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Abstract: We consider a sequential Bayesian changepoint detectmvgm for a general stochastic
model, assuming that the observed data may be dependenbandemtically distributed and the prior
distribution of the change point is arbitrary, not necegsgeometric. Tartakovsky and Veeravalli (2004)
developed a general asymptotic theory of changepoint tietda the non-iid case and discrete time, and
Baron and Tartakovsky (2006) in continuous time assumiagéhntain stability of the log-likelihood ratio
process. This stability property was formulated in termshefr-quick convergence of the normalized
log-likelihood ratio process to a positive and finite numbehnich can be interpreted as the limiting
Kullback—Leibler information between the “change” and “cleange” hypotheses. In these papers, it
was conjectured that the-quick convergence can be relaxed in theomplete convergence, which is
typically much easier to verify in particular examples. the present paper, we justify this conjecture by
showing that the Shiryaev change detection procedure ityngatimal, minimizing asymptotically (as
the probability of false alarm vanishes) the moments of thlaydto detection up to order whenever
r-complete convergence holds. We also study asymptoticeptiep of the Shiryaev—Roberts detection
procedure in the Bayesian context.
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1. Introduction

In the beginning of the 1960Shiryaev(1961, 1963 developed a Bayesian sequential changepoint detection
(quickest disorder detection) theory in the iid case assgntat the observations are independent and
identically distributed (iid) according to a distributidnpre-change and another distributiGhpost-change
and with the prior distribution of the change point being metric. In particularShiryaev(1963 proved
that the detection procedure that is based on thresholtiegodsterior probability of the change being
active before the current time is strictly optimal, miniing the average delay to detection in the class of
procedures with a given probability of false alaffartakovsky and VeeravallR005 generalized Shiryaev’s
theory for the non-iid case that covers very general disdigte non-iid stochastic models and a wide class
of prior distributions that include distributions with Ihoexponential tails and heavy tails. In particular,
it was proved that the Shiryaev detection procedure is agyioally optimal — it minimizes the average
delay to detection as well as higher moments of the detect@ay as the probability of a false alarm
vanishesBaron and Tartakovsk{2006 developed an asymptotic Bayesian theory for general moos-
time stochastic processes.

The key assumption in general asymptotic theories develoggaron and Tartakovsk§2006); Tartakovsky and Veerav
(2005 is a certain stability property of the log-likelihood m@tprocess between the “change” and “no-
change” hypotheses, which was expressed in the form of tbagtiaw of large humbers with a posi-
tive and finite number and its strengtheneguick version. However, it is not easy (and in fact can be
quite difficult) to verify r-quick convergence in particular applications and exampf®r this reason, it
was conjectured ilBaron and Tartakovsky2006); Tartakovsky and Veeraval(R2005 that essentially the
same asymptotic results may be obtained under a weakemplete version of the strong law of large
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numbers for the log-likelihood ratio. In fact, in most exdespprovided inBaron and Tartakovsk{2006);
Tartakovsky and Veeraval(R005 and in the recent book bVartakovsky et al(2014), verification of the
r-quick convergence is replaced by verification of theomplete convergence. The main goal of the present
article is to confirm this conjecture, proving that the Sh@y changepoint detection procedure is asymptot-
ically optimal under the-complete convergence condition for the suitably nornealilog-likelihood ratio
process.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. We formukaigeneral Bayesian changepoint detection
problem and present some preliminary results in Se@idn Section3, we consider the Shiryaev change
detection procedure in detail and prove that it is asymgadi optimal under mild conditions associated
with the r-complete convergence of the properly normalized loglliked ratio. In Sectior, we discuss
asymptotic properties and derive operating charactesisif another popular change detection procedure,
the Shiryaev—Roberts procedure, and show that in gendsahdt asymptotically optimal in the Bayesian
context, but preserves asymptotic optimality propertieden certain conditions of the prior distribution. In
Sectionb, we provide examples of interesting cases where the conditihat we posit in Sectiod and
Section4 are satisfied. In Sectio®, we conclude the paper by discussing the relevance of oultsesnd
providing additional remarks. Most of the proofs are présern the main body of the paper, but proofs of
some lemmas are given in the Appendix.

2. Problem setup and preliminaries

In the following, we deal only with discrete time= n € Z, = {0,1,2,... }. The continuous time case
t € Ry = [0,00) is more “delicate” and will be considered elsewhere. Hawawl that, le{Q2, .7, .%,,, P),

n € Z4 be a filtered probability space, where the sublgebra.#, = ¢(X") of .# is assumed to be
generated by the proce36” = {X,}i1<;<, Observed up to time. Let Py and P, be two probability
measures defined on this space, which are assumed to be Ijnidoally absolutely continuos, so that the
restrictions of these measureg andP?, to the sigma-algebrag,, are mutually absolutely continuous for
alln > 1.

We are interested in the following changepoint problem. Tn@mal” mode, the observed process,
follows the measur@ ., and at an unknown time (v > 0) something happens arid, follows the measure
Po. The goal is to detect the change as soon as possible aftauits) subject to a constraint on the risk of
false alarms. The exact optimality criteria will be specifie Section2.2

2.1. A general changepoint model

Letp;(X™), j = oo, 0 denote densities ¢t (with respect to some non-degenerainite measure), where
X" = (Xy,...,X,) is the sample of size. For a fixedv € Z., the change induces a probability measure
P, (correspondingly density,(X") = p(X"|r)), which is a combination of the pre- and post-change
densities:

Pr(X™) = poo(X¥) - po(X 11 1XY) = [ [ o (XX - [ po(XXH), (2.1)
=1 i=v+1

whereX”, = (X,,, ..., X,) andp;(X,|X"!) is the conditional density ak,, given X"~!. In the sequel
we assume that s the serial number of the last pre-change observatiore et in general the conditional
densitiespg(X;|X~1), i = v + 1,v + 2,... may depend on the changepointi.e., po(X;|X~1) =
PV (X;|X=1) for i > v. Certainly the densities; (X;|X!~1) = p; ;(X;|X¢1), j = 0,00 may depend on
2.
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In a particulariid case addressed in detail in the past the observations are indepe and identically
distributed (iid) with densityf.,(z) in the normal (pre-change) mode and with another dengjty)
in the abnormal (post-change) mode, i.e., in this ca®d) folds with p..(X;|X!) = f.(X;) and
po(Xi| X1 = fo(Xi).

We are interested in a Bayesian setting where the changé pasnassumed to be a random variable
independent of the observations with prior probabilitytritisition I1,, = P(v < n), n € Z,. We also write
7 = P(v = k) for the probability on non-negative integeks= 0, 1,2, ... . Formally, we allow the change
point v to take negative values too, but the detailed distributmmkf< 0 is not important. The only value
we need is the cumulative probabiligy= P(v < 0). The probabilityP(v < 0) = ¢ + m is the probability
of the “atom” associated with the event that the change @yréaok place before the observations became
available.

In the past, the typical choice for the prior distributionsi@aero modified) geometric distribution,

Plw<0)=q and P(r=k)=(1—q)p(l—p)* fork=0,1,2,..., (2.2)

where0 < g < 1,0< p< 1.
In the rest of the paper, we consider an arbitrary prior ithstion that belongs to the class of distributions
that satisfy the following condition:

C. For some) < p < oo,
iy og( — 1Ly)|
im —————~

n—00 n

In the case that, = 0, we assume in addition that for some> 1

= [ (2.3)

Zﬂk\ log ;|" < o0. (2.4)
k=0

If > 0, then the prior distribution has an exponential right t8lich distributions, as geometric and
discrete versions of gamma and logistic distributions, imodels with bounded hazard rate, belong to this
class. In this case, conditior2.) holds automatically. Ifx = 0, then the distribution has a heavy talil,
i.e., such a distribution belongs to the model with a vamghiazard rate. However, we cannot allow this
distribution to have a tail that is too heavy, which is guéead by conditionZ.4).

2.2. Optimality criteria

Any sequential detection procedure is a stopping tiffer the observed procedsX,, },ecz. , i.e., T is an
extended random variable, such that the ef@nt= n} belongs to the sigma-algebrd,,. A false alarm
is raised whenevel” < v. A good detection procedure should guarantee a small deldgtectionl” — v
provided that there is no false alarm, while the rate (onrigkalse alarms should be kept at a given, usually
low level.

