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Abstract

Multi-stream sequential change detection involves simultaneously monitoring many
streams of data and trying to detect when their distributions change, if at all. Here,
we theoretically study multiple testing issues that arise from detecting changes in many
streams. We point out that any algorithm with finite average run length (ARL) must
have a trivial worst-case false detection rate (FDR), family-wise error rate (FWER), and
per-family error rate (PFER); thus, any attempt to control these Type I error metrics is
fundamentally in conflict with the desire for a finite ARL (which is typically necessary in
order to have a small detection delay). One of our contributions is to define a new class of
metrics which can be controlled, called error over patience (EOP). We propose algorithms
that combine the recent e-detector framework (which generalizes the Shiryaev-Roberts
and CUSUM methods) with the recent e-Benjamini-Hochberg procedure and e-Bonferroni
procedures. We prove that these algorithms control the EOP at any desired level under
very general dependence structures on the data within and across the streams. In fact,
we prove a more general error control that holds uniformly over all stopping times and
provides a smooth trade-off between the conflicting metrics. Additionally, if finiteness of
the ARL is forfeited, we show that our algorithms control the Type I error.
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1 Introduction

In single-stream sequential change detection, we observe a sequence of random variables
(X¢)72, one at a time and (informally) our goal is stop as soon as we detect that there
has been some change in the data-generating distribution. A common metric considered
in the single-stream setting — not without its critics — is the average run length (ARL),
which is the expected time until a false alarm when there is no change. One typically seeks
change detection algorithms that come with an upper bound on the detection delay while
guaranteeing a lower bound on the ARL.

The multi-stream sequential change detection setting is concerned with simultaneously
detecting changes in many streams. However, an algorithm which is effective in the single-
stream setting may not be good when deployed without alteration on each of the multiple
streams. This is because we would only obtain a guarantee on the per-stream ARL, but not
on error metrics that evaluate performance more holistically across streams.

For instance, we may want control over the false detection rate (FDR), which is the
expected proportion of detections which are false. False detections may be costly, and one
may consequently desire to not make too many of these mistakes. In this case, we may
want to control the family-wise error rate (FWER), which is the probability of making any
false detection, or the per-family error rate (PFER), which is the expected number of false
detections. All of these Type I error metrics have been heavily studied in the multiple testing
literature, but their interplay with metrics like the ARL have not been thoroughly studied in
the multi-stream change detection context. In fact, we later formally point out that having
a finite ARL (which is typically necessary for an algorithm to have a small detection delay)
forces the worst-case Type I error to be essentially trivial.

Given this inherent and unavoidable tension between the ARL and the Type I error, can
we still design procedures that deliver sensible and nontrivial guarantees? We make a novel

proposal: we suggest a new class of metrics as error over patience (EOP), that take the form:

EOP = sup Type I error at time 7

stopping times 7 E [T]

Here, the denominator is termed patience. Upper bounding the EOP will force the Type I
error to be small when changes are declared quickly (the low-patience regime), but allow the
Type I error to be larger when changes are declared more slowly (the high-patience regime).
This metric might initially appear odd, so we will spend some time unpacking the definition
and justifying that it is sensible; in some sense, it is the best we can hope for given the
aforementioned unavoidable tradeoffs. For example, when instantiated under the global null
(no change in any stream), the numerator equals 1 as soon as any change is declared, and
the denominator equals the ARL. Therefore, upper bounding the EOP yields a lower bound
on the ARL, as one would typically desire.



A new metric is useful only if it can be controlled. We present a somewhat general
framework for multi-stream change detection that combines two modern tools involving e-
values. In particular, we combine the recent e-detector framework for single-stream change
detection with the recent e-Benjamini-Hochberg (e-BH) procedure for FDR control and the
e-Bonferroni procedure for PFER control, and show that the resulting procedures can bound
the EOP at any predefined level. Note that the guarantee holds uniformly over all stopping
times, by definition of the EOP; this can include the time of the first detection. We call
these the e-d-BH and e-d-Bonferroni procedures. One benefit of using e-detectors is that
our algorithms are widely applicable even when the pre-change distribution is unknown but
comes from a composite (possibly nonparametric) class, and under very general dependence
structures between the data across streams. Finally, we show that if finiteness of the ARL
is forfeited, the e-d-BH and e-d-Bonferroni methods provide universal control over the FDR
and PFER respectively.

To summarize, this paper has three main contributions:

e Articulating the fundamental tension between the Type I error and ARL.
e Proposing a new class of metrics: the EOP — this is the Type I error over patience.

e Developing algorithms (e-d-BH and e-d-Bonferroni) that can control the EOP metric

(and more) under rather general settings and weak assumptions.

As is typical in the multiple testing literature, this paper provides bounds on false de-
tections (Type I errors) rather than true detections (power), and on the ARL rather than
detection delay. This is for two reasons; first, the initial part of the paper will be agnos-
tic to the precise details of the problem setup and the specific change detection procedure
one chooses to use for each stream. While the second part of the paper does specify which
change detection framework to use (e-detectors), any further details of the problem setup will
not matter to us. Thus, we present our methods and guarantees abstractly, but discussions
of detection delay must necessarily be grounded in the specifics of concrete change detec-
tion problems. This is somewhat analogous to the Benjamini-Hochberg (or e-BH) procedure
taking in a set of p-values (or e-values), but being agnostic to their power due to the lack
of assumptions on what hypotheses are being tested or how the p-values were constructed.
These issues are of course important in practice, but they are irrelevant for presenting the
BH procedure and its Type I error guarantees. For the same reason, we do not discuss com-
putational issues in this paper — computationally efficient schemes for multi-stream change
detection are practically important, but the methods will depend on details of the problem
definition. Instead, we aim to provide a more abstract (and thus more comprehensive from
that regard) treatment of the interplay between Type I error metrics and the ARL.

We begin by formalizing the problem and setting up some notation. We will not do this
all at once; the e-d-BH framework (and the past work it builds on: e-detectors and the e-BH



procedure) is likely unfamiliar to most readers and can appear mysterious at first glance,
so we will introduce the appropriate background as needed. We will also provide several

examples later in the paper that instantiate the framework for concrete problems.

2 Background: multi-stream sequential change detection

Consider a general formulation of the multi-stream sequential change detection problem. We
allow the streams to be dependent and allow the observations within each stream to also be
dependent. Technically, each stream could have data lying in any space, but for simplicity we
present the framework assuming that each stream has real-valued observations. Let M (RY)
denote the set of probability measures over RY (these are joint distributions over infinite
sequences of observations, which are not necessarily i.i.d.).

Suppose we are monitoring K € N streams of data, denoted (Xt(k))fil for k € [K], where
[K] = {1,...,K}. We observe the data sequentially, meaning that at time ¢, we observe
(Xt(l), . ,Xt(K)). Suppose each stream k € [K] has a single changepoint at some unknown
time 1 < ¢ < oo (where ¢®) = 5o means that there is no change in the kth stream).
We use € = (5(1), . ,f(K)) € NX to denote the list of true changepoints; we call this the
configuration. We'll use {g = (00, ...,00) to denote the special configuration corresponding
to the global null (when there is no change in any stream). We will not assume that the
pre-change or post-change distributions in each stream are known exactly, but only that they
lie in some known sets; let P((]k), Pfk) C M(RY) be the pre-change and post-change classes
of distributions over data sequences (Xt(k))fil for each stream k € [K]. Importantly, these
classes refer to the joint distributions across time of each individual stream — but the joint
distribution across streams is arbitrary (see Section 9 for a discussion on implicit restrictions
on the cross-stream dependence that is placed by later results).

Then, suppose that (Xt(k))fg_l is drawn from some unknown distribution ]P’ék) € P(gk)

[e.o]

t=¢£(k)
drawn from some distribution ng) € Pl(k). Let F*) denote a filtration for the k-th stream,
which if left unspecified is taken to be the natural filtration of the data:

(more formally, from its restriction to the first £ — 1 coordinates), and that (Xt(k)) is

For example, consider a scenario in which we want to detect a change in symmetricity, mean-
ing that pre-change observations are assumed to have a symmetric conditional distribution
around zero, while post-change observations do not. One can think of symmetry testing as a
nonparametric generalization of the ¢-test, which assumes that the data is a centered Gaussian

with unknown variance. Letting =; denote equality in distribution, we could choose:

Pk = {]P € M(RY) 1 (X; =4 —X;) | FE) for all t € N, where (X;)5°, ~ IP} .



Then, 'Pfk) would be some subset of the complement of Pék).

