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Consider a large number of detectors each generating a data
stream. The task is to detect online, distribution changes in a small
fraction of the data streams. Previous approaches to this problem
include the use of mixture likelihood ratios and sum of CUSUMs. We
provide here extensions and modifications of these approaches that
are optimal in detecting normal mean shifts. We show how the (opti-
mal) detection delay depends on the fraction of data streams under-
going distribution changes as the number of detectors goes to infinity.
There are three detection domains. In the first domain for moderately
large fractions, immediate detection is possible. In the second do-
main for smaller fractions, the detection delay grows logarithmically
with the number of detectors, with an asymptotic constant extend-
ing those in sparse normal mixture detection. In the third domain
for even smaller fractions, the detection delay lies in the framework
of the classical detection delay formula of Lorden. We show that the
optimal detection delay is achieved by the sum of detectability score
transformations of either the partial scores or CUSUM scores of the
data streams.

1. Introduction. Consider N data streams with X,,; the observation of
the nth data stream at time . We want to detect as quickly as we can a possi-
ble change-point v > 1, such that for some N' C {1,..., N}, the post-change
observations X,,; for n € N (and ¢t > v) have distributions different from
the pre-change observations. Applications for this multi-stream sequential
change-point detection problem include hospital management, infectious-
disease modeling and target detection.

Tartakovsky and Veervallli [19] consider distributed decision-making and
optimal fusion, with minimax, uniform and Bayesian formulations for se-
quential detection in multi-stream data. Though optimal detection is achieved,
the asymptotics involve N fixed as the average run lengths go to infinity.

Mei [13] considers distribution changes that do not affect all data streams,
and recommends a sum of CUSUM approach. The advantages of his ap-
proach are that the distribution changes are not assumed to have occurred
simultaneously, and the efficient computation of his stopping rule. However
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as has been shown in an earlier simulation study, the detection delay is rel-
atively large when #N, the number of data streams undergoing change, is
small.

Xie and Siegmund [20] are the first to look from the perspective of #N
small. They suggest a mixture likelihood ratio (MLR) approach and show
via simulation studies the superiority of their MLR stopping rules in detect-
ing over a wide range of #MN/, compared to other known approaches. They
also provide analytical approximations to average run lengths and detection
delays of their stopping rules that are accurate and useful. However they do
not give any small or moderate #N optimality theory.

In parallel developments, motivated by applications in DNA copy-number
samples, there have been advances made, see Siegmund, Yakir and Zhang
[18], Jeng, Cai and Li [9] and Chan and Walther [4], on fixed-sample change-
point detection in multiple sequences having a common location index. The
work here also has connections with detection on spatial indices, see [1, 2, 3].

In this paper we show that subject to an average run length constraint,
a modified version of the MLR stopping rule achieves minimum detection
delay, extending the classical single-stream optimal detection of Lorden [11],
Pollak [15, 16] and Moustakides [14] to multiple data streams, in the detec-
tion of normal mean shifts. In Section 2 we provide the asymptotic lower
bounds of the detection delays for different domains of A/. Under the first
domain for large #AN/, the lower bound is trivially given by 1. Under the
second domain for moderate #AN, the lower bound grows logarithmically
with N. Under the third domain for small #N, the detection delay grows
polynomially with N. In Section 3 we show that a MLR stopping rule that
tests against the limits of detectability achieves optimal detection on all
three domains. A window-limited rule, suggested in Lai [10], is incorporated
into the stopping rule for computational savings. In Section 4 a numerical
study is performed to provide justification for using the MLR stopping rule
for finite N. In Section 5 we extend the idea of testing against the limits
of detectability on Mei’s sum of CUSUM test. Rather than summing the
CUSUM scores as in Mei [13], we suggest instead to sum the detectability
score transformations of the CUSUM scores. Optimality of this procedure
is shown but it occurs only when we select the assumed mean shift at a
specific value between one to two times the true mean shift, surprisingly
not at the true mean shift itself. In Sections 6-8 we provide the proofs of
Theorems 1-3.

2. Detection delay lower bound. Let X,;, 1 < n < N, t > 1, be
distributed as independent N(p,¢, 1). Assume that at some unknown time
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v > 1, there are mean shifts in a subset N of the data streams. More
specifically we assume that

(2.1) pnt = plgg>y neny for some p > 0,

with Iiepny, -+ Igveny 144.d. Bernoulli(p) for some 0 < p < 1. We shall let
P, (E,) denote probability measure (expectation) with respect to distribu-
tion changes at time v, with ¥ = oo indicating no change. In Appendix B
we provide an analogue of Theorem 1 below on a minimax formulation of
the problem, with a constraint on >N, Iineny instead of assuming Ig,cnry
to be i.i.d. Bernoulli.

A standard measure of the performance of a stopping rule T, see Pollak
[15, 16], is the (expected) detection delay

(2.2) DN(T):= sup E, (T —v+1T >v),
1<v<oco
subject to the constraint that ARL(T) (:=ExT) > v for some v > 1.
In this section we find (asymptotic) lower bounds of Dy (T) under the
conditions that as N — oo,

(2.3) logy ~ N°¢ for some 0 < ¢ < 1,
(2.4) p ~ NP forsome0 < f<1.

In Sections 3 and 5, we devise optimal detectability score stopping rules

that achieve this lower bound. In Theorem 1 below, only 8 > 1;2< is consid-

ered. For g < %, the detectability score stopping rules achieve asymptotic
detection delay of 1, and are hence optimal.

For % < B <1 -, the detection delay lower bound grows logarithmi-
cally with N. The proportionality constant is

p- 5 if ¢ << B,

(WVI—C-vI—¢-pB? it L9 <p<i-c

This is a two-dimensional extension of the Donoho-Ingster-Jin constants
p(B) := p(B,0), which has appeared in connection with sparse normal mix-
ture detection, see [5, 7, 8]. The extension results from the additional dif-
ficulty of detecting a normal mean shift when there are multiple compar-
isons, here for sequential change-point detection, and in [4] for fixed-sample
change-point detection.

p(B,¢) :{

THEOREM 1. Let T be a stopping rule such that ARL(T) > ~, with ~
satisfying (2.3).
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(a) If (2.4) holds with 15¢ < 8 < 1—¢, then

.. .Dn(T) 9
. — > .
(2.5) 1}\I[n_>100nf logN — 2np(8,¢)

(b) If (2.4) holds with B > 1 — (, then

log D (T
(2.6) lim inf 28 PN (1)

> — 1.
N—oo 10gN _B+C

The phase transition between logarithmic and polynomial growth of the
detection delay boundary is at N'=8 = N€¢, that is, at #N = log~y. By
Theorem 1(a), for larger #N the detection delay lower bound grows at a
log N rate. By Theorem 1(b), for smaller #N the lower bound is roughly
(log~)/#N. The detection delay lower bound in the logarithmic domain
[Theorem 1(a)] is closely linked to the Donoho-Ingster-Jin detection bound-
ary for sparse normal mixture detection, whereas the lower bound in the
polynomial domain [Theorem 1(b)] lies in the framework of the classical
lower bound established by Lorden (1971) for N fixed as v — oc.

