arXiv:1810.09498v4 [math.ST] 6 Jun 2019

Univariate Mean Change Point Detection:
Penalization, CUSUM and Optimality

Daren Wang', Yi Yu?, and Alessandro Rinaldo®

1Department of Statistics, University of Chicago
2School of Mathematics, University of Bristol
3Department of Statistics and Data Science, Carnegie Mellon University

Abstract

The problem of univariate mean change point detection and localization based on a sequence
of n independent observations with piecewise constant means has been intensively studied for
more than half century, and serves as a blueprint for change point problems in more complex
settings. We provide a complete characterization of this classical problem in a general frame-
work in which the upper bound ¢? on the noise variance, the minimal spacing A between two
consecutive change points and the minimal magnitude x of the changes, are allowed to vary
with n. We first show that consistent localization of the change points, when the signal-to-noise

ratio @ < y/log(n), is impossible. In contrast, when % diverges with n at the rate of at

least y/log(n), we demonstrate that two computationally-efficient change point estimators, one
based on the solution to an fy-penalized least squares problem and the other on the popular
wild binary segmentation algorithm, are both consistent and achieve a localization rate of the
order Z—z log(n). We further show that such rate is minimax optimal, up to a log(n) term.

Keywords: Change point detection; Minimax optimality; fp-penalization; CUSUM statis-
tics; Binary segmentation; Wild binary segmentation.

1 Introduction

Research on change point detection in time series data has a relatively long history in modern
statistics, covering both online (e.g. Wald, 1945; Page, 1954; James et al., 1987) and offline (e.g.
Vostrikova, 1981; Yao and Au, 1989) search problems. It has been recently going through a re-
naissance due to the routinely collected complex and large amount of data sets in the ‘Big Data’
era. Change point detection problems in high-dimensional means (e.g. Cho and Fryzlewicz, 2015;
Cho, 2015; Aston and Kirch, 2014; Jirak, 2015; Wang and Samworth, 2018), in covariance struc-
tures (e.g. Aue et al., 2009; Avanesov and Buzun, 2016; Wang et al., 2017), in dynamic networks
(e.g. Gibberd and Roy, 2017; Wang et al., 2018), and in sequentially-correlated time series (e.g.
Lavielle, 1999; Davis et al., 2006; Aue et al., 2009) have been actively studied in recent years.

Arguably, the simplest and best-studied change point detection problem is on univariate mean
from independent observations. It is fair to say that this is the most important ingredient in more
complex problems. We formalize the model in Assumption 1.

Assumption 1 (Model). Let Y7,...,Y, € R be independent sub-Gaussian random variables with
continuous density such that E(Y;) = f; and ||Yilly, < o foralli e {1,...,n}.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.09498v4

Let {nk}kK;Ol C {0,...,n} be a collection of change points such that 0 =ny <m < ... <ng <
NK+1 =n and
foer1 == foupy, forallk=0,... K.

Assume the minimal spacing A and the jump size Kk satisfy

i —Me_1t = A >0,
kzlrf}}jg{+1{nk Me—1} >
and

min — fr_1| = min kK =k > 0.
=1,...,K+1‘fk I 1‘ k= 1 k

k 1., K+

Remark 1. In fact we do not need the condition that Y;’s have continuous densities. We include it
here for simplicity, such that we do not need to consider the event in which that two sets of random
variables have the same sample mean. This is the only place this condition is used.

The model is completely characterized by the sample size n, the upper bound ¢ on the fluctu-
ations in terms of Orlicz-1)o-norm', the minimal spacing A between two consecutive change points
and the lower bound & of the jump size in terms of the absolute value of the difference between two
consecutive population means. All three parameters o, A and « are allowed to change as n grows.
Since the number of change points K is upper bounded by n/A, we will not keep track of K, as
its upper bound can be derived from the other parameters.

The goal of a change point detection problem is to obtain consistent change point estimators
{M e, with iy <7p < ... < Ny, such that

K=K and max_ | — ne| < e(n) =, (1)
k=1,..,K

where ¢/n — 0, with probability tending to 1 as n — oo. In the rest of the paper, we will refer
to the sequence €/n as the localization rate. Notice that the inequality in (1) can be seen as
providing an upper bound on the Hausdorff distance between {n;}5_, and {7} |, both viewed
as subsets of {1,...,n}; see (4) below.

In order to quantify the difficulty of the problem, we rely on the quantity

WA/, (2)

which can be thought of as measuring the signal-to-noise ratio. As we will see, the intrinsic
statistical hardness of the change point detection and localization problems is fully captured by
this quantity. In particular, the difficulty of the problem increases as x and A decrease, and o
increases. Equation (2) is rooted in two-sample mean testing (with known variance), resembling
t-statistics used therein, and has counterparts in high-dimensional mean, covariance and network
change point detection problems (e.g. Wang and Samworth, 2018; Wang et al., 2017, 2018).

With the previously defined localization rate and signal-to-noise ratio, the optimality of the
estimators possesses two aspects.

YFor any random variable X, let || X ||y, be its Orlicz-12 norm, i.e.

1 [l = sup{E(|x]¥)}'/*.
k>1



(i) Consistency. The first natural question one might ask is under what conditions localization is
itself possible. We tackle this problem by identifying combinations of the model parameters,
which we express using the signal-to-noise ratio (2), for which no estimator of the change
points is guaranteed to be consistent, in a minimax sense.

(ii) Outside the region of impossibility identified in the previous step, the second natural question
is to derive a lower bound on the localization rate that holds for any estimator. Once the
information-theoretic lower bound is established, one may then proceed to demonstrate a
computationally-efficient algorithm whose localization rate matches such lower bound. This
algorithm is therefore minimax optimal.

We would like to point out that the phase transition phenomenon in terms of signal-to-noise
ratio for the localization that we demonstrate below in Section 2 has been shown previously found
in the literature. For instance, Theorem 1 in Chan and Walther (2013) showed a phase transition
for testing the presence of a single change point that matches the one we obtain for localization.
Frick et al. (2014) have further generalized this type of detection results to allow for an unbounded
number of change points. In term of localization, Theorem 2.8 in Frick et al. (2014) has also pro-
vided a localization error rate that match the minimax rate we derive in this paper. Similar results
can also be found in other papers including Diimbgen and Spokoiny (2001), Diimbgen and Walther
(2008), Li et al. (2017), Jeng et al. (2012), Enikeeva et al. (2018), to name but a few.

In this article we will be focusing on two types of change point estimators, one based on penalized
least squares and the other on CUSUM statistics. Both types of estimator have been thoroughly
studied.

e There exist several results and algorithms for change point detection using ¢y penaliza-
tion, including Liebscher and Winkler (1999), Friedrich et al. (2008), Boysen et al. (2009)
and Killick et al. (2012). It is worth comparing three papers providing theoretical results
based on fy-penalization methods. Lavielle and Moulines (2000) studied the ¢y-penalization
approach under general distributions, and showed that if one chooses the penalization param-
eter A properly, then one would get similar asymptotic results to the case where the model
assumes Gaussian noise. The closest-related result there is Theorem 9, which only showed
asymptotic results. In this paper, we obtain the lower bounds based on Gaussian noise, but
the upper bounds are achieved for sub-Gaussian noise, and provide non-asymptotic results.
Boysen et al. (2009) studied consistent estimation of a general class of functions based on
the solution of the ¢y least squares problem given in Equation (7) below, which they referred
to as the Potts functional. In particular, under the assumption that the mean function is
piecewise-constant with a fixed number of change points, the authors show that a solution to
(7) can consistently locate the change points if the minimal spacing satisfies A = cn for some
0 < ¢ < 1 and the change size k is a constant. We extend such results by allowing all the
parameters in the model — namely k, A and o — to change with n at a nearly minimax rate,
and will demonstrate the existence of a phase transition in the space of model parameters.
Furthermore, our analysis is non-asymptotic. Fan and Guan (2017) studied the ¢yp-denoising
on a general class of graphs including chains, i.e. piecewise-constant time series signals, and
provided a number of information-theoretic results. Our paper and theirs have different tar-
gets — we focus on the change point localization but theirs focus on prediction, which are
complementary to each other.



There are also a number of papers in 1980’s studying the univariate mean change point
detection problem from the least squares estimators perspective, for instance, Yao and Davis
(1986), Yao (1988), Yao and Au (1989). The change point estimators are derived from least
squares estimators, and the number of change points are chosen via the Schwarz’ information
criterion. It can be shown (e.g. Tickle et al., 2018) that the Schwarz’ information criterion
is asymptotically equivalent to the {3 penalization. Note that the results obtained there are
asymptotic, while ours are non-asymptotic and allow all parameters to vary as the sample
size n. Another related area is the reduced isotonic regression problem, which assumes the
monotonic signal is piecewise-constant and which aims to recover the signal. Gao et al. (2017)
has shown an iterated logarithmic lower bound when there are multiple change points. Despite
the close connection, the focus and results thereof are different from ours.

It is worth mentioning that fy-penalization method is appealing from the computational
aspect, at least in the univariate case. Friedrich et al. (2008) showed that (7) can be computed
using dynamic programming and its computational cost is of order O(n?). Killick et al.
(2012) introduced the pruned exact linear time (PELT) method, which has the worst case
computational cost of order O(n?); while in the situations where the number of change points
increases linearly with n, the expected time of PELT is of order O(n). There are also other
algorithms, including Rigaill (2010) and Maidstone et al. (2017), which have been shown to
have an expected cost which is smaller than that of PELT, but which have the worst case
cost also of order O(n?).

e The CUSUM (see Definition 1) is short for the cumulative sums, proposed in Page (1954)
for an online change point problem, and has been a cornerstone in numerous change point
detection methods. We will show in Section 4 that in the univariate situation, it is identical
to the likelihood ratio test statistics to test whether or not there exists a change point. Binary
segmentation (BS) (e.g. Scott and Knott, 1974; Vostrikova, 1981) based on CUSUM statistics
has been shown to be consistent, yet optimal, in locating the change points. In the last few
years, a considerable amount of efforts have been made into developing variants of BS in
order to handle multiple change points scenarios, see e.g. Fryzlewicz (2014), Baranowski et al.
(2016) and Eichinger and Kirch (2018).

