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AVERAGE RUN LENGTH TO FALSE ALARM FOR
SURVEILLANCE SCHEMES DESIGNED WITH PARTIALLY
SPECIFIED PRE-CHANGE DISTRIBUTION

By Louis GORDONY'2 AND MOSHE POLLAK?

Filoli Information Systems and
Hebrew University of Jerusalem

Observations are taken independently and sequentially. Detection of a
change in distribution is studied when the problem has an invariance struc-
ture. The prechange distribution is assumed to be a member of a specified
family and is assumed known up to a nuisance parameter. We provide a
general method of constructing surveillance schemes in the presence of a
nuisance parameter and give sufficient conditions for approximating their
average run lengths to false alarm. Applications include detecting a change
in scale of i.i.d. gamma variates with unknown initial scale, detecting a
change in location of i.i.d. normal variates with unknown initial mean,
and a non-parametric scheme based on ranks for detecting a change to a
stochastically larger distribution.

1. Introduction. The problem of sequentially detecting a changepoint
has been of interest in the context of process control for over half a century.
Shewhart (1931) introduced the notion of control charts with associated “3¢”
limits for the problem of detecting a large and sudden shift in mean in a
set of independent normally distributed observations with known variance
and known initial mean. Cusum control charts, introduced by Page (1954)
provide a substantial increase in sensitivity of detection over Shewhart charts.
Both procedures are in widespread industrial use today. Our mathematical
understanding of cusum procedures is profoundly advanced in the paper of
Lorden (1971).

We consider observations X, X, ... taken sequentially. Under the mea-
sure P, the observations are i.i.d. with continuous distribution F,. Under
the measure P,, prechange observations X, ..., X,_; are i.i.d. with distribu-
tion F,, independent of postchange observations X, ...; the latter are i.i.d.
with continuous distribution F';. At the nth observation, the cusum procedure
requires us to compute max,_, d P,/d P, (X4, ..., X,) and to assert a change
has occurred when the statistic first exceeds some critical level.

We desire a procedure with associated stopping rule which under P, will
stop with high probability shortly after the kth observation—ensuring rapid
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detection of a change. It is of course undesirable to stop before time %2 under
the P, measure—a false alarm. Naturally, we wish to control the tendency to
issue false alarms, measured by the average run length (ARL) to false alarm.

When F, and F; are completely known to the statistician, increasingly
strong optimality properties of the cusum procedure have been shown by Lor-
den (1971), Moustakides (1986) and Ritov (1990).

A competitor to the cusum technique is due to Shiryayev (1963) and
Roberts (1966) when prechange and postchange distributions are com-
pletely specified. They both suggest computing the sum of likelihood ratios
R, =7 ,dP,/dP (X,,...,X,) at time n and asserting that a change
has already occurred when R, first exceeds a specified level A. Pollak
(1985) shows that the Shiryayev—Roberts procedures have strong asymptotic
optimality properties. Also, see Yakir (1997).

If the postchange distribution is unknown, classical theory essentially calls
for choosing a representative distribution /; and employing a control chart
based on F and the representative F';. Another approach is to employ mix-
tures; see Pollak (1987).

Much less is known when the prechange distribution is not completely
specified; for example, if the form of the prechange distribution is specified
up to an unknown nuisance parameter. By analogy with hypothesis testing,
a natural approach is to reduce the compound decision problem by using
invariant statistics. We desire a detection procedure invariant under some
set of transformations x — g(x). Given a set of invariant statistics 7', =
T.,(X4,...,X,), we can compute the sum of invariant likelihood ratios R, =
Yr1dPy/d P (Ty,...,T,)determined by the joint densities of the invariant
statistics at time n, and assert that a change has already occurred when R,
first exceeds a specified level A. For technical reasons, this Shiryayev—Roberts
statistic is more amenable to analysis than the analogous cusum statistic.

For example, Pollak and Siegmund (1991) studied a Shiryayev—Roberts pro-
cedure invariant under the translation group and so treated the problem of
detecting a unit shift in mean when prechange observations are i.i.d. ./ (u, 1)
with 4 unknown and postchange observations are i.i.d. .#(u + 6, 1).

We here study the ARL to false alarm of such invariant procedures.
While conceptually straightforward, the technical difficulties involved are
formidable. Because one loses independence, the likelihood ratio of the in-
variant statistics is no longer a product of univariate ratios, so one must
find a computationally useful form for the likelihood ratio. Because one loses
identical distribution, the tools of renewal theory are not directly applicable.
While these difficulties can be overcome on a case-by-case basis, a substantial
number of similarities are common to many cases. It therefore is useful to
present a general formulation which isolates the difficulties unique to specific
problems. This we do with Theorem 1 stated in Section 2 and proved in
Section 4. Examples are given in Section 3.

Our first example involves detection of a sudden change in scale in a se-
quence of independent gamma variates with known shape and unknown initial
scale. This problem is invariant under the group of scale-change transforma-



1286 L. GORDON AND M. POLLAK

tions. The nuisance parameter is the initial scale. Such problems include the
detection of a halving in the mean of exponential variates from unknown base-
line, or the doubling in variance of normally distributed observations having
the same known mean prechange and postchange. The former problem was
studied by Lorden and Eisenberger (1973). For the latter problem in a practi-
cal context, see Wilson, Griffiths, Kemp, Nix and Rowlands (1979).

Our second example involves detection of a shift in normal mean from
unknown baseline. The problem is invariant under the group of shifts. The
nuisance parameter is the prechange mean. Both prechange and postchange
behavior of the invariant Shiryayev—Roberts statistic is given in Pollak and
Siegmund (1991). We briefly indicate how results there imply the hypotheses
of Theorem 1.

Our third example involves the detection of a stochastically larger distribu-
tion following disruption. The problem is invariant under the group of strictly
increasing transformations. The nuisance parameter is the pre-change distri-
bution. We present without proof an invariant likelihood ratio based on ranks
and the asymptotic ARL to false alarm. The proof, using Theorem 1, and an
analysis of the postchange ARL to detection is deferred to a companion pa-
per, Gordon and Pollak (1995). Another application of Theorem 1 appears in
Gordon and Pollak (1994). Studied there are sequential nonparametric proce-
dures in which the prechange distribution is symmetric, with known center of
symmetry.

2. The schemes and their ARL to false alarm. We consider two fam-
ilies of probability density functions. The first, #, = {fo(:|n)|m € Hy} is
assumed entirely indexed by a nuisance parameter 7. The second family
K ={f(|m,a)|(n,a) € Hy x A} is assumed to be indexed by both the same
nuisance parameter 7 as specifies %, and possibly by another parameter «.

Let X, X5, ... be independent observations under any of an indexed set of
probability measures P{"%, Py “,..., P! = PI“ Under P}, they are identi-
cally distributed with marginal density f(:|n), where the nuisance parameter
n is unknown. Under P “, observations X ; for j < v are i.i.d., again with
marginal density f,(:|n), while the subsequent observations X ,, X, ... are
i.i.d. with marginal density f(:|n, ).

We assume there exists a function a(n) such that when X has density
fo(:|m) then the likelihood ratio random variable f(X|n, a(7n))/f¢(X|n) has
distribution that does not depend on 7. Note that the nuisance parameter 7
may appear in the likelihood ratio random variable even though its distri-
bution does not depend on 7. While this assumption seems restrictive, it is
satisfied in the three examples described at the end of Section 1.