Let P, andE, denote the probability and the corresponding expectatioenthe change occurs at time
v =k € Z4. In what follows,P™ denotes the probability measure on the Borel sigma-algaliRgd® x N
defined aP™ (A x J) = >, s mPr (A) for A € Z(R>), J C N andE™ denotes the expectation with
respect tdP”.

In a Bayesian setting, the risk associated with the delayeteadtion is usually measured by the average

delay to detection
- Do TRER(T — KT > k)Poo (T > k)
E"(T —v|T >v)= T PFA(T) (2.5)
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and the risk associated with a false alarm by the weighteblgiitity of false alarm (PFA) defined as
PFA(T) = P™(T <v) = Y  miPoo(T < k). (2.6)

In (2.5) and @.6) we use the fact thd, (17" > k) = Poo (T > k) andP(T' < k) = Poo(T' < k) fork € Z4
and thatP . (7" < 0) = 0.

For0 < a < 1, letC, = {T : PFA(T) < «a} be a class of detection procedures for which the weighted
probability of false alarm does not exceed the predefinesl teMn a Bayesian setting, the goal is to find an
optimal procedure that minimizes in the cldss the average delay to detection, i.e.,

find T, € C, such thatE™ (Topy — v|Topt > v) = Ting E"(T —v|T > v).
€Ca

However, except for the iid case, the solution of this probis not tractable. For this reason, we address the

asymptotic problem of minimizing the average detectiomyelsa approaches zero. For practical purposes,

it is also interesting to consider the problem of minimiziigher moments of the detection del&y[(T" —
v)™T > v] for somem > 1, i.e., to find a first-order asymptotically optimal detentjorocedurel;, € C,

that satisfies

) ET[(T, — v)™|T, > V] B
(}zlino infrec, E7[(T —v)™|T > v] 2.7)
2.3. Change detection procedures

Let“Hy : v = k" and “Hy : ¥ = oo” be the hypotheses that the change occurs at the poititk < oo
and that the change never happens, respectively. Them, (&), we obtain that the likelihood ratio (LR)

between these hypotheses when the saXple- (X1, ..., X,,) is observed is
dP? o X 1Xi-1)
k .
dpn H |X2 1) <n
S P

Write £; = po(X;|X*1) /peo (X;|X?~1) and introduce the normalized average (weighted) LR

A= V>n<qnc+zmnc> nez,.

= i=k+1

Note thatAy = ¢/(1 — q). Letg, = P(v < n|X") stand for the posterior probability of the change
being in effect up to time:. Shiryaev(1963 proved that, in the iid case, the detection procedliye=

inf {n : g, > a} is strictly optimal for every) < a < 1 — it minimizes the average detection deEEy(T" —
v|T > v)if a = a, is selected so tha®FA(7,) = « and the prior distribution is geometric. As in
Tartakovsky et al(2014); Tartakovsky and Veeraval(i2005, we refer to this procedure as the Shiryaev
detection procedure in the general non-iid case too. We haw ghatA,, = ¢,/(1 — g,), so that the
Shiryaev procedure can be written as

To=inf{n>1:A, > A}, A>0. (2.8)
Indeed,g, = S7=1__ P(v = k|X"), where
o X Xz 1 X Xz 1
P(I/:k‘|Xn) . ng 1P ( ‘ )Hz k+1p0( ‘ )

S T Ty Poo (X X1 Ty po (X[ X1)
_ Tk Hi:k:+1 L
a1y Lo+ Y020 ™ [l Li+P(v > n)’
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and we obtain .
n n— n
gl Li+ zk:o Tk Hz’:k—i—l L
qIlic, £i + ZZ;S T [ ik 1 £i + P(v = n)

= s (o118 S 1T &) =

k=1 i=k+1
In particular, in the popular case of zero modified geomeriar (2.2), the statisticA,, is

< ) oil()

k=11i=k
In the following, to avoid triviality, we assume that > ¢/(1 — ¢), since otherwisél’y = 0 with
probability 1.
By Lemma 7.2.1 inTartakovsky et al(2014),

PFA(T4) < 1/(1+ A) foreveryA > q/(1 —q), (2.10)

gn =

Therefore,

and therefore setting = A, = (1 — «)/a guarantees th&f, € C,.
Another popular change detection procedure is the ShinReberts (SR) procedure (due $thiryaev
(1963 andRoberts(1966) given by the stopping time

Tg=inf{n>1:R, > B}, B>0, (2.11)
where the statisti@?,,, the SR statistic, is given by

n_Zch, n=0 (Ry=0). (2.12)

k=11i=k

The statisticR,, can be viewed as a limit of the statisti, /p asp — 0 when the prior distribution of the
change point is geometri@ Q) with ¢ = 0. Indeed, see(9).

2.4. r-Quick convergence versus r-complete convergence

Introduce the LLRs

B pO(Xi’XZ 1) B de-‘r
Zi—logm, )‘k—i-n lo og Pk+" = E Z27 n = 1.
i=k+1

We need the following two definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Lai (1976); Tartakovsky et al(2014). Letr > 0. For k = 0,1,2,..., we say that the nor-
malized LLR»~ 1)\§+n converges-quickly to a constanf asn — oo under probabilityPy, if Ex[Lx(e)]" <
oo for all e > 0, whereLy () = sup{n > 1:|n"*A\} —I| > e} (sup{@} = 0) is the last time when
n~'Ar ., leaves the intervall — ¢, I + ¢].

Definition 2.2 (Tartakovsky et al(2014). Letr > 0. For k = 0,1, 2, ..., we say that the normalized LLR
n—1>\’,§+n converges-completely to a constardtasn — oo under probabilityPy, if for all € > 0,

f: WPy {‘n_l)\i_,_n - 1‘ >e} < oo (2.13)
n=1

(For » = 1 this mode of convergence was introducedHsyr and Robbing1947).)
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Note first that in generat-quick convergence is a stronger property thacomplete convergence. See
Lemma 2.4.1 inTartakovsky et al(2014). More importantly, checking-quick convergence in applications
is often much more difficult than checkingcomplete convergence.

In the discrete time casdartakovsky and Veeraval(2005 developed a general asymptotic Bayesian
theory of changepoint detection assuming that the LLR ob®ystrong law of large numbers (SLLN) with
some positive and finite constahti.e.,

1 k Pr—a.s.
~Ntn 7;“_)—00> I forallk e Zy, (2.14)

with a certain rate of convergence expressed via-tgaick convergence, specifically assuming in addition
that for some- > 1

> mEr[Lr(e)]" < oo. (2.15)
k=0
A similar development was performed Baron and Tartakovsk{2006) in continuos time, assuming that

/WQW$WML<m
0

However, as we already mentioned, verification of the lattguick convergence condition in particular
examples is not an easy task.

In Baron and Tartakovsk{2006); Tartakovsky and VeeravallR005), it was conjectured that all asymp-
totic results, including near optimality of the Shiryaewpedure (in the sense defined ih4)), hold if the
r-quick convergence conditior2 (15 is weakened into the-complete convergence

o0 o0
S om [Z WPy, {‘n—lA’gM - I( > a}] <
k=0 n=1
(with an obvious modification in continuous time). In theld@ling sections, we justify this conjecture.

3. Asymptotic operating characteristics and optimality ofthe Shiryaev procedure

In this section, we present the main results related to asytinptimality of the Shiryaev detection proce-
dure in the general non-iid case as well as in the case of ermtkgmt observations.

3.1. Thenon-iid case

The following lemma, that establishes the asymptotic Idvaemds for moments of the detection delay, will
be used throughout the paper. While its proof may be founthitakovsky and Veeraval{R005, parts of
the proof are scattered ifartakovsky and Veeraval{R005, and for the sake of convenience we provide a
sketch of the improved version of the proof in the Appendix.

Lemma 3.1. LetT4 be the Shiryaev changepoint detection procedure definE€8h Let, for some: > 0,
the prior distribution of the change point satisfy conditi2.3). Assume that for some positive and finite

: 1 k
— > = . '
J\/}li)noo Pk (M 13%4)\1@% > (1+ s)[) 0 foralle >0andallk € Z4 (3.1)
Then, for allm > 0,
inf E"[(T —v)™|T 1
lim inf 7€ BT (T = )77 > 0] (3.2)

a—0 |log a|™ T (I +pm
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e E"[(Ta — )" [Ta > v] 1
. T(Ta—v)"|Tag >v
> .
W T G T T &9
Define
Y. (e E:nr 1Pk< k+n<]—£>. (3.4)

Recall that by 2.10, PFA(T4) < (1+A)~! forany0 < A < ¢/(1—q), which implies thaPFA (T, ) <
(i.e., Ty, € Cy)forany0<a<1l—qif A=A, =(1—-a)/a.