We shall first establish the connection between Theorem 1(a) and the
Donoho-Ingster-Jin detection boundary /2p(3)log N. Let ¢ > v > 1 and
k=t—v+1.Ifp~ NP, % < B < 1, then as

¢
- N(0,1) under P,
1/2 -~ ’ o < <
' ;Xm { (1= p)N(0,1) + pN(uV'k, 1) under P, l<n<N,

sparse normal mixture detection theory dictates that k should satisfy

pVk > [1+0(1)]y/2p(8)log N (i.e. k > [2u7>p(8) + o(1)]log N),

in order for it to be possible that the sum of Type I and II error probabilities
goes to zero, when testing P, against P,, with observations up to time t.
By (2.2) this leads to

(2.7) Dy(T) > [217p(B) + o(1)] log N,

for any stopping rule 7" satisfying ARL(T") > ~ with 7/log N — co. What
Theorem 1(a) says is that under (2.3) with ¢ small enough (< 1 —f3), log N
detection is still possible with a larger asymptotic constant.

The link between Theorem 1(b) and the classical lower bound formula of
Lorden is best established via the inequality in Mei [12, Prop 2.1], that for
N fixed,

(2.8) Dn(T) > 2u_21;—%\7" +O(1) as v — oo.
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Theorem 1(b) says that for logy > #N (~ N'7), the right-hand side
of (2.8) gives the correct order for the attainable detection delay. When
#N > log~, the right-hand side of (2.8) does not provide the correct order
for the attainable detection delay as we have already noted in the previous
paragraph situations under which a log IV detection delay is required. There-
fore the O(1) in (2.8) is more appropriately O(log N), if the dependence on
N in O(1) is made explicit. What Theorem 1 also says is that the transition
is sharp. Once we get out of the classical (logv)/(#N) domain, we fall into
the log N domain, there are no intermediate asymptotics.

3. Optimal detection using detectability score. The detectability
score stopping rule is motivated by the MLR stopping rules of Xie and
Siegmund [20]. In their formulation Xie and Siegmund consider firstly the
ideal situation in which p and p are known. The most powerful test at time
t, for testing the hypothesis that change-point v = s for some s < ¢, is the
log likelihood ratio

N
E'St = Z Enst, where Enst = log(l —p+ pe”sﬂst—kﬂ2/2)’

n=1

with k=t —s+1 and S, = Zgzs X

Since the change-point v is unknown, they suggest to maximize {44 Over s.
The unknown g (or more precisely p,,) in £, is substituted by S;',/k, and
a small pg is substituted for the unknown p. In summary their stopping rule

can be expressed as

(3.1) Txs(po) = inf {t : k:tlglg(lelcﬁ.st(m) > b},

where fust(po) = Sn; fnst(po) and
Z\nst(p(]) = IOg(l —po+ pOe(ZISt)2/2)7 Znst = Snst/\/E-

The set K in (3.1) refers to a pre-determined set of window sizes. By applying
nonlinear renewal theory, Xie and Siegmund derive accurate analytical ap-
proximations of ARL(T") and Dy (T) for T' = Txs(po) and related stopping
rules.

Our stopping rule is also a mixture likelihood ratio but based instead on
the limits of detectability. Let

N
—; . ) >
(3.2) Ts(po) = inf {¢ : o aX n§:1 9(Zf) > b},
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6 HOCK PENG CHAN

where ¢(z) = log[1 + po(Ae**/4 — 1)] and A = 2(v/2 — 1). Following Lai [10],
we consider window sizes

(3.3) K={1,.. kiyU{|7k|:5>1}, k>1,r>1

THEOREM 2. Consider stopping rule Ts(pg), 0 < po < 1, with window
sizes (3.3). If ARL(Ts(po)) = 7y, then threshold b < log(4v* + 2v). In addi-
tion, if (2.3), (2.4) hold and ki/log N — oo, pg = c[(log~)/N]*/? for some
¢ > 0, then the following hold as N — cc.

(a) If B < 155, then Dn(Ts(po)) — 1.

(b) If 154 < B < 1—¢, then

Dy (Ts(po))

A4
(34) log N

— 2u%p(B,¢).

(¢) If B > 1—C, then

log D (Ts(po))
log N

—pB+(¢—1

REMARKS. Instead of (2.3), we can model 7y growing slowly with N by
assuming that

(3.5) v/log N — oo, logy = o(N€) for all € > 0.

Consider the stopping rule Ts(pg) with pg = c¢N =3 for some ¢ > 0. Under
(2.4) and (3.5), the asymptotic (3.4) holds with { = 0, and the stopping rule
is optimal in view of (2.7).

We shall provide some intuition here on the detectability score transfor-
mation g. Consider an i.i.d sample Z1, ..., Zy that is distributed as N(0,1)
under the null hypothesis Hy. If wy — oo with wy = o(y/log N), then
#{n : Z, > wy}/N is asymptotically normal with mean oy and variance
ayn/N, where ay = Py{Z, > w,} = fsfv(Zw)_l/ze_ZQde.

Therefore under any alternative hypothesis Hy, y/ay /N is the minimum
deviation of P1{Z, > wn} from ay that is detectable. Since oy is essen-
tially e~ Wi /2 (up to logarithmic terms), the minimum detectable deviation
is e=wx/4/\/N. That is, a mixture of N(0,1) and a small py = ¢N~2 fraction
of N(0,2) is at the threshold of detectability. The detectability score trans-
formation ¢ is essentially the likelihood ratio between the mixture with pg
fraction N(0,2), and the null distribution. The factor (log+)'/? in the opti-
mal choice of py in the statement of Theorem 2 adjusts for the additional
difficulty of each detection due to the multiple comparison effects of large ~.
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OPTIMAL SEQUENTIAL DETECION IN MULTI-STREAM DATA 7

N =100 N =10*
Test b ARL | b ARL
max 12.8 5041 | 15.9 4930
Mei 88.5 (106.8) 4997 | 5640 (8722) 4909
Mei(N~2) | 3.48 (9.81) 4994 | 3.03 (8.93) 4973
Mei(3N~2) | 5.02 (9.61) 4976 | 2.31 (6.97) 5017
(
(

S(N’%) 4.25 (18.42) 5066 | 14.49 (18.42) 5121
S(3N7%) 6.30 (18.42) 5195 | 17.21 (18.42) 4986
TABLE 1
Thresholds b for stopping rules calibrated to ARL = 5000. The upper bounds of the
thresholds, as given in the statement of Theorems 2 and 3, are in brackets.

It is straightforward to check that the detectability score SN | ¢(Z.F,)
in (3.2) is indeed the log likelihood ratio for testing Zi,,...,Z%,, iid.
N(0,1)" [the distribution of Z* when Z ~ N(0,1)] against the alternative
that Z],,..., Z%,, are iid.

