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ABSTRACT

The technique of “testing by betting” frames nonparametric sequential hypothesis testing as a multiple-
round game, where a player bets on future observations that arrive in a streaming fashion, accumulates
wealth that quantifies evidence against the null hypothesis, and rejects the null once the wealth exceeds
a specified threshold while controlling the false positive error. Designing an online learning algorithm
that achieves a small regret in the game can help rapidly accumulate the bettor’s wealth, which in
turn can shorten the time to reject the null hypothesis under the alternative H1. However, many of the
existing works employ the Online Newton Step (ONS) to update within a halved decision space to
avoid a gradient explosion issue, which is potentially conservative for rapid wealth accumulation. In
this paper, we introduce a novel strategy utilizing interior-point methods in optimization that allows
updates across the entire interior of the decision space without the risk of gradient explosion. Our
approach not only maintains strong statistical guarantees but also facilitates faster null hypothesis
rejection in critical scenarios, overcoming the limitations of existing approaches.

1 Introduction

Sequential hypothesis testing examines a sequence of observations with the goal of rigorously assessing the validity
of the null hypothesisH0 against the alternativeH1. Although a classical problem in statistics, sequential hypothesis
testing has gained renewed significance in contemporary contexts Ramdas et al. [2023], Grünwald et al. [2024]. One of
the main reasons perhaps is the recent surge in algorithmic systems and machine learning applications Chugg et al.
[2023], Chen and Wang [2024], Teneggi and Sulam [2024], Bar et al. [2024], which has given rise to a myriad of
nuanced desiderata for the hypothesis testing methods. These requirements include the ability to continuously monitor
incoming data rather than adhere to a fixed-sample size setting; the need to conduct a nonparametric test instead of
making distributional assumptions such as assuming that the data follow a certain distribution; and the call to maintain a
valid test at any stopping time. This has hence catalyzed substantial research interest in the algorithmic development of
sequential hypothesis testing for simultaneously satisfying these criteria while enjoying provable statistical guarantees
Ramdas and Wang [2024].

In pursuit of these desiderata, sequential hypothesis testing via betting has evolved into a cornerstone methodology and
has seen substantial advancements in recent years [Shafer, 2021, Vovk and Wang, 2021, Shekhar and Ramdas, 2023,
Ramdas et al., 2023, Grünwald et al., 2024]. In particular, the techniques of ”testing by betting” have found use in many
machine learning applications, which include: auditing the fairness of a classifier Chugg et al. [2023], online detection
of whether a text sequence source is an LLM Chen and Wang [2024], monitoring distribution shifts for test-time
adaptation Bar et al. [2024], examining the importance of semantic concepts in a model’s prediction for explainable
AI Teneggi and Sulam [2024], evaluating voxel responses in neuroimaging data Fischer and Ramdas [2024], testing
conditional independence of ride duration and membership for a bikeshare system Grünwald et al. [2024], multi-arm
bandit problems Cho et al. [2024], adversarial attacks Pandeva et al. [2024], estimating the mean of a bounded random
variable Waudby-Smith and Ramdas [2024], and more Shaer et al. [2023], Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023], Podkopaev
et al. [2023, 2024].

1The code and data are released at https://github.com/canchen-cc/oip-betting.
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The game-theoretic approaches typically frame the sequential hypothesis testing as a repeated game between the online
learner and nature Shafer and Vovk [2019], Shafer [2021], Shekhar and Ramdas [2023]. Informally, the crux lies in
designing a wealth process for an online learner (i.e., the bettor) in the game such that, when the learner’s wealth
becomes sufficiently large, it increases their confidence in rejecting the null hypothesis. However, to be more concrete
and get the ball rolling, let us consider a non-parametric two-sample testing task in many prior works (e.g., Shekhar and
Ramdas [2023], Chugg et al. [2023], Chen and Wang [2024], Teneggi and Sulam [2024]). In this setting, one observes
two sequences of samples {xt}t≥1 and {yt}t≥1, where xt and yt are pair of bounded random variables observed at
time t, with their population means denoted as µx := E[xt] and µy := E[yt] respectively. The hypothesis testing task
can be expressed as:

H0 : µx = µy, versus H1 : µx ̸= µy. (1)

As the related works Chugg et al. [2023], Shekhar and Ramdas [2023], Teneggi and Sulam [2024], we assume xt ∈ [0, 1]
and yt ∈ [0, 1] in this paper, and we note that the modifications for extending the range is relatively straightforward (see
e.g., Chen and Wang [2024]). We will also denote gt := xt − yt ∈ [−1, 1] in the following.

In the game of testing by betting, the online learner usually starts with an initial wealth of W1 = 1 and makes sequential
decisions over time. At each round t, prior to observing an observation gt, the learner selects a decision point θt ∈ K,
where K denotes the learner’s decision space. The learner’s wealth dynamic is governed by the following update
rule: Wt+1 = Wt · (1− gtθt) . One can interpret the magnitude of θt as the amount of the wealth that the online
learner bets on the outcome gt. The high-level idea of testing by betting is that when the wealth Wt surpasses a certain
threshold, i.e., when Wt ≥ 1

α , where α > 0 is a parameter, the null hypothesisH0 can be rejected with high confidence.
However, to ensure this strategy enjoy strong statistical guarantees, the common algorithmic design principle in the
literature is to let the wealth (Wt)t≥1 be a nonnegative supermartingale when H0 is true. Then, one can use Ville’s
inequality [Ville, 1939] to control the false positive rate. More precisely, Ville’s inequality states that if (Wt)t≥1 is
a nonnegative supermartingale, then P (∃t : Wt ≥ 1/α) ≤ αE[W1]. Hence, with the initial wealth W1 = 1 and an
appropriate choice of the learner’s constraint set K to make sure Wt is nonnegative, the Type-I error at any stopping
time can be bounded by α. Several previous works simply let the decision space K be K = [−1/2, 1/2], e.g., Pandeva
et al. [2024], Shekhar and Ramdas [2023], Podkopaev et al. [2023], Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023], Waudby-Smith and
Ramdas [2024], Teneggi and Sulam [2024], Chugg et al. [2023], Chen and Wang [2024]. However, as we shall elucidate
and underscore soon, the selection of the decision space in much of the related literature is potentially conservative,
thereby leaving considerable room for algorithmic improvements in conjunction with novel update schemes.

When the alternative H1 is true, on the other hand, one would wish to quickly reject the null hypothesis H0. This
motivates the idea of instantiating the bettor as an algorithm in online learning (a.k.a. no-regret learning), see e.g., Hazan
et al. [2016], Orabona [2019]. In online learning, the learner aims to obtain a sublinear regret (w.r.t. the number of
rounds T ): RegretT (θ∗) :=

∑T
t=1 ℓt(θt)−

∑T
t=1 ℓt(θ∗), where θ∗ ∈ K is a comparator in the learner’s decision space

K. An observation is that if we define ℓt(θt) := − ln(1−gtθt), then there is a nice relation between regret minimization
and wealth maximization in the betting game. In particular, we have ln(WT ) =

∑T
t=1 ln(1− gtθt) = −

∑T
t=1 ℓt(θt).

Hence, a smaller regret bound translates to a faster growth of the learner’s wealth WT , which in turn can lead to a
shorter time to reject the null when the alternative holds. Existing works of testing by betting such as Pandeva et al.
[2024], Shekhar and Ramdas [2023], Podkopaev et al. [2023], Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023], Waudby-Smith and
Ramdas [2024], Teneggi and Sulam [2024], Chugg et al. [2023], Chen and Wang [2024] adopt Online Newton Steps
(ONS) [Hazan et al., 2007] to update θt in the decision space K = [−1/2, 1/2]. Such a heuristic choice of the decision
space K arises from the fact that if the learner’s action θt is allowed to be K = [−1, 1], there is a chance that the
learner’s loss will explode, as the value of 1− gtθt could be (close to) 0. Yet, the online learner has to determine its
action θt before observing gt. Therefore, the conservative decision space is adopted in these works.

The limitation in prior works lies in the fact that when gt is relatively small, the learner could benefit from allocating a
larger magnitude of θt to accelerate the growth of their wealth, which in turn helps reduce the time needed to reject the
null hypothesis when the alternativeH1 holds. For example, if the learner adopts a more aggressive betting strategy by
selecting θt = 1, and the outcome turns out to be gt = −0.1, they would undoubtedly gain a larger fortune compared
to being restricted to θt = 1

2 . While this idea is intuitive, the challenge lies in designing an update strategy on the
largest possible decision space K = [−1, 1] such that a larger bet can be made at some points while avoiding the risk of
loss explosion. In other words, can we design more efficient test-by-betting algorithms that provide strong statistical
guarantees? Our work seeks to provide solutions to this question and tackle the common issue in prior works.

We will leverage the techniques of interior-point methods in optimization literature [Nesterov and Nemirovski, 1994,
Nemirovski, 2004, Wright, 1997] to avoid the loss explosion issue and a vacuous regret, while allowing a large decision
space in the betting game.

In particular, we will use the toolkit of self-concordant barrier functions and propose two novel methods for testing
by betting. We note that the toolkit of self-concordant barrier functions have found powerful for getting provable fast
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convergence of the Newton’s method in optimization [Nemirovski and Todd, 2008], designing efficient bandit online
learning algorithms [Abernethy et al., 2012], and providing non-trivial non-asymptotic analyses for logistic regression
[Bach, 2010]. However, to our knowledge, this is the first time that this technique has been incorporated in the area of
sequential hypothesis testing via betting.

To give the reader a flavor of our contributions, we provide a summary of our results here.

1. We highlight a potential limitation that was overlooked in the literature of sequential hypothesis testing by
betting. We propose Follow-the-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) [Hazan and Kale, 2010, Abernethy et al., 2012]
with a barrier function as the regularization that tailored to the betting game. We show that our proposed
method is an anytime-valid level-α sequential hypothesis test with asymptotic power of 1. Moreover, we
identify a key condition with concrete examples where the proposed method achieves a shorter expected time
to reject the null hypothesisH0 under the alternativeH1, compared to Online Newton Steps (ONS), which has
been adopted in many prior works.

2. Next, we incorporate the idea of optimistic online learning [Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013, Syrgkanis et al.,
2015, Wang and Abernethy, 2018] to propose another strategy for testing by betting, which we denote as
Optimistic-FTRL + Barrier. We show that the method is also an anytime-valid test that controls both Type-I
and Type-II errors. Furthermore, when the sequence of samples become “predictive”, the proposed optimistic
testing-by-betting strategy could achieve a faster rejection time forH0 whenH1 is true, compared to the first
one without the mechanism of optimistic learning.

3. Finally, we evaluate our methods on three synthetic datasets, and two important machine learning applications:
online detection of LLMs Chen and Wang [2024], and evaluating metrics of facial expression classifiers
Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023]. Our experimental results show the encouraging real-world effectiveness of the
proposed methods.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we provide additional necessary background and notations before introducing our algorithms in the
following sections.

Level-α sequential hypothesis test with asymptotic power one. Consider a sequence of observations {Zi : i ≥ 1}
and let F = (Ft)t≥0 be the forward filtration where each Ft = σ(Z1, . . . , Zt) captures the information available
up to time t. For any process W := (Wt)t≥1 adapted to this filtration, we say W is a P-martingale if it satis-
fies EP [Wt|Ft−1] = Wt−1 for all t ≥ 1, and a P-supermartingale if the equality is replaced by an inequality:
EP [Wt|Ft−1] ≤ Wt−1,∀t ≥ 1. Let a binary-valued variable It ∈ {0, 1} be an indicator of the rejection of the null
hypothesis H0 at a stopping time t. A sequential hypothesis test constructed from a martingale process W maintains
its level-α test if supP∈H0

P (∃t ≥ 1 : It = 1) ≤ α. On the other hand, a sequential test achieves asymptotic power
1 − β if supP∈H1

P (∀t ≥ 1 : It = 0) ≤ β. Of particular interest is the case where β = 0, which corresponds to
asymptotic power one. Specifically, this guarantees that under H1, the underlying sequential hypothesis testing method
will eventually reject the null hypothesis H0. As we will demonstrate, the proposed two new algorithms in this work
are both level-α tests with asymptotic power one.