Notice that in general, the sets Pék) and Pfk) need not be parametric, and this frame-
work allows for dependence within each stream. For example, the pre-change class contains
distributions of the type: “Draw the first stream’s observation from a standard Gaussian. If
it is positive, draw the second stream’s observation from a standard Gaussian, else draw it
from a standard Cauchy”. As mentioned before, our algorithms can handle dependence with
streams and across streams in some scenarios as well, which we discuss in Section 9.

We will let P denote the true data generating distribution (over all K data streams and for
all times ¢ € N). Note that the data distribution P depends implicitly on the configuration &,
although this dependence may be hidden in future notation. Furthermore, suppose we have
a global filtration F = (F;);2,. If the filtration is left unspecified, let F be the natural global
filtration generated by all the data:

k .
Ft:a(X](.):je[t],ke[KD.
Throughout this paper, we use the notation x V y = max{z,y} and x A y = min{z, y}.

Definition 2.1 (Stopping times). A stopping time is a random variable 7 such that the event
{r <t} is Fi-measurable for all ¢ € N.

Naturally, stopping times in this paper are allowed to depend on data from all streams,

so they are based on the global filtration F (and not any stream-specific filtration F (k)).

Definition 2.2 (Sequential change monitoring algorithm). A sequential change monitoring

algorithm is a list of sequences (golgk))?il € {0, 1} for k € [K], where %Ek:) is adapted to F.

We let p®) denote the sequence ((pgk))fil and we let o = (oM, ..., oK),

We interpret {cp,gk) = 0} to be the event that the algorithm has not found that a change
in stream k has previously occurred before time ¢ and {cpgk) = 1} to be the event that the
algorithm did detect that a change in stream k has occurred before time ¢t. Suppose that at
some time t, the algorithm detected a change in stream k; later, upon accumulating more
evidence, we allow the algorithm to change its mind and decide that there was actually no
change in stream k. In short, we do not require that ¢§k) = 1 necessarily implies gogk) =1 for
s >t (although for specific algorithms it could). Note that we allow ©®) to be adapted to F
and do not restrict it to be adapted to F*), meaning that cp(k) is allowed to depend on data
from all streams up to time ¢, not just the k-th stream. This will later allow us to control
error metrics (like the EOP) that evaluate decisions across all streams.

A change monitoring algorithm can be continually monitored, and sequentially gives the
user a changing subset of streams in which it has thus far detected a change. In our termi-
nology, a change monitoring algorithm needs to be coupled with a stopping time in order to

yield a change detection algorithm.



Definition 2.3 (Sequential change detection algorithm). A sequential change detection al-
gorithm is a pair (¢, 7), where ¢ is a change monitoring algorithm and 7 is a stopping time
(with respect to F). At time 7, the algorithm stops and outputs (@(Tk))le, representing its

final decisions at time 7 about which streams have purportedly had a change by time 7.

In practice, one may run the change monitoring algorithm and continuously peek at the
data (Xt(k))kK:1 (if the filtration F is the natural one) in order to decide when to stop. One
important summary statistic of the data is the value of an e-detector, which we will define
later in Section 5.1. For instance, 7 can be the first time that the e-detector exceeds some
threshold in at least n streams for some 1 > 1. In practice, 7 may even depend on random
noise irrelevant to the problem or on external circumstances; for example, a researcher may
choose to stop the monitoring algorithm due to lack of funds to continue an experiment or
when the number of claimed detections stays constant for ten steps. Therefore, we would like
guarantees on the performance of the monitoring algorithm which are robust to the choice
of 7. This motivates the supremum over 7 taken in the definition of the EOP (previewed in

the introduction but formally defined later).

Definition 2.4 (Global null). For stream k, define the null hypothesis ”H(()k) ) = 00, We
define the global null H{ to be the scenario in which ’H(()k) is true for all k; namely, this is the
scenario in which there are no changes at all. We will let E[-] denote expectation under

the global null and P ( - ) denote the probability measure under the global null.
In the single-stream setting, the average run length (ARL) is defined as the expected first

time that an algorithm declares a change, assuming that there is no change. Here, we extend
the definition of the ARL to the more general multi-stream setting, and the single-stream

ARL will be a special case when K =n = 1.

Definition 2.5 (Average run length (ARL,(¢))). For a given multi-stream change monitor-
ing algorithm ¢, let T,’{((p) denote the first time that our algorithm declares a change in at
least 1 < n < K streams:

K
X . k
() = inf {Zsoﬁ ! zn}. (1)
k=1
Then, the average run length ARL,(¢) is defined as:

ARLy(¢) = Eoo[7; ()] (2)

Note that ARL,(¢) as could also be described as the “average run length to 7 detections”.
We typically want the ARL to be large. For example, one might want the ARL to be

larger than 1/« for some a € (0,1). However, methods with a large ARL must also have a

large detection delay; the detection delay typically scales proportional to log(1/«) (see Chan



(2017)). Therefore, the most interesting regime is that in which the ARL is large but still

finite, since it is only then that we can still hope to control the detection delay.

Definition 2.6 (False detection rate at time ¢t (FDR(¢p, £, t))). For a sequential change moni-
toring algorithm ¢ and configuration &, the false detection proportion at time ¢ (FDP(yp, &, t))
is the ratio of null hypotheses rejected to total hypotheses rejected at time ¢ € N:

k
S SDE ) Leysy
. .
(Zszl 9015 )> v

Here, FDP(y,&,t) is a random variable. The false detection rate at time t (FDR(p,¢&, 1))
measures the expected false detection proportion (FDP) at time t € N:

FDP(p,¢,t) =

K k
Py 9075 ) Loy

(25:1 Sf’gk)) V1

Definition 2.7 (Family-wise error rate at time ¢ (FWER(yp,&,t))). For a given sequential

FDR(¢,&,t) = E[FDP(p,&,t)] =E

change monitoring algorithm ¢ and configuration &, the family-wise error rate at time t
(FWER(¢g, £, t)) measures the probability of having at least one false detection in any stream
at time t € N:

FWER(p, &, 1) (U{so =13 {¢® > t}> :

Definition 2.8 (Per-family error rate at time ¢ (PFER(p,&,t))). For a given sequential
change monitoring algorithm ¢ and configuration &, the per-family error rate at time t
(PFER(¢, &, t)) measures the expected number of false detections at time ¢ € N:

Z‘Pt 1g(k)>t] .

These three metrics are the most common measures of Type I error when testing multiple
hypotheses. Note that the PFER is a more stringent metric than the FWER, which in turn

is a more stringent metric than the FDR. Since the configuration £ is unknown, we typically

PFER(y,&,t)

aim to control these metrics uniformly over £. Before presenting our results, we review some

related work.

3 Related work

In this section, we discuss some related work in the field of change detection. In particular,
we point out that the issue of multiple testing has not been comprehensively addressed in

prior multi-stream change detection literature, especially from a theoretical perspective.



3.1 Multiple testing in single-stream change detection

The need for control over multiple testing statistics has been discussed in the related context
of multiple change detection in a single stream; here, we briefly mention some of the prior
work in this area. For example, Bodenham and Adams (2017) introduce the metrics! CCD
(changes correctly detected) and FDR for change detection. They argue that current metrics
used for change detection in streams (ARL and detection delay) are insufficient and that
current algorithms, even in the single-stream setting, do not seem to have good theoretical
control on CCD and FDR. They provide empirical estimates on these quantities and show
that some of the popular methods in the area (such as Jiang et al. (2008)) actually do not
do a good job of controlling the CCD or FDR.

Plasse et al. (2021) studies change detection in the context of transition matrices of
Markov processes. In this work, ARL and detection delay are referenced as being insufficient
to fully characterize the quality of their method. In addition to these metrics, the empirical
F} scores of the algorithm in Bodenham and Adams (2017) is also reported. However, they
do not provide any theoretical guarantees on the F; score.

Plasse and Adams (2019) discusses a new method for multiple change detection in a single
data stream, specifically in the setting where the data is categorical. Even so, Plasse and
Adams (2019) references Bodenham and Adams (2017) to point out that ARL and detection
delay are not sufficient to analyze the performance of a change detector. Therefore, they
empirically estimate the CCD and FDR of their method, but as with most methods in this
field, do not provide any theoretical bounds on these quantities or discuss the relationship
between the FDR and the ARL.