(1= po)N(0,1)" + po[ J5HN(0,2) + (1 — 25)do).
where Jg denotes a point mass at zero and HN(0,2) the half-normal distribu-
tion with density 7~ /2e72"/4 on z > 0. The value A = 2(v/2 — 1) is chosen
for convenience, so that g is continuous at 0. The optimality of Ts(pg) in
Theorem 2 does not require the selection of this specific A.

4. Numerical study. In addition to (3.1), Xie and Siegmund introduce
the stopping rule

N
— : 1,2 +
(4.1)  Tir(po) = inf {t Pomex nEZI(,uOSnSt kug/2 + logpo)™ > b}.

This like (3.1) is motivated by the most powerful likelihood ratio test, but
with g substituted by a pre-determined o rather than S, /k. It bears
resemblance to Mei’s stopping rule

N
(4.2) Thiei = inf {t : Z On<1?§t(u05nst — kp/2)t > b},
n=1 -

with the important difference of an additional log pg term in (4.1) that sup-
presses the contributions of low scoring data streams.

Another key difference is that the sum lies outside the max in (4.2)
whereas in Tyr (and Txs, Ts), the sum lies inside the max. This confers
advantage to Mei’s stopping rule when the change-point v (or v,) differs
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8 HOCK PENG CHAN

#N
Test 1 3 5 10 30 50 100
max 255 181 155 126 9.6 86 7.2
XS(1) 52.3 187 122 6.7 3.0 23 20
XS(0.1) | 31.6 142 104 6.7 35 28 20
LR(0.1) | 29.1 134 9.8 71 46 40 34
LR(1) 82.0 272 155 6.8 3.0 23 20
Mei 53.2 23.0 157 96 49 38 30
Mei(0.1) | 264 14.6 108 7.7 45 34 23
Mei(0.3) | 343 159 11.8 76 41 3.1 20
S(0.1) 26.8 134 9.6 64 28 20 1.1
S5(0.3) 326 14.0 9.5 56 23 1.5 1.0
s.e. 0.9 0.3 0.1 0.1 01 01 0.1
TABLE 2
Detection delays when #N (out of N = 100) data streams undergo distribution changes.
Entries in the last row are standard error upper bounds.

across data streams. We investigate this in Section 5 where we also propose
an extension of Mei’s stopping rule, denoted by Tyei(po), that like (4.1)
weighs down the contributions from non-signal data streams.

In our numerical study, we benchmark the detectability score stopping

rule against the above stopping rules and the max rule
(4.3) Thax = inf{t : 0@?%1217%%(2:‘;'&)2/2 > b}.
As in [20], we select N = 100, p = 1 and #N ranging from 1 to 100. The
thresholds b are calibrated to average run length 5000. The set of window
sizes chosen is L = {1,...,200}, and for Mei’s stopping rule and Ty g we
select g = 1.

We consider pg = 0.1(= N _%) for the detectability score stopping rule
Tg, corresponding to the optimal choice under (3.5). Another selection is
po = 0.3{= [(log~)/N]"/?}, which is optimal under (2.3). It is interesting
that in [20], the “optimal” py = N =3 is chosen for Txs and TiR in the
numerical study.

We conduct 500 Monte Carlo trials for the estimation of each average
run length and detection delay. The thresholds for the stopping rules are in
Table 1, the detection delays in Table 2. In Table 2 the simulation outcomes
below the horizontal line are new, the outcomes above are reproduced from
[20, Table 5].

We see that with a few understandable exceptions, the detectability score
stopping rules Ts(0.1) and T's(0.3) have smaller detection delays compared
to their competitors over the full range of #N . This justifies the application
of the detectability score stopping rules for a relatively small N = 100.
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#N
Test 1 10 102 10*° 10*
max 32.7 186 139 111 94

Mei 246.5 46.7 120 40 1.0

Mei(0.01) | 39.7 16.7 8.8 4.0 20

Mei(0.03) | 53.7 18.6 9.0 4.0 2.0

S5(0.01) 37.7 133 45 1.0 1.0

S5(0.03) 49.3 13.7 3.9 1.0 1.0

s.e. 4.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1

TABLE 3
Detection delays when #N (out of N = 10") data streams undergo distribution changes.
Entries in the last row are standard error upper bounds.

Following the recommendation of a referee, we conduct a second numerical
exercise for a larger N = 10%, with #N\ ranging from 1 to 10*. As in the
earlier simulation study, we select © = pg = 1, ARL = 5000 and K =
{1,...,200}. The detection thresholds are in Table 1, the detection delays
in Table 3. We see again that except for #N = 1 when T}, is superior,
the detection score stopping rules Ts(pg) for pg = 0.01(= N_%) and 0.03
{= [(log¥)/N]'/?} have the smallest detection delays.

5. Detectability of Mei’s stopping rule. As mentioned earlier there
is no implicit assumption that the distribution changes occur simultaneously
when applying Mei’s stopping rule (4.2). Another advantage is the efficient
recursive computation of the stopping rule. However this recursive compu-
tation comes with the price of information loss. In this section we improve
Mei’s stopping rule by applying a detectability score transformation on each
CUSUM score. Due to the information loss, optimality is possible only for
specific .

Let R,; be the CUSUM score of the nth detector at time ¢, satisfying

(5.1) Ry =0, Ry = (Rpi-1+poXn —pg/2)", t>1
Define

N
(5.2) Thvei(po) = inf {t > g (Rpe) > b}7

n=1

with the detectability score transformation
(5.3) g (z) = log[l + po(Apre™? — 1)), Ay > 0.

This is an extension of Mei’s test, for Thei(1) is equivalent to Thje. Let
& =limy_0 Eefnt/2 and define

Dyp(T)= sup E,(T—-v+1T >v).
k<v<oo
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uw | Mei  Mei(0.1) Mei(0.3) S(0.1) S(0.3)

0.5 | 20.7 21.2 20.6 23.0 20.7
0.7 | 15.5 15.4 15.1 16.0 14.9
1.0 | 11.9 10.9 11.1 10.9 10.4
1.3 | 10.0 8.7 9.0 8.0 7.9
TABLE 4
Detection delays for staggered distribution changes. The standard errors are mot more
than 0.2.

THEOREM 3. Consider stopping rule Thei(po), 0 < po < 1. Let u =
log[14+po(An€E—1)]. If ARL(Tmei(po)) = 7y, then threshold b < Nu+log(47).
In addition, if (2.3), (2.4) hold and py = c[(log~)/N]'/? for some ¢ > 0, then
the following hold as N — oo.

(a) Iflg—C <p< 3(%0 and po = 2u, then

D, iy (Thviei(po))
log N

for Kn =27 2(1—¢ — B)log N.

(b) If@ <B<1—=Candpy=p p%ﬁ;g‘)’ then (5.4) holds for Ky =
21~ 2p(B,¢) log N.

(5.4) — 217p(B, Q)

REMARKS. 1. In Theorem 3 “optimality” occurring when pg > p is a
consequence of a small subset of NV dominating the score contributions,
after the detectability score transformations have been applied.

