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ABSTRACT

A/B tests are the gold standard for evaluating digital experiences on
the web. However, traditional “fixed-horizon” statistical methods
are often incompatible with the needs of modern industry practi-
tioners as they do not permit continuous monitoring of experiments.
Frequent evaluation of fixed-horizon tests (“peeking”) leads to in-
flated type-I error and can result in erroneous conclusions. We
have released an experimentation service on the Adobe Experience
Platform based on anytime-valid confidence sequences, allowing for
continuous monitoring of the A/B test and data-dependent stopping.
We demonstrate how we adapted and deployed asymptotic confi-
dence sequences in a full featured A/B testing platform, describe
how sample size calculations can be performed, and how alternate
test statistics like “lift” can be analyzed. On both simulated data and
thousands of real experiments, we show the desirable properties of
using anytime-valid methods instead of traditional approaches.

CCS CONCEPTS

» Mathematics of computing — Hypothesis testing and con-
fidence interval computation.

KEYWORDS

A/B testing, randomized experiments, anytime valid, confidence
sequence, optional stopping, sequential hypothesis testing, p-values,
peeking

1 INTRODUCTION

A/B testing (also referred to as randomized experimentation) has
become ubiquitous in the optimization of digital experiences on
websites, mobile applications, and in emails [16]. The rapid growth
and commoditization of experimentation platforms has made it
easier than ever for developers, product managers, marketers, ana-
lysts, designers, and business leaders to use A/B testing tools. While
this ubiquity has led to the growth of data-driven decision-making
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Figure 1: Experiment being analyzed with Anytime-Valid
Confidence Sequences with the Experimentation Service on
Adobe Experience Platform.

within organizations, it also means that practitioners with less ex-
perience with the nuances of statistical inference have access to
powerful tools that could lead them astray if used improperly.

This democratization of A/B tests calls for procedures that meet
the needs of practitioners, while also protecting them from sta-
tistically flawed conclusions. Practitioners often want to monitor
tests continually, stop tests early, or continue tests to collect more
evidence. However, such “peeking” or “early stopping” is known
to inflate type-I error in naive fixed horizon methodologies [7, 11-
14, 23, 26]. In a classical fixed-horizon A/B test the user must: (1)
specify a hypothesis, (2) select a sample size (often based on mini-
mum detectable effects (MDE) and the desired type-I and type-II
error), and (3) only when the pre-specified sample size is reached,
compare the p-value (or confidence interval) to the appropriate
threshold. Performing comparisons multiple times before reaching
the sample size, or collecting more data and performing additional
comparisons drastically inflates the type-I error.

As we discuss in Section 2, there are multiple approaches that al-
low for optional stopping, ranging from group sequential methods[9,
19, 21] (commonly employed in clinical trials), to Bayesian methods
[7, 25], and more recently, a burgeoning literature on “anytime-
valid” methods [11-13, 31] which are based on martingale tech-
niques. Anytime-valid procedures have several desirable proper-
ties - allowing for continuous monitoring, adaptive stopping, or
continuation, while controlling type-I error at all times. Recently,
Waudby-Smith et al. [29] introduced so-called “Asymptotic Con-
fidence Sequences” (AsympCS) — an anytime-valid analogue of
Central Limit Theorem-based confidence intervals — that are non-
parametric, asymptotically narrow, and easy to compute. This paper
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describes the adaptation and implementation of AsympCS into an
enterprise A/B testing platform.

Our contributions include the following: 1) we apply asymptotic
confidence sequences to average treatment effect estimation in A/B
tests without recorded propensity scores, 2) we provide a sample
size calculator for AsympCS-based tests, 3) we compute AsympCSs
for alternate test statistics, the “lift” (i.e. relative improvement be-
tween experiences A and B), 4) using simulations, we show that
AsympCS has attractive properties when compared to alternative
strategies commonly used in the industry, and 5) on thousands
of real A/B tests conducted within the product, we elucidate the
advantages of using AsympCSs over fixed horizon tests.

2 RELATED WORK

Traditionally, peeking-induced type-I error inflation is addressed by
prespecifying the peeking times, e.g. in so-called “Group Sequential
Designs” (GSD) [9, 19, 21]. In clinical trials, where early stopping
may be necessary for safety and ethical reasons, the Food and Drug
Administration [8], recommend pre-specification of the design and
strict control of peeking times. Unfortunately, such restrictions are
typically infeasible in online experimentation.

The parallel literature on confidence sequences (CS) —pioneered
by Herbert Robbins and colleagues — focuses on methods that do
not require pre-specifying peeking times at all [4, 17, 18, 23]. For-
mally, a CS for a parameter 6 is a sequence C, of sets, such that,
Pr(Vn € N*,0 € C;;) > (1—a). These methods were applied to A/B
tests by Johari et al. [13] with an emphasis on Robbins’ mixture
sequential probability ratio test (mSPRT). This method has excellent
properties in practice but relies on a parametric model for valid-
ity, requiring strong assumptions that are unrealistic in practice.
Subsequent work focused on extending CSs to richer nonparamet-
ric problems, [11] such as those for bounded random variables
[15, 20, 31]. See Ramdas et al. [22] for a more detailed survey. Most
of the CS literature focuses on non-asymptotic methods which have
three major disadvantages even for fixed-horizon settings: (a) they
require strong assumptions, such as a parametric model or known
moment generating functions [11, 23, 27, 30, 31], (b) they are typ-
ically wider than asymptotic methods based on the central limit
theorem, and (c) they take different forms for different problems,
whereas the central limit theorem yields a universal and closed-
form (trivial-to-compute) expression. The CSs of Waudby-Smith
et al. [29] overcomes these issues, at the cost of satisfying anytime
validity only in an asymptotic sense [29], and for this reason, we
adopt their AsympCS framework in the present work.

