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Optimal Sequential Detection by Sparsity
Likelihood

Jingyan Huang

Abstract—Consider the problem on sequential change-point
detection on multiple data streams. We provide the asymptotic
lower bounds of the detection delays at all levels of change-point
sparsity and we derive a smaller asymptotic lower bound of
the detection delays for the case of extreme sparsity. A sparsity
likelihood stopping rule based on sparsity likelihood scores is
designed to achieve the optimal detections. A numerical study
is also performed to show that the sparsity likelihood stopping
rule performs well at all levels of sparsity. We also illustrate its
applications on non-normal models.

Index Terms—Sequential change-point detection, optimality,
sparse signals

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider N data streams and X;* denote the observation
of the nth data stream at time ¢. A change-point v > 1 is
said to occur, if for a non-empty subset N C {1,---, N}, the
post-change observations X' for n € A (and ¢ > v) have the
distributions f{* which are different from that of pre-change
observations, fj'. The problem is to detect the change-point
v as early as it occurs, while keeping the false alarm rate as
low as possible.

In the literature, sequential change-point detection is defined
as a stopping rule 7' with respect to {(X}, -+, XN)}i>1.
The interpretation of 7' is that, when T = ¢, we stop at
time ¢ and indicate that an event has occurred in a subset
of data streams somewhere in the first ¢ time steps. In
the literature, the false alarm rate is usually measured by
1/ExT, where E,T is the average run length (ARL) to
false alarm when there is no change-point. Our goal is to
find a stopping rule 7' that minimizes the detection delay
subject to Eo,T" > -, where « is a prescribed constant to
control the global false alarm rate. Applications for this multi-
stream sequential change-point detection (online change-point
detection) problem include hospital management, infectious-
disease modeling, quality control, surveillance, health care,
security and environmental science.

[L] considered the setting where sensors detect changes
locally and transmit their decisions to a fusion center. In
this setting, the authors consider the minimax, uniform and
Bayesian formulations for sequential detection in multi-stream
data. They assume all data streams undergo the change-point
if it occurs. Thus, these procedures may include noise from the
non-signal data streams when only a subset of data streams
undergo change, which may lead to large detection delays.
They showed that their procedure is asymptotically optimal
with N fixed and v — oo.

In analogy to the CUSUM statistic considered by [2], [3] and
[4], [5] proposed a sum of CUSUM stopping rule. The advan-

tages of his stopping rule are that the distribution changes
are not assumed to have occurred simultaneously, and the
use of efficient recursive computations. He showed that his
stopping rule achieves optimal detection as v — co. However
the detection delay is relatively large for sparse signals across
sequences.

[6] investigated the setting where the proportion of data
streams undergoing distribution changes is small. They de-
veloped a mixture likelihood ratio (MLR) stopping rule.
[6] showed via simulation studies that their MLR stopping
rules achieved better detection performance compared to other
known approaches over a wide range of #A. They also
provided analytical approximations to ARL of their stopping
rules, which are useful for calculating a suitable detection
threshold. Analytical approximations to detection delays of
their stopping rules were also derived. However an optimality
theory for the case of small or moderate #N was not provided.

[7] proposes a new framework for sequential change-points
detection. The approach utilizes nearest neighbor information
and can be applied to sequences of multivariate observations
or non-Euclidean data objects. One stopping rule is recom-
mended. The asymptotic properties of this stopping rule is
studied as L. — oo, where L denotes the number of obser-
vations utilized in the stopping rule. The author also derives
an accurate analytic approximation to ARL. Simulations show
that the new approach has better performance than likelihood-
based approaches for high dimensional data.

In [8], Mei’s stopping rule was improved by applying a
detectability score transformation on each CUSUM score. The
advantage of this stopping rule is the suppression of the noise
from non-signal data streams. [8] also proposed a modified
version of the mixture likelihood ratio (MLR) stopping rule
that tests against the limits of detectability. The asymptotic
lower bounds of the detection delays at all levels of change-
point sparsity were provided in [8]. For large #A/, the lower
bound is trivially given by 1. For moderate #\/, the lower
bound grows logarithmically with N. For small #A/, the
detection delay grows polynomially with N. The modified
MLR stopping rule achieves optimal detection on all three
domains of N.