The following theorem is the main result in the general ndrease, which shows that the Shiryaev detec-
tion procedure is asymptotically optimal under mild coiudtis for the observations and prior distributions.

Theorem 3.1. Let T4 be the Shiryaev changepoint detection procedure defin€2l& Letr > 1 and let
the prior distribution of the change point satisfy conditi@C). Assume that for some numhiek I < oo
condition(3.1) is satisfied and that the following condition holds as well

E 1, Y r(e) < oo foralle > 0. (3.5)
(i) Thenforallo <m < r
. EW[(TA — I/)m’TA > V] 1
1 = 3.6
Avoo (log A)™ I+ p)m (36

(i) IfA=A, = (1 —-a)/a, whered < a < 1 — ¢, thenTy_, € C, and it is asymptotically optimal as
a — 0in classC,, minimizing moments of the detection delay up to ordese., for all0 < m < r,

lim infrec, E"[(T — v)™|T > v]

=1. 3.7
a—0 ET[(Ty, —v)™ Ty, > V] (3.7)

Also, the following first-order asymptotic approximatidrmsd:

|log o
I+p

inf E"[(T' —v)™|T > v] ~E"[(Ta, —v)"|Ta, >v]|~ (

> asa — 0. (3.8)
Te(c(¥

This assertion also holds A = A, is selected so th&®FA(T4,, ) < a andlog A, ~ |log o asa — 0.
In order to prove this theorem we need the following lemme pitoof of which is given in the Appendix.

Lemma 3.2. Letr > 1 and let the prior distribution of the change point satisiynddion (C). Then for a
sufficiently larged, any0 <e < I +pandallk € Z,

Ex[(T4 — k)T]" < (1 + %) rort Zn’" P, < b <I—e— 5> , (3.9)

whered — 0 as A — oo.
If the prior distribution is geometri€2.2) with ¢ = 0, i.e.,m, = p(1 — p)¥, k € Z ., then for anyA > 0,
any0<e<I+pandallk e Z,

log(A/p)\" | - ZOO _ 1
+r r—1 r—1 k

n=1

wherepy = —log(1 — p).
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Proof of TheorenB.1 (i) By Lemma3.1, under the right-tail condition3(1) the asymptotic lower bound
(3.3) holds for allm > 0. Thus, to establish3(6) it suffices to show that, under the left-tail conditidh),

E™[(T4 —v)"|Ta > V] - 1

lim su < . 3.11
T log A T+nr @1y
Letey = e+ 6. ByLemma3.2 forany0 < e < I + p,
Do TkEw [(Ta — k)T
E™ [(TA I/) ’TA > V] 11— PFA(TA)
o og(A/me)\" | oo (3.12)
_ zk:O Tk <1 + ! Ig_(;:i/_;)) + r2" 1 Ek:o WkaJ(el)
h A/(1+ A) ’
where we used the inequality— PFA(T4) > A/(1 + A). By conditions 8.5) and (C),
ZWkam(El) < oo foranye; >0 and Zwk] log | < o0,
k=0 k=0
which implies that
E"[(Ta —v)'|Ta >v] < _log4 ' (I+0(1)) asA — oo
A A B T+ ¢ .
Sincee can be arbitrarily small, the upper bour1X1) follows and the proof of (i) is complete.
(i) Setting A = A, = (1 — a)/ain (3.6) yields
a=0 |log a|” I+ p)r

which along with the lower bound3(2) in Lemma3.1 completes the proof of3(7). Finally, asymptotic
approximations3.8) follow from (3.13 and @.7). Evidently, .13 and 3.7), and therefore, approximations
(3.8) also hold if threshold4,, is chosen so thadfy, € C, andlog A, ~ |logal asa — 0. The proof is
complete. O

Theorem3.1implies that the Shiryaev procedurg is asymptotically optimal whenever the LLR con-
verges to a constaritr-completely. Indeed, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.1. Letr > 1. Let the prior distribution of the change point satisfy citiwth (C). Assume that
for some) < I < oo

Zwk [Zn" p, (‘ N, — 1 '>s>] < oo foralle>0. (3.14)

Then(3.6), (3.7) and (3.8) hold true.

Proof. Obviously, ther-complete convergence conditioB.{4) implies both conditions3.1) and @.5),
which immediately proves the assertion of the corollary. O

Theorem3.1is very general and covers, perhaps, almost all possiblgidianodels as well as a large
class of prior distributions. However, note that condit{@) does not include the case wheras strictly
positive, . > 0, but may go to zergy — 0. Indeed, in this case, the sum 2.4 approaches infinity, and
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the results of the theorem are not applicable in generale@&atss, it suffices to consider the geometric prior
(2.2 with ¢ = 0. Thenyu = |log(1 — p)| and

w#(p) =Y mi|log k| = |log p| + (1 = p)|log(1 = p)|/p ~ [log p| asp— 0.
k=0

Forr = 1, inequality 8.12 has the form

log A
1+ 70%:1’)) + 2020 (1= p)Tha(er)

& — <
E (TA I/‘TA>V)\ A/(I—I—A)

Clearly, the upper bound(11) holds if, and only if,p = p4 decays in such a way thelbg pa| = o(log A).
Otherwise the argument breaks down and the results are rmetto

In the next lemma, which is analogous to Lem&ig we provide an asymptotic lower bound for moments
of the detection delay in clags, when the prior distributionr® = {7} of the change point may depend
on the PFA constraint and becomes “flat” when vanishes. Its proof is given in the Appendix.

Lemma 3.3. Let T4 be the Shiryaev changepoint detection procedure definé2l&n Let the prior distri-
bution7® = {x}'} of the change point satisfy conditi¢®.3) with . > 0 such thaty = y1, — 0 asa — 0.
Assume that for sonte< I < oo condition(3.1) holds. Then, for alln > 0,

infrec, E* (T —v)" | T >v] _ 1

lim inf > 3.15
iy llogal™ I 249
and .
E™ [(Ty — )™ |T 1
liminf = (TA= V)" Ta > v] (3.16)

Ao (log A)™ ~

Using this lemma, we now establish asymptotic optimalityhaf Shiryaev procedure in the case where
1 = i, approaches zero as— 0.

Theorem 3.2. Letr > 1. Suppose that the prior distribution® = {#{'} of the change point satisfies
condition(2.3) with 4 = u, — 0 asa — 0 and thatu,, approaches zero at such rate that

oo 1 a|r o
lim, 2ok=0 108 TR (3.17)
a—0 | log ar|"

Assume that for sonte< I < oo condition(3.1) and the following uniformr-complete convergence

sup T ,(e) < o0 (3.18)

0<k<oco

are satisfied. IfA = A, is so selected th&®FA(T4,) < a andlog A, ~ |loga| asa — 0, in particular
A, = (1 — a)/«, then the Shiryaev procedufe , given by(2.8), is asymptotically optimal as — 0 in
classC,, minimizing moments of the detection delay up to ordéor all 0 < m < r

|log |

I

nt T )T > ]~ B (T, ) rTAa>uJ~<

> asa — 0. (3.19)
Proof. SubstitutingA = (1 — «)/« (orlog A, ~ |log «) in inequality 3.12), we obtain

I4+pa—e

o

E™ [(Tqg —v)'|Tq >v] <

Y heo T (1 + 7log((l—a)/a7rg))r +r2"! supyoo Th,r(e1)

1l -«
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Using conditions §.17) and .18 and taking into account that, — 0 asa — 0 yields

|log

Eﬂa[(TAa — I/)m’TAa > V] < ( 7 >m (1 + 0(1)) asa — 0.

