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Large and Small Deviations for
Statistical Sequence Matching

Lin Zhou, Qianyun Wang, Jingjing Wang, Lin Bai and Alfred O. Hero

Abstract

We revisit the problem of statistical sequence matching between two databases of sequences initiated by Unnikrishnan (TIT
2015) and derive theoretical performance guarantees for the generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT). We first consider the case
where the number of matched pairs of sequences between the databases is known. In this case, the task is to accurately find the
matched pairs of sequences among all possible matches between the sequences in the two databases. We analyze the performance
of the GLRT by Unnikrishnan and explicitly characterize the tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject probabilities under
each hypothesis in both large and small deviations regimes. Furthermore, we demonstrate the optimality of Unnikrishnan’s GLRT
test under the generalized Neyman-Person criterion for both regimes and illustrate our theoretical results via numerical examples.
Subsequently, we generalize our achievability analyses to the case where the number of matched pairs is unknown, and an additional
error probability needs to be considered. When one of the two databases contains a single sequence, the problem of statistical
sequence matching specializes to the problem of multiple classification introduced by Gutman (TIT 1989). For this special case,
our result for the small deviations regime strengthens previous result of Zhou, Tan and Motani (Information and Inference 2020)
by removing unnecessary conditions on the generating distributions.

Index Terms

Finite blocklength analysis, Classification, Second-order asymptotics, Mismatch, False alarm

I. INTRODUCTION

Hypothesis testing lies in the intersection of information theory, signal processing and statistics [1]–[3]. In the simplest model
of binary hypothesis testing, one is given a sequence of a certain length and two known distributions (P,Q) that could have
generated the sequence. It is assumed that the observed sequence is generated i.i.d. from one of the two distributions. There
are two hypotheses, each of which specifies a possible generating distribution of the test sequence. The task is to design a
test to correctly identify the true hypothesis. However, in practical applications such as image classification and junk mail
identification, the generating distribution under each hypothesis is usually unavailable. Thus, the hypothesis testing framework
fails to apply directly.

To resolve the above problem, Gutman [4] proposed the framework of statistical classification, where under each hypothesis,
a training sequence generated i.i.d. from the unknown generating distribution is available. For the binary case, the task is thus to
design a test based on the training data without knowledge of the generating distributions. Naturally, there are two performance
criteria: the type-I and type-II error probabilities, each of which specifies the probability of an error under the respective
null and alternative hypotheses. Gutman proposed a threshold based generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT), analyzed its
asymptotically achievable error exponent rate for the type-I error probability and proved the asymptotic optimality of the
test under the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion. Specifically, the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion requires one to
consider tests that ensure exponential decay of the error probability under each hypothesis with a certain exponent rate for
all possible generating distributions. The optimality under the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion implies that a test has
smallest false reject probability under each hypothesis for any generating distributions under the above condition. Note that
Gutman’s GLRT for binary classification generalizes the Hoeffding’s test [5] for the binary hypothesis testing problem when the
generating distribution P under hypothesis H1 is known while the generating distribution Q under hypothesis H2 is unknown.
Recently, Zhou, Tan and Motani [6] refined Gutman’s results by explicitly deriving the tradeoff between the type-I and type-II
error probabilities in the small deviations regime that provides approximations to the performance of an optimal test in the
non-asymptotic setting, using finite-length testing and training sequences. The authors of [4], [6] also considered the case
of multiple hypotheses with a reject option, where the reject option claims that the testing sequence is not matched to any
generating distributions of training sequences. As [4], [6] assumed that at least one of the multiple hypotheses is valid, the
reject option indicates that further investigation is required to make a reliable decision. In [4], [6], the reject option is critical to
establishing the optimality of Gutman’s test.

Motivated by studies of privacy of anonymized databases and applications in accurate user targeting for advertisement
recommender systems, Unnikrishnan [7, Section IV] generalized Gutman’s framework to statistical sequence matching in a pair
of databases of sequences. This problem strictly generalizes the statistical classification problem from testing a single sequence
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for match to a distribution to finding matching pairs of distributions based on realizations of multiple sample sequences in a
pair of databases. Specifically, in statistical sequence matching, there are two databases of sequences, where each sequence of
each database is generated i.i.d. from an unknown distribution. If two sequences, each from one of the two databases, are
generated from the same distribution, the two sequences are called a matched pair; otherwise, the two sequences are called an
unmatched pair. The task is to design a test, without knowledge of the generating distributions of any of the sequences, to
correctly identify all matched pairs of sequences between the two databases or to claim a reject option, which implies that no
matched pair of sequences between the two databases is found.

Unnikrishnan assumed that the number of matched pairs (matches) is positive and known. In this case, under each hypothesis,
there are two performance criteria: the mismatch probability and the false reject probability. The mismatch probability quantifies
the probability that an incorrect hypothesis other than the reject option is claimed while the false reject probability quantities the
probability the test mistakenly declares that there are no matching sequences. In the formulation of [7], any decision of reject is
a false reject since it is assumed that the number of matched pairs is non-zero. Unnikrishnan proposed a threshold-based GLRT,
analyzed its achievable mismatch probability and proved the optimality of the test when the length of each sequence tends
to infinity, analogous to Gutman’s results for statistical classification. However, the false reject probability was not explicitly
bounded and the tradeoff between the two types of error probabilities was not studied.

In this paper, we refine Unnikrishnan’s result [7, Section IV] in two ways. Firstly, we explicitly derive the tradeoff between
the mismatch and false reject probabilities in both large and small deviations regimes. Secondly, we generalize our achievability
results to the case where the true number of matches, which could be zero, is unknown and derive performance tradeoffs among
the probabilities of mismatch, the false reject and false alarm for a variant of Unnikrishnan’s test. Our main contributions are
summarized as follows.

A. Main Contributions

When the number of matched pairs is known, we characterize the optimal tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject
probabilities in both large deviations [8] and small deviations regimes [9], [10]. Specifically, in both regimes, the mismatch
probability decays exponentially fast while the false reject probability behaves differently over the two regimes. In the large
deviations regime, the false reject probability also decays exponentially and thus the exponential tradeoff of mismatch and
false reject probabilities are characterized. In contrast, in the small deviations regime, the false reject probability is upper
bounded by a non-vanishing constant. For both regimes, we prove optimality of Unnikrishnan’s GLRT test under the generalized
Neyman-Pearson criterion for all possible tuples of generating distributions of the sequences. When specialized to multiple
classification, our large deviations result specializes to the corresponding results of Gutman [4, Theorem 3] while our small
deviations result refines [6, Theorem 4.1] by removing the unnecessary condition on the unknown tuple of generating distributions
of training sequences.

We first consider the large deviations regime and establish the first order expansion (better known as the error exponent rates)
when the length of each sequence tends to infinity. In fact, if one derives a second-order expansion in the large deviations
regime [11]–[13] for the present problem, the corresponding result provides a good approximation to the finite sample size
setting. However, the derivation is more complicated and we leave it for future work. As shown by Unnikrishnan [7, Theorem
4.1], the mismatch probability decays exponentially fast with the speed proportional to the threshold λ of the test (cf. (19)).
Simultaneously, we completely characterize the achievable false reject exponent rate as a function of the threshold λ and
the evaluated tuples of unknown generating distributions. Thus, we reveal the asymptotic rate tradeoff between the mismatch
and false reject probabilities. If the mismatch exponent rate λ increases, the false reject exponent rate decreases; and if λ is
larger than a threshold value, dependent on the unknown generating distributions, the false reject exponent rate equals zero.
Finally, using both mathematical analysis and numerical experiments, we compare the performance of Unnikrishnan’s test and a
simple test in Algorithm 1 that repeatedly applies Gutman’s statistical classification test to find matching sequences. Our results
strengthen the results of comparison in [7, Section IV. A] by explicitly characterizing the false reject exponent rates of both
tests.

To provide more accurate insights on the achievable performance of an optimal test in the finite sample size setting, we also
derive the second-order expansion in the small deviations regime. Specifically, we derive a non-asymptotic upper bound on the
false reject probability and apply the multi-variate Berry-Esseen theorem to yield a bound that involves the complementary
cumulative distribution function (cdf) of a multivariate Gaussian random vector. Furthermore, we show that the false reject
probability is upper bounded by a constant if the mismatch exponent rate λ is a particular function of the unknown generating
distributions and the sample size n. In particular, as the sample size tends to infinity, the value of the particular function tends
to the threshold value of λ, above which the false reject exponent is exactly zero in the large deviations regime. Therefore, the
small deviations regime refines the large deviations regime for the special case of zero false reject exponent, which leads to a
constant false reject probability. We illustrate our small deviations results and compare the performance of Unnikrishnan’s test
and the simple Gutman’s test.

Finally, we generalize the achievability results to the case where the number of matched pairs is unknown. In this case, we
need to consider the additional error probability that bounds the probability of the error event when the number of matched
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pairs is exactly zero. This is because, when the number of matched pairs is unknown, it can be either zero or strictly positive.
When the number of matched pairs is zero, any decision of the reject option is an error, which we call the false alarm, where
the test mistakenly claims that some pairs of matched sequences are found. In contrast, when the number of matched pairs is
strictly positive, we have the same mismatch and false reject probabilities in the case of a known number of matches. For
this case, we construct a test in two steps, where the first step estimates the number of matches and the second step applies
Unnikrishnan’s GLRT test when the estimated number of matches is positive. We analyze the achievable performance of the
proposed test in both large and small deviations regimes and thus elucidate the tradeoff among the probabilities of mismatch,
false reject and false alarm. When specialized to multiple classification, our results generalize the corresponding results in [4,
Theorem 3] and [6, Theorem 4.1] to the more practical case where the testing sequence is allowed to be generated from a
distribution different from the generating distribution of any training sequence.

B. Other Related Works

We recall other related works on statistical classification and sequence matching. Merhav and Ziv [14] studied the Bayesian
setting of statistical classification and derived the achievable error exponent rate when the lengths of testing and training
sequences tend to infinity. The results of [14] were recently refined by Saito and Matsushima [15], [16] who derived the
corresponding result in the finite blocklength setting using Bayes codes. Unnikrishnan and Huang [17] proposed the weak
convergence analysis and provided tight bounds for error probabilities of statistical classification. Hsu and Wang [18] generalized
Gutman’s result [4] to the mismatched case where under the true hypothesis, the generating distributions of the training sequence
and the testing sequence deviate slightly and explicitly characterized the impact of the distribution deviation on achievable
error exponents. Haghifam, Tan and Khisti [19] generalized the achievability part of Gutman’s result [4] to the semi-sequential
setting where the testing sequence is observed sequentially in a streaming manner. The results for the binary case of [19]
were recently refined by Hsu, Li and Wang [20] who considered two fully sequential settings and derived tight results with
matching achievability and converse bounds. Gutman’s results have also been generalized to large alphabet [21], distributed
detection [22], outlier hypothesis testing [23], [24] and two-phase classification [25].

When one database of sequences is replaced by a database of known distributions, the problem of statistical sequence
matching reduces to the problem of matching sequences to known generating distributions [7, Section III]. Unnikrishnan fully
characterized the exponent rate tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject probabilities when the length of each sequence
tends to infinity. The special case when both databases contain the same number of sequences was studied in [26, Chapter 10]
and [27].

C. Organization for the Rest of the Paper

In Section II, we set up the notation, formulate the problem of statistical sequence matching and recall Unnikrishnan’s GLRT
test and asymptotic results. Subsequently, in Sections III and IV, we present and discuss our results for the case of known and
unknown number of matches, respectively. The proofs of our results are presented in Sections V and VI. Finally, in Section
VII, we conclude the paper and discuss future directions. For smooth presentation of main results, the proofs of supporting
lemmas are deferred to appendices.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND EXISTING RESULTS

Notation

Random variables and their realizations are in upper case (e.g., X) and lower case (e.g., x), respectively. All sets are denoted
in calligraphic font (e.g., X ). We use R, R+, and N to denote the set of real numbers, non-negative real numbers, and natural
numbers respectively. Given any number a ∈ N, we use [a] to denote the collection of natural numbers between 1 and a. We
use superscripts to denote the length of vectors, e.g., Xn := (X1, . . . , Xn). All logarithms are base e. The set of all probability
distributions on a finite set X is denoted as P(X ). Notation concerning the method of types follows [28]. Given a vector
xn = (x1, x2, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn, the type or empirical distribution is denoted as T̂xn(a) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 1{xi = a}, a ∈ X . The set of

types formed from length-n sequences with alphabet X is denoted as Pn(X ). Given P ∈ Pn(X ), the set of all sequences of
length n with type P , the type class, is denoted as T n

P . For any k ∈ N and (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ Rk, let Φk(x1, . . . , xk;µ,Σ) be
the multivariate generalization of the Gaussian cdf, i.e.,

Φk(x1, . . . , xk;µ,Σ) :=

∫ x1

−∞
. . .

∫ xk

−∞
N (x;µ;Σ)dx, (1)

where N (x;µ;Σ) is the probability density function of a k-variate Gaussian with mean vector µ and non-singular covariance
matrix Σ [29]. When k = 1, we use Φ(x) to denote the cdf of a normal random variable with mean zero and variance one.
Finally, for any k ∈ N, we use 1k to denote a row vector of length k with all elements being one and we use 0k similarly.
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A. Case of Known Number of Matches

We first consider the case where the number of matched pairs of sequences across the two databases are known. Fix
integers (M1,M2,K,N, n) ∈ N5 such that M1 ≥M2 ≥ K. Let XN := {XN

1 , . . . , X
N
M1

} denote a database of M1 sequences,
where for each i ∈ [M1], XN

i is generated i.i.d. from an unknown distribution Pi defined on the finite alphabet X . Let
Yn := {Y n

1 , . . . , Y
n
M2

} be another database of M2 sequences, where for each i ∈ [M2], Y n
i is generated i.i.d. from an unknown

distribution Qi defined on X . Without loss of generality, we assume that N = nα for some α ∈ R+. For simplicity, we assume
that the length of each sequence in a database is exactly the same. This assumption can be relaxed to databases that have
different sequence lengths by using the method of types [30] in the same spirit of [4], [7]. The only required changes is to
calculate the types from sequences of different lengths and use sequence length as a parameter when designing the test.

Following the setting of Unnikrishnan [7], we assume that each sequence in each database is generated by a distinct
distribution, i.e., there is no redundant element in either the set PM1 := {P1, . . . , PM1

} or the set QM2 := {Q1, . . . , QM2
}.

Furthermore, assume that there are K pairs of sequences that are generated from the same distribution, i.e., there exists two
subsets A ⊆ [M1] and B ⊆ [M2] such that |A| = |B| = K and there exists a unique mapping σ : A → B such that for each
i ∈ A, Xn

i and Y n
σ(i) are generated from the same distribution, i.e., Pi = Qσ(i).

As argued by Unnikrishnan [7], if the distinct distribution assumption is removed for Yn, the problem reduces to repeated
version of the M -ary classification problem [4], [6], which is solved by testing whether Y n

i is generated from the same
distribution as some sequence in XN for each i ∈ [M2]. Furthermore, if K = M2 = 1, this problem is exactly the M1-ary
classification problem. Therefore, the statistical matching problem significantly generalizes the M1-ary classification problem.