In this work, a smaller asymptotic lower bound of the
detection delays than that in [8] for small #A is shown. We
also introduce a stopping rule based on sparsity likelihood
(SL) score that achieves the detection lower bounds. Another
advantage of SL stopping rule is that it is applicable to non-
normal models. The calculations of SL scores rely on the
calculations of p-values. The p-values could be generated
under the models other than normal models.
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The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section [IT] we
introduce the model and assumption on sequential change-
point detection in multiple data streams. In Section [[T1] we
provide the asymptotic lower bounds of the detection delays
at all levels of change-point sparsity, with a smaller asymptotic
lower bound than that in [8] at extreme levels of sparsity. In
Section [[T/] we show that a SL stopping rule achieves optimal
detection at all levels of change-point sparsity. A window-
limited rule proposed by [9] integrates into the stopping rule
to show computational efficiency. In Section [/] a simulation
study is performed to show that SL stopping rules and the
modified MLR stopping rules are relatively competitive over
the full range of A. Furthermore, SL stopping rule outper-
forms other competitors for small #N. In section 6, we
discuss the extensions of SL stopping rule to other non-normal
models. In the Appendix, proofs are provided to show that SL
stopping rules are optimal.

II. MODEL AND ASSUMPTION

Consider N data streams. Let X;* denote tth observation of
the nth data stream. We assume first that X are independent
normal with unit variance. Let u' denote the mean of X'
Hence,

X~ N (1), (L1

Assume that at some unknown time, ¥ > 1, there are mean
shifts in a subset A/ of the data stream. More specifically, we
assume that

pi = Algysy neny, for some A # 0, (I1.2)

with 1oeays Lioenys - Linveay 1i.d. Bernoulli(e) for
some 0 < € < 1. We shall let P,(E,) denote prob-
ability measure (expectation) with respect to distribution
changes at time v(F, denotes expectation with respect to
#N ~Binomial(N, ¢€)), with v = oo indicating no changes.

A standard measure of the performance of a stopping rule
T is the (expected) detection delay:

Dn(T)= sup E,(T—-v+1T >v),

1<vr<oo
subject to the constraint that ARL(T)(:= E-T) > ~ for
some vy > 1. Often but not always the worst case detection
delay of a stopping rule occurs at v = 1, i.e. it is more difficult
to detect when a change occurs at earlier stages rather than at
later stages.

Let E, » denote expectation with respect to X[ ~
N(pg, 1), with pi = Algs, nenry for some A # 0. That
is, I/, nr denotes expectation with respect to a fixed N . For a
given stopping rule 7', a standard measure of the performance
of a stopping rule T is the (expected)detection delay which is
defined as

DY(T) =

(IL.3)

sup

max E, n(T—v+ 1T > V):|,
1<v<oo : =V

[
(I1.4)

where the average run length (ARL) to false alarm when there
is no change-point is subject to the constraint that ARL(T)(:=
E.T) > ~ for some v > 1.

III. DETECTION DELAY LOWER BOUND

We show here the (asymptotic) lower bounds of detection
delay, under the conditions that as N — oo,

logy ~ N¢ for some 0 < ¢ < 1, (I11.1)

e ~ NP for some 0 < 8 < 1, (I11.2)

where a,, ~ b, if ILm (an/bn) = 1.

For § < %, the sparsity likelihood stopping rules achieve
asymptotic detection delay of 1, and are hence optimal.

It was shown in [8] that for 1;2< < B < 1-¢, the
detection delay lower bound grows logarithmically with V.
The proportionality constant is
ﬂ - 1;2<7

if 156 < <2

pZ(ﬁ7<) = {

This constant, first defined in [10], it is a two-dimensional
extension of the Donoho-Ingster-Jin constants pz(8) :=
pz(5,0), for sparse normal mixture detection, see [L1] and
[12], [13]. The extension results from the multiple comparisons
in detecting a normal mean shift, here for sequential change-
point detection on multiple data streams, and in [10] for fixed-
sample change-point detection on multiple sequences.

For > 1 — (, we provide a smaller (asymptotic) lower
bound of detection delay compared with that in [§]. The results
below apply to all stopping rules.

Theorem 1: Assume (IL1), (IL2) and (IIL2). Let T be a
stopping rule such that ARL(T) > ~, with ~ satisfying ([ILI).
(@ If 158 < B < 1—¢, then

.. . Dn(T) 2
>
I%&f g N = 2A4pz(8,0). (I11.4)
(b) When V = 0(%) for 8 > 1 — (, then
(V)
D T
lim inf Dy (T) >2A2y L (I11.5)

N —oc0 ]\]C

IV. OPTIMAL DETECTION USING SPARSITY LIKELIHOOD
SCORE

We consider here the test of Hy : v = co versus Hy : v = s
for some s < ¢.

t n
Let k = t —s+1, S, = ¥ X2, 25 = 3,

20(—|Z%]), with ® denotinglt:hse distribution function of the
standard normal.