Assume also that there exists a sequence of nontrivial invariant statistics
{T',} which are possibly vector-valued, where T, = T,(X;, ..., X,,) are such
that the distribution of {T,} induced by any P}’ M does not depend on 1. We
write 7, for the o-algebra generated by the statistics {T';,..., T, }. As usual,
9, is the trivial o-algebra. Because of the assumed invariance, so long as we
only study properties determined by the sequence T';, T, . .. we may specify in
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our computations some canonical nuisance parameter 7, whose choice is solely
a matter of convenience. We write P, for P “™") and E, for the expectation
corresponding to P,.

In this paper, we choose a distinguished family of densities f(:|n, a(n)) to
represent the postchange distribution. That is, we concentrate on the leading
special case for which in the presence of an unknown nuisance parameter one
wishes to detect a change from observations generated with density f,(:|n)
prechange to those generated with density f(:|n, a(7n)) postchange.

The likelihood ratio A} (T4, ..., T,) =dP,/dP. (T, ..., T,) is well defined
and has a distribution under P, that does not depend on the unknown param-
eter 7. To implement a Shiryayev—Roberts procedure we define R, = Y} _; A}
and the stopping rule N4, = min {n|R, > A}. Without loss, we may choose a
convenient 7, and do all calculations as if we knew that n = n, were truly to
be the nuisance parameter which specifies both prechange and postchange dis-
tributions. Write £1(-) = £(:|mg, @(ny)) and fo(-) = fo(-|ng)- If prechange and
postchange densities are completely specified, Pollak (1987) shows that, given
level A, the ARL to false alarm is asymptotically AA(fy(:|n), f(-|n, a(n))),
where A(f(-|n), f(:|m, a(n)) will be described below. By assumption, A(f(:|n),
f(Im, a(n))) does not depend on 7, so that we may denote this quantity as
A(fO’ fl)

Specifically, we obtain A(f, 1) as follows. Let Z; = log(f1(X;)/fo(X;))
with associated hitting time M, =inf{n| Y} ; Z; > b}, where M, = co if no
such n exists. Recall that E; denotes expectation when the X; are i.i.d. with
density f;. From Pollak (1987),

Ao f1) = 1/l}ggoE1{exp(—[Zzizi] +3)},

which is computable by renewal theoretic methods. See, for example, Sieg-
mund (1985), Chapter VIII.

Our theorem shows that—under suitable conditions—the invariant
Shiryayev—Roberts statistic has the same limiting constant of proportionality
A(fo, f1)- Therefore, asymptotically, it has the same ARL to false alarm as the
Shiryayev—Roberts procedure with nuisance parameter known and specified.

The key observation is that R, — n is a zero-expectation martingale under
the prechange measure P_ . Therefore, given critical level A, we study the ex-
pected time to false alarm E, {N 4} by studying the expected level E. {Ry,}
at which a false alarm is asserted. We have found that a common approach
can be applied to obtain the limit of E,{Ry,}/A as A — co. We prove below
that this limit equals A(f, ;) whenever we can verify the three conditions
formally given in the statement of Theorem 1.

Condition 1A requires that there be little contribution from likelihood ratios
whose putative changepoint % is far removed from the ends of the sequence
of observations. This would be clear in the i.i.d. case where the log-likelihood
is a random walk with negative drift. The hypothesis thus says that there
should be enough information about the original data in the invariant statis-
tics T, ..., T, to make the invariant likelihood behave similarly to the fully
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specified likelihood. The restriction to values k of intermediate magnitude
comes from situations like the normal shift problem in which the measures
P_ and P, are identical.

Condition 1B has the heuristic interpretation that, given 7,, when lots
of data are observed prechange, the invariant statistics 7', ..., T, permit a
near-perfect reconstruction of the data X, ..., X,,. Hence, conditional on the
past, the next increment in invariant log-likelihood is almost the fully spec-
ified log-likelihood. In symbols, R, ~ (1 + R,)f1(X,11)/fo(X,41)- When n
and R, are both large we should therefore expect that for a short while the
statistics R, ; should be close to R, M [f1(X 1)/ fo(X ti)], enabling us
to approximate the excess over the boundary—if it should occur rapidly—Dby
that appropriate from renewal theory for the i.i.d. fully specified log-likelihood
random variables.

Conditions 1A and 1B are used only once during the proof, to establish
Lemma 6 of Section 4. In contrast, Condition 1C is used many times. As with
the other conditions, Condition 1C also requires the invariant log-likelihood
ratio to behave qualitatively like the log-likelihood ratio in the fully speci-
fied i.i.d. case. Specifically, relative to A, the overshoot should have bounded
expectation and should be uniformly integrable. Although the other two con-
ditions are permitted to fail with small probability, Condition 1C must hold
with probability 1. This allows us to control the contribution of the condi-
tional expectation on exceptional sets. While we often use Condition 1C to
bound expectations, uniform integrability is used only to prove Lemma 10, in
the argument following (17).

THEOREM 1. Suppose that the following three conditions hold.

1A. Let 0 < &1, &9 < 1 be given. There then exist positive constants a,, as and
as depending on e, and ey such that for all n > 1,

P, { sup A} > e’“ln} < age 4",
ney<k<n(l-—ey)

1B. Let 0 < & < 1 be given. There then exist positive constants 0 < 1,b;, by
and a set B,, all depending only on ¢ such that for all n > 1,

n+1
AN | ) e

1
Ay [ Fo(Xni1) |

P 11X € B, and max
°°{ ntl ¢ (1-0)n<k<n+1

and P,{X, ¢ B,} <e.

1C. For t > 1 there exist finite functions Ay(t) and k() such that k(t) - 0 as
t — oo, and such that if M > 0 is any stopping time adapted to %, and
N¥ = N =min{n|Y}_y;,1 A} > A} then

N

|

EOO{[ Z A;ev}l{zilM+1AinAt}|M’ Tl,,TM} SK(t)A
k=M+1

uniformly for all A > Ay(t), all t > 1 and all stopping times M.
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Suppose also that the log-likelihood ratio log(f,(X)/fy(X)) has a contin-
uous distribution when the prechange density is [(-). We may then conclude

that lim, . E _{N4/A} = A(fo, f1)-

An immediate consequence of Condition 1C is that «(1) > 1. An alter-
native condition which implies Condition 1C is that for some & positive,
AR (XN i AN M, Ty, ..., Ty}t < « for all A > Ag. To see
this, let X be any random variable. By Holder’s inequality, E{X1 ;% ,} <
(E{X1H)V/A+)(P{X > ¢})*1 By Markov’s inequality, the latter upper
bound is in turn bounded by ¢? E{X1*}.

A more arduous approach would be to treat mixtures across orbits of the set
of possible postchange distributions. While such elaboration appears feasible,
it would lengthen an already long argument.

3. Examples.

3.1. Detecting a change in a gamma sequence with unknown initial scale.
Our first application is to detecting a change in scale of gamma-distributed
observations with known shape parameter. The results are formally presented
in Theorem 2. The theorem covers exponentially distributed observations, as
would occur if one were monitoring a Poisson process with unknown mean
interarrival time for a sudden decrease in mean. The theorem also pertains
to the chi-square distribution with a single degree of freedom, as is the case
if one were monitoring normally distributed variates with known mean and
unknown initial variance for a sudden increase in variance. We believe both
problems to be of practical interest. The problem we treat is invariant under
the group of scale-change transformations. The nuisance parameter is the
initial unknown scale of the gamma-distributed observations.

