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Abstract—We consider the problem where an active Decision-
Maker (DM) is tasked to identify the true hypothesis using as
few as possible observations while maintaining accuracy. The
DM collects observations according to its determined actions
and knows the distributions under each hypothesis. We propose
a deterministic and adaptive multi-stage hypothesis-elimination
algorithm where the DM selects an action, applies it repeatedly,
and discards hypotheses in light of its obtained observations. The
DM selects actions based on maximal separation expressed by
the distance between the parameter vectors of each distribution
under each hypothesis. Close distributions can be clustered,
simplifying the search and significantly reducing the number of
required observations.

Our algorithm achieves vanishing Average Bayes Risk (ABR)
as the error probability approaches zero, i.e., the algorithm
is asymptotically optimal. Furthermore, we show that the
ABR cannot exceed the error probability when the number
of hypotheses grows. Simulations are carried out to evaluate
the algorithm’s performance compared to another multi-stage
hypothesis-elimination algorithm, where an improvement of sev-
eral orders of magnitude in the mean number of observations
required is observed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Hypothesis Testing (HT) is a statistical method used to
evaluate competing hypotheses and determine which one best
fits a sampled population based on sample data. HT has been
in use for centuries, long before formal statistical methods
were developed, and has been applied across highly diverse
domains. For example, it has been used to identify the physical
model that best fits a set of measurements, such as determining
the Earth’s circumference or verifying a quantum mechanics
hypothesis. HT is also an integral part of modern scientific
practice, particularly in medical research where it’s used to
evaluate the effectiveness of treatments and diagnose condi-
tions based on clinical tests (e.g., testing for infectious diseases
like COVID-19).

In recent years, HT has gained additional significance
with the recent vast interest in Machine Learning (ML) and
Artificial Intelligence (AI). Modern computing systems, in-
cluding autonomous control systems, anomaly detection algo-
rithms, quality control systems, and networked sensors, rely on
various HT techniques to detect events of interest or classify
specific occurrences. This detection or classification task is
typically performed using a Decision-Maker (DM), which
determines which hypothesis (from two or more alternatives)
is best supported by the available data. In classic binary HT,
this is often accomplished by computing the Log-Likelihood
Ratio (LLR) or its non-logarithmic equivalent, comparing it

to a predetermined threshold, and selecting the corresponding
hypothesis based on this comparison.

In many practical scenarios, the DM needs to collect and
process data in real-time and often can select which samples
or data sources to examine next. For example, a physician can
determine which subsequent diagnostic tests a patient should
undergo to identify their condition, or a network administrator
can choose which routers to monitor to detect and classify po-
tential cyber-attacks. This type of sequential decision-making
about data collection allows for more efficient and targeted
information gathering. In such settings, the DM must balance
two central objectives: maximizing decision accuracy while
minimizing the time delay (typically measured by the number
of observations) until a decision is reached.

In his seminal work [1], Wald addressed the challenge
of sequential data acquisition in a decision-making setup
involving two competing hypotheses by introducing binary
Sequential HT (SHT). The proposed scheme, which we term
the Wald Test in the sequel, establishes two thresholds, each
corresponding to one of the hypotheses. The DM sequentially
collects observations and updates the LLR until it exceeds one
of the thresholds, at which point the corresponding hypothesis
is declared correct. Wald’s results demonstrated that SHT
allows the DM to reach decisions more quickly than traditional
fixed-sample hypothesis testing while maintaining the same
level of accuracy.

The Wald test has been generalized and expanded over
the years. Notably, the Armitage test [2], [3] extends the
Wald test to sequential multi-hypothesis testing by conducting
“tournaments” between hypotheses, where each drawn sample
serves as part of a Wald test “contest” between any two
hypotheses. In this context, the DM declares the tournament
winner as the underlying hypothesis.

