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Abstract

This paper considers the problem of sequentially detecting a change in the joint distribution of multiple data sources under a
sampling constraint. Specifically, the channels or sources generate observations that are independent over time, but not necessarily
independent at any given time instant. The sources follow an initial joint distribution, and at an unknown time instant, the joint
distribution of an unknown subset of sources changes. Importantly, there is a hard constraint that only a fixed number of sources
are allowed to be sampled at each time instant. The goal is to sequentially observe the sources according to the constraint, and
stop sampling as quickly as possible after the change while controlling the false alarm rate below a user-specified level. The
sources can be selected dynamically based on the already collected data, and thus, a policy for this problem consists of a joint
sampling and change-detection rule. A non-randomized policy is studied, and an upper bound is established on its worst-case
conditional expected detection delay with respect to both the change point and the observations from the affected sources before
the change. It is shown that, in certain cases, this rule achieves first-order asymptotic optimality as the false alarm rate tends to
zero, simultaneously under every possible post-change distribution and among all schemes that satisfy the same sampling and
false alarm constraints. These general results are subsequently applied to the problems of (i) detecting a change in the marginal
distributions of (not necessarily independent) information sources, and (ii) detecting a change in the covariance structure of
Gaussian information sources.

Index Terms

Sequential change-point detection, Sampling constraint, Asymptotic optimality, CUSUM, Quickest online change-point detec-

tion, Multi-channel detection, Dependent data streams, Correlation change.

I. INTRODUCTION

In statistical decision-making, growth in the data’s complexity, dimension, and scale increases the data acquisition and
computational costs, if not rendering them prohibitive altogether. Enforcing proper data-acquisition (sampling) constraints is a
natural measure to contain such costs. For example, when the data of interest become available at multiple locations or sources,
it may be practical and economically efficient to take observations from only a small fraction of these locations. There are many
areas in science and engineering where these types of scenarios arise, e.g., multi-sensor networks, surveillance systems, cyber
security, and power grids. Such sampling constraints have been considered in the sequential anomaly detection/identification
problem [2]-[6]], where the processes of interest are assumed to be statistically independent, and the goal is to identify the
anomalous ones. Similar constraints are imposed in [7] and [8]], where only one source is sampled at each time instant, and
observations from different sources are assumed to exhibit temporal dependence. Furthermore, such sampling constraints can
be embedded into the general framework of “sequential design of experiments” (see, e.g., [9] and [10]).

A related problem to sequential testing is that of sequential change detection, where the goal is to detect as quickly as
possible a change in the distribution of the underlying process [11]], [[12]. The problem of sequential change detection with
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controlled sensing, that is, in the presence of a set of actions that can influence the distribution of the observations, has been
considered in [13|] and [14]]. The concrete setup where there are multiple independent sources of observations, the change
affects the distributions of an unknown subset of them, and it is possible to sample only a fixed number of sources at each
time instant has been considered in [[15]—[20]. In the first four references, the sampled processes are statistically independent,
whereas in the latter, the change can affect the dependence structure of a subset of these processes. Some other relevant works
in the sequential literature involving inference regarding the observed processes’ dependence structure are [21[]-[24].

In this paper, we assume that there are K sources generating data that are independent over time but not necessarily across
sources. That is, the samples from two different sources, generated at the same time, are not necessarily independent. We
assume that the samples initially follow a completely specified joint distribution until an unknown time instant at which the
joint distribution of an unknown subset of sources changes. The post-change regime is not necessarily completely specified, but
a finite set of post-change alternatives is postulated. The objective is to sequentially detect this change as quickly as possible
while controlling the false alarm rate, under the constraint that only m sources can be sampled at each time instant, where m
is a user-specified integer smaller than K.

This problem can be embedded into the general framework of sequential change detection problems with controlled sensing,
where the action at each time instant is the selection of the sampled sources. In this context, an asymptotically optimal
procedure can be obtained by employing a sufficiently frequent random exploration of the action space and using a sufficiently
large memory of past observations [14]]. Our focus in the present paper is on a computationally simple procedure that does
not employ any randomization and does not require memory of any past observations. According to it, a family of size-m
subsets of sources is specified, and its members, to which we refer as units, are sampled in a round-robin manner. For each
unit, a cumulative sum (CUSUM)-like statistic, which enjoys a recursive structure, is computed, and if its value exceeds a
pre-specified threshold, then an alarm indicating that the change has occurred is raised; if its value becomes smaller or equal
to 0, the next unit is sampled; otherwise, the same unit continues being sampled.

The motivating question for this paper is the following: under what conditions, if any, is this computationally simple procedure
also statistically efficient? To answer this and quantify this test’s detection performance, we adopt a version of Lorden’s criterion
[25]], in which the worst-case conditional expected detection delay is considered with respect to the change-point and the data
until the change only from the affected sources. Then, under certain conditions on the pre-and post-change distributions, we
establish a non-asymptotic upper bound for the above policy with respect to this delay metric. Subsequently, we show that,
in certain cases, this policy is first-order asymptotically optimal, as the false alarm rate goes to 0, within the class of all
procedures that satisfy the user-specified sampling and false alarm constraints. In particular, this occurs if (i) the post-change
distribution is completely specified for every unit, (ii) either a single unit is affected by the change or the signal-to-noise ratio
is the same for all affected units, and (iii) the family of units includes the size-m subset of sources that is the affected the
most by the change.

We specialize this general asymptotic theory to two concrete setups. The first one is the problem of detecting a change in
the marginal distributions of multiple, not necessarily independent data sources. In fact, the policy that we study in this work
is inspired by, and also generalizes, the ones considered in [5], and more recently in [15], [17]. Specifically, it reduces to the
policy presented in [15] when, in particular, (i) it is possible to sample only one of them at each time instant (m = 1), and
(ii) there is a completely specified post-change distribution for each source. In [15]], this scheme was shown to be second-order
asymptotically optimal, i.e., to achieve up to a constant term the optimal worst-case delay that would be achievable were all
sources sampled at all times, when only one source is affected by the change. On the contrary, we do not compare the policy’s
performance with that of the optimal policy in the full-sampling case, which is not attainable in general. Instead, we compare
it with the optimal one in the family of policies that satisfy the same sampling constraints. Thus, we show that the rule in
[15] is first-order asymptotically optimal not only when a single source is affected by the change but also when any possible

number of data sources experience the change as long as the signal-to-noise ratio is the same in all of them.



The formulation in the paper is not limited to the case that the change affects the marginal distributions of the sources. In
fact, one of the motivating problems for this work is the detection of a change in the dependence structure. Thus, the second
concrete setup to which we apply the general theory is that of detecting a change in the correlation structure of multiple
Gaussian information sources. The theoretical results in this setup are also illustrated in certain simulation studies, which
provide further insights.

The remainder of our paper is organized as follows. In Section [[I, we formulate the problem. In Section we establish a
general universal asymptotic lower bound on the worst-case conditional expected detection delay. In Section we introduce
and analyze the policy that we study in the present work. Next, we apply the previous results to the problems of (i) detecting a
change in the marginal distributions of multiple, not necessarily independent, sources in Section [V] and (ii) detecting a change
in the correlation structure of Gaussian information sources in Section In Section [VIIl we present the results of three
simulation studies, and in Section we provide concluding discussions. The proofs and the technical details are relegated
to the appendices.

We collect some notations that are used throughout the paper. We denote the set of natural numbers by N, i.e., N:={1,2,...},
and for any n € N we set [n] := {1,...,n}. We denote the set of real numbers by R and for any a,b € R, we set
a Vb = max{a,b} and a A b = min{a,b}. The cardinality of a finite set A is represented by |A|. For a square matrix M,
we denote its determinant by det(M). For any p € N, we denote by N,(y, ) the p-variate Gaussian distribution with mean
vector p and covariance matrix X, and omit the subscript when p = 1. We denote by 1 the indicator function, and for any
k € N, 1j denotes the k-dimensional vector of all ones. Finally, for any sequences of positive numbers (z,) and (y,), we

write z,, ~ y, for lim, (z,/y,) =1 and z,, <y, for limsup, (z,/y,) < 1.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Multi-channel change-point model

We consider K data sources or channels that generate sequences of random elements sequentially and independently over
time. For each n € N, we denote the random element whose value is generated by source k € [K] at time n by X, and we set
X, = (X}, ..., XE). We refer to the distribution of X,, as the global distribution at time n, and we assume that it changes
at an unknown, deterministic time v € {0,1,...,}. We denote the pre-change global distribution by F and the post-change

global distribution by G. Thus, we have

F, forn<v
X ~ . (1)
G, forn>v

We assume that while the pre-change distribution, F, is completely specified, this is not the case for the post-change distribution.
To emphasize this, we define G as the family that encompasses all plausible post-change global distributions. We emphasize
that the change does not necessarily affect all sources, and the subset of sources whose joint distribution changes is unknown.
To formalize this, for any £ C [K| we denote the set of samples from the sources in E at time n € N by X7, ie.,
XE .= {XFk : k € E}. Furthermore, we denote the distributions of X under F and G € G by F¥ and G, respectively. We
refer to the former as the local distribution of E before the change and to the latter as the local distribution of F after the
change under G. Therefore, when the global post-change distribution is G € G, a subset of sources F C [K| experiences the

change if and only if its local distributions under F and G are different, that is,

if GF=FF then XFP~FF foreveryneN, ()

FE forn<v
if GF #£FF, then XP~ - (3)
GE forn>v



Finally, for any E C [K] we denote the family of all plausible post-change local distributions of E by GF, i.e.,

GF = {GF:Geg, GE £FE} . €

B. Sequential change detection with dynamic sampling control

The problem we consider in this work is the detection of the change as quickly as possible under the hard constraint that
only m of the K sources can be sampled at any time instant. That is, at each time n € N until stopping, only m coordinates
of X,, are observed. These coordinates, nevertheless, are selected dynamically, based on the already collected observations.
Thus, at each time instant we have two intertwined tasks: (i) to decide whether to terminate the sampling process declaring
that the change has occurred (detection task) or to continue sampling, and (ii) when the decision is to continue sampling, to
also select the sources to be sampled next (sampling task).

To formalize these two tasks, we denote the family of subsets of [K] with cardinality m by KC,,, i.e.,
Km ={ACI[K]: |A|=m}. (5)

Subsequently, we define a sampling rule as a sequence S := {S,, : n € N}, where each S, is a K,,-valued random variable
that represents the set of the m sources that we select to sample at time n € N, and is a function of the collected data up to
time n— 1, i.e., {X* : t € [n—1]}. We emphasize that a sampling rule S induces the filtration of the collected observations,

which can be defined recursively as follows:
Fi =0 (Fy 1, X3"), neN, (6)

where F5 is a o-algebra independent of {X,, : n € N}. The problem, subsequently, is to specify a sampling rule, S, and
an {F }-measurable stopping time, T, at which it is declared that a change has occurred. That is, 7 must be a positive,
integer-valued random variable such that {7 =n}€ F= for every n € N. We refer to such a pair (S, T) as a joint sequential

sampling rule and change-detection policy, and we denote by A the family of all such policies.

C. Change detection criteria

We next introduce the metrics that we adopt in order to quantify the false alarm rate and the speed of detection of a policy.

