 00 , .=
LT NE Iy, - mal&) — mlpn(0)] +0(1),
which is o(1) because of Lemma 6. This concludes the proof of the lemma. O
Lemma 8. The function V;,T = infyep, , Vi(d,mo), where V,(d,mg) is defined in

(A.13), is the solution at (0,0,0,0) of the recursive equation (A.15).

Proof. In what follows, we define w,(-) := @, (M,(+)).
Step 1 (Disintegration of ]5” ). We start by presenting a disintegration result for f’n;
this will turn out to be convenient when applying a dynamic programming argument on

V. Recall the definitions of prg, ngn (y(l) y(o)) and Prgs nqo (y,(ll) y,(;?o) from Step 0

ngi’ Y nqo q1’

of the proof of Theorem 2. Also, let

pnql ngo <y1(11q)1 ) yq(z%)oa h) = ﬁnq1 ,nqo,h (ygq)l ) YSZI)O) ) mS(h)

h and take P,

nq1,nq0

denote the joint probability density (wrt v x v;) over yl) to be

nqi’ yTLqO Y

the corresponding probability measure. By the disintegration theorem and the definition
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of pn(h|p), we have

Pngs nqo (y$11q)17y$u1)07 h) = Pnas,nao (ygq)pygo) - Pn(hp). (B.11)

Note that in the above p is a function of y(1) | y(© _it is defined in (A.11) - but we have

q1’ Y nqo

elected to suppress this dependence.

Now, )\flaT) h(yn%) can be written as

A (') Hexp{ \F by — 2nhTIah}p§‘;)(Y;(“)). (B.12)

Hence, for any q1, qo,

~ ~ Mot (902) - Nty (v?
PnTnT (Y1(17)“7 yg?%’ h) = Pnagingo (ygllq)l ’ ygg])()’ ) . )\Sq)i:: ((yng% . >\7(10§ ((y'é;)(?)

: W ()20 5
= Dngi.ngo <y7(1q)1’ Yq(mqo) pn<h‘ ) )\ I)T = éy(lfg )\(07; - ((yg)(g)

nqi,h1 nq1 nq1,ho

where the first equality is a consequence of (B.12) and the definition of P, (yST), yg, h) :

and the second equality follows from (B.11). Integrating with respect to the dominating

measure, v;(h), on both sides of the expression then gives (the quantity p,, (y(_l,)w1 , y(_ozlqo |, a1, qo)

is defined in A.14)"

~ ~ = 1 0
pnT,nT (}IEﬂ)‘a yi}) = pnql,nqo (Y%lq)l ) Y7(’1,0q)0) *Pn (y(,)qu 9 ySEqu |pa q1, QD)' (Blg)

Step 2 (Relating successive values of p, (-, -|p, ¢1, qo) ). The quantity ﬁn(y( %ql, y_nqO lp, a1, q0)

specifies the density of the unobserved elements, y( %ql,y(onqo, of ynT, y(o)

when the cur-
rent state is p, ¢, qo. In this step, we aim to characterize the density of the remaining
elements of y(_a,)lq , if starting from the state p, q1, qo, we assign treatment a and observe
the first element, Y(q) +1, of y(a)u]a.

We start by noting that (B.11), (B.13) are valid for any p, ¢1, qo, as long as ¢1,q0 < T.

Suppose treatment 1 is employed when the current state y;;)l,yggo. Then, it is easily

5Recall that v (h) is some dominating measure for the prior mg. Here, it can be taken to be the counting
measure on (—hi, hs) and (b, k).
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verified that

~ 1
Prgi+1,nq0 (yglq)l‘f'l’ yggl)o’ h’)

= Pna1ngo (ygq)la Yo h) exp { \/—hw ( n(;l)+1) - zlhTflhl} Doy (Yn(;l)-‘t-l)

= 5 nq1,mq0 <y7(zq)1a ano) Pn(h|p) exp {\/—hT@Z) ( nq1+1> - *hThh } (1) (Yn(ql)ﬂ) ,

where the last equality follows from (B.11). Integrating with respect to vi(h) on both
sides then gives!®