The problem of detecting a sudden change in exponential mean is also
treated in Lorden and Eisenberger (1973), where the statistics T'; of Theo-
rem 2 are also used. The value of using invariant Shiryayev—Roberts statistics
lies in both the ease with which an appropriate procedure is obtained from a
general viewpoint, and in the applicability of our Theorem 1.

A number of technical points are illustrated by this example. First, P
and P; induce identical distributions for the invariant statistics. Hence the
likelihood ratio A} equals 1 identically for all n. This is why Condition 1A
allows us to neglect A} only for £ which are neither too large nor too small.

Second, Condition 1C is trivially verified in case the postchange distribu-
tion involves postchange scale parameter o > 1, implying a decrease in mean,
because the fully specified likelihood ratio is bounded. However, the verifica-
tion is nontrivial in case a < 1. The style of argument used in the latter case
is also of interest. We have found it highly effective to argue the monotonicity
of the Shiryayev—Roberts statistic relative to the last observation, and then to
argue conditionally with respect to the threshold established by monotonicity.
Similar arguments are used in Pollak and Siegmund (1991).
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Third, although this paper deals only with ARL to false alarm, the proce-
dures derived from invariance considerations often have desirable operating
characteristics postchange as well. For example, it is possible to prove for the
gamma scale-change problem that, for changes occurring even relatively early,
the procedures of Theorem 2 have very strong conditional upper bounds for
expected time to detection postchange. These bounds are comparable to Lor-
den’s (1971) minimax bounds for cusum procedures. (The key observation is
that if the first postchange observation is seen at time %, then the prechange
statistics R; for j < k are independent of the sum Z’;;} X ;.) A similar result
due to Pollak and Siegmund (1991) holds in the context of our next example,
presented later.

THEOREM 2. Let F(-) be the gamma distribution function with shape B and
scale 1, having density f(x) = }(B)xP~te ™.

(i) The likelihood ratio of the sequence of maximal invariant statistics {T,}
under the scale-change group of transformations for the change-point problem
F(nx) prechange and F(nax) postchange with unknown n > 0 and specified
a # 1is given, forn+1>k>1, by

n —npB
j=k

where Ty =0and T, = Z';;% X; /X' X;forn>1
(i) For the invariant Shiryayev—Roberts rule with critical level A,

Jim E {N4}/A = A(f(x), f(ax)),

where A(f(x), f(ax)) is the limit corresponding to the fully specified detection
rule for F(x) prechange and F(ax) postchange.

PROOF. A maximal invariant for the problem is given by the sequence
Y;=X;/X,,for j=1,2,.... Note that Y, = 1. Write S, = 3}/_; X ; and let
n > k > 1. Compute the joint distribution of the first n invariants from

Pk{Y2§y2a’Yn§yn}
B-1 —x. B-1 —ax;

o px1Yy a1y, k=1 e no Py e
= J J dx. - dxodx-.
/0 /0 /0 Jl}l Ty ,-l]k rgy G dradm

Differentiation yields the density and then, for n > & > 1, the likelihood ratio.

When £ =1 or £ = n + 1, the distribution of X, ..., X, is identical under
P, or P, ; to that under P, save perhaps for a different scale. Hence the
distribution of any scale-invariant statistic based on the first n observations
is the same under P, or P, as under P, and so A7 = A} ; = 1 identically,
proving the first assertion of Theorem 1.
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The second assertion is proved by verifying the conditions of Theorem 1.
Conditions 1A and 1B follow from elementary exponential bounds on tails of
gamma-distributed variates. If « > 1, Condition 1C is immediate from the
boundedness of T ;. The case @ < 1 is substantially more complicated, requir-
ing study of the conditional distribution of the overshoot of the likelihood ratio,
given that the jump over the boundary occurs at a specified time. Monotonic-
ity arguments provide the needed uniform bounds. Full details will be given
elsewhere. O

3.2. Detecting a change in a normal sequence with unknown initial mean.
We next consider a problem studied by Pollak and Siegmund (1991). Suppose
that prechange observations are known to be normal with unit variance and
mean . Postchange, the distribution is known to be normal with unit vari-
ance and mean u; > gy, where both means are unknown. Here the nuisance
parameter is . This problem is invariant under translation, with maximal
invariant {T; = X; — X;, 2<i <n} at time n. Choose § > 0 and let the
postchange distribution be represented by .# (uo + 8, 1). We denote the stan-
dard normal density by ¢(-).

THEOREM 3. Consider the changepoint problem 4 (uq, 1) prechange and
A (o + 8, 1) postchange with unknown w, and specified & > 0.

(1) The likelihood ratio of the sequence of statistics maximally invariant
under translations is given for 1 <k <n+1 by

Ay = exp((k - 1)(8[yn - ykfl] - %52[(’1 — k+1)/n])),

where X, = Y11 X j/n when n > 1 and X,=0.

(i) For the invariant Shiryayev—Roberts rule with critical level A, the ARL
to false alarm has limit limy_,  E {N4}/A = A(d(x), p(x — b)), where
A(d(x), p(x — 8)) is the corresponding limit for the fully specified detection
rule for 4°(0, 1) prechange and 4(8, 1) postchange.

ProOOF. Under any of the measures P, the invariants T, ..., T, are mul-
tivariate normal with identical covariance matrix I + </, where ¢/ is the matrix
having all entries 1, yielding the first assertion.

To prove the second assertion, we use Theorem 1. We begin with Condi-
tion 1A. Let 0 < &1, &5 < 1 be given. Write ¢35 = (&1(1 — &1) A &9(1 — &9))/2 and
set a; = 8%g5/4. Suppose k — 1 € [ney, n(1 — &;)]. For n > 1/e,

PAn <= P (- D(5[X, - K] - 52[” =) - —5223”},

2 n

from which Condition 1A follows by standard bounds on the tails of the normal
distribution.

We now verify Condition 1B. Because the likelihood ratio A} is invariant,
we may take u, = 0 with no loss of generality. Hence f(x)/fy(x) = exp(dx —
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82/2). Write 0 = (n — k+2)/(n + 1), so that

An+1 f (X )
1 k 1 n+1
"g( A7 fo<XnH))

which is easily used to establish Condition 1B.

Lastly, we consider Condition 1C. Let 7, be the o-field generated by the
first n—1 invariant statistics X,— X, ..., X,,— X;. Follow exactly the lines of
Pollak and Siegmund’s (1991) Lemma 2, replacing v, by an arbitrary stopping
time M. We thus obtain a constant %k, such that for all A > 1 and all stopping
times M,

1 _
< 89|Xn+1| + 82<9 + n+1) + 8|Xn|,

N 2
Ew{[ 3 Afj} )fM}5(1+A)2Em{k1+exp(252+25max|Xi|)|9‘M},
k=M+1 izM

where N = N. Observe that X, is independent of the invariant o-field
7, for each integer n. Hence, using the strong Markov property implies that

Eoo{[ZkN:I‘,IJrl Af;f]2 T} < ky A2, for some positive constant k, and all A > 1.
Now apply the alternate condition given after Theorem 1. O

3.3. Detecting a shift to a stochastically larger distribution. Our final ex-
ample is the nonparametric problem which motivated the formulation of our
main theorem. The ARL to false alarm of parametric cusum procedures is
known to be quite sensitive to small perturbations of the prechange distri-
bution. This nonrobustness is of substantial practical concern. See, for exam-
ple, van Dobben de Bruyn [(1968), Section 2.4]. Use of a procedure based on
ranks—which is invariant to strictly increasing transformations—is a natu-
ral response to this problem. Specifically, the procedure described below in
Theorem 4 permits us to assert known ARL to false alarm regardless of the
prechange distribution. Such robustness of validity can be purchased at small
price. For the .#/(u, 1) prechange versus .#(u + 1, 1) postchange detection
problem, calculations similar to those of Gordon and Pollak (1994) show that
choosing p = 0.8413, « = 0.53 and B = 1.7 yields a procedure with 97%
asymptotic relative efficiency as A — oc.