As in [, let 1(p) = goriogpe — 5 and folp) = 75 =2
Note that [ f;(p)dp = 0 for i = 1 and 2. Let A; > 0 and

A2 > 0. Define the sparsity likelihood score

and pl, =

N
() = o). (Iv.1)
n=1
1
where £(p) = log (1 + M%Nfl(p) + ﬁfﬂp))-

3(1=0)

)

(VI=C—VI=C—-B) if@wsuc

(IIL.3)



When working with p-values small compared to 5o, the

selection of A\; > 0 is advantageous because l‘ygTN f1(p)
dominates ﬁ fa(p) for p small compared to m.
We combine the p-values using the score £(pst), where
pst = (pl;, -+ ,pY) and sparsity likelihood stopping rule can
be expressed as

max

V.2
k=t—s+1eK ( )

Tgr, = inf {t : L(pst) > C’v}-

We follow the window sizes considered in window-limited
GLR stopping rule in [9] for saving computations. Consider

K={1, ki U{|rk] :j > 1} ks > 1,r > 1. (IV.3)

In Theorem[2] below we show that sparsity likelihood stopping
rule achieves minimum detection delay. We select parameters

1
A1 >0 and Ay = ﬂ.
loglogy

Theorem 2: Assume and (IL.2). Consider stopping rule
Tsr,, with window sizes in (IN3). If ARL(Tsy,) = v, then the
stopping rule threshold C,, < log(4v? 4 2v). In addition, if
(IL1),{L2) hold, then the following hold as N — oo :

(a) If 8 < 1;24, then

(V.4)

Dn(Tsr) — 1. (IV.5)
(b) If 15¢ < B < 1—¢, then
Dn(Tst) 2
TNAVSL) 9N . Iv.
©IV= 0(%) for 3> 1— (, then
v)
DN (TSL) —27,—1
e = 20TV (IV.7)

V. SIMULATION

In this section, we compare the SL stopping rule against the
four stopping rules below.

For testing the hypothesis that change-points v = s for some
s < t, the most powerful test at time ¢ is the log likelihood

N
Cop =y L2, where (7, =log(1 — € + ceDSh—RAY /2y
n=1

with k=t —s+1and S7, = 3! X[

[6] considered the situation that € and A are known. Since
the change-point v is unknown, [6] suggest to maximize f;
over s. To sum up, the stopping rule can be expressed as

sz(eo):inf{t: max  lu(eo) > C, (V.1)

k=t—s+1€k }’

~ N
where ls(e0) = > €% (eo),
n=1

o~

7 (e0) = log(1 — o + ege' 25 )*/2) zm = §n /\/k,

and z* denotes the positive part of z. Here thresholding
by the positive part plays the role in limiting the current
considerations only to the data streams that appear to be
affected by the change-point. The set K in (IZ1) refers to
a pre-determined set of window sizes.

[3] introduced the stopping rule:

N
Thre: = inf {t > max (MoSt — kA /2)* > cw}, (V.2)
n=1 -

with a pre-determined Ag. In [§], Mei’s stopping rule was
improved by applying a detectability score transformation on
each CUSUM score. The advantages of ([IZ2]) are the efficient
recursive computation of the stopping rule and the suppression
of the noise from non-signal data streams. However, there is
information loss.

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

Ry =0,R = (R ; + Ao X' — AZ/2)T t>1.  (V.3)

Define

N
Tareleo) =inf {t: 3 gu(R) >}, (V)

n=1

with the detectability score transformation

gM(:c) = log[l + 60(/\M€$/2 — 1)], Am > 0. (V.5)

This is an extension of Mei’s test, for Th.;(1) is equivalent
to Thei. Define

Dni(T)= sup E,(T—-v+1T >v).
k<v<oco

(V.6)

Motivated by the MLR stopping rule by [6], [8] introduces
a modified version of MLR stopping rule based on the limits
of detectability:

max

Ts(eg) = inf {t : .

N
Sozzcl) v
n=1

where g(z) = log[l + eo(Ae*” /4 — 1)],A = 2(v/2 — 1), and
€0 = N~1/2 [(log~)/N]*/? which are optimal choices in [§].