Self-concordant functions. A self-concordant function R(·) : int(K) → R is a thrice continuously differentiable
convex function such that for all h ∈ Rd and θ ∈ int(K),∣∣D3R(θ)[h, h, h]

∣∣ ≤ 2
(
D2R(θ)[h, h]

)3/2
, (2)

where D3R(θ)[h, h, h] is the third-order differential, i.e., D3R(θ)[q, r, s] := ∂3

∂δ1∂δ2∂δ3
|δ1=δ2=δ3=0R(θ + δ1q + δ2r +

δ3s) is the third-order differential taken at θ along the directions q, r, s; and similarly, D2R(θ)[h, h] is the second-order
differential. Given a self-concordant function R(·), for any point θ ∈ int(K), we can define a norm ∥ · ∥θ and its dual
norm ∥ · ∥∗θ as:

∥h∥θ :=
√
h⊤∇2R(θ)h and ∥h∥∗θ :=

√
h⊤∇−2R(θ)h, (3)

where ∇−2R(θ) := (∇2R(θ))−1 is the inverse of the Hessian. We refer the reader to Nesterov and Nemirovski [1994],
Nemirovski and Todd [2008], Nemirovski [2004] for the exposition of self-concordant functions

Sequential Hypothesis Testing by Betting. Here we provide more backgrounds of testing via betting. The meta-
algorithm that forms the basis of several prior works is detailed in Algorithm 1 [Pandeva et al., 2024, Shekhar and
Ramdas, 2023, Podkopaev et al., 2023, Podkopaev and Ramdas, 2023, Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2024, Teneggi
and Sulam, 2024, Chugg et al., 2023, Chen and Wang, 2024]. At each round t, Algorithm 1 selects a point θt based

3



Algorithm 1 Sequential Hypothesis Testing by Betting

1: Init: wealth W1 ← 1, significance level parameter α ∈ (0, 1), and time budget T ∈ [1,∞].
2: Input: online learning algorithm OAlg.
3: For t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Play θt ∈ K by OAlg.
5: Observe xt and yt.
6: Set gt ← xt − yt.
7: Update learner’s wealth Wt+1 =Wt · (1− gtθt).
8: If Wt ≥ 1/α, then reject the nullH0.
9: Send ℓt(·)→ OAlg, where ℓt(θt) = − ln(1− gtθt).

10: End For
11: If the nullH0 has not been rejected, then
12: Sample ν ∼ Uniform[0, 1].
13: If WT ≥ ν/α, then rejectH0.

on an online learning algorithm OAlg. Subsequently, it observes the samples xt and yt, and hence it sees the loss
function ℓt(·) as well. The bettor’s wealth is then updated according to the dynamics Wt+1 = Wt (1− gtθt). Then,
OAlg updates the next action θt+1 by using ℓt(·) and potentially the history of past ones. If the wealth Wt exceeds
1/α, it declares that the null hypothesisH0 is false (Line 8). Moreover, if there is a time budget (i.e., T <∞) and the
timer runs out, it may reject H0 under a condition (Line 11-13). For OAlg, the aforementioned works adopt ONS, and
we replicate the update in Algorithm 2 for the reader’s convenience. For the comparison in the next section, we also
provide the regret bound guarantee of ONS for the betting game in Lemma 2.1 below, which is a known result in the
literature (e.g., proof of Lemma 1 in Chen and Wang [2024]).

Algorithm 2 ONS as OAlg for Testing by Betting [Cutkosky and Orabona, 2018, Chugg et al., 2023, Podkopaev and
Ramdas, 2023, Teneggi and Sulam, 2024, Chen and Wang, 2024]

1: Set the decision space K = [−1/2, 1/2].
2: Init a0 ← 1.
3: For t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Play θt ∈ K.
5: Receive loss function ℓt(θ) = − ln(1− gtθ) and incur loss ℓt(θt).
6: Compute bt =

∂ℓt(θt)
∂θ = gt

1−gtθt
and at = at−1 + b2t .

7: Update θt+1 = max
(
min

(
θt − 2

2−ln 3
bt
at
, 12

)
,− 1

2

)
.

8: End For

Lemma 2.1. Consider the scenario of bounded random variables xt ∈ [0, 1] and yt ∈ [0, 1] in the betting game. Online

Newton Steps (ONS) (Algorithm 2) has RegretT (θ∗) ≲ ln
(∑T

t=1 g
2
t

)
.

Lemma 2.1 implies that ONS has an O(ln(T )) regret.

Now we highlight the connection of online learning and sequential hypothesis testing in the following theorem.
Recall that an algorithm is a no-regret learning algorithms if its regret is sublinear with the number of rounds T ,
i.e., RegretT (θ∗)

T → 0 as T → ∞ [Orabona, 2019, Wang et al., 2024], and hence a no-regret learner has a vanishing
per-round regret. Theorem 2.2 below shows that Algorithm 1 with OAlg being any no-regret learning algorithms has
strong statistical guarantees. The proof of Theorem 2.2 is in Appendix B. To our knowledge, Theorem 2.2 has not been
explicitly stated in prior literature. However, its result has indeed been implicitly proven through the analysis of ONS
for betting in prior works (e.g., Chugg et al. [2023], Shekhar and Ramdas [2023]). We present Theorem 2.2 to highlight
the modularity of the approach of testing by no-regret learning, and we note that Theorem 2.2 covers the prior result
when ONS is used to instantiate OAlg.
Theorem 2.2. Algorithm 1 with OAlg being a no-regret learning algorithm is a level-α sequential test with asymptotic
power one.

We note that the machinery can be naturally extended to the case where the distributions generating xt and yt are
ever-changing without changing the algorithm — with one modification of the testing task:

H0 : µx(t) = µy(t),∀t v.s. H1 : ∃t ≥ 1 : µx(t) ̸= µy(t), (4)
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where µx(t) = E[x|Ft−1] (and µy(t) similarly defined). We refer the reader to Section 3.4 in Chugg et al. [2023] for
the nice treatment of handling distribution shifts.

While Theorem 2.2 establishes that Algorithm 1 equipped with a no-regret learning algorithm has power 1 asymptotically,
deriving a concrete non-asymptotic bound on the rejection time whenH1 holds might be more desirable from a practical
standpoint. Furthermore, one would like to quickly reject the nullH0 when it is false. These considerations motivate
the development of our two algorithms that we are going to introduce next.

3 Main results: Interior Point Methods for Testing by Betting

Having provided the necessary background in the preceding section, we now are ready to present our algorithms. As
outlined in the introduction, our algorithms employ a barrier function to constrain the learner’s updates to the interior of
the domain K = [−1, 1]. A natural barrier function for this purpose is

R(θ) = − ln(1− θ)− ln(1 + θ), (5)

where we note that the domain of R(·) is (−1, 1). However, one might wonder: how can this technique overcome
the potential loss explosion issue when the learner plays θt such that |θt| ≈ 1 and still achieve a non-vacuous regret
bound? Recall that we have ℓt(θt) = − ln(1− gtθt), where gt ∈ [−1, 1]. The answer lies in exploiting the properties
of self-concordant functions for designing no-regret learning strategies, which we detail next.

3.1 FTRL+Barrier for Testing by Betting

Our first sequential testing-by-betting algorithm is based on Follow-the-Regularized Leader (FTRL), a classical no-
regret learning strategy in online learning Shalev-Shwartz and Singer [2006], Hazan and Kale [2010], Abernethy et al.
[2012], McMahan [2017]. The update is depicted in Algorithm 3, where we use the barrier function in (5) as the
regularization in FTRL. It is not hard to show that the barrier function is a self-concordant function, and we give its
proof in Appendix C.

Algorithm 3 FTRL+Barrier as OAlg for Testing by Betting

1: Require: specifying parameter η.
2: Set the decision space K = [−1, 1].
3: For t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Play θt ∈ K.
5: Receive ℓt(θ) = − ln(1− gtθ) and incur loss ℓt(θt).
6: θt+1 ← argmin

θ∈R
η
〈∑t

s=1∇ℓt(θt), θ
〉
+R(θ), where R(θ) is the barrier function in (5).

7: End For

Lemma 3.1. The barrier function R(θ) = − ln(1− θ)− ln(1 + θ) is a self-concordant function for K = [−1, 1], and

hence Ft(θ) :=
〈∑t

s=1∇ℓt(θt), θ
〉
+R(θ) is also a self-concordant function.

Our result will be built upon a prior established regret bound for FTRL with any self-concordant barrier as the
regularization.
Lemma 3.2 (Theorem 4.1 in Abernethy et al. [2012] 1 ). Suppose the learner faces a sequence of convex loss functions
ℓt(·) and that the regularization function of FTRL, R(·), is a self-concordant barrier. Set the parameter η so that
η∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗θt ≤

1
4 . Then, FTRL has RegretT (θ∗) ≤ 2η

∑T
t=1 ∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗2θt + R(θ∗)−minθ∈K R(θ)

η , where θ∗ ∈ K is
any comparator.

To provide intuition on why this result can be effective in tackling the loss (and gradient) explosion issue in our betting
game, let us explicitly write out the term ∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗2θt in the regret bound of FTRL for the game. Specifically, we have:

∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗2θt =

(
gt

1− gtθt

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=(∇ℓt(θt))2

(1− θt)2(1 + θt)
2

2 + 2θ2t︸ ︷︷ ︸
=(∇2R(θt))−1

. (6)

1The original presentation of the theorem considers the linear loss setting and assumes minθ∈K R(θ) = 0. We modify the
theorem for the application in our setting. Its proof is available in Appendix C.
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From (6), one can observe a delicate balance when θt approaches the boundary; the gradient becomes large while the
inverse of Hessian (∇2R(θt))

−1 diminishes. This interplay makes the local gradient norm ∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗2θt remain small.

We now identify a condition under which FTRL+Barrier achieves a smaller regret bound than ONS, with its implications
for sequential hypothesis testing to be elaborated upon shortly.

Lemma 3.3. Denote Gt :=
∑t

s=1∇ℓ(θs). Suppose that there exists a time point t0 such that for all t ≥ t0, we have

(Linear growth of cumulative gradients) |Gt| ≥ ct, (7)

for some c > 0. Then, FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 3) satisfies RegretT (θ∗) ≤ t0
8η + 4

c′2η

(
1
t0
− 1

T−1

)
+ R(θ∗)

η , where

η ≤ 1
4 is the parameter, c′ > 0 is a constant, and θ∗ ∈ K is any comparator.

The proof of Lemma 3.3 is available in Appendix C. What Lemma 3.3 shows is that under the condition of a linear
growth of cumulative gradients Gt, Algorithm 3 can actually have a constant regret O(t0), modulo the value of the
barrier function at the benchmark θ∗ ∈ K. In other words, once the total number of rounds T is sufficiently large,
i.e., T ≥ t0, the cumulative regret stays at O(t0), which is better than O(ln(T )) of ONS (c.f. Lemma 2.1). Hence,
Algorithm 1 with FTRL+barrier can have a shorter expected time to reject the null hypothesisH0 whenH1 is true, as
we will demonstrate shortly.

In the following, we provide a couple of concrete scenarios of sequential hypothesis testing where the linear growth
condition of cumulative gradients holds.

Example 1: (Distributions with disjoint supports.) Consider xt ∼ ρx and yt ∼ ρy , where ρx and ρy have disjoint but
continuous supports, as illustrated in Figure 1. Then, the linear growth condition (7) is satisfied for all t ≥ 1.

Figure 1: Uniform distributions with disjoint supports.

Example 2: (Distributions with overlapping supports; high signal-to-noise ratio.) Denote σ2
x the variance of samples

{xt} and σ2
y the variance of samples {yt}. Then, with probability at least 1 − δ, the linear growth condition of

cumulative gradients (7) holds for all t ≥ t0, where t0 = 1
b2δ(µx−µy)2/(σ2

x+σ2
y)

, with b ∈ (0, 1). Specifically, the
constant in (7), c, is proportional to (1− b)|µx − µy|. Based on the expression of t0, if the signal-to-noise ratio (i.e.,
(µx−µy)

2

σ2
x+σ2

y
) is high, then the growth condition is easily satisfied for any sufficiently large t. Figure 2 illustrates an

example.

Figure 2: Distributions with overlapping supports. High signal-to-noise ratio leads to less overlap of two distributions.