3.2 Multiple testing in multi-stream change detection

Mei (2010) develops methods that work for sequential multi-stream change detection when
the number of streams is large. Prior work had used mixture likelihood ratio methods but
Mei (2010) offered more computationally efficient methods. Mei (2010) argues that “the
Type I and II error [...] criteria of the off-line hypothesis testing problem have been replaced
by the average run length [...] in the online change detection problem” Mei (2010, p. 2). The
setting in their work is as follows: suppose you are monitoring K data streams, where streams
{k1,...,kn} change at the same time v (although the methods generalize when these streams
do not all change at the same time). The goal of Mei (2010) is to minimize the detection
delay (Etk1-km}CIKI[7]) subject to an ARL constraint (Eq[7] > 7). But even if the detection

delay is small and the ARL is large but not infinite, this objective does not identify streams

!The CCD is the proportion of changed streams in which a change monitoring algorithm correctly declares
a change. Also, Bodenham and Adams (2017) and others use the metric DNF = 1 — FDR.



with changes or provide any clean control of the false detection rate (which would equal 1
under the global null, as proved later).

Xu and Mei (2021) is a more recent paper with the same objective. They show the
second-order asymptotic optimality of a class of methods for multi-stream change detection
under this regime. Once more, the identification of streams (and the resulting Type I errors)
are not discussed.

Chan (2017) derives asymptotic lower bounds on the detection delay and thereby shows
that a modified version of a mixed likelihood ratio method is optimal for the problem described
in Mei (2010). The goal again is to minimize detection delay subject to an ARL constraint.
As above, Chan (2017) does not have any mention to CCD, FDR, or any similar metrics.

Tartakovsky and Spivak (2024) studies the detection of changes in multi-stream stochastic
models. In their paper, they define the metric PFA = Y 7 (1, Poo (7 < k) (where 7, is a
prior distribution over the true changepoint £); this metric represents the probability of a
false alarm (related to the ARL). The goal as described in their work is to design a method
whose PFA is bounded by o and whose detection delay is minimal, plus a term which is o(1)
as a | 0. This goal is stricter than control over the FDR, since it bounds the probability that
there is ever a false alarm.

Chen et al. (2020) is the first to propose methods for multi-stream change detection that
control the FDR instead of the FWER (which can be difficult to control in general). They
present three methods, each of which have asymptotic guarantees on the FDR and average
detection delay. However, none of these methods simultaneously provide control over the
average run length.

Note that none of the above works treat the FDR and ARL simultaneously. For more
examples of such works, see Chen and Li (2023), Eriksson and Olofsson (2018), Wang and
Mei (2015), and Xie and Siegmund (2013). We will now show that it is impossible to achieve
nontrivial FDR or FWER when the ARL is finite, which then leads into our proposed metric
(EOP) and general algorithms to control it.

4 Simultaneous control over Type I error and ARL

We begin with several impossibility results to motivate our discussion of the new EOP metrics
for simultaneous control over the Type I error. These impossibility phenomena are funda-
mental, but relatively straightforward (and even obvious in hindsight). Nevertheless, they do

not appear to have been articulated before, and so we develop carefully and generally below.

4.1 Impossibility of achieving nontrivial worst-case Type I error

Suppose we are in the multi-stream change detection problem as described in Section 2.

Recall that FDR (¢, £, 7) is the expected false discovery proportion of the change monitoring

10



algorithm ¢ if stopped at time 7 with configuration &, that the global null corresponds to the

k)

configuration where no change occurs in any stream (£ (k) = oo for all streams k € [K]), and

that 7, (¢) is the first time that n changes are declared.

Theorem 4.1 (Relating the FDR and ARL). Suppose we have a configuration & and consider
a multi-stream change monitoring algorithm ¢ for which ARL; () = Ex[15(¢)] < 00. If T

denotes the set of all stopping times with respect to F, then we have:

sup sup FDR(¢,¢,7) = FDR(p,{a, 11 (#)) = 1,
(ENK TeT

Hence, we also have:

sup sup FWER(p,&,7) = FWER(¢, &g, 71 (¢)) = 1.
¢ENK 7T

Proof. Suppose that we are in the scenario of the global null. Markov’s inequality gives:

1
1+a

P(ri(p) = (1 4+ @) ARLi(p)) <

So with probability at least a/(14 «), we have 77 () < (1 4+ «) ARL1(p) < co. Conditioning

on this event, we have:

M =
B
o

max g gp
1<t<(14a) ARLy(
(1+a) Rt k=1

Finally, it follows that max;<;<(11a)ARLi(s) FDP(p,t) = FDP(p,77(v)) = 1 with prob-
ability at least a/(1 + a), since under the global null we have £*) = oo for all streams
k € [K]. Furthermore, we find that sup,.+ FDR(¢,{q,7) = FDR(p,{q, 77 (¢)) = 1 because
FDP(p, 71 (p)) =1 on the event {77 (¢) < oo}.

The FWER claim follows since the FWER is bounded below by the FDR. O

In particular, no change detection algorithm (¢, 7) can be guaranteed to have a nontrivial
FDR (uniformly over stopping times 7) when ARL;j(¢p) is finite, under the global null. In
fact, the same is true of the FWER. We now state a similar result for the per-family error

rate:

Theorem 4.2 (Relating the PFER and ARL). Fiz 1 <n < K. Suppose we have a configu-
ration & and consider a multi-stream change monitoring algorithm ¢ for which ARL,(yp) =

Eco[r; ()] < o0o. If T denotes the set of all stopping times with respect to F, then we have:

sup sup PFER(p, &, 7) > PFER(p, &, 7, (#)) > 7.
¢eNK T€T

11



Proof. Suppose that we are in the scenario of the global null. Markov’s inequality gives:

1
1+a

P(7(p) = (14 @) ARLy(¢)) <

So with probability at least a/(1+ ), we have 7, (¢) < (1+a) ARL1(p) < oo. Conditioning

on this event, we have:

K
(k) > >
1§t§(1f‘§g§RLn(‘P) g(pt o Z (an () = -

However, recall that under the global null, we have £*) = oo for all streams k. Then, this

forces the following inequality with probability at least a/(1 + «):

K
(k)
a > . > n.
1<t<(1f(lx iRL,, Z% - kz i) =1

Finally, because PFER (¢, {c, 7, (¢)) > 1 on the event {7,(¢) < oo}, it follows that:

sup PFER(p, &g, ) > PFER(p, &6, 7 () = 1. O
TE

Intuitively, if we have a finite stopping time with 1 > 1 detections under the global null,
then the PFER at that stopping time must be at least n and the FDR must be 1 (since any
detection is an incorrect). Furthermore, the stopping times used in our impossibility theorems
are natural stopping times to use in practice: “the first time to n detections”. Hence, any
reasonable algorithm which hopes to control the Type I error cannot have finite ARL.

In Appendix A, we show that (similarly to the Type I error) the CCD is related to
the ARL. Since we cannot ask for the Type I error to be small when the ARL is finite, we
would like new metrics which somehow simultaneously control the ARL and the Type I error.
However, we will show that if we allow the ARL to be infinite, we can obtain universal Type

I error control.

4.2 New metric: error over patience (EOP)

Definition 4.1 (Error over patience (EOP)). Fix a filtration F and a sequential change
monitoring algorithm ¢, and let T denote the set of stopping times with respect to F. The
error over patience for FDR, FWER and PFER are respectively defined as:

FDR(y, €, 7
EOPrpr(¢) = sup sup &,
(ENK T€T E[T]
FWER ,
EOPpwgR(p) = sup sup w,
(eNK T€T E[ ]
PFER(p, &, 7
EOPprgr(p) = sup sup &
¢eNK 1€T E[7]

12



We will typically seek to upper bound the EOP at a predefined level o € (0,1). One
can intuitively think of the regime when E[7] is small (when we stop the change monitoring
algorithm quickly) as “low-patience”. Similarly, one can think of the regime when E[7] is
large (when we stop the algorithm slowly) as “high-patience”. When a stopping time is
impatient, these metrics insist that the Type I error rate must be low; conversely, when a
stopping time is patient, the metrics relax their desired control over Type I error. However,
note that any bound on these metrics implies a bound which is uniform over the choice of
stopping time; we say that algorithms which bound these quantities are “anytime-valid”.
Now, we will construct algorithms to control these metrics using e-detectors.

Upper bounding the EOP by « implies a lower bound on the ARL of 1/a. The reader may
observe this in two steps: first, instantiate the bound under the global null where E is E,
and second, consider the specific stopping time 7; (). Recalling that ARL1(¢) = Exo[7] ()]
yields the claim.

The above argument also shows that upper bounding the EOP by « is much stronger
than just ARL control. Indeed, ARL control is only relevant under the global null, while we
instead will seek to control the EOP under any configuration of null streams. Further, upper
bounding the supremum over stopping times is significantly stronger than considering the
specific time 77 (¢).

However, it is also apparent that upper bounding the EOP by « is much weaker than
controlling the Type I error at level a. As has already been proved, the latter condition
cannot be guaranteed when the ARL is finite, and so this weakening of the Type I error

control appears to be a necessary compromise.