An important reference is Fryzlewicz (2014), who put forward the wild binary segmentation
(WBS) algorithm, is a variant of BS, and provide an analysis of its performance. Unfortu-
nately, the proof Theorem 3.2 in that reference suffers from critical errors. In this paper
we rectify those issues and present a more comprehensive analysis of WBS that keeps track
explicitly of all the relevant parameters and, in particular, allows to conclude that the local-
ization rate afforded by WBS is nearly minimax rate optimal. Although our efforts in this
regard are non-trivial, we acknowledge that the results we derive in Section 4 and the proofs
in Appendix C borrow heavily from Fryzlewicz (2014). As a result, we provide optimal results
with all parameters being allowed to change with n and weaker conditions.

The univariate mean change point detection problem has been studied intensively, and we are
aware that the results in this paper have been produced in different forms in existing literature.
However, we still see the need to produce this paper merely focusing on this simple scenario,
providing systematical analysis on various theoretical points, which can be served as benchmarks
in more modern challenges.

We summarize our contributions as follows.



(i) We describe a phase transition in space of the model parameter that separates parameter
combinations for which consistent change point estimation is impossible (in a minimax sense)
from those for which there exist algorithms that are provably consistent. Furthermore, we pro-
vide a global information-theoretic lower bound on the localization rate that holds over most
of the region of the parameter space for which consistent estimation is possible. It is worth
pointing out that this same phrase transition could be indirectly deduced from the existing
literature on minimax change point detection and on change point localization for univariate
piecewise signals. See, in particular, Chan and Walther (2013) and Frick et al. (2014). Here
we provide a direct proof of this phenomenon based on formal minimax arguments.

(ii) We demonstrate that the ¢yp-penalization method produces a minimax rate-optimal estimator
of the change points. In addition, we demonstrate that the localization error rate of £y-
penalization method is locally adaptive to the jump size at each change point, a desirable
feature both in theory and in practice (see Remark 5).

(iii) Among CUSUM-based methods, we show that the WBS algorithm put forward by Fryzlewicz
(2014) is also minimax rate-optimal. While our analysis of the WBS is heavily inspired by
the proof techniques in Fryzlewicz (2014), we are able to provide more refined results with
optimal tracking of the underlying parameters, thus obtaning optimak rates. We also require
weaker conditions than in Fryzlewicz (2014).

The paper is organized as follows. The information-theoretic results are exhibited in Section 2.
Matching upper bounds provided by ¢p-penalization method and WBS can be found in Sections 3
and 4, respectively. Most of the proofs and technical details are in the Appendices.

2 Phase Transition and Optimality Minimax Rates

Recall the two aspects of optimality we describe in Section 1: to identify parameter combinations for
which consistent localization is possible and to determine a minimax lower bound on the localization
rate. In Lemma 1 we describe the low signal-to-noise ratio regime for which estimating the location
of the change points cannot be done. In detail, we show that if

VAo < \/log(n), (3)

then no consistent estimator of the locations of the change points exists. On the other hand,
when kv/A/o > \/log(n), Lemma 2 demonstrates a minimax lower bound on the localization rate
of the form %, for all n large enough. The analysis of the localization procedures described in
Sections 3 and 4 will confirm that these results are in fact quite sharp. Specifically, we will verify
both the existence of a phase transition for the localization task as the signal-to-noise ratio crosses
the threshold y/log(n), as prescribed by Lemma 1, and the near minimax optimality of the lower
bound of Lemma 2.
Below, for two subsets E; and E of {1,...,n}, we let

H(F,, E :max{maxmin T — y|, max min |x — } 4
(B, B) xEElyEE2| y"yeEmem' vl 4)

denote their Hausdorff distance.



Lemma 1. Let {Y;}!' | be a time series satisfying Assumption 1 and let P} A, denote the corre-
sponding joint distribution. For any 0 < ¢ < 1, consider the class of distributions

pr = {20, 8w {[2503] [2]})

Then, there exists an n(c), which depends on ¢, such that, for all n larger than n(c),

: R n
inf sup Ep(H(7,n(P))) > 3
0 pepy

where the infimum is over all estimators n = {ﬁk}{le of the change point locations and n(P) is the
set of locations of the change points of P € P

In the above result, it is possible to let ¢ — 0 as n — oo (and in fact, the value of n(c) is
increasing in ¢). Thus, we conclude that, if xv/A/o < [y/log(n)] < |n/4], the localization rate is
bounded away from 0, i.e. the estimator is not consistent.

In our next result we complement Lemma 1 by showing that if instead

H\/Z/O' > Cna (5)

for any sequence {(,}n=12, . of positive numbers diverging to infinity at an arbitrary pace as
n — 00, then the corresponding lower bound is at least of order Z—;, for all n large enough. Of

course, in light of Lemma 1, this lower bound is interesting only when ¢, is larger than /log(n). In
the next sections, we will further show that, provided that ¢, is of the order y/log!*¢(n) or larger,
for any € > 0, then, up to a logarithmic factor in n, Z—; yields the asymptotic minimax lower bound

on the localization rate.

Lemma 2. Let {Y;}!', be a time series satisfying Assumption 1 with one and only one change
point. Let P , denote the corresponding joint distribution. Consider the class of distributions

o :{ " ael A <n/2, kVAJo > Cn}7

for any sequence {(,} such that lim,,_, o ¢, = 0o. Then, for all n large enough, it holds that

2
inﬁfpsggnEp(‘f/ - 77(P)|) > max{l, % {%—‘ 6_2} ,

where the infimum is over all estimators 1 of the change point location and n(P) denotes the change
point location of P € Q™.

The bounds in Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 are slightly sharper than the minimax lower bounds
obtained by taking p = 1 in Proposition 3 in the supplementary material of Wang and Samworth
(2018). Indeed, our analysis allows for a more refined characterization of the phase transition for
the localization task by exhibiting the threshold value of v/log n describing the transition from the
low to high signal-to-noise ratio regime.



3 /y Penalization

In this section we describe an estimator of the change point locations based on the £y penalty and
demonstrate that it is minimax rate optimal.

We first formalize the fyp-penalized optimization problem, and define the change point estimators
generated therefrom. For the sake of analysis, we will provide an alternative objective function,
which, we will show, generates identical change point estimators.

For fixed tuning parameter A > 0 and data {Y;} ,, define the {p-penalized sum of squares

objective function as
n

n 2
H(u, {YiYioy, A) = D (Yi = wi)” + A Dullo, (6)
i=1
where || - [jo is the fp-norm of a vector, D € {£1,0}("=D*" gsatisfies (Du); = uji1 — uj, for
je{l,...,n—1}. Let
B() = argmin H(u, (i}, \). (7)
u€R™

Let {f}k}f:l be the collection
J@) =Liefl..on—1}: @A) £ (V)

We thus call {f}k}fj:l the change point estimator induced by ﬂ()\), or the change point estimator
from the optimization problem (7). If one replace the penalty term || Du||g with the ¢;-norm || Dul|1,
then (6) is the fused Lasso objective function, see e.g. Tibshirani et al. (2005) and Rinaldo (2009).

Alternatively, let P be any interval partition of {0,1,...,n}, i.e. a collection of P} disjoint
subsets of {1,...,n} of the form

P={{1,...;is}, {in+1,....io},... . {imem1 + 1,...,ip. } },

for some integers 0 < iy < --- < ip, = n, where P, > 1. In particular, if P, = 1, then P =
{{1, ... ,n}} For a fixed positive tuning parameter A > 0 and data {Y;},, let

73()\) = argmin G (P, {Yi}}, ). (8)
P
where the minimum ranges over all interval partitions of {1,...,n} and, for any such partition P,
n T \2
G(’Py{yvz}zzlv)‘) :ZZ(Y;_YI) +)‘(|P|_1)7 (9)
IeP i€l

with Y, = [I|7*>,.; Yi. The optimization problem (8) is known as the minimal partition prob-
lem and can be solved using dynamic programming in polynomial time (e.g. Algorithm 1 in
Friedrich et al., 2008). The change point estimator resulting from the solution to (8) is simply
obtained from taking all the right endpoints of the intervals I € P except n. In general, without
assuming any conditions on the inputs, there is no guarantee that the minimizers are unique.

We now make the simple observation that the optimization problems (7) and (8) with the same
inputs yield the same change point estimators. To see this equivalence we will introduce some
notation that we will be using throughout. For any vector v € R™ and any ¢ € {1,...,n — 1}, if



v; # vi+1, one calls ¢ an induced change point of v, and the collection of all the induced change
points of v is denoted as J(v). The set J(v) yields an interval partition, i.e., if J(v) = {i1,...,in},
then one can define the interval partition induced by v as

P={{1,...;a}{is+1,... i},... . {in+1,...,n}}.

Conversely, for any interval partition P and a sequence {Y;}} ;, define their induced piecewise-
constant vector v as v; = Y, for any i € I and I € P. Since for I C {1,...,n},

Y= argminZ(Y} — )%,
veR - er

it follows that with the same inputs {Y;}? ; and A > 0, the solutions to (7) and (8) induce each
other in the sense specified above.

Remark 2 (Tuning parameter). If we view any vector u € R™ as a step function with at most n—1
jumps, then the tuning parameter \ penalizes the number of jumps in u. For an integer interval
I C{1,...,n}, the tuning parameter \ works in the following way. If an integer interval I is to be
split into two integer sub-intervals Iy and Io, then it follows from Lemma 5 that the sum of squares
will decreases by

L2 =~ = \2
—— (Y, —-Y.), 10
PEIAE 1)
but, at the same time, the penalty term will increase by X. Therefore the trade-off guiding the
choice between refining a candidate integral partition of {1,...,n} by introducing one additional

split and leaving it unchanged (so that this partition must then provide an optimal solution to (8)),
is described by comparing (10) to A\. In Theorem 3 we will provide a theoretically optimal choice

for A.

Remark 3. In the rest of this paper, when there is no ambiguity, we allow the following abuse of
notation. If s < e, s,e € 7, we sometimes refer {s,s +1,...,e} and {s+1,...,e} as [s,e] and
(s, €], respectively.

3.1 Optimal change point localization

Recall in Lemma 1 we have shown that if xv/A/o < y/log(n), then no algorithm is guaranteed
to produce consistent change point estimators. To demonstrate the performances of (7), we thus
require the signal-to-noise ratio xv/A /o to be larger than a diverging function of n, which we take
to be of the form log(!T4)/2 (n). As remarked in the previous section, such choice is consistent with
Lemma 2, which in principle allows for a vanishing localization rate.