2. Notice the weaker (5.4) instead of (3.4). The extra initial delay is needed
for the CUSUM scores R,,r for n &€ N to reach their stationary values and
not pull down the total score. In that sense the detection delay criterion may
be disadvantageous to the extended Mei’s stopping rule (and hence Mei’s
test stopping rule itself) since in practice we seldom expect the change-point
v to be that close to 0.

To highlight the unique characteristics of the extended Mei’s stopping
rule (5.2) in dealing with staggered change-points, we conduct a numerical
study with p,; = plg>py in place of (2.1). That is the nth data stream
undergoes a distribution change at time n. As in Section 4 the stopping
rules are calibrated to average run length of 5000, for N = 100 detectors,
and with o = 1. The thresholds b for Tyei(po) are in Table 1 (Section 4),
the detection delays in Section 4. We select A\jyy = 0.64, this will be explained
later. By detection delay we shall mean the expected stopping time when

pnt = plig>ny-
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We see from Tables 2 (Section 4) and 4 that Tyei(0.1) and Thei(0.3) have
smaller detection delays compared to Tyjei, almost uniformly over #N and
. In Table 3 (for N = 10%), Ti1ei(0.01) and Thie;(0.03) are superior to Thre
for #N < 100. Hence applying detectability score transformations on the
CUSUM scores improves Mei’s stopping rule in general, the noise suppression
on data streams that do not undergo distribution change is indeed effective.
In Table 4 we see that in general Ts(pp) performs better than Tiei(po)
when ¢ > 1 but the reverse is true when p < 1. This is consistent with the
prediction in Theorem 3 of Thei(po) performing better for p < po.

We end this section with explanations of the choice of the detectability
score transformation (5.3) and choice of Ays. It follows from renewal theory,
see for example Siegmund [17, eq8.49], that

(5.5) lim Pyo{R,: >z} ~ae ® as x — oo,
t—00

for a = 2y exp[—2 3521 571 ®(—pov/7/2)]. Therefore the tails of Ry, under
Py, are like that of an i.i.d. sample from G; := (1 — a)dy + aExp(1), where
dp denotes a point mass at 0 and Exp(#) the exponential distribution with
mean 6.

For large x (smaller than log N) and ¢, #{n : R, > x}/N is asymp-
totically normal with mean ce™ and variance ce™®/N. Hence the mini-
mum detectable difference of P{R,; > x} is e=*/2/v/N. The distribution
at the limit of detectability is therefore G* := (1 — pg)G1 + poG2, where
G2 = (1 —w)dp +wExp(2) for some 0 < w < 1, and py is of order N~2. The
detectability score transformation gys [see (5.3)], with Ay = H%a(: 0.64 for
o = 1), is the log likelihood ratio between G* and G1, with w selected so
that gps is continuous at 0. We emphasize however that this is for conve-
nience, optimality in Theorem 3 is not restricted to this choice of Aj;.

6. Proof of Theorem 1. To help the reader, we summarize below the
definitions of the probability measures used in the proofs of Theorems 1-3
in this and the next two sections.

1. Ps (Es): This is the probability measure (expectation) under which an
arbitrarily chosen data stream has probability (1 —p) that all observa-
tions are (i.i.d.) N(0,1), and probability p that observations are N(0,1)
before time s, N(u,1) at and after time s. In particular, if

(a) s = oo, then with probability 1 all observations are N(0,1).

(b) s = 1, then an arbitrarily chosen data stream has probability
(1 —p) that all observations are N(0,1), and probability p that all
observations are N(u,1).
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12 HOCK PENG CHAN
2. P (E): This is the probability measure (expectation) under which
Y, Y1,Ys,. .. are i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables.
We preface the proof of Theorem 1 with the following lemmas. Lemma 1

is well-known, see for example (3.3) of Lai [10].

LEMMA 1. Let k> 1. If T is a stopping rule such that E,.T > -y, then
P.AT > s+ k|T > s} >1—k/vy for some s > 1.

Recall the sum S, = Zﬁzs X,; and the log likelihood ratio

N
lost = Z lpst, where £ = log(l —p+ pe“S"St_k“2/2), k=t—s+1.

n=1
LEMMA 2. If we can find b(= by) and k(= ky) such that
(6.2) Py {lask > B} (= Pu{luw > }) — 0,
then Dn(T) > [1 + o(1)]k for any stopping rule T satisfying ExT > 7.

PROOF. Let T satisfies T >+, and let b, k satisfy (6.1) and (6.2). By
Lemma 1 we can find s satisfying

(6.3) PoAT > s+ kT >s}>1—k/v.
Let PX{-} = Po{:|T > s} and P}{-} = P{-|T > s}.
Let t = s+ k — 1, and consider the test, conditioned on T" > s, of

Hy: Xpu~ N(0,1) for 1 <n<N,1<u<t,
vs Hy i Xpu ~ N(pIgy>sneny, 1) for 1 <mn < N, 1 <u <t
with Ig,cary ~ Bernoulli(p).

By (6.3) the test “reject Hp if T' < s + k, accept Hy otherwise” has Type
I error probability not exceeding k/v. By (6.1) the likelihood ratio test
rejecting Hy when /45 exceeds b has Type I error probability at least k/7,
and hence by the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, it is at least as powerful as the
test based on T'. That is

(6.4) P {les > b} > PA{T < s + k}.

A key observation here is that the conditioning on {7 > s} does not affect
the distribution of X, for u > s under either Hy or Hs. Therefore by (6.4),

DN(T) > E(T —s+1|T>s)>kPH{T > s+k}
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OPTIMAL SEQUENTIAL DETECION IN MULTI-STREAM DATA 13
> kP;{lest < b} = EP;{les < b},
and we conclude Dy (7)) > [1 + o(1)]k from (6.2). O
LEMMA 3. If k is such that logk = o(N¢) and
(6.5) Pi{lq1, > 2N¢/3} — 0,
then (6.1) and (6.2) follow from selecting b satisfying
(6.6) Pi{2N¢/3 > Ly, > b} = exp(—N¢/4).

PRrROOF. It follows from (6.5) and (6.6) that (6.2) holds. Moreover since
Le1k is the log change of measure between P; and P,, at time k,

= Ei(e " Ione3n,,, o) = exp(—2NC/3)P{2N* /3 > Ly, > b},

and (6.1) follows from (6.6) since log(y/k) ~ N¢. O

In view of Lemmas 2 and 3, to prove Theorem 1 it suffices to check (6.5)
for

L@ =8)2u72p(8,0)log N if I < B <1,
67 k= { [ONF+e1 ] i 5> 1 ¢,

with § > 0 small. Motivations behind the above choices of k are given in
Appendix A.
Let Zpy = Snlk/\/E and

(6.8) oo (= lo1i) = log(1 — p + peZnkiVk—ku?/2y

Note that Z,x, 1 < n < N, are i.i.d. N(0,1) under Py, and ii.d. (1 —
p)N(0,1)+pN(uv/k,1) under P;. More specifically, Z,; has the distribution
of Y ~ N(0,1) if n ¢ NV, and the distribution of Y + uvk if n € N. Hence
conditioned on n & N, £,; has the distribution of

(6.9) lo = log(1 — p + pe"m/r=ht/2)
whereas conditioned on n € N, £,,;, has the distribution of

(6.10) ty=log(l—p+ peY“\/E+k“2/2).
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14 HOCK PENG CHAN

Case 1: 1;2< < B <1—-C. Let Enk =lnkliz,, <wyys Where

wN = \/2(1 —()log N + 2loglog N.

