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Abstract. This paper addresses the challenge of improving finite sample perfor-

mance in Ranking and Selection by developing a Bahadur-Rao type expansion for

the Probability of Correct Selection (PCS). While traditional large deviations approx-

imations captures PCS behavior in the asymptotic regime, they can lack precision in

finite sample settings. Our approach enhances PCS approximation under limited sim-

ulation budgets, providing more accurate characterization of optimal sampling ratios

and optimality conditions dependent of budgets. Algorithmically, we propose a novel

finite budget allocation (FCBA) policy, which sequentially estimates the optimality

conditions and accordingly balances the sampling ratios. We illustrate numerically

on toy examples that our FCBA policy achieves superior PCS performance compared

to tested traditional methods. As an extension, we note that the non-monotonic PCS

behavior described in the literature for low-confidence scenarios can be attributed

to the negligence of simultaneous incorrect binary comparisons in PCS approxima-

tions. We provide a refined expansion and a tailored allocation strategy to handle

low-confidence scenarios, addressing the non-monotonicity issue.

Key words: simulation; Ranking and Selection; Bahadur-Rao type expansion;

finite sample performance

1. Introduction This paper considers the problem of identifying the best design among a finite set of

alternatives via Monte Carlo simulation, a challenge known as Ranking and Selection (R&S) in simulation.

The classic R&S problem can be viewed in the framework of Ordinal Optimization (Ho et al. 1992), where

the primary goal is to determine the ordinal ranking of alternative performances rather than precisely esti-

mate their output distributions. Given the common practice to select the alternative with the greatest sample

mean as the best alternative, the main focus of R&S research is on allocating a limited simulation budget to

provide the best possible performance. Throughout this paper, we will assume a fixed-budget setting where

1

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

10
69

5v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 1
6 

N
ov

 2
02

4



Author: LDCSM
2 Article submitted to MOOR

the total number of available simulation samples for all alternatives is predetermined. The performance of

an allocation rule will be evaluated using the well-known probability of correct selection (PCS) when the

budget is exhausted.

There is an extensive body of allocation algorithms developed in the literature, many of which have

proven to be empirically and/or theoretically successful given a sufficient number of simulation samples.

Among these, the optimal computing budget allocation (OCBA), introduced by Chen (1995) and Chen et al.

(2000), is one of the most widely adopted algorithms. Chen et al. (2000) define the allocation decision as

the sampling ratio, the proportion of simulation samples allocated to each alternative relative to the total

number of samples. They derive an approximation of the PCS as a function of the sampling ratios and

characterize an optimal allocation that maximizes this approximation. Recently, OCBA has been shown to

achieve the optimal allocation (Li and Gao 2023) as the sample size increases. Using a large deviations

principle (LDP), Glynn and Juneja (2004) prove that PCS converges to one at an exponential rate depending

on the sampling ratios. Consequently, they define a rate optimal allocation (ROA) using a set of equality

conditions characterizing the optimal sampling ratios that maximize the large deviations rate. The ROA has

also been shown to asymptotically satisfy the corresponding optimal conditions (Li and Gao 2023). The

optimal conditions of Glynn and Juneja (2004) reduce to the OCBA formula Chen et al. (2000), assuming

that the sampling ratio for the best alternative far exceeds others. The large deviations rate serves as an

asymptotic performance metric for allocation algorithms. For instance, the top-two Thompson sampling

(TTTS) introduced by Russo (2020), which is not derived explicitly from the large deviations rate, has been

proven to asymptotically attain the optimal rate.

In recent years, there has been growing research interest in the special case of a limited budget con-

straint. This interest stems from the increasing demand for applications, such as on time optimization of

complex simulation systems (Boschert and Rosen 2016). However, the finite sample behavior of PCS can

be essentially different from its asymptotic behavior. For example, the large deviations rate for PCS, which

takes the form of the minimum large deviations rate for pairwise comparisons between the best alterna-

tive and sub-optimal alternatives, cannot capture the impact of the number of sub-optimal alternatives on

PCS. Moreover, the large deviations rate has nothing to do with the sample size. Consequently, the classic

large deviations rate is not capable of approximating the PCS accurately and does not suffice to guide the

development of efficient allocation algorithms in the finite sample case. Furthermore, Peng et al. (2015)

describe a low-confidence scenario where the total budget is much smaller than what is sufficient, and reveal

a counter-intuitive phenomenon therein: PCS may not be monotonically increasing as simulation samples

accumulate, which does not often appear when the simulation budget is sufficiently large. Although they

provide a qualitative characterization of low-confidence scenarios, there have been no quantitative defini-

tions, which suggests the necessity of further investigation into such scenarios.



Author: LDCSM
Article submitted to MOOR 3

In this work, we propose an asymptotically equivalent Bahadur-Rao type expansion to PCS inspired

by Bahadur and Rao (1960), extending beyond the large deviations characterization in Glynn and Juneja

(2004), which can be leveraged to enhance finite sample performance of ordinal optimization. Roughly

speaking, the LDP theory of Glynn and Juneja (2004) is established based merely on the assumption that

the underlying sampling distributions have finite cumulant generating functions (CGF, see Gärtner 1977),

i.e., these distributions are light-tailed. Our approximation takes advantage of the additional assumption that

the family of sampling distributions have bounded total variations (BTV), so that the Edgeworth expansion

(Bhattacharya and Ghosh 1978) of their probability density functions can be approximated by closed form

functions with uniform error bounds. We show that under the additional BTV assumption, the large devi-

ations theory developed by Glynn and Juneja (2004) can be deduced from our results. In other words, the

LDP and the proposed approximation agree on the asymptotic behavior of PCS, which substantiates the

validity of our results.

To demonstrate how the proposed approximation better captures the finite sample behavior of PCS, we

notice that the large deviations rate, characterizing the exponential rate at which PCS converges, serves

only as an asymptotic surrogate of PCS independent of the simulation budget. Consequently, it may not

accurately represent the efficacy of a sampling ratio when the number of samples is limited. In contrast,

our proposed approximation takes the form of a summation of products of an exponential function in T

and a power series in T−1/2, where T denotes the simulation budget. The power series can be truncated to

any order while maintaining the asymptotic equivalence. Numerical experiments demonstrate that even the

zeroth-order approximation is sufficiently accurate to improve the finite sample performance of sampling

algorithms, provided the simulation budget is fairly large. Furthermore, for a fixed budget, our approxi-

mation can be made arbitrarily accurate by retaining additional terms in the series, allowing for further

improvement of sampling algorithms even with smaller budgets. As extensions, we demonstrate two modi-

fications of the Bahadur-Rao type expansion to provide further accurate approximations in low-confidence

scenarios, and to characterize a conditional PCS which may serve as a foundation for future developments

of sequential algorithms, respectively.

We explicitly derive the proposed approximation as a function of the sampling ratios for Gaussian sam-

pling distributions. The approximation function is shown to be asymptotically concave, indicating that it is

concave except within a shrinking sequence of subsets of feasible sampling ratios near the boundary, whose

interiors converge to the empty set, as the order of the approximation approaches infinity. Moreover, the

approximation functions of even orders are exactly concave. These findings justify our approximate char-

acterization of the optimal sampling ratios using Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions. Similar to the findings

that guide static R&S algorithms (Chen et al. 2000, Gao et al. 2017), the approximate optimal conditions

consist of two set of equations, with the first set of equations balancing the exploration of sub-optimal alter-

natives, and the second set balancing the exploration-exploitation tradeoff. The concavity of the proposed
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approximation enables us to design computationally efficient sampling algorithms, which are named after

finite computation budget allocation (FCBA).

To the best of our knowledge, the literature contains two main categories of approaches for improv-

ing finite sample performance of R&S. The first category formulates the sampling-allocation decision as

a dynamic policy rather than the sampling ratios. Taking the parameter uncertainty into account, these

approaches typically involve maintaining a Bayesian model for the sampling distributions and developing

fully dynamic sampling policies based on the posterior distribution. For example, Chick and Inoue (2001)

and Chick et al. (2010) develop an expected value of information (EVI) policy which focuses on allocating

samples to maximize the EVI in a single additional stage of sampling. Two well-known sampling poli-

cies, knowledge gradient (KG, Gupta and Miescke 1996, Frazier et al. 2008) and expected improvement

(EI, Ryzhov 2016), which solve one-step optimizations, share the similar spirit. Although KG and EI can

estimate the best alternative consistently, their sampling ratios do not asymptotically attain the optimal sam-

pling ratio defined by Chen et al. (2000) or that by Glynn and Juneja (2004), implying that KG and EI

are not asymptotically efficient (Peng and Fu 2017). Peng et al. (2016) unify dynamic sampling policies in

a general dynamic framework. Furthermore, Peng et al. (2018b) characterize the optimal dynamic policy

via the corresponding Bellman equations and develop an asymptotically optimal allocation policy (AOAP).

Although these dynamic policies are empirically shown to be superior to static algorithms in finite sample

scenarios, they come with a high computational cost. Moreover, there is no theoretical guarantee for their

finite sample performance. The second category incorporates exogenous information into the formulation.

Peng et al. (2019) exploits information from multifidelity models to enhance the performance of R&S.

Recently, there has been a growing interest in context-dependent R&S, which supports decision making by

utilizing contextual information in simulation systems (Cakmak et al. 2021, Shi et al. 2023, Li et al. 2024,

Du et al. 2024). In this work, we contribute to the literature by initiating a new perspective for R&S with

finite budget constraint. We examine the finite sample behavior of PCS, thus enabling the sampling effi-

ciency whenever the budget is small or large, and offering a theoretical guarantee for the performance of the

proposed algorithm. Our framework exemplifies the possibility of improving finite sample performance in a

computationally efficient manner without requesting exogenous information of the simulation alternatives.

Our work is also relevant to the literature on probability bound analysis. Concentration inequalities, such

as Hoeffding’s inequality and Chernoff’s bound, have been widely used to bound the tail probability of

sample mean statistics. See Vershynin (2018) for a thorough discussion. However, calculating sub-Gaussian

or sub-exponential norms of sampling distributions, which these probability bounds typically require, is dif-

ficult. Additionally, these bounds are not tight for small sample sizes. For Gaussian sampling distributions,

the proposed approximation is a 1
2
-higher-order infinitesimal amount than the Hoeffding’s bound. In the

context of R&S, the probability of incorrect selection (PICS) can be expressed as the probability of pairwise

incorrect selection between a sub-optimal alternative and the best alternative. This is typically approximated
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using the upper bound from the first-order Bonferroni inequality (Bonferroni 1936), followed by applying

the LDP to the bound. A few exceptions, such as the works of Shen et al. (2021) and Peng et al. (2018a),

use Slepian’s inequality, which is only applicable for Gaussian alternatives (Slepian 1962), to derive bounds

for the PCS. The main drawback is that these inequalities neglects the probability of simultaneous incor-

rect binary comparisons (SIBC). We demonstrate in this paper that the misconception in the literature that

the best alternative deserves more sampling ratios than sub-optimal alternatives might stem from using the

first-order Bonferroni inequality. Peng et al. (2015) find that the non-monotonicity of PCS is attributed to

the induced correlation, which could be interpreted as the intensity at which the event of SIBC happens.

The induced correlation or the event of SIBC is neglected when leveraging the Bonferroni inequality to

bound PCS, thus leading to a poor performance of consequent algorithms. As an extension of the proposed

methodology, we show that by using the inclusion-exclusion principle followed by deriving an extended

Bahadur-Rao type expansion for the probability of SIBC, a further accurate approximation to the PCS for

low-confidence scenarios is available. This finer approximation takes the form of a discontinuous function

in the sampling ratios, and thereby explains the non-monotonicity of PCS. Specifically, this discontinuity

can be precisely characterized by a critical point which is defined by the minimizer of a large deviations rate

function. The critical point intuitively quantifies whether a probability of SIBC for multiple sub-optimal

alternatives is negligible and is utilized to design allocation policies for low-confidence scenarios.

The manuscript is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the main contributions and key notations.

Section 3 presents the novel approximation technique. In Section 4, we propose a new static procedure

for Gaussian alternatives and analyze its asymptotic properties. Section 5 empirically demonstrates the

superiority of our procedure in finite sample cases. Section 6 discusses extensions of our algorithm and

interprets their superiority. Finally, Section 7 provides concluding remarks. Rigorous proofs of theorems

will be presented in the online supplement. A brief summary of the main theoretical results in Section 2

without proofs was accepted by the Proceedings of the 2024 Winter Simulation Conference (Shi et al. 2024).

The full theory with detailed proofs, and the extensions to the low-confidence scenarios and conditional

probabilities, are presented in the paper for the first time.

2. Setting and Main Results We first introduce general notations in Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, we

provide the problem definition for R&S and recall the classic large deviations principle for PCS. We then

present our main result, i.e., the Bahadur-Rao type expansion for PCS in Section 2.3.

2.1. Notations. For sequences {an}∞n=1 and {bn}∞n=1, we denote an = o(bn) if there exists a dimin-

ishing sequence rn→ 0 as n→∞ such that an = rnbn, and denote an =O(bn) if there exists a constant C

independent of n such that |an| ≤C|bn|, ∀ n≥ 1. For positive integer k, let [k] := {1,2, . . . , k} be the set of

all alternatives, and let [k]− denote the set [k]\{1}. For positive integer n, n!! denotes the double factorial
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of n, i.e., n!! :=
∏⌈n/2⌉−1

i=0 (n− 2i) and ⌈n⌉ denotes the ceiling function of n. We adhere to the convention

that 0!! = 1 and
∑0

l=1 · = 0. For a, b ∈ R, let a ∧ b := max{a, b} and a ∨ b =min{a, b}. Additionally, let

FX(x) denote the cumulative distribution function (CDF) with regard to random variable X . In this paper,

bold mathematical symbols (e.g., the sampling ratios p) denote vectors by default, unless explicitly stated

otherwise. Finally, let int(·) denote the interior of a set, and D(·) and R(·) denote the domain and range of

a function, respectively.

2.2. Ranking and Selection. Consider Xi for i∈ [k] as the random output of k alternatives. We aim

to identify the alternative, from now called the best alternative, with the largest mean output mi = E(Xi).

Consistent with the common practice in the literature, we will assume that the best alternative is unique and

thus well-defined throughout the paper. For simplicity, we assume that m1 >m2 ≥ · · · ≥mk.

Let T denote the fixed number of simulation replications. Let Ti be the number of replications for the i-th

alternative, and pi = Ti/T indicate the sampling ratio, i.e., the fraction of replications attributed to the i-th

alternative. We will ignore the minor issue that Ti = piT may not necessarily be an integer for all pi ∈ [0,1].
Let X(t)

i denote the t-th simulation sample drawn from alternative i and let X̄i(Ti) := T−1
i

∑Ti
t=1X

(t)
i be the

sample mean of Ti simulations from alternative i. The event of correct selection occurs when the sample

mean of the best alternative ranks first. Thus the PCS is defined as

P{CS}= P

(
X̄1(T1)> max

j∈[k]−
X̄j(Tj)

)
= 1−P

(
X̄1(T1)≤ max

j∈[k]−
X̄j(Tj)

)
.

Glynn and Juneja (2004) establish the LDP for PCS given light-tailed sampling distributions. Let

Λj(λ) := logE exp{λXj} be the CGF of Xj for j ∈ [k]. We make the following assumption of CGFs.

ASSUMPTION 1 (Light-tailed distribution). The domain of Λi(·) contains a non-empty interior

including the origin, i.e., 0 ∈ int(D(Λi)). Moreover, assume [mk,m1]⊆ int(R(Λ′
i)), where Λ′

i denotes the

derivative function of Λi.

Since CGFs are smooth in the interior of their domain, a derivative of any order for Λi is well-defined.

Moreover, it turns out that any moment of Xi is finite. The second statement rules out the trivial case where

certain alternatives are deterministically inferior, i.e., their distributions’ supports are strictly bounded above

by m1, or vice versa. Assumption 1 ensures that the large deviations rate functions are well-defined. It can

be justified for widely used distributions such as Normal, Geometric, Poisson and Gamma distributions. We

recall their results below to facilitate comparisons.