Chernoff [4] extended the Wald test setup to incorporate
actions, leading to active binary SHT. In Chernoff’s model,
the DM can choose from a set of actions, each yielding an
observation that follows a specific known distribution. For
example, to diagnose a patient’s illness, a doctor can select
which examination the patient should undergo next, where
the distribution of results for each possible illness depends on
the chosen examination. Chernoff proposed a stochastic policy
(i.e., actions are drawn according to some non-degenerate dis-
tribution) for selecting actions sequentially, allowing the DM
to “shape” observations through chosen actions to optimize
accuracy and detection delay. Other stochastic approaches can
be found in the literature, including active multihypothesis



models like those considered in this work, e.g., [5]-[8].

Several deterministic policies have been explored in recent
years. Novel examples include incorporating ML or Deep
Learning with either the Wald Test, e.g., [9], [10]. Other
learning approaches directly optimize the number of samples
without invoking the Wald Test, e.g., [11], [12]. A prime
example of non-learning action-selecting policy is the DGF
policy used for anomaly detection in [13]-[16]. In the DGF
policy, the DM tracks the gap between the highest and
second-highest accumulated LLRs, and when it is sufficiently
large, it delivers its decision. Although the DGF outperforms
Chernoff’s approach, the main drawback of the DGF policy
is that it is tailored for anomaly detection; that is, actions
produce observations from only two possible distributions, and
extension to multihypothesis models is not straightforward.

In this paper, we depart from the previously mentioned
conventional approaches by employing an elimination strategy
rather than a traditional search method. Instead of accumu-
lating evidence to identify the correct hypothesis, we use
observations to systematically eliminate hypotheses that are
“almost surely” incorrect.

The rationale for preferring elimination over the search-
for-winner strategy stems from a key limitation in the latter
approach: in the search strategy, hypotheses compete against
each other simultaneously, with the DM’s actions and sampling
decisions being guided by the underlying hypothesis and its
closest hypotheses. While this approach may be effective with
few hypotheses, it becomes inefficient when handling multiple
hypotheses because separating two close hypotheses requires
an enormous number of samples.

In contrast, the elimination strategy efficiently discards
incorrect hypotheses by focusing on those that are most
distinctly different from each other, typically requiring far
fewer samples. The strategy proceeds sequentially, with each
new action determined by the remaining hypotheses. Once
only two hypotheses remain, the DM must determine which of
these candidates is correct, with the key advantage that one of
them is almost surely the true hypothesis, rather than having
to isolate an unknown correct hypothesis from among many
possibilities.

To expedite the elimination process, we propose a clustering
mechanism that discards multiple hypotheses at once rather
than eliminating them sequentially. Specifically, for each pos-
sible action, the DM clusters the potential hypotheses based
on their properties. It then selects the action that ensures
sufficient separation between clusters by maximizing the min-
imum distance between them. The chosen action is used to
draw samples and discard at least one entire cluster. Notably,
cluster sizes vary—some may contain a single hypothesis,
while others may include multiple hypotheses. Additionally,
the number of clusters is not predetermined and can range from
as few as two to as many as the total number of hypotheses.
This process repeats: selecting an action that best separates the
remaining hypotheses into clusters, using the action to collect
samples, and discarding at least one cluster along with all
its hypotheses. This continues until only a single hypothesis
remains, which is then declared correct.

The closest work to our approach is the recently proposed

algorithm by Gan, Jia, and Li in [17, Algorithm 2], which we
refer to as the GJL algorithm. In GJL, the action capable of
minimizing the number of surviving hypotheses is selected in
each stage, and the (fixed) number of observations is based
on separating the two closest, yet not identical, observation
distributions. This philosophy of minimal survivors directly
contrasts our approach of fast elimination incited by the
maximal separation policy.

Our contributions are the following: (i) We devise a multi-
stage hypothesis-eliminating strategy and accordingly intro-
duce two algorithms (one with and one without hypothesis
clustering). (ii) We identify a necessary and sufficient criterion
for successful hypothesis clustering. (iii) We bound the error
probability, the mean number of samples required, and the
Average Bayes Risk (ABR) as functions of the desired error
probability and the number of hypotheses. (iv) We show that
our strategy is asymptotically optimal in terms of vanishing
ABR when the desired error probability approaches zero and
is bounded when the number of hypotheses grows. (v) We
analytically show that our strategy improves over GJL, and
numerical evaluation shows improvement in several orders of
magnitude for any desired error probability.