5 Background: e-detectors and the e-BH procedure

Here, we give some useful background for the construction of our algorithm. In the following
definitions, one should think of Py as the (possibly composite) null hypothesis. In the context
of change detection, one should think of Py as the set of all global distributions P such that
IP’(()k) € Pék), ]P’gk) € Pfk), and ¢%) = 0o for k € [K]. Furthermore, in the context of change

detection, one should think of F as the global (cross-stream) filtration.

5.1 Change detection using e-detectors

We first begin by defining e-processes, the building blocks of e-detectors. We do so in the sin-
gle stream setting; when there are multiple streams, one can apply these definitions separately

on a per-stream basis.

Definition 5.1 (e-processes). A process (E)>o is called an e-process for a set of distributions

Po (with respect to a filtration F) if it is a nonnegative F-adapted process satisfying Ep[E;] <
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1 for all stopping times 7 (with respect to F) and distributions P € Py.

Note that an e-process is a generalization of a nonnegative supermartingale, which one can
think of as a wealth process in an unfair game (where the odds are not in your favor). In this
context, one can think of an e-process as accumulating evidence against the null hypothesis
(there is no change in a particular stream). By Ville’s martingale inequality, it follows from
this definition that for all & > 0 and all P € Py:

1
P (supEt > > < a.
teN «

In particular, the e-process is uniformly bounded with high probability under the null. The
goal is to create an e-process which grows quickly under the alternative hypothesis for a
powerful test. See Ramdas et al. (2023) for more details on e-processes.

Using e-processes, we are now ready to construct e-detectors.

Definition 5.2 (j-delay e-processes). A process (Aﬁj))tzo is called a j-delay e-process® for a
set of distributions Py (with respect to a filtration F) if it satisfies Agj )= lfor1<t< j—1
and if (AEJ)),?ij is an e-process for Py (with respect to (F3)f2;).

Note that a j-delay e-process is also an e-process with respect to F.

Definition 5.3 (e-detectors). A process (M;)i>o is called an e-detector for a set of distribu-
tions Py (with respect to a filtration F) if it is a nonnegative F-adapted process satisfying
Ep[M;] < Ep[r] for all F-stopping times 7 and for all P € Py.

In the context of multi-stream change detection, an e-detector for F in stream k € [K] is
a nonnegative F-adapted process which satisfies Ep[M;] < Ep[r] for all F-stopping times T
and global distributions P with ¢*) = co.

Note that the e-detector is defined by a bound on how quickly the process (M;);2; can
grow when there is no change. The e-detector can intuitively be thought of as a generalization
of the popular CUSUM and Shiryaev-Roberts (SR) procedures for change detection. If the
pre-change and post-change distributions are known (and have densities py and p; respectively
with respect to some common reference measure), then the CUSUM procedure corresponds
to the following e-detector (with My = 0):

p1(Xeg1)
po(Xt+1)

Similarly, the SR procedure corresponds to using the following e-detector (with My = 0):

Mt+1 = max{Mt, 1}

P1(Xet1)

M, =—
i pO(Xt+1)

(M +1).

2In Shin et al. (2023), the authors use the term e;-process for a j-delay e-process.
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More generally, here is how to construct e-detectors using e-processes: given j-delay e-

processes Agj ) for j € N, one can define the SR e-detector:

t
MtSR — Z Aiﬂ)
j=1

Similarly, one can define the CUSUM e-detector:

MtCU = max Agj )
1<j<t
Both of these are e-detectors that in fact reduce to the earlier SR and CUSUM formulae
when A%j ) is the likelihood ratio of p1 to po from time j to ¢t. In particular, the problem of
constructing e-detectors comes down to constructing e-processes. For more details, including
how to construct e-detectors for a variety of processes and how to compute them more
efficiently, see Shin et al. (2023). For more discussion on the construction of e-processes for
a large variety of composite null hypotheses, see Ramdas et al. (2023).

As such, an e-detector by itself does not involve making a decision at any stopping time
to declare a change — it is simply a nonnegative process that quantifies evidence of a change.
One would typically declare a change when the e-detector crosses some threshold c,, which
is chosen so that the ARL is (at least) 1/a.

In simple settings, such as when Py is simple (and thus known), ¢, can be accurately
determined using simulations. One advantage of using e-detectors (over standard methods for
change detection like CUSUM or SR) is that e-detectors can be constructed for nonparametric
change detection when Py is composite and potentially very complicated. In such cases, it
may be hard to run simulations to calculate ¢, numerically, and one can resort to the backup
choice of ¢, = 1/, which is always a valid (though conservative) choice of threshold.

A few examples of pre-change classes Py for which one can construct e-detectors are: a)
distributions where likelihood ratios with P; are well-defined, b) distributions with a negative
mean, c¢) distributions over a pair (used for two-sample testing about equality of distribu-
tions), d) symmetric distributions, e) log-concave distributions, f) exchangeable distributions,
g) product distributions (used for tests about independence). This is by no means an exhaus-
tive list, and a more thorough discussion of this topic can be found in Shin et al. (2023). We
will see that another advantage of using e-detectors is that our methods can be applied under
very general dependence structures between the streams. Next, we will construct algorithms

which provide control of the Type I error over patience (as defined in Section 4.2).

5.2 The e-BH procedure

The e-BH (e-Benjamini Hochberg) procedure described in Wang and Ramdas (2022) provides

a method for false discovery rate control using e-values. The method described in this paper
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(the e-d-BH procedure) is an extension of the e-BH procedure to multi-stream sequential
change detection. The e-BH procedure is in turn related to the popular Benjamini-Hochberg
method for controlling the FDR (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995).

Definition 5.4 (e-variables). A nonnegative random variable e is an e-variable for P if
E[E] < 1, where the expectation can be taken with respect to any distribution P € P. A
realized value of an e-variable (after looking at the data) is called an e-value.

Note that the e-variable is useful for the same reason the e-process is useful; it is a measure

of evidence against the null. By Markov’s inequality, we have for all P € P and « > 0:

1
IP’(EZ)ga.
«

Suppose you have K null hypotheses that we are testing, denoted Hy, Hs,... Hx. Fix a > 0;
we are going to control the false detection rate at level a. The simplest version of the e-BH
procedure can then be described as follows. Suppose we have e-values ¢; for 1 < i < K
associated with the hypotheses H;. Then, let e be the kth order statistic of (ei)fil, sorted
from largest to smallest. For instance, e;) will be the largest e-value. Then, we reject the
hypotheses associated with the largest k* e-values, where:
ke k’] 1
k= kelk): >4,
max{ [K] % 2 a}
Theorem 5.1 (FDR guarantee of the e-BH procedure). The e-BH procedure controls the
FDR (expected number of false rejections to total rejections) at level aky/K, where kg is the

number of null hypotheses which are true.

A full proof of this statement, as well as a full discussion of the e-BH procedure (boosting

the e-values, etc.), can be found in Wang and Ramdas (2022).

6 The e-detector Benjamini-Hochberg (e-d-BH) procedure

Here, we introduce a new algorithm for multi-stream change monitoring, which we call the

e-detector Benjamini-Hochberg (e-d-BH) procedure.
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Algorithm 1: e-detector Benjamini-Hochberg procedure (e-d-BH procedure)

Input: ()2, € (0, )N, (Mt(k))fil (an e-detector for stream k where k € [K])
Output: (gogk))%’il for k € [K], declarations of changes in stream k at time ¢

1t 1
while ¢ > 1 do
Mt[o] +~0
for k € [K] do
‘ Mt[k] < kth order statistic of (Mt(i))fil, sorted from largest to smallest

6 end

T | ke max{0<k< KM >

kot

W N

(S}

8 S; < stream indices k corresponding to the largest k; values of Mt(k)

k
9 SDE ) lies,

10 t—t+1

11 end

Now, we explore several guarantees of this algorithm.

6.1 Upper-bounding EOPypr using the e-d-BH procedure

First, suppose that a; = a € (0,1) is a constant sequence. Then, we have the following

guarantee on the performance of Algorithm 1, where EOPgpg(¢) is taken with respect to F.

Theorem 6.1 (e-d-BH bounds the error over patience for FDR). Suppose oy = o € (0,1) for
all t € N and for k € [K]|, suppose that (Mt(k))fil is an e-detector with respect to the global
filtration F. Then, if T denotes the set of stopping times with respect to F, Algorithm 1

satisfies the following guarantee for any constant sequence oy = o € (0,1):

<

FDR(p,£,7)
sup sup
et TeT (I Elr A (€ - 1)) V1

=| 2

In particular, it follows that:
EOPgpr(¢) < a.

