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Abstract

We propose a computationally efficient and sparsity adaptive procedure for estimating changes in
unknown subsets of a high-dimensional data sequence. Assuming the data sequence is Gaussian, we
prove that the new method successfully estimates the number and locations of changepoints with a
given error rate and under minimal conditions, for all sparsities of the changing subset. Our method
has computational complexity linear up to logarithmic factors in both the length and number of time
series, making it applicable to large data sets. Through extensive numerical studies we show that
the new methodology is highly competitive in terms of both estimation accuracy and computational
cost. The practical usefulness of the method is illustrated by analysing sensor data from a hydro
power plant, and an efficient R implementation is available.

1 Introduction

During the last decades, new technology has made it possible to gather data in larger quantities from
an ever wider range of sources. Data can often display non-stationarities in the form of distributional
changes over time, leading to incorrect statistical inferences if not accounted for. Inference on change-
points may also be of interest in it self. For instance, Cunen et al. (2020) search for changes in the
number of battle deaths in interstate wars between 1816 and 2007, Gao et al. (2020) study monitoring
of the temperature of transplant organs, and Tveten et al. (2022) use a changepoint detection algorithm
for condition monitoring of a subsea pump.

In this paper, we study the problem of detection and estimation of an unknown number of changes
in the mean of high-dimensional data. By detection, we refer to testing for the presence of one or
more changepoints in the data. By estimation, we refer to estimation of the location(s) of the change-
point(s). This problem is well understood in the literature for univariate data,. Several computationally
efficient algorithms have been proposed during the last decade, including Pruned Exact Linear Time
of Killick et al. (2012), Wild Binary Segmentation of Fryzlewicz (2014), Narrowest Over Threshold
of Baranowski et al. (2019) and Seeded Binary Segmentation of Kovécs et al. (2022). Notably, these
methods have been shown to achieve near optimal performance, in a minimax sense, see Wang et al.
(2020).

Several methods for the multivariate change in mean problem have also been proposed, although this
problem is less studied than the univariate setting. The Inspect method of Wang and Samworth (2018)
uses sparse projections of CUSUM statistics and a variant of Wild Binary Segmentation to detect and
localize multiple sparse changes in the mean. Cho and Fryzlewicz (2015) propose the Sparsified Binary
Segmentation algorithm based on thresholding and aggregating CUSUM statistics over coordinates, in
combination with Binary Segmentation. The Double CUSUM method of Cho (2016) uses test statistics
based on ordered CUSUMs, in combination with ordinary Binary Segmentation. The SUBSET method
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of Tickle et al. (2021) uses a penalized likelihood approach, in combination with the Wild Binary Seg-
mentation search procedure.

In this work, we present a novel multiple changepoint estimation algorithm, which we call ESAC
(Efficient Sparsity Adaptive Changepoint estimator). The method is designed to detect and estimate
the locations of an unknown number of changes in the mean of high-dimensional data sequences. An
important feature of ESAC is that the subset of data components that undergo a change need not be
known — it can be anything from a single changing component to a small subset to all components. We
refer to the size of the changing subset as the sparsity of the change. ESAC comes with strong theoretical
guarantees, and is in particular adaptive to all sparsities of changes and all distances between change-
points. Still, the worst-case computational cost of ESAC is linear in the number of observations, n, as
well as the number of components, p, save for logarithmic factors. Via simulations, we demonstrate that
ESAC is highly competetive in terms of statistical accuracy and running time.

The novelty of our work is threefold. Our first contribution is to modify a sparsity adaptive test statistic
proposed by Liu et al. (2021) to make it suitable for testing for changepoints in a multiple changepoint
setup. In particular, our proposed test facilitates control over its family-wise error rate, which is nec-
essary in the multiple changepoint situation. Our second contribution is to propose a novel estimator
for the location of a single changepoint. The estimator comes with strong theoretical guarantees, and
may be of independent interest. Lastly and most importantly, we combine our proposed test statistic and
changepoint estimator into a multiple changepoint estimation algorithm, ESAC, using a slight variant
of Seeded Binary Segmentation (Kovécs et al., 2022) and Narrowest-over-Threshold (Baranowski et al.,
2019) selection of changepoints. ESAC is also efficiently implemented in an R package HDCD (Moen,
2023), available on The Comprehensive R Archive Network (cran.r-project.org). Efficient implementa-
tions of Inspect Wang and Samworth (2018) and the method of Pilliat et al. (2023) are also available in
the package.

Most similar to ESAC is the multiple changepoint detection procedure of Pilliat et al. (2023) for Gaus-
sian changes in mean. The theoretical guarantees, for instance, are the same for ESAC and the method of
Pilliat et al. (2023). Still, there are important distinctions between the two methods, which we highlight
here. As opposed to ESAC, the method proposed by Pilliat et al. (2023) is based on their novel ’bottom
up” search. Their approach segments the data into disjoint segments chosen as narrow as possible from
a predefined grid, where for each interval, a test statistic must have detected a changepoint. To ensure
a disjoint segmentation, they merge overlapping segments of equal length whenever a changepoint is
detected in both. From this segmentation, changepoint locations are estimated by taking midpoints of
the segments. Consequently, Pilliat et al.’s method only requires a test for a changepoint, and not a lo-
cation estimator. In practice, this generality comes at a cost of changepoints being crudely estimated or
not being detected at all, whenever the signal strength is low. This is illustrated in our simulation stud-
ies, which feature empirical comparisons between ESAC, the method of Pilliat et al. (2023) and other
proposed methods.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give a formal description of the model assumed
throughout the paper. In Section 3.1 we present a test statistic for a single changepoint that facilitates
control over its family-wise error rate. In Section 3.2 we propose an estimator for the location of a single
changepoint, also stating its finite sample estimation error rate with comparisons to other methods. In
Section 3.3 we propose ESAC, our proposed multiple changepoint estimation procedure. In Section
3.4 we present theoretical results regarding the statistical and computational properties of ESAC and
compare these to other methods. In Section 4 we study the empirical performance of ESAC and other
methods via simulations, including for misspecified models. In Section 5 we apply ESAC to sensor
data from a Swedish hydro power plant. In Appendix A we prove our main theoretical results. In
the remained of the Appendix we discuss implemention of ESAC in practice, provide more simulation
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results, and prove auxiliary lemmas for our main results.