We shall check on two sub-cases that

(6.11) i := Erly, = o(NSY),
(6.12) sup Z:er = 0(1),

1<n<N
(6.13) Ei?, = o(NSh,
(6.14) Pi{Zp >wn}y = o(N“"!/log N).

Note that by (6.14) and maxi<,<n Znr = Op(v/Iog N),
N
(6.15) > kI, swnt = 0p(N¢//log N).
n=1
Recall that {41 = Eévzl £ and let Z.lk = zﬁzl an By Chebyshev’s

inequality and (6.13),

(6.16) Pi{lay — Nji > N/?} < N™CEy (la1y, — Nji)?
= N_C“El(ﬁnk - ﬁ)z < N‘CHEl@%k — 0.

By (6.15), noting that g1 — gslk = Zﬁ:l EnkI{an>wN},

(6.17) Pi{le1f, — la1, > N /+/log N} — 0.
It follows from (6.16) and (6.17) that Py {le1; > b} — 0 for b= Nji+ N¢/2+
N¢/y/log N[= o(N°¢) by (6.11)], hence (6.5) holds.

Checking (6.11)—(6.14):

(a) 15_4‘ < fg < 3(14_0 and p(5,() = f — 15_4‘ By Jensen’s inequality,
Ety < log Ee® = 0, therefore to show (6.11), it suffices to show that

(6.18) pElT = o(N¢T1).
Indeed as log(1 + z) < z, by (6.7),
(6.19)  pEl} < p2EeYmVETki®/2 _ p2oku® _ o(N-28+(1-0)(28-1+40))

and (6.18) holds.
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OPTIMAL SEQUENTIAL DETECION IN MULTI-STREAM DATA 15

To show (6.12), note that

(6.20) sup Z;kgpe“N“\/E—WN - pew?\,/2—(wN—m/E)2/2
1<n<N

Express § = 1;2< + a(1 — () for some 0 < o < . Since p(3,¢) = (1 — ()
and wy > /2(1 — () log N, by (6.7) there exists ¢ > 0 small such that
(6.21) lonoiyB® > (1- Q- vVa) +e

= (- 4 o]+

> (1= —a)+e

= 1-(—-f+e

Substituting (6.21) into (6.20) shows (6.12).
To show (6.13), note that by (6.19),

(6.22) B2 = O(p2eY mh—ki?y — O(p2ehr?) = o(NC1).
Since 8 > 1;24,
(6.23) (0,r)7 = O(p*) = o(N<71),
and (6.13) follows from (6.12), (6.18) and (6.22).

Finally to show (6.14), note that P{Y > wyx} = o(N¢~!/log N), and that
by (6.21),
(6.24) pP{Y + Vk > wy} = O(N_Be_(“N_’“/E)Q/z)

= o(N“"!/log N).

(b) % < B <1-¢and p(x,y) = (z — y)?, where z = T,
y=+/1—C— . By log(l +v) <w,

wn—puvk
9 [“NTH —22 /242 ke kp )2
(6.25)pE(U{ Ly /icuny) S P / —\/12_”e 2V kAki®/2 g
= P2 D(wy — 2uVE).

Since wy ~ zv/2Iog N, pvk = (1 — 6)(z — y)v/2log N + O(1) and z > 2y,

it follows that wy < 2/1\/% for § > 0 small, and therefore

(6.26) p2 d(wy —2uvk) = O(pPekr~ (v —2VR?/2)
_ Qe lox -/

O(N—2B+x2—2y2—5) — O(Nc—l—s)

—00
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16 HOCK PENG CHAN

for some € > 0, since —23 + 22 — 2y?> = ¢ — 1, And since Efy < 0, (6.11)
follows from (6.25) and (6.26).
By the first line of (6.20),

Uor < pewwu\/ﬁ—u'ﬁ/? — O(N—B+m2—y2—e)

for some € > 0, therefore (6.12) holds.
Note that by (6.9) and log(1 + v) < v,

wN
Bllyaumy) = O [ e /2amm/iily)
= O(pzek“2<1>(wN—2,u\/E)),

and (6.13) follows from (6.12), (6.23), (6.25) and (6.26). It is easy to check
that (6.24), and hence (6.14), holds in this sub-case.

Case 2: B>1—Cand k = [ONPH71]. Let

7, = | iz, < i EnEN,
Ok ifneN.

S

Let lo1p = SN, k. In place of (6.11) and (6.13), we shall check that for
0 > 0 small and N large,

(627) Elz\nk S N<_1/27
(6.28) B2, = o(N%1).

Note that in place of (6.15), we have
(6.29) P {Zu; > /2log N for some n & N} (= Pi{la1, > la1s}) — 0.

It follows from (6.2]), (6.28) and Chebyshev’s inequality, see the arguments
in (6.16), that Py{le1x > 2N¢/3} — 0, hence (6.5) follows from (6.29).
Check that

(6.30) log(1 4 €*) <log2+ ™,
and apply it on (6.10) to show that
pEl < pllog2 + E(logp + Y uvVk + kp?/2) %] ~ 6p2N¢1)/2.

Since Efy <0, (6.27) holds when § < u2.
Since supngnr lonk| ~ p, by (6.30),

B2, < pE(logp+Yuvk+kp?/2)* + O(p?)
= O(NFF%=2) 4 O(N~%),

and (6.28) holds because 5 < 1.
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OPTIMAL SEQUENTIAL DETECION IN MULTI-STREAM DATA 17

7. Proof of Theorem 2. The following lemma provides an upper
bound for the threshold of the detectability score stopping rule.

LEMMA 4.  Consider stopping-rule Ts(pg), 0 < po < 1, with arbitrary
window-sizes K. If b = log(4y% + 27), then ExTs(po) > 7.

PRrROOF. It suffices to show that
(7.1) Pu{Ts(po) < 29} < 3.

Let Znsi = Snst/Vk, k =t — s+ 1. Since Vi := zﬁzl g(Zt,) is a log
likelihood ratio against Zig, ..., Zng i.4.d. N(0,1), it follows from a change
of measure argument that

PofVi 2 b} < e’ = (477 +29)7".
By Bonferroni’s inequality,
2 1
(8,):1<s<t<2y

and (7.1) follows. O

Assume (2.3), (2.4) and let n = mingesy P{A_, 9(Z75,) > b#N =
m}, where

(7.2) Jy = {m:|m— Np| < NCFV/2},

By the Chernoff-Hoeffding’s inequality,

(7.3) PH{#N ¢ Jn} < exp(=2N¢) = o(y7").