~ 1 ~ ~ 1
Pngi+1,nq0 (ygtq)ﬁrl’ YSZI)O) = Pngi,ngo (yszlq)ﬁygg;)o) Pn (Yn(q1)+1|p> : (B14)

Applying (B.13) twice, with the values (p, ¢1,q0) and (p’, q1 + %, ¢o), and making use of
(B.14) together with the definition of p from (A.11), we conclude

~ 1
=~ 1 0 ~ 1
pn ( (—r)quvy nqo’pv qi, %) = Dn (y(r)quby(—?)zqo‘p,» a1 + Ea QO) “Pn (Yn(q1)+1|p> ) (B15)

where p' == p +n"V2I Yy ( n(;l)ﬂ) Analogously,

= Iy
pn (y( 'r)qu ) y(oglqo |p7 qi, QO) = Dn (y(—l'r)l,qpy(—nqo 1|p q1,qo + ) “Pn (Yn(((]]1)+1|p) ) (B16)

with p' now being p — n=Y215 1)y ( nq1+1>
Step 3 (Recursive expression for V'r). Let p; denote the value of p,(-) at period j.

Suppose that at period j of the experiment, the state is §; = (ynq)l,ynqo) The posterior,

Pn (- Pj,q1,4o) provides the density of the remaining elements y( %ql, y(_o,)lqo of the vector

yng),yg By extension, we may define pnj(yng,y 11pjs @1, qo) as the density induced

over paths yf{}, y;% given the knowledge of ;. This density consists of a point mass for

y) v with the rest of the components y( ,)qu , y(o,)w0 of the vector yf}}, yg)% distributed

ngi’ Y ngo’

as pn (y(—r)qu ) y—nqo |Pj7 q1, q0) .

Let 7; = {j/n,(j +1)/n,...,1} and take D, ;.r to be the set of all possible decision
rules ({Wm}nefj , T, 0) starting from period j with the usual measurability restrictions, i.e.,
Tnt(+) is Fi—1/, measurable, the stopping time 7 is sequentially F;_;/, measurable, and

the implementation rule ¢ is F, measurable. Recalling that w,(p) := w, (M, (p)), define

Vir(@) = at [ {Vaour) e (v =2 ) by (v s ana0), - (BT

deDn,j:T

6The quantity §, (Y (¥|p) is defined in Step 2 of the proof of Theorem 2.
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with the convention that at j = 0,

V(&) = inf [ {Vn@a(pa(r)) + 7} dpa (v 957

dEDn,T

The quantity f/,j (&) is akin to the value function at period j. Note also that the
quantities p,(7),7 in (B.17) are functions of yleT), y;o%.
Clearly, V*, = ‘N/,:jT(ﬁo) by definition, so the claim follows if we show: (i) V;jT(fj) =

n,

V;}T(pj,ql, qo,j/m), i.e., it is function only of (p;, q1,qo,t = j/n); and (ii) it satisfies the
recursion (A.15). To show this, we adopt the usual approach in dynamic programming
of using backward induction.

First, we argue that the induction hypothesis holds at j = nT" (corresponding to t = T').

Indeed,

(gnT /\/_wn pnT)dpn nT (ynTa ynT|pnT7 q1, CJo)
- / \/—wn pnT)dpn (y nqlay nqoypnTa q1, QO) = \/ﬁn(pnT: qi, qo)wn<pnT)

and we can therefore write V* (&) = Viir (pnr, @15 q0, T') as a function only of p,r, q1, o, T
Now suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for the periods 7+ 1,...,nT. Con-
sider the various possibilities at period j. If the experiment is stopped right away, the

continuation value of this choice is

(fg|7' = J /\/_wn Pg)dpn,; (ynT7YnT|p]7q1 CJ0>

= /\/_wn /0] dpn (y ngrs Y — nqo|pj7qvaO) = \/ﬁﬂ(Pj»QhQO)wn(Pj)
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On the other hand, if the experiment is continued and treatment 1 is sampled, the

resulting continuation value is

Vo (&ilmy = 1)
J ~
= inf / {\/ﬁwn (pm') +c (7_ - n) } dpn,j (YST), yg'gl)“’pja q1, QO>