II. SYSTEM MODEL
A. Notation

All vectors in this manuscript are underlined (e.g., x). The
{y-norm between two vectors x and y is denoted as ||z —
y||2. For the Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD) between two
distributions, f and g, we write D, (f||g). Unless explicitly
specified (e.g., In), all logarithms in this manuscript are in
base two.

B. Model

The system model consists of a single, active, DM capable
of obtaining observations according to the actions taken. The
DM is tasked with correctly identifying the underlying hypoth-
esis out of a finite set of hypotheses H = {0,1,... H — 1}.
The prior probability of hypothesis ¢ (or H; for short) is 7,
where 0 < m; < 1 for all ¢ to avoid triviality.

Let A C N with | A] < oo be the set of all actions available
to the DM. We assume that the observations are independent
and follow the same distribution when action a,, is taken, with
the distribution parameters depending on the underlying true
hypothesis. Namely, assuming H; is the underlying hypothesis
and that action a,, € A is taken at time step n, the DM
obtains X,, ~ fo. (- ;0,(a,)), where 0,(a,) € RMen is the
(vectorized) distribution parameter under H; and f, is its
Probability Density Function (PDF). Extension to non-scalar
samples is straightforward and will not be discussed in this
paper. All distributions and their parameters under each and
every hypothesis are assumed to be known by the DM. Figure
1 visualizes the model.

To simplify notation, we write Dy 1, (H;(a)||H;(a)) instead
of Drr(fa(+:0,(a))l fa(+;0,(a))). Similar to [17], we make
three additional assumptions:

(A1) (Seperation) For any a € A and i, j € H, ||0,(a) —
0, (a)||3 is either O or greater than some known « > 0.
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Fig. 1. System model. The DM is tasked to identify the correct hypothesis
(say H;) out of H possible hypotheses. By taking action a, at time step n,
the DM obtains a sample z, ~ fa,, (- ;0.(an)). The alphabet and size of

=1

Zn and 6, (an) may depend on the action anp.

Furthermore, there is no a with |0, (a) —Qj(a)H% =0 for
all ¢, j € H. Note that o can be very small.

(A2) For any action a there are 0 < c¢; < c¢o such
that e\ Dy (Hi(a)l|H;(a) < [0,(a) — 0,(@)} <
coDrr(Hi(a)||Hj(a)) < cof for any 4, j € H and some
known £.

(A3) (Validity) For all 7,57 € H with ¢ # j, there is some
a e A with ||6,(a) —Qj(a)H% > 0.

The first assumption ensures that there are no meaningless

actions and that distribution parameters are separated in R«

The second is technical and allows us to simplify hypothesis

comparison by using the ¢3-norm on the parameters rather

than computationally prohibitive metrics on distributions (e.g.,

Total Variation Distance [18, Chapter 13.1]). The third as-

sumption assures that some multi-stage hypothesis-eliminating

algorithms can stop.

Let @ be the source selection process generating the action
sequence { A, }°° ;. The source selection rule is non-adaptive
if the actions do not depend on the gathered data for any
time step and is adaptive otherwise. It may also be either
deterministic or stochastic. The decision rule is given by ¥ €
H, i.e., ¥ =i implies that H; is declared as true.