THEOREM (LDP, Glynn and Juneja 2004). Under Assumption 1, there exist bivariate functions

Gj(·, ·), j ∈ [k]−, satisfying

lim
T→∞

− 1

T
log(1−P{CS}) = min

j∈[k]−
Gj(p1, pj).

The functions Gj(·, ·) thus are referred to as rate functions.
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The rate functions can be explicitly expressed, in the form of the infimum of Fenchel-Legendre trans-

formations of X̄1(T1)− X̄j(Tj), using the Gartner-Ellis Theorem (Dembo 2009). The closed form can be

derived for common distribution families or estimated in a data-driven approach (Chen 2023). However,

the validity of the LDP rate does not imply that this seemingly correct asymptotic equivalence representa-

tion, i.e., 1−P{CS}= exp{−T ·minj∈[k]− Gj(p1, pj)} · (1+ o(1)), holds true. To be specific, assume the

following functional form of PCS

1−P{CS}= a(T ) · exp{−T · min
j∈[k]−

Gj(p1, pj)} · (1+ o(1)). (1)

Regardless of the form of a(T ), as long as it is a function that decays slower than exponential functions

asymptotically, i.e.,− 1
T
loga(T )→ 0, the large deviations principle may accommodate any functional form

of PCS as delineated in Equation (1).

2.3. The Bahadur-Rao Type Expansion. In studying statistical inferences, for example, hypothe-

sis testings where the goal is to compare a sample mean statistic and a real, Bahadur and Rao (1960) proves

the validity of Equation (1) and shows that a(T ) can be written as a polynomial in T−1/2 with coefficients

explicitly expressed by moments of the underlying sampling distribution. This motivates us to find out an

asymptotic equivalent representation for PCS as well. However, PCS involves comparing several sample

mean statistics simultaneously and needs further treatment. We assume the following regularity condition

in addition.

ASSUMPTION 2. The density functions of Xi’s exist for i∈ [k], and have bounded total variations.

Intuitively, Assumption 2 means that the sampling distributions of alternatives are flat. A function f :R→

R is said to have bounded total variation (BTV) if sup
∑n

i=1 |f(xi)− f(xi−1)|<∞ where the supremum

is taken over all possible x0 < x1 < · · · < xn. The BTV assumption ensures that the error introduced by

approximating the distribution function of Xi using the Edgeworth expansion is controllable (see Cramer

1970). It can be easily checked that Assumption 2 holds for any unimodal distribution with bounded density

functions. Our main result is as follows.

THEOREM 1 (Main). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any ℓ ∈ N and pi > 0, ∀i ∈ [k], satisfying∑
i∈[k] pi = 1, we have the following expansion

1−P{CS}=
∑

j∈[k]−

exp{−T ·Gj(p1, pj)} ·
1√

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
·

(
1+

ℓ∑
l=1

cj,l
T l

+O(T−(ℓ+1))

)
.

Herein λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j and cj,l are constants irrelevant to T and may depend on the sampling distribution of

alternatives and the sampling ratios, which will soon be defined formally. Theorem 1 represents 1−P{CS}

as a weighted sum of exponential functions with weights being polynomials in T−1/2. In contrast with LDP,
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our main result captures the behavior of PCS in the finite sample case by showcasing the impact of the

budget. Moreover, the parenthesized term can be expanded into any order and the approximation error is

controllable even when T is fixed.

Even if we only retain the first term in the parenthesis, our approximation is still more informative than

the rate functions, relating PCS to not only the number of alternatives, but also the size of simulation budget.

For instance, let a be an integer and 0 < s≪ S be two reals. Consider a sampling ratio pa indexed by

2≤ a < k such that Gj(p
a
1, p

a
j ) = s for 2≤ j ≤ a, Gj(p

a
1, p

a
j ) = S for a+1≤ j ≤ k. Given pa, the ordinal

relationships between the best alternative and alternatives 2 to a are harder to tell, whereas the differences

in sample means between the best alternative and alternatives a+ 1 to k are relatively large with a high

probability. Loosely speaking, the value of a can be interpreted as the number of competitive alternatives,

wherein a competitive alternative denotes an alternative with a comparatively higher likelihood of being

optimal. The LDP rate does not depend on a directly but depends on the value of s. In contrast, even if the

value of s stays unchanged, an increase in the number of competitive alternatives would result in a decrease

in our approximation, reflecting the influence of competitive alternatives on PCS.

The LDP theorem of Glynn and Juneja (2004) is a direct corollary of the main result if Assumptions 1

and 2 are both valid. It follows from Theorem 1, by choosing ℓ= 0 and letting T be large enough such that

−1/2<O(1/T )< 1/2, that for j∗ = argminj∈[k]− Gj(p1, pj),

1

2
exp{−TGj∗(p1, pj∗)} ·

1√
2π ·λ∗

j∗pj∗ σ̃1,j∗
√
T
≤ 1−P{CS},

and
1−P{CS} ≤ 3

2

∑
j∈[k]−

exp{−TGj∗(p1, pj∗)} ·
1√

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

=
3

2
exp{−TGj∗(p1, pj∗)}

∑
j∈[k]−

1√
2π ·λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
.

Because T−1/2 is a lower-order infinitesimal than any exponential function in T , it follows by taking loga-

rithm and then dividing −T on all sides that − 1
T
log(1−P{CS})→Gj∗(p1, pj∗) = minj∈[k]− Gj(p1, pj).

We illustrate our result under a Gaussian setting.

EXAMPLE 1 (GAUSSIAN). Suppose Xi ∼ N(mi, σ
2
i ), ∀i ∈ [k]. Then we have Gj(p1, pj) =

1
2
(m1 −

mj)
2/
(
σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
)
, and λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j =
√

2Gj(p1, pj). See the electronic companion for details. With the

zeroth order approximation, i.e., ℓ= 0, Theorem 1 yields the following equality

1−P{CS}=
∑

j∈[k]−

exp

{
−T · 1

2

(m1−mj)
2

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj

}
·

√
σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
√
2πT · (m1−mj)

· (1+ o(1)) . (2)

Using the LDP theorem of Glynn and Juneja (2004) instead, we see that

lim
T→∞

− 1

T
log(1−P{CS}) = min

j∈[k]−

1

2

(m1−mj)
2

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
.
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EXAMPLE 2 (EXPONENTIAL). Suppose Xi ∼ Exp(βi), ∀i ∈ [k]. The CDF of Xi is FXi
(x) = 1 −

exp(−x/βi), and the mean and variance are βi and β2
i , respectively. We have

Gj(p1, pj) = (p1 + pj) log
p1 + pj

p1 + pj ·β1/βj

+ pj logβ1/βj,

and

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j =

β1/βj − 1

p−1
1 + p−1

j

·
(
p−1
1 + p−1

j ·β2
j /β

2
1

) 1
2 .

See the electronic companion for details. Then Theorem 1 yields the following equality

1−P{CS}

=
∑

j∈[k]−

(
p1 + pj ·β1/βj

p1 + pj

)T1+Tj

· (βj/β1)
Tj ·

p−1
1 + p−1

j
√
2πT · (β1/βj − 1)

(
p−1
1 + p−1

j ·β2
j /β

2
1

) 1
2

· (1+ o(1)).

The rate function Gj(p1, pj) above is consistent with the calculation of Gao and Gao (2016). Both the rate

function Gj(p1, pj) and the coefficient λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j are functions of the ratio between the mean parameters of

exponential random variables, i.e., β1/βj . This is consistent with the fact that βi is a scaling parameter, i.e.,

aExp(βi) = Exp(aβi), ∀a> 0.

3. Approximation Methodology In this section, we will develop the novel approximation method-

ology. In Section 3.1, we recap the notion of the LDP. In Section 3.2, we focus on the Bahadur-Rao type

expansion of PCS for binary comparison, and in Section 3.3, we generalize it to general multiple compar-

isons.

3.1. Large Deviations of Sample Mean Recall that the probability of false selection equals to

1−P{CS}= P

 ⋃
j∈[k]−

X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

 .

Obviously, it follows from the sub-additivity of probability measures that

max
j∈[k]−

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
≤ 1−P{CS} ≤

∑
j∈[k]−

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
≤ (k−1) max

j∈[k]−
P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
.

(3)

For j ∈ [k]− fixed, the exponential rate of P (X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)) can be characterized utilizing the CGF of

the vector (X̄1(T1), X̄j(Tj)), i.e., Λ(T )(λ1, λj) := logE exp{λ1X̄1(T1)+λjX̄j(Tj)}. Define

I1,j(x1, xj) := sup
λ1,λj

(λ1x1 +λjxj − lim
T

1

T
Λ(T )(Tλ1, Tλj))

= sup
λ1,λj

(λ1x1 +λjxj − p1Λ1(λ1/p1)− pj(λj/pj))

= p1I1(x1)+ pjIj(xj),
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where Ii(xi) = supλ(λxi − Λi(λ)) denotes the Legendre-Fenchel transformation of Λi. Following Glynn

and Juneja (2004), the LDP rate for comparing X̄1(T1) and X̄j(Tj) is Gj(p1, pj) = I1,j(µj, µj) :=

infx1≤xj I1,j(x1, xj) with µj ∈ [mj,m1]. It follows from inequality (3) that

lim
T→∞

− 1

T
log

∑
j∈[k]−

P (X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)) = min
j∈[k]−

Gj(p1, pj) = lim
T→∞

− 1

T
log(1−P{CS}). (4)

3.2. Probability of Incorrect Binary Comparison The LDP theory implies that the exponential

rate of PCS is equal to the exponential rate of PCS for the binary comparison between the best alternative

and the sub-optimal alternative that minimizes I1,j(µj, µj). Therefore, we will first focus on an expansion

of the binary comparison P (X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)) for some fixed j ∈ [k]− similar to Theorem 1.

We take inspiration from Bahadur and Rao (1960) who characterize the tail probability P (X̄(T )≥ x) for

some sample mean random variable X̄(T ) and some real number x>E[X̄(T )]. They show that the function

a(T ) in (1) takes the form of a polynomial in T−1/2 with an error term. An exponential tilting technique is

utilized to extract the dominating term, i.e., the exponential function exp{−T ·minj∈[k]− Gj(p1, pj)}, from

the PCS. Then, the remainder is characterized using the Edgeworth expansion of the probability density

function of sampling distributions. Although their result does no directly apply to our problem since the

critical point x in our problem is a random variable X̄j(Tj) rather than a real number, the techniques can be

modified for our problem.

Note that P (X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)) has a large deviations rate

exp{−I1,j(µj, µj)T}= exp{−(p1I1(µj)+ pjIj(µj))T}= exp{− inf
x∈[mj ,m1]

(p1I1(x)+ pjIj(x))T}.

On the other hand, note that P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ µj

)
and P

(
µj ≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
have rates p1I1(µj) and pjIj(µj),

respectively. Therefore, P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ µj ≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= P

(
X̄1(T1)≤ µj

)
· P
(
µj ≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
has the same

rate as P (X̄1(T1) ≤ X̄j(Tj)). Herein, µj can be interpreted as a critical point such that it happens with a

high probability that the order of µj and the sample means of X1 and Xj are reversed. This motivates us to

use exponential tilting to massage the probability measures of X ′
1s and X ′

js to concentrate around µj .

Specifically, denote λ∗
1 := argmaxλ(λµj − Λ1(λ)) and λ∗

j := argmaxλ(λµj − Λj(λ)). It follows that

λ′
1(λ

∗
1) = µj = λ′

j(λ
∗
j ). Now we define a couple of random variables independent of each other and

anything else mentioned above by their CDFs FZ1
(z) =

∫ z

−∞ eI1(µj)eλ
∗
1(x−µj)dFX1

(x) and FZj
(z) =∫ z

−∞ eIj(µj)eλ
∗
j (x−µj)dFXj

(x). It follows that µj =Λ′
1(λ

∗
1) = (E[X1 exp{λ∗

1(X1−µ∗
j )}])/(E[exp{λ∗

1(X1−

µ∗
j )}]), where the second equality follows from the definition Λ∗

1(λ) = logE[exp{λX1}]. Hence,

E[Z1] =E
[
X1

dFZ1

dFX1

(X1)

]
= eI1(µj)E[X1e

λ∗
1(X1−µj)] = eI1(µj)µjE[eλ

∗
1(X1−µj)] = µj,
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where dFZ1
/dFX1

is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of FZ1
with respect to FX1

, and the variance of

Z1 is Var(Z1) =: σ2
1 > 0. Similarly, E[Zj] = 0 and define Var(Zj) =: σ2

j > 0. Denote Ω(T1, Tj) ={
(x

(1)
1 + · · ·+x

(T1)
1 )/T1 ≤ (x

(1)
j + · · ·+x

(Tj)

j )/Tj

}
as a fixed subset of RT1+Tj . Then,

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
=

∫
Ω(T1,Tj)

dF
X

(1)
1 ,...,X

(T1)
1

(x
(1)
1 , . . . , x

(T1)
1 )dF

X
(1)
j ,...,X

(Tj)

j

(x
(1)
j , . . . , x

(Tj)

j )

=exp{−TI1,j(µj, µj)}·∫
Ω(T1,Tj)

dF
Z
(1)
1 ,...,Z

(T1)
1

(z
(1)
1 , . . . , z

(T1)
1 )dF

Z
(1)
j ,...,Z

(Tj)

j

(z
(1)
j , . . . , z

(Tj)

j )·

exp

−
λ∗

1

T1∑
i=1

(z
(i)
1 −µj)+λ∗

j

Tj∑
i=1

(z
(i)
j −µj)


=exp{−TI1,j(µj, µj)} ·

∫
x≤y

dFH1(T1)(x)dFHj(Tj)(y) · exp{−(λ
∗
1T1x+λ∗

jTjy)}.

(5)

Therein, H1(T1) =
1
T1

∑T1

i=1(Z
(i)
1 − µj) and Hj(Tj) =

1
Tj

∑Tj

i=1(Z
(i)
j − µj). It follows from the definition

of µj that p1I ′1(µj) + pjI
′
j(µj) = p1λ

∗
1 + pjλ

∗
j = 0, and thus λ∗

1T1x+ λ∗
jTjy = λ∗

jpjT (y − x). Let σ̃2
1,j :=

σ2
1/p1+σ2

j/pj . The mean and variance of H̃j :=
√
T (Hj(Tj)−H1(T1))/σ̃1,j are 0 and 1, respectively. The

PICS can be further simplified as

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TI1,j(µj, µj)} ·E

[
1{0≤ H̃j} exp

{
−λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
TH̃j

}]
. (6)

By applying the exponential tilting, we not only extract the exponential term which dominates the PICS

but also characterize the remaining term as an expectation. Now, it suffices to derive a series expansion of the

expectation in T−1/2 to characterize the focal probability. Denote the random variable in the expectation as

W (H̃j) and let fH̃j
(x) be the probability density function of H̃j . Intuitively, we can rewrite the expectation

as

E[W (H̃j)] =

∫
W (x)fH̃j

(x)dx=

∫
conj(FW (λ))FfH̃j

(λ)dλ, (7)

where F denotes the Fourier operator, i.e., Ff(λ) =
∫∞
−∞ eiλxf(x)dx for f ∈ L2(R), and conj(·) denotes

the conjugate operator. Therein, the last equality follows from the Parseval’s identity. Note that the Fourier

transformation of a probability density function can be expressed by its cumulants, and it is also straight-

forward to express FW (λ) as a series in T−1/2. Therefore, we can truncate the two Fourier transformations

to arrive at a Bahadur-Rao type expansion. To make it rigorous, we introduce the following lemma.

LEMMA 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any integer q≥ 3, if the sampling ratios are bounded away

from zero, then the density function FH̃j
(x) has the following expansion

FH̃j
(x) =Φ(x)+

q−3∑
ν=1

p3ν−1,T (x)

T ν/2
e−x2/2 +Rq,T (x),
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where p3ν−1,T (x) is a polynomial of order (3ν−1) in x and ∥Rq,T∥∞ =O(T−(q−2)/2). Specially, for ν = 1,

we have

p3−1,T (x) =
1

3!
√
2πσ̃

3/2
1,j

(
Λ

(3)
1 (λ∗

1)

p21
+

Λ
(3)
j (λ∗

j )

p2j

)
(1−x2).