Assumption 2. There exists a sufficiently large absolute constant Csnr > 0 such that for any
£>0,
VAo > Csnry/log ™ (n).
We remark that the introduction of the parameter £ > 0 is to guarantee that even if A < n,
the resulting estimator is still consistent. We do not know whether the above assumption can be

relaxed by allowing for a rate of increase for kv/A/o slower than {/log'™¢(n). In our proofs, this
seems to be the slowest rate that we can afford.



Theorem 3. Let {Y;}!' | satisfy Assumption 1 and, for any A > 0, set

u(A) = argmin H (u, {Y;}i1, ). (11)
ueR”

Let {6k()\)}kK:(i‘) be the collection of change points induced by u(\). Under Assumption 2, for any
choice of ¢ > 3, there exists a constant C > 0, which depends on c such that, for A = Cyo?log(n),
it holds that

]P’{I?()\) =K, and |Uy(\) — vg| = ex < Ceo®log(n)/k}, Vk € {1,... ,K}} > 1—e-n"¢,
where Ce > 0 is a constant depending on Cy and CsNR.

Recalling Lemma 2, we see now that the error bound we derived in Theorem 3 is minimax
rate optimal aside from possibly a log(n) factor. Theorem 3 shows that with a proper choice of the
tuning parameter, (7) provides consistent change point estimators in the sense that with probability
tending to 1 as n — oo, it holds that K(\) = K and for all k € {1,..., K},

o2 log(n) A

<c.Z <C.
fn < K= n nlog®(n)

— 0,

as n — oQ.

Remark 4 (Uniqueness). We mentioned earlier that the minimizers of the optimization problems
(6) and (8) need not be unique. However, if the independent errors have a continuous distribution,
as assumed in Assumption 1, the minimizer is unique almost surely, for each n and each X; if not,
then any two solutions, say P and P’, are such that

SN M-V = Y (i -Ye) = AP - P)).

IeP iel I'ePiel’

This is a quadratic polynomial in the {Y;}I— . The set of its real solutions (if any exists) has n-
dimensional Lebesque measure 0. In general, if there are multiple solutions (so that Assumption 1
does not hold), Assumption 2 guarantees that, with large probability (more precisely, in the event B
defined in the proof), the minimizer is unique almost surely.

Remark 5. It is natural to expect that change point localization should be locally adaptive in a
sense that, if the jump size ki gets larger, then it is easier to estimate the location of the change
point M. In fact, the error rate €, derived in Theorem 3 matches this feature.

Proof. Define the event

b—a)(c—0b)—= - — _
B= { sup M|Y(a+l,b] — Flatin) T Y (o1, — For1,q9] < oV/Cn 108“(”)}7

1<a<b<c<n c—a

where C) > 0 is a large enough constant only depending on ¢, and a,b,c are integers. In the
remainder of the proof we work on the event B. By Lemma 6 in Appendix B, this occurs with
probability at least 1 — e - n®~¢.

For simplicity we will remove the dependence on A in our notation as it will implicitly understood
that A = Cyo? log(n). Let P be the interval partition induced by @ (see (11)), and let {s—+1,..., e}
be any member of P. The proof is completed by showing the following four steps.



Step 1 The interval (s, e] contains no more than two true change points. This is shown in Lemma 7.

Step 2 If (s, €] contains exactly two true change points, say g, x+1, then
Nk — s < Ceo?log(n)/kz, and e — i1 < Ceo?log(n)/Ki -
This is shown in Lemma 8.

Step 3 If (s, €] contains only one true change point, say 7, without loss of generality, let np—s < e—nj,
then it must hold that
5< Mk <€ < Mgy

and
Nk — s < Ceo?log(n)/k3, and my11 — e < Ceo?log(n) /Ky 1.

This is shown in Appendix B.3.

Step 4 If (s,e] contains no true change point, then there exist two true change points 1, and 7xy1
satisfying
Mg <8 <e< Mgt

and
s —nr < Ceo?log(n)/ky, and nji1 — e < Ceo?log(n) /Ky .

This is shown in Appendix B.4.

4 CUSUM

As for the univariate mean change point detection problem, the £y-penalization estimator is not the
only one which achieves the minimax optimality. Binary segmentation (BS) (e.g. Scott and Knott,
1974) based on CUSUM statistics is arguably the most popular change point detection method. It
has been shown that BS is consistent yet not optimal (e.g. Venkatraman, 1992). Fryzlewicz (2014)
proposed a variant of BS, namely wild binary segmentation (WBS), which is shown to lead to a
better localization rate than the BS algorithm. In this section, we will recall the WBS algorithm,
and give refined results on its performance, with a proof which has more careful tracking of all
parameters and all the constants involved. As a result, we prove that WBS, just like the method
studied in the previous section, also guarantees a localization error rate that is rate minimax opti-
mal. However, compared to the £y-penalization methods, WBS is computationally more expensive
and involves more tuning parameters.

Definition 1 (CUSUM statistics). For a sequence {Y;}!_,, any pair of time points (s,e) C
{0,...,n} with s < e — 1, and any time point t = s+ 1,...,e — 1, let the CUSUM statistics

be
¢ (e—s t—s) Z (e —s) e—t Z

Z—S-‘rl =t+1
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For a collection of independent Gaussian random variables {Y;}? ; with E(Y;) = f; and same
variance, one can easily derive that
0,n
max |Y; ‘
t=1,...,n—1

is the generalized likelihood ratio statistic to test the hypothesis:
Hy: fi=--= f, v.s. Hy:there exists t, such that fi == fi, # fo,41=""" fn. (12)

In particular, the BS algorithm searches for the time point which has the largest absolute CUSUM
statistics value, i.e. N
t= argmaxhﬁo’"‘.
t=1,....n—1

However, as noted in Fryzlewicz (2014), when there are potentially multiple change points,
their combined effect might cancel out and the BS is guaranteed to be effective only when applied
to intervals containing at most one change point. WBS improves on BS by performing multiple
CUSUM tests over randomly chosen sub-intervals in such a manner that each change point will,
with high probability, be the only change point deep inside some selected interval and can be
identified using the BS algorithm within that interval. See Algorithm 1 for a formal description of
WBS.

Algorithm 1 Wild Binary Segmentation. WBS((s, €), {(cm, Bm)} M, 7)

INPUT: Independent samples {X;}?_,, collection of intervals {(cum, Bm )},
7> 0.
form=1,...,M do
(S, em) < [8,€] N [am, B
if e, — s;, > 1 then B
by < argmax, | 1<i<e,,—11Y; """
am [T
else
am — —1
end if
end for

tuning parameters

m* < argmax,,_1 s m
if a,,» > 7 then
add b« to the set of estimated change points
WBS((37 bm*)? {(aﬂﬂ Bm)h%:l? T)
WBS((bm* + 17 6), {(Olma 5m)}%:177_)
end if
OUTPUT: The set of estimated change points.

It has been shown under a set of slightly stronger conditions, Fryzlewicz (2014) originally put
forward the WBS algorithm and provided an analysis of its performance. Below we refine such
analysis and formally prove that that WBS is minimax rate-optimal in terms of the required
signal-to-noise ratio and the localization rate.

Theorem 4. For WBS algorithm detailed in Algorithm 1, assume the inputs are as follows:

11



o the sequence {Y;}I" | satisfies Assumptions 1 and 2;

e the collection of intervals {(ctm, Bm)}M_; C {1,...,n}, whose endpoints are drawn indepen-
dently and uniformly from {1,...,n}, satisfy max,=1 . am(Bm — am) < CrA, almost surely,
for an absolute constant Cr > 1;

e the tuning parameters T satisfies
crioy/log(n) < 17 < C7—72/€\/Z, (13)

where c;1,cr2 > 0 are sufficiently large and small absolute constants.

Let {f}k}fj:l be the corresponding output of the WBS algorithm. Then,

IP’{I? =K and e <Cco?log(n)r,?,Vk e {1,... ,K}}
MA2}

n

>1—e-n¥C—e-n*¢—exp {log <—> (14)

A)  16n2

where ¢ > 3 is an absolute constant and C. > 0 is a sufficiently large constant.

Remark 6. For simplicity, we require Assumption 1 in Theorem 4, but in fact we do not need
continuous density functions condition. In addition, we can set £ = 0 in Assumption 2 if A = o(n).

Theorem 4 shows that with suitable choice for the tuning parameters, WBS is optimal in the
sense that:

e under the signal-to-noise ratio regime detailed in Assumption 2, it yields consistent estimators
of the change point locations that with probability tending to 1: K = K, and for all k =
..., K,

Ce A

gNR n 10g§(”)

ex/n < Ceo?log(n)k; % /n < — 0,

as n — oo; and

e it possesses a localization rate

1

€/n=n"" max Ceo?log(n)k; > <n 'Ceo?log(n)k 2,

ey

which is minimax rate optimal, save for a log(n) factor, according to Lemma 2.

Remark 7. To guarantee that (14) tends to 1 as n — oo, the number of random intervals M needs

to satisfy
2

n n
Mz 2508 (%)
Remark 8 (Tracking constants). For readability, we refrain the pursuit of explicitly expressing all
constants, and only show the hierarchy of the constants. One would first choose ¢ > 3 in (14) to
make sure that the consistency result holds. This will determine cr1, which is the same as C used

in the proof, and consequently c; 2, which also depends on Csxr and Cr. All these constants finally
determine C..

12



Remark 9 (Tuning parameters). The tuning parameter § is introduced to avoid false positives.
Specifically, the range displayed in Equation (13) is used in Step 1 in the proof. Notice that, by
Assumption 2 and with properly chosen constants, such range is not an empty set for 7. As shown
in the proof, over an event of probability tending to 1, the lower bound of (13) serves as an upper
bound of the maximum CUSUM statistics when there are no change points, and the upper bound
serves as a lower bound of the mazximum CUSUM statistics when there exists a change point.

Remark 10 (Comparisons with Theorem 3). In Theorem 3, the only tuning parameter is the
penalization level A, while in Theorem 4, we require knowledge on 7, §, and the number of ran-
dom intervals M. In practice, Fryzlewicz (2014) suggest and AIC-based method for picking these
parameters.