Like many other works in the literature, e.g., [4], [6], [13],
[16], [19], we focus on the Bayesian approach. Namely, let
I' £ (®,¥) be an admissible strategy for the SHT aiming
at minimizing the ABR, 0E [N] + H? x p., where N is
the number of observations upon algorithm termination (i.e.,
detection delay),  is the sample cost, and p. is the error
probability of the strategy I'. Equivalently, it is a strategy
minimizing

1
72 E [N] + pe. (D

Notably, (1) weights two key components of the problem: the
error probability, p., and the mean detection delay E [N]. By
increasing the number of samples, the DM can significantly
reduce its error probability, but increasing it too much makes
the first addend the dominant penalty. Conversely, taking too
few samples will increase the error probability, making it the
dominant penalty. Accordingly, the desired error probability
and the mean detection delay must be balanced. The normal-
ized cost, %, plays a role in damping the mean number of
samples; Specifically, it vanishes in ¢ only if the mean number
of samples is sublinear in % and subquadratic in H.

III. OBSERVATION ACQUISITION POLICY

In this section, we formalize the suggested strategy for
observation acquisition to compute the underlying true hypoth-

esis. Our strategy consists of two flavors; without and with
clustering, both of which enjoy vanishing ABR (Corollary
1), have vanishing error probability (Lemma 1) and more
importantly, require a low mean number of samples (Theorem
1) as we show in the following section. Notably, the mean
number of samples is lower than GJL’s.

Like many works in literature, in order to identify which
hypothesis is correct or not, the DM leverages the (two-
threshold) Armitage Test, where the collected samples up to
time step n are used to compute the accumulated LLR for any
pair of hypotheses and each is compared to fixed thresholds
v > 0 and —v, to be discussed later. Namely, if the DM uses
only action a, the pair-wise per-action accumulated LLR is:

sy fa(@8,())

Lz] (a7 ’I’L) ; lOg fa (xt; Qj (a)) .

For simplicity, we will drop a and n and write L;; when they

are clear from context. In our context, H; wins against H; if

L;; > vy, loses against H; if L;; < —v, and competes against
Hj otherwise.

Generally, identifying the underlying hypothesis has two
distinct approaches. The first is the classic and straightforward
approach common in literature where the DM collects obser-
vations and computes L;; until some i* wins against all other
hypotheses (e.g., [2], [5]). While this approach is simple and
fast, it may fail when the environment outputs observations
with identical distributions under many different hypotheses,
or in other words, the case we are interested in solving.

The second approach, tailored for the above case, is hypoth-
esis eliminating where the DM identifies which hypotheses
are inconsistent with the collected observations and discards
them until a single hypothesis remains, which is declared as
the underlying hypothesis. Notably, algorithms of the first
approach can be converted to the second by discarding the
losing hypotheses and retrying using a different set of actions,
as we do in this work.

Once an action is selected, eliminating some hypothesis is
straightforward by finding at least one hypothesis that wins
against it. Thus, a multi-stage algorithm based on the Armitage
Test is sufficient for one-by-one hypothesis elimination in our
case since there is always some action capable of separating at
least one hypothesis from the others due to assumption (A3).
Naturally, one-by-one elimination is inefficient but can be
improved by the action selection policy. Namely, at each stage,
the DM can greedily pick the action capable of minimizing the
number of winning hypotheses like in GJL [17, Algorithm 2].
However, such a policy may result in a large number of
samples when not considering the observation distribution
similarity under different hypotheses, and, accordingly, may
result in large ABR.

Thus, in order to both efficiently eliminate hypotheses and
achieve faster vanishing ABR, we suggest taking actions that
maximize the separation, therefore minimizing the number of
samples required to eliminate hypotheses. To further enhance
the hypothesis elimination process, we suggest clustering
hypotheses (per action) according to the sample distribution
proximity. Here, the DM only needs to identify the correct



cluster rather than identical hypotheses and, accordingly, may
use fewer samples.