The remainder Rq,T , though not explicitly expressed above, has both an upper bound and an lower bound

proportional to the q-th cumulants of Z1/σ̃1,j and Zj/σ̃1,j . We note that it could be beneficial to use high-

order expansions in applications when the sampling distribution behaves similar to Gaussian distributions,

i.e., when the cumulants of orders higher than 3 are close to 0. If, on the other hand, the sampling distribution

is highly skewed, then the approximation error could be large.

Denote Kq,T (x) := FH̃j
(x) − Rq,T (x). It is apparent that K ′

q,T is square integrable with regard to

the Lebesgue measure. Finally, note that for W (x) = e−λ∗
j pj σ̃1,j

√
Tx · 1[0,∞)(x), we have FW (λ) =

(λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T − iλ)−1. We first apply integration by part in order to truncate the density function, followed

by reversing the integration by part and applying the Parseval’s identity:

E[W (H̃j)] =

∫ ∞

0

exp{−λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
Tx}dFH̃j

(x)

=λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

∫ ∞

0

exp{−λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
Tx}(FH̃j

(x)−FH̃j
(0))dx

=λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

∫ ∞

0

exp{−λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
Tx}(Kq,T (x)−Kq,T (0))dx+O(T−(q−2)/2)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
1[0,∞)(x) exp{−λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
Tx}K ′

q,T (x)dx+O(T−(q−2)/2)

=
1

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

∫ ∞

−∞

(
1+

iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)−1

FK ′
q,T (λ)dλ+O(T−(q−2)/2).

(8)

The third equality follows from Lemma 1 by noticing λ∗
j > 0.

Although it is still hard to evaluate the integral term above, it has a straightforward expansion. We illus-

trate the expansion using q= 3. The Fourier transformation of K ′
3,T is

FK ′
3,T (λ) =FΦ′(λ) = e−λ2/2. (9)

Formally, combining (1+x)−1 = 1−x+ o(x), (6), (8), and (9) yields that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TI1,j(µj, µj)} ·

1√
2π ·λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
· O(1).

To justify the above equality, note that

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
1+

iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)−1

−

(
1− iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)∥∥∥∥∥∥=
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
(
1− iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)
·

λ2

λ∗
j
2p2j σ̃

2
1,jT

1+
λ2

λ∗
j
2p2j σ̃

2
1,jT

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤ λ2

λ∗
j
2p2j σ̃

2
1,jT

+
|λ|3

λ∗
j
3p3j σ̃

3
1,jT

3/2
.
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Since λ2e−λ2/2 and |λ|3e−λ2/2 are integrable, it follows from the dominating convergence theorem (Rudin

1987) that

lim
T→∞

∫ ∞

−∞

(1+ iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)−1

−

(
1− iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)FK ′
3,T (λ)dλ

=

∫ ∞

−∞
lim
T→∞

(1+ iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)−1

−

(
1− iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)FK ′
3,T (λ)dλ= 0.

Consequently, it follows from (8) that

E[W (H̃j)] =
1

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

[∫ ∞

−∞

(
1− iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)
FK ′

3,T (λ)dλ+ o(1)

]
+O(T−1/2).

Finally, combining this with (6) completes the justification.

For q= 4, we have

FK ′
4,T (λ) =

(
1+

1√
T

1

3!
√
2πσ̃

3/2
1,j

(
Λ

(3)
1 (λ∗

1)

p21
+

Λ
(3)
j (λ∗

j )

p2j

)
(1+λ2)

)
e−λ2/2. (10)

Similarly, it follows from (1+x)−1 = 1−x+O(x2) by (6), (8), and (10) that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TI1,j(µj, µj)} ·

1√
2π ·λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
· (1+O

(
T−1/2)

)
.

The following proposition concludes a general result on the probability of incorrect binary comparison.

PROPOSITION 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if the sampling ratios are bounded away from zero, the

probability of incorrect binary comparison decays exponentially. Specifically, for any integer ℓ ≥ 0, there

exist constants cj,1, cj,2, . . . , cj,ℓ, which depend only on cumulants and sampling ratio

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TIj(µj, µj)} ·

1√
2π ·λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
·
(
1+

cj,1
T

+ · · ·+ cj,ℓ
T ℓ

+O(T−(ℓ+1))
)
.

3.3. Probability of Incorrect Multiple Comparison Notice a lower bound of PICS follows from

the inclusion-exclusion principle:

1−P{CS} ≥
k∑

j=2

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
−

∑
2≤i ̸=j≤k

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)∧ X̄j(Tj)

)
. (11)

Inspired by inequality (4), we will show that the latter term is negligible, while the former is dominant

because it shares the same exponential rate as 1−P{CS}.
According to (11), it suffices to deal with the terms P (X̄1(T1) ≤ X̄i(Ti) ∧ X̄j(Tj)) for 1 < i < j ≤ k.

We again apply the proposed technique applied to P (X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)), beginning from the rate function

I1,i,j(x1, xi, xj) = p1I1(x1) + piIi(xi) + pjIj(xj). Because I1,i,j(·) is continuous and coercive, there must

exist (x∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ) such that Ii,j(x∗

1, x
∗
i , x

∗
j ) = inf{(x1,xi,xj)∈R3:x1≤xi∧xj} Ii,j(x1, xi, xj). We have the follow-

ing proposition.
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PROPOSITION 2. Under the regularity conditions in Lemma 1, the probability of simultaneous incor-

rect binary comparison for two alternatives decays exponentially, i.e.,

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)∧ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TIi,j(x∗

1, x
∗
i , x

∗
j )} ·O(T−1/2).

Moreover, we have

Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j )>min{Ii(µi, µi), Ij(µj, µj)}.

The proof can be found in the online supplement. The first part of Proposition 2 is a parallel to Proposition

1. We see that the dominating term in PICS is the summation of probability of false binary comparisons.

For a given sampling ratio p, the PICS decays at rate minj∈[k]− Ij(µj, µj). Moreover, the second part allows

us to truncate the expansion of the PCS. Combining all the results in this section, we shall give the proof

for Theorem 1.

3.4. Proof of Theorem 1 Combining Propositions 1 and 2, we provide the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. It follows immediately by Proposition 1 that

∑
j∈[k]−

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
=
∑

j∈[k]−

exp{−TIj(µj, µj)}·
1√

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
·

(
1+

ℓ∑
l=1

cj,l
T l

+O(T−(ℓ+1))

)
.

(12)

And it follows from Propositions 1 and 2 that, for any ε > 0 such that

ε < Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j )−min{Ii(µi, µi), Ij(µj, µj)}, ∀i ̸= j ∈ [k]−,

we have

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)∧ X̄j(Tj)

)
=max

{
P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)

)
, P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)

)}
· O(exp{−εT}).

Consequently, we see that

∑
2≤i ̸=j≤k

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i(Ti)∧ X̄j(Tj)

)
=
∑

j∈[k]−

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
· O(exp{−εT}). (13)

Combining (11), (12) and the second inequality in (4) completes the proof. □

4. Allocation Policy In this section, we propose a new FCBA algorithm based on the proposed

approximation. It takes the explicit form of Gj(·, ·), λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j and cj,l’s in Theorem 1 to develop allocation

policies. Henceforth, we will stick to the Gaussian case in Example 1 for policy development. It is worth

noting that our method can be extended to other sampling distributions.



Author: LDCSM
Article submitted to MOOR 15

4.1. Optimality Conditions For ℓ≥ 0, define Uℓ :R2
+→R+ by

Uℓ(x) = exp{−1

2
Tx− 1

2
lnx} · (1+

ℓ∑
l=1

(−1)l(2l− 1)!!

xl

1

T l
) (14)

and

Rj(p1, pj) = (m1−mj)
2/(σ2

1/p1 +σ2
j/pj), ∀j ∈ [k]−. (15)

For Gaussian distributions, the polynomials p3ν−1,T are identically equal to 0 and simple calculation yields

that cj,l = (−1)l(2l− 1)!!/(λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j)

2l. Recall in Example 1, we have λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j =

√
Rj(p1, pj). Then we

see that Vℓ(p) :=
∑k

j=2Uℓ(Rj(p1, pj)) is an approximation to 1−P{CS} of order ℓ implied by Theorem

1. It is worth mentioning that the constants cj,l are typically computationally intractable except for the

Gaussian case. However, we will empirically show that the approximation of order 0 is good enough for

static allocation rules. In the following lemma, we show the convexity property of Vℓ(p).

LEMMA 2. For any even ℓ ≥ 0, Vℓ(p) is a strongly convex function of p. For any odd ℓ ≥ 1, Vℓ(p) is

asymptotically almost convex of p, in a sense that there exists a sequence of sets (ET )T≥1, such that the

interiors of the complements of ET in {p≥ 0 : p1+ · · ·+ pk = 1} converge to the empty set as T →∞, and

for any T ≥ 1, Vℓ(p) is strongly convex in ET .

The proof can be found in the preliminary version of this paper (Shi et al. 2024). Actually, it is shown

that Vℓ(p) is identically non-negative only when ℓ is even. In contrast, Vℓ(p) approaches infinity if any entry

of p tends to zero from above, which explains its non-concavity outside ET . Lemma 2 implies an edge of

using even order approximations over odd order ones. Following the asymptotic convexity of Vℓ(p), we can

derive an asymptotically optimal allocation ratio by the minimization problem

min
p≥0

Vℓ(p)

s.t.
∑
i∈[k]

pi = 1.
(16)

The following proposition establishes the optimality conditions to (16).

PROPOSITION 3. For ℓ≥ 0 fixed, the optimal solution to the minimization problem (16) satisfies
U ′

ℓ(Ri(p1, pi)) ·Ri(p1, pi)
σ2
i /p

2
i

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

i /pi
=U ′

ℓ(Rj(p1, pj)) ·Rj(p1, pj)
σ2
j/p

2
j

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
, ∀ 2≤ i, j ≤ k,

p21
σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

p2j
σ2
j

.

(17)

If ℓ is even, then the above equations are not only necessary but also sufficient.
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Proof of Proposition 3. For any ℓ≥ 0, let L(p, λ) = Vℓ(p) + λ(1−
∑

i∈[k] pi) be the Lagrangian func-

tion. Since the problem (16) satisfies the linearity constraint qualification, there is no duality gap for this

problem. The KKT conditions imply that p is optimal if there exists λ∈R, such that

∂

∂p1
Vℓ(p)−λ= 0, (18)

∂

∂pj
Vℓ(p)−λ= 0, ∀j ∈ [k]−, (19)

1−
∑
i∈[k]

pi = 0. (20)

It follows from (18), (19), (20) and the definition of Vℓ(p) thatU ′
ℓ(Ri(p1, pi)) · ∂

∂pi
Ri(p1, pi) =U ′

ℓ(Rj(p1, pj)) · ∂
∂pi

Rj(p1, pj), ∀ 2≤ i, j ≤ k,∑
j∈[k]−

(
∂

∂p1
Rj(p1, pj)/Rj(p1, pj)− 1

)/(
∂

∂pj
Rj(p1, pj)/Rj(p1, pj)

)
= 0.

For Gaussian alternatives, we have Rj(p1, pj) = (m1−mj)
2/(σ2

1/p1+σ2
j/pj). Therefore, ∂

∂p1
Rj(p1, pj) =

Rj(p1, pj) ·σ2
1/p

2
1/(σ

2
1/p1+σ2

j/pj) and ∂
∂pj

Rj(p1, pj) =Rj(p1, pj) ·σ2
j/p

2
j/(σ

2
1/p1+σ2

j/pj). Then the first

equation is equivalent to

U ′
ℓ(Ri(p1, pi)) ·Ri(p1, pi)

σ2
i /p

2
i

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

i /pi
=U ′

ℓ(Rj(p1, pj)) ·Rj(p1, pj)
σ2
j/p

2
j

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
, ∀ 2≤ i, j ≤ k,

and the second equation can be further simplified into

p21
σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

p2j
σ2
j

.

Specially, for ℓ≥ 0 even, it follows from Lemma 2 that Vℓ(p) is a convex program. Therefore, the KKT

conditions are also sufficient. If p satisfies the system of conditions (17), then equalities (18), (19) and (20)

hold for λ=U ′
ℓ(Rk(p1, pk)) · ∂

∂pk
Rk(p1, pk) and thus p is optimal. □

REMARK 1. The optimality conditions are comparable to those of OCBA and ROA. A sampling policy

is said to asymptotically achieve the ROA if the asymptotic sampling ratio p maximizes the large deviations

rate minj∈[k]− Gj(p1, pj). The ROA is unique and is equivalent to the optimality conditions
Ri(p1, pi)≡

(m1−mi)
2

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

i /pi
=

(m1−mj)
2

σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
≡Rj(p1, pj), ∀ 2≤ i, j ≤ k,

p21
σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

p2j
σ2
j

.
(21)

The second condition, which balances the trade-off between the best alternative and sub-optimal alterna-

tives, aligns with that in (17). In contrast, the first condition balances the allocation among sub-optimal

alternatives. Both sides can be interpreted as a score function of sampling a certain alternative, equating

to the marginal improvement of the PCS with respect to the sampling ratio of the corresponding alterna-

tive. Intuitively, an undersampled alternative has a large score in absolute value and thus deserves more
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simulation samples. For the ROA, the score function is given as Rj(p1, pj) for alternative j ∈ [k]−. The

OCBA formula is similar to (21) with the mere difference in the score function, i.e., (m1 −mj)
2/σ2

j/pj ,

which is an accurate approximation to Rj(p1, pj) when p1≫ pj . Note that, for the ROA, the score func-

tion Rj(p1, pj) = 2Gj(p1, pj) characterizes the rate at which the probability of pairwise incorrect selection

decays in the long run. On the contrary, the proposed approximation provides a novel score function, i.e.,

|U ′
ℓ(Rj(p1, pj))| · Rj(p1, pj) · σ2

j/p
2
j/(σ

2
1/p1 + σ2

j/pj), which discounts the long run marginal improve-

ment using a decreasing function U ′
ℓ(·) that depends on the simulation budget and a weighting coefficient

σ2
j/p

2
j/(σ

2
1/p1+σ2

j/pj) that concerns the variances of alternatives. Consequently, the proposed score func-

tion takes the finite sample behavior of PCS into account.

A function f(x) is called a rational polynomial if it can be expressed as the quotient of two polynomials.

The following lemma serves as an intermediary step in establishing the uniqueness of solutions to the

optimal allocation problem associated with the proposed PCS approximation.

LEMMA 3. Suppose Q(x) and R(x) are two rational polynomials and let a < b be two reals. If

exp{Q(x)}=R(x) holds for x∈ (a, b), then the equality holds for x∈R.

The proof can be found in the electronic companion. In fact, we can show that Q(x) and R(x) must be

constants. Below, the uniqueness of optimal allocations follows.

PROPOSITION 4. For ℓ≥ 0 even, the solution to the optimal conditions (17) is unique. Therefore, the

optimal solution to (16) is also unique.

For ℓ ≥ 0 even, define p(ℓ,T ) as the solution to (17) with a simulation budget of T . Proposition 4 guar-

antees that p(ℓ,T ) is well-defined. Note that the optimality condition (17), if taken logarithm on both sides,

converge uniformly with regard to p to (21) on compact sets within the interior of the feasible region. By

showing that each entry of p(ℓ,T ) is bounded away from 0, we formalizes the following result.

THEOREM 2. Given ℓ ≥ 0 even, the approximate optimal allocation in (17) is asymptotically rate

optimal as the simulation budget increases, i.e.,

lim
T→∞

p(ℓ,T ) = p∗,

where p∗ is the unique ROA that solves (21).

Based on Proposition 3, we propose the FCBA in Algorithm 1. We name it FCBA(ℓ) since it utilizes the

PCS approximation which retains the ℓ-th order term in the expansion in Proposition 1. In each step, FCBA

determines a sub-optimal alternative with the largest score as a candidate for sampling. Then FCBA allo-

cates a sample either to this candidate or to the estimated best alternative according to the second condition

in (17).
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Algorithm 1 Finite Computing Budget Allocation of Order ℓ (FCBA(ℓ))
1: Initialize: Set budget T , number of alternatives k, initial replications T0.

2: Initialize replications Ti← T0 for i= 1,2, . . . , k.

3: Simulate Ti replications for each alternative i.