— &
Sincee is an arbitrary number if0, 1), we obtain the asymptotic upper bound

|log af

£ [T, )", > o] < (12

>m (1+o0(1)) asa—0,

which along with the lower boun®(15 in Lemma3.3proves 8.19. O

Remark 3.1. If the prior distribution is geometri€2.2), then Theoren3.2 holds whenever the parameter
p = po — 0 atarate|log p,| = o(|log «|). Indeed, see the upper bou(®l110) in Lemma3.2

3.2. The case of independent observations

The results of the previous subsection show that the lowend® @.2) and @.3) for moments of the de-
tection delay hold whenever the LLR proce)égrn obeys the SLLN 2.14), since in this case condition
(3.1) is satisfied. However, in general, an almost sure convesyél4) is not sufficient for obtaining the
upper bounds, and therefore, for asymptotic optimalityhaf Ehiryaev procedure. In fact, this condition
does not even guarantee finiteness of the average delayeatidatt™ (74 — v|T4 > v), and to obtain
meaningful results we need to strengthen the SLLN intortltemplete version. On the other hand, in
the iid case, where conditioned on= k£ the observationsXy, ..., X are iid with pre-change density
foolz) @and Xy 11, X0, ... are iid with post-change densitf(x), the situation is dramatically different.
By Theorem 4 ofTartakovsky and Veeraval{2005, the Shiryaev procedure asymptotically @s— 0)
minimizes all positive moments of the detection delay irssid,, if the prior distribution is geometric and
the Kullback—Leibler information number

K =Eg\) = / log ( ]f:o(é))> du(z) (3.20)

is positive and finite.

We now extend this result to the case where observationsdepéndent, but not necessarily identically
distributed, i..poo (X;| X)) = fooi(X;) @andpo(X;|X1) = fo.:(X;) in (2.1). More generally, we may
assume that the incremerffsof the LLRAY = >"7 | Z; are independent, which is always the case if the
observations are independent. This slight generalizaomportant for certain examples with dependent
observations that lead to the LLR with independent incrdmesee, e.g., Exampilin Sectionb.

Theorem 3.3. Let T4 be the Shiryaev changepoint detection procedure definé€2i8h Letr > 1. Assume
that the LLR proces$>\’,§ +ntn>1 has independent, not necessarily identically distribitelements under
Pi, k € Z,. Suppose that conditiof8.1) holds and the following condition

1
lim Py <EA§+H <I-— a> =0 foralle >0, al¢>kandallk e Z, (3.21)
is satisfied.

(i) Let the prior distribution of the change point be geomef{@) with ¢ = 0. Then relationq3.6), (3.7)
and (3.8) hold true for allm > 0 with u = | log(1 — p)|. Therefore, the Shiryaev procedufa_, minimizes
asymptotically asx — 0 all positive moments of the detection delay in cl@gs
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(i) Let the prior distribution be geometric with the parametee p,, that depends on and goes to zero
asa — 0 at such rate that

Jim 298P _ g, (3.22)
a%O]Oga

Then relationg3.19 hold for allm > 0, i.e., the Shiryaev procedure is asymptotically optimahwespect
to all positive moments of the detection delay.

The idea of relaxing the-complete convergence condition by conditidh2() is based on splitting
integration, when obtaining the upper bound for the expiect& . [(T4 — k)", into a sequence of intervals
(cycles) of the sizeV, ~ log A/(I + p) and then showing tha, (T4 — k > ¢N4) < 6%, ¢ =1,2,...
for some smalb under condition .21), using independence of the LLR increments. The detailgjiaen
below.

Proof. (i) Hereafter| x| denotes the largest integer less or equal.toet Ny = 1+ |log(A/p)/(I+pn—e)],
wherep = |log(1 — p)|. We need only to prove that the upper bouBdL() holds under condition3(21).
To this end, note that we have the following chain of equesditind inequalities:

, O f(+1)N4
B [(Ta — B)*] = Z/ I PL(Ta — k> t) dt
(=0 /N

00 ((4+1)Ny
<N+ Z/ Pt WPR(Ta — k> t)dt
=1 IN 5

2 r(E+1)Ny
<Ny + Z/ rt" Py (Ta — k > (N 4) dt
(=1 /tNa

=N} (1 + i[(ﬁ + 1) = "Px(Ta — k > ENA)>
(=1

< N} (1 +3 (1) T P(Ta — k> ENA)>
/=1

< Nj (1 +r2 LY TPR(Ta — k> ENA)> : (323)
=1

Introduce the following notationd, = A/p, a, = log A, — N4 |log(1 — p)

n—1 n—1
Rn,= (I—=p)" "exp{Al}, Rﬁl’p = Z(l —p)" "exp{ A}, n>j 7=0,1,....
m=0 m=j

Note thatR,, , = A,/p (see R.9). SinceR,,, > Rj, > (1 — p)i " exp {A%} (for anyn > j) and the
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increments of\’, are independent, we obtain

Py (TA—k>€NA)—Pk np < Apforn=1,.. . k+ENy)

Rinn,p <Apforn=1,....0)
Rk—i—(n 1)Na+1 < A,forn = 1,...,5)

(R
P (
k+nNa,p

<
k <e {Agigﬁv_jw“‘“} < A,(1 - p)Naforn=1,... ,é) (3.24)
(

ket Na+1 k- ((=1)Np+1
Meeng < ap Non, < Gp s Mg, < @

)4 l
- 1 o
=TI (™ <ap) < TT P <N—A/\:i£LNA1)NA+1 <I- 5> )
n=1

where the last inequality follows from the inequality

. \EH(n—1)Na+1 log A
Py (Akingl)NAH < ap) =Py ( k+n]j\?A < NAP - u)
kt+(n—1)Na+1
AL log A
< P +nNa P I _ _
k( Ni <1—|—logAp( +p—e)—p
A=) Na+1
<Py (’“*"+ <I- z—:) :
A

which holds for all0 < ¢ < I + pandk € Z.. By condition @.21), for a sufficiently largeA there exists a
smalld 4 such that

1 kt(n—1)Na+1
Pk <N—AAk+nNA A <I—€ <5A, 'I’L) 1.

Therefore, for any > 1
P (Ty —k > Ny) <64,

Combining this inequality with3.23 and using the fact that, 4 = >_,2, ér—léfg — 0 asA — oo for any
r > 0, we obtain

E™"[(Ta —v)"|Ta > v] = > o mhEk [(Ta — B)*

1— PFA(T4)
log(A r—
_ (14 ) +ro L (3.25)
N A/(1+ A)
logA \"

Sincee € (0,1 + p) is an arbitrary number this implies the upper boudd {).

Applying (3.11) together with the lower boun®(3) (which holds as before due to conditidh 1)) yields
(3.9).

Next, under condition3.1), for all m > 0, we have the asymptotic lower boun8.2) in classC,,.
Substitutinglog A,, ~ |log «| in (3.6) (in particular, we may takel,, = (1 — «))/«) we immediately obtain
the asymptotic approximatior8.(3 for moments of the detection delay of the Shiryaev proceduy, .
This proves 8.7). Asymptotic approximations3(8) are obvious from3.13 and @.7). This completes the
proof of (i).
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(i) Substitutingp = p, andA = A, = (1 — «)/a (or more generallyog A, ~ |log «]) in inequality
(3.25, we obtain

T
)

E™ [(Ta, — v)"|Ta, >v] < (

11—«

By condition 3.22), the right side is asymptotically as— 0 equal to

(5) o,

which along with the lower boun®(2) (.. — 0 asa — 0) completes the proof. O

Remark 3.2. The assertions of Theore®3 hold whenever the normalized LLR processes$\[_,, { =

k,k + 1,... converge almost surely to a constahtunder P, for all £ € Z., since in this case both
conditions(3.1) and (3.21) are satisfied. In the iid case, the assertions of the theomentrae with7 = K
being the Kullback—Leibler information numbé.20), assuming thad < K < oo. Indeed, in this case,
the conditions of Theore@3 hold with 7 = X by the SLLN. This result has been previously established by

Tartakovsky and Veeravall2005 using a completely different technique.

Remark 3.3. TheorenB.3(i) can be generalized for the arbitrary prior distributiaratisfying conditionC)
and Theoren8.3(ii) for prior distributions satisfying conditiorf2.3) with parameter. = u,, = o(] log a)
asa — 0. However, in this general case, the proof becomes veryusdiad obscures the main ideas. For
this reason, we focused on the geometric prior, which is mob\erly restrictive assumption, especially in

part (ii).

4. Asymptotic operating characteristics of the Shiryaev—Rberts procedure

In this section, we discuss asymptotic operating chariatites of the SR procedu@B defined in 2.11)
and @.12). While the methods are similar to those used in the prevéaasion, there are specific features
and certain differences that have to be considered separate

4.1. Thenon-iid case

As mentioned in Subsectidh3, the SR statistidz,, is the limit of the statistic\,,/p asp — 0 when the
prior distribution is geometricX.2) with ¢ = 0. Therefore, it is intuitively appealing, based on the ressof
Theorem3.2, that

~ ~ log B\"
E"(Tp —v)'|Tp > v]| ~ <%> asB — oo,

and therefore, if we can seleBt= B, so thatPFA(Tz, ) < a andlog B, ~ |log a/, then the SR procedure
is also asymptotically as — 0 optimal whenevep, — 0 at an appropriate rate. Below we show that this
is indeed true.