A. Assumption and revised SL stopping rule

The above four stopping rules are designed to test the
change of mean A > 0. To benchmark the SL stopping
rule against the above four stopping rules, we restrict our
assumption A # 0 to A > 0 in (IL2) in Section [Vl More
specifically, we assume

pi = Algsy neny, for some A >0, (V.8)

where v > 1 denote the unknown time when there are mean
shifts in a subset A of the data stream.

For the revised SL stopping rule, we consider the SL score
based on the one-sided p-value. Let £k = ¢t — s+ 1,57, =



n
— Sst

ZX" zy = 5,

hkehhood score

and p7, = ®(—Z7). Define the sparsity

N
l(p) = Z (V.9)
} 1
where {(p) = log( al ](\)ngfl(p)—i_%ngQ(p))’

where f1(p), f2(p), A1, A2 are defined as in Section [[/] The
p-values are combined using the score /(ps:), where pg: =
(pL,,---,pN) and sparsity likelihood stopping rule can be
expressed as

Ti, = inf {t

and the window sizes considered are in ([V.3).

max

V.1
k=t—s+1€k (V.10)

Upst) = C

B. Simulation results

To compare T, with other four stopping rules, we firstly
provide the optimal choices of parameters for T4&;. For
T&,, we select parameters A\; = 1 as the same choice of
A1 in simulation studies in [14]. A\ we choose is Ao

{0.2,0.4,0.6,- - -, e},

The first simulatlon model we consider is the model
[8], with and (IZ8). The parameters selected are N
100, A = 1 and #N ranging from 1 to 100. The thresholds
C, is calibrated to ARL of 5000. The set of window sizes
chosen is K = {1,---,200}.

We conduct 500 Monte Carlo trials for the estimation of
each average run length. We also conduct 500 Monte Carlo
trials to simulate the detection delays when the change-point
occurs at time v = 1, i.e. providing the estimated values of
the worst case detection delays.

log v

As Table [[T] shows, SL stopping rule with Ay = Tog log
has the smallest detection delays compared to all other param-
eter settings over
#N = {5,10,30,50,100}. Compared with \y =
the detection delay with A, 1.0 decreases obviously
for #N 1 and with the slight effects for #N
{5, 10, 30,50, 100}.

We select SL stopping rules with Ay = 1, Ay = lolgofgo 'gy,y
and \;y = 1,\y = 1.0 to compare against the above four
stopping rules. The thresholds for the stopping rules are in
Table [[T1] and the detection delays are in Table [[V]1 The
simulation outcomes for Xie and Siegmund’s stopping rule,
Mei’s stopping rules, the extension of Mei’s stopping rules
and the modified MLR stopping rule are reproduced from [§].

We see that SL stopping rules and the modified MLR
stopping rules have smaller detection delays compared to other
competitors over the full range of N. To compare the modified
MLR stopping rules with SL stopping rules, we construct
two groups. We construct the group that works better for
small #N, consisting of the modified MLR stopping rule with
€0 = N~1/2 and the SL stopping rule with A\; = 1, \, = 1.0.
We also construct the group that works better for moderate
and large #MN, consisting of the modified MLR stopping

in

log vy
loglog v’

[(logy)/N]'/? and the SL stopping rule

rule with ¢

with Ay = 1, lol;igv. Table [IV] shows that for
moderate and large #A/, there is not much differences on
detection delays between SL stopping rules and the modified
MLR stopping rule for each group. For small #N, that is,
#N = 1 and 3, SL stopping rule has the smaller detection

delays compared to that of MLR stopping rule for each group.

TABLE I
THRESHOLDS C-y FOR SL STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO
ARL = 5000.

N =100
Parameters Cy ARL
X =11 =02 6400 5071
A =1, =04 6.430 5069
M =1 =06 6475 4951
M =1X=08 6.560 4943
M =1=10 6.650 5088
M =1, =12 6760 4991
M =1 =14 6.860 5024
M =1Xx=16 6.960 5003
M =1=18 7.060 5018
AM=10e =/l =1.99 | 7160 5036
TABLE II

DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #N (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS
UNDERGO NORMAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES FOR SL STOPPING RULE.