4: Total cost N ← k×T0.

5: while Total cost <T do

6: Estimate the best alternative j∗← argmaxj∈[k] m̂j .

7: Use plug-in estimation of (15) based on sample means and sample variances to calculate

j′← argmaxj∈[k]\{j∗}U
′
ℓ(R̂j(Tj∗/N,Tj/N)) · R̂j(Tj∗/N,Tj/N) ·

σ̂2
j/T

2
j

σ̂2
j∗/Tj∗ + σ̂2

j/Tj

.

8: if T 2
j∗/σ̂

2
j∗ >

∑
j∈[k]\{j∗} T

2
j /σ̂

2
j then

9: Simulate one additional replication for alternative j′.

10: Update Tj′← Tj′ +1.

11: else

12: Simulate one additional replication for alternative j∗.

13: Update Tj∗← Tj∗ +1.

14: end if

15: Update N ←N +1.

16: end while

17: Select best-performing alternative based on sample means.

5. Experiments In Section 5, we present numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of

FCBA policies, assuming Gaussian distributions for simulation outputs. Two different configurations for

the means of the alternatives are tested: (I) the stepping configuration where mi = 0.1 ∗ (k + 1− i) for

i= 1,2, . . . , k; and (II) the noisy configuration where mi
i.i.d.∼ 0.1∗k ∗Uniform([0,1]). For the variances of

alternatives, we consider three settings: (i) the equal variance setting where all variances are fixed, unless

otherwise stated, at 4; (ii) the increasing variance setting where the alternatives are ranked by means and

divided equally into five groups, and the variances of the top 20% of alternatives to the bottom 20% of

alternatives are 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, respectively; and (iii) the decreasing variance setting where variances are

assigned in reverse order with values of 6, 5, 4, 3, and 2 from the top 20% of alternatives to the bottom 20%

of alternatives, respectively. We will choose a combination of configurations of means and of variances.

5.1. FCBA(ℓ) versus OCBA We conducted initial comparisons between FCBA(ℓ) policies and

OCBA using a test case with k = 50 alternatives. The means follow the stepping setting, and variances are

set at an equal value of 1. The left panel of Figure 1 demonstrates the robust advantage of FCBA(ℓ) with

even values of ℓ over OCBA. However, FCBA(ℓ) policies with odd values of ℓ show significantly lower
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FIGURE 1. Left: PCS of FCBA(ℓ) versus OCBA under varying number of total simulation budget based on 5,000 macro-

replications. Right: Theoretically optimal allocation based on V0(p).

performance, likely due to the non-convex nature of Vℓ(p) when ℓ is odd. Since FCBA(ℓ) allocates samples

by following the descending gradient of non-convex function Vℓ(p), there is no guarantee of convergence of

the sampling ratios to a global minimum. Among the policies of even orders tested, FCBA(0) and FCBA(2)

perform similarly, with both slightly outperforming FCBA(4) when total budgets are limited. These results

suggest that FCBA(0) is sufficient for practical applications. Hence, we will focus on the FCBA of order

ℓ = 0 in subsequent analysis. It is worth noting that, according to Proposition 2, FCBA ignores the prob-

ability of simultaneous incorrect selection in (11). However, the ignored terms, for example, P (X̄1(T1)≤

X̄i(Ti) ∧ X̄j(Tj)), can be larger than the higher-order correction terms in absolute values under limited

budgets, and it explains the superiority of low-order FCBA(ℓ) policies. Nevertheless, our approximation

remains asymptotically valid. Deriving higher-order algorithms would require further characterization of

this ignored probability, which we defer to future work.

We proceed by examining the behavior of FCBA(0) through its corresponding theoretically optimal allo-

cation, which is defined as the sampling ratio that maximizes V0(p) under the assumption of known distri-

butional parameters. The right panel of Figure 1 presents the theoretically optimal allocation for the first

five alternatives, where dashed lines indicate the rate-optimal allocation that maximizes the LDR rate. With

a limited budget of T , FCBA(0) adopts a more conservative approach, allocating fewer samples to the best

alternative compared to OCBA. However, as T tends toward infinity, the allocation strategy of FCBA(0)

converges to that of OCBA, thereby empirically confirming the asymptotic rate-optimality of FCBA(0).

5.2. Finite Sample Performances The finite sample performance of FCBA(0) consistently sur-

passes that of all modern R&S procedures in comparison, including equal allocation (EA), OCBA, ROA,

AOAP (Peng et al. 2016), and modified complete expected improvement (mCEI; Chen and Ryzhov 2019), a
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TABLE 1. PCS estimated by 100,000 macro-replications for all instances with k= 50 and T = 1,000.

Instances FCBA(0) AOAP ROA OCBA mCEI EA

Stepping + Equal 0.5767 0.5537 0.5487 0.5641 0.5652 0.3027
Stepping + Increasing 0.7042 0.6702 0.6659 0.6847 0.6669 0.3805
Stepping + Decreasing 0.5050 0.4902 0.4851 0.4975 0.5045 0.2641

Noisy + Equal 0.9155 0.8140 0.7899 0.8129 0.8744 0.4897
Noisy + Increasing 0.9698 0.8965 0.8838 0.8993 0.9308 0.6819
Noisy + Decreasing 0.8468 0.7502 0.7206 0.7459 0.8194 0.3971

variant of EI tailored for rate optimality. Table 1 displays the final PCS for each combination of policies and

problem instances. Each instance contains k= 50 alternatives, with a simulation budget set at T = 1,000.

It is important to note that FCBA(0) is designed to maximize the final PCS and thus is dependent on

the total budget. The following experiment evaluates the PCS of FCBA(0) against the competing policies

in an instance with means in the stepping and with variances in the equal setting, under the condition

that the best alternative is identified before the simulation budget is fully utilized. The effectiveness of

FCBA(0) is illustrated in Figure 2, with the only exception being its performance compared to AOAP when

the simulation budget is much limited. This difference arises because AOAP aims for a nearly optimal

dynamic policy, whereas FCBA(0) focuses solely on maximizing the final PCS. The good performance of

FCBA in scenarios where the budget is nearly exhausted supports the robust extension of FCBA policies

to applications where the total budget is not entirely predetermined, such as in fixed-precision settings.

Figure 2 also highlights the scalability of FCBA. In this experiment, three initial simulation replications are

allocated to each alternative. Even with a fixed simulation budget, the difference in PCS between FCBA(0)

and other benchmarks grows as the problem size increases. To be specific, the gaps in the final PCS are

0.26%, 0.62%, 1.19%, 2.10% for k= 50,100,200,400, respectively.

Finally, we demonstrate the potential of our approximation as a rough estimate for PCS. In the instance

with k = 100 mentioned earlier, we implement FCBA(0) across various total budgets, ranging from T =

1,000 to 5,000. Upon exhausting the simulation budget, we construct a post hoc estimation for the

PCS using 1 − V̂0(p), where V̂0(p) :=
∑

j′ ̸=j∗ exp{−
1
2
R̂j′(pj∗ , pj′)T − 1

2
ln R̂j′(pj∗ , pj′)}. Here, j∗ :=

argmax1≤j≤k m̂i, R̂j′(pj∗ , pj′) := (mj∗−mj′)
2/(σ̂2

j∗/pj∗ + σ̂2
j′/pj′). The values m̂i and σ̂2

i represent sam-

ple means and variances, respectively. Consistent with our findings from the initial experiment, the results

presented in Table 2 indicate that V̂0(p) tends to be conservative, generally underestimating the PCS. How-

ever, the accuracy of this estimation improves as the sample size grows. In contrast, the estimation using

LDR, i.e., 1− V̂LDR(p) := 1− exp{− 1
2
minj′ ̸=j∗ R̂j′(pj∗ , pj′)}, exhibits greater mean error and higher vari-

ance than 1− V̂0(p) for T ≥ 2,000. For a small budget, such as T = 1,000, 1− V̂0(p) still shows a smaller

mean error but a slightly higher variance. However, for T = 1,000, the true PCS is not covered by the inter-

val centered at the mean of 1− V̂LDR(p) with a radius equal to one standard error, implying a large bias

of 1− V̂LDR(p). Conversely, for all tested budgets T , the true PCS is consistently covered by the interval

centered at the mean of 1− V̂0(p) with a radius equal to one standard error.
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FIGURE 2. PCS before the budget is exhausted estimated by 100,000 macro-replications in an instance with means in the stepping

and with variances in the equal setting.

TABLE 2. The true PCS and the statistical characteristics of the estimation V̂0(p), estimated via 100,000 macro-replications.

T 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000

True PCS 0.8485 0.9437 0.9706 0.9789 0.9826
Mean of 1− V̂0(p) 0.6381 0.8336 0.9205 0.9605 0.9801
± Standard Error (0.3586) (0.2667) (0.1799) (0.1199) (0.0789)

Mean of 1− V̂LDR(p) 0.5119 0.7087 0.8282 0.8992 0.9415
± Standard Error (0.3282) (0.2999) (0.2378) (0.1797) (0.1314)

6. Extensions of FCBA In this section, we first discuss a specific problem setting known as the

low-confidence scenario where the budget is relatively inadequate. In Section 6.1, we propose a refined

approximation to PCS and design a tailored algorithm for these scenarios. In Section 6.1.2, we present

numerical experiments to demonstrate the performance of the refined policy. Thereafter, we mention the

possibility of leveraging the proposed theory to design fully sequential allocation policies by characterizing

a conditional probability in Section 6.2. Detailed proofs can be found in the online supplement.
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6.1. Low-Confidence Scenarios For years R&S literature has been focused on high-confidence

scenarios, where the distribution of alternatives are well-separated and the sample size is relatively large.

The experience in the literature indicates the best alternative should receive a lot more samples than others.

For example, the LDP yields that, for Gaussian distributions, an asymptotically optimal allocation satisfies

p21 =
∑k

i=2 p
2
i and thus p1≫ pi for any i≥ 2. However, the optimal sampling ratio that maximizes P{CS}

for finite sample size may not necessarily have this property. Peng et al. (2015) and Peng et al. (2018a)

have brought attention to a low-confidence scenario, which is qualitatively described by three character-

istics: the differences between the means of competing alternatives are small, the variances are large, and

the simulation budget is small. Loosely speaking, the low-confidence scenario occurs when the budget is

relatively small, which is common in the case of a fixed finite budget. Peng et al. (2015) demonstrates a

counterintuitive phenomenon that P{CS} may not be monotonically increasing as more samples are given

to the best alternative in these cases, implying that the best alternative should receive fewer samples than

the LDP-based optimal allocation.

6.1.1. A Refined Expansion Although the optimal allocation based on (21) also suffers from the

same property that p21 =
∑k

i=2 p
2
i , we can refine our approximation expansion to avoid it using the complete

inclusion-exclusion principle. To be specific, recall that we truncate equation (11) till all terms involving

binary comparisons by Proposition 2. As a result, the approximation (12) is too conservative as it neglects

the probability of simultaneous incorrect binary comparisons. To circumvent this issue, we introduce a

proposition which extends Proposition 2. Suppose S ⊆ [k] is a subset of alternatives and xS = (xi)i∈S is a

real vector. For subsets satisfying 1 ∈ S, define IS(xS) =
∑

i∈S piIi(xi) and let x∗
S be given by IS(x

∗
S) =

inf{xS∈R|S|:x1≤xj ,∀j∈S} IS(xS).

LEMMA 4. Suppose n≥ 1 and 2≤ i1 < i2 < · · ·< in ≤ k and let S = {1, i1, i2, . . . , in}. Under Assump-

tions 1 and 2, the infimum of IS(xS) over {xS ∈ R|S| : x1 ≤ xj, ∀j ∈ S} is uniquely achieved at x∗
S =

(x∗
i )i∈S , which satisfies x∗

j = x∗
1 ∨mj for all j ∈ S.

Lemma 4 indicates that the problem of finding the minimum of IS(x) over {xS ∈ R|S| : x1 ≤ xj, ∀j ∈
S} can be reformulated as finding the minimum of JS(x1) := IS(x1, x1 ∨mi1 , . . . , x1 ∨min) within the

domain x1 ∈ [mk,m1] and we have JS(x
∗
1) = IS(x

∗
S). On the other hand, for j ̸= 1, j ∈ S, if mj ≥ x∗

1,

then Ij(x
∗
j ) = Ij(x

∗
1 ∨mj) = Ij(mj) = 0 and thus the term pjIj(xj) does not contribute to the rate function

IS(xS). Hence, x∗
1 can be reckoned a critical point, and roughly speaking, a small critical point implies a

small objective IS(x
∗
S) =

∑
i∈S piIi(x

∗
i ) since the number of positive terms is small.

PROPOSITION 5. Suppose n≥ 1 and 2≤ i1 < i2 < · · ·< in ≤ k and let S = {1, i1, i2, . . . , in}. Under

Assumptions 1 and 2, the probability of simultaneous incorrect binary comparisons for multiple alternatives

decays exponentially, i.e., there exist an integer lS ≥ 1 and a real cS > 0 such that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i1(Ti1)∧ X̄i2(Ti2)∧ · · · ∧ X̄in(Tin)

)
= exp{−TJS(x

∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
.
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Proposition 5 extends Proposition 2 by characterizing Bahadur-Rao type expansions of probabilities of

SIBC for multiple alternatives. We will see in the following proposition that the optimal objective value

IS(x
∗
S) is the exponential rate at which the probability of SIBC decays.

REMARK 2. In general, cS can be expressed as the expectation of an exponentiated quadratic form of a

Gaussian vector. Although cS is not mathematically tractable, it can be efficiently evaluated using numeric

methods.

REMARK 3. In the low-confidence scenario, where the T budget is relatively small, exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)}

is approximately equal to 1. Consequently, the probability of SIBC behaves similarly to the polynomial term

1/
√
T

lS . In fact, the polynomial order is given by lS = n−#{i∈ S\{1} :mi ≥ x∗
1}. In the case of mi ≤ x∗

1

for all i ∈ S\{1}, the probability of SIBC is of order O(T−n/2). This order decreases exponentially as the

number of alternatives increases, aligning with the intuition that more alternatives reduce the likelihood of

simultaneous incorrect comparisons. Furthermore, since each alternative with a mean greater than or equal

to the critical point x∗
1 reduces the order lS by 1, only alternatives with means less than x∗

1 contribute to

the order. Roughly speaking, if mi ≥ x∗
1, then there is a relatively high likelihood that alternative i will be

mistakenly identified as superior to alternative 1 within the set S.

According to the inclusion-exclusion principle, we have the following expansion of the PICS:

1−P{CS}=
k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n−1
∑

2≤i1<···<in≤k

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i1(Ti1)∧ X̄i2(Ti2)∧ · · · ∧ X̄in(Tin)

)
. (22)

According to Proposition 5, each term in the summation can be asymptotically equivalently approximated

by an exponential function in T and a polynomial in T−1/2. When the budget is relatively small, the poly-

nomial term is predominant. The following result indicates that if we retain all of the terms in the approx-

imation with polynomials in T−1/2 of order O(T−1/2) and truncate the remainders, the approximation is

still asymptotically equivalent.

THEOREM 3. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any pi > 0, ∀i ∈ [k], satisfying
∑

i∈[k] pi = 1, we have

the following expansion

1−P{CS}=

(
k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n+1
∑
S∈Sn

exp{−TJ∗
S(x

∗
1)} ·

cS√
T

)
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
,

where Sn := {S = {1, i1, . . . , in} : 2≤ i1 < · · ·< in ≤ k, lS = 1} is a family of subsets of alternatives.

Proof. It follows from (22) and Proposition 5 that

1−P{CS}=
k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n−1
∑

2≤i1<···<in≤k
S={1,i1,...,in}

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
.
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According to Proposition 1, for j ∈ [k]− and S = {1, j}, we have lS = 1 and thus S ∈ S1. Suppose that for

some n≥ 2, S = {1, i1, . . . , in} /∈ Sn, i.e., lS > 1. We note that

JS(x
∗
1) = IS(x

∗
S) = inf

x:x1≤xi1∧···∧xin

IS(x)≥ inf
x:x1≤xi1

IS(x).