The first question is how to select threshdbd in order to embed the SR procedure into cl@ss To
answer this question, it suffices to note that unélgy the SR statisticR,, is a submartingale with mean
E.. R, = n, so that applying Doob’s submartingale inequality, we wbta

Poo(T5 < j) = Pos (max R; > B> <j/B, j=1,2,...,
1<i<y
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and hence,

PFA(Ip) = Y m;Po(Ip < j) < 7/B, (4.1)
j=0

wherev = Z‘;‘;ljwj. Therefore, assuming that < oo, we obtain that settind3 = B, = v/« implies
Tp, € C,. If, in a particular case, the prior distribution is georietthenPFA(T) < (1 — p)/(pB).

Theorem 4.1.Let T be the SR changepoint detection procedure defin€l11). Lety = Z;";l Jm; < o0.
Letr > 1. Assume that for some numliek I < oo conditions(3.1) and (3.5) are satisfied.
(i) Thenforallo < m < r

E"[(Tg —v)™|Tg >v] 1

I =_. 4.2
B0 (log B)™ I #.2)

(i) Let B = B, = /o ThenT's, € C, and forall0 < m < r,

E"[(Tp, — v)™|T, 1
i EdBo — )" Tp, >v] _ 1 4.3)
a=0 | log a|™ Im

This assertion also holds B = B, is selected so thd&®FA(Tz,) < « andlog B, ~ |log a| asa — 0.

Proof. (i) Fore € (0,1), let Mp. = (1 — e)I~!log B. Using Chebyshev’s inequality and inequality1),
similarly to (A.1) we obtain that

E"((Ts — v)™| T > v] > MR, [1 — /B P" (o <Tp-v< MB@)} . (4.4)

Now, similarly to A.3),
Py (o <Tp—k< MBﬁ) <UL (Tp) + B%... (4.5)

where

~ ~ 1
Ug@(TB) = e(1+€)IMBvEPOO <0 <Tg—k< MB’g) , 5%,5 =P < max Ai-ﬁ-n > (1 + 6) I> .

Mp . 1<n<Mp,

Since
Poc (0< T~k < Mp..) < Poo (T < k+ Mp..) < (h+ Mp.)/B,
we have
k+(1—e)"‘logB
Be® '
Let K5 be an integer number that approaches infinityBas+ oo. Using @.5) and @.6), we obtain the
following upper bound

Up.(Tp) < (4.6)

PW(O < TB —v < MB@) = Zﬂ'kpk (O < TB —k< MB75)
k=0

B ., (4.7)
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where the first two terms go to zero & — oo for all e > 0 sincewv is finite (note that by Markov’s
inequality P(v > Kp) < v/Kp) and the last term also goes to zero by conditi8ri)(and Lebesgue’s
dominated convergence theorem. Thus, foball ¢ < 1,

PT(0<Tp—v<Mp.) =0 asB— oo

and applying inequality4.4), we obtain that for any < ¢ < 1 asB —
~ ~ log B\
E((Tp — )" T > v] > (1— )™ <%> (1+0(1)).

Sincee can be arbitrarily small, this inequality yields the asyatiat lower bound (for anyn > 0)

log B
1

E"[(Tg —v)" [T > v] > ( >m (1+0(1)) asB — co. (4.8)

To complete the proof of assertion (i), we now need to showttis lower bound is also an upper bound
asymptotically ag3 — oo. In just the same way as in the proof of Lemfa (see A.5)), we obtain

Ex [(Th - k)*}r — /OO rt" Py (T — k> t) dt
0
< Np +r2 ! i WPy (T — k> ), (4.9)

n=Npg .

whereNp . =1+ [(log B)/(I —¢)|. Clearly,R,, > M (for anyn > k), and therefore,

. | 1
Py (TB—k>n) :Pk< max R,-<B> <Py <;)\’,§+n<glogB>.

1<i<n+k

But for all k € Z; andn > Np . the latter probability can be upper-bounded as
1 1 1
Pr [ =AF —logB ) <Py =\ I—
k(n k+n<n0g > k(n Ein < €>7
so that for allk € Z andn > Np .
~ 1
Py (75 — <P =XF I—¢).
k( B k>n) k(n/\k+n< z—:>
Substituting this upper bound in inequalig.9) yields (for everyd < ¢ < I)

£ (T — ) [Ty > o] = b0 ME[(T5 = R)*Y

1— PFA(TB)
_ (1 + hI)%a > + ror—1 ZZO:O wka,,ﬁ(s)
h 1-v/B ’

where we used the inequality— PFA(TB) > 1 — v/B. By condition 3.5),

> M Yep(e) < oo foranye >0,
k=0
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which implies that, for everg < e < I

- - log B
E"((Ts — v)"|T5 > v] < (;’g

_E>T (14+0(1)) asB — oc.

Sincee can be arbitrarily small, this implies the asymptotic uppeund

log B
1

E"[(Tg —v)"|Ts > V] < ( > (1+0(1)) asB — oc. (4.10)
This completes the proof of (i).
(i) Substitution of B = B, = v/« (or more generallyjog B, ~ |log «|) in (4.2 immediately yields
(4.3), and the proof is complete. O
Theorem4.1 does not cover the case of prior distributions with expaaérdils (x > 0) but with y =

1o that depends on the PFA and approaches zero as — 0. The next theorem, which is similar to
Theorem3.2, addresses this case.

Theorem 4.2. Letr > 1. Assume that the prior distribution® = {7} of the change point satisfies
condition(2.3) with y» = p1, — 0 asa — 0 and thaty,, approaches zero at suchrate that = > 72 | k7
increases at a rate slower thagiog a| asa — 0, i.e.,

Vo

= 4.11
) | log o (4.11)
Assume that for someé < I < oo conditions(3.1) and (3.18 are satisfied. IfB = B, = 7,/a, then
PFA(Tg,) < aandforall0 < m < r

|log

I

inf E™[(T —v)™|T > v] ~ E™ [(Tp, — v)"|T; ~
o BT )T > 0]~ €7 (T, )" T, >~

> asa — 0. (4.12)

Therefore, the SR proceduféga is asymptotically optimal ag — 0 in classC,,, minimizing moments of
the detection delay up to order

Proof. Similarly to @4.4),
E™ (T, — v)"|Tp, > v] > MEg, . [1 —a—-P™ (0 <Tp, —v< MB(¥,5>] -

Let K, = |C|log o] with some positive constaxt. SubstitutingB = B, = 7, /« in inequality @.7), we
obtain

« -~ U 1 - I_ll % KQ
P (0 < Ty, — v < My, ) < P(v > Ka) + 22 + ( f) 2og(1/a/oz) +S nsh, .
(VOl/O[)éS k=0

As before, the last term approaches zeraas 0. It is easily verified that the middle term also approaches
zero as long as conditiod (11) is satisfied. Finally, by the Markov inequality and conafiti(4.11),

P(v > K,) < Uo/Kq = o(|loga])/Cllogal — 0 asa — 0,
solim,—,o P(v > K,) = 0. Therefore, we conclude that for @ll< ¢ < 1,

P™(0 < Tp, —v < Mp,.)—0 asa — 0.
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Since by 4.11), log B, ~ |log «|, we obtain that, for alin > 0,

E™[(Tp, —v)"|Ts, >v] > (M) (1+0(1)) asa — 0. (4.13)
The upper bound
E™[(Ts, —v)"|Ts, > V] < (M) (1+0(1)) asa—0 (4.14)

is obtained in the manner absolutely analogous to the prbdtieo upper bound4.10 in the previous
theorem. Specifically, for akt € Z, andn > Np_ .