To this end, we denote the underlying probability measure when there is no change by P, i.e.,
Po=FxFx..., @)

and denote the underlying probability measure when the change happens at time v and the global post-change distribution is
G by ]P’lG,, i.e.,

PS=Fx...xFxGxGx.... (8)

v
Accordingly, we denote by ES and E,, the expectations under P$ and P, respectively. To control the false alarm rate,
we focus on policies whose expected time until raising an alarm when there is no change is at least y, where v > 1 is a

user-specified level. Thus, such policies belong to
A(y):={(S,T) e A: E[T] >~} . )

To describe the delay in detecting the change, we adopt a modified version of Lorden’s criterion [25], as in [15]. Specifically,
for each G € G we denote by A(G) the family of subsets of [K] of size m whose local distributions are affected when the
post-change global distribution is G, as described in , ie.,

AG):={E ek, : GF#FF}. (10)



Without loss of generality, we assume that this set is non-empty, i.e., | A(G)| > 1 for every G € G. Accordingly, for a policy
(S,T) we denote by D®(S,T) the worst-case (with respect to the change-point) conditional expected detection delay given the
worst possible history of observations up to the change-point from the sources whose distributions are affected by the change

when the post-change global distribution is G. Specifically,

DS(S,T) :=sup esssup ES [T —v|FJ(G),T >v], (11)

v>0
where F5(G) is the o-algebra generated by the sources in .A(G), defined in (T0), up to time v when the sources are sampled

according to the sampling rule S, i.e.,

F5G) =0 (St,XtSt tely], Sie A(G)) . (12)

D. Distributional assumptions

Throughout the paper, we assume that for every G € G and E € A(G) the local distributions G¥ and F¥ are mutually

absolutely continuous, and we denote the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between GE and FE by IOE(G), ie.,

E
IF(G) = /log (;llch> dGF . (13)

We refer to ZF (G) as the information number corresponding to E under G, as it measures how much the local distribution of

E gets affected when the global distribution changes from F to G.

IIT. UNIVERSAL ASYMPTOTIC LOWER BOUND

In this section, we fix an arbitrary G € G and state an asymptotic, as vy — oo, lower bound on

inf  D®(S,T), (14)

(8, T)eA ()
which is the optimal, among all policies in A(+y), worst-case conditional expected detection delay when the global post-change
distribution is G. This lower bound is inversely proportional to the information number that corresponds to the subset in .A(G),
defined in (I0), whose local distribution is altered the most under the change. The proof combines ideas and techniques from

[9] and [26]. As in the former, we need to make the following second-moment assumption:

dGE\”
/<log dFE) dGFf <~ VEE€ A(G) . (15)

Theorem 3.1 (Universal asymptotic lower bound): 1If holds, then as v — oo we have

) log v
inf DS, T) > 1+ o0(1)) . 16)
(S, TYeA(y) ( ) maXge A(G) IOE(G) ( ( )) (

Proof: See Appendix

IV. ROUND ROBIN ACTIVE SEQUENTIAL DETECTION POLICY

In this section, we introduce the policy (S’ , T), and refer it as Round Robin CUSUM due to the nature of its sampling rule.
Under certain assumptions it achieves the asymptotic lower bound of the previous section up to a multiplicative constant and,
in certain cases, with equality. For this purpose, we first fix an arbitrary, non-empty subset of K,,, which we denote by U/. We
refer to the members of I as units. For each unit E € U, we assume that GZ defined in @]) i.e., the family of all plausible

post-change local distributions of E, is non-empty and finite. We denote the mixture over all its members by HF | i.e.,

1
HE = g 3P a7



and for every n € N we denote the log-likelihood ratio of H” versus F¥ based on X by ¢F | ie.,

E
w i=log e (X7) (18)
A. Description of the policy
First, we fix an arbitrary permutation of the units, Fjy, ..., E‘u‘, and a constant A > 0. The first unit in the above permutation

is sampled first, i.e., S, = E,. Then, for each time n € N up to stopping, the following CUSUM-like statistic is computed,

Y, = max{Y,_1,0} + &5 | where Yy =0. (19)
Based on the value of Y,, we distinguish the following cases:
1) If Y,, € (0, A), then the same unit continues being sampled at the next time instant, i.e., Sn+1 = gn
2) If Y,, <0, then the next unit in the chosen permutation is sampled at the next time instant, i.e.,
N Eqy1 if S, =Ey and d < |U|
S7L+1 = - . (20)
Ey it S, = E,
3) If Y,, > A, then an alarm is raised and sampling is terminated.
Thus, the stopping time of this procedure is
T:=inf{neN:Y,>A}. 1)
Algorithm 1 Round Robin CUSUM Policy (S, T)
1: Fix an arbitrary permutation (El, cey E\Ml)
2: Set A>0
3: Set Y <+ O
4 Set £+ 0
5: Set d+1
6: Set n+0
7: while Y < A do
8: n+<n+1
9: S« Eq
10: ¢ « log M (X 5)
11: Y < max{Y,0} + ¢
12: if ¥ <0 then
13: d+ (d+1) mod |U|
14: end if
15: return T =n
B. Performance Analysis
We start analyzing the performance of (S’ , T) by first establishing its false alarm control.
Theorem 4.1 (False alarm control): For every v > 1 we have (S, T) € A(v) when A = log~.
Proof: See Appendix [D}
|

Next, we establish an asymptotic, as A — oo, upper bound on the worst-case conditional expected detection delay of (S , T)

under an arbitrary post-change global distribution G € G. For this, at least one unit must be affected by the change, i.e.,

AG) NUAD .

(22)



Furthermore, for every unit F, the statistic 5,’;3 , defined in (T8), needs to have negative and finite drift when n < v, i.e., before

the change. That is,

dFF¥
JE .= E¢F) = /log (dHE> dFE € (0,00) , forevery Ee€lU . (23)
Finally, for every affected unit E, ¢£ needs to have positive and finite drift when n > v, i.e., after the change. That is,
dHP
JE(G) == ES[¢F] = /log (dFE> dG¥ € (0,00) , for every E € A(G)NU . (24)

The following proposition and its corollary provide sufficient conditions for the validity of (23)-(24).
Proposition 1: Assumptions (23)-(24) hold if the following conditions are satisfied:
(i) for every F € U, HE #* FE and j£ < 00; and
(ii) for every E € A(G) NU, the expectation of (£ is finite and the same under any P € GE.
Proof: When condition (i) is satisfied, assumption (23) holds directly by the definition of 72 in (23), and the positivity
of Kullback-Leibler divergence when the two distributions are different. Next, for every E € A(G) NU we have

I (G) = /log (‘j;;j) dGF (25)
_ @%:E/bg (‘;’;5) dP (26)
- [1os (G5 ) 4 Igl’fpezg:,gp @)
= [0 <ZEE> dHE > 0. 28)

The second equality holds because G € G, and by condition (ii), it follows that all terms of the sum are equal. The third
one holds by the additivity of the integral, and the last one holds due to the definition of H” in (T7). The inequality, i.e.,
the positivity of J(G), holds by the positivity of Kullback-Leibler divergence when the two distributions are different and
condition (i), which states that HZ #* FE. Finally, the finiteness of jOE(G) follows from the finiteness of the expectations in

condition (ii).

Corollary 4.1: Assumptions (23)-(24) hold if the following conditions are satisfied:
(i) for every E € U, GF is a singleton, and JZ < oo,
(ii) for every E € A(G)NU, ZF(G) < oo.
Proof: When condition (i) is satisfied, by the definitions of G¥ in (@) and H” in (T7) we have H” # F¥ for every E € U.
This implies that condition (i) in Proposition [1| holds. Furthermore, for every E € A(G) NU, since GF is a singleton, we
clearly have G¥ = {G%}. This, according to (T7), implies that H¥ = G, and hence, under condition (ii),

dHP dGF
JE(G) = /log <dFE> dGF = /log (dFE> dGF = TF(G) < 00 . (29)

Therefore, condition (ii) in Proposition [I] holds. The proof is complete.

|
We next state the asymptotic upper bound on the worst-case conditional expected detection delay of (5’ , T) as A — oo.
Theorem 4.2 (Asymptotic upper bound on detection delay): If 22)-(24) hold, then, as A — oo, we have
- . A
DS(S,T) < +0(A) . (30)

- Eerjl(aG))(mu JE(G)



Proof: See Appendix [E]
In what follows, for simplicity, we set A = log~. Theorem states that this choice ensures (5 , T) e A(y).

C. Asymptotic optimality

As before, we fix an arbitrary post-change global distribution G € G. We define the asymptotic relative efficiency of (S‘ , T)

as
- = DS(S,T)
ARES(S,T) := i i 31
(5.1) = s 4 he (8 1) (8,1) € AR)] D
and we say that (S,T) is asymptotically optimal under G if, as y — oo, we have
DS(S,T) ~ inf{D®(S,T): (S,T) € A(7)} . (32)

Based on Theorem 2] and the universal asymptotic lower bound in Theorem [3.I] we next obtain an upper bound on the

asymptotic relative efficiency of (5 , T), and establish sufficient conditions for its asymptotic optimality.

Theorem 4.3: Suppose (13) holds.

() If @2)-@3) hold, then
max{Z¥(G) : E € A(G)}

ARE®(S,T) < . 33
(5,7) < min{JF(G) : E € A(G)NU} (33)
(ii) If, also, G¥ is a singleton for every E € A(G) N, and
I8 (G) = in  ZF(G 34
o To (G) peiin  To (G), (34)

then (S, T) is asymptotically optimal under G.

Proof: (i) This follows directly from the asymptotic upper bound (30) in Theorem [4.2] and the asymptotic lower bound (T6)
in Theorem (ii) If GF is a singleton for every E € A(G) NU, then JF(G) = ZF(G) for every E € A(G) NU (recall
(29)), and the upper bound in (33) is equal to 1 if and only if (34) holds.

|

Remark 4.1: Given that there is at least one unit that is affected by the change, i.e., (]T_Z[) holds, condition @) clearly holds

when Z°(G) is the same (and finite) for every E € A(G). This is, trivially, the case when the local distribution changes in
only one element of KC,,, i.e., |[A(G)| = 1.

Corollary 4.2: Suppose there is at least one unit affected by the change, i.e., (22) holds, and for every unit there are unique

pre-change and post-change local distributions F* and G* respectively, i.e.,

FE.=F*, forevery E el
(35)
GF =G, forevery E € A(G)NU ,
such that
dG*\ . dF*N
/1og(dF*)dG < 00 and /log(dG*)dF < 00 . (36)
Then, conditions (23)-(24) are satisfied. Additionally, if (T3] also holds, and either U = K,,, or, more generally,
dG*
7 (G) = [ 1 y
o To (G) / og ( dF*) aG™ , (37)

then (S, T) is asymptotically optimal under G.



Proof: For every E € U we have GF = {G*}. Furthermore, when (36) holds, we have

dF*

j£:/1og<dG*)dF*<oo forevery Eel (38)
B dG* .
Iy (G) = [ log T dG* < o0 forevery E € A(G)NU . 39)
Thus, following Corollary conditions (23)-(24) are satisfied. Furthermore, for every E € A(G) NU we have GF = {G*},
ie,GF isa singleton, and
dG*

PG = [1 dG* . 40
£(6)= f1os () (@0)
Thus, condition holds when holds, which is clearly always the case when U = IC,,. [

D. A non-asymptotic upper bound

Under slightly stronger moment assumptions, we can establish an explicit, non-asymptotic upper bound for the worst-case
detection delay of the Round Robin CUSUM policy. To be specific, for every unit E € U we introduce the first descending

and ascending ladder variables of the random walk with increments {¢Z : ¢ € N} as follows.

g?;inf{nz1;25g5<o} and Cf:inf{nZl:thE>0} . (41)

t=1 t=1

When E ¢ A(G), we denote by qf the probability under F that this random walk never exceeds O, i.e.,
gt ==F((f =o0) . (42)
When E € A(G), we denote by ¢¥(G) the probability under G that this random walk never falls below 0, i.e.,
7%(G) == G(¢F =) . (43)

We note that under assumptions (23)-([24), both these probabilities are strictly positive (see, e.g., [27, Corollary 8.39], and
Lemma in Appendix [C).