Example 3: (Time-varying distributions with mean shift.) Consider the modified hypothesis testing setting (4), where
{xt} are from a distribution with no mean shift, while {yt} are from a distribution for which we would like to determine
whether there exists a shift of its mean at some time point t̂. In addition, {yt} has the same mean as that of {xt} at
the beginning, i.e., µx(t) = µy(t < t̂). Under H1, we have µy(t ≥ t̂) = µy(t < t̂) + a. Then, with probability at

least 1− δ, the condition (7) holds for all t ≥ t0, where t0 =
2bt̂+ 1

δ2S
+
√

4bt̂
δ2S

+ 1
δ2S2

2b2 , with S = a2

σ2
x+σ2

y
, and the positive

constant b ∈ (0, 1). The growth rate c involved in (7) is proportional to (1− b)|a|.

6



Theorem 3.4. Algorithm 1 with OAlg being FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 3) is a level-α sequential test with asymptotic
power one. Furthermore, denote ∆ := |µy − µx| and assume that the linear growth condition (7) holds for all t ≥ t0
for some t0. Then, the expected rejection time τ underH1 can be bounded as E[τ ] ≲ 1

∆2

(
t0 + ln 1

α

)
.

The proof of Theorem 3.4 is in Appendix C. The guarantee above indicates that when the alternative hypothesis is
true, a larger discrepancy between two distributions leads to a faster rejection of the null hypothesis by our algorithm.
If condition (7) consistently holds, as illustrated in Example 1, or occurs with high probability as in Example 2 and
Example 3, the expected rejection time E[τ ] is O

(
1
∆2 ln

(
1
α

))
for a low α regime, and O

(
1
∆2

)
for a high α regime. In

comparison, using the ONS strategy as OAlg in Algorithm 1, the reject time bound is O
(

1
∆2 ln

(
1

∆2α

))
[Chugg et al.,

2023].

3.2 Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier for Testing by Betting

In this subsection, we introduce another new algorithm, which we call Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4).
Optimistic online learning concerns the scenario where the learner incorporates a guess of the next gradient mt to
determine the action θt at each round before observing its loss function [Chiang et al., 2012, Rakhlin and Sridharan,
2013, Joulani et al., 2017, Wang and Abernethy, 2018, Chen et al., 2024]. The idea is that if the sequence of loss
functions is predictive and the learner’s estimation of them is accurate enough, then smaller regret can be achieved.
We extend this idea to testing by betting, and the intuition is that if the player can predict their incoming sequence of
samples, they should incorporate this information into their bets to enhance their performance in the testing-by-betting
game.

Algorithm 4 Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier as OAlg for Testing by Betting

1: Require: specifying parameter η.
2: Set the decision space K = [−1, 1].
3: For t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Play θt ∈ K.
5: Update the guess of the next gradient mt+1.
6: Receive ℓt(θ) = − ln(1− gtθ) and incur loss ℓt(θt).
7: θt+1 ← argmin

θ∈R
η
〈
mt+1 +

∑t
s=1∇ℓt(θt), θ

〉
+R(θ), where R(θ) is the barrier function in (5).

8: End For

We now provide the regret bound of Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier, and its proof is deferred to Appendix D.
Lemma 3.5. Following the same assumptions and conditions in Lemma 3.2, Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4)
has RegretT (θ∗) ≤ 2η

∑T
t=1 ∥∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt)∥∗θt∥∇ℓt(θt)∥

∗
θt
+R(θ∗)−minθ∈K R(θ)

η , where θ∗ ∈ K is any comparator.

Comparing the regret bound of Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier and that of FTRL+Barrier in Lemma 3.2, it is evident that if
the guess mt is close to the next gradient ∇ℓt(θt), then the optimistic version has a smaller regret, thereby speeding up
the process of rejecting the null when the alternative holds. On the other hand, even if the guess mt is a poor estimate
of the next gradient, the regret bound remains the same order as its non-optimistic counterpart and is only worse by a
constant factor, provided that mt is also bounded Orabona [2019], Rakhlin and Sridharan [2013], Chiang et al. [2012].

One of the possible choices of mt+1 for t+ 1 is the latest gradient∇ℓt(θt) at t, i.e., set mt+1 ← ∇ℓt(θt). Then, the
regret bounds above suggest that when the difference between consecutive gradients is small, i.e.,

∥∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)∥∗θt < ∥∇ℓt(θt)∥
∗
θt , (8)

being “optimistic” can have a real advantage. Below, we provide a concrete scenario in hypothesis testing where such a
situation is likely to hold.

Example 4: (IID Samples from distributions with small variances.) Consider xt and yt are respectively drawn from
two uniform distributions with disjoint supports, i.e., xt ∼ ρx and yt ∼ ρy, where ρx and ρy have small variances.
Then, the inequality (8) becomes ∣∣∣∣ gt

1− gtθt
− gt−1

1− gt−1θt

∣∣∣∣ < ∣∣∣∣ gt
1− gtθt

∣∣∣∣ , (9)

since∇ℓt(θt) = gt
1−gtθt

. Suppose the observations at two consecutive time points are close, i.e., gt ≈ gt−1. Then, the
condition (9) could be approximated as

|gt − gt−1| ≪ |gt| ⇔ |(xt − yt)− (xt−1 − yt−1)| ≪ |xt − yt|,

7



which is easily satisfied considering the distance between the means of two distributions is relatively larger than their
variances, as illustrated in Figure 3.

Figure 3: IID Samples from distributions with small variances.

Theorem 3.6. Algorithm 1 with OAlg being Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4) is a level-α sequential test with
asymptotic power one. Furthermore, denote ∆ := |µy − µx| and assume that the linear growth condition (7) holds at
all t ≥ t0 for some t0. The expected rejection time τ against the nullH0 underH1 satisfies: E[τ ] ≲ 1

∆2

(
ζt0 + ln 1

α

)
,

where ζ := max
t

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)|
|∇ℓt(θt)| .

The proof of Theorem 3.6 is in Appendix D. In comparison to OAlg being FTRL+Barrier, for Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier,
the bound of E(τ) includes a coefficient ζ before the constant term t0. When the difference between gt at two
consecutive time points is significantly smaller than its current value, i.e., |gt − gt−1| ≪ |gt|, ζ is much less than 1.

4 Experiments

In the following experiments, we evaluate the performance of “testing by betting” algorithm (Algorithm 1) using
our OAlg methods: FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier, compared to when using ONS. For the Optimistic-
FTRL+Barrier method, we set mt+1 in Algorithm 4 to the latest gradient ∇ℓt(θt) at time step t, i.e., set mt+1 ←
∇ℓt(θt). Furthermore, we consider 20 values of significance level α, evenly spaced from 0.005 to 0.1. The tests under
both H0 and H1 scenarios are repeated, with the order of samples in each sequence shuffled for every run, to compute
the average results under each α. The parameter η in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 is set to 1 in all tests.

4.1 Synthetic Experiments

In this part, we evaluate the performance of our online algorithms under three synthetic situations involved in the
examples discussed earlier. The detailed setup are provided in Appendix E due to the space limitation.

Distributions with disjoint supports. Consider one observes two sequences of samples drawn from two uniform
distributions with small variances. Specifically, sequence {yt} originates from the same distribution as {xt} when
the null hypothesis holds. Under the alternative hypothesis, yt are sampled from a distribution with different mean
value than that of xt. Figure 4 demonstrates that under H1, because of the satisfaction of the linear growth condition of
cumulative gradients, our methods exhibits a faster rejection time under H1 compared to ONS. Furthermore, Optimistic-
FTRL+Barrier performs better than FTRL+Barrier because the small variances of distributions lead to a small ζ value.
Hence, the shorter rejection time when using Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier supports the result of Theorem 3.6.

Figure 4: Comparisons of three different OAlg methods under H0 and H1 scenarios. The left plot shows the average
time for Algorithm 1 to correctly reject H0 versus the false positive rates (FPRs) under each value of the significance
level (α) over 300 runs. The plots closer to the bottom left are more desirable. The right plot shows FPRs under each α
when the null H0 holds, with the dashed line and shaded area representing the desired significance levels.
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Distributions with overlapping supports; high signal-to-noise ratio. We also conduct experiments where the
distributions have overlapping supports, and empirically found that Algorithm 1 with FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 3) and
Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4) can outperform ONS. Please refer to Appendix E for the encouraging results.

Time-varying distributions with mean shift. To simulate the model shift in real-world scenarios, we let the distribution
of {yt} undergoes a mean shift under H1 at the time point t̂ = 300. As illustrated in Figures 5 and 6, all three
betting methods can effectively adapt to the distribution shift. However, FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier
outperform ONS by demonstrating a more rapid wealth accumulation, which leads to faster null hypothesis rejection
under H1. Figure 5 shows that before the distribution shift, there is no significant increase in accumulated wealth for all
methods. After approximately 100 time steps following the shift, there is a surge in their wealth accumulation. However,
the wealth Wt for ONS does not reach the thresholds 1/α for small significance levels before the time budget (500),
this in turn results in a short vertical line at t = 500 in Figure 6, which means that H0 is not rejected before the time
budget. In contrast, both FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier achieve all values of specified 1/α in fewer
steps due to their more rapid wealth increase.

Figure 5: Average wealth accumulation process over 300 runs for different OAlg methods adapting to distribution shift.

Figure 6: Comparisons of three different OAlg methods under H0 and H1 scenarios. The left subfigure shows the
average time over 300 runs for three OAlgs to reject H0 after yt undergoing a distribution shift at 300-th time step
versus the false positive rates (FPRs) under each value of the significance level (α).

4.2 Real Data Experiments

Detecting LLM-generated texts. In this task, we observe a stream of texts that comes from an unknown source
and aim to determine whether these texts written by a human (H0) or generated by an LLM (H1). We reject H0 and
declare the unknown source is an LLM if the accumulated wealth exceeds the specified threshold. The experiment is
conducted using a publicly available dataset from Chen and Wang [2024], which contains both machine-generated and
human-written texts. More details about the setup can be found in Appendix F.

Figure 7: The left subfigure shows the score distributions for texts from three LLMs (Gemini-1.5-Flash, Gemini-1.5-Pro,
and PaLM 2) compared to human-written texts. The right subfigure focuses on Human and Gemini-1.5-Pro, with
distributions for the other LLMs provided in Appendix F.
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Figure 8: Average results of detecting LLM-generated and human-written texts. Here, three LLMs (Gemini-1.5-Flash,
Gemini-1.5-Pro and PaLM 2) are used to generate fake news. The left subfigure shows the average time to correctly
declare an LLM versus the average FPRs over 300 runs under each α across three models.

As shown in Figure 8, Algorithm 1 equipped with FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier strategies can detect
LLM-generated texts more quickly than ONS on average, even when the score distributions of human-written texts and
machine-generated texts overlap substantially, see Figure 7. All methods consistently has an FPR smaller than each
value of the specified significance level α. More details are available in Appendix F.

Evaluating facial expression classifiers. For training a classifier, we can use sequential hypothesis testing to evaluate
the performance of the underlying model to help training. Specifically, we follow the setup of Podkopaev et al. [2023],
where the null hypothesis is that the model’s predictions are indistinguishable from random guessing (i.e., the feature
distributions across different labels are equivalent from the model’s perspective). During the iterations, samples from
different categories sequentially arrives, and the learner bets on the consistency between the model’s prediction and the
true label for each sample. If the accumulated wealth Wt exceeds a threshold, then the null H0 is rejected, and the
training of the classifier is stopped, as rejecting H0 means that the classifier does non-trivial classification than random
guessing. On the other hand, the model continues to update when there is no evidence to reject the null.

Following the approach in Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023] of sequential classification-based two-sample test (Seq-C-
2ST), we consider a small CNN trained on Karolinska Directed Emotional Faces dataset (KDEF) [Lundqvist et al.,
1998]. More details are provided in Appendix G.

Figure 9: Average results of evaluating the facial expression classifier. The left plot shows the average time required for
models to make non-trivial classifications beyond random guessing versus the average FPRs over 200 runs for each α.
Our methods Pareto-dominates the (rejection time, FPR) values achievable by ONS.