Note that there are in total TK :=
(
M1

K

)(
M2

K

)
K! possibilities of K-matches between the two databases. To represent each

possibility (hypothesis) explicitly, we need the following definitions. Let CK
1 be the collection of all

(
M1

K

)
subsets of [M1] with

size K and let CK
2 be the collection of all

(
M2

K

)
subsets of [M2] with size K. For each AK ×BK ∈ CK

1 ×CK
2 , let CK

Per(AK ,BK)
denote the set of all K! unique mappings from AK → BK . For each l ∈ [TK ], a hypothesis HK

l corresponds to a triple
(AK

l ,BK
l , σ

K
l ) ∈ CK

1 ×CK
2 ×CK

Per(AK
l ,BK

l ) such that for each i ∈ AK
l , the sequences XN

i and Y n
σK
l (i)

are generated from the same
distribution Pi = QσK

l (i). Following [7], we also define MK
l := {(i, σK

l (i))}i∈AK
l

as the set of indices of matched sequences
across the two databases, which is represented by a bipartie graph with weight K between two sets of vertices with sizes M1 and
M2, respectively. Note that (AK

l ,BK
l , σ

K
l ) is equivalent to MK

l . We find it convenient to use the notation (AK
l ,BK

l , σ
K
l ) in the

presentation and derivation for some of our theoretical results. Furthermore, AK
l = {i ∈ [M1] : ∃ j ∈ [M2] s.t. (i, j) ∈ MK

l }
and BK

l = {j ∈ [M2] : ∃ i ∈ [M1] s.t. (i, j) ∈ MK
l }.

Our task is to design a test ϕn,N : XM1N × YM2n → {{HK
l }l∈[TK ],Hr} to correctly identify the unique K-match between

the two databases with a no match decision Hr that calls for further investigation, i.e.,

• HK
l with l ∈ [TK ]: the sequence XN

i and Y n
σK
l (i)

are generated from the same distribution for each i ∈ AK
l .

• Hr: there is no K-match between the two databases XN and Yn.

Under hypothesis Hr, K = 0, TK = 1 and thus (AK
l ,BK

l ,MK
l ) are all empty sets for l ∈ [TK ]. We remark that the adoption

of the no match decision Hr is consistent with the literature on statistical classification [4], [6] and statistical matching with the
reject option [7]. Furthermore, since the generating distributions are unknown, one would like to a design a universal test with
good performance under any tuples of generating distributions. If the null hypothesis is not introduced, one aims to minimize
the maximal mismatch probability under all hypotheses for all possible tuples of distributions. The resulting maximal mismatch
probability can be very large, even close to one, since the worst case of generating distributions dominates. By introducing a
null hypothesis, when it is hard to make a reliable decision under a particular tuple of generating distributions, the test can
declare the null hypothesis and requires further investigation to make sure that the mismatch probability is small. In particular,
as we shall show in our main results, below, allowing the additional null hypothesis enables us to derive tight results for optimal
tests in both the large and small deviations regimes under the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion [4], [6].

For each l ∈ [TK ], define the following set of generating distributions

PK
l :=

{
(P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ P(X )M1+M2 : Pi = Qj iff (i, j) ∈ MK

l

}
. (2)

Note that PK
l denotes all possible tuples of generating distributions under hypothesis HK

l . To evaluate the performance of a
test ϕn,N , for each l ∈ [TK ], under hypothesis HK

l and any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , we consider

the following two probabilities:

β(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) := Pr
{
ϕn,N (XN ,Yn) /∈ {HK

l ,Hr}
}
, (3)

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) := Pr
{
ϕn,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr

}
. (4)

Note that β(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) is the mismatch probability, corresponding to the probability that an incorrect K-match is decided
under hypothesis HK

l when the generating distributions are (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , while ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) is the false reject

probability, corresponding to the probability that a no-match decision is output under hypothesis HK
l with the same generating

distributions. We remark that in the case of known number of matches, we only consider hypotheses that identify all K matches
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simultaneously. The partial match case that identifies less than K pairs of matched sequences is not considered. It would be
worthwhile to generalize our analyses to cover partial match in future work.

Note that the generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) are unknown when we design and run the test ϕn,N . However, we need
the knowledge of these generating distributions to evaluate the performance of the test ϕn,N . Ideally, we would like the test to
be universal so that regardless of distributions (PM1 , QM2), under each hypothesis, both mismatch and false reject probabilities
are extremely small. Towards this goal, for each l ∈ [TK ], given any (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l and non-negative target false reject
exponent E ∈ R+, for any sample sizes (n,N), in the large deviations regime, we aim to characterize the first order expansion
of the universal mismatch exponent λ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) := − 1

n log β∗
LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2), where

β∗
LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) := inf

ϕn,N :

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 ,QM2 )≤exp(−nE)

max
l∈[TK ]

sup
(P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l

β(ϕn,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2). (5)

Note that in (5), we take an inner supremum over sup(P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK
l

to consider the worst case mismatch probability over
all possible tuples of generating distributions under a particular hypothesis and we take another maximum over l ∈ [TK ]
to consider the maximal mismatch probability under all hypotheses. Thus, β∗

LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) denotes the maximal
universal mismatch probability under any hypothesis over all possible tuples of generating distributions of any test that ensures
exponential decay of the false reject probability with rate of at least E under hypothesis HK

l with a particular tuple of generating
distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l . Equivalently, given any target mismatch exponent λ ∈ R+, one can characterize the false
reject exponent E∗

LD(n,N, λ|PM1 , QM2) := − 1
n log ζ∗LD(n,N, λ|PM1 , QM2), where

ζ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) := inf
ϕn,N : ∀ l∈[TK ] and (P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l ,

β(ϕn,N |P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )≤exp(−nλ)

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2). (6)

It follows from (5) and (6) that

λ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) = sup
{
λ ∈ R+ : E∗

LD(n,N, λ|PM1 , QM2) ≥ E
}
. (7)

For ease of notation, we explicitly bound the false reject exponent E∗
LD(n,N, λ|PM1 , QM2) in Theorem 2 and the bound on

λ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) follows from (7). In the achievability analysis, we use a distribution free test and prove its performance
under any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l . In the converse part, we adopt the generalized Neyman-Pearson
criterion of Gutman [4], which results in an universal performance constraint on the maximal mismatch probability over all
possible tuples of generating distributions, i.e., the constraint inside the infimum of (6). Since the generating distributions of
observed sequences are unknown, the above formulation puts an universal constraint on the mismatch probability under each
non-null hypothesis and a non-universal constraint on false reject probability under the null hypothesis. Such a setting is known
as partial universal and has been considered in the literature [4], [6], [7], [22], [24].

We remark that the non-universal constraint on the false reject probability can be easily generalized to be hold for a set of
unknown generating distributions and the fundamental limit follows from (5) and (6). Specifically, let Q ⊆ PM1+M2 be a set
of generating distributions. One can impose the constraint inside the infimum of (5) for all distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ Q and
obtain the corresponding fundamental limit β∗

LD(n,N,E|Q). Correspondingly, the equivalent fundamental limit analogous to
(6) is ζ∗LD(n,N,E|Q) with an additional supremum over (PM1 , QM2) ∈ Q required for (6). It follows that

β∗
LD(n,N,E|Q) = sup

(PM1 ,QM2 )∈Q
β∗
LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2), (8)

ζ∗LD(n,N,E|Q) = sup
(PM1 ,QM2 )∈Q

ζ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2). (9)

Thus, it suffices to study the partial universal fundamental limit in (5) and (6).
In the small deviations regime, given any positive real number ε ∈ (0, 1), we aim to characterize the second-order expansion

of the universal mismatch exponent λ∗SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2) := − 1
n log β∗

SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2), where

β∗
SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2) := inf

ϕn,N :

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 ,QM2 )≤ε

max
l∈[TK ]

sup
(P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l

β(ϕn,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2). (10)

Similarly, β∗
SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2) denotes the maximal universal mismatch probability under all tuples of generating distributions

(P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ PK
l subject to a constant false reject probability ε under hypothesis HK

l for a particular tuple of generating
distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l .
Our first contribution is to characterize the first-order expansion of λ∗LD(n,N,E|PM1 , QM2) and the second-order expansion

of λ∗SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2).
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B. Case of Unknown Number of Matches

A more practical setting is where the number of matches K is unknown a priori. This setting is more challenging since prior
information on the number of matches is seldom available. In this case, the number of matches must be estimated and the pairs
of matched sequences must be identified. To account for the possibility that no match between two databases exists, we define
the null hypothesis, denoted as the reject hypothesis Hr, which corresponds to K = 0. For each K ∈ [M2], we use HK to
denote the set of all TK hypotheses when the number of matches is K. Thus, when the number of matches is unknown, the
total number of hypotheses increases to T + 1 where T :=

∑M2

K=1 TK .
Correspondingly, our task is to design a test ϕn,N : XM1N × YM2n → {{HK}K∈[M2],Hr} to correctly identify among the

following hypotheses:
• HK

l ∈ HK where K ∈ [M2] and l ∈ [TK ]: the sequence XN
i and YσK

l
(i) are generated from the same distribution for

each i ∈ AK
l ∈ CK

1 .
• Hr: there is no matched sequences between the two databases XN and Yn.
Analogously to (2), define the following set of possible distributions under the null hypothesis:

P0 :=
{
(P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ P(X )M1+M2 : Pi ̸= Qj ∀ (i, j) ∈ [M1]× [M2]

}
. (11)

To evaluate the performance of the testϕn,N , for each K ∈ [M2] and l ∈ [TK ], under the non-null hypothesis HK
l and generating

distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , we consider the mismatch probability β(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) and the false reject probability

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) as in the case of known number of matches. Furthermore, under the null hypothesis Hr, for any tuple of
generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ P0, we also need the following false alarm probability:

η(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) := Pr
{
ϕn,N (XN ,Yn) ̸= Hr

}
. (12)

Note that η(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) quantifies the probability that the test declares that there exists a matched pair of sequences
between the two databases when there is none.

When the number of matches is unknown, we need to study the tradeoff among the probabilities of mismatch, false reject
and false alarm. Analogous to the case where the number of matches is known, we derive achievability bounds for all three
probabilities and discover the tradeoff among them for a variant of Unnikrishnan’s test.

C. Unnikrishnan’s Test and Result

We next recall Unnikrishnan’s test for the case when the number of matches is known. Recall that α = N
n is defined as the

ratio between the lengths of sequences of the two databases.
To present the test, we need the following definitions. Given any distributions (P,Q) ∈ P2(X ), for any positive constant

a ∈ R+, define the following generalized Jensen-Shannon divergence [6, Eq. (2.3)] for a positive constant α ∈ R+:

GJS(P,Q, α) := αD

(
P

∥∥∥∥αP +Q

1 + α

)
+D

(
Q

∥∥∥∥αP +Q

1 + α

)
. (13)

Note that GJS(P,Q, α) measures the distance between the distributions P and Q via a linear combination of KL divergences
between the distribution P/Q and the convex combination αP+Q

1+α of distributions P and Q. When α = 1, GJS(P,Q, 1) is
twice of the Jensen-Shannon divergence [31, Eq. (4.1)] when the weights of two distributions are the same. When α→ ∞,
GJS(P,Q, α) → D(Q∥P ). The definition of the generalized Jensen-Shannon divergence in (13) dates back to Gutman [4] in
the asymptotic studies of statistical classification. In particular, GJS(P,Q, α) is the first-order expansion of the small deviations
regime for the optimal test in binary classification where one needs to determine whether a testing sequence Y n is generated
i.i.d. from an unknown distributions P or Q while training sequences (XN

1 , X
N
2 ) generated i.i.d. from P and Q, respectively,

are available. The GJS function has also been used in other studies including [6], [7], [18], [19], [22]–[25].
For any two sets of distributions PM1 = (P1, . . . , PM1

) and QM2 = (Q1, . . . , QM2
), for each l ∈ [TK ], let

GK
l (PM1 , QM2 , α) :=

∑
i∈AK

l

GJS(Pi, QσK
l (i), α) =

∑
j∈BK

l

GJS(P(σK
l )−1(j), Qj , α) =

∑
(i,j)∈MK

l

GJS(Pi, Qj , α), (14)

where (AK
l ,BK

l , σ
K
l ) specify the matched pairs of sequences under hypothesis HK

l as explained in Section II-B. Specifically,
AK

l ∈ CK
1 identifies the set of indices of matched sequences of the database XN , BK

l ∈ CK
2 identifies the set of indices of

matched sequences of the database Yn and σK
l identifies the unique match among {xni }i∈AK

l
and {ynj }j∈BK

l
. We remark that

the three equivalent definitions of GK
l (PM1 , QM2 , α) are related via the definitions of (AK

l ,BK
l , σ

K
l ) and MK

l . We find it
convenient to use these three forms in different parts of our analyses.

Consider any realizations of two databases xN = {xN1 , . . . , xNM1
} and yn = {yn1 , . . . , ynM2

}. Let T̂xN := (T̂xN
1
, . . . , T̂xn

M1
)

and let T̂yn := (T̂yn
1
, . . . , T̂yn

M2
) be the collection of empirical distributions. For each t ∈ [TK ], define the scoring function

SKt (xN ,yn) := GK
t (T̂xN , T̂yn , α). (15)
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Furthermore, let

l∗K(xN ,yn) := argmin
t∈[TK ]

SKt (xN ,yn), (16)

hK(xN , yn) := min
t∈[TK ]:l ̸=l∗K(xN ,yn)

SKt (xN ,yn), (17)

denote the index of the hypothesis whose scoring function is minimal and the value of the second minimal scoring function,
respectively. Let λ ∈ R+ be any positive real number. For each n ∈ N, define

λn := λ+
K|X | log((1 + α)n+ 1)

n
. (18)

Unnikrishnan’s test operates as follows:

ϕU,K
n,N (xN ,yn, λ) =

{
HK

l if l∗K(xN ,yn) = l and hK(xN ,yn) > λn,
Hr if hK(xN ,yn) ≤ λn.

(19)

Note that when M2 = K = 1, the test in (19) reduces to a test for statistical classification of M1 hypotheses, which classifies
whether a test sequence yn is generated from the same distribution as one of the training sequence in xN , studied by Gutman [4].
We use ϕU,K=1

n,N (xN , yn, λ) to denote the test for this special case.
The following performance guarantee was rephrased from [7, Lemma 5 and Theorem 4.1].

Theorem 1. For each l ∈ [TK ], under the hypothesis HK
l , Unnikrishnan’s test is first-order asymptotically optimal by achieving

β∗
SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2) as n→ ∞ for any ε ∈ (0, 1) and any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l .

In a nutshell, Theorem 1 implies that Unnikrishnan’s test ensures exponential decay of mismatch probabilities and is optimal
in the generalized Neyman-Pearson sense as it minimizes the false reject probability among all tests that ensure exponential
decay of mismatch probabilities with the same exponent rate.

Although Theorem 1 provides insights, Theorem 1 does not explicitly bound the false reject probability and thus does not
reveal the tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject probabilities under each hypothesis. Furthermore, Theorem 1 holds
when n → ∞ and thus does not apply to the more practical finite sample size setting. The first contribution in this paper
resolves these problems by providing theoretical bounds on the false reject probability in both the large and small deviations
regimes. Our theoretical results demonstrate the performance tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject probabilities.
Subsequently, we generalize our results to the case where the number of matches is unknown. Our main results are presented
in the next two sections.

III. RESULTS FOR KNOWN NUMBER OF MATCHES

In this section, we provide a refined analyses of Unnikrishnan’s test ϕU,K
n,N for known number of matches in both large

and small deviations regimes. Furthermore, we demonstrate the optimality of Unnikrishnan’s test in both regimes under the
generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion.

A. Asymptotic Intuition

We first explain why Unnikrishnan’s test ϕU,K
n,N works using intuition obtained from the weak law of large numbers. Fix

any l ∈ [TK ] and consider any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l . Under hypothesis HK

l , the sequences
{xNi }i∈AK

l
and {ynj }j∈BK

l
are matched and σK

l : AK
l → BK

l specifies the unique pair of matches, i.e., for each i ∈ AK
l ,

XN
i and Y n

σK
l (i)

are generated from the same distribution Pi = QσK
l (i). For each i ∈ AK

l , the weak law of large numbers
implies that the empirical distribution xNi tends to Pi and the empirical distribution of yn

σK
l (i)

tends to QσK
l (i) = Pi and thus

GJS(T̂xN , T̂yn

σK
l

(i)
, α) tends to zero. Therefore, it follows from (15) that SKl (xN ,yn) tends to zero.