Some experimentation solutions [10, 25] opt for Bayesian Hy-
pothesis tests ([28, Chapter 11]) instead of frequentist ones. For
example, the Bayes Factor has also been proposed as a way of en-
abling continuous monitoring in A/B tests [7]. Of course, these
take an different philosophical approach to uncertainty quantifi-
cation with different statistical guarantees. In addition, note that
these methods rely on parametric models, and their performance is
sensitive to the choice of prior.

3 ASYMPTOTIC CONFIDENCE SEQUENCES

Next we describe AsympCSs for the average treatment effect (ATE),
as well as a mechanism to compute the hypothesized sample size
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of the test and an AsympCS for the lift. Technical details may be
found in the appendices.

3.1 ATE With Empirical Propensities

The primary estimand considered in A/B tests is the average treat-
ment effect (ATE). Waudby-Smith et al. [29, Theorem 3.1] provides
an AsympCS for the ATE in randomized experiments using doubly
robust estimation. However, if propensity scores are not recorded (a
common occurrence in industry), this estimator cannot be directly
computed, and the A/B test must be treated as an observational
study, where Waudby-Smith et al. [29, Theorem 3.2] can be em-
ployed instead. Replacing true propensity scores with their empiri-
cal estimates results in an elegant and simple-to-compute AsympCS
for the ATE:

_A N A
Cu™ = ((lll;n — flo:n) % f(n, @, p)X

n-1

\/ Z [Z(&g;ﬁﬁg;nn:1(ai,,+ﬂin>—<ﬁ1;n—ﬁ0m>2]) (1)

where f(n, & p) = \/ 2o tog ( V{npZrl) ) and (fogn, i) and
(60:n, 61;n) are the running means and standard deviations in the
two treatment arms (details can be found in Appendix A.1). Notice
that (1) only depends on individual running counts, and sample
averages. These calculations are simple and parallelizable, making
them well-suited to large-scale analytics engines such as Adobe

Analytics.!

3.2 Hypothesized sample size

In online experiments, one often wishes to understand the sample
size required to reach significance for a given experiment. In the
fixed-horizon setting, this is achieved via power calculations which
prescribe the necessary size of an experiment given an a priori
guess of the population variance of a metric and a desired mini-
mum detectable effect. In the anytime setting we can analogously
compute the hypothesized sample size, defined as

inf (Pr(0n, ¢ CulHy) >=1-f), @

i.e, under Hy (where this is a difference in means equal to the MDE),
Eq. 2 is the sample size n* so that the probability of rejecting Hy is
at least 1 — f. Here, rejection occurs when the CS C,, excludes the
null effect Oy, (typically zero). Estimating (2) proceeds by replacing
62 with a prior guess made by the analyst, and then noting that the
earliest possible time period is entailed by the time at which the
B quantile under H; is greater than or equal to the 1 — @ quantile
under Hy, and that the CS under the null and alternate hypotheses
are monotonic with respect to n. Solving (2) can be reduced to a
simple convex optimization problem (see Appendix A.2), for which
standard root finding procedures provide efficient solutions.

3.3 Test Statistic for Lift

While the ATE is a common target estimand, practitioners are
often interested in estimating the relative treatment effect (or “lift”),
formally defined as (1 /po —1). Unfortunately, it is not immediately

! Adobe, the Adobe logo, Adobe Experience Platform, Adobe Analytics, Adobe Jour-
ney Optimizer, and Customer Journey Analytics are either registered trademarks or
trademarks of Adobe in the United States and/or other countries.
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Figure 2: Cumulative type-I error over 10,000 simulated A/A
experiments with binary responses, where each arm has a
conversion rate of 0y = 0.1. See Section 4 for methodology
descriptions and discussion.

obvious how one can write an estimator for lift based on sample
averages, and thus we cannot directly apply the techniques of
Waudby-Smith et al. [29].

We develop an AsympCS for this test statistic as follows: (1) Begin
with the logarithm of the ratio of the treatment means. (2) Use the
fact that if X is a continuous random variable such that Pr(X < ¢) =
a/2, then, for a strictly monotonic increasing function g : R — R,
Pr(g(X) < g(¢)) = a/2.(3) Using the one-sided AsympCS from [29]
monotonicity of log(-), generate a one-sided AsympCS for log y;.
(4) Generate the AsympCS for the difference (log p1 — log 1) via
union bounds. (5) Finally, apply another monotonic transformation
exp{-} to arrive at the AsympCS for the lift:

CLift — /31;" - 6-1;71[3(”15 a, P) 1 ﬁl;n + 5-1;nﬁ(nl, a,P) - (3)

no fo:n + So:n B (10, @, p) ’ fo:n = Go.n (10, @, p) ’

where fl;.n, 6i.n, and B(n;, @, p) are defined as before. See Appen-
dix A.3 for a a detailed proof.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In the following two subsections we compare the performance
of AsympCS defined in the previous section to several baseline
methodologies. The baselines are 1) FHT-peeking: a classic fixed-
horizon z-test, where the p-value is (improperly) recomputed at
regular intervals, to simulate peeking. 2) LDM - Lan-deMets’ Group
Sequential Design [6, 9] with the Pocock alpha spending function.
3) mSPRT - the mSPRT test used in [13]. 4) BHT-uninformed -
a Bayesian hypothesis test where a decision-theoretic approach is
used, based on the expected loss function defined in [25]. 5) BF-
uninformed A Bayes factor approach [7]. For Bayesian methods,
we use Beta distributions for all priors, as would typically be the
case for an industrial A/B testing platform. Full details for each
method are provided in Appendix A.4.

4.1 Type-1Error

First, we consider the type-I error of the different approaches. We
simulate 10,000 “A/A” tests with binary outcomes, i.e., tests where
both arms have the same conversion rate (10%). We continuously
monitor the test, and a decision to stop is counted as a type-I error.
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Figure 3: Statistical power for a binary response, as a func-
tion of the test length measured in multiples of the Fixed
Horizon sample size at 80% power. See Section 4.2 for discus-
sion.