. 1
sz(TBa_k>n) < Py <E/\£+N<I_€>

and -
EL [(CfB - k;)ﬂr <Np 42t Y iRy (TBQ k> n) ,
n=Np, e
so that

1+ W) + 7271 supgo Trr(€)
1—-a ‘
Taking into account that, by conditiod.Q1), log(7./a) ~ |log o and that, by condition3.18), sup;.~ Y. (¢) <

00, yields the asymptotic upper boundl 14).
Now, applying the bound<4(13 and @.14) simultaneously, we obtain the asymptotic approximation

E™ (T, —v)'|Tp. > v] < (

|log af
1

E™ (T, —v)™|TB, > v] ~ < > asa — 0,
i.e., the second approximation ih.L2). The first one follows from the lower boun8.@) (with y = u, —
0). The proof is complete. O

Remark 4.1. If the prior distribution is geometri¢2.2), theny = |log(1 — p)| andv = (1 — p)/p and
Theorem4.2holds whenever the parameter= p, — 0 at the rate| log p,| = o(] log o).

Comparing asymptotic formuld (3) with asymptotic lower bound3(2) in classC,,, we see that, opposed
to the Shiryaev procedure, the SR procedure is not asyroaligtoptimal so long ag > 0, i.e., if the prior
distribution has exponential tail. If the tail is heavy,.j.e = 0, then the SR procedure is asymptotically
optimal and, by Theorem.2, the same is true itk = p, — 0 asa — 0 at a suitable rate. This is intuitively
expected, since the SR statistic does not exploit the pistrilalition, relying on the improper uniform prior.
However, there still may be a problem when applying the l@sgmptotic result in practice. Indeed, there is
no guarantee that the boundB in inequality @.1) is relatively tight in a sense thalog PFA(fB)| ~ log B
asB — oo, i.e., that for a sufficiently large3, PFA(Ts) ~ const/B, unlessy/I is small if the prior
satisfies condition2.3) with 1+ > 0. Even in the case of heavy-tailed prioys £ 0) this is perhaps not
true. In this respecfTartakovsky and Moustakidg2010 conjectured that asymptotically @ — oo the
accurate approximation BFA(Tg) ~ O(1)/B*®, wheres(u) > 1 for all u > 0 ands(u) — 0 as
u — 0. If this conjecture is correct, which is partially justifiéd Tartakovsky and Moustakidg2010
by numerical computations, then the asymptotic relatifieiehcy of the asymptotically optimal Shiryaev
procedure compared to the SR proceduréligu)/(I + p)|™, but not[I/(I + u)]™, as Theoremd.1
suggests. Note that this is expected to be true only for tleespwith the exponential tail, but not necessarily
for heavy-tailed priors.
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4.2. The case of independent observations

We now provide a theorem for the SR procedure similar to Téra@®.3 in the case where the LLR has
independent increments.

Theorem 4.3. Let T be the SR changepoint detection procedure.rLetl. Assume that the LLR process
{)\’,j+n}n>1 has independent, not necessarily identically distributenlements undePy, k € Z.. Suppose
that conditiong3.1) and (3.21) are satisfied.

(i) Let the prior distributionm = {m;} be geometriq2.2) with ¢ = 0. Then relation(4.2) holds for all

m > 0.1f B= B, = (1—p)/pa, thenTp, € C, and relation(4.3) holds for allm > 0.

(ii) Let the prior distributiont® = {7y} be geometric with the parametgr= p,, that depends on and
goes to zero asx — 0 at such a rate that conditio3.22) is satisfied. Then relationgl.12) hold for all

m > 0, i.e., the SR procedure is asymptotically optimal with eg$po all positive moments of the detection
delay.

Proof. (i) Again letNg . =1+ [log(B)/(I — ¢)]. Similarly to (3.23), we obtain

E, [(fB - k)ﬂ’” < Nj. (1 + 2P (T — k> eNng)> . (4.15)
/=1

Since

m J .o
:Ze)‘n >e>\n7 n>]7]:0717"'7

and the increments of, are independent, as iB8.24), we obtain that for al) < ¢ < I andk € Z,

4 L
. . 1 hne
Pr (T — k> Np) < H e (M, <108 B) < T P (EAZI,&N;_ZN%“ <I- a> .
n=1 € '

By condition @.21), for a sufficiently largeB there exists a smadlz such that

I | k+(n—1)Np.+1

Pk <m)\k+nNB,s B <I-—¢ §5B, 7’L> 1,

so that, for any? > 1, Py (TB — k> BNB@) < 5‘B. This along with 8.23 and the fact that., p =
2 r1% — 0asB — oo for anyr > 0 yields

_ _ (1+ IOgB) +r2 1 L, p
E[(Ts — v)'|Ts > V] <

1-v/B (4.16)
log B\"
= (1+0(1)) asB — co.
I—c¢
Sincee is arbitrarily small, it follows that
. e log B\"
E"[(Tp —v)"|T > v] < 7 (1+0(1)) asB — . (4.17)

Since the lower bound(8) holds even in a more general case this prove? .(

Next, under condition3.1) the asymptotic lower boundt(13 holds (for allm > 0) in classC, even
in @ more general case (see the proof of TheodeZh Substituting in4.17) B, = (1 — p)/pa (or more
generallylog B, ~ |log «|), we obtain 4.3), which completes the proof of (i).
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(i) SubstitutingB = B, = (1 — pa)/pac (0r more generallyog B, ~ |log «) in inequality @.17), we
obtain

E[(Tp, —v)'|T5, > V] < <|1°§O‘|>T (1+o(1)).

This upper bound along with the lower bourl2) with x4, — 0 asa — 0 proves asymptotic relations
(4.12. O

Remark 4.2. Both conditiong3.1) and(3.21) are satisfied when the normalized LLaRsl)\§+n, =k k+
1,... converge a.s. td underP,. Therefore, the SLLN is sufficient for Theord(8, i.e., for asymptotic
optimality of the SR procedure with respect to all positivaments of the detection delay.

5. Examples

We now consider three examples that illustrate the gensyahptotic theory developed in previous sections.

Example5.1 (Detection of a deterministic signal in AR noisé)et S,, be a deterministic function (signal)
that appears at an unknown timen additive noise€,,, so the observations have the standard “signal-plus-
noise/clutter” form

X, = ]l{n>,j}5n +&, n>l,

where{¢, },cz, is ap-th order autoregression (AR) process) driven by the normaf (0, o?) iid sequence
{wn }n>1, 1.€., the sequencg,, },,~1 obeys the recursion

p
En = Bibnitwn, n>1, & =6 p=-=&=0. (5.1)

1=1

The coefficientss, ..., 3, and variances? are known, and we suppose that + --- + Bp # 1. Let
o(z) = (2r)~1/2 e=*/2 denote density of the standard normal distribution. Defieth order residual

n =

s _ ) Xn— Zf:l GiXn_i form>p

Itis easy to see that pre- and post-change conditional tiEssi,, (X,,|X" 1) andpy (X, |X" 1) are
. 1 (X, - 1 (X,-8S,
Poo(Xn X" 1) = —¢ ( ) , po(Xa XM =2 <7> ) (5.2)
g g g g
where

P Jj—1
Sp="5,—Y BiSni forn>p and S,=5,—-> BiS;; fori<n=j<p.
i=1 i=1

Using (6.2), we obtain that for alk € Z andn > 1 the LLR has the form

1 k+n 1 k+n
k _ Q. v. a2
Newn =3 2 5% =55 2. 5
Jj=k+1 j=k+1

Thus, the initial problem of detection of the signg)| that appears at unknown timein the correlated
AR noise reduces to detection of the transformed sighah white Gaussian noise. As a result, the LLR
has independent (but not identically distributed) increteeSince under measuPg the random variables
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{)?n}@kﬂ are independent Gaussian random variables with rﬁgé?ﬁl = §n and variancer2, underP;,
the LLR can be represented as

k+n k+n
a2
Min=50 > 8242 3 S,
j=k+1 7 S

wheren;, j > k + 1 are iid standard normal random variablgs~ N (0, 1).
Assume that the energy of the transformed signal is an asyfioglty linear function, i.e.,

1 k+n
. o2 _ o2 Q2
7}1—{20;25]'_5’ 0< 5% < o0.
j=k+1
Then forallk € Z
Pr—a.s. 52
/\k—i—n n—00 20’ =1

and, by Theoren3.3, the Shiryaev procedure minimizes @as— 0 all positive moments of the detection
delay for any value of the parameter p < 1 of the geometric prior. By Theoresh3, the SR procedure
also minimizes all moments of the detection delay & p, — 0 and|log p.| = o(]log a|) asa — 0. If

S, = S does not depend am, then
52 P\’
= 5.2 (1 - 52‘)
i=1

Examples.2 (Detection of a change of variance in normal populatidgh unknown mean)Let observations