Consider any t ∈ [TK ] such that t ̸= l. Under hypothesis HK
l , the scoring function SKt (xN ,yn) satisfies

SKt (xN ,yn) =
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α) (20)

=
∑

(i,j)∈(MK
t ∩MK

l )

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α) +

∑
(i,j)∈(MK

t \MK
l )

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α), (21)

→ 0 +
∑

(i,j)∈(MK
t \MK

l )

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (22)

> 0, (23)
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Fig. 1. Plot of Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) as a function of λ when α = 2, M1 = 4, M2 = K = 2, (P1, P2, P3, P4) = Bern(0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4) and

Q1 = P1, Q2 = P2.

where (22) holds almost surely due to the weak law of large numbers and the continuous property of GJS(P,Q, α) and (23)
holds since Pi = Qj holds only for (i, j) ∈ MK

l . Therefore, under hypothesis HK
l , the second minimal scoring function

satisfies

hK(xN ,yn) = min
t∈[TK ]:t̸=l

SKt (xN ,yn) (24)

→ min
t∈[TK ]:t̸=l

GK
t (PM1 , QM2 , α) (25)

=: Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α), (26)

where (25) holds almost surely similarly to (22). Thus, asymptotically if the threshold λ < Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α), no mismatch

or false reject event can occur. Otherwise, if λ ≥ Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α), the false reject event occurs with probability tends to

one asymptotically. In the following, we characterize the false reject probabilities as a function of the threshold λ for the large
and small deviations regimes, respectively.

B. Large Deviations

We first derive the tradeoff between the decay rates (exponent rates) of mismatch and false reject probabilities for the
asymptotic setting of large sample size n. To present and discuss our result, we need the following definitions and lemma.
Fix l ∈ [TK ]. Given any two tuples of distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l and (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ PM1+M2(X ), define the following
linear combination of KL divergences:

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) :=

∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑
j∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j)) +

∑
j /∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥Qj). (27)

As we show in (108), below, under hypothesis HK
l , exp(−nEl(P

M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)) upper bounds the probability of
the set of sequences (xN ,yn) such that T̂xN

i
= Ωi for each i ∈ [M2] and T̂yn

i
= Ψi for each i ∈ [M2] when the generating

distributions are (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l .

Furthermore, given any non-negative real number λ ∈ R+, let

Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) := min

(t,s)∈[TK ]2:
t ̸=s

min
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈PM1+M2 (X ):

GK
t (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)≤λ

GK
s (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)≤λ

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α). (28)

As we shall show in Theorem 2, below, the expression Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) lower bounds the error exponent of the false

reject probability under hypothesis HK
l with generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l . Such a result resembles the definition
of the type-II error exponent in binary hypothesis testing when the type-I error probability decays exponentially fast with a
exponent rate of λ [1]. To illustrate, we plot Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) in Fig. 1.
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Finally, given l ∈ [TK ] and any (t, s) ∈ [TK ]2 such that t ̸= s, for each j ∈ [M2], let

f l,t,sj (PM1 , α) := min
Ψ∈P(X )

(
D(Ψ∥P(σK

l )−1(j)) +
∑

i∈[M1]:σ
K
t (i)=j

or σK
s (i)=j

αD(Ψ∥Pi)
)
, (29)

gl,t,sj (PM1 , QM2 , α) := min
Ψ∈P(X )

(
D(Ψ∥Qj) +

∑
i∈[M1]:σ

K
t (i)=j

or σK
s (i)=j

αD(Ψ∥Pi)
)
, (30)

and let

Υl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) := min

(t,s)∈[TK ]2:
t̸=s

( ∑
j∈BK

l :j∈(BK
t ∪BK

s )

f l,t,sj (PM1 , α) +
∑

j∈(BK
l )c:j∈(BK

t ∪BK
s )

gl,t,sj (PM1 , QM2 , α)

)
. (31)

Some properties of the exponent function Fl(·) are summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. The following claims hold for each l ∈ [TK ].
(i) Monotonicity: Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) is non-increasing in λ.
(ii) Zero Condition: Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) = 0 if and only if

λ ≥ Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α). (32)

(iii) Maximal value: the maximal value of Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) is

Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, 0,K) = Υl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α). (33)

The proof of Lemma 1 is provided in Appendix A.
Recall that α = N

n is defined as the ratio between the lengths of sequences of the two databases. Our first result establishes
a relation between the mismatch and false reject exponent rates, through the exponent function Fl(·), for any threshold λ > 0.

Theorem 2. For each l ∈ [TK ], given any non-negative real number λ ∈ R+ and any tuple of generating distributions
(PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l ,

lim
n→∞

E∗
LD(n,N, λ|PM1 , QM2) = Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K). (34)

The proof of Theorem 2 is given in Section V-A. In the achievability part, we analyze Unnikrishnan’s test and prove its
asymptotic optimality in the large deviations regime. The analysis of the mismatch probability is similar to [7, Theorem 4.1] and
the analysis of the false reject probability follows from the method of types [30]. The converse proof relies on a non-asymptotic
converse bound on the false reject probability that we derive in Lemma 3, which refines the asymptotic converse argument of
[7, Lemma 5]. Several remarks are as follows.

Firstly, Theorem 2 generalizes Unnikrishnan’s result [7, Theorem 4.1] (cf. Theorem 1) by deriving explicit bounds on
the exponential decay rates of the false reject probability under each hypothesis. In particular, Unnikrishnan wrote that
“analytical expressions for the rejection exponents are difficult to obtain”. We manage to explicitly characterize the false reject
exponent rate for Unnikrishnan’s test as Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) under hypothesis HK
l when the generating distributions are

(PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l . The explicit performance guarantee for the false reject probability helps to further understand the impact

of the threshold λ of the test and guides the choice of λ in practice.
Secondly, the achievability part of Theorem 2 reveals the tradeoff between the universal mismatch exponent and the false

reject exponent under each hypothesis. Specifically, for each l ∈ [TK ], under hypothesis HK
l , Unnikrishnan’s test ensures

that the mismatch probability decays exponentially fast with a rate no less than λ under all tuples of unknown generating
distributions (P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ PK

l and ensures that the false reject probability decays exponentially fast with the exponent rate
of Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) under the particular tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l . Under each hypothesis

l ∈ [TK ] and any unknown generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , it follows from Claim (i) of Lemma 1 that if the

mismatch exponent rate λ increases, the false reject exponent rate Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) decreases and vice versa. In particular,

Claims (ii) and (iii) of Lemma 1 show that for each l ∈ [TK ], if the universal mismatch exponent rate is large enough so that
λ ≥ Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α), the false reject exponent rate Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) = 0 while the false reject exponent rate takes

the largest value Υl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) when the mismatch exponent rate λ = 0.

Thirdly, the converse part of Theorem 2 demonstrates the optimality of Unnikrishnan’s test in the large deviations regime in
the generalized Neyman-Pearson sense of Gutman [4], which has been adopted in the follow up studies, e.g., [6], [22], [24].
Specifically, the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion requires each test to guarantee universal exponential decay of mismatch
probabilities with a rate no less than λ. Such a criterion generalizes the Neyman-Pearson criterion for hypothesis testing with
known generating distributions to hypothesis testing problems with unknown distributions and allows one to derive optimality
guarantee for corresponding tests, e.g., [6], [7], [24].
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Finally, when specialized to M2 = K = 1, our derivation of the false reject exponent rate specializes to the corresponding
result for statistical classification of multiple hypotheses [4]. In this case, we have T1 = M , AK

l = {l}, BK
l = 1, σK

l = 1,
MK

l = (l, 1), Q = Pl under hypothesis HK
l for each l ∈ [T1] and

Λl(P
M1 , Q, α) = min

t∈[M1]:t ̸=l
GJS(Pt, Pl, α), (35)

El(P
M1 , Q,ΩM ,Ψ, α) =

∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Pl). (36)

Thus, under hypothesis HK
l , the false reject exponent rate is

Fl(P
M1 , Q, α, λ) = min

(t,s)∈[M1]
2:t ̸=s

min
(ΩM1 ,Ψ)∈PM1+1(X ):

GJS(Ωs,Ψ,α)≤λ
GJS(Ωt,Ψ,α)≤λ

El(P
M1 , Q,ΩM1 ,Ψ, α) (37)

= min
(t,s)∈[M1]

2:t ̸=s
min

(ΩM1 ,Ψ)∈PM+1(X ):
GJS(Ωs,Ψ,α)≤λ
GJS(Ωt,Ψ,α)≤λ

(
αD(Ωt∥Pt) + αD(Ωs∥Ps) +D(Ψ∥Q)

)
, (38)

which is precisely the false reject exponent rate for M -ary classification [6, Eq. (5.103)]. Finally, the maximal value for the
false reject exponent rate is

Fl(P
M1 , Q, α, 0) = min

(t,s)∈[M1]2:t ̸=s
min

Ψ∈P(X )

(
αD(Ψ∥Pt) + αD(Ψ∥Ps) +D(Ψ∥Q)

)
, (39)

which is precisely the corresponding result for statistical classification [6, Eq. (5.104)].

C. Small Deviations

To shed lights on the performance of Unnikrishnan’s test for finite n, in the small deviations regime, we derive a second-order
expansion of the universal mismatch exponent subject to a constant false reject probability. To present our results, we need
the following definitions. Given any distributions (P,Q) ∈ P2(X ), for each x ∈ X , we need the following two information
densities (log likelihood ratios) [6, Eq. (3.4)]

ı1(x|P,Q, α) := log
(1 + α)P (x)

αP (x) +Q(x)
, (40)

ı2(x|P,Q, α) := log
(1 + α)Q(x)

αP (x) +Q(x)
. (41)

Fix l ∈ [TK ] and a tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l . For each (t1, t2) ∈ [TK ]2, define the covariance

function

Covt1,t2(P
M1 , QM2 , α) =

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:̄i=i

αCov
(
ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α), ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)

)
+

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:j̄=j

Cov
(
ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α), ı2(Yj̄ |Pī, Qj̄ , α)

))
, (42)

where Xi ∼ Pi, Yj ∼ Qj for each i ∈ [M1] and j ∈ [M2], and the random variables (X1, . . . , XM1
) and (Y1, . . . , YM2

) are
independent of each other.

Furthermore, define the set

Il(PM1 , QM2) := {t ∈ [TK ] : t ̸= l, GK
t (PM1 , QM2 , α) = Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α)}. (43)

Let τl := |Il(PM1 , QM2)| denote the size of the set. Furthermore, define the function o : Il(PM1 , QM2) → [τl] such that for
each t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2), o(t) = i if t is the i-th smallest element in the set Il(PM1 , QM2). Now define the square matrix
Vl(PM1 , QM2 , α) of dimension τl×τl such that for each (t1, t2) ∈ [τl]

2, Vl
t1,t2(P

M1 , QM2 , α) = Covo−1(t1),o−1(t2)(P
M1 , QM2 , α).

Recall that N = nα and Φ denotes the multivariate Gaussian cdf. Recall the definition of Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) in (26).

Given any ε ∈ (0, 1), let

ν∗l (ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) := inf

{
L ∈ R : Φτl

(
L× 1τl ;0τl ;V

l(PM1 , QM2 , α)
)
≥ 1− ε

}
, (44)

χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) := Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α)− ν∗l (ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α)√
n

. (45)
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Fig. 2. Plot of χ∗
l (n, ε|P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α) as a function of n for various values of ε when α = 2, M1 = 4, M2 = K = 2, (P1, P2, P3, P4) =
Bern(0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4) and Q1 = P1, Q2 = P2. In this case, τl = 1. Thus, the multivariate Gaussian cdf degenerates to the univariate Gaussian cdf.

We remark that the dimension τl can degenerate to one. In this case, the multivariate Gaussian cdf above in (44) reduces to a
Gaussian cdf function and ν∗l (ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) = Φ−1(ε)

√
Covt,t(PM1 , QM2 , α), where Φ−1(·) is the inverse cdf function

of a Gaussian random variable with mean zero and variance one and t is the only element in Il(PM1 , QM2). A numerical
illustration of χ∗

l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) is available in Fig. 2.
Our result for the small deviations regime states as follows.

Theorem 3. For each l ∈ [TK ], given any positive real number ε ∈ (0, 1) and any tuple of generating distributions
(PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l ,

λ∗SD(n,N, ε|PM1 , QM2) = χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) +O(log n/n). (46)

The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Section V-B. In the achievability part, we analyze Unnikrishnan’s test in (19) to
demonstrate its optimality. Compared with the large deviations analyses in Theorem 2, the difference lies in the way that we
bound the false reject probability. To do so, we apply Taylor expansion to the scoring function of SKl (xN ,yn) for typical
realizations (xN ,yn) of the database sequences and subsequently apply the multivariate Berry-Esseen theorem [32, Cor. 29]
(see also [29, Cor. 1.1]) to the derived non-asymptotic bounds. As shown in the proof of Theorem 3, we have independent but
not identically distributed random vectors with covariance matrix not equal to the identity matrix. Therefore, the multivariate
Berry-Esseen theorem for random vectors with identity covariance matrix (cf. [33]) and the generalizations of the Berry-Esseen
theorem for functions of i.i.d. random vectors (cf. [34, Prop. 1] and [35, Prop. 1]) are not applicable. The converse proof
uses the non-asymptotic converse bound in Lemma 3 on the false reject probability under the generalized Neyman-Pearson
criterion and proceeds similarly to the achievability proof using the Taylor expansion of scoring functions and the multivariate
Berry-Esseen theorem.

Compared with Theorem 2 that characterizes the asymptotic performance tradeoff between the mismatch and false reject
probabilities under each hypothesis when the sample size n→ ∞, Theorem 3 provides approximation to the performance of
Unnikrishnan’s test in the finite sample size setting. In particular, Theorem 3 elucidates the tradeoff between the target false
reject probability ε under a particular tuple of distributions and the universal mismatch exponent rate χ∗

l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α)
when the sample size n is finite. Such a result is known as a second-order expansion in the small deviations regime since
χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) characterizes the more refined second-order expansion ν∗

l (ε|P
M1 ,QM2 ,K,α)√

n
beyond the first-order

expansion Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) that is also revealed from the large deviations analyses. Theorem 2 complements Theorem 2

by showing that the false reject probability is a constant when the mismatch probability decays with a exponent rate close to
Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α) on the order of 1√
n

while Theorem 2 shows that the false reject probability decays exponentially fast if
the mismatch exponent rate λ is strictly less than Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α) asymptotically.
Finally, when specialized to M2 = K = 1, Theorem 3 establishes a second-order expansion in the small deviations regime

for statistical classification of multiple hypotheses and refines [6, Theorem 4.1] by removing a restrictive uniqueness assumption.
Under this case, TK =M , AK

l = {l}, BK
l = 1, σK

l = 1, MK
l = (l, 1), Q = Pl under hypothesis HK

l for each l ∈ [M ]. Fix
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Fig. 3. Plot of χ∗
l (n, ε|P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α) as a function of n for various values of ε when α = 2, M1 = 4, M2 = K = 1, (P1, P2, P3, P4) =
Bern(0.1, 0.2, 0.327, 0.4) and Q = P1. In this case, τl = 2 and the multivariate Gaussian cdf is required to obtain the second-order expansion
χ∗
l (n, ε|P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α).