Proposition 2: Suppose -(24) hold. If we have
WE(G) := / (& - jOE(G))QdG <oo forevery E€ AG)NU, (44)

then (30) holds for every large enough A > 0, with o(A4) replaced by

1 1 1 WE(G) )
— +  max 14 + C, 45
1= TIpeaeru(l - q%(G)) EGZ/%(G) a¥ EeAG)U ¢F(G) ( JE(G)? (45)

where C > 0 is a finite constant independent of A.
Proof: See Appendix

|
Remark 4.2: A further upper bound on ([@3) takes the form
constant + p—lJr (1 - (|1u_\pf_t()G¢2(|G)ﬂU|) ; (46)
where “constant” refers to a term that does not depend on ~, and
_:= min ¢%(G) and Py := min qf . 47)

EcAG)NU Eeu
Remark 4.3: As implied by Corollary and we will see in some examples that follow, (5’, T) may be asymptotically
optimal even with a family of units, I/, that is smaller than /C,,. The upper bounds presented in Proposition [2] as well as in
Remark 4.2} in which the second-order term grows with the number of units, suggest that the smaller family of units may not

only be more computationally efficient but also preferable in terms of its detection performance.



V. CHANGE IN THE MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE SOURCES

In this section, we illustrate the model, algorithm, and theoretical results of the previous sections in the problem of detecting
a change in the marginal distributions of the sources. Specifically, we assume that at an unknown time v the global distribution
changes from F to some G so that the marginal distribution of at least one source changes. Since it is possible to detect this
change even when sampling one source at a time, we focus on the case that m = 1. Furthermore, we do not assume any prior
information regarding the subset of sources that are affected by the change. Thus, the family of units, I/, has to be selected
as the family of all singletons of [K], i.e., K1 = {{k} : k € [K]}. Note also that we do not assume independence among
the sources, in fact, the dependence structure may also change after v. To simplify the notation, we use k instead of {k} as

superscript in the local distributions. Hence, we have

FF forn<v, kelK]
XF~ QPR forn>wv, {k} ¢ AG) . (48)
Gk forn>v, {k}e A(G)

Furthermore, for every k € [K] and n € N we set

k

1 dH
HFY = — P k=log ——=(XP* 4
7] PEEW and &, =log = (Xy) (49)

where G* is the family of all possible post-change local distributions of source k. Then, the second-moment assumption (T3))

is equivalent to

G\ \*
/ <10g <ch’“)> dGF < oo, for every {k} € A(G) , (50)
and assumptions (23)-(24) are equivalent to
dF*
Tk = /log <de> dF* € (0,00) , for every k € [K], (51
k dH* k
Ty (G) = [ log FF dG® € (0,00) , for every {k} € A(G) . (52)

The following proposition specializes Theorem to the setting of this section.

Proposition 3: Suppose that (30) holds for every k € [K].
(i) If H* # F* and J% < oo for every k € [K], and the expectation of £F is finite and has the same value for every P € G¥
and {k} € A(G), then
max{Z}(G) : {k} € A(G)}
min{JL(G) : {k} € AG)}

(i) If, also, there is exactly one possible post-change marginal distribution for every affected source, i.e., G* is a singleton
y p p g g y g

ARE®(S,T) < (53)

for every k € [K], and Z(G) has the same value for every {k} € A(G), then (S,T) is asymptotically optimal under G.

Proof: (i) Due to (30), assumption is satisfied, and under the conditions stated above, assumptions (31)-(32), or
equivalently, (23)-(24) are also satisfied by Proposition [} Furthermore, since & = K1, we have A(G) NU = A(G), and thus,
(33) follows from (33). (ii) It suffices to check the conditions of Corollary [4.1] Indeed, condition (i) in Corollary [@.1]is satisfied
when G* is a singleton for every k € [K]. Moreover, when the quantities {Z%(G) : {k} € A(G)} are identical, by Remark
it follows that condition (ii) in Corollary is also satisfied.

|
Remark 5.1: The setup of Proposition [3(ii) coincides with the one in [I5] with the differences that we allow (i) the data
sources to be dependent and (ii) any number of data sources to be affected by the change. In [15]], a second-order asymptotic

optimality property is established when only a single data source can be affected by the change. Proposition [3| shows that the



same scheme is asymptotically optimal also when an arbitrary, unknown number of data sources can be affected by the change,
as long as the magnitude of the change is the same in all affected sources. This is, in particular, the case in the context of

the following proposition, where there is a common pre-change and a common post-change marginal distribution for all sources.

Proposition 4: If there are F* and G* such that

FF = F*, for every k € [K] , (54)
GF =G*, forevery {k} € A(G), Ge g, (55)

and (36) and (50) hold, then (5‘ , T) is asymptotically optimal under every G € G.
Proof: Tt suffices to check the conditions of Corollary 4.2] Conditions (22) and (33) are satisfied for every G € G when
U = K. Again, holds since U = K1, and condition is satisfied due to (50). [
Next, we illustrate the above results with two concrete examples that involve a change in the mean of a Gaussian sequence.
In the first one, the post-change local distribution of each affected source is completely specified, whereas in the second the

mean of each source may either increase or decrease.

Example 5.1: Suppose that for every k € [K] we have F¥ = N(0,1) and G¥ = {N(uy, 1)}, where px € R. Then, condition
(30) clearly holds, and conditions (3I)-(52) are satisfied with
1
T (6) = T3 (6) = T5(G) = 5 i - (56)

Therefore, following Proposition [3| we have

2
- - a
AREG(S,T) < MLA(G)“; , (57)
IN{k}e AG) Hi
and (S, T) is asymptotically optimal if || is the same for every {k} € A(G), i.e., the absolute magnitude of the post-change
mean is the same for every affected source. Clearly, this is always the case when A(G) is a singleton, i.e., only a single source

is affected by the change, or when |uy| is the same for every k € [K].

Example 5.2: Suppose that for every k € [K] we have F¥ = N(0,1) and G*¥ = {N(—dx,1), N(dx,1)} for some d;, > 0.
This clearly implies that H* # F* for every k € [K], and that (50) holds. Furthermore, for every k € [K] we have

1 ) 1
£ =log {2 exp (—G—(S; (ZX{‘ - 5k)) + 5 &P (—6; (QXf + 51~c)) } . (58)

Since &F is symmetric with respect to 48 and —dy, it is identically distributed under N(—dy,1) and N(d;,1). By Jensen’s

inequality, it follows that the expectations of ¢ under F¥ and any P in G* are finite. Therefore, following Proposition
assumptions (31)-(52) hold.

VI. CHANGE IN CORRELATION

In this section, we illustrate the models, algorithms, and theoretical results of the previous sections in the problem of detecting
a change in the correlation structure of sources that follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution. For simplicity, we assume that
the sources are initially independent, each with distribution N (0, 1). After v, the marginal distributions still remain the same,
i.e., N(0,1), while an unknown subset of sources become dependent. For each pair of sources that is affected by the change,

we assume that the correlation coefficient takes a value in a finite set R C (0, 1). Hence, we have

Nk(0,1), forn<vw
Xn ~ (59
Nk(0,R), forn>v



where R € REXK s a correlation matrix such that
R;=1 VielK],
R e RU{0} Vijel[K],i<j, (60)
R#IT.
While the global pre-change distribution is fixed to F = Nk (0,1), for the family of post-change distributions, G, we will
consider different setups depending on the specification of R and the available topological information regarding where
correlations are induced. In all of them, it is clear that it is necessary to sample at least 2 sources at each time, i.e., m must

be at least 2. First, we will consider the case that we can sample only two sources per time instant, i.e., m = 2, and then the

general case where m > 2. In all cases, it is readily verified that condition (I3) is satisfied.

A. Sampling two sources at a time (m = 2)

In this setting, IC,, is the set of all pairs of sources, i.e., {{i,j} : 1 < i < 7 < K}, and for any post-change global
distribution G € G, the set A(G), defined in (I0), is the set of all pairs of sources that become correlated after the change

under G, i.e.,

We start with the case where every affected pair of sources becomes positively correlated after the change with a specified
correlation p € (0, 1). We consider two cases regarding the prior topological information under which the policy (5’ , T) achieves
asymptotic optimality.

Proposition 5: Suppose that R = {p}, where p € (0, 1).

(i) If there is no prior information regarding the correlated pairs of sources, i.e.,
G ={Nk(0,R) : R satisfies (60)} , (62)

then the policy (S, T), with U = K, is asymptotically optimal.

(ii) If it is a priori known that there exists at least one pair of consecutive sources, i.e.,
G={Nk(0,R) : R satisfies and R;(;11) = p for some i € [K —1]} , (63)

then the policy (S, T), with U either Ky or {{i,i +1} : i € [K — 1]}, is asymptotically optimal.
Proof: In both (i) and (ii), all conditions of Corollary are satisfied with

1
F* = No(0,I) and  G*=Ny(0,R;), where Ry := [ p] . (64)
p 1
|
Remark 6.1: The previous proposition provides an example of a setup where, due to the presence of prior topological
information, asymptotic optimality is achieved with a family of units, I/, that is smaller than the largest possible, K. Specifically,

its size is only (K — 1) compared to K (K —1)/2, i.e, the size of Ky (recall Remark [4.3).

Next, we consider the case where every affected pair of sources becomes either positively or negatively correlated after the
change.
Proposition 6: Suppose R = {+p, —p}, where p € (0, 1). If there is no prior information regarding the correlated pairs of

sources, i.e.,

G ={Nk(0,R) : R satisfies (60)}, (65)



then conditions @23)-(24) hold for every G € G with U = Ks.
Proof: 1t suffices to verify the conditions of Proposition [I| For any pair of sources E' € Iy that is affected by the change,

the covariance matrix changes from the identity to either Ry or R_, where

1 - 1+
R = Pl and Ry = p (66)
—p 1 +p 1
Therefore, we have
FE = Ny(0,I) and  GF = {No(0,R;), N2(0,R_)} . (67)

This yields
1 1
F = log {exp <—2(X1E)T(R:1 - IQ)X1E> + exp <—2(X1E)T(R_T_1 — D) Xf) } —log (2 1-— p2) . (68)

Since ¢F is symmetric with respect to +p and —p, it is identically distributed under N5(0, R,) and N5(0, R_). Thus, by
Jensen’s inequality, the expectations of ¢F under F¥ and any P in G are finite.
|

B. Sampling m sources, where m > 2

In this case, for any G € G, A(G) is the set of all subsets of sources of size m that contain at least one pair of sources that

is correlated after the change when the post-change global distribution is G, i.e.,
A(G) = {{i1,,...,im} € Ky, there exist ¢ # j, 4,j € {i1,%2,...,0m} such that R;; # 0} . (69)

The following proposition describes a setup where the policy (5' , T) achieves asymptotic optimality.