We strongly caution that Bayesian methods are not designed to
controls such a type-I error; nonetheless we believe type-I error
control is valuable in general purpose industry applications.

Figure 2 presents the results of these simulations. The fixed hori-
zon run length assumes an absolute MDE of 1%, at 80% power and
a = 5%. As we can see, FHT-peeking does not control type-I error
(asymptotically approaching 1). BHT-uninformed does not attempt
to control type-I error and indeed, it does not (see Appendix B for
detailed comparisons).

Conversely, the Bayes Factor (BF-uninformed) method has tight
type-I error control — in an A/A test, there is no evidence to favor
a hypothesis that the test arms have different conversion rates, and
Bayes Factor never exceeds a threshold of 1/« [7, 24], though this
depends on choice of priors [5]. The group sequential LDM method
can only be run up to a fixed horizon test length, and it performs
exactly as it should - with a type-I error rate of exactly 5% at the
fixed horizon. Finally, as expected, both the mSPRT and AsympCS
methods control type-I error below the threshold of 5%. However,
we note that the former does not have strict type-I error guarantees
outside the Gaussian setting.

4.2 Statistical Power and Stopping Time

For the methods that maintain the desired Type-I error (LDM,
mSPRT, BF-uninformed, and AsympCS), we next consider their
statistical power. In Figure 3, we plot the statistical power of these
methods against sample size (as a multiple of the FHT sample size
with 80% power). We see that LDM has the highest statistical power.
Meanwhile Bayes Factor (BF-uninformed) has the lowest power,
though this may improve with carefully chosen priors. The value
of using the proposed AsympCS for the lift can be seen in Figure 4.
While it has has lower power than the AsympCS for the ATE, we
still see that the power approaches 1 as the true lift increases.

We also note that AsympCS and mSPRT can be tuned to have
essentially the same power. When compared to the FHT sample
size, we see that to achieve the same power with AsympCS, we will
need two to three times the sample size. For LDM, the “peek” times
must be recorded, and must be independent of data (challenging in
a platform where many analysts may monitor data continuously)
and moreover, we are unable to arbitrarily continue the test.

Given the rigorous error guarantees and flexible (non-parametric)
assumptions of AsympCSs, combined with a comprehensive set
of comparisons of both frequentist and Bayesian properties of the
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Table 1: Comparison of AsympCS and FHT on real A/B Tests

AsympCS Significant ~ AsympCS Not Significant | Total
FHT Significant 28% (593) 15% (308) 901
FHT Not Significant 0.1% (3) 57% (1185) 1188
Total 596 1493 2089

methods (see Appendix B), we believe AsympCS is the right choice
for our experimentation platform.

4.3 Sample Size Calculator

In Figure 5 we show a comparison of the estimated 80th percentile
stopping time (from Section 3.2) vs. an empirical stopping time
(computed from 10,000 simulations). We see how the mathemati-
cally computed sample sizes closely match the empirical sample
sizes, though they are conservative. We use this methodology to
aid practitioners in sample size estimation in our testing platform.

4.4 Real-World Experiments

We consider 2,089 real A/B tests conducted on our experimen-
tation service. Similar to what we have observed in simulations,
using FHT with “peeking” leads to erroneous conclusions in real
experiments. As seen in Table 1, 57% of experiments resulted in
non-significant tests using both FHT and AsympCS, and 28% of
experiments resulted in significant tests using both FHT and Asym-
pCS (and hence there being agreement on the conclusion for 85%
of the experiments). Notice that 15% of the time, a FHT with con-
tinuous monitoring resulted in statistical significance while the
AsympCS did not.
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Figure 6: Sample sizes of AsympCS methods that would be

observed, given real A/B test effect sizes.

A commonly cited downside of anytime-valid methods is that
they take longer to reach a conclusion compared to FHTs with opti-
mally tuned sample sizes — for example, if the Minimum Detectable
Effect (MDE) is known a priori, then a FHT with a sample size calcu-
lation will stop earlier than an AsympCS-based test. Note however
that if the ATE and variance are not known (and they are almost
always unknown), then it is not reasonable to expect to know the
MDE. In such cases, an AsympCS can stop substantially earlier and
with higher power. For example, if the MDE is under-estimated,
then a FHT could be under-powered, resulting in false negatives
and requiring experiments to be restarted (wasting the collected
data), while if the MDE is over-estimated, a FHT will waste time and
resources (e.g. requiring 10k samples when 1k would have sufficed).
AsympCSs sidestep the need for MDE calculation altogether, allow-
ing A/B tests to run only as long as they need to in order to achieve
significance — no more, no less. This phenomenon is illustrated in
Figure 6 for a real world distribution of ATEs. We took the final
observed ATE of 2,089 real world A/B tests, and simulated 1000 tests
(with this ATE) for each real one, and compared the stopping times
at 80% power of each method. We see that if the MDE is guessed
correctly, then an AsympCS does in fact take longer to stop, But if
the true MDE is 50% smaller than anticipated, an AsympCS stops
roughly twice as fast as an FHT.

4.5 Implementation on Adobe’s Test Platform

The AsympCS-based analysis of online A/B tests is now available
in the “Adobe Journey Optimizer” [2, 3]. In addition, the same
technology is available in Customer Journey Analytics [1], a flexible
data analysis ecosystem where customers can connect to their own
experimental data and analyze it using our approach. Both products
employ the same underlying time-series database that allows for ad-
hoc creation of metrics, dimensions and segments, and can query
web-scale data in seconds. The fact that AsympCSs only require
sample means and variances of metrics makes implementation
straightforward and computation fast.