Proof. Since € is the desired order of localization error rate, by induction, it suffices to consider any
generic interval (s,e) C (0,T) that satisfies

Me—1 < S <Mk < oo < Mhg < € < Mg, 4> —1,
and
max{min{nk -8, 85— nk_l}, min{nk+q+1 —e,e— 77k+q}} <e,

where ¢ = —1 indicates that there is no change point contained in (s, e).
Under Assumption 2, it holds that

Ce A

§NR 10%5 (n)

e = C.o%log(n)s 2 < < A/4,
with sufficiently large Csngr. It, therefore, has to be the case that for any change point 7, € (0,7,
either |n —s| < eor g —s| > A —e>3A/4. This means that min{|n; —e|, |nx — s|} < € indicates
that 7y is a detected change point in the previous induction step, even if n € (s,e). We refer to
Nk € (s,e) an undetected change point if min{ng — s, np — e} > 3A /4.

In order to complete the induction step, it suffices to show that WBS (i) will not detect any
new change point in (s, e) if all the change points in that interval have been previous detected, and
(ii) will find a point b € (s,e) —in fact in (s + d(e — s),e — d(e — s)) — such that |nx — b| < € if there
exists at least one undetected change point in (s, e).

We will consider the events A;(y), A2(y) and M defined in (40), (41) and (42), respectively.
Set v to be Cyo+/log(n), with a sufficiently large C,. The rest of the proof assumes the the event

A1 (Cyo+/log(n)) N A2(Cyo+/log(n)) N M.
which, in light of Lemma 13 from Appendix C, has probability tending to 1.

Step 1. In this step, we will show that WBS will consistently detect or reject the existence of
undetected change points within (s, e).

Let a,, by, and m* be defined as in Algorithm 1. Suppose there exists a change point 7y € (s, e)
such that min{n, — s,e —nx} > 3A/4. In the event M, there exists an interval (o, B,,) selected
by WBS such that a, € [n — 3A/4,m, — A/2] and Sy, € [, + A/2,m, + 3A/4].

Following Algorithm 1, S, em] = [am, Bm|NS, €]. We have that min{ng— s, em—nr} > (1/4)A
and [S;,, ey,] contains at most one true change point.

13



By choosing ¢; = 1/2 in Lemma 14, it holds that

max ms’"’em‘ > kpVA/4,

sm<t<em

where e,, — S, < 2A is used in the last inequality. Therefore

— > kA4 — .

2 max ‘ ‘;(‘;5 m,€m

S €n
am — max ‘}/"t mom
sm<t<em

sm<t<em

Thus for any undetected change point 7y € (s, e), it holds that

s = SUD Gy > /ik\/Z/él —y > CT72/£]€\/Z, (15)
1<m<M

where the last inequality is from the choice of v and c; 2 > 0 is achievable with a sufficiently large
Csnr in Assumption 1. Then, WBS correctly accepts the existence of undetected change points.

Suppose there does not exist any undetected change point within (s, e), then for any (s, e;,) =
(s, Bm) N (s, €), one of the following situations must hold.

(a) There is no change point within (s, ex);
(b) there exists only one change point 7y € (S, €m) and either min{ng — Sy, €m — Mk} < €g; or
(c) there exist two change points Nk, k11 € (Sm, €m) and Nk — Sy < €k, €m — M1 < €1

Since cases (a) and (b) are similar and in fact simpler to the case (c), we will only provide the
analysis for (c) in the proof. Observe that if (c) holds, by Lemma 15

sup | < \em — Meg1bkt1 + Vg — smbk < 2Ccoy/log(n).

sm<t<em
As a result,
sup |§7f’”’em| <  sup |E3m’em—z3m’em|+ sup |f;8m’em| < 2C.o+/log(n)+C o+/log(n) < T
sm<t<em sm<t<em sm<t<em

where event A;(C,0+/log(n)) is used in the first inequality and (13) is used in the last inequality.
Therefore WBS will always correctly reject the existence of undetected change points.

Step 2. Assume that there exists a change point 7y € (s, e) such that min{n, — s, nx — e} > 3A /4.
Let s, €, and m* be defined as in Algorithm 1. To complete the proof it suffices to show that, there
exists a change point 7k € (Smx, €ms) such that min{ng — Sy, Nk — €mx } > A/4 and [bys — x| < €.
To that end, we are to ensure that the assumptions of Lemma 22 are verified. The proof of
Lemma 22 relies on a number of results, the relationship of which is shown in Figure 2. Observe
that (52) is straightforward from Assumption 2, (50) and (51) follow from the definition of .A; and
Aj, and that (49) follows from (15).
Thus, all the conditions in Lemma 22 are met, and we therefore conclude that there exists a
change point 7y, satisfying
min{em* — Nk, Mk — Sm=} > A/4 (16)

and
’bm* - le‘ < 03'725_2 <e,

14



where the last inequality holds from the choice of v and Assumption 2.
The proof is complete by noticing the fact that Equation (16) and (S, em+) C (s,€) imply
that
min{e — ng, M — s} > A/4 > e
As discussed in the argument before Step 1, this implies that 7, must be an undetected change
point.
O

5 Conclusions

In this paper we have provided a complete characterization of the classical problem of univariate
mean change point localization for a sequence of independent sub-Gaussian random variables with
piecewise-constant means. We have considered the most general setting in which all the parameters
of the problems are allowed to change with the length n of the sequence. We have identified a critical
function of the model parameters that is able to discriminate the portion of the parameter space
in which consistent localization is impossible from the part in which it is feasible. We have further
derived the minimax optimal localization rate for this problem and showed that two computationally
efficient methods achieve such a rate.

We would like to point out that the fp-penalization methods can also be used in handling
change point detection for more complex data types, such as high-dimensional mean, covariance
and networks. The developments rely on feasible algorithms for their corresponding problems,
but we conjecture that £y-penalization methods on complex data types would also enjoy the same
optimality with fewer tuning parameters than those in CUSUM-based methods.

Finally, we conjecture that the upper bounds on the localization rate exhibited in both Sections 3
and 4 can be sharpened by replacing the log(n) term with a smaller quantity of order loglog(n),
thus further reducing the gap with the lower bound in Lemma 2.
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A  Proofs of the Results in Section 2

Proof of Lemma 1. Without loss of generality, suppose that n/4 is an integer. For [ € {1,...,n/4},
let w; € R™ be such that the ith coordinate of w;(i), i = 1,...,n, satisfies

i) = {\/60'2 log(n), i=1;

0, otherwise,

where 0 < ¢ < 1. Let v; € R™ be such that v;(i) = w(n—i+1),i=1,...,n. Let P, and @l be the
multivariate Gaussian distributions N '(u;, 0%1,,) and N (v, 021,), respectively and set

n/4 n/4

=1 =1
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Note that for each [ € {1,...,n/4}, P, has two change points, at locations [ — 1 and [, and
therefore, A = 1. Furthermore, the jump size is & = /co?log(n) and the fluctuation is 0. As a
result,

VAo = +/clog(n),
which implies that all lgl € P¢. The same arguments show that Ql € 73" for all {. For each [
and I in {1,...,n/4}, we have that, by constructions, H(n(P,),n(Qy) > 5, where n(P,) and n(Qy)

denote the sets of change point locations of Pl and Ql/ respectively. Then it follows from Le Cam’s
lemma (e.g. Yu, 1997) that

3

inf sup Ep(H(4,n(P))) > {1 —drv(P,Q)}, (17)
1 Pepn

W

where dry (-, ) is the total variation distance between two probability measures and the infimum is

over all estimators 7) = {7 }2_, of the change point locations. Above, n(P) is the set of locations
of all the change points of P € P”.

Let u; € R™?2 be a sub-vector of %; consisting of the first n/2 entries of u;. Let P, and Py
be the multivariate Gaussian distributions A (u;, 021, /2) and N(0,021, /2), receptively. Due to the
symmetry between u; and vy, it holds that

dTV(ﬁv @) < 2dTV(P7 P0)7 (18)

where P = nL/él 27:/11 Py. Since dry (P, Py) < v/X2(P, Py), where x2(-, ) is the y?-divergence between
two probability measures (see, e.g., Equation 2.27 in Tsybakov, 2009), it suffices to provide an upper

bound for x?(P, Py). We have
n/4
1)\?2 dP,dP,,
ﬂ) 2. En <dP0dP0> B

where the third identity follows from the observation that for [,m =1,...,n/4,
u) Uy, = 1{l = m}co? log(n).

Therefore for any 0 < ¢ < 1, there exists a sufficiently large n(c) such that for any n > n(c),
4n~1(n¢ — 1) < 1/16. This combining with (17) and (18) provides the desired result.
O

Proof of Lemma 2. Let Py denote the joint distribution of the independent random variables {Y;}I* ,,
where

Vi, Ya "EEN(0,0%) and Yasq,..., Ve KN (k,02);
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and, similarly, let P; be the joint distribution of the independent random variables {Z;}" ; such
that o o

Zla"'uzA+5 Z.}\./.N(anj)a and ZA+5+17’”7Z7L Z.’Z\./.N(/@O’z)a
where § is a positive integer no larger than n —1 — A. Observe that n(Fy) = A and n(P;) = A+9.
By Le Cam’s Lemma (e.g. Yu, 1997) and Lemma 2.6 in Tsybakov (2009), it holds that

. . 0
1I$fls)ung(|77 —n]) = 6{1 —drv(Py, P1)} > 5 OXP (—KL(Py, P1)),
€

where K L(-,-) is the KullbackLeibler divergence between two probability measures.
Since both Py and P; are product measures, it holds that

[\

KL(Py, Pr) = S KL(Py Pry) = 6—

iE{A+L,..., A8} g
where Py ; and P ; are the distributions of Y; and Z;, respectively and the last identity follows from
the fact that, if P and @ are the normal distributions with common variance o and means 1 and

W2, respectively, then K (P, Q) = (’”;%)2 Thus,

N

inf sup Ep(|) —7|) >
N PeQn

exp (—55—2) . (19)

Next, set 0 = min{[?ﬂ,n — 1 — A}. By the assumption on (,, for all n large enough we
must have that § = [2—21 Indeed, if n — 1 — A < [2—21 then, as A < n/2, we must have that

2 1 1
S <5< 2= and, therefore, that

KZA < A < n <
o2 " n/2-2 n/2-2

10,

where we may assume that n > 4. Since ’i—QA > (2 by assumption and ¢, is diverging as n — oo,
the above bound can only hold for finitely many n. The claimed bound now follows from (19), for
all n large enough. O

B Proofs of the Results in Section 3

In this section, we provide technical details of the proof of Theorem 3. Recalling Assumption 1, for
any change point 7y, observe that the interval I = {mx_1 + 1,...,7n;} contains one change point,
but the signal {f;}I is unchanged in I. For convenience, in this section, any interval I is said to
contain a true change point if there exists k € {1,..., K} such that {ng,n, +1} C I, where |I| > 2.
This convention ensures that if I contains a true change point, then it is necessary that there exist

1,7 € I satisfying f; # f;.