Proposition 7: Suppose that the total number of sources is a multiple of m, i.e., K = Cm for some C' > 2, and R = {p}

for some p € (0,1). Also, suppose that after the change at least one of the disjoint m-tuples of consecutive sources in

M ={(k—1)m+1,(k—1)m+2,....,km—1,km}, kelC], (70)
follows an equi-correlated multivariate Gaussian distribution with common positive correlation p € (0,1) and is independent
of the rest of the sources, that is,

G = {NK(O,R) : R satisfies and (71)

if {i,j} € My, for some k € A
JACI[C] suchthat R;; = P 1LT) * } (72)

0 otherwise

Then, the policy (S, T), with U either K,,, or {M}, : k € [C]}, is asymptotically optimal.
Proof: Under G, at least one element from { My, k € [C]} is affected by the change, and its local distribution changes
from the standard m-variate Gaussian to the equi-correlated one with common positive correlation p. Thus, it suffices to verify

the conditions of Corollary [4.2] with
F* = N,,(0,1) and G*=N,(0,R,,) , (73)

where, for every k € N, we set

DY p
Ry=|. . | eRF¥F, (74)



It can be readily verified that (36) holds. Specifically, we have

dG* . 1
/ log ( dF*) dG* = —ilog det(Ry,) . (75)

Now, for every E € A(G), we have
1
15’ (G) = —5 log(det (%)) , (76)

where $E denotes the covariance matrix of X{ under G. Clearly, the above quantity varies over E € A(G). Therefore, in

order to prove (37), it suffices to show that

/log (ilg*) dG* > TF(G) forevery E € A(G), (77)
or equivalently that
f% log det(Ry,) > %log(det(Eg)) for every E € A(G) . (78)

Indeed, for every F € A(G) the covariance matrix & takes the following block-matrix form:

Rs O 0
=10 R, 0 , forsome s,t€N suchthat s+t<m. (79)
0 0 Im—(s+t)
Hence, in order to prove (78), it is enough to show that for every s,¢ € N such that s + ¢ < m we have

—% log(det(Ry,)) > —% log(det(Rs) det(Ry)) , (80)

or, equivalently, det(R,,) < det(Rs) det(R;). This inequality follows by the explicit expression for the determinant of the

autocorrelation matrix of order k, i.e.,
det(Rg) = (1 —p)* *(1+(k—1)p), keN. (81)

VII. SIMULATION STUDIES
A. Description of the model and settings

In this section, we present the results of various simulation studies. In all of them, we apply the policy (5’, ’f’), introduced in
Section to the problem of detecting a change in the correlation structure of X = 10 Gaussian information sources (Section
. After the change, every affected pair of sources becomes positively correlated with correlation coefficient p € (0, 1), i.e.,
R = {p}, but there is no prior information regarding the post-change correlation structure. That is, it is not known a priori
which or even how many sources become correlated. We denote the unknown number of affected sources by s, and without
loss of generality, we assume that the sources in {K — s+ 1, K —s+2,..., K} are the ones that become correlated to each
other after the change. In each simulation study, we vary s in {2, ..., K}, and in this way the true number of correlated pairs
varies in {(;) :2<s< K } Given the above, we consider three simulation setups.

1) In the first one, we set p = 0.7, we are allowed to sample only 2 sources at each time, i.e., m = 2, and we consider

two cases for v, 102 and 10°.

2) In the second, we set p = 0.7, v = 102, and we consider two cases for the number of sources we are allowed to sample

at each time, m = 2 and m = 3.
3) In the third study, we consider the same setup as in the second with the only difference that we set p = 0.95.
In all studies, for the implementation of the policy (5’ T ) the threshold is A = log~y, the family of units is &/ = K,,,, and

the permutation of elements of KC,,, for m = 2 is

{1,2},{1,3},..., {1, K},{2,3},..., {2, K},.. ., {K—-1,K}, (82)



and for m = 3 it is
{17273}7{17234}3"'7{17K_17K}7{27374}a-~'7{2aK_LK}v"'v{K_QaK_]-vK} . (83)

For all studies, we consider the case that the change happens at time v = 0, and we focus on the worst-case expected detection
delay, in the sense that the unaffected (less informative) subsets, either pairs or triplets, of sources are the ones sampled first,
and the affected (more informative) ones are sampled later. Given these settings, we estimate the expected detection delay of
(S,T) using 4,000 Monte Carlo replications for each s € {2,..., K}. In all cases, the Monte Carlo standard error in the
estimation of every expectation did not exceed 5% of the corresponding estimate.

In the first study, the goal is to investigate the sharpness of the non-asymptotic upper bound in Proposition [2| In the other
two, the goal is to explore the impact of sampling 2 or 3 sources at a time on the performance of (5 , T) Expectedly, sampling
3 sources at a time improves the first-order asymptotic performance of (S‘ T ), but there is a considerable increase in the
second-order term. Furthermore, by Proposition i) it follows that (S’ T ) is asymptotically optimal when m = 2, but this is
not the case when m = 3, as there are multiple possible local post-change distributions for any triplet of sources.

We present the results for the first study in Figure [T} for the second in Figure [2a] and for the third one in Figure 2b] In all
figures, the horizontal axis corresponds to the true number of correlated pairs and the vertical axis to the expected detection

delay of the implemented procedures.
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Fig. 1. Expected detection delay of the rules under the first study.

B. Simulation results

From Figure [T} we observe that the non-asymptotic upper bound established in Proposition [2] is very close to the expected
detection delay, especially for the larger value of . Furthermore, we can see that when the true number of correlated pairs
is large enough, the detection delay decreases linearly with it. This can be predicted by the form of upper bound described
in Remark Indeed, the numerator in the second term of this upper bound takes the form (12( ) — |A(G)], whereas the
denominator changes very slowly and behaves like a constant as the true number of correlated pairs |A(G)| increases to (I; )
Hence, this upper bound overall exhibits an almost linear trend with a negative slope. Finally, we observe that the performance
of the Round Robin CUSUM rule essentially agrees with the first-order approximation of the corresponding lower bound

(Theorem in both cases for v when all sources become correlated after the change.



(a) (b)

Fig. 2. Expected detection delay of the rules under the second study (a) and third study (b).

From Figure we observe that when p = 0.7, the detection delay when sampling 3 sources at each time is worse than
that when sampling 2 sources at a time. However, as shown in Figure [2b] the situation is mostly reversed when p = 0.95.
This phenomenon could be explained by the possible trade-off between the strength of correlation and the advantageousness

of asymptotic optimality, and this leads us to a potential direction for future research.

VIII. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we have considered an environment of multiple information sources or channels generating data streams in
discrete time. The generated data are independent over time, but the observations from different sources can be statistically
dependent. At an unknown time, the underlying joint distribution undergoes a change. The objective has been to detect the
change with minimal delay, subject to a sampling constraint, when at each time, it is allowed to sample only a pre-fixed number
of sources, of our choice. In the class of all sequential procedures that satisfy the sampling constraint and control the false
alarm rate below a certain pre-specified level, we have established a universal asymptotic lower bound for a modified version of
Lorden’s criterion [25]], as the false alarm rate vanishes. Subsequently, we have considered a simple, computationally efficient,
and easily implementable sequential procedure that belongs to the above-mentioned class and achieves asymptotic optimality
under certain assumptions regarding the underlying change-point model. Furthermore, under more general conditions, we have
shown that the asymptotic relative efficiency of the proposed rule remains bounded. In contrast with most previous studies in
the literature, the results in the present paper have not assumed independence among the data sources and have not relied on any
prior information regarding how the sources are affected by the change. Thus, we have applied the procedures and the results
to the problems of detecting a change in (i) the marginal distributions of multiple, not necessarily independent, data sources
and (ii) the correlation structure of multiple Gaussian data sources. In the context of the first problem, we have generalized
the results in [15]-[17] by relaxing the assumption that exactly one source is affected by the change, and establishing an
asymptotic optimality property that holds for any possible number of sources affected by the change, as long as the signal to
noise ratio is the same in all affected sources.

There are several potential open questions for further research, such as a more precise description of the optimal worst-case
detection delay, and the consideration of more general setups that may involve temporal dependence and/or in which the pre-
change and post-change distributions belong to parametric families. Other directions of interest include considering alternative

error and delay metrics, studying an asymptotic regime where the number of sources also goes to infinity as the false alarm



rate vanishes, modeling the data streams using spatial models, e.g., a Markov random field, where the special underlying
dependence could be used to obtain more efficient rules in practice. Finally, it would be of interest to design procedures that

provide guarantees for the correct isolation of the sources that are affected by the change under such sampling constraints.

APPENDIX A
SOME USEFUL LEMMAS FOR LOWER BOUND ANALYSIS

In this section, we assume that assumption (T3] holds and present some lemmas that are critical in establishing the universal
asymptotic lower bound in Theorem We denote by AZ(G) the LLR of G versus F based on the samples from the sources

in E at time n, i.e.,

ME(G) :=log de” (x7) (84)
" ' dFE Vo
Therefore, from the definition of .A(G), it is noted that
MG =0, if E¢AG). (85)

Note that, for every G € G and E € A(G), the LLRs {\Z(G) : n € N} are identically distributed under G, with mean ZF(G)

and variance
VE(G) := Eg [(Af(c) —I(;E(G)ﬂ <. (86)

The finiteness in (86) follows from (I3).
Lemma A.1: Suppose G € G, v > 0, and S is any sampling rule. Then for every n > v + 1 we have

(i) ES

(x5+(©) - 75(6)) ’fS] =0, (87)

W B30 -7 e)

ffll = Vy"(G) 1{S, € A(G)} . (88)

Proof: By assumption, X is conditionally independent of F2_; given S,,, i.e.,

XS | FS L xS (89)

Thus, for every n > v + 1
ES | (A(6) — 15(6)) ’ Fi ] = Y ESVI(G) I (G)] 1{S, = B} (90)
= OE, oD

and

£S | (\3(6) - 5(6)) ‘ fSI] = Y B [(AE(6) - I (6))] 1S, = B} 92)
= EE: Vo' (G) 1{S, = E} (93)
= VEoS"(G) 1{S, € AG)}, 94

where the first equality is due to and the second equality follows by noting that for any n > v+ 1 and E € A(G) we

have

X518, =E~GEF, (95)



which implies

ES [(AE"(G) - Ign(c))2 \ S, = E] =ES [(AE (G)— Iy (G))2] =V5(G) .

Also, for any E ¢ A(G)

X3 | S, =E~FF,

which implies

[(Agn(G) —IOS"(G)>2 ] S, = E} =0.

This completes the proof.
Lemma A.2: Suppose G € G, v > 0, and S is any sampling rule. For any n > 0, let

G n
Z, :=log %(]—'ﬁ) and A, =) I5(G)
o0 t=1

where Z, and Ag = 0. Then under IP’S, the process
{(Z,-A,)—(Z,—A) :n>v}

is a zero-mean martingale with respect to the filtration {F> : n > v}.

Proof: Note that, for every n € N,

n

Zn—An =Y (NG - T51(G)) .

t=1

Consequently, for every n > v we have

(Zn = An) = (Zy = A) = Y (WH(6) - T5(9)) -
t=v+1

Then, using (T02), for every n > v, from (I3) we obtain

n

ES [[(Zn — An) = (Z, — A £ Y ES[IAF(6) - T5(6)]
t=v+1

t=v+1 ECA(G)

> ES[AF(G) - ZE(G)]

t=v+1 ECA(G)

IN

=(n—v) > E}[IN.(G)-IF(O)] < oo,

EEA(G)
where the last inequality follows from (86). Furthermore, we have

n—1

B (2~ 42) - (2= A) | ) =S| Y (W(6) - 75(©) + (3 (6) - 7))
t=v+1

= (Zn—l - An—l) - (Zl/ - AV) + ]ES

Therefore, it suffices to show that the second term in (I08) is 0, which follows from Lemma [A.T]

S ST ES[AF(G) - ZE(G)[1{S, = E}]

(x5+(6) - 75"(9)) ’fsl :

(96)

€

(98)

99)

(100)

(101)

(102)

(103)

(104)

(105)

(106)

(107)

(108)

Lemma A.3 (Optional Stopping Theorem): For some v > 0, let {M,, : n > v} be a submartingale with respect to some

filtration {G,, : n > v}, and T be a stopping time such that 7' € {v + 1,..., N}, where N € N. Then

Mr < E[Mn|G7] ,

(109)



where E[-] denotes the underlying expectation.
Proof: This is a standard and fundamental result in probability theory. see, e.g., [12| Theorem 2.3.1]. [ ]
Lemma A.4 (Conditional Doob’s Submartingale Inequality): For some v > 0, let {M,, : n > v} be a submartingale with
respect to some filtration {G,, : n > v}. Then for every a > 0 and n > 1 the following holds almost surely:

gu> < M 7 (110)

P( max M >a
a

v+1<k<v+n

where P and E[-] are the underlying probability measure and its corresponding expectation, respectively.