5 CONCLUSION

We have proposed and implemented an anytime-valid strategy for
online A/B tests based on asymptotic confidence sequences, permit-
ting continuous monitoring of experimental results. Our approach
enjoys rigorous anytime guarantees, can be easily implemented on
web-scale analytics engines, can estimate alternate metrics like lift,
and provides a sample size calculator for the design of A/B tests.
We illustrated the advantages of our approach using simulations,
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and on several real A/B tests conducted on our platform. In the
future, we plan to explore anytime-valid approaches to handling
multi-armed bandits and time-to-event data.
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A APPENDIX
A.1 Average Treatment Effect With Empirical Propensities

In this section, we show how the inverse propensity weighted estimator can be refined, by replacing propensities with “empirical” propensities.
For each user i in the experiment with covariates X;, and who has assignment A; = 0,1 to arms 0 or 1 respectively in the experiment, with
propensity 7 (X;), Waudby-Smith et al. [29] considered the inverse propensity weighted (IPW) estimator, defined as:

N LS (A LA
Yn = E;f"'(zi) = EZ (ﬂn/(Xi) - 1—”n’(Xi)) i

i=1

where n’ denotes that the estimator is based on the first n’ < n observations (recall, the scenario there was sample splitting being used to
estimate a regression adjusted inverse propensity weighted estimator. For our purposes, we omit regression adjustments, and will set n’ = n).
In [29], they showed that, the inverse propensity weighted estimator has a confidence sequence of the form:

o= ()| 2 Iog( e “). @

For our purposes, it would be useful to derive an explicit expression for the variance of the inverse propensity weighted estimator, in terms
of the more commonly used individual sample variances.

A.1.1 Refinement of IPW estimator for fixed probabilities. Suppose after n observations, we have n; observations in arm 1, each with
value Yil, and ng observations in arm 0, with values Yl(; In this section, we will assume fixed propensities which are equal to the empirical
probability of being assigned to a given treatment arm, i.e., we have 7,(X;) = = = ny/(ng + n1) = n1/n. Note that this means we are setting
T’ =T, i.e., the estimand is based on the observed empirical probability of treatment assignment at time T. With this, we get:

1 1 (n n 1 1 &
A:—EAZ:—E —Ai-—(1-4A Y~=—§Y.1——§Y.°=N—*..
Un ”i_lf( i) ”i_l(nl i nO( l))l m L i no 4 ip — Hizn = Hosn

= = 1= 0=

So we have shown that the IPW estimator reduces to a regular difference in means if we choose propensities to be equal to their empirical
weights.

A.1.2 Variance calculation for IPW Estimator. With this refinement of the IPW Estimator in scenarios where we use empirical probabilities
as propensities, we now obtain an expression for the variance of the IPW Estimator in terms of individual sample sizes, means and variances.
First, we need to calculate var, (f), which as for any regular unbiased variance estimate, has the following form:

() = Z (2 - ) = . [(1 iﬁ(z,-)) - ik, —ﬁﬁo)z] (5)
i=1 i=1

As A; = 0 or 1, we can simplify the sum of squares term as follows:

YR

S|

n 2 o

n n n n

—Ai— —(1-A; Y:= = Y2+ — Y2 6
; (n1 "o l)) 'oon? Z "ond 102:31 o ©

and similarly,
1 &
~2 2 N 2
Oon = (_no ;_1 Yio) = (fion)” - )
e

Simplifying our notation, and writing ;}{,] = jij, we obtain the variance of the inverse propensity weighted estimator, expressed in terms of
individual sample means and variances:

A n |ny, A n . . . .2
Vary (fn) = — [n_o (og;n +/,zg;n) + o (ain +yin) = (fi1n — flosn) ] (10)
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We therefore have the following final expression for the confidence sequence for the average treatment effect after n users, with ny and n;
in arms 0 and 1 of the experiment:

A CS N n n n R N n N n N N 2
CAVS = (i~ o) \/ |2 (68 )+ (8 ) = i = )| o

n—1|ng

2(np? +1) log (\/np2 + 1)
a

n2p2

A.2 Sample Size Calculations

In this section, we briefly review the notion of power in experiments and discuss its analogue in the AsympCS framework, with a focus on
sample size estimation. In particular, we will derive an estimate for the expected stopping size of an anytime valid test which is an analogue
of the required sample size for a fixed horizon test. Sample size calculation is a critical tool in the design, deployment, and analysis of
experiments and allows practitioners to reason over the sizing of their experiments as well as the feasibility of measuring their hypothesis at
all given their population.

A.2.1 Power. Before we proceed, we will first give a broad overview of power in the two sample setting. In a fixed horizon setting, where valid
confidence intervals are only available after a pre-determined amount of time, power calculations are a critical part of the experimentation
process. So what is the statistical power? Power, usually denoted as (1 — f8), gives the expected proportion of times we would reject the
null hypothesis when the alternative hypothesis is true. An intuitive way to understand f is as a parameter that controls the type-II error,
whereas the o we use in confidence intervals (and sequences) controls the type-I error.

A.2.2  From Power to Expected Stopping Time. Before we dive into the specifics of the power calculation, it is important to note that the
power of an asymptotic confidence sequence is always 1. This is due to the fact that, in contrast to confidence intervals resulting from fixed
horizon experiments, AsympCS are defined with respect to an infinite horizon. In practical terms, this means that we are free to continually
increase the number of subjects in an experiment until the null has been rejected, or we are sufficiently satisfied that we have failed to reject
the null hypothesis.

Of course, in practice there aren’t an infinite number of customers for us to add into an experiment, which means we still need some way
of reasoning over the number of subjects we should expect to see before being able to reject the null under the alternative hypothesis. We
will refer to this as the expected stopping time of an experiment.

More formally we will define the expected stopping time of an AsympCS as follows: Let ji,, be the empirical mean at time n, and Bj;;’° be
the uncertainty interval, so that the (1 — &) AsympCS for the true mean p has the form

2 (np? +1) log(m)
4

Co = (fin + B°) = | i + 50

o , &
where a is the level of the test and &y, is the sample standard deviation. In the case of A/B tests, we will swap symbols for the treatment effect
and use 0, for the sample treatment effect, where the value under the null is 0, while the value under the alternative hypothesis is 0, .