Algorithm 1 A Simple test ϕSn,N
Input: Two databases xN = (xN1 , . . . , x

N
M1

) and yn = (yn1 , . . . , y
n
M2

) and a threshold λ ∈ R+

Output: A sequence matching decision Ĥ
for j ∈ [M2] do

Use Unnikrishnan’s test with K = 1 to obtain Ĥj = ϕU,K=1
n,N (xN , ynj ) with threshold λn in (18), where Ĥj takes values

in {{HK
l }l∈[M1],Hr}, Hr means that ynj is not matched to any sequence in xN and HK

l means that ynj is matched to
sequence xNl

end for

l ∈ [M ] and a tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , Q) ∈ P1
l . For each (t1, t2) ∈ [M ]2,

Vl
t1,t2(P

M1 , Q, α) =

(
1(t1 = t2)αCov

(
ı1(Xt1 |Pt1 , Q, α), ı1(Xt2 |Pt2 , Q, α)

)
+Cov

(
ı2(Y |Pt1 , Q, α), ı2(Y |Pt2 , Q, α)

))
, (47)

where (Xt1 , Xt2 , Y ) ∼ Pt1 × Pt2 × Q. If λ ≤ χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α), the false reject probability is upper bound by ε

asymptotically. Our results refine [6, Theorem 4.1] by removing the constraint on unknown generating distributions PM1 ,
which requires that the minimizer of mint∈[M1]:t̸=l GJS(Pl, Pt, α) is unique for each l ∈ [M1]. For example, when M1 = 4
and (P1, P2, P3, P4) = Bern(0.2, 0.1, 0.327, 0.4), we have τ1 = 2. This case could not be handled by [6, Theorem 4.1]. In
constrast, using Theorem 3, we can obtain the second-order expansion in the small deviations regime. In particular, we have

Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) = 0.275, (48)

Il(PM1 , QM2) = {2, 3}, (49)

Vl(PM1 , QM2 , α) =

[
0.0189 −0.12
−0.12 0.0174

]
. (50)

A numerical plot of the second-order expansion χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) is provided in Fig. 3.

D. Comparison with A Simple Test

In this section, we study the test in Algorithm 1 [7, Section IV.A] and compare its performance with Unnikrishnan’s test
in (19). The test in Algorithm 1 repeatedly checks whether each sequence in the database Yn is generated from the same
distribution as one of the sequences in the other database XN and outputs a decision for each sequence Y n

j with j ∈ [M2]

using Unnikrishnan’s test ϕU,K=1
n,N .

Similar to [7], we assume that M2 = K and thus BK
l = [M2] for all l ∈ [TK ]. The assumption of M2 = K simplifies

the analyses of mismatch and false reject probabilities for the simple test. In this case, a false reject event occurs if for any
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j ∈ [M2], the sequence ynj is given a reject decision, i.e., Ĥj = Hr and an mismatch event occurs if for any j ∈ [M2], the
sequence ynj is misclassified, i.e., Ĥj = i such that σK

l (i) ̸= j.
For each l ∈ [TK ] and any tuple of generating distributions (P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ PK

l , the mismatch probability of ϕSn,N satisfies
Fix each l ∈ [TK ] and any tuple of distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l , the mismatch and false reject probabilities of

β(ϕSn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤
∑

j∈[M2]

Pr{ϕU,K=1
n,N (XN , Y n

j ) /∈ {Hr,H
K
l }}, (51)

ζ(ϕSn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤
∑

j∈[M2]

Pr{ϕU,K=1
n,N (XN , Y n

j ) = Hr}, (52)

Recursively applying Theorem 2 with M2 = K = 1, we have
(i) the universal mismatch exponent satisfies

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log
(

max
l∈[TK ]

sup
(P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l

β(ϕSn,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2)
)
≥ λ, (53)

(ii) for each l ∈ [TK ] and any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , the false reject exponent satisfies

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ζ(ϕSn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ min

j∈[M2]
Fl(P

M1 , Qj , α, λ,K) (54)

= min
j∈[M2]

min
(t,s)∈[M1]:

t̸=s

min
(ΩM1 ,Ψ)∈PM1+M2 (X ):

GJS(Ωt,Ψ,α)≤λ
GJS(Ωs,Ψ,α)≤λ

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Qj)
)
. (55)

Compared with Theorem 2, we find that the simple test in Algorithm 1 achieves the same universal mismatch exponent rate as
the optimal test ϕUn,N but the false reject exponent rate can be smaller. Specifically, in Appendix B, we show that if K > 1,

Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) ≥ min

j∈[M2]
Fl(P

M1 , Qj , α, λ,K). (56)

However, whether the above inequality holds strictly or with equality remains to be explored. Our numerical example in Fig. 5
implies that the simulated false reject exponent of both tests are equal as the sample length n→ ∞, although the non-asymptotic
performance of Unnikrishnan’s test is better.

Analogously, one could also apply the small deviations results in Theorem 3 to obtain corresponding results for the simple
test. However, as the second-order expansion in the small deviations regime involves rather complicated equations, we omit this
analysis here and instead, we compare the numerical performances of both tests by simulation in the next subsection.

E. A Numerical Example

Consider the binary alphabet X = {0, 1} and let M1 = 4, M2 = K = 2. This yields TK = 12 hypotheses as discussed in
Section II-A, covering the set of all possible matches of sequences across two databases. Without loss of generality, assume
that hypothesis H1 is true such that P1 = Q1 and P2 = Q2. If not otherwise stated, we consider distributions (P 4, Q2) such
that P1 = Q1 = Bern(0.1), P2 = Q2 = Bern(0.11), P3 = Bern(0.12) and P4 = Bern(0.13). Note that the distributions are
required in the numerical example to generate the sequence samples. The tests studied in this paper proceed without knowledge
of generating distributions and our theoretical results hold under any tuple of generating distributions.

Firstly, to illustrate the theoretical findings in Theorem 2, we present simulated results of mismatch and false reject exponents
of Unnikrishnan’s test in (19) and the simple test in Algorithm 1, both with the threshold λ = 10−4. Similar to [24], the
choice of such a small λ is selected to ensure that the error probabilities can be numerically approximated without too
many simulation trials. Ideally, one would simulate the maximal mismatch probability over all possible tuples of generating
distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

1 and calculate the corresponding exponent rate. However, in practice, we could only simulate
the maximal mismatch probability for a limited set of distributions. In our numerical here, we consider any (PM1 , QM2) such
that P1 = Q1 can be any distribution among Bernoulli distributions with parameters (0.1, 0.105, 0.115, 0.125.0.135, 0.14) and
other distributions are set as in the last paragraph. For simplicity, we use Q to denote the set of above distributions. For each
sample size n, we run each test 106 times and calculate the empirical exponents for the maximal mismatch probability under all
considered tuples of generating distributions. The simulated mismatch error exponents of both tests are plotted and compared
with theoretical bounds in Fig. 4. We observe that simulated mismatch exponents of both tests converge towards the theoretical
bound λ as the sample size n increases, which numerically confirm theoretical findings in Theorems 2 and (53), respectively.
Finally, we remark that the gap between the simulated exponent values and the asymptotic theoretical limit results from the
uncharacterized high-order terms in the large deviations regime [11], [12].

Furthermore, we numerically simulate the false reject exponents of both tests and compare the results with theoretical
benchmarks in Fig. 5 under the same setting of Fig. 4 except we fix P1 = Q1 = Bern(0.1). As observed, Unnikrishnan’s test
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Fig. 4. Simulated exponents for the maximal mismatch probabilities of Unnikrishnan’s test and the simple test with threshold λ = 10−4 when M1 = 4,
M2 = K = 2 under any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2 ) ∈ Q. The error bar denotes two standard deviations below and above the mean value.
The plot empirically confirms the mismatch exponents of both tests converge to the asymptotic lower bounded λ claimed in Theorems 2 and (53) as the
sample size n increases. On the right hand side, the simulated false reject exponents of both tests are plotted.
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Fig. 5. Simulated false reject exponents of Unnikrishnan’s test and the simple test with threshold λ = 10−4 when M1 = 4, M2 = K = 2 for generating
distributions P1 = Q1 = Bern(0.1), P2 = Q2 = Bern(0.11), P3 = Bern(0.12) and P4 = Bern(0.13). The error bar denotes two standard deviations
below and above the mean value. As observed, the plots empirically confirms that the false reject exponent of Unnikrishnan’s test converges towards the
theoretical bound in Theorem 2.

achieves larger non-asymptotic false reject exponent than the simple test and the false reject exponents of both tests converge to
the same theoretical value as the sample size n increases, which numerically confirms theoretical findings in (56). However,
whether the simple test achieves strictly smaller false reject exponent requires further investigation.

Finally, to demonstrate the tightness of the second-order expansion in the small deviations regime in Theorem 3, we simulate
Unnikrishnan’s test in (19). We set the target false reject probability as ε = 0.1 and set the threshold λ = χ∗

l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α)
as in Theorem 3. The simulated false reject probabilities for P1 = Bern(0.1) and various choices of (P2, P3, P4) are plotted in
Fig 6. The distributions are chosen so that the second-order expansion χ∗

l (ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) in the small deviations regime is
positive and large enough for the simulated sample sizes. As observed, the simulated false reject probabilities converge towards
the target value ε as the sample size n increases. The difference in the speed of approaching for different curves mainly results
from the uncharacterized higher order terms in O(log n/n), which becomes relatively smaller for larger Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α).

IV. RESULTS FOR UNKNOWN NUMBER OF MATCHES

In this section, we generalize the results in Section III to the more practical case where the number of matches between two
databases XN and Yn is unknown. Compared with the case of known number of matches, we need to search for all possibilities
of the number of matches from 0 to min{M1,M2} and analyze the additional false alarm probability η(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) in
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Fig. 6. Simulated false reject probabilities of Unnikrishnan’s test with the threshold λ in Theorem 3 when M1 = 4, M2 = K = 2 for P1 = Bern(0.1) and
(P2, P3, P4) selected as three different pairs of Bernoulli distributions. The error bar denotes two standard deviations below and above the mean value. For all
considered cases, as the sample size n increases, the simulated false reject probability approaches the theoretical bound ε as desired.

Algorithm 2 A test ϕMn,N for unknown number of matches

Input: Two databases xN = (xN1 , . . . , x
N
M1

) and yn = (yn1 , . . . , y
n
M2

) and two thresholds (λ1, λ2) ∈ R2
+

Output: A decision Ĥ
Set K̂ =M2

while K̂ > 0 do
Calculate SK̂(xN ,yn) with K replaced by K̂.
if SK̂(xN ,yn) ≤ λ1,n then

Return Ĥ = ϕU,K̂
n,N (xN ,yn) using Unnikrishnan’s test in (19) with the threshold λn replaced by λ2,n.

else if K̂ = 0 then
Return Ĥ = Hr

end if
K̂ = K̂ − 1

end while

(12) that bounds the probability of the event where matches of sequences are claimed while there is no matched sequence
pair. We first propose a slightly modified version of Unnikrishnan’s test in Algorithm 2, which first estimates the unknown
number of matches K as K̂ and then runs Unnikrishnan’s test in (19) with K = K̂. Subsequently, we analyze the achievable
performance of the test based on the same techniques that were used to prove results in Section III.

A. Variant of Unnikrishnan’s Test

Recall that M1 ≥M2 and TK =
(
M1

K

)(
M2

K

)
K!. When the number of matches K is unknown, it can be any number from 0

to M2. Thus, the total number of hypotheses is T + 1 =
∑

K∈[M2]
TK + 1. For each K ∈ [M2], we use HK to denote the set

of all TK hypotheses with K matches between the two databases xN = (xN1 , . . . , x
N
M1

) and yn = (yn1 , . . . , y
n
M2

). Recall the
definitions of SKl (·) in (15), l∗K(·) and hK(·) in (16) and (17), respectively. Furthermore, for each K ∈ [M2], let

SK(xN ,yn) := SKl∗K(xN ,yn)(x
N ,yn), (57)

be the minimal scoring function when the number of matches is K. Given any (λ1, λ2) ∈ R2
+, let

λi,n := λi +
K|X | log((1 + α)n+ 1)

n
, i ∈ [2]. (58)

We present a test in Algorithm 2 that first estimates the number of matches by comparing a certain scoring function with the
threshold λ1,n and then implements Unnikrishnan’s test with the threshold λ2,n using the estimated number of matches.

Again, we provide intuition into why such a test works well using the weak law of large numbers. It suffices to establish
that the number of matches is estimated accurately given that the weak law of large numbers has already been used to show
asymptotic convergence of Unnikrishnan’s test in the case of known number of matches (cf. Section III-A). We first assume
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that true hypothesis is HK
l where l ∈ [TK ] for some K ∈ [M2]. In this case, the true number of matches K is strictly positive.

For any K̂ > K, we have

SK̂(xN ,yn) = min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α) (59)

→ min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (60)

= min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈(MK̂

t ∩(MK
l )c)

GJS(Pi, Qj , α), (61)

where (60) holds almost surely due to the weak law of large numbers and the continuous property of the function GJS(P,Q, α)
and (61) follows since under hypothesis HK

l , Pi = Qj if (i, j) ∈ MK
l .

Given any K̂ > 1, for any hypothesis HK̂
t with K̂ matched pairs specified by the set MK̂

t , one can always find another
hypothesis HK̂−1

j with K̂ − 1 matched pairs specified by MK̂−1
j such that MK̂

t ∩ (MK̂−1
j )c is a single matched pair

(̄i, j̄) ∈ [M1]× [M2]. Thus, ∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t ∩(MK
l )c

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) ≥
∑

(i,j)∈MK̂−1
j ∩(MK

l )c

GJS(Pi, Qj , α), (62)

where the equality holds if (̄i, j̄) ∈ MK
l . It follows that

min
K̂∈[M2]:K̂>K

min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈(MK̂

t ∩(MK
l )c)

GJS(Pi, Qj , α)

= min
t∈[TK+1]

∑
(i,j)∈MK+1

t ∩(MK
l )c

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (63)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l , j /∈BK

l

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (64)

=: Gl,K
min(P

M1 , QM2 , α), (65)

where (63) follows from the result in (62), and (64) follows since MK+1
t ∩(MK

l )c is a single pair of indices (i, j) ∈ [M1]×[M2]
such that i /∈ AK

l and j /∈ BK
l .

Furthermore, when K̂ = K,

SK̂(xN ,yn) = min
t∈[TK ]

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α) (66)

→ min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (67)

≤
∑

(i,j)∈MK
l

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (68)

= 0, (69)

where (67) follows almost surely similarly to (60) and (69) follows for the same reason as (61).
Combining (61), (65) and (69), we conclude that if the threshold λ1 satisfies 0 < λ1 < Gl,K

min(P
M1 , QM2 , α), the estimated

number of matches satisfies K̂ = K. It then follows from the asymptotic intuition in Section III-A that no mismatch or false
alarm event occurs as n→ ∞ when the number of matches K is known.

We next consider the case that K = 0, which corresponds to the null hypothesis Hr that there are no matches. Note that in
this case, for any K̂ > 0, it follows that

min
K̂∈[M2]

SK̂(xN ,yn) → min
K̂∈[M2]

min
t∈[TK̂ ]

∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (70)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (71)

=: G0
min(P

M1 , QM2 , α), (72)

where (70) follows almost surely similarly to (60). Therefore, when 0 < λ1 < G0
min(P

M1 , QM2 , α), the output of the test ϕMn,N
is Hr when K = 0, which implies that no false alarm occurs.
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Combining the above intuition together, we conclude that the test in Algorithm 2 has good asymptotic performance. In the
next two subsections, analogous to Section III for known number of matches, we characterize its performance by characterizing
the tradeoff among the probabilities of mismatch, false reject and false alarm in both large and small deviations regimes.

One might wonder whether it is possible to run Unnikrishnan’s test in (19) repeatedly instead of using our proposed two-phase
test when the number of matches is unknown. Unfortunately, this is not practical. Since the real number of matches K is
unknown, one would need to run the test in (19) repeatedly for all K̂ ∈ [M2]. However, each run of the test in (19) returns either
a decision HK̂

l or the null hypothesis Hr when K̂ is used as the number of matches. There is no obvious way of combining all
test results since these runs may give inconsistent decisions.

B. Large Deviations

We first consider the asymptotic case when the sample size n → ∞ and characterize the achievable exponent rate of all
three probabilities under each hypothesis. Given any K ∈ [M2] and l ∈ [TK ], for any λ1 ∈ R+, define the exponent function

fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) := min

(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l ,j /∈BK

l

min
(Ω,Ψ)∈P2(X ):
GJS(Ω,Ψ,α)≤λ1

(
αD(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Qj)

)
. (73)

Furthermore, let

f0(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) := min

(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]
min

(Ω,Ψ)∈P2(X ):
GJS(Ω,Ψ,α)≤λ1

(
αD(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Qj)

)
. (74)

As we shall see, fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) bounds mismatch and false reject exponents while f0(λ1, PM1 , QM2) bounds the false

alarm exponent rate. Note that when K = M2, fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) = ∞ since the feasible set is empty for the outer

minimization.
Useful properties of fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2) are summarized in the following lemma and proved in Appendix D.