Although the procedure is computation intensive, it is still feasibly imple-
mented with current technology. A complete analysis of the operating char-
acteristics of the procedure, including a proof of Theorem 4 by verifying the
hypotheses of Theorem 1 is the subject of Gordon and Pollak (1995).

THEOREM 4. Consider the changepoint problem where fo(x) = e *l/2
prechange, and f1(x) = pae I ¢ + q,BeBxI{xSO} postchange. If p > 1/2,
a<1<pBand pa > qp then:

(i) The ranks are invariant under the group of strictly increasing transfor-
mations of the data. Given the permutation p(-, n) determined by the ranks
with inverse permutation 7(-, n), the corresponding likelihood ratio function
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forl<k<n+1lis
P, X an < < X;mnm} "

AJ(p(m)) = ’ SN (e (o)),
k Pvzoo {Xr(l,n) << XT(n,n)} mZ=:O &

where U(i,n) =31, Ly nyip> Vi(isn) =(n+1—k) = U,(i,n) and

o= (1)) ()

X ﬁ (1 + M(B — 1)>_1 ﬁ <1 + M(a — 1))_1.
i=1

i=m+1 n+1l-i

(ii) Given the Shiryayev—Roberts stopping rule N, =inf {n| Y ;_; A} > A},
its expected time to false alarm has limit lim,_,  E {Ns/A} = A(fy, f1)
where A(fq, f1) is the same limiting value as obtains for the parametric
Shiryayev—Roberts procedure.

4. Proof of Theorem 1. We follow the structure of Pollak (1987). The
proof is divided into a series of lemmas, with intervening discussion. To facil-
itate reference, we begin with a listing of notation which will be reintroduced
when needed.

4.1. Notation. We write A = A(fy, 1), the constant corresponding
to the detection problem with nuisance parameter known. Let Z;, =
log(f(X;|mg, 2(ng))/fo(X;|no)) denote the log-likelihood ratio for the fully
parameterized problem. We make the critical assumption that the distribution
of the Z,; is continuous.

Let ¢ > 1 be a large integer whose value is fixed in Section 4.3. From
Jensen’s inequality, E_{Z,;} < 0, so we let n, be the least positive integer
with P {exp(X;<; Z;) > ¢ 8} < ¢™*. Note that n, is nondecreasing in c.

Inductively define times L ; adapted to the invariant o-fields &,. Let L, = 0.
For j > 0,

szmin{nln>Lj_1and > AZzA/c}.
k=L, ;+1

Let W =max{j|L; < N,}. Note that W is not a stopping time.
The contributions to R, indexed by times after L;_, are, for j > 1,

n
_ Y Ay, ifn>L;,,
QUJn) = k=L, 11
0, otherwise.

Next define the fully parameterized continuation of Q(J, L ),
Q(.j:n)9 lfl’LfLJ,

Vi,n) = Q(j,Lj)exp( 3 zi>, ifn>1L,

i=L;+1
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and the invariant continuation of @(j, L ),
Q(jan)a lfnSLja
Lo L;
v n) Y AL ifn>L;
k=L; +1
Both V(j,n) and v(j, n) are sums of L ; — L ;_; terms when n > L .
Corresponding to the fully specified continuation V(j, n), define stopping
times
o min{n|n > L; and V(j,n) > A},
J oo if the set of such n is empty,
with analogous quantities for the invariant continuation,
ho— min{n|n > L; and v(j,n) > A},
77| o if the set of such n is empty,
Finally, define random indices
J =min{j|v(j, m;) = A},
J*=J A+ 1),

and, analogously, given a stopping time Y, let
Jy =min[j| supv(j,n) > A},
n>Y
gy =dJy A (2 +1).

As is usual, given a stopping time M, we write 7, for the o-field associated
with the stopping time. We frequently indicate conditioning on %, by explicitly
conditioning on M; T4, ..., Ty,.

Write 0.(A) for functions (A, c¢) such that limsup,_,, | #(4A,c)/A | can
be made arbitrarily small by choosing and fixing ¢ large. Similarly, we write
0.(1) for functions (A, ¢) such that limsup4_, | U(A,c) | can be made small
by fixing ¢ large.

Our plan is to show that Ry, is well approximated by v(J*, m(JJ*)). The
idea is that when R, becomes large—say of the order A/c—then Condition 1A
tells us that the summands contributing by far the greatest amount are those
A}, with % close to n. Hence for n’s not much larger than some L ;, we have
R, ~ v(j,n) from which Ry ~ v(J, m(J)) will follow. We will show that
with high probability {v(j, n)},— L either crosses the level A quickly or never
crosses A. Therefore, because of Condition 1B, and because the summands
which contribute to v(j, n) have £’s close to n, the overshoot of v( j, n) over A—
if it crosses at all—should resemble closely the overshoot in the fully specified
problem. Hence renewal theory will yield the limit E, {Ry,}/A — A, the
same limit as in the fully specified problem.
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Lemmas 1 to 3 give bounds related to the increments in stopping times
referred to in Condition 1C. Lemma 4 states that the number of L ;’s observed
up to time cA is bounded by ¢ with high probability. Lemma 5 states that
the time between successive L ;’s tends to be large.

Lemma 6 formalizes the idea that v(j,n) =~ V(j,n) for n only slightly
larger than L;, while Lemma 7 tells us that v(j,n) cannot be large for
n much larger than L;. These imply Lemma 8 which states that N, is
close to one of the first ¢ stopping times L j- Lemmas 9 to 14 allow us
to approximate the expectations of v(j, m;) conditional on v(j,m;)> A,
in order to obtain E{v(J*,mj.)}/A =~ A. The rest of the proof shows that
E {Ry, —v(J*, m .)}/A is negligible, which finally yields Theorem 1.

4.2. Preliminary lemmas.

LEMMA 1. For stopping times M and N = N % as in Condition 1C,
E(NY -M|M;T,,...,Ty} < x(1)A.
In particular, E,{N 4} < k(1)A and E. {L,; — L;} < k(1)A/c, for j > 0.
PROOF. The centered sum of likelihood ratios Y3 7,1 Ay ™ — n is a Py-
martingale adapted to {M;T,...,Ty,,} for n > 0. Truncate the stopping

time N¥ at some large finite time M + m to obtain from Condition 1C that
EA{A(N-M)rm|M;T,,..., Ty} <k(1)A. Now let m — oco. O

LEMMA 2. If M and N = N¥ are as in Condition 1C, then conditional on
the entire past through M, the distribution of N — M is stochastically larger
than a uniform[0, A] random variate. Specifically, for all ¢ € [0, 1],

PAN -M <tA|M;Ty,...., Ty} <t

PROOF. Apply the optional sampling theorem to 224: +M" 41 Aiu " _n yielding

M+((N7M)/\\_Atj)M N_MOAlA
tAzEOO{ S AL tJ)‘g‘M}zAPOO{N—MsAt
k=M+1

Iyt O

LEMMA 3. If M and N = N% are as in Condition 1C, then for all t positive,
P {N—-M=>At|M;Ty,..., Ty} < «(1)/t.
In particular, P_{N — M > At} < k(1)/t.
PROOF. Lemma 1 and Markov’s inequality. O
Recall that we have partitioned the observation times into exceedance

epochs L ;. Hence we have the decomposition

n L;an

R, = Z Z AZ’

Jj=1 k=L, +1
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where we follow the usual convention that summation over a null set of indices
yields a sum with value 0.