We will assume 0py, = 0 in the sequel without loss of generality. And we let 0, be the treatment effect under the alternative hypothesis.
This should be set to the desired minimal detectable effect. Finally, let N be the total number of subjects that will be considered in the
experiment (total population size). For a given type-I and type-II error rate of «, and f, respectively, the expected stopping time is defined in
terms of the AsympCS under the null hypothesis, CnH" as

inf (p(0n, ¢ GV |H) >=1- ).

i.e, we wish to find the earliest stopping time such that the probability that we reject the null hypothesis is at least (1 — f). Note that the
validity of this optimization problem stems directly from the definition of asymptotic confidence sequences. After noting that (1) o is the
same under either hypothesis, and (2) the earliest possible time period is entailed by the time at which the f quantile under Hj is greater
than or equal to the (1 — ) quantile under Hy, we can rewrite the expected stopping time problem as

arg min ( ol — (0, - BP7) >= o) , (13)
nel,...N
in plain terms the optimization problem reduces to finding the time point at which the quantile entailed by our power constraint, ff exceeds the

decision boundary given by our type-I error level, a. Because both (:‘nHO, and (Oy, — 235’0) are monotonic with respect to n, this optimization
problem is, as a result, convex. While we are unaware of a closed form solution to this optimization problem, it can be efficiently solved with
standard root finding procedures.

A.3 AsympCS for Lift
Recall the two-sample hypothesis test that is common to most A/B tests.

Ho:po=p1 wvs. Hi:po# pi,
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alternately, we can write it as
Hy:— =1 us. Hli&il. (14)
Ho Ho

In the Experimentation Service we use the Anytime Valid Confidence Sequence for the ATE as defined in 1 to declare a winner for this
hypothesis test. From extensive simulations we see that this test has correct type I error and is anytime valid.

Sometimes, marketers are interested in an alternate quantity, called the relative treatment effect, more commonly referred to as the lift,
formally defined as 6 = u1/pp — 1. We can then present the test statistic = f1/fi0 — 1, along with a (1 — ) confidence bound for 6 to a user
who is interested in Hypothesis (14). We would like for this bound to be an Anytime Valid Confidence Sequence.

Parameter change. We define the parameter y = log(6 + 1) = log 1 — log po, i.e., @ = e¥ — 1. Before we construct an Anytime Valid
Confidence Sequence for 8, let’s look at some preliminary results we will use.

LEMMA A.1 (MONOTONIC TRANSFORMATIONS). Let X be a continuous random variable, such that: Pr(X < £) = a/2. Then, for a strictly
monotonic increasing function g : R — R, Pr(g(X) < g(?)) = a/2.

Proo¥. For the proof of this, note that a strictly monotonic function always has an inverse, g~ (-) over the range of the function R.
Therefore, we have:

Pr(g(X) < g(6)) =Pr(X < g~'(9(£))) = Pr(X < x) = a/2. (15)

[m]

Our goal is to construct an AsympCS for y, and then apply Lemma A.1 to get an AsympCS for 6. We use the one-sided version of

the AsympCS (Proposition C.1 of [29]), which states that for a sequence of random variables Xo1, Xo2, Xo3, - - - with E(Xo;) = po and
E(|X0|2*%) < oo (for some positive J), the running mean fy., = % . 221 Xoi has the property:

. . 2(np? +1) V(np? +1)
sup Pr| flo;n — 60;n nZp? log P
n

> pp | < %, and (16)

R R 2(np? +1) V(np? +1)
sup Pr| flo.n + 60:n w27 log m <
n

where &9, is the sample standard deviation. For ease of notation, define the two terms:

o
<=, 17
Ho| < (17)

. R .| 2(np?+1) V(np? +1)
lO;n = Ho;n — O0;n 2 2 10g >
\ np a

2(np? +1) log (\/(np2 + l))

Gon = fon + 60
\ n?p? a

Applying Lemma A.1, we get the following:

IA

sup Pr(log iO;n > log o)
n

IA
N|R N|R

sup Pr(log dip., < log po)
n

Applying the union bound, the set (log io;n, log dig:) is a (1 — @) Anytime Valid Confidence Sequence for the treatment mean . Define
the AsympCS for p; similarly as (log 1., logd1.n). Next, we are interested in the difference (log i1 — log p19) = y. To construct a confidence
bound for y, we take the maximum possible difference between the two test statistics within the ranges of the two AsympCSs above as the
upper bound for y. As the lower bound for y we take the smallest difference possible from the two. This is a standard, albeit conservative way
of constructing a confidence bound for a different from the confidence bounds for the component pieces. Thus, the following is a (1 — a)
AsympCS for y:

(log fl;n —log tip:n, log ii1.,, — log iO;n)~ (18)
Applying Lemma A.1 again, we get a (1 — a) AsympCS for 0:
(elogil;n—logﬁo;n -1, elogﬁl;n—logio;n -1). (19)

i, iy
n 2. (20)
Uo;n

lO;n

Interestingly, this boils down to
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A.4 Baseline Approaches

In this section, we describe the baseline methods in more detail.

A.4.1 Fixed Horizon z-Tests. The hypothesis test of interest is the “difference of means” between the two treatment arms. The hypothesis
being tested for an A/B test is (conducted at the level a):

Ho:po=p1 vs. Hy:po# p1. (21)

The first method we consider is a classical z-test (in large sample limit, this is equivalent to a t-test). Let 6, = fi1:n — flo;n be the sample
difference in means, and &5, be the sample (pooled) standard deviation after n samples have been recorded. For this test, the (point-wise)

confidence interval is given by CI1_, = b, + . Note that the statement that the null hypothesis is rejected (i.e., an effect size

Z1-a/2 f/-_%
is non-zero) at significance level « is equivalent to a statement that the (1 — @) CI does not include the null. Formally, the type-I error
guarantees of this confidence interval are only satisfied if the result is looked at once.