Lemma 2. The following claims hold for each K ∈ [M2] and l ∈ [TK ].
(i) Monotonicity: fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2) is non-increasing in λ1.
(ii) Zero condition: fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2) = 0 if and only if

λ1 ≥ Gl,K
min(P

M1 , QM2 , α), (75)

where Gl,K
min(·) was defined in (65).

(iii) Maximal value: the maximal value of fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) is

fl,K(0, PM1 , QM2) = min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l ,j /∈BK

l

D α
1+α

(Pi∥Qj), (76)

where the Rényi divergence [36] of order γ ∈ R+ between distributions (P,Q) ∈ P(X )2 is defined as

Dγ(P∥Q) :=
1

γ − 1
log

(∑
x∈X

P γ(x)Q1−γ(x)

)
. (77)

The claims in Lemma 2 hold for f0(λ1, PM1 , QM2) by taking MK
l as an empty set and replacing Gl,K

min(·) with G0
min(·).

Recall the definitions of PK
l in (2), P0 in (11) and the exponent function Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ2,K) in (28). Fix K ∈ [M2]
and l ∈ [TK ] for some K ∈ [M2]. We have the following analogous result to Theorem 2.

Theorem 4. Given any positive real numbers (λ1, λ2) ∈ R2
+, the test in Algorithm 2 ensures

(i) for any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l ,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log β(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ min

{
λ1, λ2, fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2)
}
, (78)

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ζ(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ min

{
λ1, fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2), Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ2,K)

}
, (79)

(ii) for any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ P0,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log η(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ f0(λ1, P

M1 , QM2). (80)

The proof of Theorem 4 follows by analyzing the performance of the test in Algorithm 2 and is given in Section VI-A. Note
that when hypothesis l ∈ [TK ] is true, a mismatch event occurs if the number of matches is estimated incorrectly, i.e., K̂ ̸= K
or if the test in (19) produces an incorrect decision Ht where t ∈ [TK ] and t ̸= l while a false reject event occurs if the number
of matches is estimated incorrectly or if the test in (19) outputs the reject decision Hr. When the null hypothesis is true, a false
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alarm event occurs if the estimated number of matches is non-zero while K = 0. The proof of Theorem 4 proceeds by upper
bounding the probability of the above events using the method of types.

Compared with Theorem 2, we cannot have distribution free bound for the mismatch exponent when the number of matches
is unknown. As explained above in the proof sketch, a mismatch event occurs either when the number of matches is estimated
positive and incorrectly and when the test makes a mismatch error when the number of matches is estimated correctly. The
latter event is exactly the mismatch event when the number of matches is known, whose probability is distribution free as
shown in Theorem 2. However, the probability of the former event concerning the error in estimating the number of matches is
not distribution free. Thus, when the number of matches is unknown, we cannot have distribution free bounds for the mismatch
exponent. This result also leads to the the difficulty of deriving a matching converse result. In contrast to Theorem 2 where
we prove the optimality of Unnikrishnan’s test under the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion, it is difficult to derive a
matching converse result for the case where the number of matches is unknown. The reason is as follows. Since the generating
distributions are unknown, ideally we would derive a converse result by assuming universal performance guarantee for some
error probabilities and lower bound the remaining error probabilities. However, as gleaned in the expressions of exponents in
Theorem 4, all three exponents involve generating distributions, which contradicts the usual optimality criterion adopted in
hypothesis testing problems with unknown generating distributions and renders it challenging for us to derive a tight result. It
is thus left as future work to check the optimality of the results in Theorem 4.

There are two tradeoffs among exponents of the three kinds of error probabilities governed by thresholds λ1 and λ2,
respectively. Specifically, λ1 tradeoffs the mismatch exponent, the false reject exponent rate and the false alarm exponent. It
follows from Claim (i) of Lemma 2 that if λ1 increases, both fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2) and f0(λ1, PM1 , QM2) are non increasing
in λ1. Thus, the false alarm exponent is a decreasing function of λ1. Both the mismatch and the false reject exponents depend
on λ1 via min{λ1, fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2)}, which bounds the exponential decay rate of the probability that the estimated number
of matches is wrong. On the other hand, λ2 tradeoffs the mismatch exponent rate and the false reject exponent rate. If λ2
increases, the mismatch exponent rate is non-decreasing while the false reject exponent rate is non-increasing.

We next discuss the extreme values of each exponent. It follows from Claim (iii) of Lemma 2 that the maximal false
alarm exponent rate equals the minimal pairwise Rényi divergence of order α

1+α between generating distributions of the
two databases, a rate that is achieved when λ1 = 0. Furthermore, combining Lemmas 1 and 2, we conclude that the
maximal mismatch exponent rate under hypothesis HK

l equals min{fl,K(λ∗1, P
M1 , QM2),Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α)}, where Λl(·)
was defined in (26) and λ∗1 is the solution to λ1 = fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2). The maximal false reject exponent rate equals
to min{fl,K(λ∗1, P

M1 , QM2),Υl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α)} where Υl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α) was defined in (31). However, the maximal
values of all three exponents can not be achieved simultaneously.

Finally, when specialized to statistical classification among multiple hypotheses with M2 = K = 1, our results strengthen the
achievability part of [4, Theorem 3] by allowing the null hypothesis to be true, which means that the testing sequence can be
generated from a distribution different from the generating distributions of all training sequences.

C. Small Deviations

In this section, we consider the case where the sample size is finite and derive bounds on the three kinds of error probabilities.
Recall that T =

∑
K∈[M2]

TK =
∑

K∈[M2]

(
M1

K

)(
M2

K

)
K!. For simplicity, let

ξ(M2, N, n) := TM2(N + 1)M2|X |(n+ 1)M2|X |. (81)

Analogous to Theorem 3, the following theorem presents the main result for the small deviations regime when the number of
matches is unknown. Recall that λ1,n was defined in (58).

Theorem 5. Given any positive real numbers (λ1, λ2) ∈ R2
+, the test in Algorithm 2 ensures

(i) for each K ∈ [M2], l ∈ [TK ] and any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , the misclassification

probability satisfies

β(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ ξ(M2, N, n) exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM1)) + exp(−nλ1) + exp(−nλ2), (82)

and if λ2 ≤ χ∗
l (n, ε|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α) +O(log n/n), the false reject probability satisfies

ζ(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ ε, (83)

(ii) for any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ P0, the false alarm probability satisfies

η(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ ξ(M2, N, n) exp(−nf0(λ1,n, PM1 , QM1)). (84)

The proof of Theorem 5 follows by combining the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4 and the details are discussed in Section
VI-B. Similar to Theorem 4, λ1 tradeoffs all three kinds of error probabilities while λ2 tradeoffs the mismatch and the false
reject probabilities, where the latter tradeoff is exactly the same as what λ does in Theorem 3 when the number of matches K
is known.
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V. PROOFS FOR KNOWN NUMBER OF MATCHES

A. Proof of Large Deviations (Theorem 2)

1) Achievability: The performance guarantee for mismatch probabilities are the same as in [7, Appendix G]. Here for
completeness and for ease of readers, we present a detailed proof here, especially considering that the notations of both papers
are slightly different. Recall Unnikrishnan’s test ϕU,K

n,N in (19). For each l ∈ [TK ], under any tuples of generating distributions
(P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ PK

l , the mismatch probability satisfies

β(ϕU,K
n,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2) = Pr

{
ϕU,K
n,N (XN ,Yn, λ) /∈ {HK

l ,Hr}
}

(85)

= Pr
{
l∗K(XN ,Yn) ̸= l, and hK(XN ,Yn) > λn

}
(86)

≤ Pr
{
SKl (XN ,Yn) > λn

}
(87)

= Pr
{
GK

l (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) > λn
}

(88)

=
∑

{(xN
i ,yn

σK
l

(i)
)}

i∈AK
l

:∑
j∈AK

l
GJS(T̂

xN
j
,T̂yn

σK
l

(j)
,α)>λn

∏
i∈AK

l

P̃N
i (xNi )P̃n

i (y
n
σK
l (i)) (89)

=
∑

(ΩK ,ΦK)∈(PN (X ))K×(Pn(X ))K :∑
i∈[K] GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)>λn

∏
i∈[K]

P̃N
i (T N

Ωi
)P̃n

i (T n
Ψi
) (90)

≤
∑

(ΩK ,ΦK)∈(PN (X ))K×(Pn(X ))K :∑
i∈[K] GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)>λn

exp

(
− n

∑
i∈[K]

(
αD(Ωi∥P̃i) +D(Ψi∥P̃i)

))
(91)

≤
∑

(ΩK ,ΦK)∈(PN (X ))K×(Pn(X ))K :∑
i∈[K] GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)>λn

exp(−nλn) exp
(
− n(1 + α)

∑
i∈[K]

D

(
αΩi +Ψi

1 + α

∥∥∥∥P̃i

))
(92)

≤
∑

(ΩK)∈(PN+n(X ))K

exp(−nλn) exp
(
− n(1 + α)

∑
i∈[K]

D(Ωi∥P̃i)
)

(93)

≤
∑

(ΩK)∈(PN+n(X ))K

exp(−nλ)
∏

i∈[K]

P̃N+n
i (T N+n

Ωi
) (94)

≤ exp(−nλ), (95)

where (86) follows from the definition of ϕU,K
n,N in (19), (87) follows since SKl (XN ,Yn) ≥ hK(XN ,Yn) when l∗K(XN ,Yn) ̸= l,

(88) follows from the definition of Sl(·) in (15), (89) follows from the definitions of Pr and SKl (·) in (15), (90) follows
from the method of types [30] (see also [37, Chap. 2]), (91) follows from the upper bound on the probability of a type
class [37, Lemma 2.6] and the fact that N = nα, (92) follows from [6, Eq. (5.30)] that implies αD(Ωi∥P̃i) +D(Ψi∥P̃i) =

GJS(Ωi,Ψi, α) + (1 + α)D

(
αΩi+Ψi

1+α

∥∥∥∥P̃i

)
, (93) follows by considering the average of two types αΩi+Φi

1+α as a type of length-

(N +n) and by removing the constraints on the types, (94) follows from the lower bound on the probability of a type class [37,
Lemma 2.6] and the definition of λn in (18) and (95) follows since the sum of the probabilities of all type classes equal to one
and thus ∑

(ΩK)∈(PN+n(X ))K

∏
i∈[K]

P̃N+n
i (T N+n

Ωi
) =

∑
i∈[K]

( ∑
Ωi∈PN+n(X )

P̃N+n
i (T N+n

Ωi
)
)
= 1. (96)

We next explain in detail why (94) holds. Noting that N = nα and using the lower bound on the probability of a type class [37,
Lemma 2.6], we have

∏
i∈[K]

P̃N+n
i (T N+n

Ωi
) ≥

∏
i∈[K]

(N + n+ 1)−|X| exp
(
− (N + n)D(Ωi∥P̃i)

)
(97)

= (n(1 + α) + 1)−K|X | exp
(
− n(1 + α)

∑
i∈[K]

D(Ωi∥P̃i)
)
. (98)
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Recall the definition of λn in (18). It follows that

exp(−nλ)
∏

i∈[K]

P̃N+n
i (T N+n

Ωi
)

≥ exp(−nλ)(N + n+ 1)−K|X | exp
(
− n(1 + α)

∑
i∈[K]

D(Ωi∥P̃i)
)

(99)

= exp(−nλn) exp
(
− n(1 + α)

∑
i∈[K]

D(Ωi∥P̃i)
)
. (100)

For any l ∈ [TK ] and any particular tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , the false reject probability satisfies

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) = Pr

{
ϕU,K
n,N (XN ,Yn, λ) = Hr

}
(101)

= Pr
{
hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
(102)

= Pr
{
∃ (t, j) ∈ [TK ]2 : t ̸= j, SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
(103)

≤
∑

(t,j)∈[TK ]2:
t ̸=j

Pr
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
(104)

≤ TK(TK − 1)

2
max

(t,j)∈[TK ]2:
t ̸=j

Pr
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
. (105)

Each probability term in (105) can be further upper bounded as follows:

P
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
=

∑
(xN ,yn):

SK
t (XN ,yn)≤λn

SK
j (XN ,yn)≤λn

( ∏
i∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )Pn

i (y
n
σK
l (i))

)( ∏
i/∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )

)( ∏
j /∈BK

l

Qn
j (y

n
j )
)

(106)

=
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

∑
(xN ,yn):

∀(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]

xN
i ∈T N

Ωi
,yn

j ∈T n
Ψj

( ∏
i∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )Pn

i (y
n
σK
l (i))

)( ∏
i/∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )

)( ∏
j /∈BK

l

Qn
j (y

n
j )
)

(107)

≤
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

exp
(
− nEl(P

M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)
)

(108)

≤
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2

exp

(
− n min

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)

)
(109)

≤ (n+ 1)(M+N)|X | exp

(
− n min

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(P(X ))M1×(P(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)

)
, (110)

where (108) follows from the upper bound of the probability of the type class [37, Lemma 2.6], the definition of El(·) in (27)
and the fact that N = nα, and (110) follows from the upper bound on the number of types and enlarging the minimization
region by changing from types to distributions. We next explain (108) in detail. Specifically, for any tuple of types (ΩM1 ,ΨM2),∑

(xN ,yn):
∀(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]

xN
i ∈T N

Ωi
,yn

j ∈T n
Ψj

( ∏
i∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )Pn

i (y
n
σK
l (i))

)( ∏
i/∈AK

l

PN
i (xNi )

)( ∏
j /∈BK

l

Qn
j (y

n
j )
)

=
( ∏

i∈Ak

PN
i (T N

Ωi
)Pn

i (Ψ
n
σK
l (i))

)( ∏
i/∈AK

l

PN
i (T N

Ωi
)
)( ∏

j /∈BK
l

Qn
j (Ψ

n
j )
)

(111)

≤ exp

(
− n

( ∑
i∈AK

l

(D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(ΨσK
l (i)∥Pi)) +

∑
i/∈AK

l

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑
j /∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥Qj)
))

(112)



21

= exp

(
− n

( ∑
i∈[M1]

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑
j∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j)) +

∑
j /∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥Qj)
))

(113)

= exp(−nEl(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)), (114)

where (112) follows from the upper bound for the probability of a type class [37, Lemma 2.6], (113) follows by re-organizing
the exponent terms in (112) and using the relationship between AK

l ,BK
l and σK

l , and (114) follows from the definition of
El(·) in (27).

Note that for any finite integers (M1,M2,K), lim infn→∞
log TK

n = 0. Combining (105) and (110) and using the definitions
of λn in (18) and Fl(·) in (28), for any (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l , we have

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ζ(ϕU,K

n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K). (115)

The achievability proof of Theorem 2 is completed by combining (6), (95) and (115).
2) Converse: The following lemma strengthens the converse part of [7, Theorem 4.1] by providing a non-asymptotic converse

bound on the false reject probability in the generalized Neyman-Pearson sense.
Given each (n,N) ∈ N2, let

δn,N :=
M1|X | log(N + 1)

N
+
M2|X | log(n+ 1)

n
. (116)

Given any λ ∈ R+, define

λ̃n,N := λ− δn,N − log n/n. (117)

Lemma 3. Consider any test ϕn,N such that

max
l∈[TK ]

sup
(P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l

β(ϕn,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ≤ exp(−nλ). (118)

Then, for each l ∈ [TK ], under any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l , the false reject probability satisfies

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥
(
1− TK

n

)
Pr{hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N}. (119)

The proof of Lemma 3 is available in Appendix E and is inspired by [4]. Specifically, we first relate the mismatch and false
reject probabilities of any test with those of a test that uses only types of sequences of two databases. Subsequently, we show
that for such a type-based test if hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N , a decision of reject must be output, otherwise the constraint in (118)
will be violated. Finally, the above two claims are combined together to yield the desired result in Lemma 3.