Figure 9 shows that using the approach Seq-C-2ST [Podkopaev and Ramdas, 2023] equipped with FTRL+Barrier and
Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier strategies, the trained classifier can achieve the expected performance by using less number
of training samples than that with ONS.

5 Conclusion

Motivated by interior-point methods, we propose two novel update strategies for sequential hypothesis testing by
betting, which allow betting on a larger decision space compared to the ONS while avoiding loss explosion. Our
theoretical analysis and experiments justify the value of our methods, which 1) remain an anytime-valid level-α
sequential hypothesis test with asymptotic power of one, 2) are proven to correctly reject H0 faster than ONS under
a reasonable condition, and 3) demonstrate comparable or better performance in detecting LLM-generated texts and
evaluating classifiers.
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Daniel Lundqvist, Anders Flykt, and Arne Öhman. Karolinska directed emotional faces. Cognition and Emotion, 1998.
Thomas M Cover. Universal gambling schemes and the complexity measures of kolmogorov and chaitin. Technical

Report, no. 12, 1974.
Herbert Robbins and David Siegmund. The expected sample size of some tests of power one. The Annals of Statistics,

2(3):415–436, 1974.
John L Kelly. A new interpretation of information rate. the bell system technical journal, 35(4):917–926, 1956.
Peter Grünwald, Rianne de Heide, and Wouter Koolen. Safe testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B:

Statistical Methodology, 86(5):1091–1128, 2024.
Larry Wasserman, Aaditya Ramdas, and Sivaraman Balakrishnan. Universal inference. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences, 117(29):16880–16890, 2020.
Aaditya Ramdas, Johannes Ruf, Martin Larsson, and Wouter Koolen. Admissible anytime-valid sequential inference

must rely on nonnegative martingales. arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.03167, 2020.
Francesco Orabona and Kwang-Sung Jun. Tight concentrations and confidence sequences from the regret of universal

portfolio. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2023.
Kyoungseok Jang, Kwang-Sung Jun, Ilja Kuzborskij, and Francesco Orabona. Tighter pac-bayes bounds through

coin-betting. In The Thirty Sixth Annual Conference on Learning Theory, pages 2240–2264. PMLR, 2023.
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A More Related Works

The notion of testing by betting can be traced back to Cover [1974] and Robbins and Siegmund [1974], as wells as Kelly
[1956], who shows that in a repeated game with a binary outcome and certain odds, a gambler can grow their fortune
exponentially fast. However, many algorithmic and theoretical foundations have only developed over the recent years,
and we refer the reader to a nice monograph by Ramdas and Wang [2024] for the exposition. We note that the wealth
in testing by betting described above is an e-value in the modern statistics literature, see e.g., Vovk and Wang [2021],
Ramdas and Wang [2024], Grünwald et al. [2024], Wasserman et al. [2020], Ramdas et al. [2020]. The idea of betting
has also facilitated the design and analysis of algorithms in other domains such as portfolio selection Orabona and
Jun [2023], the construction of confidence sequences Jang et al. [2023], and the design of parameter-free optimization
algorithms Orabona and Pál [2016]. We refer the reader to the references therein for more details.

B Proof of Theorem 2.2

Theorem 2.2 Algorithm 1 with OAlg being a no-regret learning algorithm is a level-α sequential test with asymptotic
power one.

Proof. We recall that
ln(WT ) = ln(WT (u))− RegretT (u) (10)

where RegretT (u) is the regret of our method (OAlg) for choosing θt. We can use (10) to obtain the lower bound for
WT ,

WT ≥WT (u) · exp(−RegretT (u)) for all |u| ≤ 1 (11)

Consider

u = C ·
−
∑T

t=1 gt(∑T
t=1 g

2
t +

∣∣∣∑T
t=1 gt

∣∣∣) ∈ [−1, 1]

where C ∈ [−1, 1].
Define:

gi := xai − xbi , St :=

t∑
i=1

gi, Qt :=

t∑
i=1

g2i . (12)

ln(WT (u)) =

T∑
t=1

ln(1− gtu)

≥ −
T∑

t=1

gtu−
T∑

t=1

(−gtu)2

= −
T∑

t=1

gt · u−
T∑

t=1

g2t · (u)2

= −ST · C
−ST

QT + |ST |
−QT ·

(
C

−ST

QT + |ST |

)2

= C
S2
T

QT + |ST |
− C2 QT

QT + |ST |
· S2

T

QT + |ST |

≥ C · S2
T

QT + |ST |
− C2 · S2

T

QT + |ST |
(since

QT

QT + |ST |
≤ 1)

= (C − C2) · S2
T

QT + |ST |
.
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As for C ∈ [−1, 1], the maximum value of C −C2 will be achieved at C = 1
2 . Hence, the corresponding wealth bound,

with benchmark u =
−

∑T
t=1 gt

2(
∑T

t=1 g2
t+|

∑T
t=1 gt|) , is

ln(WT (u)) ≥
S2
T

4 (QT + |ST |)
=

(∑T
t=1 gt

)2
4
(∑T

t=1 g
2
t +

∣∣∣∑T
t=1 gt

∣∣∣) .
According to (11), we have

WT ≥ exp

(
S2
T

4 (QT + |ST |)
− RegretT (u)

)
for all |u| ≤ 1. (13)

We will prove this theorem by the following two parts.

1. Level-α Sequential Test.

Since {Wt ≥ 1/α or WT > ν/α} is treated as reject ”H0”. The level-α sequential test means that, when H0 holds:

sup
P∈H0

P (∃t ≥ 1 :Wt ≥ 1/α or WT ≥ ν/α) ≤ α, or equivalently sup
P∈H0

P (τ <∞) ≤ α. (14)

Previously, we have defined the minimum rejection time as τ = arg inft{Wt ≥ 1/α or WT ≥ ν/α}, where ν ∼
Unif(0, 1).

Proof. When P ∈ H0, i.e., µx = µy , it is true that

EP [xt − yt] = µx − µy = 0. (15)

Wealth process is calculated as Wt = (1− gtθt)×Wt−1, and the initial wealth W0 = 1. Then,

Wt = (1− gtθt)×Wt−1 =

t∏
s=1

(1− giθs)×W0 =

t∏
s=1

(1− gsθs),

where gs = xs − ys. Since θt is Ft−1-measurable and according to (15), we have

EP [Wt|Ft−1] = EP

[
(1− gtθt)×Wt−1

∣∣∣∣∣Ft−1

]
=Wt−1(1− θt · EP [xt − yt]) =Wt−1, (16)

hence, (Wt)t≥1 is a P -martingale with W0 = 1. Since gs ∈ [−1, 1] and θs ∈ [−1, 1], we have gsθs ∈ [−1, 1] for all
t, then Wt =

∏t
s=1(1− gsθs) remains non-negative for all t. Thus, we can apply Ville’s inequality [Ville, 1939] to

estabilish that P (∃t ≥ 1 :Wt ≥ 1/α) ≤ α. This inequality shows that the sequential test: “reject H0 once the wealth
Wt reaches 1/α” maintains a level-α test. If there exists a time budget T , we will additionally check the wealth at the
final step T of the algorithm: if WT ≥ ν/α holds, the null hypothesis is rejected. This is validated by the randomized
Ville’s inequality of Ramdas and Manole [2023], which is

P (∃t ≥ 1 :Wt ≥ 1/α or WT ≥ ν/α) ≤ α,

where ν ∼ Unif(0, 1).

2. Asymptotic power one. Test ϕ with asymptotic power one, i.e., β = 1, means that under H1 (µx ̸= µy), the
algorithm ensures that wealth Wt could exceed 1/α in finite time t to reject H0, that is:

sup
P∈H1

P (τ =∞) ≤ 1− β = 0. (17)

Previously, we get the following guarantee on the wealth Wt, see (13):

WT ≥ exp

(
S2
T

4 (QT + |ST |)
− RegretT (u)

)
for all |u| ≤ 1. (18)
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According to the definitions: St =
∑t

s=1 gs, Qt =
∑t

s=1 g
2
s . Thus, we can derive:

WT ≥ exp

(
S2
T

4 (QT + |ST |)
− RegretT (u)

)
≥ exp

(
S2
T

8T
− RegretT (u)

)
, ∀T ≥ 1 (19)

We know that {τ =∞} ⊆ {τ ≥ T} for all T ≥ 1. By definition of the rejection time, we have {τ > T} ⊆ {WT < 1
α},

which means that if the rejection of the null hypothesis occurs later than T , then the accumulated wealth at T must
be smaller than the threshold 1/α, i.e., WT < 1/α. Thus, we get P (τ = ∞) ≤ lim infT→∞ P (τ > T ) ≤
lim infT→∞ P (WT < 1/α). By the inequality (19),

P (WT < 1/α) ≤ P
(
exp

(
S2
T

8T
− RegretT (u)

)
<

1

α
, ∀T ≥ 1

)
≤ P

(
−
√

8RegretT (u)

T
+

8

T
ln

1

α
<
ST

T
<

√
8RegretT (u)

T
+

8

T
ln

1

α

)
.

According to the Strong Law of Large Numbers, ST /T = 1
T

∑T
t=1(xt− yt) converges to µx−µy as T →∞ is almost

surely. We recall that under H1 : µx ̸= µy. For no-regret learning algorithm, we have RegretT (θ∗)
T → 0 as T → ∞

[Orabona, 2019, Wang et al., 2024]. Thus, 8RegretT (u)
T + 8

T ln 1
α → 0 as T →∞. Thus, if we let DT be the event that

exp
(

S2
T

8T − RegretT (u)
)
< 1

α , we find that 1DT
→ 0 almost surely. By the dominated convergence theorem,

P (τ =∞) ≤ lim inf
t→∞

P (WT < 1/α) ≤ lim inf
t→∞

P (DT ) = lim inf
T→∞

∫
1DT

dP = 0. (20)

C Proof of lemmas and theorems in Subsection 3.1

Lemma 3.1 The barrier function R(θ) = − ln(1− θ)− ln(1 + θ) is a self-concordant function for K = [−1, 1], and

hence Ft(θ) :=
〈∑t

s=1∇ℓt(θt), θ
〉
+R(θ) is also a self-concordant function.

Proof. Since R(θ) := ψ(θ), where ψ(θ) = − ln (1− θ) − ln (1 + θ). Then, we can denote Rt(θ) = gt(θ) + ht(θ),
where gt(θ) = − ln(1 − θ), ht(θ) = − ln(1 + θ). We can prove that gt(θ) and ht(θ) are self-concordant functions
according to the above definition. Thus, we have

∇2gt(θ) = (1− θ)−2,∇2ht(θ) = (1 + θ)−2.

Then, we can get their third-order derivatives as

∇3gt(θ) = 2(1− θ)−3,∇3ht(θ) = −2(1 + θ)−3.

The function gt(θ) is self-concordant, because∣∣∇3gt(θ)
∣∣ = |2(1− θ)−3| = 2

(
∇2gt(θ)

)3/2
= 2

(
(1− θ)−2

)3/2
= 2(1− θ)−3, (21)

where 1− θ ≥ 0, since θ ∈ [−1, 1].
Similarly, since 1 + θ ≥ 0, ht(θ) is also a self-concordant function, because∣∣∇3ht(θ)

∣∣ = | − 2(1 + θ)−3| = 2
(
∇2ht(θ)

)3/2
= 2

(
(1 + θ)−2

)3/2
= 2(1 + θ)−3. (22)

Previously, we denote Rt(θ) = gt(θ) + ht(θ). Thus we have

∇2Rt(θ) = ∇2gt(θ) +∇2ht(θ)

∇3Rt(θ) = ∇3gt(θ) +∇3ht(θ)

Based on (21) and (22), we can get that∣∣∇3gt(θ)
∣∣ = 2

(
∇2gt(θ)

)3/2
,
∣∣∇3ht(θ)

∣∣ = 2
(
∇2ht(θ)

)3/2
.
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Thus, the sum of self-concordant functions Rt(x) is also a self-concordant function, because∣∣∇3Rt(θ)
∣∣ = 2

(
∇2Rt(θ)

)3/2
,

which satisfies the inequality (2). This completes the proof that the barrier function R(θ) = − ln(1− θ)− ln(1 + θ) is
a self-concordant function.