A. Preprocessing Step - Per-Action Hypothesis Clustering

In this subsection, we explain the hypothesis clustering con-
cept in depth. The main purpose of the hypothesis clustering
is to allow the DM to refine its “bad actions,” characterized by
small KLLD between some of their output distributions (e.g.,
either zero or very close to a from assumption (A1l)). Namely,
to tell apart between two or more very close hypotheses, the
DM would require, on average, a large number of observations.
Therefore, since these hypotheses are very similar, the DM can
significantly reduce the number of the collected observations
by simply identifying the set of similar hypotheses (e.g., by
identifying a single member of these hypotheses as we do in
this work) and using a different action with better separation
on the found set in the next stage. In other words, the DM
can improve its performance in terms of mean detection
delay (and, consequently, obtain lower ABR) by clustering
hypotheses by their informational proximity defined by a
proximity parameter € set by the user.

Clustering hypotheses by their proximity (i.e., selecting ¢)
and selecting a representative from each cluster is not trivial.
Thus, we first discuss a key property of a good hypothesis
clustering mechanism. Assume action a is repeatedly used
and that H; is the underlying hypothesis. Now, we observe
the normalized accumulated LLR between H;, in H;’s cluster
against H; that is not in H;’s cluster satisfies

log 7]% ‘ ]

i(a)[|Hj(a)) - DKL( (a)IIHk( ) @

by the Asymptotic Equipartition Property (AEP) [20, The-
orem 11.8.1], when the convergence is in probability. Like
before, we will drop a when it is clear from context. Since
%*y — 0 for any fixed -y, we observe that H; can be declared as
true if and only if the difference in (2) is positive. Therefore,
any H}, clustered with H; should have Dx 1, (H;(a)||Hk(a)) <
Dir(H;(a)||Hj(a)) for any H; not clustered with H;.

Since KLD is asymmetric, H; can be in the same cluster as
Hy, but not vice-versa. To circumvent this issue, we leverage
assumption (A2) that bounds the KLD using a symmetric
metric property, the ¢>-norm between the output distribution
parameters for appropriate c; and c,. Specifically, the use
of the ¢5-norm allows us to rewrite the property in (2) as
c|l;(a) — Qj(“)”% > ||0;(a) — 0,(a)|3 for any Hj in H;’s
cluster and for any H; not in H;’s cluster for some c.

Now, we can formalize the desired clustering on the
hypotheses using their parameter space. Let param (a) =
{0,(a) : i € H} be the set of distribution parameters under
action a. Let B-(v) £ {f € param (a) : ||[§ —v||3 < €} be the
e-neighborhood of v composed of points from param (a). We
say that y is reachable from z if there are z,z,,...
such that z = z,, z; € B: (
additionally we have T, _

1
7ij — AD”k(a) £ E
n

=Dgrr(H

L. g

T,y (f0r1<j<r—2)and

1)
€B. (y)

Thus, we define the cluster of H; as C;(a,e) C param (a)
to be a non-empty subset such that for any v, if v is reachable
from @, then v € C;(a,€). Now, we define

equiv (i,a) £ {k € H : 0, € Ci(a,e)}
repr (U, a) = {min{U Nequiv (i,a)} : i € U}

to be the set of equivalent hypotheses to H; and the set of
representatives taken from U C H, respectively. In each stage,
repr (U, a) would be the set of valid contestants. Note that
the choice of the smallest indices is arbitrary. If no clustering
is used, we define equiv (i,a) = {j € H : 0,(a) = 0,(a)}
instead. Remark: We assume that even after the clustering,
assumption (A3) holds.

The use of the /s-norm allows us to use rich density-
based clustering over RM« (e.g., [21, Chapter 5]) to cluster
hypotheses by proximity. Notably, the famous Density-Based
Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise (DBSCAN)
algorithm [22] is tailored to our needs and is sufficient for
clustering. DBSCAN groups together points with many shared
neighbors (specified by the MinPts parameter) within their
e-neighborhood and labels all remaining points as noise or
outliers. Furthermore, DBSCAN guarantees that clusters are ¢
apart from each other.

B. Multi-Staged Algorithm

In this subsection, we present and describe our multi-stage
algorithm. The procedure is given in Algorithm 1. In Line 1,
we initialize the “alive” hypotheses, Hjive, to be the set of
all hypotheses. The algorithm thins this set in each stage until
one or no hypothesis remains. If a single hypothesis remains
at the end of the procedure, it is declared as true.