Lemma 3 is known as the optimality criterion under the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion. The constraint in (118)
ensures that the test ϕn,N is universal for mismatch probabilities because under any hypothesis, for any unknown tuple of
generating distributions, the mismatch probability decays exponentially fast with respect to the sample size n. Such a constraint
dates back to Gutman in his study of statistical classification [4] and generalizes the traditional Neyman-Pearson criterion for
hypothesis testing where the generating distribution under each hypothesis is known. Under the universal constraint in (118),
(119) provides a lower bound to the false reject probability under each hypothesis for any generating distributions (PM1 , QM2),
under which we would like to evaluate the performance of the test.

It follows from Lemma 3 that for each l ∈ [TK ], under any tuple of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK
l ,

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ Pr
{
hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N

}
(120)

=

(
1− TK

n

)
Pr
{
∃(t, j) ∈ [TK ]2 : t ̸= j, SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N

}
(121)

≥
(
1− TK

n

)
max

(t,j)∈[TK ]2:
t ̸=j

Pr
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N

}
. (122)

Similar to (110), we have

Pr
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N and SKj (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N

}
≥ (n+ 1)−(M+N)|X |

∑
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λ̃n,N

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λ̃n,N

exp
(
− nEl(P

M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)
)

(123)

≥ (n+ 1)−(M+N)|X | exp

(
− n min

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :

GK
t (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λ̃n,N

GK
j (ΩM ,ΨK ,α)≤λn

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)

)
. (124)
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The converse proof of Theorem 2 is completed by combining (6), (122), (124) and using the continuity of El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2)

in (ΩM1 ,ΨM2), the continuity of Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) in λ and the fact that limn→∞ λ̃n,N = λ and limn→∞

TK

n = 0.

B. Proof of Small Deviations (Theorem 3)

1) Achievability: The achievability proof analyzes Unnikrishnan’s test in (19). The analysis of the mismatch probability
β(·) is exactly the same as that for large deviations in Section V-A and is thus omitted. For each l ∈ [TK ] and any tuple of
generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l , we next bound the false reject probability as follows:

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) = Pr

{
hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λn

}
(125)

≤ Pr
{

min
t∈([TK ]\{l})

SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λn} (126)

= 1− Pr
{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), GK

t (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) > λn

}
, (127)

where (126) follows from the definition of hK(·) in (17) that implies hK(XN ,Yn) ≥ mint∈([TK ]\{l}) S
K
t (XN ,Yn). Specif-

ically, for any (Xn,yn), if l∗K(xN ,yn) = l, then hK(xN ,yn) = mint∈([TK ]\{l}) S
K
t (xN ,yn); otherwise, hK(xN ,yn) ≥

mint∈([TK ]\{l}) S
K
t (xN ,yn) = mint∈[TK ] S

K
t (xN ,yn), and (127) follows from the definition of the scoring function St(·) in

(15).
For subsequent analyses, we need the following definitions. Define the following typical set

T (PM1 , QM2) :=
{
(xN ,yn) : max

i∈[M1]
∥T̂xN

i
− Pi∥∞ ≤

√
log n/n, max

j∈[M2]
∥T̂yn

j
−Qj∥∞ ≤

√
log n/n

}
. (128)

It follows from [38, Lemma 24] that for each l ∈ [TK ],

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) /∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
≤ 2M1|X |

N2
+

2M2|X |
n2

=: θn. (129)

Recall the definitions of the information densities ı1(·) and ı2(·) in (40) and (41), respectively. Fix t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}). For any
(xN ,yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2), under hypothesis HK

l , the second-order Taylor expansion of GK
t (T̂xN , T̂yn , α) around (PM1 , QM2)

implies that there exists a constant c1 such that

GK
t (T̂xN , T̂yn , α) =

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

GJS(T̂xN
i
, T̂yn

j
, α) (130)

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t

(
GJS(Pi, Qj , α) +

∑
x∈X

(T̂xN
i
(x)− Pi(x))αı1(x|Pi, Qj , α)

+
∑
y∈X

(T̂yn
j
(y)−Qj(y))ı2(y|Pi, Qj , α)

)
+
c1 log n

n
(131)

=
1

n

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

)
+
c1 log n

n
, (132)

where (131) follows since N = nα, the alphabet X is finite and |MK
t | = K is finite so that the remainder term equals to

c1 logn
n as a function of ∥T̂xN

i
− Pi∥22 and ∥T̂yn

j
−Qj∥22 for (i, j) ∈ MK

t for some constant c1, and (132) follows since

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) =
∑
x∈X

Pi(x)αı1(x|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
y∈X

Qj(y)ı2(y|Pi, Qj , α). (133)

Analogously, for any (xN ,yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2), under hypothesis HK
l , if t = l, the first-order Taylor expansion of

GK
t (T̂xN , T̂yn , α) around (PM1 , QM2) satisfies

GK
t (T̂xN , T̂yn , α) = O(

√
log n/n). (134)
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Using (129) and (132), we have

Pr
{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), GK

t (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) > λn

}
≥ Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), GK

t (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) > λn, (XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)
}

(135)

= Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), 1

n

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

)
> λn +

c1 log n

n
,

(XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
(136)

≥ Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), 1

n

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

)
> λn +

c1 log n

n

}

− Pr
{
XN ,Yn) /∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
(137)

= Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), 1

n

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

)
> λn +

c1 log n

n

}
− θn. (138)

where (137) follows since for any two events (A,B), we have that Pr{A ∩ B} ≥ Pr{A} − Pr{Bc}.
For ease of notation of subsequent analyses, we need the following definitions. Given any (i, j) ∈ [M1]× [M2], for each

s ∈ [N + n], let

Zi,j
s :=

{
ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) if s ∈ [N ],
ı2(Yj,s−N |Pi, Qj , α) otherwize.

(139)

Given any (i, j) ∈ [M1]× [M2], the random variables Zi,j
1 , . . . , Zi,j

N+n are independent since each XN
i and Y n

j are generated
i.i.d. and independent of each other. Note that

E[Zi,j
s ] =

{
EPi

[ı1(X|Pi, Qj , α)] if s ∈ [N ],
EQj

[ı2(Y |Pi, Qj , α)] otherwise.
(140)

Fix t ∈ [TK ] such that t ̸= l. For each s ∈ [N + n], let

U t
s :=

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

(Zi,j
s − E[Zi,j

s ]), (141)

Wt :=
1√
n

∑
s∈[N+n]

U t
s =

1√
n

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

∑
s∈[N+n]

Zi,j
s −

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

∑
s∈[N+n]

E[Zi,j
s ]

)
. (142)

Note that the random variables U t
1, . . . , U

t
N+n are independent. It follows that∑

(i,j)∈MK
t

∑
s∈[N+n]

E[Zi,j
s ] =

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

E
[
ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α)

]
+
∑
s∈[n]

E
[
ı2(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

])
(143)

= n
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t

(
αE
[
ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)

]
+ E

[
ı1(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

])
(144)

= nGK
t (PM1 , QM2 , α), (145)

where Xi,s ∼ Pi and Yj,s ∼ Qj . For each t ∈ [TK ], it follows that

E[Wt] = 0. (146)

For each pair (t1, t2) ∈ [TK ]2, the covariance of (Wt1 ,Wt2) satisfies

E[Wt1Wt2 ] =
1

n

∑
s∈[N+n]

(
E[U t1

s U
t2
s ]
)

(147)

=
1

n

∑
s∈[N+n]

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

(Zi,j
s − E[Zi,j

s ])
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

(Z ī,j̄
s − E[Z ī,j̄

s ])
)]

(148)

=
1

n

∑
s∈[N+n]

(
E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

Zi,j
s

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

Z ī,j̄
s

)]
−
( ∑

(i,j)∈MK
t1

E[Zi,j
s ]
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

E[Z ī,j̄
s ]
))

(149)

= Covt1,t2(P
M1 , QM2 , α), (150)
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where (150) follows from the definition of Covt1,t2(P
M1 , QM2 , α) in (42) and the algebra in Appendix C.

Combining (127), (132), (138) and (145) and using the definition of Wt in (142), we have

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ 1− Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}),Wt >

√
n
(
λn −GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}
+ θn. (151)

Recall the definitions of Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α) in (26) and the set Il(PM1 , QM2) in (43). Let L ∈ R be a positive real number

to be specified. Choose λn such that

λn = Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α)− L√

n
− c1 log n

n
. (152)

For each t ∈ [TK ] such that t ̸= l and t /∈ Il(PM1 , QM2), when n is sufficiently large, there exists a positive real number
r ∈ R+ such that we have

λn −GK
t (PM1 , QM2 , α) ≤ −r < 0. (153)

Thus, for n large, using Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

Pr

{
Wt ≤

√
n
(
λ−GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}
≤ Pr

{
Wt ≤ −

√
nr
}

(154)

≤ Pr
{
|Wt| ≥

√
nr
}

(155)

≤ nCovt,t(P
M1 , QM2 , α)

n2r2
(156)

= O

(
1

n

)
. (157)

Therefore, the probability term inside (151) can be lower bounded as follows:

Pr
{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}),Wt >

√
n
(
λn −GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}

≥ Pr

{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2), Wt >

√
n
(
λn −GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}
−

∑
t∈[TK ]: t̸=l, t/∈Il(PM1 ,QM2 )

Pr

{
Wt ≤

√
n
(
λn −GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}
(158)

= Pr

{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2), Wt >

√
n
(
λn −GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) +
c1 log n

n

)}
+O

(
1

n

)
(159)

= Pr
{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2),Wt > −L

}
+O

(
1

n

)
, (160)

where (158) follows by recursively applying the inequality Pr{A ∩ B} ≥ Pr{A} − Pr{Bc} for any two sets (A,B), (159)
follows from (157) and (160) follows from the the definitions of Il(PM1 , QM2) in (43) and λn in (152).

Recall that N = nα. Combining (151) and (159) and using the definition of θn in (129), when the covariance matrix
Vl(PM1 , QM2 , α) is positive definite, we obtain

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) = 1− Pr

{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2),Wt > −L

}
+O

(
1

n

)
(161)

= 1− Pr
{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1 , QM2),−Wt < L

}
+O

(
1

n

)
(162)

≤ 1−Φτl

(
L× 1τl ;0τl ;V

l(PM1 , QM2 , α)
)
+O

(
1√
n

)
, (163)

where τl = |Il(PM1 , QM2)| and (163) follows from the multivariate Berry-Esseen theorem [32, Cor. 29]. The case of positive
semidefinite Vl(PM1 , QM2 , α) can be handled similarly to [39, Cor. 8].

Recall the definition of ν∗l (·) in (44). Choose L such that

L = ν∗l
(
ε−O

(
1/
√
n
)
|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α

)
. (164)

It follows from (163) that

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ ε. (165)

Using the definition of λ∗SD(·) in (10), combining (152) and (164), and applying Taylor’s expansion of ν∗l (·) around ε, the
achievability proof of Theorem 3 is completed.
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2) Converse: Recall the definitions of δn,N in (116) and λ̃n,N in (117). Let δ′n,N = δn,N + log n/n. Using Lemma 3, we
have that for any test satisfying the generalized Neyman-Pearson criterion, for each l ∈ [TK ], under any tuples of generating
distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l , the false reject probability is lower bounded by

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥

(
1− TK

n

)
Pr{hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ̃n,N} (166)

=

(
1− TK

n

)
Pr{hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ+ δ′n,N}. (167)

It suffices to bound the probability term in (167). Note that

Pr{hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ+ δ′n,N}

= Pr

{
hK(XN ,Yn) = min

t∈([TK ]\{l})
SKt (XN ,Yn), hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ+ δ′n,N

}
(168)

≥ Pr

{
min

t∈([TK ]\{l})
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ+ δ′n,N

}
− Pr

{
hK(XN ,Yn) ̸= min

t∈([TK ]\{l})
SKt (XN ,Yn)

}
. (169)

Analogous to the achievability proof, we can lower bound the first term in (169) as follows:

Pr

{
min

t∈([TK ]\{l})
SKt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ+ δ′n,N

}
= 1− Pr

{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), SKt (XN ,Yn) > λ+ δ′n,N

}
(170)

≥ 1− Pr
{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), SKt (XN ,Yn) > λ+ δ′n,N , (XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
− Pr

{
(XN ,Yn) /∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
(171)

≥ 1− θn − Pr
{
∀ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), Wt >

√
n(λ−GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) + δ′n,N )
}

(172)

≥ 1− θn − Pr
{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1,Q

M2
), Wt >

√
n(λ−GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) + δ′n,N )
}
. (173)

The second term in (169) is upper bounded as follows:

Pr

{
hK(XN ,Yn) ̸= min

t∈([TK ]\{l})
SKt (XN ,Yn)

}
= Pr

{
∃ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}),SKt (XN ,Yn) < SKl (XN ,Yn)

}
(174)

≤ Pr

{
∃ t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}),SKt (XN ,Yn) < SKl (XN ,Yn), (XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
+ Pr

{
(XN ,Yn) /∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
(175)

≤
∑

t∈([TK ]\{l})

Pr
{
SKt (XN ,Yn) < SKl (XN ,Yn), (XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
+ θn (176)

=
∑

t∈([TK ]\{l})

Pr
{
GK

t (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) < GK
l (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α), (XN ,Yn) ∈ T (PM1 , QM2)

}
+ θn (177)

=
∑

t∈([TK ]\{l})

Pr

{ ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s|Pi, Qj , α) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s|Pi, Qj , α)

)
< O(

√
n log n)

}
+ θn, (178)

where (176) follows from the result in (129), (178) follows from the Taylor expansions of GK
t (T̂XN , T̂Yn , α) in (132) and

(134).
The probability term in (178) can be further upper bounded using Chebyshev’s inequality. For ease of analyses, we use ı1(·)

to denote ı1(·|·) and use ı2(·) similarly. Fix ant t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}). Note that there are in total |MK
t |(N + n) = Kn(1 + α)

independent variables in the sum term for the probability term in (178). Let the average of these Kn(1 + α) random variables
be

St
n :=

1

Kn(1 + α)

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s) +
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s)

)
. (179)
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It follows that

E[St
n] =

1

Kn(1 + α)

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

(
n(1 + α)EPi

[ı1(X)] + nEQj
[ı2(Y )]

)
(180)

=
1

K(1 + α)

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

(
(1 + α)EPi

[ı1(X)] + EQj
[ı2(Y )]

)
(181)

=: ρ(PM1 , QM2 ,MK
t , α) (182)

and

Var[St
n] =

1

(Kn(1 + α))2

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

Var[ı1(Xi,s)] +
∑
s∈[n]

Var[ı2(Yj,s)]

)
(183)

=
1

K2(1 + α)2n

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

(
(1 + α)VarPi [ı1(X)] + VarQj [ı2(Y )]

)
(184)

=:
V(PM1 , QM2 ,MK

t , α)

n
. (185)

Thus, for each t ∈ ([TK ] \ {l}), the probability term in (178) can be bounded as follows:

Pr

{ ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t

( ∑
s∈[N ]

ı1(Xi,s)
∑
s∈[n]

ı2(Yj,s)
)
< O

(√
n log n

)}

= Pr
{
St
n < O(

√
log n/n)

}
(186)

= Pr
{
St
n − E[St

n] < −ρ(PM1 , QM2 ,MK
t , α) +O(

√
log n/n)

}
(187)

≤ Pr
{
|St

n − E[St
n]| > ρ(PM1 , QM2 ,MK

t , α) +O(
√

log n/n)
}

(188)

≤ V(PM1 , QM2 ,MK
t , α)

n(ρ(PM1 , QM2 ,MK
t , α) +O(

√
log n/n))2

(189)

= O(1/n). (190)

Let L ∈ R+ be specified later and consider any λ such that

λ = Λl(P
M1 , QM2 ,K, α)− L√

n
− δ′n,N . (191)

Combining (167), (169), (173), (178) and (190) and using the definitions of θn in (129) and IL(PM1 , QM2) in (43), we have

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ (1− TK/n)

(
1− Pr

{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1,Q

M2
), Wt > −L

}
+O(1/n)

)
(192)

= 1− Pr
{
∀ t ∈ Il(PM1,Q

M2
),−Wt < L

}
+O(1/n) (193)

≥ 1−Φτl

(
L× 1τl ;0τl ;V

l(PM1 , QM2 , α)
)
+O

(
1√
n

)
(194)

where (194) follows by applying the multivariate Berry-Esseen theorem similarly to (163).
Recall the definition of ν∗l (n, ε|·) in (44) and note that ν∗l (n, ε|·) is a decreasing function of ε. Fix any positive real number

δ ∈ (0, 1− ε). If

L = ν∗l (ε+ δ +O(1/
√
n)|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α), (195)

it follows that

ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ ε+ δ > ε. (196)

Thus, to ensure that ζ(ϕU,K
n,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤ ε, we should have L ≥ ν∗l (ε+O(1/

√
n)|PM1 , QM2 ,K, α). Therefore, using the

definition of λ∗SD(·) in (10) and the choice of λ in (191), noting that δn,N ′ = O(log n/n) and applying Taylor’s expansion of
ν∗l (·) around ε, the converse proof of Theorem 3 is completed.