Furthermore, if we denote Ft(θ) = η
∑t

s=1⟨θ,∇ℓs(θs)⟩ + R(θ), then Ft is also a self-concordant function. This is
because the first term of Ft is linear, which means its contribution to the Hessian and the third derivative of Ft is zero.
Therefore, we have ∣∣∇3Ft(θ)

∣∣ = ∣∣∇3Rt(θ)
∣∣ = 2

(
∇2Ft(θ)

)3/2
= 2

(
∇2Rt(θ)

)3/2
,

which means that the self-concordance of Ft directly depends on R. Since R is self-concordant, Ft also satisfies the
self-concordance conditions because the linear term does not affect the inequality (2) required for self-concordance.

Lemma 3.2 [Theorem 4.1 in Abernethy et al. [2012]] Suppose the learner faces a sequence of convex loss functions
ℓt(·) and that the regularization function of FTRL, R(·), is a self-concordant barrier. Set the parameter η so that
η∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗θt ≤

1
4 . Then, FTRL has RegretT (θ∗) ≤ 2η

∑T
t=1 ∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗2θt + R(θ∗)−minθ∈K R(θ)

η , where θ∗ ∈ K is
any comparator.

Firstly, we will show the following Lemma C.1.
Lemma C.1 (Lemma 7.1 in Orabona [2019]). Follow-the-Regularized-Leader + Barrier has the following regret
bound:

RegretT (FTRL) ≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ℓt, θt − θt+1⟩+
R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
, (23)

where θ∗ ∈ K is any benchmark.

Proof. In our setting, we can reduce the Online Convex Optimization (OCO) to the Online Linear Optimization (OLO)
problem, because the regret of OCO can always be bounded by OLO. We recall that by the definition of convexity, the
following inequality holds for a convex function ℓt(·),

ℓt(y) ≥ ℓt(x) + ⟨∇ℓt(x), y − x⟩, ∀x, y ∈ K. (24)

The per-round regret of OCO and per-round regret of OLO are given by:

ℓt(θt)− ℓt(θ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
per-round regret of OCO

≤ ⟨∇ℓt(θt), θt − θ∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
per-round regret of OLO

⇒
T∑

t=1

ℓt(θt)−
T∑

t=1

ℓt(θ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
RegretT of OCO

≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ℓt(θt), θt − θ∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
RegretT of OLO

.

This shows that the regret of OCO will be bounded by the regret upper bound of OLO. Thus, we are going to establish
the regret bound for our optimization problem by deriving the bound for OLO. To prove this lemma, we will use the
definition of Be the Regularized Leader (BTRL). We recall that wt ← argminw∈K η

∑t
i=1⟨w,∇ℓs(ws)⟩+R(w) for

BTRL method, which is the same value as θt+1 ← argminθ∈K η
∑t

i=1⟨θ,∇ℓs(θs)⟩+R(θ) for FTRL. Thus, the regret
of solving this OLO problem via BTRL and FTRL can be defined by the following equations respectively:

RegretT (BTRL) =

T∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ −
T∑

t=1

⟨θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ =
T∑

t=1

⟨θt+1 − θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩, (25)

RegretT (FTRL) =

T∑
t=1

⟨θt,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ −
T∑

t=1

⟨θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ =
T∑

t=1

⟨θt − θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩, (26)

where θ∗ ∈ K is any benchmark. Based on (25) and (26), we can get

RegretT (FTRL) = RegretT (BTRL) +

T∑
t=1

⟨θt − θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩. (27)
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Thus, we can get the upper bound of RegretT (FTRL) by establish the bound for RegretT (BTRL) via induction first.
Assume that for t = T − 1, we have

T−1∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ ≤ min
θ∈K

(
T−1∑
t=1

⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)

η

)
− R(θ1)

η
, (28)

where θ1 = argminθ∈KR(θ). We denote v = argminθ∈K
∑T−1

t=1 ⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)
η , and add ⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩ on

both sides of (28) to get:

⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩+
T−1∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ ≤ ⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩+
T−1∑
t=1

⟨v,∇ℓt(v)⟩+
R(v)−R(θ1)

η
. (29)

As for the LHS of (29), we know that ⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩+
∑T−1

t=1 ⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ =
∑T

t=1⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩. Then, we
can rewrite the above inequality as:

T∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ ≤ ⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩+
T−1∑
t=1

⟨v,∇ℓt(v)⟩+
R(v)−R(θ1)

η

≤ ⟨θT+1,∇ℓT (θT )⟩+
T−1∑
t=1

⟨θT+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θT+1)−R(θ1)

η
(30)

=

T∑
t=1

⟨θT+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θT+1)−R(θ1)

η

= min
θ∈K

(
T∑

t=1

⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)

η

)
− R(θ1)

η
. (31)

We recall that θT+1 = argminθ∈K η
∑T

t=1⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+R(θ) = argminθ∈K
∑T

t=1⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)
η . Since v =

argminθ∈K
∑T−1

t=1 ⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)
η , we known that

∑T−1
t=1 ⟨v,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+

R(v)
η ≤

∑T−1
t=1 ⟨θT+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+R(θT+1)

η .
Then, the inequality (30) holds. According to (31), we can get that for any benchmark θ∗:

T∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ ≤ min
θ∈K

(
T∑

t=1

⟨θ,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ)

η

)
− R(θ1)

η
≤

T∑
t=1

⟨θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ∗)

η
− R(θ1)

η

⇒ RegretT (BTRL) =

T∑
t=1

⟨θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ −
T∑

t=1

⟨θ∗,∇ℓt(θt)⟩ ≤
R(θ∗)−R(θ1)

η
(32)

Combining (27) and (32), we can get

RegretT (FTRL) ≤
T∑

t=1

⟨θt − θt+1,∇ℓt(θt)⟩+
R(θ∗)−R(θ1)

η
, (33)

where θ1 = argminθ∈KR(θ). This completes the proof.

Then, with the above Lemma C.1, we will prove Lemma 3.2.

Proof. Let C(·) in the following be a self-concordant function. For any θ ∈ K, the associated norm ∥ · ∥θ is defined as
∥β∥θ =

√
βT∇2C(θ)β, while its dual norm ∥ · ∥∗θ is defined as ∥β∥∗θ =

√
βT (∇2C(θ))−1β. We recall the Newton

decrement for C at θ:
∥∇C(θ)∥∗θ = ∥(∇2C(θ))−1∇C(θ)∥θ. (34)

According to Abernethy et al. [2012], We have the following theorem, which is:

Theorem C.2. (Theorem 2.1 in Abernethy et al. [2012]) Suppose ∥∇C(θ)∥∗θ ≤ 1
4 . Then, for any self-concordant

function C, it holds that:
∥θ − argmin

θ∈K
C(θ)∥θ ≤ 2∥∇C(θ)∥∗θ. (35)
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We recall that Ft(θ) = η
∑t

s=1⟨θ,∇ℓs(θs)⟩ + R(θ) is a self-concordant function, and θt+1 = argminθ∈K Ft(θ).
According to (35), with the assumption that ∥∇Ft(θt)∥∗θt ≤

1
4 , we have:

∥θt − θt+1∥θt = ∥θt − argmin
θ∈K

Ft(θ)∥θt ≤ 2∥∇Ft(θt)∥∗θt , (36)

Since θt = argminθ∈K Ft−1(θ), and we know Ft(θ) = Ft−1(θ) + η⟨∇ℓt, θ⟩ ⇒ ∇Ft(θt) = η∇ℓt. Plugging it in (36),
and recalling the definition ∥β∥∗θ =

√
βT (∇2C(θ))−1β gives

∥θt − θt+1∥θt ≤ 2η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt = 2η
√

(∇ℓt)T (∇2Ft(θ))−1(∇ℓt) = 2η
√

(∇ℓt)T (∇2R(θ))−1(∇ℓt), (37)

where we use the fact that the first term of Ft = η
∑t

s=1⟨θ,∇ℓs(θs)⟩+R(θ) is linear, which means its contribution to
the Hessian of Ft is zero. Therefore, we have ∇2Ft(θ) = ∇2R(θ). Since ∥∇Ft(θt)∥∗θt = η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt , the assumption
can be written as η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt = η

√
(∇ℓt)T (∇2R(θ))−1(∇ℓt) ≤ 1

4 .

Since Hölder’s inequality holds for any primal-dual norm pair, we can bound ⟨∇ℓt, θt − θt+1)⟩ by applying the
inequality :

⟨∇ℓt, θt − θt+1)⟩ ≤ ∥∇ℓt∥∗θt∥θt − θt+1∥θt . (38)

Combining (37) and (38), we have

⟨∇ℓt, θt − θt+1)⟩ ≤ ∥∇ℓt∥∗θt∥θt − θt+1∥θt = 2η(∇ℓt)T (∇2R(θ))−1(∇ℓt). (39)

According to (33) and (39), with the assumption η
√

(∇ℓt)T (∇2R(θ))−1(∇ℓt) ≤ 1
4 for all t, we have

RegretT (FTRLBarrier) ≤ 2η

T∑
t=1

(∇ℓt(θt))T (∇2R(θt))
−1(∇ℓt) +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
(40)

= 2η

T∑
t=1

∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗θt +
R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
, (41)

where θ∗ ∈ K is any comparator.
Remark C.3. Here comes the intuition why we can let the decision space to beK := [−1, 1]: When θ → ∂K approaches
the boundary, |∇ℓt(θ)| → ∞ but also R2(θ) → ∞, hence it is possible that (∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2Rt(θt))

−1 can remain
small.

Now we check if the condition η
√

(∇ℓt(θt)2(∇2R(θt))−1 ≤ 1
4 holds by deriving the upper bound of

(∇ℓt(θt)2(∇2R(θt))
−1. We have

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 = (∇ℓt(θt))2

(
2 + 2θ2t

(1− θt)2(1 + θt)2

)−1

=

(
gt

1− gtθt

)2

· (1− θt)
2(1 + θt)

2

2 + 2θ2t

=
g2t

2 + 2θ2t

(1− θt)2

(1− gtθt)2
(1 + θt)

2 (42)

We denote the second term in (42) as the function of gt, i.e., h(gt) = (1−θt)
2

(1−gtθt)2
, where gt ∈ [−1, 1]. We note

that when θt = 0, we have (1−θt)
2

(1−gtθt)2
= 1. Then, we are going to show its upper bound. Because the hessian

∇2h(gt) = 6(1−θt)
2θ2

(1−gtθt)4
≥ 0, which indicates h(gt) is a convex function of gt. Thus, the maximum value will be

achieved at −1 or 1, which are h(−1) = (1−θt)
2

(1+θt)2
or h(1) = 1. We know that θt ∈ (−1, 1) with the barrier function. If

we denote r(θt) =
(1−θt)

2

(1+θt)2
, its gradient can be computed as

∇r(θt) =
4(θ2t − 1)

(1 + θt)4
.
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Based on it, the function r(θt) is monotically decreasing in (−1, 1). Since r(0) = 1, we get that (1−θt)
2

(1+θt)2
> 1 when

θt ∈ (−1, 0), and (1−θt)
2

(1+θt)2
≤ 1 when θt ∈ [0, 1). We recall the inequality (42), when θt ∈ (−1, 0):

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 ≤ g2t

2 + 2θ2t

(1− θt)2

(1− gtθt)2
(1 + θt)

2

≤ g2t
2 + 2θ2t

(1− θt)2

(1 + θt)2
(1 + θt)

2

=
g2t

2 + 2θ2t
(1− θt)2

≤ (1− θt)2

2 + 2θ2t
(Since gt ∈ [−1, 1]) (43)

<
(1− (−1)))2

2 + 2(−1)2
(44)

= 1,

when θt ∈ [0, 1):

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 ≤ g2t

2 + 2θ2t

(1− θt)2

(1− gtθt)2
(1 + θt)

2

≤ g2t
2 + 2θ2t

· 1 · (1 + θt)
2

≤ (1 + θt)
2

2 + 2θ2t
(Since gt ∈ [−1, 1]) (45)

<
(1 + 1)2

2 + 2 · 12
(46)

= 1,

Considering (43) and (45), we denote: f1(θt) = (1 − θt)2/(2 + 2θ2t ), and f2(θt) = (1 + θt)
2/(2 + 2θ2t ). Their

gradients can be computed as following:

f ′1(θt) =
θ2 − 1

(θ2t + 1)2
, and f ′2(θt) =

θ2 + 1

(θ2t + 1)2
.