Proof: We fix a > 0 and n > 1, and define the following stopping time
T=inf{k>v+1:Mpy>a}AN(v+n), (111)

which clearly satisfies v +1 < T < v +n and

{ max M > a} ={Mr >a} . (112)
v+1<k<v+n
Then,
P ( max M, >a g,,) =P <MT >a gu> (113)
v+1<k<v+n
a
S -E MVJrn]]-{MT Z a} ’ gu‘| (115)
a
) c
S 7E MI/Jrn gu‘| ) (116)
a

where the inequality in (TT3) holds, since for any A € G, C Gr we have AN {Mz > a} € Gr and, thus, by Lemma we

have
E[Mr1{AN{Mr > a}}] <E[M,;, 1 {AN{Mr >a}}] . (117)

The proof is complete. u
Lemma A.5: Suppose G € G and (S,T) is any sequential change detection policy. Then for any v,n € N we have

ES { > (A (@) —Iﬁt(G))F

t=v+1

T < E(G) . 118
> v _nErenjz(G)Vo() (118)

Proof: For any v+ 1 <t < v+ n, we have

2 [ 2
RS l(Aft(G) —Iosf(G)) T>v|=ES |ES l(xft(c) —Igt(G)) ’ FEl | T>v (119)
=ES | V5 (G)1{S, € A(G)} | T > v (120)
G E
<E; |1{S; € A(G)}Erenj%) Vy(G) | T>v (121)
< max VF(G) PS (St cAG)| T> u> : (122)
EcA(G)

where (T19) follows by using the tower property of conditional expectation and the fact that, {T' > v} € F5_; C F; ;, and
(T20) follows from Lemma [A-T[ii). [
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APPENDIX B
PROOF OF UNIVERSAL ASYMPTOTIC LOWER BOUND

Fix any arbitrary G € G, v > 0, (S,T) € A(v) and consider the sequences {Z,,, A, : n > 0} as defined in (99). Then by
using Lemma under PS¢ and with respect to the filtration {F3 : n > v/}, the process {(Z, — A,) — (Z, — A,) : n > v}

is a zero-mean martingale, which further implies that the process
{(Zn—An) = (Z, - A)Y in >0} (123)
is a submartingale. Note that, for any m,n € N, such that m < n we have
Ap— Ay <(n—m)Z, where 7, := Erenjé)If(G) . (124)

Now, for an arbitrary 0 < € < 1 and v > 1 we define

1
Nye=—20(1—¢). (125)
7.
and
logn, == (1—€*)logy = (1+€)N, Z. . (126)

Then by the definition of D®(S,T) in (TT) and Markov’s inequality it follows that, for any v > 0,
D¢(S,T) > ES[T —v|T > v]
>N, .PS(T—v>N, |T>v)

(127)
=N, (1-PS(T—v <N, |T>v)
= N%f (1 —p(y7 T) - q(V’ T)) )
where we have defined
pw,T) :=PS (T —v < N, 7% > |T >v) , (128)
q,T):=PS (T —v < N,, T % <n|T >v) . (129)
First, we find an upper bound on p(v,T') for any v > 0. To this end, note that
{T<v+N,.e?" % >n} (130)
C —
- {y+1§%1§auX+Nw,s D= 2> lognv} (131)
C _ _ _ _
= {y—&-lglglgaux—&-l\f%e {(Zlc Ak) (Zl/ AV)} + V+1SI§1§&§+N%5(A]€ AV) > IOg 77’7} (132)
L) —Ay) - (Z, — -
= {V+lgrg1ga3(+N%E {(Zk Ak) (Z,, Al,)} + y+1§rkn§azf<+N%€(Ak A,)) > Ny I, + EN%EI*} (133)
C - — — N, I,
- {wlgrkngﬁm,e (@ = A) = (20 = A)} > Vo T } (134)
2 2772 72
C — —(Z, - .
C {y+1<rkn<alf(+N%€ {(Ze—Ax) = (Z, - A))}” > € N%EI*} (135)
The relationship in (I34) holds because for every v +1 < k < v + N, , by using (124) we have:
Ay, — A, <(k—v)I, <N, I, . (136)
Now, conditioning on the event {7 > v} and following (I33), we have
p(,T) =PS (T <v+ N, e?" % >n|T >v) (137)
G 2 2772 72
<P; <U+1<Igl<a§+Nw {(Zx — Ax)— (2, - A))}" > €N T2 | T > 1/> (138)
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2
]ES {(Zl,_»'_]\[%6 — AV+N~,,5) — (ZV — Al/)} T >v
S N2 12 (139)
[ 2
v+N, A A
ES [{Z (W o) - T©)} [T
= — 14
EN? 12 (140)
N
< B(G 7. 141
= 2560 0 ane (40
1
= max VE(G) (142)

22 0 () an, =40

The inequality in (I39) holds by using Lemma for the submartingale process, {{(Z, — A,) — (Z, — A,)}?> : n > v}, and

the inequality in (T4T) follows from Lemma Now, since for any given € > 0, N, . — oo as v — 0o, we have &.(y) — 0
as y — oo.

Next, we characterize an upper bound on ¢(v,T). For this purpose, we follow the approach developed in the proof of

Theorem 1 in [26]. Let n, be the largest integer less than or equal to (log 7)2. Then, as shown in the proof of Theorem 1 in

[26], there exists v, > 1 such that

P (T>1,)>0, and Poo (T <vy+n,|T>w)< 2 (143)
Y
Thus, for ~ large enough,

Gy, T) =P5 (T < vy + Ny, €770 <) |T > 1) (144)

- Py, (vy <T < vy + Ny, 7759 <) (145)
P (T > vy)
_ Eoole”™ " 1{vy < T <y + Ny, €777 %7 <y} (146)
- Poo (T > vy)
<77’YIPOO(V7<TSV’Y+N’Y75) (147)
- Poo (T > 1)
=1y Poo (T < vy + Ny o|T > 1) (148)
<Ny Poo (T < vy + 14| T > vy) (149)
<1y (150)
Y

< 'y_ez (log’y)2 (151)
=&(7) - (152)

The equality in (T43) follows from the fact that, IP’SW (T > vy) = Poo(T > v,) since {T > v,} € ]-"li . The inequality in
(T49) follows because for sufficiently large v, N, . < n for every € > 0, and the inequality in (I50) follows from (143). It
is important to observe that £/(y) — 0 as 7 — oo for any given € > 0. Finally from (I27), we have, for all large ~,

DS(S,T) > N, (1 —p(vy,T) —q(vy,T)) (153)

> (1 -6 (1- &) - £00) - (154)

*

Now, we let first ¥ — oo, and then ¢ — 0, and the proof is complete.

APPENDIX C
SOME USEFUL LEMMAS FOR PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

In this appendix, we present some lemmas that are useful in proving Theorem [@.1] and Theorem [4.2] All random variables

are defined on a probability space (2, F,P), and we denote by E[] the corresponding expectation.
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For the first two lemmas, namely Lemma [C.1] and Lemma we assume that {Z,, : n € N} is a sequence of independent

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, and we set
Sn = Z Zt7 neN.
t=1

Furthermore, we fix some arbitrary A > 0, and for any z € [0, A) we set w(x) := min{nw_(z), 7+ (x)}, where

7_(z):=inf{n>1:5, < -z},

my(z) :=inf{n>1:85,>A—zx} .
Furthermore, we assume that the first two moments of Z; exist, and we denote them as follows:

T:=E[Z] and V:EB&—Iﬂ.

Lemma C.1: If 0 < Z < oo, then for any x € [0, A) we have, as A — oo,
E [r(z)] A—-zx
P(ry(z) <m_(z)) = T
If, also, V < oo, then the inequality (T39) holds for every A > 0 with the o(A) term being replaced with

;(1—&-]]), where p:= P(7_(0) =c0) >0 .

+o(4) .

72
In particular, when = = 0, the upper bound holds even without the factor 1/p.

Proof: For any = € [0, A) we have

where the equality in (T61) follows from Wald’s identity, the inequality in (T63) follows from the fact that

Seo 17— (2) < 74 (@)} = Sr_ o (2) < my (@)} <O,

(155)

(156)
(157)

(158)

(159)

(160)

(161)
(162)
(163)
(164)
(165)

(166)

and the inequality in (T63)) holds from (T61) along with the fact, due to the elementary renewal theorem, that, as (A —x) — oo,

E[Sr) =ZE[r(2)] < (A—2)+0(A—2z),

and also, o(A — z)/A < o(A —z)/(A — x) — 0. The inequality in (T63) further leads to

T E[n(a)] . o(4)
P @) < (@) = T B ) < @)
<U-9+ 5
<(A—z)+ % :

The inequalities in (T69) and (T70) follow by using the fact that

P (mi () < m_(2) 2 P(r_(2) =00) 2 P (m_(0) =00) = p ,

(167)

(168)

(169)

(170)

(171)

where the second inequality in (T71) follows from the fact that, for every z > 0, m_(x) > 7_(0) as 7_(z) is an increasing

function with respect to . Furthermore, the positivity of p follows from the fact that, for large A,

- B B 1 1 A+o(A)\ ™
p=Pr-(0)=20) = £007 Z Efm, (0] = ( I ) -0

172)
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where, in (I72), the second equality follows from [27, Corollary 8.39], the first inequality holds because 7 (0) > 74 (A), as
74 (x) is a decreasing function with respect to z, and the second inequality follows from what is shown next. Note that the
quantity
E [x(0)]
P(r+(0) < 7_(0)) °
represents the expected detection delay of a CUSUM process adapted to the sequence {S, : n € N} [12]. Since for every

(173)

n € N the CUSUM process at time n can always be bounded below by .S,,, the detection delay can be consequently bounded
above by 74 (0). Therefore, as A — oo,

E [ (0)]
L5t <oy < ZF [74(0)] (174)
~E[5..0)] a5
< A+o(A), (176)

where the equality in (T75) follows from Wald’s identity and the inequality in follows similarly to (I63) If, also, V < oo,
then by Theorem 1 in [28]] it follows that, for every A > 0, each of the above relations holds with the o(A) term being replaced

with
1 2 V+1?
— + <
ZE|(s1)] = ==, a77)
where the inequality follows from the fact that S;" < |S;|. This completes the proof.
|
Lemma C.2: For any non-negative random variable X and two disjoint non-null events H; and Hs, we have
E[x [ mum] <e[x|m]+e[x|m] . (178)
Proof: The proof follows from the below that
E[X1{H,UH,}]
E[x | mu ] = 179
o P (H, U Hy) (172)
_ EXU{H,}] + E[X1{H,}] (180)
P(Hy) + P(Hs)
EXI{H\}]  E[X1{H:}]
—E[x|m]+E[x|m)] . 181
= TPy P(M) 1|+ 2 (181)
|
Lemma C.3: Let W be a random variable independent of {Z,, : n € N} such that
PW >z)<e™ x>0. (182)
If —0o < Z < 0, then for every A > 0 large enough, we have
E [W(W) ‘ W e (o,A)] <c, (183)
where C' < oo is a constant independent of A.
Proof: Since {Z,, : n € N} is independent of W, for any « € (0, A) we have, as © — oo, and hence, A — oo,
E [w(W) ‘ W= x] <E[r_(z)] < —% +o(z) (184)

where the second inequality follows from the elementary renewal theorem (also see the derivation in the proof of Lemma [C.).