VI. PROOFS FOR UNKNOWN NUMBER OF MATCHES

A. Proof of Large Deviations (Theorem 4)
The proof of Theorem 4 is similar to that of Theorem 2 and we only emphasize the differences here. Recall that when the

number of matches K is unknown, we need to consider all possible hypotheses from K = 0 to K =M2 and we use HK to
denote the set of all hypotheses when then number of matches is K.
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1) Mismatch Probability: We first upper bound the mismatch probability. Fix l ∈ [TK ], where K ∈ [M2] is arbitrary. Since a
mismatch event occurs if the number of matches is incorrectly estimated or if the decision of the test ϕU,K

n,N is incorrect, it
follows that

β(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) = Pr{ϕMn,N (XN ,Yn) /∈ {HK
l ,Hr}} (197)

≤ Pr{∃ K̂ ∈ [M2] : K̂ > K and SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}+ Pr{SK(XN ,Yn) > λ1,n}
+ Pr{ϕU,K

n,N (XN ,Yn) /∈ {HK
l ,Hr}}. (198)

Note that the third term in (198) is exactly the mismatch probability of Unnikrishnan’s test with threshold λ2 when the number
of matches is known to be K, which is upper bounded in (95). The second term in (198) is upper bounded as follows:

Pr{SK(XN ,Yn) > λ1,n} = Pr
{

min
t∈[TK ]

SKt (XN ,Yn) ≥ λ1,n

}
(199)

≤ Pr
{
SKl (XN ,Yn) ≥ λ1,n

}
(200)

≤ exp(−nλ1), (201)

where (201) follows from same steps to prove (95). The first term in (198) is upper bounded as follows:

Pr{∃ K̂ ∈ [M2] : K̂ > K and SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}

≤
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

Pr{SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n} (202)

=
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

Pr{∃ t ∈ [TK̂ ], SK̂t (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n} (203)

≤
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

∑
t∈[TK̂ ]

Pr{SK̂t (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}, (204)

where the probability term in the last inequality can be bounded using the method of types as follows:

Pr{SK̂t (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}

=
∑

(xN ,yn):SK̂
t (xN ,yn)≤λ1,n

( ∏
i∈[M1]

PN
i (xNi )

)( ∏
j∈[M2]

Qn
j (y

n
j )
)

(205)

=
∑

{(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )}∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

( ∏
i∈[M1]

PN
i (T N

Ωi
)
)( ∏

j∈[M2]

Qn
j (T n

Ψj
)
)

(206)

≤
∑

{(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )}∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

exp

(
− n

( ∑
i∈[M2]

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥Qj)
))

(207)

≤ (N + 1)M1|X |(n+ 1)M2|X | exp

(
− n min

{(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )}∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t

GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

( ∑
i∈[M2]

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥Qj)
))

.

(208)

Note that under hypothesis HK
l , Pi = Qj for (i, j) ∈ MK

l . Thus,∑
i∈[M2]

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥Qj)

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
l

(
D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥Pi)

)
+

∑
(i,j)∈(MK̂

t )c∩(MK
l )c

(
D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥Qj)

)
+

∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t ∩(MK
l )c

(
D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥Qj)

)
. (209)
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It follows that

min
K̂∈[K+1:M2]

min
t∈[TK̂ ]

min
{(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )}∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 :∑

(i,j)∈MK̂
t

GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

( ∑
i∈[M2]

D(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥Qj)
)

= min
K̂∈[K+1:M2]

min
t∈[TK̂ ]

min
{Ωi,Ψj}

(i,j)∈MK̂
t ∩(MK

l
)c
:∑

(i,j)∈MK̂
t ∩(MK

l )c
GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

∑
(i,j)∈MK̂

t ∩(MK
l )c

(
D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥Qj)

)
(210)

= min
t∈[TK+1]

min
{Ωi,Ψj}

(i,j)∈MK+1
t ∩(MK

l
)c
:∑

(i,j)∈MK+1
t ∩(MK

l )c
GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

∑
(i,j)∈MK+1

t ∩(MK
l )c

(
D(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥Qj)

)
(211)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l , j /∈BK

l

min
(Ω,Ψ):GJS(Ω,Ψ,α)≤λ1,n

(
αD(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Qj)

)
, (212)

where (211) follows since it suffices to consider K̂ = K + 1 so that MK̂
t ∩ (MK

l )c is a single element to achieve the outer
minimization over

∑
K̂∈[K+1:M2]

since other values of K̂ would lead to a larger value for similar reasons leading to (62), and

(212) follows since, when MK̂
t ∩ (MK

l )c is a single element, it is equivalent to optimize over a single pair of distributions
(Ω,Ψ) and the sum term in (211) reduces to a single term.

Thus, using the definition of fl,K(·) in (73), and combining (204), (208) and (212), we have

Pr{∃ K̂ ∈ [M2] : K̂ > K and SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}

≤
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

∑
t∈[TK̂ ]

(N + 1)K̂|X |(n+ 1)K̂|X | × exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2)) (213)

≤M2T (N + 1)M2|X |(n+ 1)M2|X | exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2)). (214)

Combining the results in (95), (198), (201) and (214), we have

β(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2)

≤
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

∑
t∈[TK̂ ]

(N + 1)K̂|X |(n+ 1)K̂|X | exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2)) + exp(−nλ1) + exp(−nλ2) (215)

≤M2T (N + 1)M2|X |(n+ 1)M2|X | exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2)) + exp(−nλ1) + exp(−nλ2). (216)

Thus, using the definitions of λi,n in (58), we have

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log β(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ min

{
λ1, λ2, fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2)
}
. (217)

2) False Reject Probability: We next bound the false reject probability. Note that ϕMn,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr if one of the
following events occurs:

R1 :=
{

min
K̂∈[M2]

SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≥ λ1,n

}
, (218)

R2,K̂ :=
{
SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n, and ϕU,K̂

n,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr

}
, K̂ ∈ [M2]. (219)

It follows that

ζ(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) = Pr{ϕMn,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr} (220)

≤ P{R1}+
∑

K̂∈[M2]

Pr{R2,K̂}. (221)

The first term in (221) is upper bounded as follows:

P{R1} ≤ Pr
{
SK(XN ,Yn) ≥ λ1,n

}
(222)

≤ exp(−nλ1), (223)

where (223) follows from (201).
The second term in (221) is upper bounded as follows:∑

K̂∈[M2]

Pr{R2,j} ≤
∑

K̂∈[K+1:M2]

Pr{SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}+ Pr{ϕU,K
n,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr}, (224)
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where the first term is upper bounded by (204) and the second term is exactly the false reject probability of Unnikrishnan’s test
analyzed in (105) and (110). Combining (221), (201) and (224), we have

ζ(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2)

≤ exp(−nλ1) +M2T (N + 1)M2|X |(n+ 1)M2|X | exp(−nfl,K(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2)) + Pr{ϕU,K

n,N (XN ,Yn) = Hr}. (225)

Therefore,

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log ζ(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ min

{
λ1, fl,K(λ1, P

M1 , QM2), Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ2,K)

}
. (226)

3) False Alarm Probability: Finally, we bound the false alarm probability. It follows that

η(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2)

= Pr{ϕMn,N (XN ,Yn) ̸= Hr} (227)

= Pr
{
∃ j ∈ [M2] : min

K̂∈[j+1:M2]
SK̂(XN ,Yn) ≥ λ1,n, Sj(X

N ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n, and ϕU,j
n,N (XN ,Yn) ̸= Hr

}
(228)

≤
∑

j∈[M2]

Pr{Sj(X
N ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}. (229)

For each j ∈ [M2], the probability term in (229) can be upper bounded as follows:

Pr{Sj(X
N ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n}

= Pr{∃ t ∈ [Tj ] : Sjt (X
N ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n} (230)

≤
∑
t∈[Tj ]

Pr{Sjt (XN ,Yn) ≤ λ1,n} (231)

≤
∑
t∈[Tj ]

(N + 1)j|X |(n+ 1)j|X | exp

(
− n min

{(Ωi,Ψi)}
i∈Aj

t
∈P2j(X ):∑

i∈Aj
t
GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)≤λ1,n

∑
i∈Aj

t

(
αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψi∥Qσj

t (i)
)
))

, (232)

where (232) follows from similar steps leading to (208).
Note that

min
j∈[M2]

min
t∈[Tj ]

min
{(Ωi,Ψi)}

i∈Aj
t
∈P2j(X ):∑

i∈Aj
t
GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)<λ1,n

∑
i∈Aj

t

(
αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψi∥Qσj

t (i)
)
)

= min
t∈[T1]

min
{(Ωi,Ψi)}i∈A1

t
∈P2(X ):∑

i∈A1
t
GJS(Ωi,Ψi,α)<λ1,n

∑
i∈A1

t

(
αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψi∥Qσ1

t (i)
)
)

(233)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]

min
(Ω,Ψ)∈P2(X ):

GJS(Ω,Ψ,α)≤λ1,n

(D(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ψ∥Qj)) (234)

= f0(λ1,n, P
M1 , QM2), (235)

where (233) follows since the KL divergence terms are non-negative and the objective function is smaller for a smaller value of
j, (234) follows since |AK

t | = 1 for each t ∈ [T1], (235) follows from the definition of f0(·) in (74).
It follows from (229), (232) and (235) that

η(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≤
∑

j∈[M2]

∑
t∈[Tj ]

(N + 1)j|X |(n+ 1)j|X | exp(−nf0(λ1,n, PM1 , QM2)) (236)

≤ T (N + 1)M2|X |(n+ 1)M2|X | exp(−nf0(λ1,n, PM1 , QM2)), (237)

where (237) follows from the definition of T =
∑

j∈[M2]
Tj . Therefore, using the definition of λ1,n in (58), we have

lim inf
n→∞

− 1

n
log η(ϕMn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ f0(λ1, P

M1 , QM2). (238)

B. Proof of Small Deviations (Theorem 5)

For brevity and to minimize redundancy, we only sketch the steps in the proof. The bounds on mismatch and false alarm
probabilities are given in (216) and (237), respectively. The bounds on the false reject probability follows by combining (163)
and (225).
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VII. CONCLUSION

We revisited the problem of statistical sequence matching and derived theoretical results under both large and small deviations
regimes for the GLRT. When the number of matches is known, we completely characterized the tradeoff between the mismatch
and false reject probabilities for Unnikrishnan’s GLRT in (19) under each hypothesis. We illustrated our results via numerical
examples and compared the performance of Unnikrishnan’s with a simple test that repeatedly uses Gutman’s multiple classification
test. When specialized to multiple classification, our large deviations result recovered those of Gutman [4] and our small
deviations result strengthened [6, Theorem 4.1]. Finally, we generalized our achievability analyses to the case when the number
of matches is unknown and derived the tradeoff among the probabilities of mismatch, false reject and false alarm.

There are several avenues for future research. Firstly, we focused on discrete sequences in this paper so that the method
of types [30] applies. It would be worthwhile to generalize our results to continuous sequences that are generated from a
probability density function. In this case, novel ideas such as the kernel method using maximum mean discrepancy [40] could
be helpful. Secondly, we focused on exact match in this paper so that each matched pair of sequences should be identified. It
would be of interest to generalize our results to account for partial match where only a subset of all matched pairs of sequences
is identified. The ideas in partial recovery for group testing [41], [42] might be helpful in this direction of studies. Thirdly, we
focused on fixed-length tests in this paper, where the sequences are collected before a decision is made. In practical scenarios, it
is possible that the sequence in each database is collected in a sequential manner. It is thus of interest to study the performance
of a sequential test. For this purpose, the analyses in [19], [20] for statistical classification could be generalized to sequential
statistical sequence matching. Fourthly, we focused on theoretical benchmarks and used highly complicated tests of generalized
likelihood ratio tests that checked all possibilities. It would be interesting to develop low complexity tests as discussed in [7,
Section V] for both discrete and continuous sequences. Some successful attempts have been made in [43], [44]. Finally, for the
case where the number of matches is unknown, we only derived achievability results for the proposed two stage test that first
estimates the number of matches and then applies Unnikrishnan’s GLRT. However, the converse part remains unexplored. It is
worthwhile to derive a converse result under a certain performance criterion to either prove or disapprove the optimality of our
proposed two-phase test.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

Claim (i) follows directly from the definition of Fl(·). We next justify Claim (ii). It follows from the definition of Fl(·) in
(28) that Fl(P

M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) = 0 if and only if (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) = (PM1 , QM2) is a feasible pair of distributions so that there
exists (t, j) ∈ [TK ]2 : t ̸= s satisfying GK

t (PM1 , QM2 , α) ≤ λ and GK
s (PM1 , QM2 , α) ≤ λ. Under hypothesis HK

l , we have
GK

l (PM1 , QM2 , α) = 0 and thus if and only if

λ ≥ min
t∈[TK ]:t ̸=l

GK
t (PM1 , QM2 , α) = Λl(P

M1 , QM2 ,K, α), (239)

we have Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) = 0

Finally, we justify Claim (iii). Recall that for each hypothesis l ∈ [TK ], AK
l specifies the indices of sequences of XN that have

matched sequences in Yn, BK
l specifies the indices of sequences o Yn that have matched sequences in XN , σK

l : AK
l → BK

l

specifies the unique pairs of matching while MK
l = {(i, σK

l (i))}i∈AK
l

. Given any (t, s) ∈ [TK ]2 such that t ̸= s, define the set

PM+N
t,s (X ) :=

{
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ PM1+M2(X ) : Ψj = Ωi, ∀ (i, j) ∈ (MK

t ∪MK
s )
}
. (240)

It follows from the definition of GK
l (·) in (14) that GK

t (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) = 0 and GK
s (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) = 0 imply that

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ PM+N
t,s (X ) and the definition of El(·) in (27) leads to

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α)

=
∑

i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑
j∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j)) +

∑
j /∈BK

l

D(Ψj∥Qj) (241)

=
∑

j∈BK
l :j∈(BK

t ∪BK
s )

(
D(Ψj∥P(σK

l )−1(j)) +
∑

i∈[M1]:σ
K
t (i)=j

or σK
s (i)=j

αD(Ψj∥Pi)
)
+

∑
j∈BK

l :j /∈(BK
t ∪BK

s )

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

+
∑

j∈(BK
l )c:j∈(BK

t ∪BK
s )

(
D(Ψj∥Qj) +

∑
i∈[M1]:σ

K
t (i)=j

or σK
s (i)=j

αD(Ψj∥Pi)
)
+

∑
j∈(BK

l )c:j /∈(BK
t ∪BK

s )

D(Ψj∥Qj)

+
∑

i∈[M1]:i/∈(AK
t ∪As)

αD(Ωi∥Pi). (242)
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It follows from the definition of Fl(·) in (28) that

Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, 0,K) = min

(t,s)∈[TK ]2:
t ̸=s

min
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈PM1+M2 (X ):

GK
t (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)=0

GK
s (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)=0

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) (243)

= min
(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t ̸=s

( ∑
j∈BK

l :j∈(BK
t ∪BK

s )

f l,t,sj (PM1) +
∑

j∈(BK
l )c:j∈(BK

t ∪BK
s )

gl,t,sj (PM1 , QM2)

)
(244)

= Υl(P
M1 , QM2), (245)

where (244) follows from simple algebra and the definitions of G·(·) in (14), fj(·) in (29) and gj in (30) and (245) follows
from the definition of Υl(·) in (31).