In what follows, we will also explore an alternate stopping rule, the test will be stopped as soon as the above (1 — ) CI does not include
the null hypothesis. Of course, this is formally an incorrect way to run a test. But it is emblematic of the peeking problem we are attempting

to fix. This is our first baseline, FHT-peeking (fixed horizon test with peeking).

A.4.2  Group Sequential methods, LDM. As our second baseline, we consider the group sequential method define by [6, 9], LDM (Lan and
De Mets). This requires pre-specification of the total sample size, but allows flexible peeking (with the requirement that the times of the
peeks are pre-registered and accounted for). We use the Pocock alpha-spending function [21], which spends « evenly over the length of the
experiment. The cumulative a spent by the peek at time ¢* is given by alog(1 + (e + 1)t*), with the incremental & spent at the k™ peek
given by (x(t/’:) - a(tzil). During numerical experiments, we use two sides boundaries with 100 equally spaced peeks, up until the fixed
horizon sample size.

A.4.3 mSPRT method. Our next baseline is the Mixture Sequential Probability Ratio Test proposed in [13]. For binary data, they define a
quantity

so_ | on [ntp*(0n—60)°
" np? + 62 262 (np? + 62)

where 0y is the assumed difference of means under the null hypothesis. The always valid p-values are defined by a recursion

. H.,6
po=1; pp=min{py_1,1/A;""}
and the test is stopped as soon as p < a.
A corresponding (1 — «)-Confidence Sequence (termed an “anytime valid confidence interval” by [13]), can be derived by inverting the
mSPRT and is given by

B . 2(np? + 62 np? + &2
CmSPRT _ 1G4 g, [ 202 00) g [ 107 On )| (22)
np aéy,
Recall, p? is a free parameter that can be tuned, and 6, is the pooled sample variance. The test is stopped as soon as the above CS does not
include the null hypothesis.
The stopping rule involves running the test and evaluating each new data point stopping whenever a this confidence sequence does not

include the null, which is equivalent to saying AI:’HO >=1/a.

A.4.4  Asymptotic Confidence Sequences - AsympCS. The next method is of course Asymptotic Confidence Sequences, AsympCS. For this,
we use the results of Appendix A.1, to write the Conidence Sequence as

_ ~ ~ 2 \Jnp2 1
S 0, T () - o 20D 1°g( a ) “
4

n2p?

where the empirical inverse propensity weighted estimator is

n

— 2 no(.2, .2 n(.2, .2 N A N2
Tatn(fo) = [—( B i)+ - (2 2) - (n —uo)] (24)
n—11|ng ni
We note the deep similarities between this expression, and the mSPRT method’s confidence sequence.
Again, the stopping rule involves running the test, and with each new data point, evaluating whether the Confidence sequence contains

the null. If it does not, the test is stopped.
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A.4.5 Bayesian Hypothesis Testing - BHT-uninformed. A decision theoretic way of running A/B tests is to instead define a loss function
L(0,0%) for an unknown parameter 0, which quantifies the cost of deciding that the parameter has a different value 0" instead of its “true”
value, 6. While decision theory spans both frequentist and Bayesian approaches, here we will focus on the latter. Bayesian methods will
generally give a posterior distribution p(8|X) for the unknown parameter 6 after having observed data X. Decision theory then has us
compute the posterior expected loss E [L(6*|X)] = f L(6,6%)p(0]X)d6, which is a function of 8*. The optimal decision is then the choice of
0* that minimizes this posterior expected loss. For A/B testing, there are of course many possible loss functions one can consider, e.g., the
company VWO, in a white paper on Bayesian methods [25], suggested a loss function that penalizes wrong choices linearly:

L(0o, 01;0) = max(61 — 6o, 0)
L(6y,61;1) = max(6y — 61,0).

This should be read as saying “the loss of choosing arm 0 in the test, is 0 if §y > 61, but is equal to the amount of uplift lost if 6; > 6. The
Expected Loss is then

1 1
E[L](?) = /0 6o /0 461 (6, 01:7)P(80. 61). (25)

For binary outcomes, we implement [25], with a uniform Beta prior for propensity of response, so that the posterior for each (independent)
arm is also a Beta distribution. Having observed n; units in arm i, with c¢; conversions, this takes the form

Pr(6o, 01) = Pr(6p) Pr(61)
= Beta(0p; & + cg, B+ ng — co) - Beta(0y; a + c1, B+ n1 — 1), (26)

where we set @ = ff = 1 for an “uninformed” Beta distribution, as is generally used in an industry A/B testing platform. We evaluate this
posterior expected loss at every peek, and stop as soon as it is below a “threshold of caring,” ¢. For a baseline conversion rate of 6y = 0.1, we
set £ = 0.0001

A.4.6 Bayes Factors- BF-uninformed. Another popular paradigm for Bayesian “testing” is the use of Bayes Factors [7]. In this framework,
we assume a prior probability for H; to be true (p(H;)). After collecting data, X, for the experiment, we compute the posterior odds of BF:
p(H11X)/p(Hp|X). The BF is the ratio of the likelihood of observing data under Hj relative to Hy. If we assumed both the hypotheses to be
equally plausible to start with, the Prior Odds is 1, and the Posterior Odds are equal to the Bayes Factor. We then run the test, and stop it
when the Posterior Odds are above (or below) some threshold, e.g., above 10, (or below 0.1) representing 10:1 odds that the alternative (or
null) is consistent with the data. In our implementation, for binary outcomes, we have the null and alternative hypotheses:

Hy: po=pa andpy =ps  Hi: po=pa andpy =pp (27)

We can then define priors as Pr(pa, pg|H1) = Pr(palH1) X Pr(pg|H1), with individual probabilities following the Beta distribution:
Pr(palH1) = Beta(pa; aa, fa), and Pr(pp|H1) = Beta(pp; ap, fp). Meanwhile, for the null hypothesis, we have Pr(pa|Ho) = Beta(pa; ac, fc)-