We use the following notation throughout the paper. For any vector y € R? we let y; denote its j-
th component, ||y||, denote its Euclidean norm and ||y||, denote the number of non-zero entries in y.
For any matrix X € RP*" we let X, denote its (i,v)th element, X,, € RP denote its vth column,
X, . € R" denote its ith row, ||.X I3 = D>y Xl-%v denote the squared Frobenius norm of X, and
X, =30 >, | Xi| denote the entry-wise £1 norm of X . For any pair of matrices X,Y € RP*",
we let (X,Y) = tr (XTY') denote their trace inner product. For any positive integer I we define [I] =
{1,...,I}. For any pair of real numbers z, y, we define x V y = max {z,y} and 2 A y = min {x, y}.
For any pair of random variables X, Y, we let X <y Y mean that Y stochastically dominates X, i.e.
P(X <t)>P(Y <t)forallt € R. Forany 2 € R, we let |x] denote the largest integer no larger
than z, and [z ] denote the smallest integer no smaller than x.

We find it useful to adopt the notation of Baranowski et al. (2019) to denote integer intervals. For any
pair of integers s, e such that s < e — 2, we let (s, ) denote the open integer interval {s+1,...,e — 1}
and let (s, e] denote the left-open and right closed integer interval {s + 1,...,e}.

2 Problem description

To motivate our method and allow for theoretical analysis, we consider the following model for the
remainder of the paper. In Section 4 we assess performance under various misspecified models. Suppose
we observe n > 2 independent multivariate Gaussian variables

Xy = o + Wy, (n

where 11, € RP and W, ~ N,(0,0%I) for v € [n]. Assume that there are J > 0 changepoints
0<n <...<ny<mnsuch that

o 7 o1 if and only if v = n; for some j € [J].

Let 0 = puy,;,, — iy, denote the change in mean occurring at the jth changepoint, and let ; = ||6;]|,,
be the {3-norm of the mean-change occuring at changepoint j. Further, let k; = ||0;||, denote the
sparsity of the jth changepoint, i.e. the number of non-zero components of ;. Lastly, let A; =
min (n; — 7j—1,7j+1 — 7;) denote the minimum distance between the jth changepoint and a neigh-
boring changepoint (where we for convenience take 1y = 0 and 1741 = n). Our goal is to estimate .J,
the number of changepoints, and their locations 7; < ... < 7.

In the theoretical analysis to follow, we take o to be known. For notational compactness, let X, j €
RP*™ denote the matrices with X, u, as their vth columns, respectively, for v € [n].

3 Method and results

3.1 Single changepoint detection with family-wise error rate control

We begin by presenting a statistical test for a single change in mean in some arbitrary interval (s,e) =
{s+1,...,e —1}, where 0 < s < e < m,and s < e — 2. To simplify the exposition, assume for
now that o = 1, as the data can be normalized to satisfy this assumption. We seek a test statistic which
facilitates control over the family-wise error rate when testing for changepoints over multiple intervals.
This level of control is needed later on when we define a multiple changepoint algorithm in Section 3.3.

To construct a test statistic, we build upon the work of Liu et al. (2021). They propose an efficient and
minimax rate optimal test statistic for testing for a single changepoint within an interval. Unfortunately,



this test does not allow for control of the family-wise error rate, and thus needs some modifications,
presented next. For any candidate changepoint location v such that 0 < s < v < e < n, we define the
CUSUM transformation T, , (y) of a vector y € R™ as

To simplify notation, we use C?. (i) = T(s (X;,.) to denote the CUSUM of the ith component of the

(se]
data within the integer interval (s, e], evaluated at candidate changepoint position v.

Given a candidate sparsity level ¢ € [p], and penalizing function (), both to be discussed later, define

P
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i=1

where the threshold value a(t) is given by

a(t) = 4log (epﬁg”) 1{t < (plogn)2}, (4)

and v, is a mean-centering term defined by taking v, = E (22 | |Z] > a) for Z ~ N(0,1) and a > 0.
In (4) we abuse notation slightly, writing e = exp(1) to mean Euler’s number.

We refer to S;” (s.e] (t) as a sparsity-specific penalized score, which heuristically measures the degree of
evidence of a changepoint at v € (s, e) with sparsity ¢. To see this, we note that the CUSUM is a well
known test statistic for a univariate change in mean, rejecting the null hypothesis of a constant mean for
large values (see Wang et al., 2020). In the multivariate case, the statistic (3) aggregates CUSUM values
in an effort to borrow information across coordinates. To prevent the noise drowning the signal, the
CUSUMs are thresholded at level a(t), tailored specifically for a given sparsity level ¢. The functional
form of a(t) is depicted in Figure 1 , where one observes that a(t) decreases with ¢. Hence, S (siel (t)
thresholds CUSUMs less harshly as ¢ grows. More intuition on a(t) is discussed in the end of this
subsection. Also plotted in Figure 1 is v/, which serves as a mean-centering term for spuriously
large CUSUMs, and satisfies a®(t) < v,(;) < a*(t) 4 2. Even after thresholding and mean-centering,
however, the sum in (3) need not be small even when no changepoint is present. The role of the penalty
function () is therefore to ensure that S% (s,6] < 0 with high probability whenever no changepoint is
present.

The sparsity-specific penalized score Sg (5.¢] (t) is defined for a fixed sparsity ¢, while the true sparsity
of a changepoint is taken to be unknown. To measure the overall degree of evidence of a changepoint at
location v, we consider an exponentially increasing grid of candidate sparsity levels

T ={1,2,4,... 20ilvElsn)]iy | pH (5)

This approach is also taken by Liu et al. (2021), where the grid 7 is slightly smaller. This choice of
grid is justified as follows. Whenever a changepoint has true sparsity £ < (plog n)l/ 2 there always
exists some ¢ € T such that t/2 < k < ¢, which turns out to be sufficient for detecting the changepoint.
Conversely, when the true sparsity k satisfies > (plog n)l/ 2 it is sufficient to consider t = p.