{W]—l}ﬂdepn j+1.T

/dpng (yoits yictlps ai,a0) + -

J+1 - 1 )
inf // {\/_wn pm—) +c (7' — n) } dpn,j+1 <y7(11727 yg)j)*‘pj+17 Q1+ ﬁ’ qo> dpn (Y(1)|pj)

eDn ,J+1:T

= 77(Pj7Q1>C]0)E T

. 1N - 1 )
+/ l inf /{\/ﬁwn (pnr) + € (7’ — )}dpn,j+1 <Y£L11)“73’5107)“|Pj+17 ¢+ o QO)] dpn (Y(1)|Pj>

de€Dy 1.7 n
s 415 c
_ i aq)e
n

U(ng qi1, q0
n

/ V;T (§541) dpn (Y(l) |Pj)

S din (Y Olpy)

where pjy1 1= pj +n V20 (YD) and &, = & U {Y W}, The first equality follows

+/V7;<T </03+1aQ1+1 C]oa]

from (B.15), the second follows from a suitable measurable selection theorem (see, e.g.,
Bertsekas, 2012, Proposition A.5), the third from the definition of V;T(fjﬂ), and the last
equality from the induction hypothesis. In a similar vein, if treatment 0 were sampled,

we would have

e n(ps: @1, 90 J+
nr(&ilmy = 0) = JT_}_/VTLT (PJ+1 q1,q0 + 1, n) dpn( © |PJ)

Now,

Vn*T(gj) mln{ Var(&lm =), nT(£J|7TJ = 1),V;T(£]\7T] = 0)} (B.18)

We have shown above that each of the three terms within the minimum in (B.18) are
functions only of p, ¢, qo,j/n. Hence, T(@) = nT(p],ql,qg j/n). Furthermore, by
the expressions for these quantities, it is clear that (B.18) is none other than (A.15). This
proves the induction hypothesis for period j. The claim follows. O

Lemma 9. There exist non-random constants, M < oo and ¥ € (0,1/2) such that

SUPp.q1.40 |77(pa q1, QO) - 1’ < Mn=7.
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Proof. By (B.12),

Nt (o) - Nty (¥07)

N (¥5) * Ny (¥00)

nT 1 nT 1
={ 1 exp{hlwlm(l))—thhhl}pé?(n“))}-{ 11 exp{h&po(yi(o))_thjoho}pég)(y;(o))}‘

i=nq1+1 i=nqo+1

Making use of the above in the definition of p, (-, -|p, q1, ¢o) and applying Fubini’s theorem

gives

v = [ T1 AT { [ e (hui®) - Dt o 0y Y di (o).

a€{0,1} i=nga+1

(B.19)

Denote

1 1
Jan(h,Y) = h™,(Y) — Q—hT]ah,
n

Jn
5an(h7 Y) = exp{gan(ha Y)} - {1 + gan<hv Y) + gan(h> Y)2/2}7

and taken Ep(a)['] to be the expectation corresponding to péz) (Yi(a)). Then, writing the
0
inner integral (within the {} brackets) in (B.19) as b,(h,), we find

\/_ a

1
= B0 |1+ gunlho, V) + 32 (o, V)| + B g0 [Bunha, Y )
Po 2 Po

1
_ T (@ _ — p7
ba(ha) Epga) [exp{ h (Y ) 2nha[aha}]

= in (ha) + Qn2<ha)' (B20)

Since () is the score function at 6y, E e [, (Y@)] = 0and E o (o (Y )y (YNT] = I,.
Using these results, and noting that the support of h, is only {h:,—h!} with ||RZ] =

I' < oo due to the form of the prior, some straightforward algebra implies
Qni(ha) = 1+ by, where b, < T*/(8n%eig(1,)).
Here, eig(I,) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of ,. Next, we can expand @,z as:
Qualha) = E o {]IH o) SK(sn(ha,ym))] FEo {11” sty ordalhe Y (B21)