With these definitions, and having observed ¢ conversions from ng units in the first arm, and ¢; conversions from nj units in the second
arm, we have a Bayes factor that is expressed purely in terms of beta functions, §:

_ Blaa+co, fa+no —co)flap +c1,fp+n1 —c1) | Plac+co+c1, fc+no+ni—co—c1)

o Blan Ba)B(as. Bs) ' Plac. fo)
(28)
Setting @4 = ap = a¢c = a, and 5 = fp = fc = B, we get
BF = Bl +co, f+n9—co)f(a+cy, f+n1—cp) 29)

~ Bla.P)Bla+co+cy, f+no+ny—co—cy)

We use uniform/uninformative priors, so we set « = = 1 throughout our simulations.
We stop when the Bayes Factors is above 1/« (this « is the type-I error threshold, and not the prior ), and for @ = 0.05, this represents
20:1 odds that the alternative (or null) is consistent with the data. This is our final baseline, BF-uninformed.

B ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

B.1 Effect of Tuning Parameter p*

AsympCS has a tuning parameter p?, which controls the rate at which the type-I error is spent over the horizon of the test. While the
anytime guarantees hold for all values of p?, we explore the performance of AsympCS based on different values of the tuning parameter.
Figures 7 and 8 shows the different values of the tuning parameter and its effect on the asymptotic type-1 error and power. Based on these
we have selected a value of 1073 as a value that ensures good properties over a range of possible scenarios.
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Figure 7: Effect of the tuning parameter p° on asymptotic type-I error (left) and Power at 2x the fixed horizon stopping time
(right) for the AsympCS and mSPRT methods .
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Figure 8: Effect of the tuning parameter p? on Power (at 2x Fixed Horizon Sample Size) for different baseline conversion rates.
We see that power dramatically falls below some critical value of p?, so in practice, we have chosen a conservative p? = 1073
in production.

B.2 Empirical Distribution of Sample Size Ratios

Figure 5 is our effort to recreate Figure 4 from [13]. The construction of such a “counterfactual” graph based on empirical data is non-trivial:
of course, we cannot run the real tests for longer than customers actually did.

So, we instead construct this graph as follows: we take each of the 2089 A/B tests in our sample, and extract the final observed difference
in conversion rates (i.e., the final treatment effect 4 — jip) for that experiment. We then use this as input to a sample size calculator with 80%
power and Type I error control of 5%, and an assumed MDE that is exactly equal to ji; — tip. The output of the sample size calculation is
then a hypothetical “perfectly calibrated fixed horizon sample size”. For each such real experiment, we then simulate 1000 hypothetical
experiments where the actual treatment effect is equal to this “real one”. We then find the 80th percentile stopping time of these simulated
experiments, and record the ratio of that 80th percentile stopping time to the Fixed Horizon stopping time at 80% power. Figure 5 plots the
histograms of those ratios (green line).

For the green line, the MDE that is used in the sample size calculator is exactly the observed treatment effect in the real experiment. We
see that always valid methods are universally slower than Fixed Horizon methods, with runtimes between 1x and up to 4x the “perfectly
calibrated” fixed horizon sample size. Of course, customers are rarely able to guess the true effect size in advance. For blue and orange lines,
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we assume that the user has underestimated the true effect, i.e., the MDE input to the sample size calculator is lower by 30% or 50%. This is
the “blockbuster” effect scenario, i.e., the true effect is larger than the customer hoped for. In such cases, AsympCS method are often as fast,
or faster than Fixed Horizon methods.

B.3 Behavior of Bayesian Hypothesis Tests

As discussed in Section 4.1 of the main text, Bayesian methods are not designed to control Type-I error. In this section, we evaluate the
Bayesian method against its stated goal - of bounding the expected loss. The Bayesian methodology we have considered allows for a data
dependent stopping rule, that compares expected loss under the posterior distributions to a “threshold of caring”, ¢. To show that this
procedure works empirically, we adopted a Bayesian style simulation for a single armed analogy of an A/B test, where we simulate draws
from a single arm, with the data distribution 6o ~ Beta(100, 100) (which has its 95% CI from 6 = 0.44 to 0.56). This is compared against a
fixed baseline conversion rate of 0.5. The single arm setting is particularly amenable to simulations, since the loss function can be computed
analytically.
For our modification of the A/B test, we will adapt their methods to the following probability model:

prior, 6 ~ Beta(ao, bo) (30)
observations, x; ~ Bernoulli(0) (31)
likelihood, x1.;, ~ Binomial(n, 0) (32)

where we will tune the free parameters of the prior ag and by. We will plot credible intervals for data drawn from this distribution, i.e., after
having observed data x1.,,, where there are ¢ successes, from n samples, we have the posterior distribution

0|x1.n ~ Beta(ag +c¢,bg +n—c)
The 95% Credible Interval is given by computing the 5% and 95% tails of this distribution. The stopping rule after having observed n
samples (i.e., with data x;.) is based on comparing the expected loss to a threshold
E[max(fo — 0,0)|x1:n] <7 if0 > 6o (33)
E[max(0 — 60, 0)|x1:n] <7 if6 < 6o (34)
where ¢ is some pre-specified threshold of caring, and 6 is the baseline conversion rate against which we are making the comparison. If
either of these inequality tuplets is satisfied, the test is stopped.