Fix any arbitrary € > 0. Then, there exists M > 0 such that for every x > M,

E[r) [ W=a] <T.=—Z 4. (185)
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We assume that there exists £ > 1 such that P(W > M) > e~ *M_ Otherwise, we have P(W € (0, M]) = 1, and thus, for
every A > M,

E [W(W) ‘ W e (o,A)} —E {W(W) ‘ Woe (o,M]} <E[r_(W)I{W € (0, M]}] < E[x_(M)] , (186)
and the proof is complete. Then, for every A > xM, we have
E [W(W) ‘ W e (O,A)} (187)
<E[x(W) | W € (0,M]] +E [x(W) | W € (M, 4)] (188)
_E [”(IZI);{GVV(OE’JS]’)M]H +E[E[rW) | W W e (M, 4)] | W e (M, 4)] (189)
< El[f‘ie%,)] +E [zewn{w e (M, A) \ W e (M, A)] , (190)

where the inequality in (I88) follows from Lemma [C.2] and the inequality in (T90) follows from (T82). Next, we bound the
second term in (T90) as follows.

E [LW]l{W e (M, A) ‘ W e (M, A)} (191)
:L/ P(W]l{We(M,A)>x‘We(M,A))dx (192)
0

- AP({zv M} <W < A)

‘If/o POL<W <4) (193)

_ MP(M<W < A) APz <W < A)

—If{ /0 P(M<W <A™ T /M P < W <) (194)

M A Pz <W)

SL{ , /M P(M<W)—P(A<W)dx} (195)
A e~

gIE{M + /M P(M<W)_6Adx} (196)
e™M =4

:IE{M + P(M<W)eAdx} (197)

oM
SL{M + P(M<W)6KM} : (198)

where the inequality in (196) follows from (182) and the inequality in (T98) follows from the fact that A > kM. The proof
is complete. [ ]

The following lemma is a generalization of Wald’s identity that we use repeatedly later.

Lemma C.4: Let {Y,, : n € N} be a sequence of Bernoulli random variables, and set
Ni=inf{n>1:Y, =1} . (199)
Furthermore, let W be a random variable so that Z;,Y7, W are independent of {(Z,,Y,,) : n > 2}, and set
e =E[Z1|W=2]€R and p=PY1=1|W=x2z). (200)
() If {(Z,,Yn) : n > 2} are i.i.d. with
E[Z)=peR and PY,=1)=p>0, (201)
then

I

E W= x] = iz + (1 — pa) (p) . (202)

N
pRL
t=1




(ii) If there exists an L € N such that, for every ¢ € {2,..., L+ 1}, {(Zjr+i, Yjr44) : > 0} are i.i.d. with

E[Zi]]=w €R and PYi=1)=p; >0,

then
N L+1
EZZt W:x] —pwx'u——i—(l—pw)xzwzﬁ7
t=1 z i=2 v
where

and H; = 1 whenever j > i.

Proof: We first observe that if E[N|W = z] < oo, then by Wald’s identity we have

N N
ED % W:x] :E[ZE[ZtW:x]
t=1

t=1

W = x] .
(i) By (206) we have
N
E|D 2
t=1

To this point, it suffices to show that

Wx] =z +p (E[N|W=2]-1) .

1—
EIN|W=ga]=1+—F2

Indeed, the conditional distribution of NV can be easily found as follows.

Da if k=1
P(N=EkK|W=2)= )
(1=p)(1=p)*?p if k>2
which further yields that

EIN|W=a]=p,+ Y k(1-p,)(1—p)*?p
k=2

=pe+(1=pa) Y (1+E)(1—p)*'p

(i) By (206) we have

N
E Z Z
t=1

t=2

:,uw—l—ZE[Zt] P(NZt‘sz)

oo (j+1)L+1

S E[Zt]P(NZt’W:x) 7

§=0 t=jL+2

Zt]l{N>t}‘W:m]
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(203)

(204)

(205)

(206)

(207)

(208)

(209)

(210)

@211)

212)

213)

(214)

(215)

(216)

217)
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where the equality in (216) follows from the fact that, since N is a stopping time with respect to the filtrations generated by
{W,Y,, : n € N}, for every ¢t > 2, we have

(N>tleo(W,Ye:kelt—1]) . (218)

Thus, the event {INV > t} is independent of (Z;,Y;), which is also independent of W. To this end, also following (217), it is

necessary to derive the expressions for the conditional tail probabilities

P(Nzt’W:x>, t>2), (219)
and we do it as follows. For every ¢ > 2 in the form ¢ = j.L + i;, for some j; > 0 and i; € {2,..., L + 1}, we have
P(Nztjwzx) —P(Y,=0 forevery k=1,....t — 1 |W = z) (220)
t—1
=P, =0|W=2) [[P(Yx =0) (221)
k=2
Je—1 L+1 i—1
PVi=0W=2z) [[ []PVir+:=0) xHP Yj,14i = 0) (222)
Jj=0 =2
Ji—1L+1 ii—1
=1 =p.) [T [T =p) x [T =ps) (223)
J=0 i=2 i=2
L+1 Jtg,—1
=(1-p2) (H(l m)) [T0-»), (224)
i=2 =2

where the equality in (220) follows from the definition of IV, and the equality in (221) holds since {Y;, : n > 2} is independent
of W. Thus, following (217),

oo (j+1)L+1
> S E <N>t‘W—x) (225)
j=0 t=jL+2
oco L+1
:ZZE[ZJ-LH]P(szLJrz"W:x) (226)
=0 i=2
oco L+1 L+1 171
= (- p.) (H 1—pk> [T -px (227)
=0 i=2 k=2 k=2
oo [L+1 JL+1 i1
:(1—pz)Z<H 1—pk> S [T - pr) (228)
j=0 \k=2 i=2 k=2
L+l i1 0o [L+1 J
=(1-p2) {Zm]‘[ 1pk)}Z<H(1pk)> (229)
=2 k=2 j=0 \k=2
L+1 1—1 1
(1-p i | | (1 —px) (230)
: ; 1;[ -1 —pr)
L+1 i
=(1=ps) Y wi, 231)
where w;,2 < i < L+ 1 is defined in (203). [
APPENDIX D

PROOF OF FALSE ALARM CONTROL

In this section, we prove Theorem @ For this, we need to introduce some additional notations, which are also used later

in the proof of Theorem Specifically, for every E € U, we recall from the definition of the first descending ladder
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variable of the random walk with increments {¢F : ¢ € N},

¢F = 1nf{n21:2§?<0} , (232)
t=1
for every A > 0 we denote by ¢ E the first time this random walk crosses A for the first time, i.e.,
k= inf{nZl:Z§f>A} , (233)
t=1
and we set
E.= min{¢¥, (5} and 2F=1{cF < ¢F}. (234)
A. Proof of Theorem
Proof: For every n € N we set
= 1nf{t > Tp—1: §t+1 # 5‘,—"714»1} , where 7 =0, (235)
zn = 1Y, > A} . (236)

That is, 7,, is the time instant at which the sampling unit changes for the n'" time, and z, is equal to 1 if the alarm is raised

at time 7, and 0 otherwise. Then, we have the following representation:

M
T= Z Cn s (237)
n=1
where M denotes the stage at which the process is terminated, i.e.,
M :=inf{neN:z, =1}, (238)

and, for every n € N, (,, := 7, —7,_1. Due to independence over time, {((,, 2,) : n € N} is a sequence of independent random
vectors under P,. Furthermore, since for the sampling policy S we consider a pre-specified permutation Ey, s, ..., Ejy of

the elements in U/ that remains unchanged over time, then, clearly, for every ¢ € [|U|], the sequence

{14z +i) = 3 = 0} (239)

is i.i.d. under P, with common expectation (E.,[¢¥?], Py (2F = 1)). Thus,

M
EeclT) = B ZC”] (240)
n=1
= liE B Hi_ll(l - ]P’oo(ZEj = 1) (241)
= ; H\Ml (1 —Poo (2B = 1))
|Z/{\ —A i—1 —ANU
(1-— 1—(1—e 4
_Zl— 1—e— A)IMI =" 1—(1—e A)Hl (242)
=et, (243)

which proves that setting A = log~ guarantees the desired error control. The equality in (241) holds by an application of
Lemma ii), whereas the inequality in (242) holds since (¥ > 1 for every i € [|U|], and also because by Wald’s likelihood
ratio identity we have, for every £ € U,

Poo (2" = 1) = Poo (¢ < ¢F) (244)
Poo(éfe > A) < e (245)
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APPENDIX E
PROOF OF ASYMPTOTIC UPPER BOUND ON DETECTION DELAY

In this appendix, we prove Theorem For this, we need to show that, for any v > 0, as A — oo we have

esssup ES [T —v ‘ }'[?(G),T > v +o(A) . (246)

< -
= ped©ru JE(G)
Thus, throughout this appendix, we fix an arbitrary v > 0. This proof is quite lengthy, and requires introducing some additional

notation.

A. Stages

First, we introduce the sequence of random times, starting from v, at which the sampled unit changes, i.e.,

T i=if{t > 71 : 81 #Sr 41}, neEN, (247)
To =V . (248)

For every n € N,

« we refer to the time interval [7,,_; — 7,,] as the n'! “stage” of the sampling procedure,

« we denote by (,, the duration of the nt" stage, i.e.,
Cn ' =Tn — Tn-1 , (249)
« we denote by z, the indicator that is equal to 1 if and only if the process is terminated at the end of the n'" stage, i.e.,
zn = WY, > A}, (250)

« we denote by w,, the quantity that is equal to 1 if the unit that is sampled at the n'* stage is actually affected by the

change and 0 otherwise, i.e.,
wy, = 1{S;, € A(G)} . (251)

We stress that since the permutation of the units is pre-specified, the sequence {w,, : n € N} is deterministic. Furthermore,
we denote by

e {(¢},2],):n € N} the subsequence of {(¢,,z,) : n € N} that corresponds to w,, = 1,

o {(¢,2!) : n € N} the subsequence of {((n,2n,) : n € N} that corresponds to w,, = 0,

o Mg the total number of stages until the process is terminated by a stage at which the sampled unit is actually affected

by the change, i.e.,
Mg:=inf{fneN:z, =1, w,=1}, (252)

o M{ the number of stages until the above-mentioned termination at which the sampled units are affected by the change,
ie.,
Mg
Mg :=> W{w, =1} =inf{n e N:z, =1} . (253)
n=1

We have the following representation that, given Y,

(1inf{nZl:Yerngjrth(O,A)} , (254)

t=1

(n:inf{n>1zzgf:1jrt (O,A)} ., VYn>2. (255)
t=1

Thus, due to the independence of the observations over time, under PS, {((,,2,) : n > 2} are independent as well as

independent of Y, and ({1, 21).
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B. Cycles
For every k € N,
o we refer to the stages from {(k — 1) |U| + 2} to {k [U| + 1} as the k'!" “cycle” of the sampling process. To be precise,

the 15 cycle starts just after the end of 15! stage, and afterwards, every time the process completes |I/| stages, we define
its duration as a cycle.

« we denote by o, the total duration of only those stages in the k" cycle at which the units that are not affected by the
change are sampled, i.e.,

u|+1
ok = Z Ch—v)ut)+n Hwg—1)uj4n =0}, keEN. (256)

n=2

« we denote by Ng the number of cycles the sampling process has undergone before its termination, i.e.,

N :=inf {k € N: ((k — D)JU| +2) < Mg < (k|| +1)} . (257)

C. An upper bound on the worst-case detection delay

We next upper bound the worst-case detection delay of T using the previous quantities.