After analyzing, we know that the function f1(θt) monotically decreases within θt ∈ (−1, 0), while f2(θt) monotically
increases when θt ∈ [0, 1). Thus, f1(θt) and f2(θt) will take the largest values at θt = −1 and θt = 1, respectively.
The largest value is f1(−1) = f2(1) = 1. Thus, we get the upper bound, which is (∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))

−1 < 1. With
this bound, we can conservatively select η ≤ 1

4 to ensure the condition for the regret bound.

Lemma 3.3 Denote Gt :=
∑t

s=1∇ℓ(θs). Suppose that there exists a time point t0 such that for all t ≥ t0, it holds that

(Linear growth of cumulative gradients): |Gt| ≥ ct (47)

for some c > 0. Then, FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 3) has RegretT (θ∗) ≤ t0
8η + 4

c′η

(
1
t0
− 1

T−1

)
+ R(θ∗)

η , where η ≤ 1
4 ,

constant c′ > 0, and any comparator θ∗ ∈ K.

Proof. We recall that R(θ) = ϕ(θ), where ϕ(θ) = − ln(1− θ)− ln(1 + θ). We can compute the Hessian:

∇2R(θt) =
1

(1− θ)2
+

1

(1 + θ)2
, (48)

Suppose that for large enough t > t0, we have

|
t∑

s=1

∇ℓs(θs)| ≥ ct, (49)

19



where c > 0 is a constant.

We recall that θt+1 = argminθ Ft, where Ft(θ) = η
∑t

s=1⟨θ,∇ℓs(θs)⟩ + R(θ) is a convex function. According to
the first-order optimality condition, we have∇Ft(θt+1) = 0. Hence,

∇Ft(θt+1) = η

t∑
s=1

∇ℓs(θs) +∇R(θt+1) = 0⇒ η

t∑
s=1

∇ℓs(θs) = −∇R(θt+1)

There exists a constant ĉ such that:

η

t∑
s=1

∇ℓs(θs) = ηĉt⇒ η

t∑
s=1

∇ℓs(θs) = −∇R(θt+1) =
−2θt+1

1− θ2t+1

= ηĉt

⇒ θt+1 =
1

ηĉt
±
√

1

η2ĉ2t2
+ 1⇒ θt+1 =


1
ηĉt −

√
1

η2ĉ2t2 + 1 if ĉ ≥ 0,

1
ηĉt +

√
1

η2ĉ2t2 + 1 if ĉ < 0,
(50)

⇒ |θt+1| =


∣∣∣√ 1

η2ĉ2t2 + 1− 1
ηĉt

∣∣∣ ≥ 1− 1
ηĉt if ĉ ≥ 0,∣∣∣√ 1

η2ĉ2t2 + 1 + 1
ηĉt

∣∣∣ ≥ 1− 1
η|ĉ|t if ĉ < 0,

(51)

where (50) is because θt+1 ∈ [−1, 1]. If a > 0, b > 0, it is obvious that
√
a+ b >

√
a, and

√
a+ b >

√
b. Thus, let

a = 1
η2ĉ2t2 , b = 1, we have

√
1

η2ĉ2t2 + 1 > 1. Hence, we get that |θt+1| ≥ 1 − 1
ηc̄t , where we denote c̄ := |ĉ| > 0.

According to (48), we can get

∇2R(θt) =
2 + 2θ2t
(1− θ2t )2

≥ 2 + 2θ2t
(1− (1− 1

c̄η(t−1) )
2)2

=
2 + 2θ2t

( 2
c̄η(t−1) −

1
(c̄η(t−1))2 )

2

(i)

≥ 2

( 2
c̄η(t−1) )

2
=
c̄2η2(t− 1)2

2
,

where (i) we use the fact that 1
c̄η(t−1) ≥

1
(c̄η(t−1))2 > 0 since 1

c̄η(t−1) ≤ 1 for large enough t, which means that
2

c̄η(t−1) ≥
1

(c̄η(t−1))2 > 0, and θt ∈ [−1, 1]⇒ 2 + 2θ2t ≥ 2. In this case, we can bound

∥∇ℓt∥∗2θt = (∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 = (

gt
1− gtθt

)2 · 2

c̄2η2(t− 1)2
≤ 2

(1− θt)2c̄2η2(t− 1)2

≤ 2

c′2η2(t− 1)2
. (52)

where∇ℓt(·) is monotically increasing with gt ∈ [−1, 1], and based on the expression of θt on (50), there must exist
constant c′ which satisfies that ((1− θt)c̄)2 ≥ c′2 for all t.

Since η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt = η
√
(∇ℓt)2(∇2R(θ))−1 ≤ 1

4 , we have (∇ℓt)2(∇2R(θ))−1 ≤ 1
16η2 . Then,

RegretT (FTRLBarrier) ≤ 2η

t0∑
t=1

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 + 2η

T∑
t=t0+1

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)

η
,

≤ 2η

t0∑
t=1

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 + 2η

T∑
t=t0+1

2

c′2η2(t− 1)2
+
R(θ∗)

η
,

≤ 2η

t0∑
t=1

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 +

∫ T−1

t0

4

c′2ηt2
+
R(θ∗)

η

≤ 2t0
1

16η
+

4

c′2η

(
1

t0
− 1

T − 1

)
+
R(θ∗)

η

=
t0
8η

+
4

c′2η

(
1

t0
− 1

T − 1

)
+
R(θ∗)

η

≤ 1

η

(
t0
8
+

4

c′2t0
+R(θ∗)

)
.
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We recall that the parameter η ≤ 1
4 . If we choose η = 1

4 , we have a constant regret

t0
2
+

16

c′2
1

t0
+ 4R(θ∗). (53)

Condition and Examples for Achieving a constant regret. Previously, we have shown that if for large enough t ≥ t0,
we have ∣∣∣∣∣

t∑
s=1

∇ℓt(θt)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ct, (54)

where c > 0 is a constant, then the algorithm has a constant regret.

This condition (54) is reasonable in our setting. Recall that ∇ℓ(θt) = gt
1−gtθ

, where gt := xt − yt ∈ [−1, 1] is the
difference of samples at each time, and we use a barrier functionR(θ) = − ln(1−θ)− ln(1+θ) to help choose θ, which
indicates 1− gtθ ∈ (0, 2) is a positive constant. Hence, when the population means are different, i.e.,

∣∣∣∑t
s=1 gs

∣∣∣ ≥ c′t
for some positive constant c′, condition (54) can be easity satisfied, which aligns with the alternative hypothesis. In this
scenario, the use of no-regret learning is to quickly accumulate the wealth when H0 : µx = µy is false. Moreover, we
provide a couple of lemmas highlighting a couple of examples/scenarios that the condition (54) is easily satisfied with
high probability.

Example 1 (Distributions with disjoint supports.) Consider xt ∼ ρx and yt ∼ ρy, where ρx and ρy have disjoint but
continuous supports, as illustrated in Figure 1. For example, xt, yt are respectively drawn from the uniform distributions
Uniform(a, b), and Uniform(m,n), where a > n. Then, we have gs = xs − ys ≥ a− n. Thus∣∣∣∣∣

t∑
s=1

gs

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣

t∑
s=1

(xs − ys)

∣∣∣∣∣ > (a− n)t⇒

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

s=1

∇ℓt(θt)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣

t∑
s=1

gs
1− gsθs

∣∣∣∣∣ > (a− n)t
2

≥ c′t, (55)

which means that we have
∣∣∣∑t

s=1∇ℓt(θt)
∣∣∣ ≥ ct for any positive constant c′ ≤ a−n

2 .

Example 2 (Distributions with overlapping supports; high signal-to-noise ratio.) Denote σ2
x the variance of samples

{xt} and σ2
y the variance of samples {yt}. Then, with probability at least 1−δ, the linear growth condition of cumulative

gradients holds for all t ≥ t0, where t0 = 1
b2δ(µx−µy)2/(σ2

x+σ2
y)

. That is, if the signal-to-noise ratio (i.e., (µx−µy)
2

σ2
x+σ2

y
) is

high, then the growth condition is easily satisfied for any sufficiently large t. Figure 2 illustrates an example.

Proof. We denote the mean values as E(xt) = µx and E(yt) = µy , their variances as Var(xt) = σ2
x and Var(yt) = σ2

y .
Since xt and yt are independent random variables, then we have

E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
=

t∑
s=1

E(xs − ys) = t · (µx − µy),

Var

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
=

t∑
s=1

Var(xs − ys) = t · (σ2
x + σ2

y).

Let us assume that µx > µy without the loss of generality. In the following, we would like to show with high probabiltiy,
the linear growth condition holds, i.e.,

t∑
s=1

gs ≥ (1− b)t(µx − µy), (56)

where b ∈ (0, 1).
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Then, we can use Chebyshev’s inequality to show the probability upper bound of the complementary event of (56):

P

(
E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
−

t∑
s=1

gt ≥ b · E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

))
≤ P

(∣∣∣∣∣E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

)
−

t∑
s=1

gs

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ b · E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

))

≤
Var(

∑t
s=1 gs)

b2 · E2(
∑t

s=1 gs)

=
t(σ2

x + σ2
y)

b2t2(µx − µy)2

=
1

t

1

b2
1

(µx − µy)2/(σ2
x + σ2

y)
. (57)

When t is large enough, and the sum of the variance is much smaller than the difference of the mean values (i.e., high
signal-to-noise ratio), the probability of the complementary event of event (55) is expected to be very small. It indicates
that in this case, (55) will hold with high probability. Specifically, if we let (57) be δ, then for t ≥ 1

b2δ(µx−µy)2/(σ2
x+σ2

y)
,

we have
∣∣∣∑t

s=1∇ℓt(θt)
∣∣∣ ≥ ct satisfied with probability at least 1− δ.

Example 3 (Time-varying distribution with mean shift.) Consider the modified hypothesis testing setting (4), where
{yt} are from a distribution with no mean shift, while {xt} are from a distribution for which we would like to determine
whether there exists a shift of its mean at some time point t̂. In addition, {yt} has the same mean as that of {xt} at the
beginning, i.e., µx(t) = µy(t < t̂). Under H1, we have µy(t ≥ t̂) = µy(t < t̂) + a. Then, with probability at least

1− δ, the condition (7) holds for all t ≥ t0, where t0 =
2bt̂+ 1

δ2S
+
√

4bt̂
δ2S

+ 1
δ2S2

2b2 , where S = a2

σ2
x+σ2

y
, and b ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. We denote that the mean values of yt, which is drawn from a prepared dataset with no-shift distribution, as
E(yt) = µy(t) = µ0, for all t. Under H0, E(xt) = E(yt) ⇒ µx(t) = µy(t) = µ0, while we assume that under H1,
from time t̂, there exists a mean shift for yt, i.e., µx(t) = µ0 + a, where we assume a > 0 without the loss of generality.
Suppose their variances do not change with time, i.e., Var(xt) = σ2

x, Var(yt) = σ2
y for all t. Since xt and yt are

independent random variables, then we have

E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
=

t∑
s=1

E(xs − ys) =
t̂−1∑
s=1

(µx − µy) +

t∑
s=t̂

(µx − µy) = (t− t̂) · a,

Var

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
=

t∑
s=1

Var(xs − ys) = t · (σ2
x + σ2

y).

In the following, we would like to show with high probabiltiy, the linear growth condition holds, i.e.,

t∑
s=1

gs ≥ (1− b)at, (58)

where b ∈ (0, 1). Then, we can show the probability upper bound of the complementary event of (58):

P

(
E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
−

t∑
s=1

gt ≥ b · E

(
t∑

s=1

gs

)
− (1− b)at̂

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣∣∣E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

)
−

t∑
s=1

gs

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ b · E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

)
− (1− b)at̂

)
,

(59)
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Based on the Chebyshev’s inequality, we can further have:

P

(∣∣∣∣∣E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

)
−

t∑
s=1

gs

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ b · E
(

t∑
s=1

gs

)
− (1− b)at̂

)
≤

Var(
∑t

s=1 gs)(
b · E(

∑t
s=1 gs)− (1− b)at̂

)2
=

t(σ2
x + σ2

y)(
b(t− t̂)a− (1− b)at̂

)2
=

1

b2t− 2bt̂+ t̂2

t

· 1

a2/(σ2
x + σ2

y)
, (60)

Since a is the difference between µx(t) and µy(t) for t ≥ t̂. Thus, if t is large enough, and the sum of the variance is
much smaller than the difference of the mean values (i.e., high signal-to-noise ratio), the probability of the complemen-
tary event of event (55) is expected to be very small. It indicates that in this case, (55) will hold with high probability.