We shall show in various cases below that n — 1 when
1 if 8 < 155,

(7.4) k=19 [1+0)2u2p(B,)logN| if 58 <p<1-¢,
MNB+-1 if f>1-¢,

for all § > 0, and M large. For j > 1 and m € Jy, Pi{Ts(po) > jk+1|#N =
m} < (1 —mn)?. Hence by (7.3),

(75)  Dn(Ts(o) < kS (=) 41PN & Jn} ~ k,
7=0

and the proof of Theorem 2 is complete.
Let Viy = Y0, g(Y,F) for Yi,..., Yy iid. N(0,1).
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18 HOCK PENG CHAN
LEMMA 5. If pg ~ cNCD/2 then P{Vy > —N¢} — 1.

PROOF. Let ®(z) = [ ¢(y)dy where ¢(y) = \/%76_92/2, and g(z) =

9(2) <y} where wy = /2(1 — {)log N — (loglog N)/2. By log(1+z) ~
and poe“’?\f/4 — 0,

wWN

(7.6) E§(Vy) ~ cN@D/2 / P/~ 1)g(2)dz

_ wN 2
= NED/2 {% + )\\/5/0 \/%e Mdz — (IJ(wN)}
= N2 )] + AV - B(),

SinEe /\): 2(v/2 — 1) solves 5 + % =1and ®(wy) < i)(w—\/f\i’) = o(N(=1D/2),
by (7.6),

D=

(7.7) |Eg(Y1)] = o(N1).

Since

wWN

EG (Y1) ~ c2N<—1/ (Ae*H/* — 1)2¢(2)dz = O(N1/log N),

—00

and g > g, we conclude Lemma 5 from (7.7) and Chebyshev’s inequality. O

Let h(z) = g((z + pk)t) — g(z7)(> 0) and Hy = 3,,cp 2(Yy). Then

n= HélJIl P{Vn 4+ Hn > b|#N = m}.
meJy

In view of Lemmas 4 and 5, to show n — 1 and hence (7.5), it suffices to
show that

(7.8) min P{Hy > 4NS|#N =m} — 1.

meJn

We shall check (7.8) in three cases below. Note that #N € Jy implies
#N ~ N'B. For notational simplicity, we shall let C' denote a generic
positive constant.

Case 0: 8 < 15_4‘ and k = 1. Since log(1 4+ z) ~ x as x — 0,
h(2) ~ ANCD/2(zHm? /4 _ 2[4y 5 ANCD/2(ei?/4 _ 1),
uniformly over 0 < z < 1. Hence by LLN,

Hy > [C+ ()p(l)]]\[l—BJr(C—l)/?7
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OPTIMAL SEQUENTIAL DETECION IN MULTI-STREAM DATA 19

and (7.8) holds because 1 — 3 + 4;21 > (.

‘m

Case 1: 158 < B <1 —Cand k = [(1468)2u2p(8,¢)log N|. We shall
show (7.8) for the following sub-cases.

(a) 1;2< <B< 3(14_0 and p(5,() = 5—12;4. For § > 0 small and z > vk,

O

(7.9) h(z) ~ log[l+ CN(C—l)/2()\e(2+u\/E)2/4 1]
—log[1 + CN(C_l)/Q()\eZ2/4 —1)]
> [eA + o(1)|NED/2er’k,

Since P{Y,, > uvk} > Ce#’¥/2/\/log N, by (7.9) and LLN,

[C + 0p (D) NNk 2 flog N

Hy >
> [C+ Op(1)]N1—B+(C—1)/2+p(ﬁ,c)+e/, /log N

for some € > 0, and (7.8) holds because 1 — § + 4;21 +p(B8,¢) =C.

(b) 28 < B < 1—¢and p(8,¢) = (z — y)?, where 2 = VT,
y = V1 —C— B. Since 2k = 2(1 + 6)(z — y)%log N + O(1), by the first
relation in (7.9), h(z) > C for z > 1/2(y? — €)log N with € > 0 small. Since
P{Y, > \2(yZ — €)log N} > CN~v**+¢/\/log N, by LLN,

Hy > [C + 0, (D)]N'7V"F/\/log IV,
and (7.8) holds because 1 — 3 — 32 = (.

Case 2: > 1—( and k = MNPT¢~1. By the first relation in (7.9), for
z >0,
2 2
h(z) > 8+ Olog N) = [M= + o(1)] NP1,

By LLN, Hy > [M£2 4 o,(1)]N¢, and (7.8) holds for M > 3242,

8. Proof of Theorem 3. In Lemma 6 below we provide an upper
bound of the detection threshold of the extended Mei’s stopping rule, and
follow this with conditions under which this bound is exceeded under P,.
We complete the proof by checking these conditions for various cases. Let

go(x) = gn(x) — u where g (z) log[1 + po(Anre™? — 1)],
u = log[l+po(Amg& —1)],

and £ = lim; . Eefint/2,
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LEMMA 6. Consider stopping rule Taei(po), 0 < po < 1. If threshold
b= Nu+ log(4y), then ExTrei(po) > 7.

PROOF. If b = Nu + log(47), then
N
Tniei(po) = inf {t : Z 9o(Rnt) > log(4’y)}.
n=1

Let S; = Y7_, Y; with ¥; iid. N(0,1), and let
R = sup(poS; — juip/2).
Jj=0

Let Ry,..., Ry beani.i.d. sample with the distribution of R. Let 1 <t < 2~.
Since Ry is bounded stochastically by R, it follows from Fe%(in) = 1 a
change of measure argument and gy monotone that

{ ZQO Rpt) > log(4) } < P{ Zgo ) > log 47)} < (47)—1

Therefore {Tyei(po) < 27} is a union of no more than 2+ events, each with
probability bounded by (4v)~! under P.,. We conclude that Ps,{Th1ei(po) <
2y} < % Hence ExTei(po) > . O

Let v > K, and t = v + k — 1, where k = [(1 + §)2u"2p(8,¢)log N
for § > 0 small. Let U,, = ,uoz o Xni — kp3/2 (£ Ryy). Under P, U, ~
N(kpo(p — &), kpd) when n € N. Theorem 3 follows from

(8.1) inf P{ Y go(Ro) > NN =m} - 1,
meJn €N
(8.2) Jinf PAY goUf) 2 aNH N = m) = 1,

neN

for some € > 0, with m ~ N'=% uniformly over m € Jy, see (7.2).
The following lemma provides the framework for showing (8.1) and (8.2).

Let go(y) = go(y)I{y<uvy}, where
(8.3) vy = (1 —¢)log N — loglog N.
LEMMA 7. Ift> 4u0_2(1 —()log N and n & N, then for all € > 0,

(8.4) Eoo(eR"tmI{ngvN}) — é + O(N(C—l)/2+5)‘
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Moreover if pg ~ ¢NE—/2 with ¢ > 0, then

(8.5) [ go(y)]* = O,
(8.6) zlilgﬁo(y) = O(1).