For a candidate changepoint position s < v < e, define the penalized score S;’ (s,6] 33
(s = WAX ST (F), ©)



which heuristically measures the degree of evidence of a changepoint at location v, irregardless of the
sparsity. As test statistic for a changepoint in the interval (s, e), we take

Snioel = 1{ 025800 > 0 } @)

As for the penalty function ~(t), for ¢ € [p] define

(plogn)'/? if t > (plogn)/?,

tlog <ep lt‘;g”> Vlogn otherwise.

®)

r(t) =r(t,n,p) = {

With penalty function ~(¢) = ~or(t) for some suitably large constant vy > 0, we obtain the following
control over the family-wise error rate.

Proposition 3.1. Consider the model in Section 2. For all s,e and v such that 0 < s < v < e < n,
assume that the quantity S, (s is computed with variance-scaled input matrix X = (1/0)X and
penalty function y(t) = ~or(t) for some vy > 0. Let I denote the set of all intervals (s,e) C (0,n)
containing no changepoint, i.e. satisfying n; ¢ (s,e) Vj € [J]. For any € > 0, there exists a universal
choice of vg > 0 (depending only on ) such that

s,e)el

P <(maX Sy (s.e] > 0) <e.

Some remarks are in order. Figure 1 displays plots of a?(t), v4() and r(t) as functions of ¢, forn = p =
500. As our first remark, we observe that a(t) and v, are decreasing in ¢, while 7(t) is increasing for
all t < (plog(n)/e)'/?, but with a bulk when ¢ is close to (plogn)'/2. Several equivalent monotonic
functions can be chosen in the place of r(t), but we have chosen 7(¢) due to its simple analytical form.
The function r(¢) can be seen as the information theoretic detection boundary in terms of the signal-
to-noise (SNR) ratio for multiple changes in mean of sparsity ¢ in p-dimensional Gaussian vectors with
sample size n (see Section 3.4 or Pilliat et al. 2023). When p = 1, we recover the standard penalty used
in the univariate changepoint literature for Gaussian changes in mean (see e.g. Wang et al. 2020), as
r(1) = logn in this case. As our second remark, the forms of the threshold a(t) and penalty function
v(t) o r(t) reflect the two sparsity regimes known in the statistical literature on multivariate mean
change detection. In the sparse case where t < (plogn)'/2, the threshold a(t) is non-zero and satisfies
a®(t) ~ r(t)/t, which is decreasing with t. Meanwhile, in the dense case where ¢t > (plogn)'/2, the
threshold satisfies a(t) = 0, in which case no thresholding takes place and all CUSUMs contribute to
3).

Lastly, we remark the following relation between our proposed test statistic and that of Liu et al. (2021).
To facilitate control over the family-wise error rate, the threshold a(t), the mean-centering term v/,
and the penalty function (t) = ~or(t) grow faster with n than their equivalent counterparts in Liu et al.
(2021). To recover the test statistic from Liu et al. (2021), one must replace log n by log log(8n) in (3),
(4), (5), (6), (7) and (8) and use the penalty function (t) = ~or(t) with the modified function r(¢).

3.2 Single changepoint estimation

We now consider the problem of estimating the location of a changepoint within some interval (s, e),
assuming the changepoint has already been detected or is known to be present. As before, we assume
o = 1, as the data can be normalized to satisfy this assumption. We further assume that the interval (s, )
contains only a single changepoint. Recalling the model defined in Section 1, this means that J = 1
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Figure 1: Plots of a?(t) (red), Va(r) (green), and 7(t) (red) for n = p = 500. The boundary between the

dense and sparse regimes is given by a vertical dashed line at k = (plog n)l/ 2,

and [s,e) = [0,n). The problem at hand is then to estimate the location 77 = 7; of a single changepoint,
taking the sparsity kK = k; as unknown. As our estimator for 7, we use the test statistic in (6) with a
potentially separate penalty function A(t), and maximize it over all candidate changepoints. That is,

7\ = arg max Sy, 9)
O0<v<n
where we write S} shorthand for SX, (0.n]" The rationale behind this estimator is that S(\) measures
the degree of evidence of a changepoint at location v. The maximizer is unique with high probability
whenever the signal strength is reasonably large. Still, to ensure that 7)) is always well defined, we
formally set 7)), be the smallest maximizer, although we suppress this from the notation.

The finite sample properties of 7)) are given in Theorem 3.2, which holds whenever A(t) = A\or(t)
for sufficiently large A\g > 0. Before stating the theorem, some remarks are in order. The threshold
a(t) is as before decreasing in ¢, while a penalty function of the form A(t) = Aor(¢) is increasing for
most values of ¢. For such A(t), the penalized score S§ involves an implicit model selection in terms
of the sparsity. An inspection of the proof of Theorem 3.2 reveals the following intuition about the
roles of A\(¢) and a(t); whenever ) is sufficiently large, the penalty function A(t) = Aor(¢) cancels
all contributions to the sum in (3) from coordinates where there is no signal. Left are the contributions
from the affected the coordinates. For a changepoint with a moderate signal strength, these remaining
contributions are maximized when ¢ is close to the true sparsity k. To see this, note that when is ¢ smaller
than the true sparsity k, the thresholding is too strict, possibly cancelling the signal from the affected
coordinates, either from the thresholding itself or from the mean-centering term. When ¢ is greater k,
the thresholding is less strict, but the penalty function A(¢) may be larger than the signal strength from
the affected coordinates.

The following finite sample result shows that the estimator 7 is adaptive to the (unknown) sparsity and
gives a high-probability upper bound on the estimation error.