Lemma 5. Let I} and Is denote any two disjoint intervals of {1,...,n} and I = Iy U Is. For any
sequences {X;}"_1,{Yi}"; C R, it holds that
1] |12|

Z(Yz —71)2 = Z(Yz - 711)2 + Z(Yz - 712)2 +—— (Y, —712)2, (20)
il icl i€l A+ 11|
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and

> (X =X1)(vi-Y)

iel
- - - L 11 e
=E§;1(Xi ~Xn)(Yi-Yn) +E§;2(Xi ~Xp)(Yi-Y5) + m(xh - Xn) (Y~ Y1)

(21)

Proof. Without loss of generality, let Iy = {1,...,n1} and I = {n1 + 1,...,n = ny + ny}. For
simplicity, denote X = X, X1 = X, and X5 = XIZ. The results (20) and (21) can be proved by
similar arguments. We will only show (21) here.

Observe that

Zn:(Xi_Y)(Yi_Y) :i{Xi—Y1+%}{Yi_YI+%}

i=1 =1
SR S ANUICSLECIN G P U )]

i=nq1+1 ni +n2 n1+n2

ni n2
=S XX Y)Y (- X) (Y- V) + 2 (X - X) (Y1 - V).

n n
i=1 i=ni+1 1+

Lemma 6. Assume that the sequence {Y;} | C R satisfies Assumption 1. It holds that
b—a)(c—10b)— — — _
]P’{ sup M‘Y(aﬂ b = Flarin) T Y ord — For1,q] < Cooy log(n)} >e-n>CB,
1<a<b<c<n c—a
where cg is an absolute constant chosen to satisfy cg > 3 and Cr > 0 only depends on cg.

Proof. Tt follows from Assumption 1 that for all i € {1,...,n}, Y; — f; is a centred sub-Gaussian
random variable with max; ||Y; — fil|y, < 0. Due to Hoeffding inequality (see e.g. Vershynin, 2010),
it holds that for any non-empty set I C {1,...,n} and any € > 0,

2
PV ~To| > <} < e (-5,

and for any triple iy < i < i3 chosen in {1,...,n}
(is — i1)(i3 — i2) | - - ce?
v \/ 13 — 11 ‘Y(iﬁ-lviz} - f(i1+17i2] + Y(i2+1 i3] f(l2+1 23]‘ ZEp Se-exp g2 )

where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant only depending on o. The result follows from a union bound. O

For simplicity, in the rest of the proof, we will let Cg = 1 and set ¢g > 3. This will only affect
the constant C'y, and in the statement of Theorem 3, we require Cy > 0 to be large enough.

18



Since the change points of @ are our change point estimators, with the error rate
er, = Ceo?log(n)/ki,
we refer to ), as an undetected change point, if 7y, € (s, e] € P(4) and
eh—5=€x —€ep1— (5 —ex_1) > A — Ceo?log(n)/ki > A/3, (22)

and similarly e — e, > A/3. The first and second inequalities of (22) follow from Assumptions 1
and 2, respectively. In the rest of this section, let P = 77(17)

B.1 Step 1: no more than two true change points

In order to show that no I € P contains more than two true change points, it suffices to show
that no I € P contains undetected change points, due to the minimal spacing A condition in
Assumption 1.

Lemma 7. Let {Y;}" | satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2, and X satisfy the condition
o?log(n) < A < k2A/48. (23)
Then, in the event B, it holds that no I € P contains any undetected change point.

Proof. We first point out that due to Assumption 2, (23) is not an empty set.
For the sake of contradiction, suppose that there exists I € P containing an undetected change
point 7, i.e.,
min{e — (np + 1), — s} > A/3. (24)

Denote
L :(Svnk_A/3]v 12:(77]6_A/3777k]7 13:(77k777k+A/3]7 and 14:(77k+A/37e]7

none of which is empty due to (24).
Let P be such that L
P=PU {11712713714} \ {I}7

and u be the piecewise constant vector induced by P. By the definition of @, it holds that
H (@ {Yi}ior A) < H(@ {Yi} iy, A)-

Since P is a refinement of P and we have assumed in Assumption 1 that the distributions of
Y;’s have continuous density functions, it follows that

M| Pl — [ D) = =3A.
Then

0> H(a,{Vi}ioi, A) — H (@ {Yi}i, \)
=B+ (Yi-Y)P =) (Vi-Yn) =) (Vi-Yp)’ =) (Yi-Y5) =) (Vi -Vy)

el i€l i€lq i€l3 i€ly
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2| 13|

—3A\ Yi,—Yr,)?
TSI
—3/\+M{(Y12 f"?k) (713 _f77k+1)+(f77k _f77k+1)}2
|f2|+|13|
2| |15 - 2
3/\-1— (fT]k f77k+1)2 |[ |+ |I |{ fﬂk (Yls _f77k+1)}
A
—4/\+E
> 0, (25)

where the second inequality follows from (20) by first splitting I = {I;, I, I3}U{I4}, then {I1, I, I3} =
{1} U{ly, I3} and {Is, I3} = {I2} U {I3}; the third inequality follows from the observation that
(x+y)?* > 2?/2 —y? and letting = = fo, — foor ¥ = Vi, — fo.) = Vi, — fy,,); the fourth
inequality follows from the definition of B and (23); and the last inequalities is due to (23).
Since (25) is a contradiction, we conclude that there is no interval containing undetected change
point.
U

B.2 Step 2: exactly two true change points

Lemma 8. Let {Y;}" | satisfy Assumptzons 1 and 2 and set A = C\o?log(n), where C > 1. In

the event B, it holds that if I = (s,e] € P contains exactly two change points, say n, and Mg11,
then
Me — s+ 1< 12)\/kZ, and e — mry1 < 12X\ /KiL ;.

Proof. Let I1 = (s,nx], I2 = (Mg, nk+1] and I3 = (11, €]. Since I contains exactly two true change
points, none of Iy, Iy or I3 is an empty set, and {f;}} 1 is constant on I7, Iy and I3. Denote by
the solution of (6) with inputs {Y;}"_, and A, and by P the interval partition induced by .

Let 751 and 772 be

Pr=PU{L, UL} \{I}, and Py =P U{L, I, I3} \ {I},

respectively; and let u; and Uy be the piecewise-constant vectors induced by 731 and 732, respectively.
It follows from Lemma 5 that

U LLUL| — —
H (a1, {Yi}ie1, A) — H(@, {Yi}j_1, A) = A —%(Yh—iﬁzuh)z
and
~ n ~ n I I N
H (0, i), X) — H (@ (YH ) = A= LA (7, - 7,
Then,

0< H(UQ,{Y}Z 15 ) H(a7 {}/Z}?:D)\)

| I2]|15] > \2
<2A—-—""—(Y,-Y
A AU
1 |15 v Y 2
<24 - 2 |I2] + |13 |{(f77k+1 - f77k+2) 2(YI2 o f’7k+1 Y5+ f”’“”) }
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<2\ 1 L[]

20812y
2| L) + |13

where the third inequality uses the same argument in the third inequality of (25), and the last
inequality follows from the definition of B and Assumption 1.

If |IQ| < |13|, then
| Lo]| 3|

|I2] + |I3]
which contradicts Assumption 2. Therefore it must hold that |Iz| > |I3|, which implies

AJ2 < |D|/2 < < 6A /K41,

| 12|13

I3]/2 < ————
IBsl/2 < 2] + |13]

< 6)\/5%“-

Then e — 1 < 12)\/%;%“. It can be shown similarly that n, — s +1 < 12\ /k3.

B.3 Step 3: one and only one change point

Let I} = (s,e1] € P contain exactly one true change point, namely n;. With our convention set at
the beginning of Appendix B, it holds that

M1+ 1< s<m <mp+1< e <Megr (26)
Denote § = e; — n and € = i, — (s — 1). Without loss of generality, we assume that
0<e<d. (27)
We are to show that there exists an absolute constant C' > 8 such that
e=|n—s+1 <CNKE (28)

and
€1 = k41 — e1] < ON/Kp . (29)

Equation (28) will be shown in Lemma 9. To show (29), we rely on the following arguments
(see Figure 1 for an illustration):

(i) Let Iy = (e, e2] be the interval to the immediate right of I; in P. It must hold that
e1 < M1 < M1 +1 < ea. (30)
This will be shown in Lemma 10.

(ii) It follows from Appendix B.1 that there are at most two true change points in (ey,es]. If
there are exactly two true change points, then due to Appendix B.2, (29) holds.

(iii) If e2 < Mg42, then we let € = g1 — (e—1) and 01 = ea —nk4+1. Lemma 11 shows that §; < €;
is impossible. Thus, €; < d; and we then rely on Lemma 9.
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Figure 1: Illustrations of the interval constructions used in the Step 3 in the proof of Theorem 3.

Lemma 9. Let {Y;}!' | satisfy Assumptwns 1 and 2 and set X > Cyo?log(n), with Cy > 1. In the
event B, it holds that if I, = (s,e1] € P contains exactly one change point, say ny, then

min{|J1|, |J2|} < 8\/k},
where J; = (s,n] and Jo = (ng, e1].