As mentioned previously, it turns out that this loss function can be computed analytically for a test with just one arm being compared to a
baseline. For a posterior distribution with parameters « and f, the first half of the loss function has the form:

1 a-101 _ n\f-1
E[max(0y — 0,0)|x1.n] = </o max (6 — 6, 0)%(19 (35)
0% la-e)f!
/ 6y —0)————F— 5@ p) ——————df (36)
~ 6o 9~ 1(1 _ )/3 1 ~ B(Ot+ l,ﬂ) 6o 9(a+1)—1(1 _e)ﬂ—l
- [ B P Y B@h b Barip 7
= bolp, (a, B) — 100(0! +1,5) (38)

+p

where Ix(a, b) is the *regularized incomplete Beta function®. Similarly for the other loss function we have

Blmax(0 — 00.0) i) = 5o, (h.+ 1) = ol g, ()

In Figure 9, we show the empirical/observed loss at the stopping time in 5,000 simulations with 1000 peeks spaced logarithmically equally
in the range 100 to 108 visitors. The plots shows two different Bayesian models - one where the prior is perfect, and accurately captures the
data distribution, and one where the prior is an uninformative or “flat” prior of Beta(1,1). With the Bayesian decision rule that allows for data
dependent stopping, we see that the empirical expected loss is exactly our threshold of caring when the prior is accurate. When the prior is
mis-specified, the empirical loss exceeds the threshold that was set.

B.4 Comparisons of Anytime-valid methods and Bayesian Hypothesis Tests

In the main text, we showed a few frequentist properties of Bayesian methods. In this section, we provide a few more detailed comparisons
of anytime valid methods and Bayesian Hypothesis tests, including several “Bayesian style" comparisons. Note, we do not include Bayes
Factor methods, since these have been covered extensively by Deng et al. [7].
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Figure 9: Empirical Loss of Bayesian method vs. threshold of caring in a simulated single armed test where the conversion
rate is drawn from a Beta(100, 100) distribution. The blue points are empirical losses with a prior that is equal to the true
data distribution, while the brown points are for a flat “uninformative” prior. When the prior accurately captures the data
distribution, the empirical loss is exactly as we would expect.
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Figure 10: Miscoverage probability at the stopping time for 95% Sequential Confidence Sequences (top) and 95% Bayesian Credi-
ble Intervals (lower), as the respective tuning parameter of each methodology is varied. For Sequential methods, miscoverage
error at stopping time is strictly below the 5% bound, while for Bayesian methods, any mis-specification of the prior results
in violation of bounds

B.4.1  Miscoverage probability at stopping time. One very natural question is to examine miscoverage probabilities at the stopping time for a
given methodology. While AsympCS and mSPRT methods stop when their confidence sequences exclude the null, the Bayesian hypothesis
test stops when its loss function drops below a threshold of caring .

Figure 10 presents the variations in the miscoverage error at the stopping time as a function of each method’s tuning parameters, for
10* simulations with data drawn from a Beta(100,100) prior. The setting here is the “single-arm” test, where we compare a single arm’s
conversion rate to a baseline of 0.5. A miscoverage is defined as a scenario where the 95% credible interval (CI) / confidence sequence (CS) at
the stopping time, does not include the true parameter.

The Sequential methods have strong worst case guarantees on their miscoverage error (i.e., it is always below 5%), while Bayesian CIs are
well calibrated if the data matches the prior (exactly 5% error). However, if the prior is inappropriate, this miscoverage error is not controlled.
The general lesson here is that the anytime-valid methods allow for stopping at any time, and the inference at those times is unambiguous,
with strong coverage guarantees. On the other hand, Bayesian methods provide coverage guarantees at their stopping time, and only if the
prior is appropriate.

B.4.2  Power and Stopping time. The next natural question is to compare the power and stopping time of these methods. This is shown in
Figure 11, where we see that Bayesian methods stop slightly faster than anytime valid methods. The simulation setup is identical to Section
B.4.1.
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Figure 11: A comparison of the 80th percentile stopping time (top) and Power (lower) for Anytime Valid methods vs. Bayesian
Hypothesis tests. We see that Bayesian methods stop faster (in general), and as a result, have slightly higher power.

We note however that Bayesian methods with misspecified priors can never achieve the same miscoverage guarantees as Anytime valid
methods. In fact, the tightest miscoverage guarantees come at very low loss thresholds (seen in Figure 10), and for these thresholds, the 80th
percentile stopping times are similar to Anytime Valid methods (top panel of Figure 11).

B.4.3 Calibration of methods. The final comparison we make is a calibration plot - comparing the “inferred" vs. true effect sizes at the
stopping time for each method. We again simulated 10,000 experiments, with effect sizes drawn from a Beta(100, 100) prior, and ran each test
for each methodology until the stopping criterion was satisfied. The observed effect size at the stopping time is the “inferred" effect, and this
can be plotted against the true effect for that simulation run. The results of each of these 10,000 plots in shown in the scatter plots on the left
column of Figure 12.

To interpret this data, we take both vertical and horizontal “binned” slices. The middle column of Figure 12 shows a forward inferencing
viewpoint - given the true effect size (x-axis), what effect size did we actually observe? We see that the anytime valid methods (AsympCS
and mSPRT) are perfectly calibrated from this viewpoint.

Next, from a backwards inferencing standpoint, i.e., given the data, how does our inferred effect correspond to the parameter values
that could have produced this data? The third column of Figure 12 shows these results. We see that only a BHT with an informed prior
(that exactly matches the data generation process) is perfectly calibrated in this scenario. All other methods have some bias in this analysis,
though anytime valid methods are better than other methods. Importantly, Bayesian methods with uninformed priors are poorly calibrated
in both directions.

B.4.4 Conclusions. The general lesson here is that the anytime-valid methods allow for stopping at any time, and the inference at those
times is unambiguous, with strong coverage guarantees. On the other hand, Bayesian methods provide coverage guarantees at their stopping
time only if the prior is appropriate.
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Figure 12: Calibration Plots for various statistical methods in a single arm test (Left Column) Scatter Plots of Inferred/Posterior
effect sizes vs. true effect sizes for 10,000 experiments each with a true effect drawn from a Beta(100, 100) distribution, and
stopped according to the appropriate stopping rule of the method. (Middle Column) Calibration plots of inferred effect size
vs. true effect size. (Right Column) Calibration plots of actual effect size given the data (i.e. given the inferred effect size)
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