LEMMA 4. Ifc > 5, then P {L, < cA} < c73.

PrROOF. From Lemma 2, the sum Zfil(Li — L;_;) is stochastically greater

than the sum Zf; U;, where the U, are i.i.d. uniform(0, A/c). The former
sum is exactly L. The bound follows from Chebychev’s inequality applied to

(,‘3
i-1U;. O
LEMMA 5. P {L;—L; ;> AcPforalll1<j<c®}>1-ct

PrOOF. From Lemma2, B {L;-L; ; <cA/c|7 } <& Nowsete= c*
and sum over j. O

In the following, we write B for the complement of an event B.

LEMMA 6. Given 0 < wy, wy < 1 and c > 4, there exist positive functions
A® = A®)(c, w1, wy) and b® = bO®)(c, wy, wy) such that

v(j, L;+1)

A
- -1 dL —
V(J, LJ+L) > w7 an 1> C4

P, { sup

1<i<2n,

e(]Tle} < (OF) + Dj—l

whenever j > 1and A > A® where D; y € 71, is a Bernoulli variate with
EOO{Djfl} < exp(—b(B)A).

PROOF. Whenever unambiguous, we suppress the explicit dependence
of various quantities upon the fixed values ¢, w;, and wy. Choose and fix
a(c, wy, wy) large so that

aw w
_ o] _ @

(D Poo{ sup ex (— Z) }< )
lsisgnc P 1=21 ! 2 12

Let B, = U?Z‘i {XLjJri ¢ B,}, where B, is as in Condition 1B. Clearly,
P _{B,} < 2n.e. Choose ¢ small so that P (Bj) < wy/2.
Let M be a stopping time and let 1 < m; < co. By Condition 1B,

A (X ) |
AM Fo(X 1) |

(2) and X, € B, andMZmO}

|
P max |1—
“{(10)M5k5M+1 |

1 —
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The times L ; are monotone in j, so 9‘Lj_1 - FLJ. Apply (2) 2n, times to obtain
ng(c, wy, wg), 0*(¢c, w1, wy) positive and b*(c, w1, wy) such that for
L +i

A J
Bl={sup sup l L+ —1|>C;1}
lsizZn, (1-69)L;=<hk<L; | Ak exp(Y,? L4120 !

we have P_{B, and B; and L; > n} < exp(—b*n), whenever n > ngj. Now
consider the event By = {supg-;<g, > o 1L, J<k=<(1— 6*)LJA > ¢!}, the event
By ={L;, ;<a'L;} and B, = {L1 > A/c4} Use Condition 1A to choose
aj, a5 and aj such that B {suPo<i<on, 2o tn<k<(1-6*)n A"” > nexp(—aijn)} <
asexp(—ain). Hence there exist ny'(c, wy, wy) > ng and b**(c, w1, wg) > 0
such that

(3) P,{Byand By and L, > n}+ P, {B, and L; > n} < wyexp(—b*n)/12,

for n > nj*. Let A®)(c, wy, wy) = (ni*a) v (2/w,) and assume A > A®). By
definition, {L; > n§*} D B,. Use Condition 1C and Lemma 2 to show that

AJc
@ P (B3| 7 }=P{la—DL; 1 <L;—L; |7} =557
J 3c Ll
NOW let \If = P {(BoB]_UBQ)B4|</L } From (3) EOO{’\P‘] 1} <

(wo/12) exp(— b**A/c4) Let D;_; be the 1ndlcator of the event {V;_; > wy/12}.
Apply the Markov inequality to choose b for which

(5) E. {D;_,} <exp(-b®A),

increasing A,, if necessary. Recall A > @ and Q(j, L;) > A/c. Use (1), (3), (4)
and (5) to obtain on B, that
E5) U(j7 L + l) w2
P 1B d B d —_— -1 ‘ I —=+D;
°°{ sand By and sup |55 | T L} s Thm
Combine F_{B,} < wy/2 with the preceding to obtain the bound wy + D;_
proving the lemma. O

Recall that Z; are the fully specified increments in log-likelihood ratio.
Prechange, they are i.i.d. with negative drift. We now use the defining property
of n,, that P_{exp(¥ i<, Z;) > ¢ 8} <™.

LEMMA 7. There exists a function A)(c) and constants ¢V and kD such
that both

R(D
Poo{max maxv(j,L;+n)> A/c} < —
c

2<j<cd nzn,

and

E(D
Poo{max max v(j, L; +n)> A/ } <

2<j<c3 n>2n,

whenever ¢ > ¢\ and A > A(c).
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PrROOF. Let By = {L; < A/c*}. Define

U(jaLj+nc)

5O =72

1
> 1+c} and By(j)={V(j,L,;+n,) >c A}

for 2 < j < c®. Use Lemma 6 to choose A((c) > A®)(c, ¢!, c~*/2) sufficiently
large that A > A() implies

_ . 1
(6) F, {BOBI(J)} < o
Also note that
P {By(j)} = P {Q(J.L;) > A}

) +POO{Q(j,Lj)§c3A and eXP(EZLﬁl) >08}
k(l) 1
<t

We may use the martingale maximum inequality and Condition 1C to
bound P {max,., v(j,L;+n)> A/c; ByB1(j)By(j)} because v(j, L ; + n)
is a martingale for n > 0. From Lemma 2, P_{B,} < c3. Use (6) and (7) to
complete the proof of the first assertion.

Prove the second similarly by replacing n, with 2n, in the definitions of
B,(j) and By(j) and bounding P, ,{V(j, L;+2n.) > c A}, O

Recall that W = max {j|L; < N4} and that W is not a stopping time.

LEMMA 8. There exists a function A®(c) and constants c¢® and k® such
that

E®)
Poo{NA_LW >n’c}§ -
C

and

(8)
Poo{W = CS} = L7
C

whenever ¢ > ¢® and A > A®)(c).

Proor. Take ¢ > 5 and choose
A® () = A®(c, e, e ™) v [41og(e) /6O (e, ¢, )],
Let A > A®)(c). Observe

w-l Lw N Naoon
AERNA:v(l,NA)+Zv(j,NA)+ Z AkA+ Z AkA.
Jj=2 k=Ly_1+1 k=Ly+1
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Decompose the event of interest as

(8) P {N4y—Ly>nJ<P {W=>c}

9) + Bo{v(1, Ny) > A/4}
wW-1
(10) +POO{Z v(j, Ny > A/4 andW<c3}
Jj=2
(11) +Poo[max3 maxv(j, L; +n) > A/4}
2<j<c3 nzn.
N,
(12) + Poo{ S OA s A/4}.
k=Ly+1

Use Lemmas 3 and 4 to show
P AW =>c®} <P {Ls <cA}+P_{N,>cA} <c3+«k(l)/c,

bounding (8) and proving the second assertion of the lemma.

Bound (9) by 4k(1)/c using the martingale maximum inequality and Con-
dition 1C. Use Lemmas 2, 5, 6, the choice of A > A®)(c) and the martingale
maximum inequality to bound (10) by 9/¢. Next, bound (11) using Lemma 7.
Finally, (12) has probability 0, by the definition of W as a maximum. O

Recall that 4 ; is the first time after the stopping time L ; that the invariant

continuation of 22:’ L, 41 Aij is at least as large as A. The next lemma tells

us that if we do go over the barrier A at the jth excursion above A/c, then
with high probability the exceedance occurs very soon after L ;.