Proof. Observe that neither J1 nor Jo is empty by definition, and that {f;}"; is constant within
Ji and Jo, respectively. Let P be such that

P=PU{J, LI\ {1},

and let u be the piecewise-constant vector induced by P.
Recall that E(Y ) = f,, and E(Ys,) = fn,,,- Without loss of generality, assume f,, ., =
fm + k. Thus,

OEH( {Y}z 1 ) ( {Y}z 1 )
:_>‘+Z YVi_YIl) _Z(E_YJ1)2_Z(}/Z'_712)2

el icJy i€J2
J1||J: =
|11]
Ji || J: - 2
:_H' If"lﬁ'{ )~ (T )~ 1)
|J1]]J2| - v
P 2(11 | {5k =20V = foe =Yoo + fe )’}
|J1]| 2| o
> 9\ + K7,
21, "

where the second identity follows from (20), the second inequality from the fact that (z — y)? >

y?/2 — 2% with 2 = kg and y = (Y, — fn.) — Y, — fyp — k), and the last inequality from the

definitions of the event B and the choice of A. Therefore,

[ull 2] o
|11

min{| Ji|, | J2[}w%/8 < i/4 <A
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Lemma 10. Let {Y;}}' satzsfy Assumptions 1 and 2 and set X = Cho?log(n), with Cy > 85.

Assume that I = (s,eq] € P contains ezactly one change point namely ny. Denote 6 = e1 —ny, and
e=n; — (s —1). Assume that € <. In the event B, if Iy = (e, e2] € P, then it must hold that

€1 < M1 <M1+ 1 <eo.
Proof. Let I = (s,ni] and I}, = (ng,ez]. Then Iy U Iy = I{ U I}. Let P, and Py be
Pr=PU{L UL}\ {1}

and

Py =P U, I} \ {11, 1},

respectively. Let u; and us be the piecewise-constant vectors induced by 751 and 732, respectively.

We proceed by contradiction. We assume that es < np41. Without loss of generality, assume
fowsr = fou + K. Due to Assumption 1, it holds that E(YI{) = furs E(Ylé) = fonrr = Joo + Bk
E(Yr) = fy, + 0kk/|[1] and E(Yp,) = foesr = fop + Ei. Then,

0< H(w, {Yi}iy, A) — H(@ {Yi}ioy, M)

11| L2 - 2
= At n Y
‘[1’ ’I ‘( I — 12)
B o p 2
AT 7{1/11 N E(Yll) o YI2 + f77k+1 + (5/|Il| - 1)’fk}
(1] + |12
RAlAR _ . 5 Ny
L —EY)-Y ~(6/II] -1

I 11T 2,2
< —A+50%log(n )+— ILIIE2] ¢

_ 31
41| + |Io| |I1[? (81)

where the second inequity follows form the fact that (z+y)? < 522+ (5/4)y? and the last inequality
follows from the definition of the event B.
In addition, we have

H (ug, {Yi}i_1, ) — H (a1, {Yi}i-1, \)
[131|15)]

=\ m(?” -Yp)?

R Ry
<n- gl {3 sy~ o~ Tyt St
<A— Z%m% + 302 log(n),

where the first inequality follows from the fact that (z —y)? > (3/4)y? — 42?2, and the last inequality
follows from the definition of the event B.
Then
\L||L| esi 3 |4

5
0 < H (U, {Yi}1,\) — H(G, {Y;}1,\) < 802log(n) + = - = K
(2 (¥i}izy, A) = H(@ Vi, ) 80 I+ B P AT+ 1
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2
= 8o log(n)+4(’1.1‘_“[2’){6_HS 3(0 + |I2])
< 802 log(n) — e (36 + | 12]/2)
T AEEE) 2

therefore
Kie < 6402 log(n).

Combined with (31), this implies that

5|Iz]e 2
< 850° log(n),
([12] + [L2])[ 11|

A < 50% log(n) + 640> log(n)4

which contradicts with the assumption that A > 8502 log(n). O

Lemma 11. Let {Y;}", satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2 and set A = Cyxo?log(n) with a sufficiently
large Cy > 0. Assume that there exists an interval partition P with induced piecewise constant
vector w such that Iy = (s,e1] € P and Iy = (e1,e2] € P, where I and I satisfy (26) and (30).
Lete=n,—s+1,0=e—mp+1,e1=m11—€e+1 and 61 = e3 — M1 + 1. Assume e < § and
€1 > 01. Then in the event B, u is not a minimizer of (6).

Proof. For notational simplicity, let

Jop =ptwr, fo=p and fo = ptws.

Let I1 = (s,mk), 15 = (Mg, ea], 1Y = (s,mg41] and I = (Mgt1,e2]. Then H UL, =11 U I, =17 U L.
Let Py, P2 and P3 be such that

PL=PU{lL UL\ {1, L}, P, =PU{I}, L}\ {1, I}, and P3 = PU{I", IJ}\ {1, I}

Let uy, ws and us be the piecewise constant vectors induced by 731, P, and P5. The population
means are

€Wy — d1wa
dE(Y,)= .
e+5an (V) ,u+€1+51

Let 0 < a < 1 be a fixed constant to be specified later. We have the following:

E(Yll) = p+

|11]| 2]

H~ }/1?27 _H 732?:7 - — I r———
(i, (i, A) = H (Y 2) = =2+ o

(?11 - 712)2

2

L - — — — _ _
=— A+ L7 |{Y11 —EY ) - YL +EY L) +EY ) -E(Y )}

| + |12
‘[1”[2’ <ew1 _ (510.)2 >2
‘[1’4“[2‘ €+ 06 €1+ 01 ’
LG~ e
—— <= (Y —Yn
TR

<—A+2(1+a)ato?log(n) + (1 +a)
H (i, {Yi}i1, A) = H (i, {¥i}ir, A) = A =

5] o+ -\ = — _ L
- m{ylg ~E(Yy) Yy +EYy) +EY) -E(Y )}

[111115] wd P 21-a) ,
DA (1—a)yli2l (w20 ) AT 2
AU OE g\ s re) T e T
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and

1] 5]

H (T, (Y30, A) = H (T, (R N) = A = 2 (T = Vg
TN 7, BT, Ty + ET ) L ET ) - ET )
=X~ g (Vo — B0V ) = Vi + BV ) + E(V ) - E(V )}
141114 e \*, 20-0) ,
A=(1-a)=——7 I — O} '
> ( )’I’—f—’Ié/‘ w2 c+0+e + o o Og(n)

For the rest of the proof, we proceed by contradiction by assuming that w is the minimizer of
(6). We will consider the cases wiwy > 0 and wiwy < 0 separately in Steps 1 and 2, respectively.

Step 1. Suppose wiws > 0. Without loss of generality, assume w1, w2 > 0 and for some 0 < 5 < 1,

it holds that
51 w2 €W

€1+ 01 e+

We have
0<H(u17{Y}z 1 ) H(uv{ifl}?:lv/\)

B L|L] (e \?
< —A+2(1 1521 1 1 B)2 I 2
< =A+2(1+a)aolog(n) + (1 +a)(1—p) T+ 15 \etd) (32)

and
H (U, {Yi}71,\) — H (@, (Vi1 )

|13 |15)] widr  \? 20-a) ,
DA—(1—a)y—t2l (o, 1
<A —( a)|fi|+|fé| w1 A + 5 o log(n)

2(1 — o)

EAIE

2 2
olog(n) — (1 —a)(1 - B) mwl,

<+

where the last inequality of (33) follow from the observation that

w901 _ w901 €1+ 61 — Buw € €1+ 61
S+e1+01 e +0d+e+d et o0 +e+01

Equations (32) and (33) lead to that
0<H(u27{y}z 1 ) ( {Y}z 1 )

wie(l =B {1+ a)e(er+61) — (1 —a)(e+ ) (6 +e +61)}
(e+6+e +61)(e+9)

< Pwi/2.

4
<—c?%log(n) +
a

wi(1 - B)%e
4 T

Plugging in (34) into (32) with a choice of a = 1/4 yields that

4 5
< 1 _
_aa og(n)

A < 5002 log(n),

which is a contradiction.
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Step 2. Suppose wiwy < 0. Without loss of generality assume that with v > 1 it holds that

01w
€1+ 61

€W
€+ 06

Since 0 + €1 = M1 — Mk + 1 > A, we have max{J, 1} > A/2.
case 1. Suppose €1 > A/2. It follows from Lemma 9 that §; < 8)\//~£i+1. Then,

0 < H(un, {Yi}iei: ) — H(u, {Yi}ioy, A)

< A +2(1 4+ a)a o log(n) + (1 + )

‘[1”[2’ < €W (510.)2 )2

L[+ L] \e+6 e +0
< A+201 +a)at o2 log(n) + (v + 12(1 + a) |4 | 2] ( S1w2 >2 -
1] + [I2] \e1 + 01

and
H(ag, {}/;'}?:17 )‘) - H(ah {}/;}?:17 )‘)

AN 2
2(1 —
<A—(1- 04)7’11 [172] <w2 e > + ( - @) o2 log(n)

7]+ 1] etote

7|11 51 e+0 \? 5, 200—a) ,
<A—(1—a)—t02l (g Sl S| . 36
A=A a)\I{/H\Ig] T Toierota) 2T 4 0" log(n) (36)

Equations (35) and (36) lead to
0< H(a?n {}/;'}zn:l? )‘) - H(“’? {Y;'}?:lv )‘)

) 2
< 40%1og(n) F (4120 + a) |11 ]| 12| ( d1w2 >

o [I1] + [12] \e1 + 1
17|13 0 e+d N\,
—(1l—a)———=—- 11— . 37
( "‘)|1g|+|1g| Vel toieto+e) 22 (37)

Then there exists a sufficiently small ¢ > 0 such that (37) yields
cwsdy < a*log(n),
which can be plugged into (35) and shows that for a sufficiently large C7 > 0,
A < Cro?log(n).

This contradicts the assumed condition on .

case 2. Suppose €1 < A/2. It follows from Lemma 9 that €; < 8)\//~£i+1. Then,
H(a% {}/;'}zn:l? )‘) - H(ﬂh {Yi}?:la )‘)

7 2 _
<A—(1- a)iululﬂ <w1 wdi > + 2(1a @) o?log(n)

7|+ |15)] bt e 46

YA Y 1 € €1+ 61 2 5 2(1—a) ,
<A-1—-a)—/—/———=——(1—- — — 2071 . 38
A a)]I{]—HIé\ ve+d65+e+ 01 Wit a C og(n) (38)

26



Equations (35) and (38) lead to that there exists a sufficiently small ¢ > 0 such that (37) yields

cwier < o?log(n),

which can be plugged into (35) and shows that for a sufficiently large C7 > 0,
)\ < Cro?log(n).