#N
Parameters 1 3 5 10 30 50 100
A1 =1, =0.2 24.5 13.5 104 7.1 3.8 28 1.8
A1 =1,22=04 247 133 101 67 34 24 14
A1 =1,22=0.6 24.8 132 99 64 3.1 2.2 1.2
A1 =1, =0.8 25.3 133 9.7 62 29 20 1.1
A1 =1, =10 259 133 9.7 60 27 18 10
A1 =1, =1.2 26.4 13.3 9.6 59 26 1.7 1.0
AM=1 =14 26.8 134 9.6 58 25 1.7 10
A =1, =16 274 13,5 9.6 57 24 16 10
A1 =1, =1.8 28.0 13.6 9.6 57 23 1.5 1.0
A1l =1, = lololg'y =199 | 28,6 13.7 9.6 56 22 15 10
glog v
TABLE III

THRESHOLDS C~ FOR STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO ARL = 5000.
THE UPPER BOUNDS OF THE THRESHOLDS, AS GIVEN IN THE STATEMENTS
OF THEOREMS IN [8] AND IN THIS STUDY, ARE IN BRACKETS.

N =100
Test [N ARL
Mei 88.500 (106.8) 4997
Mei(N—1/2) 3.480 (9.81) 4994
Mei(3N—1/2) 5.020 (9.61) 4976
S(N—1/2) 4250 (18.42) 5066
S(3N—1/2) 6.300 (18.42) 5195
SL(A\1 =1, = 1.0) 6.650 (18.42) 5088
SL(A1 =1,h = lolg"lgogw =1.99) | 7.160 (18.42) 5036




DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #/A (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS

TABLE IV

UNDERGO NORMAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES.

#N
Test 1 3 5 10 30 50 100
XS(1) 523 187 122 67 3.0 23 20
X5(0.1) 316 142 104 67 35 28 20
Met 532 230 157 96 49 38 3.0
Mei(0.1) 264 146 108 7.7 45 34 23
Mei(0.3) 343 159 118 76 41 31 20
S(0.1) 268 134 9.6 64 28 20 1.1
5(0.3) 326 140 95 56 23 15 10
SL(A1 =1,X2 =1.0) 259 133 9.7 60 27 18 10
SL(A\ =1,h = logy 1.99) | 286 137 96 56 22 15 10

log log v




VI. EXTENSIONS TO NON-NORMAL MODEL

Here we extend our current models to other non-normal
models and apply the SL stopping rule.

The calculations of SL scores rely on the calculations of
p-values. The p-values could be generated under the models
other than normal models. In this section, we aim to extend
normal models to other non-normal models with the applica-
tion of SL stopping rule.

We consider N data streams. Suppose that X/ is tth
observation of the nth data stream. We assume that X[ are
independent random variables from a certain distribution. Let

Ala

E(X[") = uy, where
{ AOa

where A is assumed known, A; # Ay and v is the unknown
time when the mean shifts in a subset A/ of the data stream
occur.

We consider the test of Hy : v = oo versus H; : v = s
for some s <t. Let k=t — s+ 1, and p7, can be calculated
from the observations {(X[)}s<i<¢. If X;* follow discrete
distribution, there are continuity adjustments for p7, so that it
is distributed as Uniform(0,1) under the null hypothesis. f1(p)
and fo(p) are defined in Section [[V] Let A\; > 0 and Ay > 0.
Define the sparsity likelihood score

t>v,neN,
otherwises,

M

N
(p) = D Up"), (VLD)
n=1
- /\1 lOg N )\2
where ((p) = log (14 == 1(p) + s ().
And we consider the SL stopping rule
Tsr, = inf {t : k:tr_ng(lelcl(pst) > Cv}, (VIL.2)

where K is the set of window sizes considered in ([123).

In the next two subsections, we consider the application of
SL stopping rules on two non-normal models, Poisson model
and binomial model.

A. Poisson model and an example
Let X' denote tth observation of the mth sequence. We

assume that X' are independent Poisson random variables.
Let puf denote mean of X;*. Hence,

X{* ~ Poisson(uy), (VL3)
no A1 #0015, t>v,neN,
He = Ao = 0.015, otherwises.
To test Hy : v = oo versus H; : v = s for some s <

t
t.Let k =t—s+1, S% = > X" ~ Poisson(ku}). P-

values are calculated based on Z];;Slt = 2min(p?,1 — %),
where ¢?, ~ Uniform(P(X < S%),P(X < S7)), and X ~
Poisson(kAy).

lo
We select Ag = 0.015,A1 = 0.3, A\ =1, A3 = ‘/loglgo’gyv'
t
Let k =t—s+1and S, = > X ~ Poisson(kA;) if

1=S

are computed and SL stopping

n € N and v = 1. p-values
rule is applied.