Since ||k =T and e® — (1 + z + 22/2) = O(|z|?), the first term in (B.21) is bounded

by K3I2n=3/2 over h, € {h% — h:}. Furthermore, for large enough n, the second term

in (B.21) is bounded by E ) [exp |[1q(Y(®)
0

H /exp(bK) for any b < 1. Hence, setting
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K = (3/2b)Inn gives supy, e _psy @na(ha) = O (ln3 n/n3/2>. Combining the above, we
conclude there exists some non-random L < oo such that
sup  |ba(he) — 1] < Ln™¢ for any ¢ < 3/2.
ha€{h;—hz}

Substituting the above bound on b,(h,) into (B.19) gives

nT
npaa) < I T Q+Ln ) < (14 Ln )™ <14 Mnp Y,
a€{0,1} i=ngq+1

for some M < oo. Since we can choose any ¢ € (0,3/2), it follows ¥ := ¢ —1 € (0,1/2)

and the claim follows. O

Lemma 10. The solution Yu/n;p(p, t) of (A.18) converges locally uniformly to the unique
viscosity solution of the HIB-VI (A.19).

Proof. The proof consists of two steps. In the first step, we derive some preliminary results
for expectations under the posterior $,(Y(®|p). Then, we use the abstract convergence
result of Barles and Souganidis (1991) to show that ‘v/an(p, t) converges locally uniformly
to the viscosity solution of (A.19).

Step 1 (Some results on moments of p(-|p)). Let E?[-] denote the expectation under
Pn(-|p). In this step, we show that there exists &, — 0 independent of p and a € {0,1}

such that
R 2 — 1)o7t ay(a) 1 A*
e [( a )/j;ﬁ(;a¢ ( ) = (2m(p) — 1) + &,, and (B.22)
T, (Yey
- (ua o tha( )) E (B.23)
o 2
Furthermore,

3

o ([ 0a (V)

Vno,

Start with (B.22). Suppose a = 1. By the definition of p,(:|p),

< 00. (B.24)

1 * 1 * *
ﬁthwl(y(l)) _ 2nh1T11h1}
~ —1 *T (1) 1 *T *
+ (1 —m(p)) exp ﬁhl P (YY) - %hl Iihi gl

Bu(YO[p) = gDy ) [m@) exp {
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Hence,

AL o (Y)Y 1, |
P [1101 = m(p) 1011 /¢1(Y(1))exp ﬁthwl(Y(l)>_%h1Tllh1 dp‘(g:))(y(l))_}_

(=) I [onr ) exp ] ZLairon () -

]' * * 1
%thllhl} dpi (Y ).

Now, for each hy € {h}, —h}}, define

1 1
ﬁhlwl(Y) - %hlhhl, and

O1n(h1,Y) = exp{gin(h1, Y)} = {1+ gin(h1, Y},

gln(hh Y) =

Then,
1
Joroess { i) - attn a0

=g o) oxp{ ST (v - ot |

=E Py lwl( V) {1 + ThTwl( ) — 2171’1{]1711}] +Epég> [%(Y(l))fsln(hhy(l))} .

Now, E ) [ (YD)] = 0 and E o [ (Y D)apy (YONT] = I, Hence, the first term in the
o %0
above expression equals I1h. As for the second term,
By [0 D101 YO =By [Tyomcsta o, )
T Ep(ga) {HH%(Y(l))||>K¢1(Y(1))51n(h1aY(l))} : (B.25)

Since hy € {hi, —hj} with ||h}]| :=T, and e*—(1+z) = o(x?), the first term in in (B.25) is
bounded by K*T?n~!. The second term in (B.25) is bounded by E o [exp H@/Jl(Y(l)) m / exp(aK)
0o

for any a < 1. Hence, setting K = (1/a)Inn gives

max
hie{hi,~h3}

0 [91(Y D) (i, V) | =otn*n/n).

Combining the above results, we obtain

VP [W] = m(p) L il —(1 —m(p))ﬂ1

01 01 01
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where &, = In® n//n, and the last equality follows from the definition of A*. In a similar

manner, we can show for a = 0 that

VnE? [’WJ%(Y@)] — @) - )2 + &,
0o 2
This proves (B.22).

The proofs of (B.23) and (B.24) are analogous.