Notice that one condition for Theorem 6.1 is that Mt(k) must be an e-detector for the
global filtration JF; we discuss the choice of filtration further in Section 9. Further, note that
we could have defined patience as (% szl E[r A (£®) — 1)]) V' 1, but we chose to keep the

current definition for interpretability.
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Proof. Fix o € (0,1) and any stopping time 7 with respect to F. Now, we can explicitly
bound the FDR at time 7 (since 1;>; < z for z > 0):

k
S e 1§(k>>7
(Ek 1% ) vl

Mﬁ’“)k:a/Kzl 1€<’“)>T]

FDR(¢,&,7) =E

Mw

krv 1

k,*
(k) M
e [ 100, (57|

EM® 105,,].

1

IN
=2

<

M= 10

=[ 2
i

1
Define Mo(k) = 0 for k € [K]. Now, considering the events {¢€(*) > 7} and {¢®) < 7}, we have
the inequality:

k
E[M® 1e0,] < E[MT(A)@(MA)]‘

By the definition of the e-detector (because 7 A (£() — 1) is a stopping time), we obtain:
k
E[M%) _py] S Elr A €9 - 1)] <E[7]
Putting the pieces together, we obtain:

(6
FDR(p,€,7) ?ZE M 1005, < KZET/\ —1)] < aE[7].

Rearranging and taking a supremum over stopping times 7 and configurations £ gives the
desired result. O

The proof of Theorem 6.1 essentially shows the stronger result that Algorithm 1 satisfies:

K (k)
— 1 1 )
sup sup { E | sup 21 Pr Lewsr 1

¢ENK €T ag(0,1) « ((Zszl gpg—k)> v 1) (Zszl E[r A (€K) — 1)]) V1 K

Note that the detections @(Tk) implicitly depend on «. This means that for any post-hoc

choice of a € (0, 1), we retain a nontrivial guarantee.
We end with a short but important observation that under the global null, one can show
that e-d-BH controls the ARL.

Corollary 6.1.1. For any constant sequence oy = o € (0, 1), let 7 (¢) denote the first time
that that Algorithm 1 declares a change. Under the global null (%) = oo for k € [K]),
Algorithm 1 satisfies:

ARL1(p) = Exo[{ ()] >
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Proof. Recall that FDR(¢, &, 77(¢)) = 1 under the global null. Then, this result follows from
Theorem 6.1 by letting 7 = 7/ (). O

6.2 Universal FDR control using the e-d-BH procedure

In this section, we will show that the e-d-BH procedure can be used to provide universal
control over the FDR if we forfeit ARL control. Here, we let (o), € (0,1)N be an arbitrary

sequence.

Theorem 6.2 (e-d-BH gives universal FDR control). Recalling that Ho(t) = {k € [K] :
W) > t}, Algorithm 1 satisfies the following guarantee:

FDR(¢, £, 1)
sup sup ——————+~ < —
cenk teN  tog|[Ho(t)] K

In particular, because sup;ey |Ho(t)| < K, it follows that:

FD t
sup sup R(p,&,1)

<1
£ENK teN 267

Proof. Fix a sequence ()2, € (0,1)Y and any fixed time ¢t € N. Now, we can explicitly
bound the FDR at the time ¢:

[ k
25:1 Spg ) Lew~y
i (Zszl @gk)) vl

[ kero) 1Mt(k)ZK/(kt*O‘t)
kr vl

FDR(¢,¢,t) =

=K

- Y ® > K/ ()
) kvl '

keHo(t

Now, notice that we always have Mt(k)(k;‘at)/K >1 since Mt(k)(k;‘at)/K is

nonnegative. Hence, we obtain the bound:

1, w . (k
MM >K /(K o) fa) | (k)
P L IR

kEHo(t keHo(t) keHo(t)

MM >K/(kfar)’

But by the definition of an e-detector, we have E[Mt(k)] < t for all k € Ho(t). Hence, we
obtain the final bound:

FDR(p,&,8) < 22 Y E[MY] < lwf-l{o(t)l
kGHQ(t)

Rearranging and taking a supremum over t € N and & € NX gives the desired result. O
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Corollary 6.2.1. Let Ho(t) = {k € [K] : €®) > t}. Choosing oy = a/t for some o € (0,1)
in Algorithm 1 gives uniform FDR control for all t € N:

FDR(y,¢, 1)
sup sup ——~+—

<
cenk teN  |[Ho(t)]

a
e

In particular, because sup;ey |Ho(t)| < K, it follows that:

sup sup FDR(y,&,t) < a.
(ENK teN

This follows immediately from Theorem 6.2 by choosing a; = «/t. Since this algorithm

provides universal control over the FDR, ARL;(p) = oo is forced due to Theorem 4.1.

7 The e-d-Bonferroni procedure

Here, we introduce a new algorithm for multi-stream change monitoring, which we call the

e-d-Bonferroni procedure.

Algorithm 2: e-detector Bonferroni procedure (e-d-Bonferroni procedure)

10

11

Input: (5;)$2; € (0,00)N, (Mt(k))fil (an e-detector for stream k where k € [K])
Output: (cpgk));ﬁl for k € [K], declarations of changes in stream k at time ¢
t+1

while ¢ > 1 do

M 0
for k € [K] do
‘ Mt[k] < kth order statistic of (Mt(z))fil, sorted from largest to smallest

end

kf%max{OSkﬁK:Mt[k]>£}

2
St +— stream indices k corresponding to the largest k; values of Mt(k)

k
%E ) Ljes,

t—t+1

end

Now, we explore several guarantees of this algorithm.

7.1 Upper-bounding EOPppgr using the e-d-Bonferroni procedure

We have the following guarantee on the performance of Algorithm 2, where EOPppgr(p) is

taken with respect to F.
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Theorem 7.1 (e-d-Bonferroni bounds the error over patience for PFER). First, suppose that

B = B8 > 0 is a constant sequence. Furthermore, suppose that (M(k))

respect to the global filtration F for k € [K|. Then, if T denotes the set of stopping times

721 s an e-detector with

with respect to F, Algorithm 2 satisfies the following guarantee for any 8 > 0:

PFER
sup sup (#,€,7) <8

¢eNK €T (Ei{ 1E[T A (g(k) _ 1)]> K

In particular, it follows that:

EOPprer(p) < B.

Notice that one condition for Theorem 7.1 is that Mt(k) must be an e-detector for the
global filtration F; we discuss the choice of filtration further in Section 9. Further, note that
we could have defined patience as (% 25:1 E[r A (€®) — 1)]) V 1, but we chose to keep the

current definition for interpretability.

Proof. Fix > 0 and any stopping time 7 with respect to F. Now, we can explicitly bound
the PFER at time 7 (since 1,>; < z for x > 0):

PFER(p,&,7) =

Define Mék) = 0 for k € [K]. Now, considering the events {¢€(*) > 7} and {¢®) < 7}, we have
the inequality:

k
E[M® 1es,] < E[MT(A)(g<k>—1)]'

By the definition of the e-detector (because 7 A (€() — 1) is a stopping time), we obtain:
k
EMY) _py] < Elr A €0 - 1)] <E[7]

Putting the pieces together, we have the following inequality:

5 K
PFER(¢,£,7) < 2 > EIM® 1w, < FE[7).
k=1

Rearranging and taking a supremum over stopping times 7 and configurations £ gives the
desired result. ]
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In fact, the proof of Theorem 7.1 essentially shows the stronger result that Algorithm 2
satisfies:
i 1 1

1 k
sup sup < E [sup — gp& )1 (k) T] < —.
¢eNK reT 5>0 B ; S (Zszl E[r A (£®) — 1)}) Vi K

Note that the detections gog-k) implicitly depend on 8. This means that for any post-
hoc choice of 8 > 0, we retain some reasonable guarantee in the form of Theorem 7.1.
As previously established in the FDR case, under the global null, one can prove that e-d-
Bonferroni controls the ARL.

Corollary 7.1.1. For any constant sequence 3 = 8 € (0,00), let 7, (¢) denote the first time
that we declare a change in at least  streams. Under the global null (€%) = oo for k € [K]),
Algorithm 2 satisfies (for all > 0):

ARL, — Exlrj(o)) > 1

Proof. Recall that PFER(p,&,7,()) > 1 under the global null. Then, this result follows

from Theorem 6.1 by letting 7 = 7,7(¢0). O

Corollary 7.1.2 (e-d-Bonferroni bounds the error over patience for FWER). Under the same
setting as Theorem 7.1, Algorithm 2 satisfies the following formal guarantee for any constant
sequence By = € (0,1):

FWE
sup. sup WER(p,&,7)

<5
ceNK TET (ZLE[T A(ER) — 1)]) vi K

In particular, it follows that:

EOPrwEeR(p) < B.