Since IS(x) = p1I1(x1)+pi1Ii1(xi1)+pi2Ii2(xi2)+ · · ·+pinIin(xin), it follows from Ii(xi)≥ Ii(mi) = 0,

∀i∈ {i2, . . . , in} that

inf
x:x1≤xi1

IS(x) = inf
(x1,xi1 ):x1≤xi1

p1I1(x1)+ pi1Ii1(xi1) = J1,i1(x
∗
1).

In fact, J1,i1(x
∗
1) is identical to the rate I1,i1(µi1 , µi1) in Proposition 1. Therefore, JS(x

∗
1) ≥ J1,i1(x

∗
1).

Consequently,

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} ·

cS√
T
lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
exp{−TJ1,i1(x

∗
1)} ·

c1,i1√
T

=exp{−T (JS(x
∗
1)− J1,i1(x

∗
1))} ·

√
T

1−lS · O(1)

=O(T−1/2),

where the last line follows from JS(x
∗
1)≥ J1,i1(x

∗
1) and lS ≥ 2. As a result,

1−P{CS}=
k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n−1
∑
S∈Sn

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
+

k−1∑
n=2

(−1)n−1
∑

S={1,i1,...,in}
S/∈Sn

exp{−TJ1,i1(x
∗
1)} ·

c1,i1√
T
· O(T−1/2)

=

k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n−1
∑
S∈Sn

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
=

(
k−1∑
n=1

(−1)n−1
∑
S∈Sn

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS

)
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
.

□

For illustrative purpose, consider an instance with k = 3 alternatives following Gaussian distribution as

Example 2. In this case, we have the following identity

1−P{CS} ≡ P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄2(T2)

)
+P

(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄3(T3)

)
−P

(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄2(T2)∧ X̄3(T3)

)
. (23)

By definition, x1,2,3 = (x∗
1, x

∗
2, x

∗
3) minimizes

I1,2,3(x1,2,3) = p1 ·
1

2
· (x1−m1)

2

σ2
1

+ p2 ·
1

2
· (x2−m2)

2

σ2
2

+ p3 ·
1

2
· (x3−m3)

2

σ2
3

over {x1,2,3 ∈R3 : x1 ≤ x2 ∧x3}. Simple calculation yields that

(x∗
1, x

∗
2, x

∗
3) =

{
(x∗

1, x
∗
1, x

∗
1) if σ2

3
p3
(m1−m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3),

(µ3,m2, µ3) otherwise,
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where µ3 is as in Proposition 1 and

x∗
1 =

(
p1
σ2
1

+
p2
σ2
2

+
p3
σ2
3

)−1(
p1m1

σ2
1

+
p2m2

σ2
2

+
p3m3

σ2
3

)
.

Furthermore, we have

I1,2,3(x
∗
1, x

∗
2, x

∗
3) =


1
2
·

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3)

2+
σ2
2

p2
(m3−m1)

2+
σ2
3

p3
(m1−m2)

2

σ2
1

p1

σ2
2

p2
+

σ2
2

p2

σ2
3

p3
+

σ2
3

p3

σ2
1

p1

if σ2
3

p3
(m1−m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3),

1
2
· (m1−m3)

2

σ2
1

p1
+

σ2
3

p3

otherwise,

and

(λ̄∗
1, λ̄

∗
2, λ̄

∗
3) =


(

(x∗−m1)
2

σ2
1

, (x∗−m2)
2

σ2
2

, (x∗−m3)
2

σ2
3

)
if σ2

3
p3
(m1−m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3),(

p3(m3−m1)

p1σ
2
3+p3σ

2
1
,0, p1(m1−m3)

p1σ
2
3+p3σ

2
1

)
otherwise.

If σ2
3

p3
(m1−m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3), then we have

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄2(T2)∧ X̄3(T3)

)
= exp{−TI1,2,3(x∗

1, x
∗
2, x

∗
3)} ·

1

λ̄∗
2λ̄

∗
3p2p3

√
det(Σ)T

(1+ o(1)).

Otherwise, we have

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄2(T2)∧ X̄3(T3)

)
= exp{−TI1,3(µ3, µ3)} ·

1

2
√
2πλ∗

3p3σ̃1,3

√
T
(1+ o(1)).

After some calculations, we have the following approximation of 1−P{CS}

1√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
TR2(p1, p2)−

1

2
lnR2(p1, p2)

}
+

1√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
TR3(p1, p3)−

1

2
lnR3(p1, p3)

}, if σ2
3

p3
(m1−m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2−m3),

1√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
TR2(p1, p2)−

1

2
lnR2(p1, p2)

}
+

1/2√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
TR3(p1, p3)−

1

2
lnR3(p1, p3)

}, otherwise.

As demonstrated in the equation above, our approximation to PICS exhibits discontinuities in sampling

ratios p along the critical line determined by the inequality: σ2
3

p3
(m1 −m2)>

σ2
1

p1
(m2 −m3). Compared to

Theorem 1, the new approximation takes into account the probability of SIBC and has a potential to tackle

the so-called monotonicity issue in the low-confidence scenario. To be specific, for two vectors of sampling

ratios near the critical line but on opposite sides, the one with a larger p1 undergoes a sharp decrease in

the approximate PCS. Therefore, our approximation may suggest decreasing p1 in order to improve the

PCS. Moreover, the critical line σ2
3

p3
(m1 −m2) >

σ2
1

p1
(m2 −m3) may serve as a quantitative criterion for

distinguishing low- and high-confidence scenarios.

However, it is worth mentioning that although Theorem 3 provides a closed-form formula, it is numeri-

cally difficult to evaluate the approximation. For one thing, in general, there are exponentially many terms in
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Algorithm 2 Refined FCBA(0) for Low-Confidence Scenarios (LC-FCBA(0))
1: Initialize: Set budget T , number of alternatives k, initial replications T0.

2: Initialize replications Ti← T0 for i= 1,2, . . . , k.

3: Simulate Ti replications for each alternative i.

4: Total cost N ← k×T0.

5: while Total cost <T do

6: Estimate the best alternative j∗← argmaxj∈[k] m̂j .

7: Estimate the second best alternative j∗∗← argmaxj∈[k]\{j∗} m̂j .

8: Use plug-in estimation of (15) based on sample means and sample variances to calculate

j′← argmaxj∈[k]\{j∗}U
′
ℓ(R̂j(Tj∗/N,Tj/N)) · R̂j(Tj∗/N,Tj/N) ·

σ̂2
j/T

2
j

σ̂2
j∗/Tj∗ + σ̂2

j/Tj

.

9: if T 2
j∗/σ̂

2
j∗ >

∑
j∈[k]\{j∗} T

2
j /σ̂

2
j or for any j ∈ [k]\{j∗, j∗∗}

σ̂2
j

pj
(m̂j∗ − m̂j∗∗)>

σ̂2
j∗

pj∗
(m̂j∗∗ − m̂j).

then

10: Simulate one additional replication for alternative j′.

11: Update Tj′← Tj′ +1.

12: else

13: Simulate one additional replication for alternative j∗.

14: Update Tj∗← Tj∗ +1.

15: end if

16: Update N ←N +1.

17: end while

18: Select best-performing alternative based on sample means.

the approximation as the number of alternative increases. For another, calculating the constant cS involving

the evaluation of the expectation of a high-dimensional Gaussian random variable with a non-trivial vari-

ance matrix. Even though we can evaluate the approximation efficiently in special cases such as Gaussian

sampling distributions, the approximation as a function of sampling ratios p is no longer convex and is even

not continuous, making it difficult to develop OCBA-type policies based on gradients of the approximation.

Nevertheless, we can intuitively take advantage of Lemma 4 and Proposition 5 to develop an efficient

R&S policy for low-confidence scenarios. Roughly speaking, Theorem 3 refines Theorem 1 by character-

izing the probability of SIBC and indicating whether such a probability is significantly large based on the

order of
√
T

−1/2
in the approximation of Proposition 5. Although the asymptotic equivalent approximation

per se is hard to evaluate, the significance of the probability of SIBC can be easily assessed using the crit-

ical point. Recall that lS = n− s where s=#{i ∈ S\{1} :mj ≥ x∗
1}. Therefore, a small critical point x∗

1
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FIGURE 3. Left: PCS of LC-FCBA(0) versus compared algorithms based on 1,000,000 macro-replications. Right: Average sam-

ple allocation when the best alternative is correctly identified.

implies that s is large and lS is small, which further suggests a high probability of SIBC and is indicative

of the occurrence of a low-confidence scenario based on the current allocation. Under Gaussian sampling

distributions, we introduce a novel refined FCBA(0) for low-confidence scenarios (LC-FCBA(0)), which

simply refines FCBA(0) with a judgment of the low-confidence scenario by the critical points.

To be specific, line 9 in Algorithm 2 judges whether mj is larger than or equal to the critical points using

plug-in estimation for j ∈ [k]\{j∗, j∗∗}, where j∗ and j∗∗ are the estimates of the best and the second best

alternative, respectively. If the inequality holds for any j, then Algorithm 2 simply stops allocating samples

to the estimated best, preventing the non-monotonicity issue in the low-confidence scenario. Intuitively, the

second best alternative roughly has the largest mean except for the best alternative, which will lead to a

significant probability of SIBC when the critical point for three alternatives exceeds its mean. It could be

reasonable to take the probability of SIBC for more than three alternatives into account when there are a

few alternatives, which may cause high computational cost though if the number of alternatives is large.

Thanks to Proposition 5, we can restrict the algorithm to only consider SIBC for three alternatives due to

the fact that JS(x
∗
1)≤ JS′(x∗

1) if S ⊆ S′ as shown in the proof of Theorem 3.

6.1.2. Experiment in Low-Confidence Scenarios We present an experiment in a low-confidence

scenario comparing ROA, OCBA, EA and FCBA(0). We fix k = 10 alternatives following Gaussian dis-

tributions. The means and variances are given by mi = 0.001 ∗ (k + 1 − i) and σ2
i = 1 + 1{i ≤ 5}, for

i= 1,2, . . . , k, respectively. We fix a total sampling budget T = 100 aside from an initial sample of size 10

for each alternative. The means are smaller by two orders than those in Section 5, and the average budget

per alternative is half as that in Section 5. Moreover, the PCS using EA is only around 13% at the end,

which is slightly higher than the PCS of a random guess, i.e., 10%. Therefore, we may think of this problem

setting as a low-confidence scenario.
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The left panel in Figure 3 demonstrates the ability of LC-FCBA(0) tackling the non-monotonicity issue.

While all other algorithms experience a decrease in PCS as samples accumulate, LC-FCBA(0) is the only

one that shows an increase. The right panel depicts the allocation ratios of LC-FCBA and OCBA. Consistent

with our reasoning, LC-FCBA(0) allocates less than 5% of the budget to the best alternative, while other

compared algorithms, such as OCBA, allocate more than one-third of the budget to the best alternative

which results from underestimating the probability of SIBC.

6.2. Conditional Probability When making allocation decision, it is also of interest to take into

account the influence of the observed data to the final PCS. To be specific, we will discuss an approximation

of the PCS, i.e., P{CS|Ft}, conditioned on observed samples. This approximation has a potential to instruct

the sample allocation process dynamically. We shall make a clarification on notations. Now, let t be the

total number of samples that have been allocated and tj be the number of samples allocated to j. Hence∑
j∈[k] tj = t. Let Ft denote the natural filtration generated by observations till time t. Henceforth, we will

let T and Tj be the total number of remaining samples and the number of samples therein to be allocated to

sample j. We have

1−P{CS|Ft} ≈
∑

j∈[k]−

P

(
t1X̄1(t1)+T1X̄

′
1(T1)

t1 +T1

≤
tjX̄j(tj)+TjX̄

′
j(Tj)

tj +Tj

∣∣∣∣Ft

)
,

where X̄i(ti) is the sample mean of alternative i based on t allocated samples, which can be viewed as

constants conditioned on Ft, and X̄ ′
i(Ti) is the sample mean of alternative i based on Ti samples to be

allocated. This probability represents the ultimate PCS if the best alternative is estimated using sample

means based on data both before and after time t. The large deviation rate of P{CS|Ft} is still given by

infx1≤xj I(x1, xj). By the same token, we have

P

(
t1X̄1(t1)+T1X̄

′
1(T1)

t1 +T1

≤
tjX̄j(tj)+TjX̄

′
j(Tj)

tj +Tj

∣∣∣∣Ft

)
=

∫
dF

X
(t1+1)
1 ,...,X

(t1+T1)
1

(x
(t1+1)
1 , . . . , x

(t1+T1)
1 )dF

X
(tj+1)

j ,...,X
(tj+Tj)

j

(x
(tj+1)

j , . . . , x
(tj+Tj)

j )

·1

{
t1X̄1(t1)+

∑T1

τ=1 x
(t1+τ)
1

t1 +T1

≤
tjX̄j(tj)+

∑Tj
τ=1 x

(tj+τ)

j

tj +Tj

}
.

(24)
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We shall change a little bit on the definition of Z(τ)
1 ’s and Z

(τ)
j ’s, and then the probability above can be

rewritten as

exp
{
−T ·

(
p1Ĩ1(Λ

′
1(λ̃

∗
1))+ pj Ĩj(Λ

′
j(λ̃

∗
j ))
)}
·∫

dF
Z
(t1+1)
1 ,...,Z

(t1+T1)
1

(z
(t1+1)
1 , . . . , z

(t1+T1)
1 )dF

Z
(tj+1)

j ,...,Z
(tj+Tj)

j

(z
(tj+1)

j , . . . , z
(tj+Tj)

j )

·1

{
t1X̄1(t1)+

∑T1

τ=1 z
(t1+τ)
1

t1 +T1

≤
tjX̄j(tj)+

∑Tj
τ=1 z

(tj+τ)

j

tj +Tj

}

· exp

−λ∗
1p1T

 1

t1 +T1

T1∑
i=1

(
z
(i)
1 −Λ′

1(λ̃
∗
1)
)
− 1

tj +Tj

Tj∑
i=1

(
z
(i)
j −Λ′

j(λ̃
∗
j )
) ,

(25)

where λ̃∗
i = λ∗

i
Ti

ti+Ti
and Ĩi(x) = λ̃∗

ix−Λi(λ̃
∗
i ). Therein, we have dFZi

/dFXi
(x) = exp{−Λi(λ̃

∗
i )+ λ̃∗

ix}.

We use the same technique applied to binary comparisons by defining Γ̃j :=
√
T

(∑T1

i=1

z
(i)
1 −Λ′

1(λ̃
∗
1)

t1+T1
−
∑Tj

i=1

z
(i)
j −Λ′

j(λ̃
∗
j )

tj+Tj

)
. Then, the conditional probability in (25) equals

exp
{
−T ·

(
p1Ĩ1(Λ

′
1(λ̃

∗
1))+ pj Ĩj(Λ

′
j(λ̃

∗
j ))
)}
×E

[
1{Γ̃j ≤ΞT} · exp{ΥT Γ̃j}

]
, (26)

where ΞT =
√
T (tjX̄j(tj) + TjΛ

′
j(λ̃

∗
j ))/(tj + Tj) −

√
T (t1X̄1(t1) + T1Λ

′
1(λ̃

∗
1))/(t1 + T1) and ΥT =

−λ∗
1p1
√
T > 0. Moreover, it follows from the Taylor’s expansion of Λ′

j(λ) at λ̃∗
j

Λ′
1(λ̃

∗
1) = µj −Λ′′

1(λ
∗
1)

t1
t1 +T1

λ∗
1 +O(T−2),

Λ′
j(λ̃

∗
j ) = µj −Λ′′

j (λ
∗
j )

tj
tj +Tj

λ∗
j +O(T−2),

that

ΞT =
√
T

(
tjX̄j(tj)

Tj

− t1X̄1(t1)

T1

)
+
√
T

(
t1
T1

(Λ′′
1(λ

∗
1)λ

∗
1 +µj)−

tj
Tj

(Λ′′
j (λ

∗
j )λ

∗
j +µj)+O(T−2)

)
.

Consequently, we have

exp{(−iλ+ΥT )ΞT}=
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
×

exp
{
tjλ

∗
j

(
X̄j(tj)−µj −Λ′′

j (λ
∗
j )λ

∗
j

)
+ t1λ

∗
1

(
X̄1(t1)−µj −Λ′′

1(λ
∗
1)λ

∗
1

)}
.