This again contradicts the assumed condition on A. O

B.4 Step 4: no changes

Suppose I = (s1,¢€] € P contains no true change point. By symmetry, it suffices to show that there
exists a large enough constant C > 0 such that

51—k + 1< ON/K2. (39)
Assume Iy = (sg, $1] € P. We are to show the following.
(i) It is impossible that there is no true change point in Iy U . This will be shown in Lemma 12.
(ii) If there exist exactly two true change points in Iy, then (39) follows from Lemma 8.

(iii) If there exists one and only one change point 1, € Iy and s; — N, < M — So, then (39) follows
from Lemma 9.

(iv) If there exists one and only one change point 1, € Iy and s; — nx > 1 — So, it follows from
Lemma 10 that this is impossible in the event of B.

Lemma 12. Assume the inputs {Y;}1, satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2 and X\ = Cyo?log(n) with
a sufficiently large C > 0. Assume that I = (s1,e] € P contains no change point. Assume that
Iy = (s0,s1] € P. Then in the event B, there must exist a change point in Iy.

Proof. Let J =1gUI, P be the interval partition such that
73 = 73U {J} \ {107 I}7

and u be the piecewise-constant vector induced by P. B
Prove by contradiction, assuming that J contains no change points. Denote p = E(Y,) =
E(Y;). Then

| To| 1]

0< H(@ Y}, ) —H(@ (Y, A) = —d + r 5 (V= Y1)
Ll ~ - 2
<A+ =Y —p-Yr+

< =X+ 0% log(n),

where the last inequality follows from the definition of the event B, and results in a contradiction
with the condition on \. O
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C Proofs of the Results in Section 4

C.1 Large probability events

Define the events

Ai(y) = { sup [V = | < ’Y}, (40)
0<s<t<e<n
|Ze: —I—l(}/; - f’l)‘
As(7) = i=s <A, 41
2(7) {Ogigggn Vs <7 (41)
and

K
M= m{smESk,emeé’k, for someme{l,...,M}}, (42)

k=1

where {s,,}M_, and {e,,}_, are two sequences independently selected at random in (s,e), Sy =
[ — 3A/4,me — A/2] and & =[x + A/2,m +3A/4], k=1,... K.

Lemma 13. For {Y;}'", satisfying Assumption 1, it holds that

]P){Al(’}’)} >1—e-nd exp (_072/02) 7
P{As(7)} > 1 —e n*exp (—cy?/0?)

and
M AZ?

B{M) > 1 —exp{log (%)~ W}

Proof. Since for any suitable triples (s,t,e), both ‘37;5’6 — Nts’e‘ and (e — s)~1/2 |Z§:s+1(}/; - fz)‘
can be written in the form ‘Zf: si1 WiXils where X;’s are centred sub-Gaussian random variables
and w;’s satisfy > 7 w? = 1.

It follows from Hoeffding inequality that there exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 only depending
on ¢ such that

P{A{(7)} <e-n’exp (—cy®/o®) and P{A5(7)} < e-n®exp (—cy*/o?).

Since the number of change points are bounded by n/A, it holds that

K M
P{M Y <> T {1 —P(sm € Skyem € &)} < K{1— A%/(16n°)}" <n/A(1 — A%/(16n7))"
k=1m=1

e fs(5) 305
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C.2 Technical Details for Step 1
Lemma 14. Under Assumption 1, let 0 < s < n, < e <n be any interval satisfying
min{ng — s,e — Mg} > 1A,
with ¢1 > 0. Then,
max|f; ] 2 (e1/2)rA(e — )72

Proof. See Lemma 2.4 in Venkatraman (1992). O

Lemma 15. Let [s,e] contain only two change points ng, Nk+1. Then

sup ‘ﬁs’e’ < V€ — Mg+1KRk+1 + VN — SKk.

s<t<e

Proof. Consider the sequence {g;}{_,, be such that

S f i s 1<t <y,
PV i m<t<e

For any ¢t > n,

ﬁs,e_gf,e
e—1 ¢
RiGEEED ._Z S X
=5+ 1=s+1 i=nr+1
t—s =
(e —s)(e—1t) (Z:fz Zfl)
i=t+1 i=t+1
e—t

et I )

So for ¢ > e, |77 — 55| < v/ile = sk Since sup,<yc, |77 = masc{| F5, |7 [} and that
max{] €], e, [} < s 19¢] + Ve — sk
< mfikﬂ + v/ — sk

where the last inequality follows form the fact that g; has only one change point in [s, €]. O

C.3 Technical details for Step 2

In this section, eight results will be provided. Before we go into details, we show the road map
leading to complete the proof of Theorem 4 in Figure 2.
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@ Pre S1 S2 S3 S4

Figure 2: Road map to complete the Step 2 in the proof of Theorem 4. The circles are lemmas,
and the squares are the steps in the proof of Lemma 22. The directed edges mean the heads of the
edges are used in the tails of the edges.

Lemma 16. Suppose (s,e) C (0,n) is a generic interval satisfying
M1 SS <M <o S Mpyg < € < Mpggr1, g2 0.

Then there exists a continuous function F° : [s €] — R such that F° = f¥° for everyt € [s,e]NZ
with the following additional properties.

(i) |F| is mazimized at the change points within [s,e]. In other words,

arg max | F"¢| N {Nks - Mg} # 0.
s<t<e

(i) If ﬁts’e > 0 for some t € (s,e), then fts’e is either monotonic or decreases and then increases
within each of the interval (s,ny), ..., (Nk+q. €)-

The proof of Lemma 16 can be found in Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 of Venkatraman (1992). We remark
that if F°° < 0 for all £ € (s, e), then it suffices to consider the time series {—f;}”, and a similar
result as in the second part of Lemma 16 still holds.

Our next lemma is an adaptation of a result first obtained by Venkatraman (1992), which
quantifies how fast the CUSUM statistics decays around a good change point.

Lemma 17 (Venkatraman (1992) Lemma 2.6). Let [s,e] C [1,n] be any generic interval. For some
c1,¢c0 >0 and v > 0 such that

min{ng — s,e — Nk} > 14, (43)
ﬁk > corA(e — s)_l/z, (44)
and suppose there exists a sufficiently small constant c3 > 0 such that

~S,6 _ ~8,€ < < 3 _ —5/2'
gﬁ;{e\ft | = fof <2y < czrA®(e —s) (45)

Then there exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that if the point d € [s, €] is such that |d — ng| <
c1A/16, then N N N
S 3> efelme — diA(e - 5) 2
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Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that d > n. Following the argument of Venkatraman
(1992) Lemma 2.6, it suffices to consider two cases: (1) ng11 > e, and (2) N1 < e.

Case 1. Let E; be defined as in the case 1 in Venkatraman (1992) Lemma 2.6. There exists a
s,e

¢ > 0 such that, for every d € [ng, i + c1A/16], N;;f — f;° (which in the notation of Venkatraman
(1992) is the term Ej) can be written as

€e—S

F2eld — gl
" Ve =T/ — s+ (d — i)

1
kst d—m)e—m) + 51— [d-m)

Using the inequality (e — s) > 2c¢1 A, the previous expression is lower bounded by

d|d— nk|j7;;,fA(e —5)72

Case 2. Let h = yA/8 and | = d — nx < h/2. Then, following closely the initial calculations for
case 2 of Lemma 2.6 of Venkatraman (1992), we obtain that

foe — f7° > Ey(1+ Ey) + By,

where
B fa1(h —1)
11 ;
V= s+ 0(e =m0 (Vi — s+ Dle —m — D+ v/ —5)(e — )
By = (e —h) — (e —s)(le—m —h) — (0 — ) — 1)
Vi —s+0(e—m—1)+ /(e —s+h)(e—n—h)
1
V=) st e —m—h)
and

Foen = IO [(m = s+ h)(e — i — h)
h (e —s+D(e—m—1)

E3 = —

Since h = ¢;A/8 and [ < h/2, it holds that
By > (c1/16)f3°|d — n|Afe — 5) 72
Observe that
e —s<mp—s+1<m—s+h <90 —s)/8 (46)

and
e—mp>e—ny—l>e—ny—h>T7—n)/8. (47)

Thus
((e=m—h) = (m —8)* + U~ + 1 — 5) — I(e — )
(VO =5+ 00— =0+ /O — s+ Wle —me— 1))

Ey =
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1

(Vo= s)e—m) + /e — s+ h)(e — 1 — h))
—l(e —ng)

(e — s)(7/8)(e —m) —

where (46) and (47) are used in the second inequality and the fact that [ < h/2 < ¢;A/16 <
(nk — s)/16 is used in the last inequality.
For Ej3;, observe that

X

—l(e —ng)
T (e —s+h)(e—mp —h)

> ~1/2,

7s.e

fﬁk-ﬁ-h 77k - |f77:+h| B é Igax |ft | sz;e < 2.
This combines with (43) and that [/2 < h = ¢;A/8, implying that
M= <me—s+1<m—s+h<9(m—s)/8ande—np>e—mn—l>e—n—h=>T7(e—mn)/8

Therefore, with a sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0, it holds that

a1 A/8 \ (e —s)(7/8)(e —m) — A
—(" /A e (d = m)Ale — )72,

where the first inequality follows from (46) and (46), and the last inequality follows from (44) and
(45). Thus,

By > _Q(d—ﬁk)V\/(9/8)(77k —s)(e — k) . 32(d—m)y

= E’e > Ey(1+ Ey) + B3 > (C”/4)ﬁs,f|77k —d|Ae—s)2

Lemma 18. Suppose [s,e] C [1,n] such that e — s < CrA, and that

M1 TS <M <o S Mg < € < Mpgg1, ¢ = 0.