LEMMA 9. Let j > 1. There exist positive functions A®)(c) and b (c) such
that A > A®)(c) and ¢ > 4 implies

P {L;+n,<h; <ooand L, >A/c4|=9”‘Lj71} <3¢ *+ D, 4,

where D; | € 97, | is a Bernoulli variate with E. {D; ,} < exp(—b A).

PrOOF. Note that L; < &, implies Q(j, L;) < A. Hence, on {L; > A/c*}
we may bound the conditional probability of interest by

{U(j,LJ-+nc)

13 P {7 "7
U BAVGL, 70

o
>2|=/le}

V(j,L;+n.)

14 P
(1 * °°{ QG.L,)

0 .
>C iz/'le}

i L.+n,
(15) +P00{Lj+nc<hj<ooandWSZC_7‘.9‘LJ_1}.
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For A large enough, we bound (13) using Lemma 6. We bound (14) using
the strong Markov property for i.i.d. variates with the definitions of n, and
V(Jj, L+ n.). Finally, use the martingale maximum inequality to bound (15)
by 2¢77. O

LEMMA 10. Let j > 1. There exist positive functions c19(&), b19(c, &) and
A0 (¢, £) and a positive constant k1Y) such that, given 0 < ¢ < 1, on the event

{Ll > A/CA}a
3
< k(1°>(c + Dj_l),

EAQU.L) 7, }
AA

where D;_y € 7, , is a Bernoulli variate with E,{D;_ i} < exp(—b10 A)

whenever ¢ > c19(¢) and A > A1 (¢, &).

- POO {hJ < OO|‘9?LJ>1}

PROOF. Recall that Z; has positive mean under PLJ_ +1 and that its distri-
bution is continuous. Because V(j, L; +n)/Q(J, L) is a likelihood ratio,

L+n
~Pufswp 3 7= log(4) - loe(@U L)| 74, |
(16) n=0 j=L +1

~ By, exp(—[éﬂ 2| +1oga/@i.2,) | 7, | UL

Given fixed ¢ > 0, we may use renewal theory as in Siegmund (1985), Chapter
VIII to approximate the expectation in (16) by 1/A = 1/A(f,, 1) with error
less than £/A whenever log(A) —log(@Q(J, L ;)) exceeds some threshold 7(¢).
Hence, Condition 1C and Markov’s inequality imply

P, {log(A) —1log(Q(j. L)) < 7(¢) | 71, ,}
1 = eXP(T(g))Eoo{A/CJI {(A/0)1QUI L )=cexp(~7(£)} ‘ '/le}

<~ exp(r(£)) (e exp(—T(£)),

showing also that E__{A"1Q(}, L) a1q(j.L,)zexp(~(¢)} | 71, , } is bounded by
(17). Because k() — 0 as t — oo, we may choose c19(¢) such that ¢ > c(19(¢)
implies both exp(7(£))x(cexp(—7(§))) < £ and 1/c < &.
Let ¢ > c19(¢). From (16) and renewal theory,
L.
Poo{Hj<oo|9‘Lj}zPoo{Hj<ooandQ(‘]AJ)

= (1= )= 1 (1= Lq(.z razexs(—r(e)):

< exp(-7(6)| 7,
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Now take expectations with respect to the coarser o-field T, and apply
(17), Condition 1C and the definition of c¢(19(¢) to obtain
QUj,L;) | } (k@ +1)

N
| L cA

(18) Pw{Hj<oo|<?le}ono{ 2 23|

Similarly, again using (17),

Q(J, L)) 1
R L S )

It remains to approximate & ; with H ;. Use the continuity of the distribu-
tion of Z; and the finiteness of n, to choose 6 = &(c, £) € (0, 1/2) such that

max,.g ZJ P A Z; e (x—8,x+8)} < ¢/c. Define events

By={L, < A/c*}
| i |
By = { min ||108(QU. L)+ X 21| - Tor(4)| < o
<i=n. =1
B, = | max flog(o(j, L, +/V (i, L, + )] > o)

B;={H;#h;and H;Ah; < L;+n.}.

Conclude from the choice of 6 that P _{B; | I, } < §&/c. Use Lemma 6 to choose
A*(c, 8, &) and b*(c, 6, £€) >0 such that A>A* implies P {BZBO|JL <
§/c+ Dy, where D%_; € 77, is Bernoulli having E. {D_,} < e A,

Use Lemma 9 and the deﬁnltlon of n, to obtain A** and b** > 0 for which
A > A** implies | B, {H ; < 0| ,/LH} o 1hj < oo ‘/Lj—1}| is bounded above
by

5et+ DYy + Bo{By |7, b+ Po{By | 71, } + Po B3 BoBy | 71, )
on B, with D7, e, Bernoulli having E {D7"} < e ®"4. On B;B,, we
have hj = HJ lfLJ < h]/\Hj < Lj+nc Therefore |P00{HJ < OO|:9TLJ,71}_
P {h; <oo| 7y, }| is bounded above by 5¢/c® + D%y +2&/c+ D%, on the
event EO. Finally, combine this last bound with (18) and (19). O

Recall that the stopping time m ; is defined in terms of the invariant con-
tinuation v(j, -) of @(J, L ;). Specifically, m; = h; A(L;+n,) AL,

LEMMA 11. There exist a constant k') and positive functions c1D(§),
b (¢, €) and AV (¢, €) such that, given 0 < ¢ < 1, on the event {L, > A/c*},

17 anf s )
AA < k (C +DJ—1>7

P {v(j.m)) = Al7
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where D; y € 91, is a Bernoulli variate with E. {D; ,} < exp(—b(1) A)
whenever j > 1,c¢> c(¢)and A > AD(c, €).

PrOOF. From Lemma 2, P {L;;;—L; <n_| .Z;j} < n.(A/c)"1. Now con-
dition on the coarser o-field S and then apply Lemmas 9 and 10. O

LEMMA 12. There exist A1) (c) and b2 (c) > 0 for which, on {L, > A/c*},
E {v(j,m;);v(j,m;) <A TL, ) <ene+ 3Ac™*+AD, 4,

where D;_y € 97, , is a Bernoulli variate with E,{D; 1} < exp(—b!?A)
whenever j > 1,c¢> 4 and A > A1) (c).

PrROOF. Consider the events B; ={@Q(j, L;) <A}, Bo={v(j,L,;+n,)<A},
By={V(j.L;+n)/v(j,Lj+n,) = 1/2}, and B,={x.";", Z; = — 8log(c)}.

Because m ;= h; A(L;+n.)ALj,;, we will typically see m ; = L ; + n.. Note
that P_{B; U B, U B3B,} = 1. From Lemma 2 and the definition of n,,
E fv(j,m;)v(j,m;) <Algg, ]

n. . -
< Ao+ B2V, Lj+no); BiBsBy |7, )

+ Eoo{v(j’ Lj + nc); B2§4 ‘ ‘%,j,l} + Eoo{v(ja Lj +nc); BZE3 i‘ng,l}
<cn.+2Ac®+ At + AP (B3| 71, )

The lemma follows by direct application of Lemma 6. O

LEMMA 13. Let j > 1 and ¢ > 0. There exist constant k'3 and positive
functions c13(&), b13(c, &) and A3 (c, £) such that, on {L; > A/c*},

| . . . |
| E{v(om);v(i,mp) = Al 7y, |} = AA B {o(j,mj) = A7} |

<kEPA[EP {v(j,m;) = A] I, +Djal,
where D; y € 91, is a Bernoulli variate with E.{D; ,} < exp(—b13) A)
whenever ¢ > c13)(¢) and A > A1) (¢, §).