This immediately follows from Theorem 7.1, since the PFER bounds the FWER, from
above. Next, we will show that e-d-Bonferroni can be used to obtain uniform control over
the PFER.

7.2 Universal PFER control using the e-d-Bonferroni procedure

In this section, we will show that the e-d-Bonferroni procedure can be used to provide uni-
versal control over the PFER if we forfeit ARL control. Here, we let (3;)5°; € (0,00)N be an

arbitrary sequence.
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Theorem 7.2 (e-d-Bonferroni gives universal PFER control). First, recall that Ho(t) = {k €
[K] : ¢k > t}. Then, Algorithm 2 satisfies the following formal guarantee:

sup sup —PFER(S& £:1) < =
¢enk ten  tBt [Ho(t)] K

In particular, since sup;ey |Ho(t)| < K, it follows that:

PFER t
sup sup w <1.
£eNK teN 6

Proof. Fix a sequence ()2, € (0,00)N and any fixed time t € N. Recall that Ho(t) = {k €
[K]: €%) > t}. Now, we can explicitly bound the PFER at time ¢:

r K
PFER(p,&,t) =E | o 1§(k)>t]

=E| > o

Lk€Ho(t)

k) o K )
< Pl M"Y >—].
o Z < LT B

€Ho(t)

Using Markov’s inequality, we obtain:
(k)
(k) B E[M;™]
P >
Sor(ub= )<y AL
keHo ket

But by the definition of an e-detector, we have E[Mt(k) | <t forall k € Hp. Hence, we obtain
the final bound:

lc
B E [M tﬁt [Ho(t)]
PFER( .
(pet)< >, — 5 %
keHo(t)
Rearranging and taking a supremum over ¢t € N and ¢ € N¥ gives the desired result. O

Corollary 7.2.1. Let Ho(t) = {k € [K] : €¥) > t}. Choosing B; = B/t for some B > 0 in
Algorithm 2 gives uniform PFER control for all t € N:

Sup Sup w < ﬁ
¢enk e [Ho(t)] T K’

The proof follows directly from Theorem 7.2 by choosing 3; = /3/t. Since this algorithm
provides universal control over the PFER, ARL;(¢) = oo is forced due to Theorem 4.2.
Although e-d-Bonferroni can also provide universal FWER control, we now derive a modified

version of the Holm procedure to obtain a less conservative bound on FWER.
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8 The e-d-Holm procedure: universal FWER control

Here, we introduce a new algorithm for multi-stream change monitoring, which we call the
e-d-Holm procedure. This algorithm is inspired by Holm’s original procedure for controlling
FWER in multiple testing problems, as described in Holm (1979). Note that e-d-Holm does
not necessarily control the error over patience for FWER, but one may still use e-d-Bonferroni
to control EOPpwER(p) since PFER bounds FWER from above. The goal of this algorithm
will be to provide a sharper universal control over the FWER than the guarantee provided

by e-d-Bonferroni.

Algorithm 3: e-detector Holm procedure (e-d-Holm procedure)

Input: ()2, € (0, DN, (Mt(k));/?il (an e-detector for stream k where k € [K])
Output: (@%k));’il for k € [K], declarations of changes in stream k at time ¢

1t 1

2 whilet > 1 do

s | MY «o0

4 for k € [K] do

5 ‘ Mt[k] < kth order statistic of (Mt(i))fil, sorted from largest to smallest
6 end

4]
7 kf(—max{ogkgK:KMnglZO}tforalllgigk‘}

8 Sy < stream indices k corresponding to the largest k; values of Mt(k)

k
9 %E ) ljes,

10 t—t+1

11 end

Here, we will show that the e-d-Holm procedure can be used to provide universal control
over the FWER if we forfeit ARL control.

Theorem 8.1 (e-d-Holm gives universal FWER control). Algorithm 3 satisfies the following

formal guarantee:

FWER t
up sup (¢, &,t) <1
¢eNK teN toy

Note that here, Algorithm 3 depends on the choice of oy.

Proof. Let t € N be a fixed time and fix a sequence a; € (0,1)N. Define Ho(t) = {k €
[K] : €% > ¢}, and assume that |Ho(t)] > 1 since otherwise the result is trivially true.

Suppose that we have rejected a true hypothesis at time ¢; namely, we have declared a
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change in some stream where there was no change. Then, let (sgl], ... ,SLK]) be the values
{1,2,..., K}, sorted by their mapped values through k Mt[k] (from largest to smallest).
For instance, 31[51] would be the stream with the largest e-detector value at time ¢. In this
case, let kg = min{k € [K] : syﬂ} € Ho(t) and Mt[k]/(K —k+1) > 1/oy}. In particular, if
we have sorted the streams by their evidence values, kg is the first index corresponding to a
stream with no change but for which our algorithm rejected the null.

Now, notice that streams (sgl], .. 737[€k0—1]) must have also rejected the null at time ¢,

since their e-detector values are at least as large as that of stream syfd. By construction,
this means that changes have occurred in all of these streams. Because there are K — |H(¢)]
streams with a change by time ¢, we have kg — 1 < K — |Ho(¢)|. Rearranging, this implies
that:
1 1
< .

K—ko+1 7 [Ho(t)|

But now it follows by definition that:

1 Mt[kD] M [kO]

<t .
ar - K—ko+1— ‘Ho(tﬂ

So whenever there is any stream in which we falsely reject the null at time ¢, there always
(k)
exists a stream k € Ho(t) such that % > a% But this means that we can bound the

family-wise error rate at time t:

P 1 M 1
VR en <P (U {m&w%} > P(m&wfat)'

keHo(t) keHto(t)

By Markov’s inequality, we have:

Mt(k) i o E[Mt(k)]
2 P(mowzat)ﬁ 2 Tl

keHo(t) keHo(t)

Recall that we have E[Mt(k)] <t forall k € Ho(t) by the definition of an e-detector. Therefore,

we have:

a E[M Y] tow
2 Tl S 2 T =

k€Ho(t) keHo(t)

Rearranging and taking a supremum over ¢t € N and ¢ € N¥ gives the desired result. O

Corollary 8.1.1. Choosing oy = «a/t for some a € (0,1) in Algorithm 3 gives uniform
FWER control for all t € N:

sup sup FWER(¢,&,t) < a.
£eNK teN

The proof follows directly from Theorem 8.1 by choosing «; = «/t. Since this algorithm
provides universal control over the FWER, ARL;(¢) = oo is forced due to Theorem 4.1.
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9 A more detailed discussion about dependence

In this section, we discuss several scenarios in which our algorithms can (or cannot) be used

to provide guarantees when there is dependence across the K streams.

9.1 Subtleties about filtrations

As long as the e-detector for each stream is an e-detector with respect to the global filtration
F (not just with respect to F*)), then our theorems on EOP control hold. If F*) was
unspecified, we had assumed it to be the natural filtration generated by the data. As an
important special case, if the streams are independent, then an e-detector with respect to
F*) is also an e-detector with respect to F. Here, we ask the question: could this condition
also hold under some types of dependence? Can we provide simple examples when this
condition does or does not hold?

Intuitively, our condition means that the aggregate data collected by time ¢ from one
stream does not contain information from the future of any other stream. In particular, it
is alright for the streams to depend on each other arbitrarily, as long as the dependence
structure always remains in the past. For instance, if we are simultaneously monitoring data
from a group of sensors, we must assume that all streams are synchronized in order to attain
EOP control (no sensor can “see into the future” of any other).

However, although this stronger condition is required for EOP control, it is not required
for our algorithms to be sensible. In fact, all of our theorems about universal Type I error
control (Theorem 6.2, Theorem 7.2, and Theorem 8.1) still hold without this condition. This

is because fixed times are always stopping times, regardless of the choice of filtration.

9.2 Counterexample: when dependence breaks EOP control

For example, here is a concrete scenario that is disallowed in all of our theorems about EOP
(Theorem 6.1 and Theorem 7.1). Suppose that we are observing two streams (Xt(l))toi1 and
(Xt(2))§§1, where (Xt(l)),?il ~ ®%2, N(0,1) and Xt(Q) = Xt(}r)l for t € N (setting £#) = oo in all
streams for simplicity). Furthermore, suppose for simplicity that F is the natural filtration

generated by the data:

t
Fo=o | JxV, xP)
j=1

Then, suppose we construct some e-detector Mt(l) for the first data stream. Even if Mt(l)
is an e-detector with respect to (ft(l))fil, it is not necessarily an e-detector with respect
to F = (.Et(}r)l)fil. Since the second stream can “see into the future” of the first stream,

the global filtration is more refined than the filtration in the first stream. Therefore, there
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are more stopping times 7 with respect to the global filtration F than F() alone, and the
e-detector property (E[MT(k)] < E[r]) will not necessarily hold for all stopping times 7 with
respect to F.