Theorem 3.2. Consider the model in Section 2, with only one changepoint m, with sparsity k and (s
norm @. Let A = min (n,n — n). Let 1) be as in (9), when the sparsity-specific score function SY(t) =
S§7(07n] from (3) is computed with variance-scaled input matrix X = (1/0)X and penalty function
A(t) = Xor(t), where Ao > 0. Define

logn V log log(ep 1/2 ift > (plogn)'/2,
h(t) = h(t,n,p) = v eplogn ) (. ) (10)
tlog ( £38" ) Viogn otherwise.
t
There exist a universal choice of A\g > 0 and universal constants Cy, C1 > 0 such that, if
A
£2 > Coh(k), (1
o

we have that
1

N o?
IP){Im —n| < Cl—Qh(k‘)} >1——.
%) n

The SNR requirement (11) implies that the absolute estimation error of 7)) satisfies C1h(k)o?/p? <
Cy/C1A < A whenever the conditions of the Theorem holds. In particular, in an asymptotic regime
where k, p, A and ¢ vary with n, the quantity |7, — 7|/A converges in probability to 0 as n —
oo whenever (p?A)/{c?h(k)} diverges with n. Similarly, if p?/{c?h(k)} diverges with n, then 7))
converges in probability to 1 as n — oo. Note that Theorem 3.2 requires that the penalty function A(t)
has a specific functional form. For practical choices of the penalty function A(t), we refer to Appendix
B.

Some performance comparisons with related methods are in order. In comparison with Theorem 3.2,
the SNR condition for the Inspect method (Wang and Samworth, 2018) in the single changepoint case
is of the form p?A/a? > Cv(k,n,p, A) for some C' > 0, where v(k,n,p, A) = (n/A)klog (plogn).
Ignoring constants, we see that lthe SNR condition of ESAC is weaker than that of Inspect whenever
k > logn and for all values of k whenever p > n/logn. Note also that v(k,n,p, A) consists of the
factor n/A, which is not the case for ESAC. Once the SNR condition for Inspect is satisfied, its error
rate is of order (02/¢?)loglogn, which is smaller than that of ESAC, and especially so whenever k&
is large. For the Double CUSUM algorithm of Cho (2016, Section 4) in the single changepoint case
where o = 1, the asymptotic SNR requirement for consistency implies that ¢>A/(klog®n) — oco. By
consistency” we mean that |7)pc —n|/A converges to 0 in probability, where 7)pc is the Double CUSUM
estimate of 7. The (asymptotic) SNR requirement for the Double CUSUM algorithm is thus larger than
that of ESAC by a factor of at least klog?(n)/r(k), which grows with & and diverges with n. Note that
theoretical results for the Double CUSUM algorithm only hold whenever p is of the same order as n®
for some fixed w > 0. For an empirical comparison between the methods in the single changepoint case,
we refer to Section 4.1.

The SNR requirement of ESAC grows much more slowly with £ than Inspect and the DC algorithm,
which implies that ESAC is able to reasonably estimate dense changepoints under much lower signal
strength. Figure 2 displays the SNR requirement of ESAC, Inspect and DC as a function of k, when
n = p = 500. On the left plot, the SNRs are plotted on linear scale, while on a log scale to the
right. The boundary between the dense and sparse regimes is indicated by the vertical dashed line at
k = (plog n)l/ 2. As the SNRs are only defined up to constants, each SNR requirement is normalized to
have value 1 for sparsity k£ = 1. For ESAC, the normalized SNR ratio is h(k)/h(1), while it is simply &
for Inspect and DC. As we can see, the SNR condition of ESAC grows much more slowly with & than
Inspect or DC. We remark that the apparent bulk in the SNR requirement of ESAC is a result of keeping
the mathematical expression simple, as remarked in Section 3.1.
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Figure 2: Normalized SNR conditions of ESAC (red) and Inspect and the Double CUSUM algorithm
(blue), plotted as a function of the sparsity &, on a linear scale (left) and log scale (right). The boundary
between the dense and sparse regimes is given by a vertical dashed line at k = (plog n)l/ 2,

Lastly, we remark the following. For fixed values of n and p, the function h(k) is increasing for most
values of k. Thus, the estimation error and the SNR condition of ESAC tend to grow with the sparsity k.
As an example, the error rate for estimating a changepoint with sparsity k = 1is (62 /¢?) (logn V log p),
while the same error rate becomes (02 /¢?) [p {logn V log log(ep)}]1/2 for k = p.

3.3 Detection and estimation of multiple changepoints

We now consider the combined problem of detecting and estimating an unknown number of change-
points in the data X;,...,X,,. That is, our goal is to estimate .J, the number of changepoints, and
(n1,...,ns)", the changepoint locations.

Our proposed test statistic from Section 3.1 and changepoint estimator from Section 3.2 are designed for
segments with at most a single changepoint. Hence, a search procedure is needed to allow for multiple
changepoint search. Our choice of search procedure is a slight variant of Seeded Binary Segmentation
(Kovécs et al., 2022). In essence, the Seeded Binary Segmentation search procedure generates a deter-
ministic set of intervals (which they call seeded intervals), in which single changepoint candidates are
searched for. As a single changepoint may be detected within several distinct intervals, a choice must
be made regarding which of these intervals is to be used for estimating its location. We have opted for
the Narrowest-Over-Threshold (Baranowski et al., 2019) choice of changepoints, using the narrowest
interval in which a changepoint is detected to estimate its location. Our modification of Seeded Binary
Segmentation is minor; in our variant, the generation of intervals is controlled by two parameters, o and
K. The parameter K controls the distance between the centers of two consecutive intervals of the same
length, and the parameter « controls the growth rate of the interval lengths. Our algorithm for generating
seeded intervals is found in Appendix B (Algorithm 4).

Our proposed multiple changepoint estimation procedure, ESAC, is as follows. Let M = {(s;,, ] ; m €



[M]} denote an enumerated collection of candidate intervals. Let v(¢), A(¢) denote the penalty functions
used in the score statistic (3), for changepoint detection and estimation, respectively. Given data matrix
X, our proposed procedure is initiated by calling the recursive algorithm ESAC(X, (0, n], M, &, v, A),
defined by Algorithm 1.