B. Justification of (56)

It follows from the definition of El(·) in (27) that when M2 = K,

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) =

∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j)). (246)

Thus, using the definition of Fl(·) in (28), we have

Fl(P
M1 , QM2 , α, λ,K) = min

(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t ̸=s
min

(ΩM ,ΨM )∈P2M (X ):

GK
t (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)≤λ

GK
s (ΩM1 ,ΨM2 ,α)≤λ

El(P
M1 , QM2 ,ΩM1 ,ΨM2 , α) (247)

= min
(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t̸=s

min
(ΩM ,ΨM )∈P2M (X ):∑

j̄∈[M2] GJS(Ω
(σK

t )−1(j̄)
,Ψj̄ ,α)≤λ∑

j̄∈[M2] GJS(Ω(σK
s )−1(j̄),Ψj̄ ,α)≤λ

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +
∑

j∈[M2]

D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

)

(248)

≥ min
(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t̸=s

min
(ΩM ,ΨM )∈P2M (X ):∑

j̄∈[M2] GJS(Ω
(σK

t )−1(j̄)
,Ψj̄ ,α)≤λ∑

j̄∈[M2] GJS(Ω(σK
s )−1(j̄),Ψj̄ ,α)≤λ

max
j∈[M2]

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

)

(249)

≥ min
(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t̸=s

max
j∈[M2]:

(σK
t )−1(j) ̸=(σK

s )−1(j)

min
(ΩM ,ΨM )∈P2M (X ):

GJS(Ω
(σK

t )−1(j)
,Ψj ,α)≤λ

GJS(Ω(σK
s )−1(j),Ψj ,α)≤λ

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

)

(250)

≥ min
(t,s)∈[TK ]2:t̸=s

min
j∈[M2]

min
(ΩM ,Ψj)∈PM+1(X ):

(σK
t )−1(j) ̸=(σK

s )−1(j)
GJS(Ω

(σK
t )−1(j)

,Ψj ,α)≤λ

GJS(Ω(σK
s )−1(j),Ψj ,α)≤λ

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

)
(251)

= min
j∈[M2]

min
(t,s)∈[M1]

2:t ̸=s
min

(ΩM ,Ψj)∈PM+1(X ):
GJS(Ωt,Ψj ,α)≤λ
GJS(Ωs,Ψj ,α)≤λ

( ∑
i∈[M1]

αD(Ωi∥Pi) +D(Ψj∥P(σK
l )−1(j))

)
(252)

= min
j∈[M2]

Fl(P
M1 , P(σK

l )−1(j), α, λ,K) (253)

= min
j∈[M2]

Fl(P
M1 , Qj , α, λ,K), (254)

where (249) follows by lower bounding the second sum in the objective function with the maximal divergence term
D(Ψj∥P(σK

l )−1(j)), (250) follows since achieved value of a minimax optimization problem is lower bounded by the achieved
value of a corresponding maximin optimization problem, the optimization range j ∈ [M2] is squeezed by adding a constraint
(σK

t )−1(j) ̸= (σK
s )−1(j), which is valid since any two different hypotheses map at least one ynj sequences into difference

sequences in xN , (251) follows by replacing the maximization over j with minimization, and (252) holds since (σK
t )−1 ∈ [M1],

(σK
s )−1 ∈ [M1] and (σK

t )−1(j) ̸= (σK
s )−1(j) is equivalent to the constraint that (t, s) ∈ [M1]

2 : t ̸= s, where we reuse the
notation (t, s) for different meanings.
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C. Justification of (150)

It follows that∑
s∈[N+n]

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

Zi,j
s

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

Zi,j
s

)]

=
∑
s∈[N ]

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

Zi,j
s

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

Z ī,j̄
s

)]
+

∑
s∈[N+1:N+n]

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

Zi,j
s

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

Z ī,j̄
s

)]
(255)

= NE

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)
)]

+ nE

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

ı2(Yj̄ |Pī, Qj̄ , α)
)]
, (256)

and ∑
s∈[N+n]

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

E[Zi,j
s ]
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

E[Z ī,j̄
s ]
)

=
∑
s∈[N ]

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

EPi
[ı1(X|Pi, Qj , α)]

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

EPī
[ı1(X|Pī, Qj̄ , α)]

)
+
∑
s∈[n]

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

EQj
[ı2(Y |Pi, Qj , α)]

)( ∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

EQj̄
[ı2(Y |Pī, Qj̄ , α)]

)
. (257)

The first expectation term in (256) satisfies

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)
)]

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:̄i=i

E
[
ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)

]
+

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:̄i ̸=i

E[ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)]E[ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)]. (258)

Similarly, the second expectation term in (256) satisfies

E

[( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

ı2(Yj̄ |Pī, Qj̄ , α)
)]

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:j̄=j

E
[
ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)ı2(Yī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)

]
+

∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2
:j̄ ̸=j

E[ı1(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)]E[ı1(Yj̄ |Pī, Qj̄ , α)]. (259)

Analogously, the two expectation terms in (257) satisfy( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

E[ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)]
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

E[ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)]
)

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

E[ı1(Xi|Pi, Qj , α)]E[ı1(Xī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)], (260)

( ∑
(i,j)∈MK

t1

E[ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)]
)( ∑

(̄i,j̄)∈MK
t2

E[ı2(Yī|Pī, Qj̄ , α)]
)

=
∑

(i,j)∈MK
t1

∑
(̄i,j̄)∈MK

t2

E[ı2(Yj |Pi, Qj , α)]E[ı2(Yj̄ |Pī, Qj̄ , α)]. (261)

The justification of (150) is completed by combining (258) to (261).
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D. Proof of Lemma 2

Claim (i) follows from the definition of the exponent function fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2). We first prove Claim (ii). Note that

fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) = 0 if (Ω,Ψ) = (Pi, Qj) satisfies GJS(Ω,Ψ, α) ≤ λ1 for some (i, j) ∈ [M1]× [M2] such that i /∈ AK

l

and j /∈ BK
l . Therefore, if and only if

λ1 ≥ min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l ,j /∈BK

l

GJS(Pi, Qj , α) (262)

= Gl,K
min(P

M1 , QM2 , α), (263)

the exponent function fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) equals zero. Finally, it follows that

fl,K(λ1, P
M1 , QM2) ≤ fl,K(0, PM1 , QM2) (264)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l ,j /∈BK

l

min
Ψ∈P(X )

(
αD(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ω∥Qj)

)
(265)

= min
(i,j)∈[M1]×[M2]:

i/∈AK
l ,j /∈BK

l

D α
1+α

(Pi∥Qj), (266)

where (266) follows from the definition of the Rényi divergence in (77) and the KKT conditions [45, Chap. 5] for the convex
optimization problem, which implies that

min
Ψ∈P(X )

(
αD(Ω∥Pi) +D(Ω∥Qj)

)
= D α

1+α
(Pi∥Qj), (267)

and the detailed derivations are available in cf. [46, Eq. (13)-(16)].

E. Proof of Lemma 3

We first relate the error probabilities of any test with a type-based test. Fix any vector κ = (κ1, . . . , κTK
) ∈ [0, 1]TK such

that
∑

i∈[TK ] κi ≤ 1, and let

κ− := min
i∈[TK ]

κi, κ+ :=
∑

i∈[TK ]

κi. (268)

Lemma 4. Given any test ϕn,N , we can construct a test ϕTn,N that uses types (TXN ,TYn) such that under each l ∈ [TK ],
under any tuples of generating distributions (PM1 , QM2) ∈ PK

l ,

β(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ κ−β(ϕ
T
n,N |PM1 , QM2), (269)

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ (1− κ+)β(ϕ
T
n,N |PM1 , QM2). (270)

Proof. Note that any test ϕn,N partitions the sample space XM1N×YM2n into disjoint acceptance regions F1(ϕn,N ), . . . ,FTK
(ϕn,N )

and a reject region Fr(ϕn,N ) so that for each l ∈ [TK ], if (xN ,yn) ∈ Fl(ϕn,N ), the test decides on HK
l and if (xN ,yn) ∈

Fr(ϕn,N ), the test ϕn,N outputs the decision Hr.
Given any tuple of types (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ (PN (X ))M1 × (Pn(X ))M2 , we use TΩM1 ,ΨM2 to denote the set of sequences

(xN ,yn) such that for each i ∈ [M ], T̂xN
i

= Ωi and for each j ∈ [N ], T̂yn
i
= Ψj . We construct a type-based test ϕTn,N as

follows:

ϕTn,N (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) =


HK

l if
|Fl∩T

ΩM1 ,ΨM2
|

|T
ΩM1 ,ΨM2

| ≥ κl and maxi∈[l−1]

(
|Fi∩T

ΩM1 ,ΨM2
|

|T
ΩM1 ,ΨM2

| − κi

)
≤ 0,

Hr if maxi∈[TK ]

(
|Fi∩T

ΩM1 ,ΨM2
|

|T
ΩM1 ,ΨM2

| − κi

)
≤ 0.

(271)
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For simplicity, we use Fl(ϕ
T
n,N ) to denote the set of types (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ (PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2 such that ϕTn,N (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) =

HK
l for each l ∈ [TK ] and use Fr(ϕ

T
n,N ) similarly. Thus, for each l ∈ [TK ], the mismatch probability satisfies

β(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) =
∑

t∈[TK ]:t ̸=l

Pr{(XN ,Yn) ∈ Ft(ϕn,N )} (272)

=
∑

t∈[TK ]:t ̸=l

∑
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Ft(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
(273)

≥
∑

t∈[TK ]:t ̸=l

∑
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈Fl(ϕ

T
n,N )

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Ft(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
(274)

≥
∑

t∈[TK ]:t ̸=l

∑
(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈Fl(ϕ

T
n,N )

κ− Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(275)

= κ− Pr

{
(TXn ,TY n) ∈

⋃
t∈[TK ]:t̸=l

Fl(ϕ
T
n,N )

}
(276)

≥ κ−β(ψ
T
n,N |PM , QN ), (277)

where (275) follows since each tuples of sequences (xN ,yn) ∈ TΩM1ΨM2 have the same probability and thus

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Ft(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
≥

|Ft(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|
|TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(278)

≥ κ− Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
, (279)

and (277) follows from the definition of the mismatch probability for the type-based test ϕTn,N .
Analogously, for each l ∈ [TK ], the false reject probability satisfies

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) = Pr{(XN ,Yn) ∈ Fr(ϕn,N )} (280)

=
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈(PN (X ))M1×(Pn(X ))M2

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Fr(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
(281)

≥
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈Fr(ϕ
T
n,N )

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Ft(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
(282)

≥
∑

(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )∈Fr(ϕ
T
n,N )

(1− κ+) Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(283)

= (1− κ+) Pr
{
(TXn ,TY n) ∈ Fr(ϕ

T
n,N )

}
(284)

≥ κ−β(ψ
T
n,N |PM , QN ), (285)

where (283) follows since when (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ Fr(ϕ
T
n,N ),

|Fi(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|
|TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|

≤ κi, (286)

for each i ∈ [TK ] and thus

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ (Fr(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

}
≥

|Fr(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|
|TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|

Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(287)

≥

(
1−

∑
i∈[TK ]

|Fi(ϕn,N ) ∩ TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|
|TΩM1 ,ΨM2 )|

)
Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(288)

≥ (1−
∑

i∈[TK ]

κi) Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
(289)

= (1− κ+) Pr
{
(XN ,Yn) ∈ TΩM1 ,ΨM2

}
. (290)

Recall the definition of δn,N in (116). We next prove a lower bound on the false reject probability for a type-based test.
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Lemma 5. Consider any type-based test ϕTn,N such that

max
l∈[TK ]

sup
P̃M1 ,Q̃M2 )∈PK

l

β(ϕTn,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ≤ exp(−nλ). (291)

For each l ∈ [TK ], under any pair of unknown generating distributions (PM , QN ) ∈ PK
l , the false reject probability of the test

under hypothesis HK
l satisfies

ζ(ϕn,N |PM1 , QM2) ≥ Pr{hK(XN ,Yn) ≤ λ− δn,N}. (292)

Proof. Given any λ ∈ R+ and any types (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈ (PN (X ))M1 × (Pn(X ))M2 , let

h∗(ΩM1 ,ΨM2) := min
t∈[TK ]

∑
i∈AK

t

GJS(Ωi,ΨσK
l (i), α), (293)

h̃∗(ΩM1 ,ΨM2) := min
t∈[TK ]:

∑
i∈AK

t
GJS(Ωi,ΨσK

l
(i)

,α)

≥h∗(ΩM1 ,ΨM2 )

∑
i∈AK

t

GJS(Ωi,ΨσK
l (i), α). (294)

To prove the lemma, we need to show that for any type-based test ϕTn,N satisfying (291), if a tuple of types (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) ∈
(PN (X ))M1 × (Pn(X ))M2 satisfy that

h̃∗(ΩM1 ,ΨM2) + δn,N < λ, (295)

then ϕTn,N (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) = Hr. We prove the claim by contradiction. Assume that there exists types (Ω̃M1 , Ψ̃M2) ∈ (PN (X ))M1×
(Pn(X ))M2 such that

h̃∗(Ω̃M1 , Ψ̃M2) + δn,N < λ, (296)

ϕTn,N (ΩM1 ,ΨM2) = Hk, (297)

for some k ∈ [TK ]. Note that (296) implies that there exists (t, s) ∈ [TK ]2 such that t ̸= s and∑
i∈AK

t

GJS(Ω̃i, Ψ̃σK
l (i), α) + δn,N < λ, (298)

∑
i∈As

GJS(Ω̃i, Ψ̃σK
l (i), α) + δn,N < λ. (299)

Furthermore, either t ̸= k or s ̸= k. Without loss of generality, assume t ̸= k.
For any tuple of generating distributions (P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ∈ Pt, under hypothesis Ht, the mismatch probability satisfies

β(ΨT
n,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2) ≥

( ∏
i∈[M1]

P̃N
i (T N

Ω̃i
)

)( ∏
j∈[M2]

Q̃N
j (T n

Ψ̃j
)

)
(300)

≥ exp(−nδn,N ) exp
(
− nEt(P̃

M1 , Q̃M2 , Ω̃M1 , Ψ̃M2 , α)
)
, (301)

where (301) follows from [37, Lemma 2.6] and the definition of Et(·) in (27). Choose (P̃M1 , Q̃M2) such that

P̃i =

{
αΩ̃i+Ψ̃

σK
l

(i)

1+α if i ∈ AK
t ,

Ω̃i if i /∈ AK
t ,

(302)

and

Q̃j =

{
αΩ̃

(σK
l

)−1(j)
+Ψ̃j

1+α if j ∈ BK
t ,

Ω̃j if j /∈ BK
t .

(303)

It follows that

Et(P̃
M1 , Q̃M2 , Ω̃M1 , Ψ̃M2 , α) =

∑
i∈AK

t

GJS(Ω̃i, Ψ̃σK
l (i), α). (304)

Thus, combining (298), (301) and (304) leads to

β(ΨT
n,N |P̃M1 , Q̃M2) > exp(−nλ), (305)

which contradicts (291). The proof is thus completed.

The proof of Lemma 3 is completed by combining Lemma 4 with κi = 1
n and Lemma 5.
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