Step 2 (Convergence to the HJB-VI). We now make the time change 7 :=T —t. Let
I, =7 <1/n}and I =I{r > 1/n}. Also, denote the state variables by s := (p, 7) and
take S to the domain of s. Finally, let C*°(S) denote the set of all infinitely differentiable
functions ¢ : & — R such that sup,q |D7¢| < M for some M < oo (such functions ¢ are
also known as test functions).

Following the time change, we can alternatively represent the solution, V:T(), to (A.18)

as solving the approximation scheme!”

Sn(s,o(s),[¢]) =0 for 7> 0; ¢(p,0) =0, (B.26)

where for any v € R and ¢ : S — R,

Sn (s, u, [¢])

e me) —w e [ e DAl (V) 1)

= —I¢ min { - I + aE{O,l}E lqb (p + NG , n) ] } +
| @) —u

Here, [¢] refers to the fact that it is a functional argument. Define

P(D%,D6,6.5) = i {s(i(p) — 6,006 + -+ 5 m(p) ~ 10,0+ 1080}
as the left-hand side of HIB-VI (A.19) after the time change. By Barles and Souganidis
(1991), the solution, V;T(), of (B.26) converges to the solution, Vi (+), of F'(D*¢, D¢, ¢, s) =
0 with the boundary condition ¢(p,0) = 0 if the scheme S,,(-) satisfies the properties of
monotonicity, stability and consistency.

Monotonicity requires S, (s, u, [¢1]) < Sn(s,u, [pe]) for all s € S, u € R and ¢ > ¢s.

This is clearly satisfied.

ITThis alternative representation does not follow from an algebraic manipulation, but can be verified by
checking that the relevant inequalities are preserved, e.g., @(m(p)) =V,  7(p, 7) > 0 implies V' 7.(p, 7) =

~ — lT b (a)
£ 4 minge(o,13 E? {¢ (p 4 (Zazly ‘i/jﬂ Y ) - %)}, ete.

nog
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Stability requires (B.26) to have a unique solution, ‘v/;T(), that is uniformly bounded.
That a unique solution exists follows from backward induction. An upper bound on
‘u/n*T() is given by cT" + sup, @ (m(p)) = T + (o1 + 009) A*/2.

Finally, the consistency requirement has two parts: for all ¢ € C*(S), and s = (p, 7) €
S such that 7 > 0, we require

limsup nSy(z, 6(2) +7,[6 + 7)) < F(D*¢(s), Dd(s), é(s), s), and (B.27)

n—oo
¥—0
zZ—S

liminf nS, (2, 6(=) + 7, [ +7]) = F(D?6(s), D(s), 6(s). s). (B.28)

For boundary values, s € S = {(p,0) : p € R}, the consistency requirements are (see,

Barles and Souganidis, 1991)

lim supnS, (2, (2) + 7, [¢ +71) < max { F(D*¢(s), D(s), 6(s), 5), 6(s) — w(im(p))} ,

n—oo

zls_;%s

(B.29)
liminf nS, (2, 6(2) + 7. [6 + 7)) 2 min {F(D?6(s), Do(s), 6(s), 5), &(s) — w(m(p))}
zlje%&

(B.30)

Using (B.22)-(B.24), it is straightforward to show (B.27) and (B.28) by a third order
Taylor expansion, see Adusumilli (2021) for an illustration. For the boundary values, we
can show (B.29) as follows (the proof of (B.30) is similar): Let z = (p,, 7) denote some
sequence converging to s = (p,0) € dS. By the definition of S,(-), for every sequence

(n — 00,7 — 0,z — s), there exists a sub-sequence such that either nS,(z, #(z) +~, [+

M) = —(@(m(p:)) — ¢(2)) or

= —min {, ° + min E* [gzﬁ (p + (20 = 1);1;];11#(1(}/(‘1))’7_ — 1) — u} } .
n Vno, n

In the first instance, nS,(z, ¢(z) + 7, [¢ +7]) = —(@w(m(p)) — ¢(s)) by the continuity of
w(m(-)), while the second instance gives rise to the same expression for S, (-) as being
in the interior, so that nS,(z,¢(z) + 7, [¢ + 7)) — F(D?¢(s), Dé(s), #(s), s) by similar
arguments as that used to show (B.27). Thus, in all cases, the limit along subsequences

is smaller than the right hand side of (B.29). O
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