We term Lines 3-11 as stages. In each stage, an action a
is computed (Line 3). Specifically, each action is associated
with a non-zero minimal distance between each two alive hy-
potheses, and the action with the maximal minimum distance
is selected for the current round. Line 4 computes the cluster
representatives out of the alive hypotheses. This set contains
the contestants for the current stage. Now, we apply action a
repeatedly until a winner against all hypotheses, ¢*, is found
(Lines 6-9). Then, we update Hjive to be the alive hypotheses
in ¢*’s cluster (Lines 10-11).

IV. ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze Algorithm 1 in terms of error
probability, mean detection delay, and the scaling of the ABR
as functions of § and H. Notably, previous results regarding
the Armitage Test, e.g., vanishing error probability, do not
trivially follow when clustering hypotheses, and accordingly,
some computations must be modified. When no clustering is
used, however, the previous results naturally follow. Due to
brevity, all proofs appear in the Appendix in [23].

We start with stating the main result:

Theorem 1. Let 7. be the number of observations used in
stage r when using action a,, H ahve be the alive hypotheses
in stage r, and k be the representative from H;’s cluster. Then

log %
E [7.|H;] = (1 + o(1)) max ar)\{k} ﬁ for

alive’

jErepr (H( ")



Algorithm 1 Multi-Stage LLR-Based SHT
1: Hajive < [O,H — 1]
2: while |Hgjive| > 2 do

> Initialize alive hypotheses

~ min
4,J€ Halive
Jj#equiv(i,b)

3: a ¢ argmax

16,(b) — 0,(0)]13
beA

4: H «+ repr (Hajive, @)

s: Ly« O0Vi#£jcH > Initialize LLRs
6:  while Zic H: L >logZ Vj+#i do

7: acquire = according to action a

8: Lij<—Lij+log%%foralli#jeﬁ
9: end while

10: H « equiv (i*,a) > ¢* has L;«; > log % A2

11: Hajive ¢+ Halive N H
12: end while
13: return H,j5ve

> Update alive hypotheses

any i where the little-O is with respect to § — 0. Furthermore,
slog L <E[N] < Zlog .

Proof: See Appendix A-B. ]

We argue that each stage in our strategy improves over
GJL. Assume H; is the true underlying hypothesis. Let
GJ(a) = {(I,m) € H?® : Dxr(Hy(a)|Hn(a)) > 0} be
the set of indices whose KLD under action a is not zero.
Let Din(a) = argming ,uyeg.7(a) { P (Hi(a)|[Hm(a))} be
the smallest non-zero KLD under action a. Regardless of
whether H; is true or not, if GJL applies action a, it uses

H
leffa) samples. Our strategy uses, on average, approximately
E [7,.|H;] samples per stage.

Thus, if H; is not part of the KLD minimizing pair, our
strategy uses less than or equal number of samples on average
compared to GJL regardless of clustering. If it does and the
other hypothesis in the minimizing pair (say ;) lies in H;’s
cluster, then H; is not tested against H; in the current stage,
saving samples. If H; lies outside of H;’s cluster, then H; is
represented by itself (i.e., isolated hypothesis), and the mean
number of samples coincides with GJL’s.

Now, we shift our focus to show asymptotic optimality.
Accordingly, we bound the error probability of our strategy
by first bounding the per-stage error probability. Since each
stage is terminated when some hypothesis has all of its LLRs
exceed log %, we have the following bound:

Lemma 1. For any action a, there exists some n, € [0,1)
such that AD;j, > 14, the current action still can distinguish
between at least two hypotheses, and for any € < 14, the per-
stage error probability cannot exceed %. Particularly, p. < 6.

Proof: See Appendix A-A. ]

Corollary 1 (Asymptotic Optimality). For a suitable choice of
g, Algorithm 1 has vanishing ABR when § — 0. Furthermore,
the ABR does not exceed § when H — oc.