Denote the exponential term above as exp{A}. Following the Parseval’s identity and the Taylor’s expan-

sion again, we come to the conclusion that the expectation in (26) takes the form

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞

1

−iλ+ΥT

exp{(−iλ+ΥT )ΞT}× exp(ΛΓ̃j
(iλ))dλ

=
1

2π ·ΥT

∫ ∞

−∞

(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
· exp{A} · exp

{
−1

2
σ2
1,jλ

2

}
dλ.

(27)
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Therefore, we have

1−P{CS|Ft} ≈
∑

j∈[k]−

(
1√

2π ·λ∗
jpjσ1,j

√
T

× exp
{
−T ·

(
p1Ĩ1(Λ

′
1(λ̃

∗
1))+ pj Ĩj(Λ

′
j(λ̃

∗
j ))
)}

× exp

{
tj
pj

(
X̄j(tj)−µj −Λ′′

j (λ
∗
j )λ

∗
j

)
− t1

p1

(
X̄1(t1)−µj −Λ′′

1(λ
∗
1)λ

∗
1

)})
.

In a Gaussian setting, after some tedious calculations, we see that

1−P{CS|Ft} ≈
∑

j∈[k]−

(
1√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
lnRj(p1, pj)

}

× exp

−T

2
Rj(p1, pj) ·

 σ2
1

p1
· T2

1
(t1+T1)2

+
σ2
j

pj
· T2

j

(tj+Tj)
2

σ2
1

p1
+

σ2
j

pj


× exp

{
tjλ

∗
j

(
X̄j(tj)+mj − 2µj

)
+ t1λ

∗
1

(
X̄1(t1)+m1− 2µ1

)})
.

With mean and variance parameters replaced with sample means and sample variances, the approximation

equals to

1−P{CS|Ft} ≈
∑

j∈[k]−

(
1√
2πT

exp

{
−1

2
lnRj(p1, pj)

}

× exp

−T

2
Rj(p1, pj) ·

 σ2
1

p1
· T2

1
(t1+T1)2

+
σ2
j

pj
· T2

j

(tj+Tj)
2 +4

σ2
1σ

2
j

p1pj

(
t1
T1

+
tj
Tj

)
σ2
1

p1
+

σ2
j

pj



)
.

Therefore, the above approximation reduces to the former results when ti = 0. However, if ti > 0, then the

large deviations rates are re-weighted. It is worth mentioning that although our approximation is asymp-

totically equivalent and provides more information than LDP, the approximation error could be high if T

is extremely small. Therefore, in order to design a fully sequential algorithm using the approximate condi-

tional PCS above, we will have to tackle this issue for large time steps, which is deferred to future work.

7. Conclusions In summary, our work introduces an advanced Bahadur-Rao type expansion for PCS

that significantly enhances the finite sample performance of R&S algorithms. By extending beyond large

deviation principles, this expansion provides a precise characterization of PCS, integrating finite sample

behavior that classic asymptotic metrics overlook. Through our framework, the exploration of the optimal

sampling ratios and their impact on PCS allows for an efficient allocation of simulation resources, balanc-

ing between exploration and exploitation under limited budgets. Our findings show that this approach can

address scenarios with low-confidence selection, thereby solving previously observed non-monotonicity in

PCS as sampling budgets increase. We also discuss the possibility of leveraging the proposed theory to

develop dynamic R&S policies.
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Our novel allocation policy, grounded in the proposed PCS approximation, demonstrates substantial

improvements in computational efficiency and accuracy. Particularly, empirical results indicate that even

lower-order approximations within our framework enable accurate selection outcomes across varied simu-

lation budgets. By providing a theoretical foundation that accommodates both asymptotic and finite sample

behavior, this approach bridges the gap between theoretical and practical applications of PCS, optimizing

performance for both large and small budgets without relying on complex dynamic programming methods.

Our novel theory provides a step forward concerning finite budget allocation in the R&S research. Future

research can expand on these findings by applying our framework to non-Gaussian distributions and explor-

ing dynamic adjustments of the sampling ratios in real-time applications. With a versatile foundation and

promising results, the proposed approach offers a robust tool for advancing finite sample optimization in

simulation-based decision-making, ensuring that PCS remains a reliable metric even as computational con-

straints shift.
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Appendix A: Proofs of Lemmas and Theorems

Proof of Example 1. Suppose Xi ∼N(mi, σ
2
i ), ∀i∈ [k]. The CGF equates to Λi(λ) =miλ+σ2

i λ
2/2<

∞, ∀λ ∈ R. Moreover, Λ′
i(λ) =mi + σ2

i λ and thus R(Λ′
i) = R. This justifies Assumption 1. On the other

hand, the density function of a normal random variable is unimodal and bounded, and therefore has bounded

total variation. This justifies Assumption 2. To partially sum up, the main result holds for the Gaussian case.

For j ∈ [k]−, we see that Ij(x) = 1
2
· (x −mj)

2/σ2
j and λ∗

j = (x −mj)/σ
2
j takes the maximum in its

definition. Recall that p1I ′1(µj) + pjI
′
j(µj) = 0, leading to µj = (p1m1/σ

2
1 + pjmj/σ

2
j )/(p1/σ

2
1 + pj/σ

2
j ).

Immediately, we have Ij(µj, µj) =
1
2
(m1 −mj)

2/
(
σ2
1/p1 +σ2

j/pj
)
, λ∗

1,j = pj(mj −m1)/(p1σ
2
j + pjσ

2
1)

and λ∗
j = p1(m1−mj)/(p1σ

2
j +pjσ

2
1). Since Gaussian distribution has any order cumulants, we can expand

the series to any term. Using the first order approximation completes the proof. □

Proof of Example 2. Suppose Xi ∼ Exp(βi), ∀i ∈ [k]. The CDF of Xi is FXi
(x) = 1− exp(−x/βi).

It follows immediately that the CGF of Xi is Λi(λ) = − log(1− βiλ), ∀λ < β−1
i . For λ ≥ β−1

i , the CGF

diverges. Since Λ′
i(λ) = βi/(1−βiλ) and the domain of Λ′

i is (−∞, β−1
i ), we see that R(Λ′

i) = (0,∞). This

justifies Assumption 1. And Assumption 2 holds because the density function of an exponential random

https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17704
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17704
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variable is bounded and monotonic.

For j ∈ [k]− and x> 0, we have Ij(x) = supλ<β−1
i

λx+log(1−βjλ) = β−1
j x− log(β−1

j x)−1 and λ∗
j =

β−1
j − x−1. If follows from the definition that p1I ′1(µj)+ pjI

′
j(µj) = p1(β

−1
1 −µ−1

j )+ pj(β
−1
j −µ−1

j ) = 0.

Therefore, µj = (p1 + pj)/(p1β
−1
1 + pjβ

−1
j ) and thus

Ij(µj, µj) =p1I1(µj)+ pjIj(µj) = p1 log
p1β

−1
1 + pjβ

−1
1

p1β
−1
1 + pjβ

−1
j

+ pj log
p1β

−1
j + pjβ

−1
j

p1β
−1
1 + pjβ

−1
j

=(p1 + pj) log
p1 + pj

p1β
−1
1 + pjβ

−1
j

− p1 logβ1− pj logβj.

Moreover, we see that λ∗
1,j = pj(β

−1
1 − β−1

j )/(p1 + pj) and λ∗
j = p1(β

−1
j − β−1

1 )/(p1 + pj). Recall that the

variance of Xi is β2
i . Hence, σ̃2

1,j = β2
1/p1 +β2

j /pj , ∀j ∈ [k]−. It turns out that

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j =

β1/βj − 1

p−1
1 + p−1

j

·
(
p−1
1 + p−1

j ·β2
j /β

2
1

) 1
2 .

Using the first order approximation completes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof is standard. Suppose pj > ε, ∀j ∈ [k]. By assumption, Z1−µj and Zj−µj

has finite absolute moments up to q-th order, ∀q > 3. And let γ1,ν := dν

dλν logE[exp{λ(Z1−µj)}]|λ=0
=

Λ
(ν)
1 (λ∗

1) and γj,ν :=
dν

dλν logE[exp{λ(Zj −µj)}]|λ=0
=Λ

(ν)
j (λ∗

j ) denote their ν-th cumulants, respectively.

Then the CGF of H̃j is

ΛH̃j
(λ) =

q−1∑
ν=2

1

ν!
T1γ1,ν

(
λ

T1σ1,j

)ν

+
1

ν!
Tjγj,ν

(
λ

Tjσ1,j

)ν

+O(|λ|qT−(q−1)/2)

=
1

2
λ2 +

q−1∑
ν=3

1

ν!

(
γ1,ν
pν−1
1

+
γj,ν
pν−1
j

)
T−(ν−2)/2

σ̃ν
1,j

λν +O(|λ|qT−(q−2)/2),

where σ̃1,j = σ1,j

√
T . Specifically, we have λ1,2 = σ2

1 and λj,2 = σ2
j and it follows that the leading term

equals 1
2
λ2. The moment generating function ΨH̃j

(λ) := exp{ΛH̃j
(λ)} of H̃j is consequently expanded by

replacing y with ΛH̃j
(λ)− 1

2
λ2 in ey =

∑q−3

i=0
1
i!
yi +O(yq−2e|y|) as

ΨH̃j
(λ)e−λ2/2 = 1+

q−3∑
ν=1

Pν,T (λ)

T ν/2
+O((|λ|q + |λ|3(q−2))T−(q−2)/2),

which holds for |λ| ≤ O(
√
T ). Therein, Pν,T (λ) is a polynomial of order 3ν in λ. Notice that the polyno-

mials Pν,T (λ) depend on T since the sampling ratios p1 = T1/T and pj = Tj/T may vary as sample size T

grows. It can also be checked that Pν,T (λ) is an odd (even) function whenever ν is odd (even).

Let − d
dx

denote the negation of the derivative operator of analytic functions. By assumption, FZ1
(x) and

FZj
(x) are absolute continuous with regard to the Lebesgue measure and have bounded total variations.

Then the distribution function of H̃j can be expanded, using the inverse Fourier transformation of the

characteristic function ΨH̃j
(iλ), as follows:

FH̃j
=Φ+

q−3∑
ν=1

Pν,T (− d
dx
)

T ν/2
Φ+Rq,T , (28)
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where Φ is the density function of a standard Gaussian, and Rq,n(x) is a remainder function with a uniform

bound supx |Rq,T (x)| ≤MT−(q−2)/2 for some positive number M that is independent of q and T , but may

depend on the q-th cumulants of Z1 and Zj and the sampling ratios. The uniform bound of the error term

can be justified using Assumption 2 and the same argument in Cramer (1970) and is omitted. For the general

case where the distribution of Z1 or Zj includes a discrete or singular part, see Theorem 26 in Cramer

(1970). In this expansion, Pν,T (− d
dx
)Φ denotes an operator Pν,T (− d

dx
) functioning on Φ. Each power λτ in

the polynomial Pν,T is replaced by (−1)τ dτ

dxτ
and the expansion can be simplified into

FH̃j
(x) =Φ(x)+

q−3∑
ν=1

p3ν−1,T (x)

T ν/2
e−x2/2 +Rq,T (x),

where p3ν−1,T (x) is a polynomial in x of order (3ν− 1). □

Proof of Proposition 1. Denote q = 2ℓ + 4. It suffices to approximate (8) with residual at

most O(T−(q−2)/2). Proceeding with Kq,T = Φ +
∑q−3

ν=1

Pν,T (− d
dx )

Tν/2 Φ, we have K
′
q,T (x) = ϕ(x) +∑q−3

ν=1

Pν,T (− d
dx )

Tν/2 ϕ(x) where ϕ(x) = Φ′(x) since Φ is apparently analytical. It follows from the linearity of

the Fourier transform operator F by F
(
− d

dx

)n
ϕ(λ) = (iλ)nFϕ(λ) = (iλ)ne−λ2/2 for all n∈N that

FK ′
q,T (λ) =

(
1+

q−3∑
ν=1

Pν,T (iλ)

T ν/2

)
e−λ2/2.

For another term, for q > 3, it follows from (1+x)−1 = 1+
∑q−4

ν=1(−x)ν +O(|x|q−3) that(
1+

iλ

λ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

√
T

)−1

= 1+

q−4∑
ν=1

(
1

iλ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

)ν
λν

T ν/2
+O(T−(q−3)/2).

Now, we conclude from (6), (8) and the last two equations from the preceding paragraph that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄j(Tj)

)
= exp{−TIj(µj, µj)}·

1√
2π ·λ∗

jpjσ̃1,j

√
T
·
(∫ ∞

−∞
Qq,T (λ)dΦ(λ)+Oq(T

−(q−2)/2)

)
,

(29)

where

Qq,T (λ) =
∑

0≤r+s<k−2

Pr,T (iλ) ·
λs(

iλ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

)s ·T−(r+s)/2.

For convenience, P0,T ≡ 1. Recall that Pr,T (iλ) involves only odd (even) power of λ whenever r is odd

(even). Hence, it follows from
∫∞
−∞ λidΦ(λ) = 0 for any odd number i ≥ 1 that

∫∞
−∞Qq,T (λ)dΦ(λ) =∫∞

−∞ Q̃q,T (λ)dΦ(λ) where

Q̃q,T (λ) =
∑

1≤i<q/2−1

( ∑
r+s=2i

Pr,T (iλ) ·
λs(

iλ∗
jpjσ̃1,j

)s
)
T−i.

Consequently, defining cj,l =
∑

r+s=2l

∫∞
−∞Pr,T (iλ) · λs

(iλ∗
j pj σ̃1,j)

sdΦ(λ) completes the proof. □



Author: LDCSM
36 Article submitted to MOOR

Proof of Proposition 2. The first part is direct from the more general Proposition 5 to which we will

therefore limit ourselves to prove for space reason. Now, we show the second part. Consider two cases: (i)

Ij(µj, µj)< Ii(µi, µi); (ii) Ii(µi, µi)≤ Ij(µj, µj). In case (i), notice that Ii(µi, µi) = Ii,j(µi, µi,mj). It is

obvious that

Ii(µi, µi) =p1I1(µi)+ piIi(µi)+ pjIj(mj) = inf
x:x1≤xi

p1I1(x1)+ piIi(xi)+ pjIj(xj)

≤ inf
x:x1≤xi∧xj

p1I1(x1)+ piIi(xi)+ pjIj(xj) = Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ).

This in turn implies that Ij(µj, µj)< Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ).

In case (ii), we again notice that Ii(µi, µi) = Ii,j(µi, µi,mj) ≤ Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ). Actually, we claim

that a strict inequality holds. Otherwise, assume that the equality holds and hence both (µi, µi,mj) and

(x∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ) minimizes Ii,j(x1, xi, xj) on {(x1, xi, xj) : x1 ≤ xi}. Denote ∆= (δ1, δi, δj) := (x∗

1, x
∗
i , x

∗
j )−

(µi, µi,mj). Note that µi >mi >mj while x∗
1 ≤ x∗

j , hence ∆ ̸= 0. Now that Ii,j(x1, xi, xj) is convex on

R3, then for any t∈ [0,1],

Ii,j(µi, µi,mj)≤Ii,j(µi + tδ1, µi + tδi,mj + tδj)

≤Ii,j(µi, µi,mj)+ t(Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j )− Ii,j(µi, µi,mj))

=Ii,j(µi, µi,mj).

It follows immediately that the equality holds throughout. Taking derivative with respect to t evaluated at

t= 0, we see that

p1δ1I
′
1(µi)+ piδiI

′
i(µi) = 0.

Also recall that

p1I
′
1(µi)+ piI

′
i(µi) = 0.