PROOF. The relation (8.5) follows from
| inf go ()] = g0 (0)] = O(po) = O(N=D/2),

whereas (8.6) follows from sup,~( go(y) = go(vn) = O(1).
By (5.1), we can express

Ryt = sup [uoSnst — (t — s + 1)pud/2]".
1<s<t

Extend { Xy, :u > 1} to { X, 1 —00 < u < oo} by letting X,,,, i.i.d. N(0,1)
under P, for © < 0. Fix t and let

R:L = sup [:u'OSnst - (t — s+ 1)“(2)/2]—1—7
—oo<s<t

extending the definition of Sy = St X, to s < 0.

1=S8

Since € = limy_, oo Escef™ /2 to show (8.4), it suffices to show that

(8.7) Eoo(eRm/2I{Rm>vN}) — 0(N(C—1)/2+5)’
(8.8) EOO(GRTL/2I{R:L>Rnt}) — O(N(C—l)/2+e)‘

We conclude (8.7) from (5.5) and (8.3). Let @ = sup;,(¢0S; —jud/2)
and R’ = sup;>q(wsS; — jw?ud/2) for some w > % By (5.5), for > 0,

Po{R: > Ry, R, > 2} < P{Q >z} < P{R >wz+tw—w?)ud/2}
— O(e—wx—t(w—wz)ug/2).

Hence by selecting w close enough to %, it follows that
Eoo(eR;;/zI{R,’;>Rnt}) - / %ex/zpoo{R;kL > RntyRZ > x}dx = O(e_t“(z)/8+e)7

and (8.8) holds for ¢ > 4u5%(1 — ¢)log N. O

We conclude (8.1) from (8.4), po ~ e¢N€~D/2 and LLN. We note that
indeed t(= v +k — 1) > 4p5%(1 — ¢) log N when
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(a) 55 < B < M p(B.0) = B~ 155 o = 2u, v > 21— ¢~
B)log N,

) 2 <1 ¢ o= p(ﬁo v>2u"%p(5,¢)log N.
It remains for us to check (8. ) on:

a) 12;C < B < %. Since po = 2u, we have U, ~ N(0,ku3) when

(8.9) E,[90(Uy)|n € N]
+
~ po[Bu (e Py, <upyIn € N) = €]
o N CD/2 o /8 / N . e~ (w—hu3 /22 (2Kud) g
7TMO

v k 2
— eN(=1/2 kuo/8@( NHO\;@/ ).

Check that *#5/8 = NUI+3+o(Mp(8,0) > NA+(C—1)/2+2¢ f51 ¢ > (0 small and N

large. Moreover p(3,¢) < 1%44, therefore vy > ﬂ;g[w 4(1 4 0)p(B,¢)log N]
for § > 0 small. Hence by (8.9),

(8.10) E,[Go(UN)|n € N ~ [c+ o(1)|NFFe—1F2¢,
By (8.5), (8.6) and (8.10), we can conclude
B, (g5 (U)In € N1 = O(|E, [§o(U;f ) In € N])),

and (8.2) then follows from (8.10), Chebyshev’s inequality and gg > go.

(b) w <p<1—¢ ForneN,express U, = kuo(p — &) + VoY,
with Y, ~ N(0,1). Let V1 = {n e N : Y, > /2(1—(— 8 —2¢)log N} for
€ > 0 satisfying

(8.11) 1—-C—fB—-2e>(1—-C—-p)/(1+9).

By LLN,

(8.12) #N1 = (#N)[C + op()INTFHH2) /log N
= [C+ 0,(D)]NT%/\/log N.

Let r = po/p(= p%ﬁ;é) < 2). Since r —1 =

for n € N7 with N large,

57 by (T4) and (8.11),

U, > kuz(r — g) + pr(r—1) 72@(61’?51%1\7
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= 2p(8,Q)log N[(1 +6)(r — ) +72 — 1] + O(1)
> 1r?p(8,()log N = (1 —()log N,
>

90(U)) log[1 + po(N©¢~D/2 — 1)] —log[L + po(& — 1)] — log(1 + c).

Hence by (8.12),
>_ 90(U) = [C + 0y (1IN /log N.

neN

This, combined with

>, 9U) = ~C+o(1)]N"Flog po
neN\Np
~ —[C+ Op(l)]Nl—BJr(C—l)/?,
and noting that 1 — 8 + % <1-23(1-¢) <, shows (8.2).
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APPENDIX A: MOTIVATIONS BEHIND (?7)

In view of the need to satisfy (6.5), we choose k to be the “largest” possible
such that

(A1) Eiley; < 2N¢/3.

Under Pp, Zni ~ (1 — p)N(0,1)4+pN(uv/E, 1). Let Y ~ N(0,1). Since
(A.2) log(1+z) < , FEeYVk _ k2,

it follows that

(A.3) Eila, {= N(1-p)Elog[l +p(eyl‘\/E—’W2/2 —1)]
+NpElog[l +p(eyﬂ\/E+’w2/2 — 1)}
< NpElog|l + p(e¥rVEHhi/2 _ 1)),

Case 1(a): 1;2< <p< %. It follows from applying (A.2) on (A.3) that
(A.4) Erlay, < Np2(eM” — 1) ~ N1-20+ (k2 /loa N)

Hence choosing k = | (1—8)pu=2(28+(—1)log N | asin (6.7) ensures E1lq1; =
o(N¢), and so (A.1) holds.
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Case 1(b): w < 8 < 1—(. The inequality in (A.4) is further sharpened
to allow for larger k satisfying (A.1). Let w be the root of

(A.5) VIR 2 = N (s p Ty,
By (Ab) applying the inequalities

if —l<z<l,

x
) <
(A.6) log(l—I—x)_{ log2 +1logz ifz>1,

on (A.3) results in
(A7) Erley, < Np2/ \/%—We_ﬁ/%z“ﬂ*'kﬁpdz+O(Npk:e_w2/2)
= Np*e" &(w — pvk) + O(Npke °/?)
= O(Npke_“2/2).
By (A.5),
(A.8) wpVk + kp? /2 = Blog N(= pVk = —w + /w? + 2B81log N),
and by (A.7), we satisfy (A.1) if

(A9)  (1-P)logN —w?/2 < (log N(= w > 1/2(1 — 5 — () log N).

Combining (A.8) and (A.9) leads to k < 21~ 2(/T = —+/1—C — B)?log N.
Hence the choice of k = [(1—6)2u=2(v/T—C—+/(1 —( — B)?log N| in (6.7).

Case 2: 3 > 1 — (. By (A.3) and (A.6), choosing k = [§NP+¢~1| as in
(6.7) ensures that

Eiloe < [14o(D)|NpE(Y uVk + kp?/2) ~ 6u>N¢/2,
and (A.1) indeed holds for § > 0 small.

APPENDIX B: MINIMUM DETECTION DELAY UNDER THE
MINIMAX SETTING

Let Iy = (I1,...,In), where I;, = I, cnry. Let Ey 1y denote expectation
with respect to Xy ~ N(upe, 1), with g, = plnIi>,y. For a given stopping
rule T', define

Dy (T) = sup { max FE,1, (T —-v+1T > V)}
1<v<oo INIZ In=m

The following is an analogue of Theorem 1 on a minimax setting.
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THEOREM 4. Let T be a stopping rule such that ARL(T) > ~, with
logy ~ N¢ for some ¢ > 0. Let m ~ N'=8 for some 0 < B < 1.