Proof: See Appendix A-C. ]

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical results illustrating the
performance of our algorithms (with and without clustering)
compared to GJL. To this end, we have conducted simulations.
In the simulations, we have used uniform priors, i.e., m; = %
For a fair comparison, we picked distributions whose mean
can distinguish between different hypotheses, namely, the ex-
ponential and unit-variance normal distributions. The number
of hypotheses was set to H = 16, and the DM had |A| = 17
actions. The first H actions had a mean of 3 if H,_ is true for
1 <a < H, and a random mean drawn uniformly from [0, 1]
otherwise. The last action had the means follow the equation
0.5+ 0.01 x4 for 0 <7 < H. All random means were drawn
only once. For the clustering algorithm, DBSCAN, we use
minPts = 1 and proximity parameter € = 0.1.

In Figure 2, we present the results. The dashed lines present
the ABR for the case where all actions produce normally
distributed observations, whereas non-dashed lines present the
ABR for the case where all actions produce exponentially
distributed observations. The orange curves correspond to
GJL, and the blue and green curves correspond to our algo-
rithm without and with clustering, respectively. Each algorithm
attains vanishing ABR as § — 0, but the non-greedy selections
made by each instance of our algorithm enjoy significantly
lower ABR, attributed to lower mean detection delay.

Notably, the instances using clustering enjoy very accurate
decisions while maintaining the lowest mean detection delay;
for example, to achieve an error probability less than or
equal to § = 107° in the normally distributed case, GIL
requires ~100M observations on average, the non-clustering
instance requires ~500k observations on average whereas the
clustered instance requires ~430 observations on average.
In the exponential case, for the same error probability, GJL
requires ~15M observations on average, the non-clustering
instance requires ~152k observations on average, whereas the
clustered instance requires ~125 observations on average.

106 —e— GJL (Exp)
105 =8—c =0 (Exp)
=6— ¢ = 0.1 (Exp)
=#= GJL (Norm)
=H- ¢ =0 (Norm)
=©= ¢ =0.1 (Norm)

ABR

10-6 T | Hm\‘ Lol |
10 102 10° 10t 10°
5—1
Fig. 2. Comparison of the ABR (equation (1)) for H = 16 using

our algorithm (with proximity parameter ¢ € {0,0.1}) against GJL. The
observations obtained are either normally distributed (dashed) or exponentially
distributed (non-dashed). The ABR vanishes as 6 — 0 for all instances, but
GJL’s greedy selection has a slower decay.
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APPENDIX A
MISCELLANEOUS PROOFS

A. Proof of Lemma 1

At first glance, there are two possible error events; the first
is that the stage winner (at some stage) is not the representative
of the true hypothesis, and the second is the event when two
different hypotheses win in the current round. We argue that
the latter case never occurs in the following proposition:

Proposition 1. Let i be the winner at stage r. Then, i} is
unique.

Proof: Assume to the contradiction that there are two
winners, 4, and j,:. Since 4y is a winner, then L;x;- > log %
Likewise, j is a winner so Lj;i; > log %. However, due
to symmetry, we have log % < Li;j: = ij:lv; < —log %
contradiction. [ ]

Now that we have established that there are no ties, we are
ready to bound the former error probability. Since the number
of alive hypotheses can only decrease in each stage, there can
be no more than H stages. Consequently, we can compute
the error probability of a single stage, and then, by the union
bound, the error probability of the algorithm, p., is at most
H times the error probability of a single stage. Hence, we
will focus on computing the first stage’s error probability for
simplicity.