For the theoretical analysis of ESAC given in Section 3.4, we find it necessary to consider a slightly
modified variant of the algorithm, defined by Algorithm 2 in Appendix B. In this variant, candidate
changepoint locations are trimmed away in the recursive step, discarding them from future use to detect
or estimate further changepoints. The trimming of changepoints is introduced as a necessary techni-
cal step for the proof of Theorem 3.3 to go through, specifically to ensure that previously discovered
changepoints are not re-discovered. In practice, we find trimming to be unnecessary and even degrading
of performance. An even more modified variant of ESAC, given by Algorithm 3 defined in Appendix
B, takes only the midpoint of an interval as the only candidate changepoint location when testing for a
changepoint, in addition to interval trimming. This results in a substantial decrease in running time at
the cost of reduced detection power, although the theoretical results in the next subsection hold for this
variant as well. In practical application, we thus recommend using Algorithm 1 over Algorithms 2 and
3. A simulation study comparing the variants of ESAC is found in Appendix D.

Algorithm 1 ESAC(X, (s, e], M, B,~, \)

Input: A matrix of observations X € RP*", an open integer interval (s,e) in which candidate
changepoints are searched for, an enumerated collection M = {(sy,, €] ; m € [M]} of M half open
integer sub intervals of (0, n], a set of already detected changepoints /3, and penalty functions (t), A(¢).
Output: Set B of already detected changepoints.

ife—s<1

return 3
set M(s,e} — {m & [M] . (Sm,em] C (876]}
set O(s,e] = {m € M(S,e] : s I?{:E(e Ssa(smaeﬂl} = 0}
if (’)(S,e} =

return B

tl* = mi -

se ménolg,e]|em Sm|

set Op = {m € Ose] © lem — sm| = l*}

set m* = argmax max S}
meO Sm<v<em ,(sm,em]

set v* = argmax SY
Sy KUy )\,(Sm* 7em*]
B+ BuU{v*}

B + ESAC (X, (s,v*], M, B, v, \)
B« ESAC (X, (v*, ¢], M, B, 7, \)
return B

3.4 Theoretical results for the multiple changepoint case

For the variants of ESAC defined by either Algorithm 2 or Algorithm 3 (both given in in Appendix B),
we have the following finite-sample statistical result.

Theorem 3.3. Let X € RP*" follow the model in Section 2, and let (t) be defined as in (8). Let M
denote the set of candidate intervals generated from Algorithm 4 with parameters o < 2, K > 2, and



let the penalty function ~y(t) be defined as (t) = ~or(t). There exists a universal choice of vy > 0,
such that for some universal constants Cy,C1 > 0, depending only on -y, and for any choice of A(t),
the following holds.

Let J and My 1) 7 respectively be denote the estimated number of changepoints and sorted change-
point locations from Algorithm 2 or 3, using penalty functions v(t) and \(t), candidate intervals M,
and variance scaled input matrix X = X /o. If the SNR condition

CHAN

o2

L > Cor(ky) (12)

holds for all j € [J], we have that

~ N o2 . 1
]P’{JZJ N \773‘—77]‘\ SClET(/{?j)Vj € [J]} >1——.

n
J

The explicit values of vy, Cp and C; can be found in the proof of Theorem 3.3 in Appendix A. We
remark that these constants have not been optimized. In practice, we recommend choosing the penalty
functions (¢) via Monte Carlo simulation or setting A(¢),y(t) proportional to a slight variant of r(¢).
In particular, when using A(¢),y(t) o< r(t), our simulations suggest that the leading constants can be
chosen independently of 7 and p, at least for the values of (n, p) we have considered. For further details
and recommendations, we refer to Appendix B.

Note that, whenever the SNR condition (12) holds, the localization error of ESAC satisfies C'y O'QT’(k‘j) Jpj <

A;. If the stronger condition @5 /{c*r(k;)} — 00 as n — oo holds for all j (allowing all model param-
eters to vary with n), then max;cs)|7; — 7;| converges to 0 in probability as n — oo. Note also that
Theorem 3.3 holds for any choice of the penalty function A(¢). This is because the bound on the esti-
mation error in Theorem 3.3 relies upon the detection properties of penalized score S;” (s.e] rather than
the localization properties of our estimator 77). Specifically, since ESAC uses Narrowest-over-Threshold
selection of changepoints (Baranowski et al., 2019), it suffices to upper bound the minimum interval
width required to detect a changepoint, which for each j is of the order of o?r (k;)/ ap?. This observation
is due to Pilliat et al. (2023). In practice, we experience that using the estimator 7)) for changepoint
localization improves performance compared to using e.g. the mid-point of an interval. For more details
and a simulation study, see Appendix D.

Some performance comparisons to related methods are in order. Theorem 3.3 gives a very similar
theoretical guarantee as the method of Pilliat et al. (2023, Corollary 3). When the probability of the
desired event in the Corollary is the same as in Theorem 3.3, the method of Pilliat obtains the same error
rate under an up to constants equal SNR requirement.