PROOF. Assume without loss that ¢ < 1. Because v(j, L+ n) is a martin-
gale,

Eoo{v(j’ m])a U(.jamj) = A|‘O/—TLJ-,1}
=E QU L) |7} — Efo(G,m)); v(jsm)) < A| 7}
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We now bound the last term. We use Lemma 12 and the martingale property
of v(j, L; + n) to obtain for A sufficiently large the bounds

E {QU.L)| 7, )~ (cn,+3Ac™* + AD}?)
20) < B {o(j,m;);v(j.my) = Al7y )
. A

on the event {L; > A/c*}; the last inequality follows from Condition 1C.
By applying Condition 1C to E {Q(J, L ;)| ,%IH}, we may for ¢ € (0,1)
use Lemma 11 with (20) to find ¢**(¢), b**(c, £) and A**(c, ¢) for which
. 12 . .
(1-e)EJ{QU. L) |7, )}~ ADY < E fo(j.m;) v(j.m)) = A| 7, )

= Eoo{Q(.jaLj)|'9TLj—1}

and

E{Q(J,Lj)| 7,
(1-2) { JAA) L; I

=< Poo{v(.]a m]) = A\‘%ﬁ,l}
Eoo{Q(j’Lj”*?Lj,l}
AA

both hold on {L; > A/c*} whenever ¢ > ¢**(¢) and A > A**(c, ). Now take
the difference of the latter two inequalities, with appropriate choice of £. O

1) p1h)
—p )]_)ji1

<(1+e) + KD

LEMMA 14. There exist functions ¢ (&) and A19(c, £) such that, given
0<é<1,

Eo{o(d"mp)}
AA

whenever ¢ > ¢c1(¢) and A > A0 (¢, &).

=&

PROOF. Let B, denote the event {L; < A/c*}. Denote by B; the event

{v(j,m;) < A}, and let E; denote the event {Zijzz Dgﬁ) = 0}. Recall that
m;=1L;1A(L;+n.)Ah; Because m; ¢ .%j, care is needed when applying
our previous lemmas. Also note that E; € 7, .

We decompose the expected truncated time to exceedance as

21)  E {v(J*,my)} = E {v(J*, ms.); E .}
(22) + E {v(J*, ms.); E ;. By}

A+1
(23) + EOQ{U(C3 + 1, m03+1); EC3+1E0 m Bl}
i=1
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(24) + E{v(1, m;); ByB;}
341 o J2
@5) +3 Bufotiom,) EBoB, ) B
i—2 i=1
A+1 -
(26) —ZEOO{U(], m;); E;ByB;B;_ 1ﬂBl},

where intersection over an empty set of indices is the sample space.

Because v(j, L ;+n)is a martingale, we may use Condition 1C and Lemma 2
to show (22) and (24) can be made small by by taking ¢ large. Use Lemma 12
to show (23) is negligible for A large enough.

We next bound the absolute value of (26) by

A+1 - j—2
> Eo(Bufotiom i Bia 0 8] 7, )
=2 i=1

(27)

A+1 o j—2

-y Eoo{[Q(j, L) QUim; )1+ QU.m; 1) By () Bi}.
Jj=2 i=1

Decompose Q(Jj,L;) - Q(j, m; 1) = Zk - 1+1A n Zk L +1(AL‘ Amj—l)

for j > 1. Because v(j, L; + n) is a martingale and because L;>m; 4, the
second sum in the decomp0s1t10n has conditional expectation 0 given %, m

Consider now L’ = min {n | ZZ=mj,1+1 A}, > A/c}. Because L; < L7, and from
Condition 1C, the first sum in the decomposition has conditional expectation
given 7, 1 bounded by K(l)A/c.

Because the events B -1 ﬂ Bi € *Q/‘mj,l are disjoint, we may bound (27)—
and hence the magnitude of (26)—by

K(l)A+E {C3+1 L +n. Lj  +n. } ( )A
c 00

(28) > oYY A

j=2 p=L;_i+1 k=L, ;+1

— =6.(A
. +cn =0,(A).

Note for use in the future that in proving (28) we have obtained a bound for
23321 E. {Q(Jj,L;); B -1 ﬂ{:—f B;}. Therefore the Markov inequality yields

+1
(29) ) POO{ B, , ﬂ B} (1) = 6,(1).
j=2

Note that v(J*,m ;) < ¥57 1 v(Jj, m;). Because EJ € J;_1 we use Condi-
tion 1C and Lemma 13 to show (21) is small. We next deal with (25). Note
that E . BO ﬂ B are in ./L when j > 1. We may use Lemma 13 to show
that for ¢ and A large enough (25) lies between

§ c3+1 o J2
(30) AA<1:|:2>[Z POO{EJ-BOBjﬂBiH.
Jj=2 i=1
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We show the sum of probabilities in (30) is close to 1. Note that

41 R =
Z P, {EjBij ﬂ Bi}
Jj=2 i=1
(31)
A+1 o j-2 341 I
= Z P {Bij ﬂ Bi} - Z Py {EjBOBj ﬁ Bi},
Jj=2 i=1 Jj=2 i=1

and that the second sum in (31) is bounded by c®e~?""4. We reexpress the first
sum in (31) as

o o A+1 2
(32) P.{Byand J <c®+1} - P {ByB;}+ Y. B, {BOBJ-BJ-_l N Bi}.
j=2 i=1
Now use Lemma 11, Lemma 2, Condition 1C and (29) to conclude that
(32) = 1+ 6,(1) so that (25) is contained in the interval determined by
AA[1+(£&/2) £ 6.(1)]. Combining the bounds completes the proof. O

LEMMA 15.  There exist constants k™) and ¢'®), and a function A1%)(c)
such that

E {v(Jy,my ), Y <my.} < EWA(P Y <my}+c?),

for any stopping time Y, whenever ¢ > ¢ and A > A1%)(c).

PROOF. Define J = max{j|L; < Y}, indexing the last excursion over A/c
before Y. We decompose

J-1

v(Jy, mp) < v(j,m:)+uv(d,m
33) ( 7y) jZ:l( i) tu(d, my)

+u(d +1, ml+1) + v(Jy, mJ;)I{J;zi-&-Z}'
We deal with the contributions to (33) in order. By definition, L j<m;<Lj;,.
Note E {v(j,m;); L1 <Y <my} < E {v(j,m;); m; <my} for j < J.
On {m; < m,}, we have v(j,m;) < A. Now use Condition 1C to bound

E_{v(1,m;)} = E.{v(1, L)} and Lemmas 6, 2 and the definition of n, for
2 < j < ¢ to show for c large and fixed and A large enough that

Y E {v(j,m;);m; <my} <4x(1)A/c.
j=1

On {m; <Y <m,.}, we must have v(J,m;) < A, for otherwise m; =
m .. To bound the second piece, observe that v(J, n v Y) is a martingale and
that v(J,Y) < A when Y < m;. Break {Y <m .} into {m; <Y <m s} U
{Y < m . Am } and integrate to obtain -

(34) E v, my); Y <my} < AP {Y <m,.}.
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Consider now the third piece of (33). Note that J + 1 indexes the first
L; after time Y, so L,,; is a stopping time. Also, v(J + 1,n Vv L;,;) and

ZZ:L;A AZ*" are martingales and {Y <m .} € % C Ty Hence,
E {v(J+1,my,); Y <my.}

Y LJ+1
=Eoo{ > A Y<mJ*}+EOO{ 3 A, L, Y<mJ*},
k=L;+1 k=Y +1

Now use Y < L;,; to bound pointwise the sum in the first expectation, and
use the stopping time inf {n | >}_y.,; A} > A/c} > L., with Condition 1C to
bound the second.