9.3 Positive examples: when dependence poses no threat

Here, we provide nontrivial examples with dependence for which our theorems about EOP
(Theorem 6.1 and Theorem 7.1) do hold. In both of these examples, assume for simplicity
that F is the natural filtration generated by the data:

t
Fo=o| X", xP}
j=1

9.3.1 Gaussian mean change with unknown covariance

Suppose that we are observing K = 2 streams, which are such that (Xt(l), Xt(Q)) | Fio1 ~
N (e, X¢). The pre-change class may be specified as, for example, p; < 0, while the post-
change class may be specified as u; > 0 (the exact details of the mean are less important
here, because the dependence is captured by ;). Suppose that diag(3;) = (a%, a%) is known
but the off-diagonal entries are unknown; in particular, the two streams may be dependent.
Then, for any A > 0 and k € {1, 2}, the following is an e-detector with respect to the global

filtration F (not just F*)):

2(t—j+1
MF =3 exp )\ZXS(’”—)\?W

This is an SR e-detector (as defined in Section 5.1), since each summand is the exponential
martingale associated to the running sum started at time j; each summand is therefore a
j-delay e-process. Despite the potentially unknown dependence between the streams, we can

construct a nontrivial e-detector and apply our algorithms to achieve EOP control.

9.3.2 Nonparametric symmetry change with dependence

Suppose that we are observing K = 2 streams, which are such that Xt(l) ~ N(0, 1) for all ¢

(meaning that the first stream is i.i.d. standard Gaussian), while

(XP | Fl) ~N(0, 1)1 + Cauchy(0, 1) 1

xM<o x>0

The above only specifies the pre-change class. For a sensible post-change class, one can simply

shift the observations to the right by a constant p (as in the previous example).
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Now, since the pre-change (joint) distribution is symmetric (conditional on the past), the
following is an e-process introduced in Ramdas et al. (2020) for k € {1, 2} with respect to F
(with Ag =1 and for any A € [—1,1]):

Agi)l = A,§’“) + A sign(Xt(k)) 1Xt(k)7£0.

More generally, for any odd function h : R — R (recall that A is odd if h(—z) = —h(x) for
all z € R) such that sup,cg |h(z)| < 1, we can set:

k k k
AP = AP (14 h(x ).

Thus, we construct j-delay e-processes Agk’j ) in each stream k € [K]; recall that these are

simply e-processes started at time j € N (remaining at 0 until time j). We can then define
the SR e-detector by:
t .
Mt(k) _ ZAEM)'

j=1
Again, despite the dependence between the streams, we can instantiate a nontrivial e-detector

and run our algorithms to achieve EOP control. Next, we will empirically verify our results

using simulations.

10 Simulations

We run three distinct simulations, using our algorithms for multi-stream change detection
in three settings: parametric Gaussian mean change, nonparametric symmetry testing, and
nonparametric independence testing. Through these simulations, we verify that our algo-
rithms control the EOP, and that detection delay does not suffer significantly through the
use of these algorithms. All code for these simulations, including generic implementations of

all relevant algorithms, can be found in the following GitHub repository:

https://www.github.com/sanjitdp/multistream-change-detectors.

10.1 Gaussian mean change

Consider a simple parametric change detection problem with P(()k) = {®, N(—6, 1)} and
Pl(k) = {®2, N (4, 1)} for streams k € [K] = 50 and a signal strength parameter § > 0. In
this case, since the likelihood ratio is well-defined, we can define the Shiryaev-Roberts (SR)
e-detector by M; = 0 and:

1
M8 = ewp (= (X0 - 07 - (x4 02) ) )+ ).
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Note that we could have also used the CUSUM e-detector to arrive at very similar results
(With M1 = 0)
1
M) = exp (-2 (i =8> = (xM) + 5)2)> max{M™,1}.
In the following experiments, we consider the SR e-detector. For some intuition on the
SR e-detector, here is a plot of the e-detectors in each stream if the change occurs at time
¢%) = 200 for streams k € [K] = 1000:

SR e-detectors for Gaussian mean change (K =50)
1

Value
=

Time

Figure 1: SR e-detectors over time for detecting a Gaussian mean change at time 200 (y-azxis

is on a logarithmic scale).

Now, suppose that £#) = oo for k € [K] = 1000, so that we are in the scenario of the
global null. A naive change detection algorithm would declare a change in stream k& when
Mt(k) > 1/a. We find that e-d-BH (setting oy = o = 0.001) keeps the FDR at a much lower

level than the naive algorithm, even in the long-run:

Naive FDR for Gaussian mean change FDR of e-d-BH for Gaussian mean change
1.0+ 0.124
s d 0.10
0.08 4
06+ .
g £ o]
I I 0.06
g g
0.4
0.044
0.2 0.02 4
0.04 0.004
0 25 50 5 100 125 150 175 200 0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Time Time
(a) naive algorithm (b) e-d-BH

Figure 2: FDR of the naive algorithm and e-d-BH for Gaussian mean change.

We know from Theorem 6.1 that e-d-BH theoretically keeps EOPrpgr(¢) controlled at

level «; in fact, we observe empirically that this translates to nontrivial control on the FDR.
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Similarly, although the naive algorithm provides almost no control over the FWER, e-d-Holm

(setting ay = o = 0.001) is able to keep the FWER non-trivially bounded away from 1:

Naive FWER for Gaussian mean change FWER of e-d-Holm for Gaussian mean change

1.0 0.10

0.8 0.08
~ 064 ~ 0.061
5 5
= =
B o044 & 0.04

0.2 0.02

0.04 0.00 4

0 25 50 5 100 125 150 175 200 0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Time Time
(a) naive algorithm (b) e-d-Holm

Figure 3: FWER of the naive algorithm and e-d-Holm for Gaussian mean change (note the

different y-axis scales).

Finally, setting 5; = 6 = 10 we see empirically that e-d-Bonferroni keeps the PFER

controlled at a much lower level than the naive algorithm:

Naive PFER for Gaussian mean change PFER of e-d-Bonferroni for Gaussian mean change
7004
6001 5
500 4 4
= 4004 =
= <,
=l i
& 3004 5
2
2001
1004 !
04 0
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 0 25 50 ) 100 125 150 175 200
Time Time
(a) naive algorithm (b) e-d-Bonferroni

Figure 4: PFER of the naive algorithm and e-d-Bonferroni for Gaussian mean change (; =
B=10).

Next, suppose £ = 10 for k € [K] = 1000 and we set oy = a = 0.001. We run the
naive algorithm, e-d-BH, and e-d-Bonferroni 100 times, tracking the number of detections
that they make at each timestep. Here, we plot the mean number of detections made at each

timestep (across the 100 runs of the algorithm) for varying values of §:
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Mean number of detections for Gaussian mean change (6= 0.25) Mean number of detections for Gaussian mean change (6= 0.5)
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Figure 5: Mean detections of e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and the naive algorithm over time for

a Gaussian mean change (with varying signal strength).

Hence, we see that our algorithms do not increase the detection delay too much, even
compared to the naive algorithm. Despite the very small choice of o = 0.001, we can see
that our algorithms still only have a very small detection delay. Note that e-d-Bonferroni is
more conservative than e-d-BH, which in turn is more conservative than the naive algorithm.
As expected, the detection delay of all three methods decreases as the signal strength is
increased.

Next, suppose that £*) = 400 only for streams 1 < k < 100 and £*) = o for streams
100 < £ < K = 1000; in particular, changes only occur in 100 streams. Suppose also that
the signal strength is § = 0.125. Again, we plot the mean number of detections made at each

timestep (across 5 runs of the algorithms, setting ay = o = 0.001):
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Mean number of detections for Gaussian mean change (100 changes)
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Figure 6: Mean detections of e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and the naive algorithm over time for

a Gaussian mean change, with only 100 streams changing.

Hence, in exchange for the conservatism of e-d-BH and e-d-Bonferroni, we make signifi-
cantly fewer false detections. Note that there is no stipulation that all changes must happen
at the same time. In fact, when changes occur at different times, we sometimes observe a

phenomenon called piggybacking of evidence, described in Appendix B.

10.2 Nonparametric symmetry testing

Consider a nonparametric change detection problem where we would like to detect a change
in symmetricity, under the simplifying assumption that the observations are i.i.d. across time
and independent across K = 50 streams. Recall that M(S) denotes the set of probability

measures over S. Then, we can choose Po(k) as follows:
Pék) = {®,?21 P(()k) : IP’(()k) € M(R) is Symmetric} .