Lemma E.I: On the event {T > v’} we have

Mg
T—v<(-1{S, ¢ AG }+ZC+Zam7 (258)
and, consequently,
esssup ES [T —v ’ FE(G),T > 1/} (259)
My Ng
< ES ' - ‘ S, = E.Y,, Y, e (A, 260
_max{EerE(ag)(mu o ;Cn—i- Za (0, A) (260)
MY
RS m‘S_EYeOA . 261
sex B C1+ZC+ZO (0,4) } (261)
Proof: By the above definitions it is clear that
~ M
T-v<> n, (262)
and
chll{wn =1} = Z ¢, (263)
n=1
Furthermore, we have
chﬂ{wn =0} = (1 1{w, =0} + chﬂ{wn =0} < G1{S, ¢ A(G)} + Z Tm (264)

n=1 n=2
where the inequality holds since by definition, cycles are counted from the 2°? stage, and when S, ¢ A(G), i.e., at the first
stage, sampling is done from a unit which is not affected by the change, we have w; = 0. This completes the first part.
Now, we have
ES [T v ‘ F5(6),T > y} — ES [T —v| 8, € A@G), F3(G), T > y} (265)
=B [T - v |8, € AG), F5(6), T > v| 1S, € AG)) (266)
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+ES [T —v ’ S, ¢ AG), FS(G), T > y} 1{S, ¢ A(G)} 267)
— ES [T _v ] S, € A(G), Y,, Y, € (0, A)] 1{S, € A(G)} (268)
TES [T v |5, ¢ AG), Yy € (0,4)] 1{5, ¢ AG)} , (269)

where the equality in (263) follows from the fact that {S, € A(G)} € F5(G). The equality in (268) holds because given
S, € A(G) and T > v, the detection delay T—-v depends on the history ff (G) only through Y, i.e., the value of the statistic
at time v. However, given S, ¢ A(G), Y, is not observed from the history ]-'§ (G), hence, the detection delay is independent

of ]—'f (G). The result now follows from the first part and the following identities:

{S,eA@}r= |J {S=EB} ad (S, ¢AG}= |J {5 =E}. (270)

E€A(G)NU EE€U\A(G)
|
In view of Lemma we need to upper bound the conditional expectation of each of the quantities in the right-hand side

of (258). This is done in Lemmas [E.3] [E.4] [E.3] and For some of these lemmas, we need to introduce some additional

notations and state some supporting lemmas.

D. Random walk quantities
Recall the stopping times introduced in (232) and (233). Now, for every E € U,
« we denote by qf the probability that, while sampling from E, ¢& never exceeds 0 under F, i.e.,
¢f = F(({ =00), @71)

o when E € A(G), we denote by ¢¥(G) the probability that, while sampling from F, the random walk never falls below

0 under G, i.e.,
¢%(G) := G(¢¥ = 0) . 272)

[We note that under assumptions (24)-(23), both these probabilities are strictly positive (see, e.g., [27, Corollary 8.39],
and also Lemma in Appendix [C).]
« when E € A(G), we denote by u%(G) the expectation of (¥, and by ¢4 (G) the probability that, while sampling from

E, the corresponding LLR process crosses A for the first time before falling below 0 under G, i.e.,

ph(G):=Eg[¢F]  and  ¢5(G):=Eg[:F] =G(¢f < ¢F). (273)

E. Cycle quantities

Recall that we have fixed an arbitrary permutation, (E1,. .., Ey), of the elements of I to start the sampling process S.
Next, for any G € G, order the indices in this particular permutation, which correspond to the elements of .4(G), and denote

them as follows.
1 <i1(G) <iz(G) < -+ <ijamu(G) < U] (274)

It is important to note that the above ordering depends on what permutation we determine at the beginning of sampling.

Subsequently, we can also represent A(G) as
AG)NU = {Byyq) : j € [LAG) nuUll} - 275)

Next, for any j € [|A(G) NU]],
o when E is the j™ element of A(G) N in the the above ordering, i.e., E = E; ) € A(G) NU, we set

¢=c", =27, (276)
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F(G):=4¢%G),  @(G):=d5(G),  H\(G):=pK(G), 77)

J(G) =T (G),  WIG) =WF(G) , (278)
o for any I € N, we denote by «(7,1) the I element of the following periodic sequence, which starts from j and has period
|A(G) NU|,
Uod+ 1, L JAG) VUL 1,2, = 1,5, + 1,0, JAG) NULL L, 2,0 ) (279)
i.e., more formally,
k(7,0) == (j+1—1) mod |A(G) NU| € [AG) NU|], (280)

« we define the j-cycle to be the total duration in which sampling is performed only from the elements of .A(G) NI/ starting
with the element corresponding to the j'" index in 274), i.e., E;, (), until the process stops or returns to start sampling
again from E; (c),

o we introduce the quantity J? (G), which is a weighted harmonic mean of the information numbers corresponding to the
elements of A(G) NU, i.e.

lAG)NU|

1 ;o1
—— = W, — - (281)
ISR PR Rt

where the weight corresponding to any element is the conditional probability that during the j-cycle we stop while
sampling from that particular element given that we stop in the j-cycle, i.e.,
~k(7,l -1 ~k(7,s
wi = G70(6) T2 (1 - 3377 (6))
[ A(G)NU ~k(7,s
L-TLAP™ - 3377 (6)

Since the inverse of the information number of any unit in A(G) N represents the delay or difficulty of detection when

, for every [ € [JA(G)NU]] . (282)

sampling only from that element after the change, NE (G) represents the overall difficulty of detection averaged over all
elements in A(G) NU when E; (g is the first element in A(G) NI that we sample from immediately after the change.

Hence, J7 (G) can be interpreted as the information number corresponding to the j-cycle.

F. Some useful lemmas

Next, in the following lemmas, we establish upper bounds of the conditional expectation of each of the quantities in the

right-hand side of (238), and combine them in the end to obtain the desired result.

Lemma E.2: Fix G € G and recall the definition of x(j,1) in (280) for any j € [|A(G) NU|] and ! € N. Then
kG, L+ 1) = k(k(5,2),1) . (283)
Proof: We have

r(K(4,2),1)

#((j 4+ 1) mod |A(G) NU|, 1)

((j 4+ 1) mod |A(G) NU| +1 — 1) mod |A(G) NU|

((j + 1) mod |A(G) NU|) mod |A(G) NU| + (I — 1) mod |A(G) NU|
= (j + 1) mod |A(G) NU| + (I — 1) mod |A(G) N U|

= (j +1) mod |A(G) NU|

=G+ (+1)—1)mod |AG) NU| = k(j,l+ 1),

which completes the proof. [ ]

(284)
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Lemma E.3: For any j € [|A(G) nU]],
Mg

ES > G
n=1

Proof: First, fix any arbitrary j € [|.A(G) N|] and consider conditioning on

A A
Y,,Y, € (0,4)| < (jg'(c) \/ G ) +0(A) . (285)

{S, = Ei (6, Y., T > v} . (286)

Now, since S, = E;,(c), clearly, at the first stage sampling is done from a unit that belongs to A(G), i.e, wy =1 or ¢ = (1.

Thus, we define the following conditional expectations
iy, =ES[G1 ]S = By, Yo Yo € (0,A)] (287)
Py, = PS(21 = 1|5, = Ei (6), Y2, Vi € (0, 4)) . (288)
Furthermore, under PG, {(¢/,, z,) : n > 2} is independent of {5, = i,(G)}» Y, and ((7, 21), and for every [ € {2,...,[A(G)N
U| + 1}, the following sequence is i.i.d.:
{(Chrace)rui+o 2kl a@nui+) = k= 0}, (289)

with the common expectation (Nn(j ’l)(G), e ’l)(G)) Also, note that, in this case, M{ > 1 is a stopping time with respect to
the filtration generated by {Y,,Y, € (0, A), z/, : n € N}. Then,

RS %g )Y, Y, € (0,A) (290)
—pl % ;Li +(1—pl ) x A(Ggﬂwf_(i’” m (291)
=p} x Zj:: +(1—-pf ) x A(ZGZ);L{ wp /m (292)
B STy
< pg/y (Ajg(é/) 1{Y, € (0,A)} + o(A )) (1 —pY lA%Wlwl (:2) (m + o(A)) (294)
<rp}, (\i(;?@) +(1=pyv,) (M) +0(4) (295)
: <i£@) \ jf(ﬂé(c)) tol4), 2%

where the constants {w] : j,1 € [|.A(G) NU|]} are defined in (282). In the above, the equality in (91) follows by a direct
application of Lemma [C.4[ii), the one in (293) follows by using Lemma [E2] and the inequality in (294) follows by a direct
application of Lemma (C.I). The proof is complete.

|
Lemma E.4: For every E € U \ A(G) and A > 0 large enough, we have
ES [gl ( S, =E,Y, ¢ (O,A)} <c, (297)
where C > 0 is a finite constant independent of A.
Proof: We have
ES [gl ‘ S, =E,Y, ¢ (O,A)} — ES { S, =By, e (O,A)} (298)
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<C, (299)

where the equality in (Z98) follows from the facts that, given S, = E, we have ¢; = ¢/, and the one in (299) follows by a
direct application of Lemma since the unit sampled in ¢/, under PS, follows the local distribution F¥.

Lemma E.5: For any E € U \ A(G),
Mg

ES D G
n=1

Proof: Suppose j € [ A(G) NU|] is such that E; (c) is the immediate next unit after F, from where we are supposed

gyzE,T>1/ < max A
JEAG)NU]] JJ( )

+0o(A) . (300)

to sample according to the pre-fixed permutation of the units. Then, {¢/, : n € N} is a sequence of positive and independent

random variables such that, under PS, for every I € {1,...,|.A(G)

{(Chrae)rui+i Zhla@nui+) = k= 0}, (301)

with the common expectation (i A(J )(G)7 cjz(j ’l)(G)), and is independent of {7 > v}. As a consequence, M{ is a stopping

time with respect to the filtration generated by {¢/ : n € N}, and

. % “‘Z”“' 0 6)
E; G| S w] 2 (302)
Z ! qA(JJ)(G)
lA@NU| 4
< w [ —2 o(A)) (303)
; l <Jo 50(6)
A
< — A 304
< g(@)”( ) (304)
< +o(A) | (305)

jellA@nul 77 (G)
where the equality in (302)) follows by using Lemma [C.4[ii), and the inequality in (303) follows by a direct application of
Lemma

|
Lemma E.6: For any E € U \ A(G) and j € [|A(G) NU]|], we have

Ng B Ne ~

ES [Z Om ‘ S, = E;, )Y, Y, € (0,4)| < ES [Z om | S, =E,Y, € (0,A)| < constant , (306)
m=1 m=1
where
constant = L Z L (307)
- AG)nU ~j B
L-TLEY™ A~ 7(6) peia W

Proof: Since (1 = (i, we have Mg > 1 and thus, Ng > 1 is a Geometric random variable with parameter, say q4.