The Inspect method (Wang and Samworth 2018) requires a signal-to-noise condition of the form ¢2A /o2 >

Clog(np){(n/A)* Vv k}(n/A), where C > 0 is some universal constant, A = minj—q,. g Aj,
¢ = minj—; . j; and k = max;—; s k;. The SNR condition of Inspect is (up to constants) larger
than (12) by factors of at least n/A > 1 and klog(np)/r(k) > 1. The former factor is only close to 1
whenever there are few changepoints with large spacing between, while the latter factor is only close to
1 whenever all changepoints are sparse. For the Double CUSUM algorithm (Cho, 2016) when o = 1,
its (asymptotic) SNR condition requires @7 A/ (n358/2k;log® n) — 0 whenever n® = O(A;) for all
j € [J] for some 3 € (6/7,1], as well as p being of the same order as n“ for some fixed w > 0. The
SNR requirement for the Double CUSUM algorithm is thus larger than that of ESAC by factors of at
least \/n and k; log®(n)/r(k;). The latter factor diverges as n — oo or kj — oc.
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Figure 3 displays the SNR requirements of ESAC (red), Inspect (green) and the Double CUSUM algo-
rithm (blue) on a log scale as a function of the sparsity &, plotted for different values of n and p. Here we
have removed the factor (n/A)? > 1 from the SNR requirement of Inspect, as well as setting A = n,/2.
To the left, we plot the requirements for n = 102,103, 10%, indicated by solid, dashed and dotted lines,
respectively, keeping p = 500 fixed. Moreover, each SNR requirement is normalized to have value 1 for
sparsity £k = 1 at n = 100. To the right, we plot the requirements for p = 500, 1000, 2000, indicated
by solid, dashed and dotted lines, respectively, keeping n = 1000 fixed. Here, each SNR requirement
is normalized to have value 1 for sparsity k& = 1 for p = 500. From Figure 3 we see that the SNR re-
quirement of ESAC grows substantially slower with %k than Inspect and the Double CUSUM. The SNR
requirement of ESAC and Inspect grow substantially slower with n than the Double CUSUM, while the
SNR requirement of ESAC grows faster with p than Inspect and the Double CUSUM. As before, the
apparent bulk in the SNR requirement of ESAC is a result of keeping r(¢) mathematically simple, as
remarked in Section 3.1.

n — 100 --- 1000 ---- 10000 p — 500 --- 1000 ---- 2000
0
2100 10.0
[&]
7]
S 751 7.5 B
E ______--_-;'—'—'-_-_-—_-.:'—'-:-'—‘J;'-::'"": //"""
g 50 s 50{ /
&) 7';’ ’/
5 ;,' “,
g 2571 259 |
s | |
n 0.0 0.0-
0O 100 200 300 400 500 0 500 1000 1500 2000
k k
ESAC — Inspect DC

Figure 3: Normalized SNR conditions of ESAC (red) and Inspect (green) and the Double CUSUM
algorithm (blue) on a log scale, plotted as a function of the sparsity &, and varying values of n (left) and

p (right).

As for the changepoint location error rates , Inspect obtains a theoretical error rate of o (n/A)* log(np) /o>
whenever its SNR condition is satisfied. In comparison, the theoretical error rate of ESAC is at most
o?r(k;)/ gp?r(kj), which is smaller than the error rate of Inspect whenever n/A is large (short distance
between changepoints) or k is large. For the Double CUSUM algorithm, in the case where o = 1, the
theoretical error rate for each changepoint is at least of the order log?(n)k;/ <p?. This is larger than the
error rate of ESAC by a factor of at least k; log?(n)/r(k;), which diverges with n and grows with k;.

We now turn to optimality considerations. Observe first that the SNR condition (12) is up to constants
minimal for identifying .J, the number of changepoints. Indeed, for any n, p and k£ < p, an implication
of Theorem 2 in Pilliat et al. (2023) is that

sup P (|| #J)>1/4
PeQ(n,p,k)
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for all estimators = 7(X1, ..., X,,) of the changepoint vector n = (11,...,77), where Q(n, p, k) is
the class of all probability distributions of X1, ..., X, corresponding to the model given in Section 2
for which £; < k and @?Aj Jo? > cr(k;) for all j € [J], for some sufficiently small ¢ > 0. As for the
changepoint location error rate, the minimax rate has been shown by Wang and Samworth (2018) to be
at least 02 /(16p2) whenever A~ < ? /02 < 1. Hence, at least in this region of the parameter space,
the estimator 7) from Section 3.2 and the full ESAC algorithm have minimax optimal error rates up to
factors of h(k) and r(k), respectively, where k is the sparsity of the changepoint in question. Note that,
while r(k) and h(k) are constant multiples of logn whenever k£ = 1, they grow substantially with k.
Hence the error rate of ESAC is only close to minimax rate optimal for small values of the sparsity k.

Finally, we consider the computational cost of ESAC as a function of the size of the data. The following
Proposition shows that ESAC has a log-linear computational cost.

Proposition 3.4. Consider any input matrix X € RP*™, penalty functions ~(t), A(t) and seeded in-
tervals generated by Algorithm 4 with fixed input parameters o > 1 and K € N. Then the computa-
tional complexity of ESAC (either Algorithm 1, 2 or 3) measured in floating point operations is of order
O {nplog(plogn)} in the best case and O {nplognlog(plogn)} in the worst case.

In comparison, the computational complexity of the Pilliat algorithm is O{nplog(np)}, which is of
slightly smaller order than the worst-case complexity of ESAC. For the other multiple changepoint
methods like the Double CUSUM, Sparsified Binary Segmentation, SUBSET and Inspect, no specific
forms of computational cost are provided in the respective articles. For an empirical comparison of
running times, we refer to the next section.

4 Simulations

We now compare the empirical performance of ESAC with the following state-of-the-art methods for
high-dimensional changepoint detection and estimation: a variant of the Inspect method by Wang and Samworth
(2018), the method of Pilliat et al. (2023) hereby called Pilliat, Sparsified Binary Segmentation of
Cho and Fryzlewicz (2015), the Double CUSUM algorithm of Cho (2016), and the SUBSET method
by Tickle et al. (2021). We introduce a slightly modified variant of Inspect, based on Narrowest-over-
Threshold search, mainly to reduce computational cost. The details of our modified Inspect algorithm
can be found in Appendix C. To run the Sparsified Binary Segmentation and Double CUSUM algo-
rithms, we use the R package hdbinseg (Cho and Fryzlewicz, 2018). To run SUBSET, we use the code
from the Github repository of Tickle (2022). We have implemented the remaining methods ESAC, Pilliat
and Inspect in the C programming language, which are found in the R package HDCD (Moen, 2023),
available on CRAN. We remark that our implementations of Inspect and the method Pilliat et al. are
orders of magnitude faster than their original implementations. Whenever running times are reported,
they have been run using R (4.2.1) on a MacOS (12.3) computer with an (ARM) Apple M1 Pro CPU.