X, ~ N(0,0%) be iid normal with variancer2, before change and iid normal' (4, o2) with variance

o2 after change with the same unknown mearFormally, this problem is not in the class of problems
considered in this paper since pre- and post-change densiéipend on an unknown nuisance parameter
0, and hence, the hypotheses are not simple, but compositee\dq, this problem can be reduced to the
problem of testing simple hypotheses using the principlienariance, since it is invariant under the group
of shifts {Gy(z) = = + b} _soch<oo. The maximal invariant iX¥” = (Y3,...,Y,), n > 2, whereY; =

X, — X3, Y1 = 0, and we can now consider a transformed sequence of obsewdti, },,~2, which are

not iid and not even independent anymore. Pre- and posgehdensities oy ” are equal to

1 o
pZ‘Y”):W/J"p{ 27 200 }

1 7 k=1 (5.3)
= N T3 exp{ 22Yk— }, 1= 00,0,
o) D 7? &
whereY,, = n=! Y7 Vi DefineX, = n™ 1 Y0 X, 82 = (n— 1) >0 (X — Xp)?, andV, =

(n —1)s2 — (n — 2)s,_1. Using 6.3 and noting thad_7_, (Yx — Y,,)? = (n — 1)s2, we obtain

Y‘Y] 1 l]_ —\//207 j/27

and therefore, the invariant LLR is

k+n

k+n— Zl Y\YJ 1 = 20_ Z Vi—(n—1)logq, k+n=2 (A =0),
j=k+1 0 j=k+1
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whereq = 0( /0. Taking into account thaz’”" Vi = (k+n—1)s;,,, we have

k+n
Z V k +n— )Si-l—n - ks%—i—lv
j=k+1
so the LLR can be written as
¢ —1 2 2 2 2
Nitn = 55Sin—(n—1)logq, Si,=(k+n—1)si,, —ksi,. (5.4)

2
204

Thus, we can now construct the invariant Shiryaev and SRepires based on the LLR, n > 2 defined
in (5.4).
Note first thatS? , /n — o2 asn — co almost surely undePy,, so that

Pr—a.s. q2 —1

n—o0

A —logq =1,

and1 is positive for anyg # 1 (¢ > 0). Thus, condition 3.1) holds withI = (¢> — 1)/2 — log ¢ and to
apply the results of previous sections it suffices to showfthrasomer > 1 and any: > 0

an_l sup Py < M, <T— &?) < 00. (5.5)
n=1

ke€Zy

To this end, note that the statisti¢ , can be written as

k+n
—k+1 — — — k+1
SEu= D (X=Xl + k(X — Xi)? + (X pen — Xjin)?,
i=k+1
whereX,{) = n~! 3>k | X, Denoting
- = \92 - —k+1.9
E(X gyn — X))+ n(Xpqn — Xk+n) = Wi n,
and using the fact that; ,, > 0, we obtain that for some positive
k+n 9
Pk; < )\k—i-n €> = Pk; (EZ§1(X Xk—i—n) Uo—mlogq—EWk7n—€

k+n
1
<ri (33 n-h o)

i=k+1
1 ¢ —
=Po (=) (Xi—X,)?<o5—¢
0<nZ( )” < g 5)
1
—P0< (n—1)s? <O‘0—€>

Since(n—1)s2 /o8 has chi-squared distribution with-1 degrees of freedon®y ((n — 1)s2 /n — o} < —¢)
vanishes exponentially fast as— oo and it follows that for alE > 0 and allr > 1

1

r—1 k r—1

P _A - P _1 - .
ngln sup k< T < 1 €> En 0( (n—1)s2 < o2 E><OO

keZy
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This implies 6.5) forall » > 1.

By Theorem3.1and Theoren3.2, the Shiryaev detection procedure minimizes asymptdyiedipositive
moments of the detection del&J [(T4 — v)™|T4 > v] (for all m > 1), and the results of Sectighfor the
SR procedure can also be applied to all positive momentsead¢tection delay.

Example5.3 (Detection of a change in the correlation coefficienhefAR(1) process) Let the observations
represent the Markov Gaussian sequence with the cormelabefficients, before change ang, after
change, i.e.,

Xp = (BOH{Vén} + 51]1{1/>n}) Xp-1twy, n=1l, Xo=0,

wherew,, ~ N (0,1), n > 1 are iid standard normal random variables. |#&t < 1,7 = 0,1, so that the
AR(1) process is stable. The pre- and post-change conditionaltisnare

poo(Xn‘Xn—l) - (P(Xn - /BOXn—l) and pO(Xn‘Xn—l) - (P(Xn - Ban—l)-

The stationary distributios(z) = P(X~ < ) of the Markov proces$ X, },,~x underPy is given by the
random variableX,, = "7, ’f‘l wy,. Clearly, X, is zero-mean normal with varian¢e — 3;)~2.
The LLR can be written as

k+n
Min= > 9(Xi Xi1),
i=k+1
wnere (v = 6o2)’ — (y — r2)?
— Box)* — (y — b1z
g(y,z) =10g[ yo o 5 vy
Define - 3 -
_ o — x
g(z) = / 9y, z)p(y — prz)dy = %
We have 00y, 2) ()
g\y,x g\x
P < and <Q, 5.6
poer® S THpR+pp S@ A S T p <9 68
where i ) )
Q:max{l, 19 = 581+ (6 = o) +1}.
Now, define the Lyapunov functiovi (z) = Q(1 + |z|?). Obviously,
. ExoVI(Xy) 1+ E|Bz+w? 2
lim —S s — = 1
|m|1£>noo V(SL') |z|—o00 1+ |CL’|2 /81 <4

whereE,  is the expectation undé¥,(-| Xy, = x). Therefore, for any3? < § < 1 there existsD > 0 such
that condition(C; ) in Section 5 inPergamenchtchikov and Tartakovg2016) holds withC' = [—n, n| for
all n > 1. Next, by the ergodicity properties, for all> 1,

1i_>m Ez0/Xn|" = E|X&|" <00 foranyz € (—oo,00), (5.7)

where finiteness oE| X |" for all » > 1 follows from the fact thatX, is a Gaussian random variable.
Observe that unddt, o for anyn > 1

n
Xn = pBla+ ) By w,

i=1
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and hence, for any > 1,
Ez ol Xn|" < 2" (|2]" + Eo,0[Xn|") -

Using (.7), we obtain that for somé™* > 0

M*(x) =sup E; | X, |" < C*(1+ |z]") and supEgM*(X,,) < oo.

n>1 n>1

Therefore, the upper bounds | §) imply condition (Cs) in Section 5 inrPergamenchtchikov and Tartakovsky
(2016.
By a slight extension of Theorem 5.1 Rergamenchtchikov and Tartakovg016 tor > 1,

Zn’”lsup Pk<‘ )\k+n I‘>E><OO forall » > 1 ande > 0,
keZy

- [ ( | otwarety - m)dy) G(dx),

ie. n_l)\k+n converges -completely to/ asn — oo underPy for all k € Z, and allr > 1 (and even
uniformly »-completely). Since the stationary distributiGiz) = P(X ., < x) of the Markov process(,
underPy is normalN (0, (1 — 81)~?2), performing integration we obtain

(81— Bo)®
201-5})

By Theorem3.1 and Theoren8.2, the Shiryaev detection procedure minimizes asymptdyidel [(7" —
v)™T > v] for all m > 1, and the results of Sectichfor the SR procedure can also be applied to all
positive moments of the detection delay.

where

I=

6. Concluding remarks and discussion

1. The performed study shows that the famous Shiryaev angle&vi-Roberts change detection procedures
have certain interesting asymptotic properties in the Biayecontext. Specifically, the Shiryaev procedure
is asymptotically optimal (when the probability of falsexah is small) with respect to moments of the
detection delay up to order > 1 for general non-iid models under mild conditions. Theseditions are
expressed via the SLLN for the LLR process and a rate of cgewee (-complete convergence). The
complete convergence is usually not difficult to check irtipatar applications and examples. On the other
hand, ther-quick convergence condition previously usedrartakovsky and Veeraval(R005) is stronger,
and more importantly, usually much more difficult to verify.