Since [I ′1(µi) I ′i(µi)] = [λ∗
1,i λ

∗
i ] ̸= 0 and p1, pi > 0, it follows that δ1 = δi. Therefore, x∗

1 = µi + δ1 =

µi + δi = x∗
i ≡ x∗

1 ∨mi. Moreover, it implies x∗
1 ≥mi >mj and thus x∗

j ≡ x∗
1 ∨mj = x∗

1 = x∗
i . Now, we

have Ij(x
∗
j )> 0. Therefore,

Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ) =Ii,j(x

∗
1, x

∗
1, x

∗
1)

=p1I1(x
∗
1)+ piIi(x

∗
1)+ pjIj(x

∗
1)

>p1I1(x
∗
1)+ piIi(x

∗
1)

≥p1I1(µi)+ piIi(µi) = Ii,j(µi, µi,mj),

a contradiction to Ii,j(x
∗
1, x

∗
i , x

∗
j ) = Ii,j(µi, µi,mj), which completes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 4. Fix any i ∈ S. It follows from Glynn and Juneja (2004) that Ii(·) is a strict convex

function on [mk,m1] and Ii(xi)≥ Ii(mi) = 0, ∀xi ∈ [mk,m1]. Actually, the inequality attains an equality

if and only if xi =mi. Otherwise, let x0 ̸=mi be another zero of Ii(·). Then, for 0< λ< 1, it follows the
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convexity that 0 ≤ Ii(λx0 + (1− λ)mi) ≤ λf(x0) + (1− λ)f(mi) = 0. Therefore, Ii(xi) = 0 on a non-

degenerate interval, which contradicts the strict convexity. As a result, it follows from the convexity and

the fact that mi is a minimum of Ii(·) that Ii(·) must be strictly monotonically decreasing in [mk,mi] and

strictly monotonically increasing in [mi,m1].

Furthermore, IS(xS) =
∑

i∈S piIi(xi) is a strictly convex function of xS by definition. Note that the

feasible region {xS ∈ R|S| : x1 ≤ xj, ∀j ∈ S} =
⋂

j∈S{xS ∈ R|S| : x1 ≤ xj} is a convex set. As a result,

there exists a unique minimum x∗
S over {xS ∈ R|S| : x1 ≤ xj, ∀j ∈ S}. Now it remains to show the last

statement.

Fix any j ∈ S with j ̸= 1. By definition, x∗
j ≥ x∗

1. For another, consider x̃S := (x̃j)j∈S ∈R|S| with x̃i = x∗
i

for i ̸= j, i ∈ S and x̃j =mj . If x∗
j <mj , then it follows from the monotonicity of Ij(·) on [mk,mj] that

IS(x̃S) =
∑

i∈S\{1} piIi(x̃i) + Ij(mj)<
∑

i∈S\{1} piIi(x
∗
i ) + Ij(x

∗
j ) = IS(x

∗
S). However, since x̃i = x∗

i ≥

x∗
1 = x̃1 for i ̸= j, i ∈ S and x̃j =mj >x∗

j ≥ x∗
1 = x̃1, we see that x̃S is feasible and thus IS(x∗

S)≤ IS(x̃S)

due to the optimality of x∗
S . This leads to a contradiction. Therefore, we have x∗

j ≥mj . To sum up, we have

shown that x∗
j ≥ x∗

1 ∨mj .

The next goal is to establish the reverse inequality, x∗
j ≤ x∗

1 ∨mj , which completes the argument. In fact,

since x∗
1 ∨mj ≥mj and Ij(·) is strictly increasing on [mj,m1], one can always decrease x∗

j , if greater than

x∗
1 ∨mj , to this value and keep other coordinates, such that the new solution turns out a feasible solution

with a smaller objective. This contradicts the fact the x∗
S is a minimum and we conclude that x∗

j ≤ x∗
1 ∨mj .

□

Proof of Proposition 5. Suppose n ≥ 2 and 2 ≤ i1 < i2 < · · · < in ≤ k and let S = {1, i1, i2, . . . , in}.

Moreover, let ΩS(TS) denote the set of observations that lead to SIBC, i.e.,

ΩS(TS) :=

{
(x

(t)
i ) i∈S

1≤t≤Ti

∈R
∑

i∈S Ti :x :
x
(1)
1 + · · ·+x

(T1)
1

T1

≤
x
(1)
i1

+ · · ·+x
(Ti1

)

i1

Ti1

∧ · · · ∧
x
(1)
in

+ · · ·+x
(Tin )

in

Tin

}
,

where TS stands for the vector (Ti)i∈S .

Define λ̄∗
i := argmaxλ (λx

∗
i −Λi(λ)) for i ∈ S. Using the exponential tilting similar to (5), we can

rewrite the focal probability as

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i1(Ti1)∧ X̄i2(Ti2)∧ · · · ∧ X̄in(Tin)

)
= exp{−TIS(x∗

S)}·∫
x1≤xi1∧···∧xin

dFH̄1(T1)(x)dFH̄i1
(Ti1

)(xi1) · · ·dFH̄in (Tin )(xin) · exp

{
−
∑
i∈S

λ̄∗
iTixi

}
,

(30)

where H̄ℓ(Tℓ) =
1
Tℓ

∑Tℓ
τ=1 (Z̄

(τ)
ℓ −x∗

ℓ) for ℓ∈ S, and {Z̄(τ)
ℓ }

Tℓ
τ=1 is an independent and identically distributed

sample from the population Z̄ℓ with CDF given by FZ̄ℓ
(z) =

∫ z

−∞ eIℓ(x
∗
ℓ )eλ̄

∗
ℓ (x−x∗ℓ )dFXℓ

(x) for ℓ∈ S.
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According to Lemma 4, IS(x∗
S) = JS(x

∗
1) = infx1 JS(x1). For one thing, we see that exp{−TIS(x∗

S)}=

exp{−TJS(x
∗
1)} in (30) and it remains to treat the integral. For another, since x∗

1 achieves the infimum of

JS(·), it follows that
J ′(x∗

1) =p1I
′
1(x

∗
1)+

∑
j∈S\{1}

pjI
′
j(x

∗
1 ∨mj)1[mj ,∞)(x

∗
1)

=p1λ̄
∗
1 +

∑
j∈S\{1}

pjλ̄
∗
j1[mj ,∞)(x

∗
1)

=p1λ̄
∗
1 +

∑
j∈S\{1}

pjλ̄
∗
j

=0.

The first equality is immediate from the definition of JS(·). To see the second equality, recall that I ′j(x
∗
1 ∨

mj) =
∂
∂x

supλ(λx−Λi(λ))
∣∣
x=x∗1∨mj

= λ̄∗
j . Finally, if x∗

1 ≥mj , then 1[mj ,∞)(x
∗
1) = 1 and λ̄∗

j1[mj ,∞)(x
∗
1) =

λ̄∗
j . Otherwise, if x∗

1 <mj , then λ̄∗
j = I ′j(x

∗
1∨mj) = I ′j(mj) = 0 and λ̄∗

j1[mj ,∞)(x
∗
1) = 0= λ̄∗

j . In either case,

the third equality holds. Consequently,

exp

{
−
∑
i∈S

λ̄∗
iTixi

}
= exp

− ∑
j∈S\{1}

λ̄∗
iTi(xi−x1)

 .

To be succinct, let w=
(
λ̄∗
jpj
)
j∈S\{1} be a coefficient vector and ˜̄HS :=

(√
T (H̄j(Tj)− H̄1(T1))

)
j∈S\{1}

.

Then ˜̄HS has variance matrix

Σ=
σ2
1

p1
1n1

T
n +Λ,

where 1n is an n-dimensional vector consisting of all ones and Λ := diag(σ2
i1
/pi1 , . . . , σ

2
in
/pin) is a diagonal

matrix. Concluding from (30) and the discussion above, we see that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i1(Ti1)∧ X̄i2(Ti2)∧ · · · ∧ X̄in(Tin)

)
= exp{−TJS(x

∗
1)} ·E

[
1{0≤ ˜̄HS} · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT ˜̄HS

}]
.

(31)

To proceed, we need the following Lemma 5, which is a multivariate version of Lemma 1. The proof is

similar with cumulants replaced of joint cumulants and thus is omitted. For the validity of the uniform

bound, see Theorem 2(b) and Remark 1.1 in Bhattacharya and Ghosh (1978).

LEMMA 5. Under the conditions of Proposition 5, with ˜̄HS defined as in the proof thereof, for any

integer q ≥ 3, if the sampling ratios are bounded away from zero, the density function F ˜̄HS
(x) has the

following expansion

F ˜̄HS
(x) =Φ(Σ−1/2x)+

q−3∑
ν=1

p3ν−1,T (x)

T ν/2
e−xTΣ−1x/2 +Rq,T (x),

where, with a bit abuse of notations, Φ denotes the distribution function of standard multivariate normal

variable, p3ν−1 is a multivariate polynomial of order (3ν− 1) in x and ∥Rq,T∥∞ =O(T−(q−2)/2).
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Now we return to the proof of Proposition 5. It remains to cope with the expectation in (31). Let s be

an integer satisfying mi1 ≥mi2 ≥ · · · ≥mis ≥ x∗
1 ≥mis+1

≥ · · · ≥min . Recall that, for i ∈ {i1, i2, . . . , is},

λ̄∗
i = 0, and for i ∈ {is+1, . . . , in}, λ̄∗

i = I ′i(x
∗
1 ∨ mi) = I ′i(x

∗
1) > 0. Let 1s and 1n−s be two vectors

with all ones, and w = (wT
U ,w

T
V )

T according to the partition {i1, i2, . . . , is}
⋃
{is+1, . . . , in}, i.e., wU =

(λ̄∗
i1
pi1 , λ̄

∗
i2
pi2 , . . . , λ̄

∗
is
pis)

T = 0 and wV = (λ̄∗
is+1

pis+1
, . . . , λ̄∗

in
pin)

T . Similarly, let ΛU and ΛU be two prin-

cipal submatrices of Λ according to the partition. Then the variance matrix can be decomposed as

Σ=

(
ΣUU ΣUV

ΣV U ΣV V

)
,

such that ΣUU =
σ2
1

p1
1s1

T
s +ΛU , ΣUV =ΣT

V U =
σ2
1

p1
1s1

T
n−1, and ΣV V =

σ2
1

p1
1n−s1

T
n−1 +ΛV . Let (UT ;V T )T

be a centered multivariate normal variable with variance matrix Σ, such that Var(U) = ΣUU , Cov(U,V ) =

ΣUV = ΣT
V U , and Var(V ) = ΣV V . We repeat the integration by parts in (8) as follows and assume that

s= n− s= 1 for illustration

E
[
1{0≤ ˜̄HS} · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT ˜̄HS

}]
=

∫
[0,∞)2

exp
{
−
√
TwT (x1, x2)

T
}
dF ˜̄HS

(x1, x2)

=

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}
d
(
F ˜̄HS

(∞, x2)−F ˜̄HS
(0, x2)

)
=

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}
d
(
F ˜̄HS

(∞, x2)−F ˜̄HS
(0, x2)−F ˜̄HS

(∞,0)+F ˜̄HS
(0,0)

)
=
√
Tw2

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}(
F ˜̄HS

(∞, x2)−F ˜̄HS
(0, x2)−F ˜̄HS

(∞,0)+F ˜̄HS
(0,0)

)
dx2

=
√
Tw2

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}
(Kq,T (∞, x2)−Kq,T (0, x2)−Kq,T (∞,0)+Kq,T (0,0))dx2 +O(T−(q−2)/2)

=

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}
d (Kq,T (∞, x2)−Kq,T (0, x2)−Kq,T (∞,0)+Kq,T (0,0))+O(T−(q−2)/2)

=

∫
[0,∞)

exp
{
−
√
Tw2x2

}
d (Kq,T (∞, x2)−Kq,T (0, x2))+O(T−(q−2)/2)

=

∫
[0,∞)2

exp
{
−
√
TwT (x1, x2)

T
}
dKq,T (x1, x2)+O(T−(q−2)/2)

=

∫
[0,∞)n

exp
{
−
√
TwTx

} ∂2

∂xi1 · · ·∂xin

Kq,T (x)dx+O(T−(q−2)/2),

where the second equality follows from Fubini’s theorem and w1 = λ̄∗
i1
pi1 = 0, the fourth follows from the

integration by part, the fifth follows from Lemma 5 with Kq,T := F ˜̄HS
−Rq,T redefined for the multivariate

case, and the equalities below are valid for the same reason. According to Lemma 5, there exists polynomials

p̃ν(x) for 1≤ ν ≤ q− 3 such that

∂2

∂xi1 · · ·∂xin

Kq,T (x) = (2π)−
n−1
2 det(Σ)−

1
2 · exp{−xTΣ−1x/2} ·

(
1+

q−3∑
ν=1

p̃ν(x)

T ν/2

)
,
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where the polynomials p̃ν() could be found explicitly by matching terms.

Concluding from the discussion above, we can rewrite

E
[
1{0≤ ˜̄HS} · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT ˜̄HS

}]
=E

[
1{0≤U,V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT (UT , V T )T} ·

(
1+

q−3∑
ν=1

p̃ν(U,V )

T ν/2

)]

=E
[
1{0≤U,V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT

V V }
]
+

q−3∑
ν=1

T−ν/2E
[
1{0≤U,V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT

V V } · p̃ν(U,V )
]
.

(32)

The next goal is to approximate each of these expectation. The tower’s law of total expectation yields that

E
[
1{0≤U,V } · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT

V V
}]

=E
[
1{0≤U}E

[
1{0≤ V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT

V V }
∣∣∣U]] .

The conditional distribution of V given U is N(ΣV UΣ
−1
UUU,ΣV V − ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV ). Let W̃ : Rn−s →

R be given by W̃ (x) = e−
√
T ·wT

V x · 1[0,∞)n−s(x), then the Fourier transformation of W̃ is FW̃ (λ) =∏
i∈{is+1,...,in}(

√
Twi− iλi)

−1 for λ := (λi)i∈{is+1,...,in} ∈Rn−1. It follows from the Parseval’s identity that

E
[
1{0≤ V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT

V V }
∣∣∣U]

=
1

(2π)−(n−s) ·
∏

i λ̄
∗
i pi ·T (n−s)/2

×∫
Rn−s

dλ ·
∏
i

(
1+

iλi√
T · λ̄∗

i pi

)−1

· exp
{
iλTΣV UΣ

−1
UUU −

1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )λ

}
.

It follows from the Lagrange’s mean value theorem that, for some θ ∈ (0,1) dependent on λ, we have∏
i

(
1+

iλi√
T · λ̄∗

i pi

)−1

= 1+ θ

(∑
i

iλi

λ̄∗
i pi

)
T− 1

2 .

Consequently, we see that

E
[
1{0≤ V } · exp{−

√
T ·wT

V V }
∣∣∣U]

=
1

(2π)(n−s) ·
∏

i λ̄
∗
i pi ·T (n−s)/2

×∫
Rn−s

dλ · exp
{
iλTΣV UΣ

−1
UUU −

1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )λ

}
+

1

(2π)(n−s) ·
∏

i λ̄
∗
i pi ·T (n−s)/2

×T− 1
2 ·∫

Rn−s

dλ · θ

(∑
i

iλi

λ̄∗
i pi

)
· exp

{
iλTΣV UΣ

−1
UUU −

1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )λ

}
.

On one hand, we have∫
Rn−s

dλ · exp
{
iλTΣV UΣ

−1
UUU −

1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )

−1λ

}
=

(2π)(n−s)/2

det(ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )1/2

· exp
{
−1

2
UTΣ−1

UUΣUV (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )

−1ΣV UΣ
−1
UUU

}
.
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On the other hand, the error term has an upper bound uniform in U as follows∥∥∥∥∥
∫
Rn−s

dλ · θ

(∑
i

iλi

λ̄∗
i pi

)
· exp

{
iλTΣV UΣ

−1
UUU −

1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )λ

}∥∥∥∥∥
≤
∫
Rn−s

dλ ·

(∑
i

λi

λ̄∗
i pi

)
· exp

{
−1

2
λT (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ

−1
UUΣUV )λ

}
<∞.

Combining the results in the above paragraph, we partially conclude that

E
[
1{0≤U,V } · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT

V V
}]

=
1

det(ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )1/2 ·

∏
i λ̄

∗
i pi
·T−(n−s)/2·

E
[
1{0≤U} · exp

{
−1

2
UTΣ−1

UUΣUV (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )

−1ΣV UΣ
−1
UUU

}]
+O

(
T−n−s+1

2

)
=

1

det(ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )1/2 ·

∏
i λ̄

∗
i pi
·T−(n−s)/2·

E
[
1{0≤U} · exp

{
−1

2
UTΣ−1

UUΣUV (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )

−1ΣV UΣ
−1
UUU

}]
×
(
1+O

(
T− 1

2

))
.