For each method in the simulation study, a choice of penalty parameters must be made, which is dis-
cussed in each subsection. In all simulations, changes in mean are taken to have magnitudes spread
evenly across all affected coordinates. In Appendix E we run the same simulations with uneven and ran-
dom magnitudes, giving similar results. In all simulations we assume ¢ = 1 is unknown. We estimate
o separately for each of the p coordinates of the observed time series, and use it to normalize the data
before applying each changepoint detection method. As is commonly done in the changepoint literature,
we estimate the noise level by the median absolute deviation of first-order differences with scaling factor
1.05 for the Gaussian distribution.
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4.1 Single changepoint estimation

In this subsection we consider the algorithms’ performance when estimating the location of a single
changepoint, assuming that it has already been detected. Our simulations are run with parameters
n € {200,500}, p € {100,1000,5000} , k € {1,[p'/3],[\/(plogn)],p}. For each configuration
of these parameters, we simulate 1000 data sets and apply the methods considered in the study. For each
combination of n,p, k, the simulated data sets have a changepoint at n = [n/5] with change-vector
0 < (I1,...,I,0,...,0)T, where I,..., I} are drawn independently and uniformly from {—1,1}.
For each sample we scale 6 such that Ap? = (n/5) ||0]|3 = (52/22)r(k), where k is the sparsity of the
change and A = [n/5].

To keep the simulation study simple, we use the authors’ recommended non-empirical choices of penalty
parameters. We take ESAC to be the estimator given in (9), with penalty function X(t) as defined in Ap-
pendix B. As for Inspect, we use Algorithm 2 in Wang and Samworth (2018), with penalty parameter
A = {log (plogn) /2}'/%. For the Double CUSUM algorithm we set ¢ = —1, corresponding to the ver-
sion presented in Section 4.1 of Cho (2016). For Sparsified Binary Segmentation, a default choice of the
threshold 77 is not available, so we take 77 to be the maximum value of the CUSUMs ’Tﬁ)),n) (Zi..]5i)|
over all values of 0 < v < mand i € [p], where Z, ;~N(0, 1) independently for i € [p], v € [n], and 7;
is the median absolute deviation of the noise level in the ith series, based on 1000 Monte Carlo samples.
Whenever the Sparsified Binary Segmentation estimator is not defined, we set its output to be 1. For
both the Double CUSUM and Sparsified Binary Segmentation algorithm, we have specified height = 1
when calling the respective functions to turn the methods into single changepoint estimators. The Pilliat
algorithm is not included in this simulation as there is no straightforward way to modify it into a single
changepoint estimator.

For each method and each configuration of parameters, Table 1 displays the average Mean Squared Error
(MSE) and average running time in milliseconds. The Double CUSUM and Sparsified Binary Segmen-
tation methods are abbreviated as DC and SBS, respectively. For each configuration of parameters, the
minimum value of both the MSE and the running is indicated in boldface. In terms of statistical accu-
racy, Table 1 demonstrates that ESAC and SUBSET are the only methods with competitive accuracy
across the sparsity regimes, although ESAC has a slight edge over SUBSET. ESAC has the lowest MSE
in 14 out of the 24 different combinations of parameters (including both dense and sparse regimes),
while SUBSET has the lowest MSE in 6 out of 24. When averaging the MSE over all the rows, ESAC
is the clear winner, with SUBSET in second place. In comparison, the estimation accuracy of Inspect
is excellent for k = [pl/ 31, but deteriorates for higher sparsity levels. The Double CUSUM algorithm
displays excellent estimation accuracy when k = 1, but often not so for dense changepoints (although
this seems to vary slightly with n and p). Sparsified Binary Segmentation has high estimation accuracy
for sparse changepoints (especially when k = 1), but the accuracy deteriorates for dense changepoints.

In terms of running time, ESAC is the clear winner, with execution time around one fifth of SUBSET,
the runner up, and down to 4% of the execution time of Inspect and Double CUSUM for large values
of p. Note that SUBSET is the only method not implemented in C or C++, giving the other methods an
advantage when comparing running times. We also remark that the running time of scaling the data by
the median absolute deviations is not included in the running times of ESAC, Inspect and SUBSET, as it
would otherwise dominate the running time. The running time of the scaling is included in the running
times of the Double CUSUM and Sparsified Binary Segmentation algorithms, as the implementations
of these algorithms do not offer an option to disable it.
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Table 1: Single changepoint estimation