We finally bound the last piece of (33). Let B; = {v(j,m;) < A} and let
By, = {L, < A/c*}. Use Lemma 13 and (34) to show that for ¢ and A suffi-
ciently large,

E (v(Jys my ) (gi2giop Y < my.|
A+1 o J2
35) <2AA Y P, {BOB]- ( B;and Y < mJ*} + AR A exp(—b1D A)
35 =2 i=1

A+1

=2
Apply Condition 1C and then Lemma 2 to obtain for j > 2,

E. {00, m,); Bo} = B AQUI L) Bo} = x(1) 2 B (B} < P a

Because both the odd and even indexed sets of (35) are collections of disjoint
events, we obtain for A large a bound of desired form. O

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1. Recall the stopping times L ;, with associated
continuation processes v(J, -), and auxiliary quantities such as J, are defined
in terms of target A and integer c¢. We now introduce a constant £ > 0. For
convenience, we always choose ¢ < 1 rational and then choose ¢ to make +ec
an integer.

We require three sets of random times, one set corresponding to A and c,
and two other sets corresponding to choice of (1+¢)A and (1+ ¢)c. Note that
the stopping times L ; are the same, regardless of the pair specified. Therefore
the continuation processes v(j, ) and V(j,-) are also the same under any
specification. Where the choice makes a difference, we use the subscript +e.
For example, h_, ; denotes the first time n that v( Jj,n)>(1-¢)A. Similarly,
m ;is defined to be hie iAN(Lj+naimn)ALij,
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We show first that E {Ry, } = E..{N,}. From Lemma 1, the latter is finite.
For n large, E. {Ry,,, — N4 A n} = 0 from the martingale property. Equality
follows from monotone convergence and Fatou’s lemma. Hence it suffices to
study E.{Ry, }-

We now argue that liminf,_,  E. {Ry,}/A > A. Let §, e < 1/2, and ¢ be
positive, whose exact values will be chosen and fixed in that order before we
let A — oco. Given ¢ and &, use Lemma 14 to show

Eoo{U(Jj:a’ myg, JL)}

(36) 1-¢< (1+e)AD <14¢

for ¢ > 2¢19(¢) and A > 2A09((1 £ &)c, §). With v_, = v(J*,, m_, ;. ), we
obtain ‘

(37) Ehm{lgNg} = Ehm{leNg; ﬁJA = nm—s,Jis}

—&

> Eco{v—s} — Eoo{v 5 NA < m_E,JiS}.

Define events
By ={N,—-Ly>n.,
By, = {W > ¢%},
By = [ min L, L, ; < 2nc},

2<j<cd

B, = [ max sup v(j,L;+n)> A/cg},

2§j503n22nc

B, = [ sup v(1,n) > sA/4].

n>Ly

Consider now {N4 <m_, ;. } C{Ny <m_, ;. and Nt B,y UUL, B;. We
know Q(W, N,) < A/c, for otherwise Ly, ; < N4, contradicting the defini-
tion of W. On the event N}_; B;,

w-1
Ry, =Q(W, Ny +uv(W,N )+ > v(j,Ny)

j=1
<AJe+v(W,Np)+c2A/c® + sup v(1, n).

n>Ly

Hence v(W, N4)/A > v(W,N,y)/Ry, >1—-2/c—¢/4 on N?_, B;. From Lem-
mas 5, 7 and 8, the probability of (J;_; B; is less than (1 + & + 2k®)/c, for
¢ and A sufficiently large. Also,

gA| v(1, L) 4k(1)
P {Bs}=E, P, {ns>uL[v>V v(l,n) > e ‘ ‘/Ll} < Eoo{ oA/d } < s
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When c is chosen to make & > 4/c, we have Ny > m_, ;. on N?_, B;, so that

(38) PNy <m_, g} < (1+FD+2k® 4 di(1)e ) e.

Note both m_, ;. and m_, ;- v, are stopping times and m_, ;- = =<
—& Y g, PT e N
m_, g on{Ny < m_, ; } Hence, given fixed ¢ and &, use (36), (37), (38)
with Lemma 15 to choose c¢ sufficiently large, so that
Eoo{RNA} = Eoo{v—e} - Eoo{v ; NA < m—e,Jig}

=E {v_.} - Eoo{U(Jig, Ny Mes gy, )y Ny <m_, Jig}
>(1-¢6)(1—¢e)AA— As

for all A sufficiently large. Hence liminf,_,, E. {Ry,}/A > A.
Finally, we show limsup, ., E..{Ry,}/A < A, completing the proof of
Theorem 1. Note that Ny <m_, ; for any & > 0. Define and redefine

BO - {Ll S A/C4}
B, = {NA = m+s,J1€}

By={J,. > (1+e)’c?}
Write m, =m_, ;- . Because Ny =m_ on B, B,, we obtain

(39) Eoo{RNA}ZEoo{Rm+}+Eoo{(RNA_Rer); BlBZUEI}
= Eoo{Rm+} - laoo{(I%mJr - RNA); E1} + Eoo{RNA; BIB2}'

We deal with the contributions to (39) in order. Write ¢, = (1 + &)c. We de-
compose I, , into its exceedance epochs to obtain

3

R, = Q% +1Lm)+v(d%m)+ Y v m) o)
j=1

The first term is bounded by 23»3:11 Z?jl Q(J, L ; + 1) which accounts for (2 +

n, (n. +1)/2 likelihood ratios, each having expectation 1. Apply (36) to the
second term. Hence E{R,, } is bounded above by

|:(ci + I)W] +(14+ &6 +e)AA+ E {v(1,m,)}

3
[ c

+ Y Eofo(i,m.): Bongm; <m 3} + 3 Eof{v(j, my); Bo}.
Jj=2 j=2

3
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Because v(j, L; + n) is a martingale and v(j, L;) = Q(J, L), we can apply,
respectively, Condition 1C, Lemma 12 and Lemma 2 to obtain

E.(R, } < [(ci + 1)'1(”2“)} +(1+ €)1+ £)AA

A A
(40) R+ [etng + 22 4 (14 o)A exp(-4024) |

A
3
+ CeK(l)g,

bounding the first contribution to (39). -
Note N4 and m, are both stopping times, and B, € %y, .\, , hence

Evoo{(lem+ - RNA); E1} = Eoo{(m+ - NA); P1} > 0,

by the martingale property, so we can ignore the second piece of (39).

We next bound the third contribution to (39). On B;B,, we have Q(c? +
1,N,) < Q(c2 + 1, N*) for N* = infnst“ {n|Q(c3 +1,n) > A}. Now take
expectations, applying Condition 1C, Lemmas 2, 8, 12 and the martingale
property of the v(j, -), to obtain

A
Eoo{RNA; B1Bz} <k(1)A P {By} + K(l)?

(41) + (cn + w +(1+e)A exp(—b<12>A)>
=2 €

&

A
+ CEK(l)? P {Bo}-
Finally, add (40) and (41), choose c large and then let A — oco. O
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