B. Binomial model and an example

Let X' denote t{th observation of the mth sequence. We
assume that X/ are independent binomial random variables.
Let pi* denote success probability of X;*. Hence,

Xy~ Binomial(ng, py), (VL4)
noo_ p1 #0.001, t>v,neN,
be = po = 0.001, otherwises.

t
Let k =t—s+1,58% = > X" ~ Binomial(kng, p}).

P-values are calculated based 8n5p?t = 2min(¢%,1 — %),
where ¢7, ~ Uniform(P(S < S%,), P(S < S%,)), and S ~
Binomial(kng, po).-

We select ng = 5,pp = 0.001,p1 = 0.05,\1 = 1,y =

t
l.
\/ Toglons- Let kB =t — s+ 1 and 55 = Z:XZ" ~

Binomial(kng, p1) if n € N and v = 1. p-values are ci)mputed
and SL stopping rule is applied.

For the two non-normal models and examples in
and we all consider simulation settings N = 100,
#N ranging from 1 to 100,v = 1,ARL 5000 and
K = {1,---,200}. The detection thresholds are in Table [I/]
the detection delays in Table [/

As the results in Table [ Tlshow, SL stopping rule is capable
to detect online change-points on multiple data streams for
non-normal models.

TABLE V
THRESHOLDS C~ FOR STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO ARL = 5000.
N =100
Test C, ARL
SL(PoiA = 1A =/ (i2) | 9.1 4865
SL(BinA1 = 1, = /p28d=) | 9.1 5072
TABLE VI

DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #/A (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS
UNDERGO POISSON AND BINOMIAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES.

#N
Test 1 3 5 10 30 50 100
SL(Poi,A\1 =1,22=1.99) [ 276 127 88 53 23 15 1.0
SL(BinA\1 =1,A2=199) | 236 11.1 76 45 19 13 1.0
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APPENDIX

We summarize below the definitions of the probability
measures used in the proofs of Theorems [Il 2] in this and
the next section:
1.P;(Es): This is the probability measure (expectation) under
which an arbitrarily chosen sequence has probability (1 — ¢)
that all observations are (i.i.d.) N(0,1), and probability e
that observations are N(0,1) before time s, N(A, 1) at and
after time s. In particular, if
(@) s = oo, then with probability 1 all observations are
N(0,1).

(b) s =1, then an arbitrarily chosen sequence has probability
(1 — €) that all observations are N(0,1), and probability €
that all observations are N (A, 1).

2. P(E): This is the probability measure (expectation) under
which Y, Y1,Ys, - -+, are i.i.d.N(0, 1) random variables.

PROOF OF THEOREM [I[a).
Please refer to Section 6 in [8].

PROOF OF THEOREM [II(b).

Let E, » denote expectation with respect to X[ ~
N(p3, 1), with pf satistying (IL2). For a given stopping rule
T, define

(V) - - >
Dy ’(T) 1;1/1500 [N:I#ﬁ/iVEU,N(T v+ 1T > V):|
(A.1)
Let
k=[(1-e2A2VIN¢, (A.2)

with some ¢ > 0 and V = o(%). By Lemma 1 in [§], we
can find s > 1 such that
Po(T>s+kT>s)>1-k/y. (A3)

Lett = s+k—1, and consider the test, conditioned on 7" > s,
of

Hy
vs H, v

X!~ N(0,1)for1<n<N,1<uc<t,
XSNN(Al{qu,nEN}al)v
for1 <n < N, 1< u <t, with N a random subset of

{1,--- N} of size V.

By (4.3), the test rejecting Hy when T < s + k has Type
I error probability not exceeding k/~.

Let A; = {N : #N = j}. At time ¢, the (conditional)
likelihood ratio between H v and Hj is Ly, where

- M Z8 AVE—kA® /2
L; ( ) Z ( H e )

J NEA,; nenN

Let P, v (Es,y) denote probability (expectation) with respect
to Hyy. Let e = 2N~ and

(1 — 1 + eqeZanAVE—RAR/2) (7 1)

1 -arid (V).

=

Ler) =

3
Il
=

-

<
Il
o

Since Z7 ~ N(AVE,1) if n € N and Z7, ~ N(0,1) if
n ¢ N, it follows that

EeZuAvVE—kA?/2 _ P if n e N,
1 if n¢ N.