Specifically, if we let (60) be δ, then for t ≥
2bt̂+ 1

δ2S
+
√

4bt̂
δ2S

+ 1
δ2S2

2b2 , where S = a2

σ2
x+σ2

y
, we have

∣∣∣∑t
s=1∇ℓt(θt)

∣∣∣ ≥ ct
satisfied with probability at least 1− δ.

Theorem C.4. Algorithm 1 with OAlg being FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 3) is a level-α sequential test with asymptotic
power one. Furthermore, denote ∆ := |µy − µx| and assume that the linear growth condition (7) holds for all t ≥ t0
for some t0. Then, the expected rejection time τ underH1 can be bounded as

E[τ ] ≲
1

∆2

(
t0 + ln

1

α

)
. (61)

Proof. We recall the regret of FTRL+Barrier from Lemma 3.3:

RegretT (FTRLBarrier) ≤
t0
2
+

16

c′
1

t0
+ 4R(u) ≤ t0

2
+

16

c′t0
− ln

81

256︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Φ

, (62)

where u := −ST

2(QT+|ST |) and, the last one is because

R(u) = − ln

(
1 +

ST

2 (QT + |ST |)

)
− ln

(
1− ST

2 (QT + |ST |)

)
= − ln

(
1− S2

T

4 (QT + |ST |)2

)
(Since

S2
T

(QT + |ST |)2
≤ 1)

≤ − ln(1− 1

4
)

= − ln
3

4
.

Previously, we get the following guarantee on the wealth Wt, see (13):

WT ≥ exp

(
S2
T

4 (QT + |ST |)
− RegretT (u)

)
for all |u| ≤ 1.

If there is no constraint on time budget t, under the assumption that H1 is true, we have

E[τ ] =
∞∑
t=1

P (τ > t) ≤
∞∑
t=1

P (ln(Wt) < ln(1/α)) , (63)
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where {ln(Wt) < ln(1/α)} is defined as Et. Hence, we have

Et ⊆
{
ln

(
exp

(
S2
t

4 (Qt + |St|)
− Regrett(u)

))
< ln(1/α)

}
⇒ Et ⊆

{
S2
t < 4 (Qt + |St|)

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)} (
Since |St| =

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

s=1

gs

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
t∑

s=1

|gs|

)

⊆

{
S2
t < 4

(
Qt +

t∑
s=1

|gs|

)(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)}
. (64)

We denote Vt :=
∑t

s=1|gi| and then we can get the upper bound on Vt and Qt respectively. Since |gs| for any s are
random variables in [0, 1], then we consider the Chernoff bound [Harvey, 2023],

P (Vt > (1 + δ) · E [Vt]) ≤ exp

(
−δ

2

3
E [Vt]

)
. (65)

We let the right-hand side equal to 1/t2 and thus δ is
√

6 ln(t)/E[Vt]. By definition, |gs| ≤ 1⇒ Vt =
∑t

s=1 |gs| ≤ t.
With a probability of at least (1− 1/t2), we have

Vt ≤ E [Vt] +
√
6E [Vt] · ln(t) ≤ t+

√
6t · ln(t) ≤ 2t, ∀t ≥ 17. (66)

Similarly, as for Qt =
∑t

s=1 g
2
s , we know g2s ≤ 1. Then Qt is the sum of independent random variables in [0, 1]. After

applying the Chernoff bound [Harvey, 2023], we have that with a probability of at least 1− 1/t2,

Qt ≤ E [Qt] +
√
6E [Qt] · ln(t) ≤ t+

√
6t · ln(t) ≤ 2t, ∀t ≥ 17. (67)

Let Ht = {Qt ≤ 2t} ∩ {Vt ≤ 2t}. Then, by (64),

Et ∩Ht ⊆
{
S2
t < 4 · (2t+ 2t)

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)}

⊆

|St| <

√
16t ·

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Rt

 . (68)

Since St =
∑t

s=1 gs is the sum of independent random variables in [−1, 1], applying a Hoeffding bound [Harvey,
2023] gives

P (|St − E [St]| ≥ u) ≤ 2 exp

(
−u2

2t

)
. (69)

We still let RHS be 1/t2 to get u =
√
2t · ln(2t2). With a probability of at least (1− 1/t2) and according to the reverse

triangle inequality, we have
||St| − |E [St]|| ≤ |St − E [St]| ≤

√
2t · ln(2t2). (70)

This implies that,

|St| ≥ |E [St]| −
√

2t · ln(2t2) = t∆−
√

2t · ln(2t2) ≥ t∆−
√
4t · ln(2t), (71)

where ∆ = |µx − µy|. The above inequality (71) is given by the fact that

|E [St]| =

∣∣∣∣∣E
[

t∑
s=1

gs

]∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣

t∑
s=1

E [xt − yt]

∣∣∣∣∣ = |t(µx − µy)| = t |µx − µy|.

In the following, we show t∆−
√
4t · ln(2t) ≥ Rt for all t ≥ t∗, where Rt is defined in (68) and t∗ will be determined

soon.
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We have

t∆−
√
4t · ln(2t) ≥

√
16t ·

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)

t∆ ≥
√
4t · ln(2t) +

√
16t ·

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ ln (exp (Regrett(u)))

)
. (72)

A sufficient condition of the above is

t∆ ≥ 2

√
16tmax

{
ln(2t), ln

(
exp (Φ))

α

)}
. (73)

Let us consider two cases. Case (i) is when exp(Φ)/α dominates 2t, while Case (ii) is when 2t dominates the exp(Φ)/α.

For Case (i), a sufficient condition of (73) is

t∆ ≥ 2

√
16t ln

(
exp (Φ)

α

)
⇐⇒ t ≥ 64

ln
(

exp(Φ)
α

)
∆2

. (74)

For Case (ii), a sufficient condition of (73) is

t∆ ≥ 2
√

16t ln(2t), (75)

which can be guaranteed for all t ≥ 1
2 exp

(
−W−1(−∆2/128)

)
= Θ̃

(
1
∆2

)
, where W−1 is the lower branch of the

Lambert function. Hence, a sufficient condition for both cases is

t ≳
1

∆2

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+Φ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=t∗

. (76)

Hence, when t ≥ t∗, we have the guarantee t∆−
√

4t · ln(2t) ≥ Rt with probability at least 1− 1/t2. Specifically,
we can write

|St| ≥ Rt, if t ≳ t∗. (77)

Now, by the law of total probability, for t large enough such that inequalities (66), (67), and (77) all hold:

P (Et) = P (Et ∩Ht) + P (Et ∩Hc
t )

= P (Et ∩Ht) + P (Et|Hc
t )P (H

c
t )

≤ P (|St| < R) + P (Hc
t ) (by (68))

= (1− P (|St| ≥ R)) + (1− P (Ht))

= (1− P (|St| ≥ R)) + P ({Qt > 2t} ∪ {Vt > 2t}) (by definition of Ht)

≤ (1− P (|St| ≥ R)) + P (Qt > 2t) + P (Vt > 2t)

≤ 1

t2
+

1

t2
+

1

t2
(by 66, 67, 77)

≤ 3

t2
.

Now we can conclude that when t is larger enough such tht t ≳ t∗,

E[τ ] ≤
∞∑
t=1

P (Et) = t∗ +
∑
t≥t∗

P (Et) ≤ t∗ +
∞∑

t=t∗

3

t2
≲

1

∆2

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+Φ

)
+
π2

2
≲

1

∆2

(
ln

(
1

α

)
+ t0

)
+
π2

2
.

(78)

The proof is now completed.
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D Proof of lemmas and theorems in Subsection 3.2

Lemma D.1. Following the same assumptions and conditions in Lemma 3.2, Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4)
has RegretT (θ∗) ≤ 2η

∑T
t=1 ∥∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt)∥∗θt∥∇ℓt(θt)∥

∗
θt
+R(θ∗)−minθ∈K R(θ)

η , where θ∗ ∈ K is any comparator.

When Optimistic-FPRL is used as OAlg method, we will choose the fraction via θt := argminθ∈K η⟨mt(θt−1), θ⟩+
η
∑t−1

s=1⟨∇ℓs(θs), θ⟩+R(θ), for each round t, then we will first show the following regret bound.
Lemma D.2. (Lemma 3 in Wang et al. [2024].) Given η > 0 and a β-strongly convex R : K → R, assume
we have a sequence of loss functions {ℓt(·)}Tt=1 such that each ℓt(·) is µt-strongly convex for some µt ≥ 0. Let
m1, . . . ,mT : K → R be the sequence of hint functions given to OPTIMISTICFTRL, where each mt(·) is µ̂t-strongly
convex function over K. Then OPTIMISTICFTRL[R(·), η] satisfies

RegretT (θ∗) ≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt), θt − wt+1⟩+
R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η

− 1

2

T∑
t=1

(
β

η

)
∥θt − wt∥2 −

1

2

T∑
t=1

(
β

η

)
∥θt − wt+1∥2 (79)

where w1, . . . , wT is the alternative sequence chosen according to FTRL[R(·), η], wt :=

argminθ∈K η
∑t

s=1⟨∇ℓt(θt), θ⟩+R(θ), and θ∗ ∈ K is any benchmark.

Remark D.3. We recall the definition ∥f∥∗θ =
√
fT (∇2C(θ))−1f :

∥θt − wt+1∥θt ≤ 2η∥∇ℓt(θt)∥∗θt = 2η
√
(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2Ft(θt))−1 = 2η

√
(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))−1, (80)

where we have ∇2Ft(θ) = ∇2R(θ) as mentioned previously. Hence,

RegretT (θ∗) ≤ 2η

T∑
t=1

∥∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt)∥∗θt∥∇ℓt(θt)∥
∗
θt +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
(81)

= 2η

T∑
t=1

√
(∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt))

2
(∇2R(θt))−1 ·

√
(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))−1 +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η

(82)

= 2η

T∑
t=1

|∇ℓt(θt)−mt(θt)| · |∇ℓt(θt)| (∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
(83)

By applying again the the definition of dual-norm and consider (80), we can get (82). Simplifying it gives (83), with the
condition that η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt = η

√
(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))−1 ≤ 1

4 . We let the guess mt(·) at t be the previous loss function
mt(·)← ℓt−1(·). Thus, we get

RegretT (FTRLOptimistic) ≤ 2η

T∑
t=1

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| · |∇ℓt(θt)| (∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
,

We recall the regret bound for FTRL-Barrier, which is

RegretT (FTRLBarrier) ≤ 2η

T∑
t=1

(∇ℓt(θt))2(∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η

= 2η

T∑
t=1

|∇ℓt(θt)| · |∇ℓt(θt)|(∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)−minθ∈KR(θ)

η
. (84)

Thus, if |∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| ≤ |∇ℓt(θt)|, Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier has a lower regret bound than that of
FTRL+Barrier.
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Theorem D.4. Algorithm 1 with OAlg being Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier (Algorithm 4) is a level-α sequential test with
asymptotic power one. Furthermore, denote ∆ := |µy − µx| and assume that the linear growth condition (7) holds at
all t ≥ t0 for some t0. The expected rejection time τ against the nullH0 underH1 satisfies:

E[τ ] ≲
1

∆2

(
ζt0 + ln

1

α

)
, (85)

where ζ := max
t

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)|
|∇ℓt(θt)| .

Proof. We will first show that Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier can also achieve a constant regret under the linear growth
condition.