Therefore, we have

G
_ Elo] (308)
qa

Ng
Zam S'VZE

m=1

S,=E,Y,c(0,A)| = ES

where the first equality in (308) follows from the fact that the distributions of the cycles are independent of {Y, € (0, A4)},
and the second one follows by an application of Wald’s identity, where g4 is the probability that the process is terminated in

the first cycle, i.e.,

qa :=P%(z, =1 forsome 2 <n < |U|+1 with w, =1) . (309)
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Since we stop only while sampling a unit in .A(G), when S, € A(G), we have
Ng=0 ifandonlyif 2;=1. (310)

Otherwise, since the cycles are i.i.d., the probability of termination of the process at any of the cycles is ¢4. Therefore, under

PPS, the conditional distribution of Ng is
. s v if k=0
P (No =k | 8, = By Vi Yo € (0,4)) =40 , 311
1—py )1 —qa)*tqa if k>1
Y.

where p{/y is defined in (288). Therefore, we have

Ng
§ Om
m=1

where the equality in (312) follows from Lemma ii). Finally, since every unit in I/ \ .A(G) has exactly one corresponding

ES[o1] < ES[o1]
qga qgaA

ES S, = Ei,(6), Y., Y, € (0, A) , (312)

i

=1-p)

stage that appears in every cycle, we have

ESloy] = > Ee[¢”]. (313)
ECU\A(G)
Furthermore, for any E € U \ A(G), we have
1 1
Brl¢"] <Erl(f] = ——— =7 . (314)
F(¢P =00)  dF
where the first equality follows from [27, Corollary 8.39].
Furthermore, we have
1—qa=P%z, =0 forevery 2<n <|U|+1 with w, =1) (315)
= I GG.=0 (316)
2<n<|U|+1,
wp=1
[A(G)NU| [A(G)NU| _
= Il c&@=0= J] a-a@@©) (317)
j=1 j=1
lA(G)NU| 4
< JI a-&@), (318)
j=1

where the equality in (313) follows from the fact that, {z/, : n > 2} is a sequence of independent random variables under PS,
the one in (317) holds because every unit in A(G) N has exactly one corresponding stage that appears in every cycle, which

implies that

, e
[T 1te=0r= ] 1{#=0}. (319)
2<n<|U|+1, j=1
Wyp=1

The inequality in (3T8) holds because, by the definitions of ¢,(G) and ¢’ (G), for E = E;,(G) we have
F4(6) = G(¢F > ¢§) > 6(¢F = 00) = ¢.(G) . (320)

The proof is complete.

Finally, we combine every result in this appendix to prove Theorem [4.2]
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G. Proof of Theorem
Proof: Following Lemma [E.I] Lemma [E3] Lemma [E4] Lemma [E.3] and Lemma [E.6 we have

esssup ES [T —v ‘ ]-"VS(G),T > 1/} (321)
A A A
< max — — — + o(A) + constant 322
A
= Eeg\l(%}){ﬂu (ZF(G)) + o(A) + constant . (323)

The last equality holds due to the following. For every j € [|A(G) NU|], note that,

. E(G) = . 71 G) < 77 G 324
Eei{l(lG%mujO( ) le[|ir(l(1;r)lmu|] Jo(6) = 72(6) 529

where the inequality follows by the definition of J? (G). Consequently, we have

. E _ : 7 7+(1,2) 7l
pin T (G) = le“,i?é?nun(%(c) AT (G AN T(G)) - (325)

H. Proof of Proposition 2]

Proof: By using Lemma [C.1] if in the proof of Theorem [#.2] we appropriately replace the o(A) terms with the following

constant
Wi (G)
1+ , 326
peAGru qF(G) ( JE(G)? (326)
then the non-asymptotic upper bound is obtained. [ ]
APPENDIX F

AN IMPROVEMENT OF THE NON-ASYMPTOTIC UPPER BOUND

In this appendix, we further improve the non-asymptotic upper bound established in Proposition [2] under an additional

distributional assumption. In the following, first, we present some lemmas that are useful later.

A. Some useful lemmas

Lemma F.1: Suppose A >0, 7Z; > 75 >0 and w < 0. Let

A—zx 1 1
= Ae®? | =— — — f A) . 27
f(x) 7 + A€ (Iz I1) , for xz €(0,A) (327)
Then

A
sup f(x)=—. (328)

2€(0,A) I

Proof: We have
gy = L we (1 1

fi(z) = T + Awe 7, 1) (329)

If Zy > I, or equivalently, (I% = I%) > 0, then f’(x) < 0 for every x € (0, A), which implies that f is decreasing, and

sup f(x) = lim f(x) = A . (330)
2€(0,A) z—0 Iy
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Lemma F2: Suppose A >0, Zy >7Z; >0and v > 0 > w. Let

A—x  Alev® —e*d) (1 1
= — - — f A) . 331
f(z) A + " 7, ") for x € (0,A) (331)
Then
A+ % (log(wa) + log ( - %) —logv + 1) AewA [ 1
sup f(a) = -2 (z-7) (332)
2€(0,A) A v ., I
Proof: We have
, _ _i Awe®” i _ i
f(@) = zt— 7)) (333)
Since Zy > 74, f'(x) = 0 has the solution
1 T
A — (log(Aw) + log (1 - 1) —log v> , (334)
w Iy
which leads to
A+l (log(—Aw) + log ( — %) —logv + 1) AevA /1 1
su xz) = f(z*) = — — =] . (335)
S = ) - "~ (-7)
]

B. Improvement of the non-asymptotic upper bound

Proposition 8: If, in addition to @), we further assume that for every G € G and E € A(G) NU the following equation

EN ¢
/(ZHFE> aG =1, (336)

then the non-asymptotic upper bound in Proposition 2] can be further improved as follows. To be specific, when (@4) and (336)
hold, then there exist functions {®; : j € [|.A(G) NU|]} such that for every A > 0, (30) holds with the o(A) term being
replaced with @, and the first term with
| max <~A \/‘L{fq)j(A)\/qu’j(A)) , (337)
sella@nu \ 72 (G) ¥ grvP6) ¥ F(6)
where, for every j € [|A(G) NU|], ®;(-) are deterministic functions such that ®,(A)/A goes to 0 as A — oo.

has only one positive real solution,

Proof: We provide an alternative upper bound for the quantity under consideration in Lemma which will lead us to

the desired result. We start with (293) and proceed as follows.

| M@ eeG20
L phy xS 2 BTG (338)
1y, + ( v,) ; l QZ(R(J,Q)J)(G) z€[0,4) (=)
where the objective function in (338) is defined by
_ MA@ AN
g(@) = pl+ (1 —pl)x > wpU? A . forze0,A). (339)

~ 1,2),1
= (e

Leveraging the following relationship that,
a =g(0 a , 340
ngoﬁ)g(z) g( )\/Ig%oigl)g(fv) (340)
it suffices to provide upper bounds for both quantities on the right-hand side. First, for any z € (0, A), we upper bound g(z)
as follows.
[A(G)NU| ~k(k(7,2),l
H’A( (4,2) )(G)

g@) =+ 1 -ph)yx Y wf?
=1

e (341)
QA( (J-Q)J)(G)
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x A
<pl+(1-pl) 2 : w, (4,2) ("W)”(G) + constant) (342)
<pd 4+ (1—pl) L + constant (343)
= Ha ® jf(j’z)(G)
< it (l—pl) —— tant | 344
< mex (ufr( %) j:(j,z)(G)> + constan (344)

where the inequality in (342) follows from Lemma [C.I] Now, we use Wald’s bounds to solve the maximization problem in
(344), where the objective function is denoted by

A
jf(j’Q)(G)
To be specific, for any € (0, A), we use the following results (see [[12 pp. 127-128] and [28, Theorem 1]), which are crucial
to bound h(z) from above. If (336) holds, then

e~ wot — 1] . woe wWor — 1

h(z) := (ug; + (1 —p%) ) , forze(0,4). (345)

PR <pl < P —— for some wp <0 <w; <1< ws. (346)
. — J — (1 —pd
< (A x)pf, (1= ps) + constant . (347)
J5(G)
Then, for any = € (0, A), we have

A—x)p) —z(1—pl ; A

h(z) < ( x)pf_ z(1 = p) +(1- p;)~(72) + constant (348)
J5(G) JE(G)

A—-x - 1 1

=——+4+ A0 -pl) | —= - = + constant , (349)
J3 () Fr2G)  Ji(6)

where the first inequality follows by using (3&7). Now, if J7(G) > Fr9?)(G), then following (349) and using the lower
bound in (346) we can further upper bound

A—x 1
h < — + Al —— — —
(x) 70 <j*n(],2)(G)

1— wo(A—1)
G)) i + constant (350)

e—wWoT — () ewo (A—2z)

1
(
A— 1 1
< x + Al — G - —= e“°% + constant , (351)
Ji(G) JE0P(G)  J(6)
where the last inequality follows by using the inequality that,
1-9 1
Therefore, following (351)) and by using Lemma [F.I] we have

A
max h ./,C) S PN <+ constant . (353)
z€(0,A) jn(jv )(G>

o _ ,wo(A—2x)
h(z) < {1 A/ - .1 - = .1 1 ¢ — + constant (354)
7© " T\FING)  F(G) ) waeer e
_ wox __ L,woA
< {1 x + Al — .1 — — .1 ¢ ¢ + constant (355)
F©  T\ZGG)  FH(6)) w et
A—z 1 1 (0T _ oA
< jOJ(G) + A ( N*R(J,Q)(G) NOj(G)> > + constant . (356)
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Therefore, following (356) and again by using Lemma [F2] we have
A+ & (10g(~Awo) +10g (1= F§(6)/ T2 (G)) — loguws +1)

8% M) < Z
€(0,4) T3 (G) (357)
AewoA 1 1
_ A G T + constant .
w2 \ JFH(G6) J5(6)

Next, following (340) we also need to upper bound ¢(0), which is done as follows.

|-A G)n ~k(K(4,2),0)
) Ha (G)
9(0) = + (1 —p}) Z W)l)(G) (358)
1=1 da
|A(G)NU| ~k(j,l+1)
i k(5,2) M (G)
=G+ > (1= @GV P (359)
=1 du (G)
[[A(G)NU|—1 ~r(G,0+1) [ A( G)mu| w(4,5)
4 4 G ; G
G DR - st O ) he mf,l ) (360)
=1 du (G) H (1 —dqa (G))
[A(G)NU|—1 20D (g |.A(G nulq m(j,s) G 1
» - —1+1
= 4 (G) + Z Wit ~;4(j,l+1)( : + MA( )H \AEG)HM?A (~n()j),s) (361)
= (G) o (1=a4"7(G))
4 IA G)nU| Tl WG
=G O+ 3w L+ B (62
a6 qa(G)
[A(G)NU| ~k(5,0)
i Ha (G)
Z w] ?]‘,z) (363)
da(G)
\A(G)ﬂu\ A
J
< Z wy <~”(j’l)(G) + constant) (364)
=1 0
= i + constant , (365)
J(G)

where the equality in (339) follows from the observations that uf) = %, (G) and p} = ¢, (G), the equality in (B360) follows
from the fact that, for every [ € [|A(G) NU|],
(- g - A= GOV IIAA -3 E) | G VL, -a™ @)
L= TP - g7 (6)) L-TLAP™0 - 3377 (6))
which coincides with w] 11 when [ € [JA(G) NU| — 1]. The inequality in (364) follows from Lemma
Therefore, from the above results we derive the final upper bound as follows. If joj (G) > J« 750:2) ( ) then following (340),

(44), (353), and (363), we have

A A
IEG T | S, =E; (G),Y,,,T > v < — ) + constant . (367)
| J< Ji(6) v Jr2(6)
On the other hand, if J7*7"?)(G) > 77 (G), then we have
ES [Tl ‘ S, = Ei (), Y, T > u} (368)
B A \/ A+ w%] (log(—Awo) + log (1 — jg(G)/jf(j’Q)(G)) —logws + 1) (369)
~\J () J3(6)
UJOA
- Ac =l .12) - ~j1 + constant . (370)
w2 \JMH(G) T (6)

Thus, the exact forms of the functions {®; : j € [ A(G)NU|]} can be derived from the above, where the constants are obtained

from Lemma [C.I} This completes the proof. [ |
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