Therefore, by (A4),

EovL(er) = (1— € + 1"V, (A.5)

By the monotonicity F,yvL; < --- < E,yvLy, and by
PW > V) — 1 for W ~ Binomial(N, ¢;), it follows from

(A4) that

EsvL(er)>PW >V)E,vLy =[140(1)]EsvLy.
(A.6)
For f > 1—(k = [(1—-€2A72V "IN, with some
€ > 0. We show that

(1 —q +€1ekA2>V < (2616kA2>V < ekAQV' (A7)
We can choose € > 0 such that
P2V = o(exp(2N¢/3)). (A.8)
By (A7) and (A.8),
(1—e1 + ") = o(exp(2N¢/3)).  (A.9)
By (A3), (A.4), (A9) and Markov’s inequality,
Poyv(Ly >J) —0,J = exp(2N¢/3). (A.10)

Let ¢, be such that P v (J > Ly > ¢) = exp(—N¢/4). It
follows from (AI0) that

P,v(Ly > ¢y)(= Ps,v(Lv > cy|T > 5)) = 0, (A.ll)
and that for N large,

PulLy = ¢)(= PaclLy > ¢,|T 2 5) >

By (A3), (AT12) and the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the test
rejecting Hy when Ly > ¢, is at least as powerful as the one
based on T, that is,

P,y(T > s+ k|T >5) > P, y(Ly < cy).
It follows from (A.11]) and (A.13)) that
(@) >

(A.13)

Esv(T —s+ 1T > s)
kPsv(T > s+ k|T > s)
E[1 4 o(1)],

Y

and the proof of Theorem [I(b) is complete.

Lemma 1: Consider stopping rule Tsz, with window sizes
in (IZ3). If the stopping rule threshold C., = log(4v%+27) ~
2log(y), then EoTsy, > 7.

PROOF. By Markov inequality. it suffices to show that

1
Po(Tsp < 29) < 5. (A.14)

Poo(J > Ly > ¢))(A.12)
= Eov(Ly'lsiyze))
> Jlexp(—=N¢/4) > k/v.



t
Letk =t—s+1,8% = S, Xn 70 = S and pn, =

st W7
20(—|Z1)). N
Since ¢(pst) = > £(p%,) is a log likelihood ratio against
1

idd. o .
p?, "~ Uniform(0, 1), it follows from a change of measure
argument that

Poc(b(pst) 2 Cy) S e = (47" +29)1 (A5)
By Bonferroni’s inequality,
Poo(Tst < 27) (A.16)
S Z Poo(é(pst) Z C’y)
(s.t):1<s<t<2y
< (L27 + 1J> 1
- 2 29(1+2v)
1
< By
-2
and ([AI4) follows.
ii.d.

Lemma 2: ([14) Let q = (q¢',...,¢"), with ¢" "X
Uniform(0,1). For fixed A\;y > 0 and § > 0,

sup  P(l(q) < —CX\2) = 0as C — oo and N — oo.

§<X2<VN

Assume ([IL1),([IIL2) and let the threshold C.,[<
log(4v% + 2v) by Lemma [] be such that E,,Ts;, = 7. Let
N

n= ‘;renjn Pi(Y Lply) > Cy|#N = V), where
JN n=1

:

In [8], we know that by applying large deviation theory,

{V:V=o(Z5)) if B>1-¢,

{V:V > LlNe}, ifB<1-C. (A7)

1 1
P (#N < §Ne) < exp(—gNe). (A.18)
We show in various cases below that  — 1. When
1, if B8 < 15¢,
k=< [2(1+eA2p5(8,0)logN|, if 555 <B<1-¢,
2(1+€)A2VINS, if 3>1-¢,

for some € > 0. For j > 1 and V € Jn, P (Tsr > jk +
1|#N = V) < (1 —n)’. Hence, if < 1 — (, then Ne ~
N'=8 >> N¢ and it follows from (A.I8) that

oo

Dn(Tsp) < kY (1—n) +yPu(#N ¢ Jn) ~ k. (A.19)
j=0

Similarly, if V = o(;2%) for 3> 1 — (. then

lo

DY) (Ts1) < [1+ o(1)]k. (A.20)

For notational simplicity, we shall let C' denote a generic
positive constant. Let q = (q¢',---,¢"), with ¢" b
Uniform(0, 1). Let v be the change-point. For fixed A\; > 0

and § > 0, by Lemma 2]

sup  P(l(q) < —CA\2) = 0as C — oo and N — 0.
§<X2<VN

(A21)