(a) If12;c<5<1—§, then

. . DN m(T) -2
ot 2> .
1%6“!?5 logN — 21p(B,€)
(b) If 8 > 1 —(, then
.. dog Dy (T)
2 > — 1.
l}wgf log N 2B+¢—1

PROOF. Let k be chosen as in (6.7). By Lemma 1 we can find s > 1 such
that

(B.1) PoAT > s+ Kk|T >s}>1—k/v.
Let t = s+ k — 1, and consider the test, conditional on T > s, of

Hy: Xpu~ N(O1)forl1<n<N/1<u<t,
V8 Hy i Xpu ~ N(plgy>smeny, 1) for 1 <m < N, 1 <wu <t
with A/ a random subset of {1,..., N} of size m.

By (B.1) the test rejecting Hy when T' < s + k has Type I error probability
not exceeding k/~.

Let Aj = {N : #N = j}. At time ¢, the (conditional) likelihood ratio
between Hy ., and Hy is Ly, (= Ly,st), where

—1
Lj = (N> S (I e#VrEhit2), 2z, = Zog.
J NeA; neN

Let P, (Esm) denote probability (expectation) with respect to Hg p,.
We shall check on various cases below that

(B.2) Pyy{Lm > J} =0, J=exp(2N¢/3).

Let B be such that Ps,,{J > L, > B} = exp(—N¢/4). It follows from
(B.2) that

(B.3) Py{Lym > B}(= Pyyn{Lm > B|T > s}) — 0,
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and that for NV large,

(B.4) Poo{Ly, > BY(= Poo{Ly, > B|T > s}) > Po{J > L, > B}
= Es,m(L;v,ll{JZLmZB}) > J texp(—N¢/4) > k/~.

By (B.1), (B.4) and the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, the test rejecting Hy when
L,, > B is at least as powerful as the one based on T, that is

(B.5) Py {T > s+ k|T > s} > Py {Lm < B}.
It follows from (B.3) and (B.5) that
DN (T) > Eg (T — s+ 1T > s) > kPs ;) {T > s+ k[T > s} = k[1 4+ o(1)],
and the proof of Theorem 4 is complete. O
We shall now proceed to check (B.2). Let p; = 2N—# and
N N
(B.6) L(p1) = 1_[1(1 —D +p1€Z”“\/E_ku2/2){ =" (1—p)"p] (?7) LJ}‘
n= J=0

Since Z,, ~ N(uv'k,1) if n € N and Z,, ~ N(0,1) if n ¢ N, it follows that

FeZniVh—kp?/2 _ kit if e N,
1 ifngN.

Therefore by (B.6),

(B?) Es,mL(pl) = (1 — D1 + plek“2)m7

the exponent m in (B.7) due to #N = m for each N under Hy ,,. By the
monotonicity Es Ly < -+ < Eg Ly, and by P{W > m} — 1 for W ~
Binomial(N, py), it follows from (B.6) that

(B.8) EsmL(p1) > P{W > m}E; Ly, = [1 + 0(1)| Eg 5 L.

By (B.7), (B.8) and Markov’s inequality, to show (B.2) it suffices to show
that

(B.9) (1—p —I—plek“Q)m = o(exp(2N</3)),

and this can be easily done for the following cases.
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Case 1(a): 15_4‘ <p< %, k=|(1-0)p"2(28+¢—1)log N|. We show
(B.9) by applying the inequality
(1—m —|—plek“2)m < exp(mplek‘ﬂ).
Case2: B> 1—C, k = [6NPT1], § > 0 small. We show (B.9) by applying
the inequalities (for large N),
(1— p1+pref)™ < (2prek’ym < ek,

The final case below is more complicated. Additional truncation argu-
ments are needed to show (B.2).

Case 1(b): w <B<1—C(k=1[(1-02u2%(x—y)logN|, where
x =+/1—C and y = /1 —( — B. The outline of the arguments needed to
show (B.2) is as follows.

1. Let Z, = min(Z,,w), where

w(=wy) = \/2(1 —()log N + 2loglog N(= z+/2log N).
Let p; = 2N 7 and

N ~
n=1

Show that Ej ., L(p1) = o(JY?)[= o(exp(N¢/3))].

2. Argue that we have monotonicity E,,L1 < --- < Es,mZNLN, where
N\ .
Z/] = ( ) Z ( H GZ"N\/E_IQNZ/2)7
J NeA; neN
and conclude that

(B.11)  EumL(p1) = P{W >m}E, L = [1 + 0(1)] Eqn Lo,

where W ~ Binomial(N, p1).
3. Let C' > 0 and L,, = L)1, where G(= Gy ) is the event that

11<na<xNZn < CVIogN, Fy:=#{n:Z,>w}<N/(logN)"*.
Show that uniformly under G,

n—Zn)Vk) _ _
max (géz Z0mVk) = o(JH2)[= o(exp(N¢/3))],

and conclude that Ly, /Ly, = o(J"/?).
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4. Show that for C large, P;,,(Gny) — 1 and so Py { Ly, > Em} — 0.

By steps 1, 2 and Markov’s inequality, Ps7m{flv/m > JY2} = 0. By step 3 we
can further conclude that Ps,,,{L,, > J} — 0, and (B.2) then follows from
step 4. We shall now provide details to the above outline.

1. If n € N, then EeZnmVk=ku?/2 < 1 and if n € N, then

EeZnmVh—ku?/2 _ ek“2<I>(w —2uVE) 4+ [1 — B(w — ,ux/%)]e“‘“/g_k”z/2
= o(N2E—w)*=(y=2)*y | 5N H2e(e—y)—(2-y)?)

0(Nx2_2yz).
Since #N = m for each N under H ,, by (B.10),
EymL(p1) <1 +p10(N$2_2y2)]m < exp[mplo(Nm2_2y2)] = o(J'?).

2. The monotonicity follows from Zn stochastically larger when n € N
compared to when n ¢ N, whereas the inequality in (B.11) follows
from the monotonicity and the expansion

N
Lip) = > (1 —p)"p] (7) L;.
Jj=0

3. Under G, there exists C > 0 not depending on N such that for all

N e A,
H o(Zn—Zn)uVk < exp(FnCy/log N,U\/E)
neN
< oo i Oben) <o)

4. Let ®(-) = 1—®(-). We apply Markov’s inequality to show Ps ,,(Gn) — 1
by checking that

(B.12) m®(w — k) + (N — m)®(w) = O(W),

and that for C large,
(B.13) m®(Cv/1log N — uVk) + (N —m)®(Cy/log N) — 0.

By Mill’s inequality, (B.13) holds for C large and N®(w) = O(W).

Moreover

lim sup log y [m®(w — pVk)] <1 - —y* = ¢,

N—oo

and so (B.12) holds as well.
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