2. A detailed examination of the proofs in Secti®id shows that the Shiryaev procedudfg, minimizes
not only the “average” moments™[(T" — v)"|T" > v] but also conditional moments, [(T" — v)"|T > v|
uniformly for all (fixed) change points = 0,1,2,... in classC, asymptotically asx — 0. Specifically,
with an additional effort it can be established that underabnditions of Theorer8.1for all v € Z as
a—0

1 T
Anf BT = v)|T > 1] ~ E[(Ta, = v)'|Ta, > v) ~ (‘ i (Z‘L’) .
3. The study of the Shiryaev—Roberts procedure shows timsitboptimal in the Bayesian problem if

the prior distribution has an exponential tail, but remasgmptotically optimal when the tail is heavy or if
the parameter that characterizes the exponential tail oesro. This is expected since the SR procedure
does not use the given prior distribution.
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4. Lai (1998 proved asymptotic optimality of the CUSUM procedure witspect to the expected detec-
tion delay) " ;° 7 Ex(T' — k)T in classC, under the following essential supremum condition

lim sup esssup Py ()xirn — 1< —5|3Q) =0 foralle > 0.
n—o0o é}k:

However, on one hand, this condition is much more difficulieafy than the complete convergence condi-
tion required in our theorems. On the other hand, for mamgrésting models (including Markov and hidden
Markov models) Lai's condition does not hold, while the cdetg convergence condition holds. This is the
case, e.g., in Exampg3.

Appendix: Proofs of Lemmas

Proof of Lemm&.1 Fore € (0, 1), defineN, . = (1 — ¢)|log a|/( + 0). By the Chebyshev inequality,

E"((T —v)™|T >v] = E"[(T —v)"]" > Ny .P™(T —v > Ng.)
> Ny [PT(T >v)—P"(0 < T —v < Nyl

where

PT0<T—v<Nac)=> mPr(k<T <k+ Nae).
k=0
Since for anyl" € C,, P™(T > v) =1 — PFA(T) > 1 — «, we obtain

inf E™[(T —v)™T > v] > NJ'. {1 —a— sup PT0O<T —v < Ny.)| - (A1)
TeCa ’ TeCa

Thus, to prove the lower boun@.Q) we need to show that

lim sup P"(0 < T —v < Ny.) =0. (A.2)
a—=07¢eC,

To this end, introduce

1
UL (T) = 0T Nocp (k< T <k+No.), BE.=Py ( max A, > (1+e)] > '

NO@& 1<n<Na,s
By inequality (3.6) inTartakovsky and Veeravali2005),
Pr(k <T <k+ Noe) <UL (T)+BE.. (A.3)

It is easy to see that

sup Po(T' < k)< a/P(r=2k), k=1
TE(C(X

(cf. (3.8) inTartakovsky and VeeravalR005), so that

UL (T) < MNP (T < k+ Noo) < aeT N /P(y > b+ N, ()

logP(v >k + Ngo)
k+ Noe '

< exp {(1 +¢€)INqe — |logal — (k4 Nayg)

By condition @.3), for all sufficiently largeN, . (smalla), there exists a (smalb) such that

_logP(v >k + Na)
k+ Noe

<p+o.
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Hence, for a sufficiently smatt,
Sup UE (T) <exp{(1+¢&)IN,. — |logal + (k+ Nae)(p+ )}
cCq
< exp {—62| loga| + (u+9)(k + Na,e)} )

which approaches zero as— 0 for k < K, . = e12|loga|/(1 + ), where0 < ; < 1 and§ — 0 as
a — 0. By condition @8.1), Bﬁ,e — Oforall k € Z., and therefore, we obtain

sup PT(0 < T —v < Ng) = ZﬂksupPk(k‘<T<k+Naa)
T€Ca i—o TeCa

Ka,s

k k
SPW > Kod) + 3 mlli & i sup UL(T)

Ka,s

SP(v>FKoo)+ Y miBl . +exp{—c’|logal + (u+6)Kac}, (A4)
k=0

where all three terms go to zero as— 0 for all ¢ > 0, so that A.2) follows and the proof of the lower
bound @.2) is complete.

The proof of the lower bound3(3) is essentially similar. Indeed, recall that, .10, T4 € C, if
A = 1/a, so that it suffices to replaceby 1/A in the above argument. The details are omitted. O

Proof of Lemm&.2 Obviously, for anyn > k,
Tk AE k
> —_—e'" = — >
log A, /10g<P7r(1/>n)6 > Ay +logm —log P(v > n),
and hence, for everyl > 0,
(Ta — k)t < TXC) := inf {n >1: )\£+n +|logP(v =2 k+n)| > log(A/ﬂk)} , kelZy,
andE[(Ta — k)*] < Ex(ry)".

Let Ng = 1+ [log(A/mk)/(I + 1 — €)], where|z] is the greatest integer less or equaktd=or any
k € Z,,we have

&[G}—kﬁﬂr<Ekeﬁnrzi/wrﬂ”PkGﬁﬂ>t>m
0
< Nj+ f:/ rt" 1Py (Tﬁf) > t) dt

0 Na+n+1 *)
<NQ+Z/ rt" 1Py, (TA >NA—|—n> dt

= N4+ > [(Na+n+1)" — (Na+n)Py (Tﬁf) > N+ n)

n=0
—Nh+ S (4 1) = n]Py (é{” > n)
n—NA

NA+Z (n+1)""'Py, (()>n)
n=Nx
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<N+ i r2' 1 =lp, (T/(P > n) : (A.5)
n=Nx

It is easily seen that for alt € Z, andn > N4y

1 1 1
Py (Tﬁk) > n) < Py <5A§+n < - log(A/my) — ~|logP(v > k + n)l)
A.6
1, 1 (A.6)
< Py E)\k+n<1+u—€—E\logP(u}k—kn) .

Since by conditionC), N;l\ logP(v > k+ Nj)| — pasA — oo, for a sufficiently large value oft there
exists asmalb = 54 (04 — 0asA — oo) such thafy — [logP(v > k + N4)|/Na| < 6. Hence, for all
sufficiently largeA,

1
Py (Tgﬂ > n) < Py <—A’,§+n <I-e- 5) . (A7)
n
Using (A.5) and @A.7), we obtain
E) ( ““)) SNG4+t S IRy < M <T—e— 5>
n=Nx
< NG 2t Zn"‘lPk< M < 5_5> .
n=1

This implies inequality$ 9 in Lemma3.2
If 7 = p(1 — p)* is geometric, condition,3) holds for alln > 1 with i = | log(1 — p)|,

log(A/my) =log(A/p) + uk and [logP(v > k+n)| = —log(l — p)*™ = (k + n)pu.

Therefore, the Markov timesf(f), k=0,1,... can be written as

) =inf {n>1: Xy, + > log(4/p) |

and inequality A.6) reduces to

1
P (Tﬁf) > n> <Py <E/\§+n < I—s> :

which holds for alln > N4 = 1+ |log(A/p)/(I + p—¢€)| and all0 < e < I + p. Using this inequality
and inequality A.5) with Ny = 1+ [log(A/p)/(I + p— )] yields inequality 8.10) in Lemma3.2and the
proof is complete. O

Proof of Lemm&B.3. Let N, = (1 — ¢)|log | /(I + p + J). The rest of the notation is the same as in the
proof of Lemma3.1above. Similarly toA.1),

inf E™ (T —v)™|T > v] > N™ {1 —a—sup PT(0<T —v < Nyo)l. (A.8)
TeCq ’ TeCq

By (A.4),

Ka,e

sup PWQ(O <T —v < Nuoe) <Plv>Ky.)+ Z wgﬁéje + exp {—52] log a| + (e + 5Q)Ka,€} ,
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whereK, . = 12| log a|/(pa + da) With 0 < g1 < 1 (in particular, we may take; = ¢). Obviously, the
last term vanishes as — 0 for all e € (0,1). By condition @3.1), the middle term also goes to zero. By
condition @.3) on the prior, asx — 0,

—logP(v > Koc) ~ ptaKae ~ 12| log a| — oo.
Therefore, the first terR(v > K, ) also approaches zero as— 0 for all ¢ € (0, 1). It follows that

sup P (0 <T—-v < N,.) =0 asa—0
TeCq

and using A.8), we obtain that for ald < ¢ < 1 andm > 0asa — 0

nf BT )" T >0 > (1o (M) (1+ o(1)).

Sincee can be arbitrarily small, the lower boun8.15) follows.
To prove the lower bound3(16) it suffices to replacev in the above argument bly/A and recall that
Ty eC,if A=1/a. O
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