P1( Z Lq"™) > —Clogw) — 1 for any C > 0. (A.22)
n:ngN
We show 17 — 1 in various cases below:

Case 1: kzlforﬁ<1;2C.Whenn€/\/7

|ErZ"| = |A], (A.23)
with Z" = Z7.
Let T = {n : n € N,Z" > |A|}. Let
#TI' ~Binomial(N, ry), where
1
v = NT70(—|A| +]A]) = SN 7. (A24)
If Q" =1 and |Z"™| > 2 for zg < |E1 2™,
< 1 2
pto= 2 / e Y/ 2dy (A.25)
1z V27

e 1 2 2

= 2 e < oy,
‘Z"‘—Zo 27T

with p" = p?,. By (A23), forn € T,

A2

Pt < 2T, (A.26)

_a2 N¢
Let 2¢7 2 =a and by (A25), A2 ~ \/Fiopm
x) ~xas x — 0,

and log(1 +

Ao(#D)  VNC(#T)
vaNlogN  /NallogN’
(A.27)

D le@™) = eq")] = [1+o(1)]

nel’

We also know that

C,, = log(4y? + 27) ~ 2log(y) ~ 2N°. (A.28)
Since £(p™) > £(q™) for all n, n — 1 follows from (A22),
(A24), (A27) and (A28).

Case 2: k = |2(1+€)A2pz(B,()log N | for %g <B<
w. When n € N,

|E 2" = |AVE>\/2vlogN, (A.29)
v = (1+€)%pZ(57<)5

with Z" = Z7..
LetI'={n:neN,|Z" >2/(28—-1+()logN}. Let

§ be such that (0 <)26 = 8 — 155 — (24/8 — 155 — )2
Let #I" ~ Binomial(N, 7y ), where
ry (A.30)

Y

N_be( —2/(28-1+¢)log N + \/2V10gN)
> NA-QVB-5E-vP)P -5 _ N3-28-5+9

Let p" and ¢" be defined in this section before. By (A.23),
fornel,

pt < 2NH272C and pt = o(g").

By m, AQ ~ Cl]gng

(A31)

and log(1 + ) ~z as ¢ — 0,

> ™) —L(g™) = [1+o(1)] i Y N26-30-0) (4T

= V2Nlog N V2Clog N
(A.32)



Since £(p™) > £(q™) for all n, n — 1 follows from (A.22),
(A28), (A30) and (A32).

Case 3: k = |2(1+€)A2pz(B,¢)log N| for 3(14;<) <
B <1—( WhenneN,

|E1Z"| = |AVE>+\/2vlogN, (A33)
v = (1+6)%pZ(ﬂ7<)a

with 2" = Z7.
Let I' = {n :n € N,|Z" > /2(1 —()log N}. Let §

be such that (0 <)26 = 1—( -3 — (VT—=C — V)2 Let

#I' ~Binomial(N, ry), where

rN (A.34)

N—%( /20— log N + \/21/10gN)

> N*ﬁ*(\/ﬁ*ﬁ)zf‘s - NSHI-1

Y

Let p™ and ¢" be defined in this section before. By (A.23),
fornel,

p" <2N¢~!and p" = o(q").

By ,)\2"\41/% and log(1+ ) ~z as ¢ — 0,

(A.35)

ny __ n 0 )\2(#P) -~ #F
7;[5(19 ) —LgM)] =1+ (1)]\/W N
(A.36)

Since £(p™) > £(q™) for all n, n — 1 follows from (A22),
(A28), (A34) and (A36).

Case 4: k = [2(14+¢)A2V"IN¢| for 8 > 1 — ¢ and

VZO(IOJ?N). When n € N,

|EL 2" = |AVE > \/2(1 +€)2V-INC, (A37)

with Zn = 77,

Let ' ={n:neN,|Z" > \/2(1 +€)3V-1N¢}. Since
#N =V, by (A37) and the law of large number,
PU#T > (14€¢)" V) = 1. (A.38)

Let p" and ¢" be defined in this section before. By (A.37),
fornel,

p" < 2exp(—(1+€)2VIN). (A.39)
Since V1 N¥¢ is large compared to log N, by (A.39),
((p™) > (1+€¢)sV NS forn eT. (A.40)
Moreover £(p) > —1 for N large and therefore,
Do) = HD(A+IVIINC V. (A4D)

nneN

Hence, n — 1 follows from (A22), (A28), (A38), (A1),

and V-IN¢ = .

10
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