RegretT (FTRLOptimistic) (86)

≤2η
T∑

t=1

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| · |∇ℓt(θt)| (∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(θ∗)−minw∈K R(w)

η

(i)

≤ 2η

(
t0∑
t=1

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| |∇ℓt(θt)|(∇2R(θt))
−1 +

T∑
t=t0+1

|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| |∇ℓt(θt)|(∇2R(θt))
−1

)
+
R(u)

η
,

(ii)

≤ 2η

t0∑
t=1

ζ |∇ℓt(θt)|2 (∇2R(θt))
−1 + 2η

T∑
t=t0+1

ζ |∇ℓt(θt)|2 (∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(u)

η
, (87)

(iii)

≤ 2η

t0∑
t=1

ζ

16η2
+ 2ηζ

T∑
t=t0+1

(∇ℓt(θt))2 (∇2R(θt))
−1 +

R(u)

η
(88)

(iv)

≤
t0∑
t=1

ζ

8η
+ 2ηζ

T∑
t=t0+1

2

c′2η2(t− 1)2
+
R(u)

η

≤ ζt0
8η

+
4ζ

c′2η

T∑
t=t0+1

1

(t− 1)2
+
R(u)

η

=
ζt0
8η

+
4ζ

c′2η

(
1

t0
− 1

T − 1

)
+
R(u)

η

≤ 1

η

(
ζt0
8

+
4ζ

c′2t0
+R(u)

)
,

where (i) holds because for any benchmark θ∗, we have R(θ∗)−minw∈K R(w)
η ≤ R(θ∗)

η . For (ii), define ζ :=

maxt
|∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)|

|∇ℓt(θt)| , which implies that for all t, |∇ℓt(θt)−∇ℓt−1(θt)| ≤ ζ |∇ℓt(θt)|. Recall the condition

η∥∇ℓt∥∗θt = η
√
(∇ℓt)2(∇2R(θ))−1 ≤ 1

4 , hence (∇ℓt)2(∇2R(θ))−1 ≤ 1
16η2 , from which we derive (iii). Previously,

we have shown that when t ≥ t0, ((∇ℓt(θt))2 (∇2R(θt))
−1 can be bounded by 2

c′2η2(t−1)2 , see (52), thus establishing
(iv). Furthermore, we recall that ζ < 1 is easily satisfied for distributions with disjoint supports and small variances, as
seen in Example 4.

If we let η = 1
4 , the regret for Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier is:

RegretT (FTRLBarrier) ≤
ζt0
2

+
16ζ

c′2
1

t0
+ 4R(u) ≤ ζt0

2
+

16ζ

c′2t0
− ln

81

256
, (89)

where u = −ST

2(QT+|ST |) , and t0 is the time that
∣∣∣∑t

s=1∇ℓ(θs)
∣∣∣ ≥ ct,∀t ≥ t0, c > 0 is a constant.

The analysis of the expected rejection time follows the same lines as those for proving Theorem 3.4, except that we let
t∗ := 1

∆2

(
ln
(
1
α

)
+ ζt0

)
here.

The proof is now completed.
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E Experiments of Synthetic Datasets

Setup. Each sequence of xt and yt contains 500 samples, and each test under a specified significance level α will be
conducted over 300 runs to get the average results under both H0 and H1 scenarios.

(Distributions with disjoint supports.) Consider one observes two sequences of samples that are drawn from two
uniform distributions with small variances. When the null hypothesis holds, both sequences originate from identical
distributions::

{xt}t≥1 ∼ U(a1, b1) a1 = 0.799, b1 = 0.801, (90)
{yt}t≥1 ∼ U(a2, b3) a2 = 0.799, b2 = 0.801. (91)

When the alternative hypothesis is true, xt and yt come from two distributions with disjoint supports:
{xt}t≥1 ∼ U(a1, b1) a1 = 0.799, b1 = 0.801, (92)
{yt}t≥1 ∼ U(a2, b3) a2 = 0.199, b2 = 0.201. (93)

(Distributions with overlapping supports; high signal- to-noise ratio.) Consider xt and yt are drawn from normal distri-
butions with high signal-to-noise ratio

(
i.e., (µx−µy)

2

σ2
x+σ2

y

)
. Under H0, sequence {yt} comes from the same distribution as

{xt},
{xt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ1, σ1) µ1 = 0.30, σ1 = 0.01, (94)
{yt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ2, σ2) µ2 = 0.30, σ2 = 0.01. (95)

Under H1, samples yt are drawn from a distribution that has slight overlap with the distribution of xt:
{xt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ3, σ3) µ3 = 0.30, σ3 = 0.01, (96)
{yt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ4, σ4) µ4 = 0.35, σ4 = 0.01. (97)

(Time-varying distributions with mean shift.) We consider a synthetic scenario where the distribution shift for the
observed sequence {yt}. The null hypothesis posits the distribution of yt remains the same over time:

{xt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ1, σ1) µ1 = 0.30, σ1 = 0.01, (98)
{yt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ2, σ2) µ2 = 0.30, σ2 = 0.01. (99)

For H1 scenario, we let the sequence of yt undergo a mean shift at the time point t̂ = 300:
{xt}t≥1 ∼ N (µ3, σ3) µ3 = 0.30, σ3 = 0.01, (100)
{yt}t<t̂ ∼ N (µ4, σ4) µ4 = 0.30, σ4 = 0.01, (101)
{yt}t≥t̂ ∼ N (µ5, σ5) µ5 = 0.35, σ5 = 0.01. (102)

Additional experiment results. (Distributions with overlapping supports; high signal-to-noise ratio.) In this scenario,
the condition |

∑t
s=1(xs − ys)| ≥ ct can be satisfied with high probability, which facilitates faster rejection of H0

when using FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier than ONS see Figure 10.

Figure 10: Comparisons of three different OAlg methods under H0 and H1 scenarios when ρx and ρy have overlapping
supports. The left subfigure shows the average time over 300 runs for Algorithm 1 equipped with different OAlg
methods to reject H0 when H1 holds versus the false positive rates (FPRs) under each value of the significance level
(α). The plots closer to the bottom left are more desirable. The dashed line and shaded area in the right plot represent
the desired significance levels.

Because the difference in mean values, ∆ = |µx − µy|, is smaller than that in the first synthetic scenario, it takes a
longer time under H1 to reject H0. Moreover, FTRL+Barrier shows performance comparable to that of Optimistic-
FTRL+Barrier, as ζ might not be very small in this case.
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F Experiments of Detecting LLM-generated Texts

Setup. We use a publicly available dataset of Chen and Wang [2024], which consists of scores for both machine-
generated and human-written texts. The scoring configuration employed is the score function of Fast-DetectGPT, and
the scoring model GPT-Neo-2.7B. The score difference, denoted by gt = |xt − yt|, falls within the interval [−d, d],
where d ≥ 1. Moreover, since human-written texts in real-world scenario might be written by different individuals,
there could be a small variance ϵ between µx and µy under the null hypothesis. Thus, we will consider using the
composite hypotheses setting, i.e., H0 : |µx − µy| ≤ ϵ versus H1 : |µx − µy| > ϵ. In this case, ONS restricts the
betting fraction θt to [− 1

2d , 0], whereas our methods utilize the entire range [− 1
d , 0] to facilitate more aggressive betting

strategies and to avoid explosion issues.

Experiment Results. Figures 11 show the frequency distributions of scores for human-written news and fake Olympic
news generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash, Gemini-1.5-Pro, and PaLM 2. The difference in means between the scores for
human-written texts and machine-generated texts is largest for PaLM 2 and smallest for Gemini-1.5-Pro. Additionally,
the signal-to-noise ratio for Gemini-1.5-Pro is notably low.

Figure 11: Frequency distribution of scores for fake news generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash, Gemini-1.5-Pro, PaLM 2,
and all three LLMs compared to human-written texts.

As illustrated by Figure 12, Figure 13 and Figure 14, the performance of our OAlg methods FTRL+Barrier and
Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier in correctly detecting fake news generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash, Gemini-1.5-Pro, and PaLM
2 is superior to or comparable with that of ONS. All three OAlg methods generally maintain a false positive rate (FPR)
below the significance level parameter α.

Figure 12: The left subfigure illustrates the avergae time required to correctly identify texts generated by Gemini-1.5-
Flash versus the average false positive rates (FPRs) over 300 runs under different significance levels (α); a plot closer to
the bottom left indicates better performance. The right subfigure evaluates the performance of each online algorithm
under the null hypothesis, with a dashed line and shaded area representing the expected significance levels.

Compared to Gemini-1.5-Pro, the time is shorter for Algorithm 1 to detect texts generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash or
PaLM 2, which is resulted from a smaller mean difference,∆ = |µx − µy|, between the scores of human-written texts
and those generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash or PaLM 2. Despite the higher signal-to-noise ratio (i.e., ∆2

σ2
x+σ2

y
) for PaLM

2 compared to Gemini-1.5-Flash—due to the larger mean difference ∆—the detection time for texts generated by
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Figure 13: The left subfigure illustrates the average time required to correctly identify texts generated by Gemini-1.5-Pro
versus the average false positive rates (FPRs) over 300 runs under different significance levels (α); a plot closer to the
bottom left indicates better performance. The right subfigure evaluates the performance of each online algorithm under
the null hypothesis, with a dashed line and shaded area representing the expected significance levels.

Figure 14: The left subfigure illustrates the average time required to correctly identify texts generated by PaLM 2 versus
the average false positive rates (FPRs) over 300 runs under different significance levels (α); a plot closer to the bottom
left indicates better performance. The right subfigure evaluates the performance of each online algorithm under the null
hypothesis, with a dashed line and shaded area representing the expected significance levels.

these models are similar when using FTRL+Barrier and Optimistic-FTRL+Barrier. In contrast, the time for ONS to
detect LLM-generated texts by PaLM 2 is apparently shorter compared to those generated by Gemini-1.5-Flash. This
discrepancy aligns with Theorem 3.4, which states that the expected rejection time bound E[τ ] for our methods is
O
(

1
∆2 ln

(
1
α

))
, whereas for ONS, it is O

(
1
∆2 ln

(
1

∆2α

))
, indicating greater sensitivity of ONS to the magnitude of

mean difference ∆. Additionally, the increase in signal-to-noise ratio might be too small to significantly enhance the
performance of our OAlg methods. Moreover, we found that even when distributions of scores from human-written and
LLM-generated texts by Gemini-1.5-Pro substantially overlap, our methods outperform ONS under H1 due to the slow
wealth accumulation of ONS in scenarios with small ∆.

G Experiments of Evaluating Facial Expression Classifiers

Dataset. Karolinska Directed Emotional Faces dataset (KDEF) [Lundqvist et al., 1998] dataset contains images of
people expressing various emotions, including: afraid (AF), angry (AN), disgusted (DI), happy (HA), neutral (NE), sad
(SA), and surprised (SU). Following Lopez-Paz and Oquab [2016] and Jitkrittum et al. [2016], the straight profiles
of facial expressions are divided into two categories: positive (HA, NE, SU) and negative (AF, AN, DI). The original
images (562 × 762 pixels) are cropped to exclude the background, and then are resized to 64 × 64 pixels and converted
to grayscale.

Setup. In our experiments, we adopt the CNN model introduced by Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023] as the classifier, and
implement 200 runs for each test. Specifically, the architecture of the model consists of four convolutional layers, each
using a 3× 3 kernel, with 16, 32, 32, and 64 filters, respectively. Each convolutional layer is followed by a max-pooling
layer with a 2×2 pooling window. The feature maps are flattened and passed through a fully connected layer containing
128 neurons. To avoid overfitting, dropout with a probability of 0.5 and early stopping (patience of 10 epochs, using 20
of the data for validation) are applied. ReLU activation functions are utilized across all layers. The network is trained
using the Adam optimizer. Training begins after 20 observations, and the model parameters are updated after every 10
subsequent observations. Each training iteration runs for up to 25 epochs with a batch size of 32.

In H1 scenario, the sequence {xt} consists of the corresponding real labels for 500 images, with 250 images from the
negative class and 250 images from the positive class. The sequence {yt} includes the classification results predicted by
the classifier for these images. To simulate the H0 scenario, we let {xt} be a sequence of independent random choices

30



between the negative and positive classes, so that each image is assigned a randomly chosen label. As a result, the
shuffled labels no longer reflect the true content of the images, making the model’s predictions equivalent to random
guessing.

Following Podkopaev and Ramdas [2023], we will update the betting fraction θt at each round t within the halved
decision space [0, 12 ] when using ONS. For Seq-C-2ST equipped with our two methods, the betting fraction θt will be
updated on the whole decision space [0, 1].
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