Here, we write X iw as a shorthand notation for
(X1, Xo,...,Xy)T, and, with slight abuse of notation,
fa(z};6,(a)) is their PDF (product distribution) for any [ un-
der action a. Let IP (j]7) be the probability that H; erroneously
survives a stage when H; is the underlying hypothesis, and,
consequently, [7; does not survive the current stage. Let a be
the action the DM takes in the current stage. Let k& be the
representative from H;’s cluster. Let 1{A} be the indicator
for the event A. Let R; be the decision region of hypothesis
Hj, i.e. if 7 is the stopping time of the stage (due to exceeded
LLR), then the DM declares H; as true if the observation
sequence ] € R;. Therefore, by definition,

P(jli) = E[{X] € R;}Hi]. 3)
Upon round termination, since H; survives then for any [ €
repr (Hajive, @), and particularly for k, we have

>1 H
og —
1)
for any x4 S Rj. Thus, for any 4 S Rj we have

[T futy (@) < o T faestya). @
t=1 t=1
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Now we bound (3) as follows:
P(jli) = E [I{X] € R;} H,]
fa(X7;0,.(a))
fa(X1;8,,(a))

§ . Ja(XT50,(a))
7E |:]l{X ER; }m’Hz:|

=;.§(E {M!HD

The first inequality follows (4), and the second discards the
indicator. The last transition follows the i.i.d. assumption
on the obtained observations. We are left to show that the
expectation powered by 7 is less than or equal to 1.

Now, instead of taking the expectation with respect to

fa(X1;0,(a)), we take it with respect to fa(Xl;Qj(a)) to
(s [utio)

obtain: )
Pl < Fu(X1:0,(a)) HD |

Although the change of measure did not change the expec-
tation powered by 7, it is easier (conceptually) to bound the
likelihood ratio between two PDFs of hypotheses in the same
cluster rather than the likelihood ratio between two PDFs of
hypotheses from different clusters. Observe that

—E{]l{XTeR}

\ A

—~AD;j, =E [log m
({Mﬂ])

from the famous inequality Inx < x — 1. Thus,

ADy > (1 - {W‘HJD '

In order to have AD;;, > 14 for some 7, € [0,1), it is
sufficient to show that there exists some 7),; such that

fulX0,@) |, ] .
fua(X1:0,(a)) H} = et

for any Hj, in H;’s cluster and H; not in H;’s cluster. How-
ever, such 7n,; always exists since H; is allowed to be isolated
and represented by itself, forcing E {%‘H ] = 1.

Otherwise, if H; is not isolated and we have

Fa(X156.(a))
" {fa(xl;ek(a))
1)

Thus, 1, = min; 7, is sufficient and P (j|i) 77 as
desired. Now, instead of using the conservative computation
P (select j #ili) = >_,; P (j]i) in order to bound the per-
stage error probability (cf. [2, Equation (4)]), we instead use
the following observation: H; is the stage winner only after
winning against all other hypotheses in all O (H 2) Wald
Tests, so the error probability in the current stage is the

1-k|

Hj:| Sl_naiglo

probability that H is accepted in the Wald Test composed of
comparing H; and H;. Consequently, bounds the per-stage
error probablhty, and as the section preamble suggests, the
error probability of the algorithm cannot exceed % x H = 0.

B. Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of the theorem follows from applying Theorem
4.1 in [24] by replacing the KLDs with AD;j;, and taking
minimum (or maximum) over the set of possible hypotheses
to participate in the Armitage Test against H;’s representative

(i.e., Hy), repr (H;lrlzle, ar) \ {k}, rather than the entire set of
hypotheses. Notably, the theorem is applicable since AD;;;, >
0. Since H; and H; are not clustered together, AD;;;, > ¢, so
by averaglng over the underlying hypothesis using the priors

{mi}E ", we obtain that

1 H
Blog; S]E[Tr,n] S
as desired. All that remains is bounding the number of stages;
There is at least one stage and at most H — 1 stages, so

1 H H H

—log — <E[N] < —log —.

plog 5 <EIN]< Tlog

12
Eg5

C. Proof of Corollary 1
Combining Lemma 1 and Lemma 1 with (1) yields

i><£10 E+5*1><i10 §+5
SHE D% e 4 &7
, which vanishes when § — 0. When H — oo, only the first

addend vanishes, and we are left with 6.

1)
mE[N]ﬂLPe
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