.

In order to complete the first statement of Proposition 5, it suffices to tackle the second term on the last

line in (32). We state without proof, since the argument simply repeats the procedure above, that for any

non-negative integers t, t≥ 0 and any indices i∈ {i1, i2, . . . , is} and j ∈ {is+1, . . . , in},

E
[
1{0≤U,V } · exp

{
−
√
T ·wT

V V
}
·U r

i V
t
j

]
= T−(n−s)/2 · (C +O(T− 1

2 )),

for some constant C ≥ 0. Recall that p̃ν(U,V ) is a multivariate polynomial jointly in U and V , the expecta-

tion in the second term in (32) takes the same form as above. Putting pieces together, we conclude that

P
(
X̄1(T1)≤ X̄i1(Ti1)∧ X̄i2(Ti2)∧ · · · ∧ X̄in(Tin)

)
= exp{−TJS(x

∗
1)} ·

cS
√
T

lS
·
(
1+O(T−1/2)

)
,

where the constant equals to

cS =
1

det(ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )1/2 ·

∏
i λ̄

∗
i pi
·

E
[
1{0≤U} · exp

{
−1

2
UTΣ−1

UUΣUV (ΣV V −ΣV UΣ
−1
UUΣUV )

−1ΣV UΣ
−1
UUU

}]
,

and the order lS = n− s equals to the number of alternatives with means smaller than the critical point x∗
1.

□

Proof of Lemma 3. Suppose Q(x) = A(x)/B(x) and R(x) = C(x)/D(x), where A(x), B(x), C(x),

D(x) are polynomials with real coefficients. Without loss of generality, assume that A(x) and B(x) are

relatively prime, and C(x) and D(x) are relatively prime. Since Q(x) and R(x) are well-defined on the

interval (a, b), the polynomials B(x) and D(x) must have no zeros on it.
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For x∈ (a, b), we have

exp

{
A(x)

B(x)

}
= exp{Q(x)}=R(x) =

C(x)

D(x)
.

By taking logarithms on both sides, we see that

A(x)

B(x)
= ln

(
C(x)

D(x)

)
.

Then it follows from taking derivatives on both sides that

A′(x)B(x)−A(x)B′(x)

B2(x)
=

C ′(x)D(x)−C(x)D′(x)

C(x)D(x)
. (33)

By rearranging the terms in (33), we see that if C(x) ̸= 0,[
(A′(x)B(x)−A(x)B′(x))D(x)+B2(x)D′(x)

]
C(x)−B2(x)C ′(x)D(x) = 0. (34)

Since the left-hand side is a polynomial in x and the equality holds for x∈ (a, b) except for a finite number

of zeros of C(x), we see that (34) holds for x∈R.

We note that the identical equality (34) does not in turn imply the validity of (33), because B(x), C(x) and

D(x) can have zeros outside (a, b). To finish the proof, we show that P (x) and Q(x) are in fact constants.

It follows that D(x) must be a factor of (A′(x)B(x) − A(x)B′(x))D(x) + B2(x)D′(x) and, conse-

quently, a factor of B2(x)D′(x). Suppose P (x) is a prime factor of D(x) and that D(x) = P k(x)S(x)

where k≥ 1 and S(x) is a polynomial relatively prime to p(x). Then we have

D′(x) = kP k−1(x)P ′(x)S(x)+P k(x)S′(x).

Given the only prime factors in real polynomials are linear functions and quadratic functions that do not

have real zeros, it is evident that P (x) and P ′(x) are relatively prime. Hence it follows from the divisibility

of D(x) by P k(x) that B2(x) · kP k−1(x)P ′(x)S(x) is divisible by P k(x). As a result, P (x) must be a

factor of B2(x), and consequently, a factor of B(x). This in turn implies that D(x) is a factor of B(x)D′(x).

Similarly, it follows from (34) that C(x) must be a factor of B2(x)C ′(x). Using the same argument, we see

that each prime factor of C(x) must be a factor of B(x) as well, and thus C(x) is a factor of B(x)C ′(x).

Now, we rewrite (33) as

A′(x)B(x)−A(x)B′(x)

B(x)
=B(x)

C ′(x)D(x)−C(x)D′(x)

C(x)D(x)
=

B(x)C ′(x)

C(x)
− B(x)D′(x)

D(x)
.

Since the right-hand side is a polynomial, we see that A′(x)B(x)−A(x)B′(x) is divisible by B(x). There-

fore, B(x) is a factor of A(x)B′(x). However, using the same argument as above, we see that each prime

factor of B(x) must be a factor of A(x), implying that B(x) has no non-degenerate prime factors since it is

relatively prime to A(x).

We can conclude that B(x) is a constant. It follows that C(x) and D(x) are both constants. Therefore,

A(x) must also be a constant, which completes the proof. □
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Proof of Proposition 4. We claim that if ℓ is even, the optimality condition (17) admits at most one solu-

tion. We argue by contradiction. Suppose p̄ := (p̄1, . . . , p̄k) and p̃ := (p̃1, . . . , p̃k) are two distinct solutions

to (17). It follows from the argument above that p and p̃ are both optimal solutions to (16). For any θ ∈R,

let pθ := (pθ,1, . . . , pθ,k) denote the convex combination θp̃+ (1− θ)p̄. It is obvious that pθ is a feasible

solution to (16), i.e., the entries of pθ add up to one, as long as pθ ≥ 0. Moreover, for θ ∈ (0,1),

Vℓ(p̄)≤ Vℓ(pθ) = Vℓ(θp̃+(1− θ)p̄)≤ θVℓ(p̃)+ (1− θ)Vℓ(p̄) = Vℓ(p̄),

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 2. Therefore, Vℓ(pθ) = Vℓ(p̄), and thus pθ is an optimal

solution to (16) and satisfies the necessary optimality conditions. Specifically, for θ ∈ (0,1),

p2θ,1
σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

p2θ,j
σ2
j

. (35)

By definition, pθ,i = θp̃i + (1− θ)p̄i for i ∈ [k]. It follows from the second equality in (17) and the above

equation that
p̄1p̃1
σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

p̄j p̃j
σ2
j

.

It turns out that, for θ ∈R, equality (35) still holds.

On the other hand, for θ ∈ (0,1) and i ̸= j ∈ [k]−, we have

U ′
ℓ(Ri(pθ,1, pθ,i)) ·

∂

∂pi
Ri(pθ,1, pθ,i) =U ′

ℓ(Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j)) ·
∂

∂pj
Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j). (36)

With simple calculations, we see that

U ′
ℓ(x) = exp

{
−1

2
Tx− 1

2
lnx

}
·
(
−1

2
T +

1

2

(−1)ℓ+1(2ℓ+1)!!

xℓ+1

1

T ℓ

)
.

Therefore, equality (36) is equivalent to

exp{−T (Ri(pθ,1, pθ,i)−Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j))}

=
Ri(pθ,1, pθ,i)

Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j)
·

(
− 1

2
T + 1

2

(−1)ℓ+1(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
j (pθ,1,pθ,j)

1
T ℓ

)2

(
− 1

2
T + 1

2

(−1)ℓ+1(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
i (pθ,1,pθ,i)

1
T ℓ

)2 ·

(
∂

∂pj
Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j)

)2

(
∂

∂pi
Ri(pθ,1, pθ,i)

)2 .
(37)

Because the exponent on the left-hand side and the term on the right-hand side are both rational polynomials

in θ, it follows from Lemma 3 that the equality above holds for θ ∈R. This in turn implies that (36) holds

for θ ∈R. To partially conclude, pθ satisfies the optimality condition (17). Moreover, if pθ ≥ 0, then it is an

optimal solution to (16) and thus Vℓ(pθ) = Vℓ(p̄).

However, this is impossible. Define θ0 :=max{p̄i/(p̄i− p̃i) : p̄i− p̃i > 0, i ∈ [k]} as the greatest number

such that pθ ≥ 0,∀0≤ θ ≤ θ0. It follows from the fact p̃ ̸= p̄ and the constraint
∑

i∈[k] p̄i =
∑

i∈[k] p̃i = 1

that there exists i ∈ [k] such that p̃i < p̄i. Therefore, the set in the definition of θ0 is non-empty and θ0 is
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well-defined. In addition, there exists i∈ [k] such that pθ0,i = 0 by definition. Recall that Rj(p1, pj) = (m1−
mj)

2/(σ2
1/p1 + σ2

j/pj)→ 0 as p1→ 0 or as pj → 0. It follows that limθ↑θ0 Rj(pθ,1, pθ,j) = 0. Moreover,

it turns out that limθ↑θ0 Vℓ(pθ) =∞ since limx↓0Uℓ(x) =∞. This contradicts the equality Vℓ(pθ) = Vℓ(p̄)

for 1 ≤ θ ≤ θ0 from the above argument. Consequently, the optimality condition (17) admits at most one

solution.

Since the optimization problem (16) admits at least one feasible solution and the feasible region is

bounded, it admits at least one optimal solution satisfying the necessary condition above. Therefore, the

unique solution to the necessary conditions must be the unique optimal solution to (16). □

To prove Theorem 2, we need the following lemma which states the boundedness of p.

LEMMA 6. Given ℓ≥ 0 even, there exists ε > 0 such that for any i∈ [k],

ε < lim inf
T→∞

p
(ℓ,T )
i ≤ limsup

T→∞
p
(ℓ,T )
i < 1− ε.

Proof. Suppose ℓ≥ 0 is even. We will drop ℓ from the superscript of p(ℓ,T ) in this proof for simplicity.

It follows from the second equation in (17) that, for any j ∈ [k]−,

(p
(T )
j )2 ≤ σ2

j ·
∑

q∈[k]−

(p(T )
q )2

σ2
q

= σ2
j ·

(p
(T )
1 )2

σ2
1

.

Equivalently, we have p
(T )
j ≤ σj

σ1
p
(T )
1 . Then, it follows from the fact p(T ) is a feasible allocation that

1 =
∑
i∈[k]

p
(T )
i ≤

∑
i∈[k] σi

σ1

p
(T )
1 .

Therefore, lim infT→∞ p
(T )
1 ≥ σ1/

∑
i∈[k] σi > 0.

Now we claim that, for any j ∈ [k]−, lim infT→∞ p
(T )
j > 0. To see this, note that

Uℓ(Rj(p
(T )
1 , p

(T )
j ))≤

∑
q∈[k]−

Uℓ(Rq(p
(T )
1 , p(T )

q ))≤
∑

q∈[k]−

Uℓ(Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
))≤ (k− 1)Uℓ( min

q∈[k]−
Rq(

1

k
,
1

k
)) (38)

Consider an auxiliary function fT (a) = aUℓ(aminq∈[k]− Rq(
1
k
, 1
k
)) for a ∈ [ 1

k−1
,∞). Recall that fT (a) is

contingent on simulation budget T as Uℓ is. After some calculations, we see that

f ′
T (a) =Uℓ(a min

q∈[k]−
Rq(

1

k
,
1

k
))+ a min

q∈[k]−
Rq(

1

k
,
1

k
)U ′

ℓ(a min
q∈[k]−

Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
))

= exp

{
−1

2
y− 1

2
ln

y

T

}
·

(
−1

2
y+1+

ℓ−1∑
l=1

(−1)l(2l− 1)!!

yl
+

( 1
2
− ℓ)(2ℓ− 1)!!

yℓ

)
,

where y is an abbreviation for T · aminq∈[k]− Rq(
1
k
, 1
k
). Since aminq∈[k]− Rq(

1
k
, 1
k
) is lower bounded by

1
k−1

minq∈[k]− Rq(
1
k
, 1
k
)> 0, we see that y→∞ as long as T →∞. Then, it follows from the fact that the

bracket term above tends to −∞ as y→∞ that, there exists some T0 ∈N,

f ′
T (a)< 0, ∀a∈

[
1

k− 1
,∞
)
, ∀T ≥ T0.
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Consequently, for any T ≥ T0, fT (1)≤ fT (
1

k−1
). Equivalently,

(k− 1)Uℓ( min
q∈[k]−

Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
))≤Uℓ(

1

k− 1
min
q∈[k]−

Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
)). (39)

It follows from the monotonicity of Uℓ(x) by (38) and (39) that, for any T ≥ T0,

1

k− 1
min
q∈[k]−

Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
)≤Rj(p

(T )
1 , p

(T )
j ) =

(m1−mj)
2

σ2
1/p

(T )
1 +σ2

j/p
(T )
j

≤ (m1−mj)
2

σ2
1 +σ2

j/p
(T )
j

.

By rearranging the terms, we see that

p
(T )
j ≥

[(
1

k− 1
min
q∈[k]−

Rq(
1

k
,
1

k
)

)−1

(m1−mj)
2−σ2

1

]−1

σ2
j > 0.

Therefore, for j ∈ [k]−, lim infT→∞ p
(T )
j > 0. To conclude, for all i ∈ [k], lim infT→∞ p

(T )
i > 0. Hence it

completes the proof by choosing ε= 1
2
mini∈[k] lim infT→∞ p

(T )
i > 0. □

Then Theorem 2 follows.

Proof of Theorem 2. Suppose ℓ≥ 0 is even. We will drop ℓ from the superscript of p(ℓ,T ) in this proof

for simplicity. Let {p(Tm)}m≥1 be a subsequence of {p(T )}T≥1. Since {p(Tm)}m≥1 ⊆ Rk is bounded,

there exists a further convergent subsequence {p(Tmn)}n≥1. For simplicity, we will denote p(n) in short for

p(Tmn ). Now, it remains to show that limn→∞ p(n) = p∗.

According to Lemma 6, there exists ε > 0 such that ε < p
(n)
i < 1−ε holds for n sufficiently large, ∀i∈ [k].

Since Rj(·, ·) are continuous functions on [ε,1− ε]2 ⊆R2, there exist two reals 0<L<U <∞ such that

L≤Rj(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )≤U , ∀n≥ 1, ∀j ∈ [k]−. It follows similarly from the proof of (37) that

exp
{
−Tmn(Ri(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )−Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j ))

}

=
Ri(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )

Rj(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )
·

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
j (p

(n)
1 ,p

(n)
j )

1
T ℓ
mn

)2

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
i (p

(n)
1 ,p

(n)
i )

1
T ℓ
mn

)2 ·

(
∂

∂pj
Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )
)2

(
∂

∂pi
Ri(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )
)2

=
Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )

Ri(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )
·

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
j (p

(n)
1 ,p

(n)
j )

1
T ℓ
mn

)2

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Rℓ+1
i (p

(n)
1 ,p

(n)
i )

1
T ℓ
mn

)2 ·

(
σ2
j/(p

(n)
j )2

σ2
1/p

(n)
1 +σ2

j/p
(n)
j

)2

(
σ2
i /(p

(n)
i )2

σ2
1/p

(n)
1 +σ2

i /p
(n)
i

)2

≤U

L
·

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Lℓ+1
1

T ℓ
mn

)2

(
1
2
Tmn +

1
2

(2ℓ+1)!!

Uℓ+1
1

T ℓ
mn

)2 ·
σ4
j (σ

2
1 +σ2

i )

σ4
i (σ

2
1 +σ2

j )

(1− ε)6

ε6
.

The right-hand side is evidently a rational polynomial in Tmn . Hence, it follows by taking logarithms on

both sides of this inequality and dividing both sides by −Tmn that

limsup
n→∞

Ri(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )−Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )≤ 0.
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Similarly, we have

lim inf
n→∞

Ri(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )−Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j )≥ 0.

These two inequalities combine to yield that

lim
n→∞

Ri(p
(n)
1 , p

(n)
i )−Rj(p

(n)
1 , p

(n)
j ) = 0.

Therefore, since Ri(·, ·) and Rj(·, ·) are continuous, we see that

Ri( lim
n→∞

p
(n)
1 , lim

n→∞
p
(n)
i ) =Rj( lim

n→∞
p
(n)
1 , lim

n→∞
p
(n)
j ).

On the other hand, it follows naturally from the definition of p(n) that

limn→∞(p
(n)
1 )2

σ2
1

=
∑

j∈[k]−

limn→∞(p
(n)
j )2

σ2
j

.

Since the system (21) admits a unique solution p∗, we conclude that

lim
n→∞

p
(n)
i = p∗i ,

which completes the proof. □
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