On the other hand, we can choose Pl(k) as follows:

Pl(k) = {®§il ng) : ng) € M(R) is asymmetric} .
Here, Ramdas et al. (2020) introduces a simple e-process for testing symmetry (with M; = 1):

k k) k
B, = B + sign(x{") Ly

Then, we construct j-delay e-processes A,(fk’j ) in each stream k € [K]; recall that these are
simply e-processes started at time j € N (remaining at 0 until time 7). We can then define
the SR e-detector by:

t

k k,j
Mt( ) _ ZAE J)_

j=1
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Similarly, we could have defined the CUSUM e-detector by:

Mt(k) = max Agk’j).
1<j<t

In this simulation, we will consider the SR e-detector. For this simulation, we consider
the pre-change distribution A (0,1) and the post-change distribution A/(1,1) in all streams.
Suppose that £*) = 400 for k € [K] = 50; we plot the e-detectors for testing symmetry here:

SR e-detectors for symmetry change (K = 50)
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Figure 7: SR e-detectors over time for detecting a symmetry change at time 400.

Next, we set ay = a = 0.001. We run the naive algorithm, e-d-BH, and e-d-Bonferroni
100 times, tracking the number of detections that they make at each timestep. Here, we plot

the mean number of detections made at each timestep (across the 100 runs of the algorithm):

Mean number of detections for symmetry change (K = 50)
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Figure 8: Mean detections of e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and the naive algorithm over time for

a symmetry change.

Note that we would expect the detection delay to be larger for symmetry testing than for
Gaussian mean change detection, since nonparametric problems are generally much harder.

Still, our algorithms do not increase the detection delay very much.
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On the other hand, suppose that we only have &) = 400 for streams 1 < k < 10 but
¢®) = o0 for streams 10 < k < K = 50; in particular, there are only changes in 10 streams.
Then, we obtain the following plot for the mean number of detections made at each timestep

(across 100 runs of the algorithms, setting oy = o = 0.001):

Mean number of detections for symmetry change (10 changes)
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Figure 9: Mean detections of e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and the naive algorithm over time for

a symmetry change (with only 10 streams changing).

Again, we see that in exchange for their conservatism, e-d-BH and e-d-Holm make far

fewer false detections than the naive algorithm.

10.3 Nonparametric independence testing

Finally, consider a change detection problem where we would like to detect a change in
the independence between coordinates of a pair, under the simplifying assumption that the
observations are i.i.d. across time and independent across K = 50 streams (each stream
being a pair of potentially dependent random variables). Recall that M(.S) denotes the set

(k)
0

of probability measures over S. Then, we can choose P, as follows:

k 0o k,1 k,2 k1 k,2
P = {2, @ x P2y P, B e MR) |
On the other hand, we can choose P; as follows:
Pl(k) = {®§’il ng) : Ing) € M(R?) cannot be written as a product} .

In particular, the goal here is to create an e-detector to sequentially test for indepen-
dence between the coordinates of a tuple, which is generally much harder than Gaussian
mean change detection or symmetry testing. Here, we use the Hilbert-Schmidt indepen-
dence criterion (HSIC) based sequential kernelized independence test (SKIT) using an online
Newton step (ONS); a full description of how to build e-detectors for sequential kernelized
independence testing (SKIT) can be found in Podkopaev et al. (2023).
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Suppose that (agk), bgk)) ~ N(0, I3) are independent for ¢t € N and k € [K]| = 50. For our

simulations, we choose the pre-change observations Xt(k) = (a%k), bgk)) and the post-change
observations Xt(k) = (agk), %(agk) + bgk))> in each stream. In particular, the first coordinate

is mixed into the second coordinate after the change occurs. Further, suppose that & (k) = 400

for k € [K] = 50; we now plot the e-detectors for testing independence:

SR e-detectors for independence change (K =50)
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Figure 10: e-detectors over time for detecting an independence change at time 400.

Next, we set a = a = 0.001. We run the naive algorithm, e-d-BH, and e-d-Bonferroni
100 times, tracking the number of detections that they make at each timestep. Here, we plot

the mean number of detections made at each timestep (across the 100 runs of the algorithm):

Mean number of detections for independence change (K =50)
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Figure 11: Mean detections of e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and the naive algorithm over time for

an independence change.

As expected, the detection delay is larger for independence testing than for either Gaussian
mean change detection or symmetry testing because independence testing is the hardest
problem of the three. The reason for including this example is to demonstrate the applicability
of e-detectors even in nonparametric settings where traditional methods like CUSUM and

SR cannot be applied. In a wide variety of settings, we see that our algorithms provide Type
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I error control without a significant increase in detection delay.

11 Conclusion

We showed that it is impossible to have a nontrivial worst-case Type I error when the ARL
is finite, and put forth that the error over patience (EOP) is a sensible metric to control.
Furthermore, we presented novel algorithms to provide this control uniformly over stopping
times using e-detectors and the e-BH procedure. Our e-d-BH, e-d-Bonferroni, and e-d-Holm
procedures can be considered an extension of the Benjamini-Hochberg, Bonferroni, and Holm

procedures used in multiple testing to the setting of change detection.
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A Relating the CCD and ARL

Suppose we have a change monitoring algorithm ¢. Recall that ARL, () is the expected first

time that changes are declared in at least n streams.

Definition A.1 (Changes correctly detected at time ¢t (CCD(¢,&,t))). For a given sequential
change monitoring algorithm ¢ and configuration &, the changes correctly detected at time
t (CCD(¢p,&,t)) measures the expected ratio of changes correctly detected at time ¢ to the

total number of changes that have happened at time t:

K k
Py 9075 ) Let) <o 41

CCD(p,¢,t) =
(ZkK:I 1§<k><t+1> V1

Just as the FDR is related to the expected first declaration time of a change (ARL1(y)),
the CCD is related to the expected first time at which all K streams declare a change
(ARLgk(p)). This is not a surprising result; when a change monitoring stream declares

changes in all streams, the CCD is automatically 1

Proposition A.1. Let Ho(t) = {k € [K] : €% >t 4 1} denote the set of streams in which
a change has not yet happened by time t and let Hi(t) = {1,2,..., K} \ Ho(t). Then if
ARLk () < 00, we have:

inf P U {CCD(p, & t) =1}

SEN T \i<i<(14a) ARL (¢) Ita

Proof. Let £ be any configuration and let 77 (¢) denote the first time that changes are declared

in all K streams. Then, we have for all o > 0:

1
1+

P (i () = (1 + @) ARLk(¢)) <

e

So with probability at least a/(1 + ), we have 7} (¢) < (1 4+ o) ARLg(¢). The result now
follows because CCD(p, &, 77 (¢)) = 1. O

Corollary A.1.1. In the setting of Proposition A.1, having ARLk(p) < oo implies that
sup;ey CCD(g,§,1) =

Proof. Apply the dominated convergence theorem to the inequality in Proposition A.1 (since
we know that CCD is uniformly bounded in [0, 1]) as ¢t — oo. O
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B Piggybacking of evidence by e-d-BH

In this section, we describe a phenomenon surrounding e-d-BH, which we call piggybacking
of evidence. In particular, suppose that detections are consistently being made for some
subset of streams which have changed. Then, suppose that there are changes in some second
(disjoint) subset of streams. In this case, the detection delays of e-d-BH for the second
subset of streams will be smaller than the detection delays for the first subset of streams.
This happens because the thresholds for future detections in e-d-BH are lower, due to the
existing detections.

To observe this empirically, suppose that we are performing nonparametric symmetry
testing using the e-detector described in Section 10.2. Consider the pre-change distribution
class Pék) = {®°, N(0, 1)} and the post-change distribution class Pfk) = {®2; N(1, 1)}
for streams k € [K] = 50. Further, suppose that £ = 100 for streams 1 < k < 10, £() = 500
for streams 10 < k£ < 20, and f(k) = oo for streams 20 < k£ < K = 50. Then, we run e-d-BH

(setting ay = o = 0.0002) 50 times, plotting the mean number of detections at each timestep:

e-d-BH mean number of detections over time (piggybacking)
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Figure 12: Mean detections of e-d-BH over time for symmetry changes at times t = 100 and
t = 500.

It takes 340 timesteps for e-d-BH to consistently detect all changes after the first subset
of streams change at ¢t = 100. However, it takes only 247 timesteps for e-d-BH to consistently
detect all changes after the second subset of streams change at t = 500 (due to the decreased
threshold for detection). We call this piggybacking of evidence, since existing evidence for

changes reduces the amount of evidence required to declare future changes.
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