Denote
S,e

Frrax = max{ny —mp—1: k <p <k+q}.
Then for any k — 1 <p < k+ q, it holds that

'—Zfz oo

Proof. Since e — s < CrA, the interval [s, e] contains at most Cr + 1 change points. Observe that

1 e
e_sgfi_fnp

< CRK:max

1 Mk Mk+1 e
= D Uns =S+ D U= Fa) Foot D0 sy = Ja)
i=s i=nr+1 1=Ngtqt1
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Mk+1

Mk
SZ p— k|"<’max+ Z |p k:_1|’{max -t Z |p k:_q_1|’{max
=8

i=ng+1 i=Nkq+1
1 e
Se s Z(CR + 1) max’
1=S8
where |p; — p2| < Cg + 1 for any n,,,m,, € [s,€] is used in the last inequality. O

Lemma 19. If ny is the only change point in (s,e), then

T k— S)\€ — Nk :
| ffl = \/(77 e)_(s il )nk < v/min{n, — s,e — n;, } ki

Lemma 20. Let (s,e) C (0,n) contains two or more change points such that
Me—1 <SS <Nk < oot S Mg < € < Mpygr1, g2 1
If i — s < 1A, for c1 > 0, then
7o) < Valfse |+ 2/ =,

Proof. Consider the sequence {g;};_, ; be such that

_ fﬁr+17 3+1§t§nk7
A

For any t > 7,., it holds that

_ —s)—t
=0 = S = 9 s ) < Vi

Thus,

~ (m — s)(€ = Mht1) |~
|f7‘;’k6| < gl + Ve — skg < \/(7719+1 T p—— Gt |+ V1 — sk

ClA ~
< VA 787:+1|+V77k—8’fk < Vil nk+1|+2\/77k—3’fk,

where the first inequality follows from the observation that the first change point of g; in (s,e) is
at Ng+1- O

For a pair (s, e) of positive integers with s < e, let W7 be the two dimensional linear subspace
of R(¢=%) spanned by the vectors

up = (1,...,1,0,...,0)" and up = (0,...,0,1,...,1)7".
N——

For clarity, in the lemma below, we will use (-, -) to denote the inner product of two vectors in the
Euclidean space.
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Lemma 21. For @ = (z541,...,7.) € R, let P7(x) be the projection of x onto W5*
(i) The projection Py (x) satisfies

P; 6 = ¢2 6 ¢2 6’
i=s+1
where (-,-) is the inner product in Buclidean space, and ¥ = (($5)s, ..., (ﬂ’f{e)e—s)T with
(¢3£)'__ (E:%ﬂg:gj7 2 —-S'+'1,...,d,
q )i =

%, i:d+1,...,€,

i.e. the i-th entry of Py°(x) satisfies

1 «d o
Ps’e(flf)'_ mzj:s+1xj7 Z—S+1,...,d,
R (D =d+1

adgmar1Tjy i=d+ 1. e

(i) Let & = -3¢ @;. Since (Z,¢5°) =0, it holds that
lz =Py (@)|* =l — 2> — (2,97 (48)

Proof. The results hold following the fact that the projection matrix of subspace W) is

1(d—s) - 1/)d—s) 0 - 0

poe Yd—s) - 1fd—s) 0 - 0

wg 0 0 1/(e—d) -+ 1/(e—d)
0 0 1(e—d) - 1Y(e—d)

O

Lemma 22. Under Assumption 1, let (sg,eq) be an interval with eg — sg < CrA and contain at
lest one change point ny such that

Me—1 <80 <Mk < oo < Ntrg < €0 < Nigygr1, ¢20.

Suppose that there exists k' such that min{n — so, eo — e} > A/16. Let kmax = max{r, :
min{n, — so,e0 — Np} > A/16}. Consider any generic [s,e] C [so, epl, satisfying

min{n, — so,e0 — Nk} > A/16  for all ny € [s, €.

Let b € argmaxscice |1~/ts’e|. For some ¢1 > 0 and v > 0 , suppose that

Y, > ermien VA, (49)
sup |Y° — £l <, (50)
s<t<e
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and
e1

1
< Vs el = 51
s1<t<ei m tz%:—i_l( t ft) Y ( )
If there exists a sufficiently small 0 < co < ¢1/2 such that
v < cszﬁfm\/l, (52)

then there exists a change point ny € (s,e) such that
min{e — g, M — s} > A/4  and |np — b| < O3y k2

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that f;f’e > 0 and that ﬁs’e is locally decreasing at b.
Observe that there has to be a change point 7, € [s,b], or otherwise flf *“ > 0 implies that f;¢ is
decreasing, as a consequence of Lemma 20. Thus, if s <, < b < e, then

Foe = JyC 2 IV = v 2 eimiiinVA = cariii VA = (e /2)R3 VA (53)

Observe that e —s < ep — s9 < CrA and that (s,e) has to contain at least one change point or
otherwise | f,°| = 0 which contradicts (53).

We decompose the rest of the proof in four steps. Step 1 shows that n is far enough away
from end points s and e. Step 2 utilizes Lemma 17 — the machinery originally developed for BS
in Venkatraman (1992) — to show that b is not far away from 7. This is actually a consistent
estimator, but not optimal. Step 3 brings in the WBS techniques to refine the error bound, which
is de facto optimal. The proof is completed in Step 4.

Step 1. In this step, we are to show that min{n, — s,e — nx} > min{1,c}}A/16.
Suppose 7y, is the only change point in (s,e). So min{n, — s,e — nx} > min{1,c?}A/16 must
hold or otherwise it follows from Lemma 19, we have

~ c c
|ffl < Zlmk\/Z < —1ﬁ§;§X\/Z,

which contradicts (53).
Suppose (s,€e) contains at least two change points. Then 7, — s < min{1, c?}A/16 implies that
7Nk is the first change point in [s, e]. Therefore,

~ 1 ~ 1 N "
58| « | f£5,¢ — <2 5,0 c1
1 Cc1 3 ~ ~
< Z‘Y})s,e’ + v+ EﬂfﬁgX\/A < Z’Ybs,e’ < ‘}/E)s,e‘ —

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 20, the fourth inequality follows from (49), and the
last inequality holds when ¢ is sufficiently small. This contradicts with (53).

Step 2. By Lemma 17 there exists d such that d € [, 7x +7VA (kmax) "] and that ﬁ%’f—fj’e > 27.
For the sake of contradiction, suppose b > d. Then

7s,e 7s,e rs, rs.e v S,€e _vs,e
Fot = fa" < faf =2y < max £ = 2y < max [V 4y =2y = [V -,
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where the first inequality follows from Lemma 16, which ensures that f is decreasing on [, b]
and d € [n,b]. This is a contradiction to (53). Thus b € [, 7k + YV A (kiax) 1.

Step 3. Let f5¢ = (for1,..., fo) € RE™9) and Y5¢ = (Y,,1,...,Y.)" € R(*=%). By the definition
of b, it holds that

e = pearne)t < v~ aeerF < v - Py

For the sake of contradiction, throughout the rest of this argument suppose that, for some suffi-
ciently large constant Cs > 0 to be specified,

Nk + max{Csy?k; 2,8} < b. (54)

(This will of course imply that 7 + max{C3y?(kmax) 2,0} < b). We will show that this leads to
the bound

e =R > e =i, 2

which is a contradiction.
To derive (55) from (54), we note that min{e —n, n, — s} > min{1,c2}A/16 and that [b—n;| <
YWA(Kax) ! implies that

min{e — b,b — s} > min{1, 2} A/16 — yvWA(k5E, )" > min{1, 2} A/32, (56)

where the last inequality follows from (52) and holds for an appropriately small ¢y > 0.
Equation (55) is in turn implied by

205, Py(Y™%) = Py (fS)) < 12 = Polf>)P = 112 = Pu ()%, (57)

where ¢ = Y*®¢ — f%¢ By (48), the right hand side of (57) satisfies the relationship with
sufficiently small absolute constants ¢, ¢ > 0,

£ = Po(F*)I* ~ IIfS’e— nk(f“)\l2 (fse,¢nk> — (>, )
—(F) = (5 = (fof = IO e = eld — il (f)? A
> — k| (R5x)”

where Lemma 17 and (53) are used in the second and third inequalities. The left hand side of (57)
can in turn be rewritten as

2(”, Po(X>) = Py, (f7)) = 2(>, Po(X>) = Po(f7)) + 2(e™%, Po(f*°) — Py (f)). (58)
The second term on the right hand side of the previous display can be decomposed as

Nk b e
(W P(f5) = Po (7N = Do+ D+ D | e (Po(£59)i — P (£7:)

i=s+1 i=mp+1 i=b+1
=TI+ 1T+ 111

In order to bound the terms I, I1 and I, observe that, since e — s < eg — sg < CrA, the interval
[s, €] must contain at most Cr + 1 change points.
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Step 3.1. We can write

w2 (s )

i=s+1 i=s+1

Thus,

(e — ) (g fi+ Sy 1 fi) — (b= 8) % L fi

Z fi

1 b
— > fi-

i=s+1 M —§ i=s+1 (b - S)(T/k - 5)
| D)3 i+ O — 9) St 1) _ ‘(Uk =) 2oy fi+ (e — 8)(b— nk) fpe1)
(b—s)(mk — s) (b—s)(nk — s)
b_nk 1 e b—?]k
:b_s _7716_3 Zfi+f77k+1 < b—S(CR+1) max
i=s5+1

where Lemma 18 is used in the last inequality. It follows from Equation (51) that

b— NG
1< V= g € =22 A2 (Cp +
h— mln{l,cl}

where (56) is used in the last inequality.

Step 3.2. For the second term I, we have that

b
1) = Vo= | — z ﬁ Sh-loy

€ — Mk

z Ne+1 i=s5+1 i=nr+1
VO =y | [ = o | + |5 Z e A Z fi = Froas
i=s+1 i=nk+1

< V b— 77]9( max (CR + 1) max (CR + 1) max)

where the first inequality follows from (56) and (51), and the second inequality from Lemma 18.

Step 3.3. Finally, we have that

IIT = e — <_bzs ) pp—

i=b+1

e 1 e

i=n,+1 i=b+1
Therefore,

42

b—
P < min{1, ¢; }‘

e—b le‘A 1/2 (CR+1) max

(CR + 1)y,

Step 4. Using the first part of Lemma 21, the first term on the right hand side of (58) can be
bounded as

(7%, Pa(X>) = Pa(f*)) <.
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Thus (57) holds if
b= Ml (i)® = Cma { b= e A2kt Vb= v, 72}

Since v < c3v/Ak, the first inequality holds. The second inequality follows from |b — n;| >
C3v% (ki) ™2 > C3v%(kmax) ~2, as assumed in (54). This completes the proof. O
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