Parameters MSE Time in milliseconds \
n » k n %) ESAC Inspect SBS SUBSET DC ESAC Inspect SBS  SUBSET DC
200 100 1 40  1.40 10.4 253 83.0 54.2 9.8 0.4 2.1 9.7 1.7 12.9
200 100 5 40 2.00 5.8 4.1 389.0 3.0 15.3 0.3 2.0 10.4 1.9 13.0
200 100 24 40 190 | 96.5 139.6 14958 251.1 953.4 0.2 2.0 9.0 1.6 14.7
200 100 100 40 190 | 95.1 4259  1520.6 250.8 2807.6 0.2 2.0 9.1 1.6 11.7
200 1000 1 40 1.52 6.9 105.8 29.5 33.1 6.5 2.0 40.8 84.5 12.0 120.6
200 1000 10 40 293 5.1 0.8 130.6 1.2 10.4 1.9 40.8 84.0 12.6 122.2
200 1000 73 40 3.37 4.6 64.5 1478.2 8.2 276.1 1.9 40.9 83.4 12.1 122.4
200 1000 1000 40 3.37 3.5 796.2  1534.7 7.1 317.2 2.0 41.0 82.9 12.6 122.2
200 5000 1 40 1.60 | 453 413.3 29.1 81.4 154.2 11.7 2104 4279 73.8 651.7
200 5000 18 40  4.00 9.4 0.6 65.7 3.3 94.7 11.6 210.0 426.1 74.3 652.4
200 5000 163 40 5.04 3.6 60.3 1466.2 3.6 7.2 11.8 210.1 4223 75.0 654.0
200 5000 5000 40 5.04 44 14539 1563.1 4.4 5.3 11.9 210.1  420.8 75.3 655.4
500 100 1 100 0.92 | 554 97.9 120.8 216.4 54.6 0.7 54 16.2 3.9 26.3
500 100 5 100 1.31 22.9 15.7 1060.2 12.6 108.0 0.6 5.3 15.5 3.7 24.9
500 100 25 100 1.25 | 112.7 323.1  9560.3 2150.5 6850.1 0.6 5.3 16.0 3.6 25.3
500 100 100 100 1.25 | 284.4 18459 9768.9 1959.7 18386.6 0.6 5.2 16.4 3.7 24.3
500 1000 1 100 1.00 | 30.5 217.7 79.3 190.5 31.0 5.2 252.6 1419 32.1 256.9
500 1000 10 100  1.90 12.3 5.1 232.6 3.7 84.3 54 2522 1424 31.7 256.1
500 1000 79 100 2.22 | 221 122.5 9547.8 66.4 1725.7 5.6 2532 141.6 32.3 256.2
500 1000 1000 100 2.22 | 154 38959 97904 82.9 2401.7 5.7 2548 142.6 32.3 258.2
500 5000 1 100 1.05 | 22.2 1322.6 51.6 95.9 192.0 31.0 1307.0 743.7 168.9 1536.6
500 5000 18 100 2.58 7.9 1.8 102.9 3.2 505.5 30.1 1302.7 726.1 163.7 1434.2
500 5000 177 100 3.32 | 11.2 175.0 94382 11.2 37.6 30.8 1300.5 720.1 158.6 1420.4
500 5000 5000 100 3.32 | 20.2 8212.5 9799.4 33.7 27.2 31.0 1301.1  717.8 158.3 1415.7
Average MSE 37.8 821.9  2889.1 230.3 1460.9

4.2 Multiple changepoint estimation

In this subsection we consider the situation of an unknown number of changepoints. Our simulations
are run with parameters n = 200, p € {100,1000,5000} and J € {0,2,5}. For each simulated
data set we take the changepoint locations 7y, ..., n; to be ordered and uniformly drawn samples from
{1,...,n — 1} without replacement. For each combination of n,p and J, we consider three different
sparsity regimes; dense, sparse and mixed. In the dense and sparse regimes, we sample ki, ..., ks in-
dependently and uniformly from {[+/(plogn)],...,p} and {1,..., | /(plogn)]|}, respectively. In the
mixed regime we sample each k; independently from a mixture between the dense and sparse regimes,
each with equal probability. For each combination of n, p, J and sparsity regime, each changepoint has
change-vector 6; o< (I1,...,1,0,...,0)r, where I;1,...,1; are drawn independently and uni-
formly from {—1,1}, scaled such that A;@% /0% = (7/2)?r(k;). Notice that we have increased the
signal strength slightly in comparison with the single changepoint case, as multiple changepoint estima-
tion is more challenging than estimating the position of a single changepoint whose existence is known.
For each combination of n, p, J and sparsity regime we simulate 1000 data sets.

For both ESAC and the modified Inspect algorithm, we generate seeded intervals using Algorithm 4 with
parameters « = 3/2 and K = 4. For the Pilliat method we generate intervals using Algorithm 4 with
parameters o = 3/2 and K = 2, giving very similar intervals as the a-adic grid G, defined in Pilliat et al.
(2023) for a = 2/3. Due to high computational cost, we run SUBSET with only 100 randomly drawn
intervals in its Wild Binary Segmentation step. To ensure comparability with the remaining methods,
we have modified the Pilliat algorithm so that its tests for a changepoint in an integer interval (s, €]
are performed by testing for a changepoint at each candidate position s < v < e, instead of only the
mid-point. In our experience, testing only at the mid-point of an interval results in lower detection power.

We choose detection thresholds using either Monte Carlo simulations (using N = 1000 samples) or
bootstrapping (using B = 100 samples). For the ESAC algorithm, we use the penalty functions 7(t)
and A(t) given in Appendix B, using a false positive rate ¢ = 1/N to generate the former. For the Pilliat
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algorithm we choose detection thresholds for the Partial Sum statistic and the dense statistic by Monte
Carlo simulating the leading constant in the theoretical thresholds given in Pilliat et al. (2023), and apply
a Bonferroni correction. For the modified version of Inspect we set A = {log(plogn)/ 2}1/ % and choose
the detection threshold & to be the largest sparse projection over all seeded intervals and over N = 1000
data sets with no changepoints. For SUBSET we use the function for choosing thresholds provided by
the author, which is based on Monte Carlo simulation. For Sparsified Binary Segmentation and Double
CUSUM we use the default parameters when running the algorithms (except for setting ¢ = —1 for the
Double CUSUM algorithm), and use the default bootstrap procedures to select detection thresholds.

For each method considered and each configuration of parameters and changepoint regimes, Table 2 dis-
plays the average Hausdorff distance and average absolute estimation error of J. The Double CUSUM
and Sparsified Binary Segmentation methods are abbreviated as DC and SBS, respectively. For each
configuration of parameters and changepoint regimes, the minimum value of each of the performance
measures is indicated in boldface. In terms of average Hausdorff distance, Table 2 demonstrates that
ESAC and SUBSET are the top performers across all sparsity regimes with comparable accuracy. SUB-
SET slightly outperforms ESAC when there are few changepoints (J = 2), while the opposite is true
when there are J = 5 changepoints. Averaging the Hausdorff distance over all configurations, SUBSET
is seen to slightly outperform ESAC. We believe this is due to ESAC using Narrowest-Over-Threshold
choice of changepoints, which usually causes ESAC to use fewer observations to estimate changepoint
locations. See Appendix D for a simulation where ESAC does not use Narrowest-Over-Threshold choice
of changepoints locations, improving its performance. For estimating .J, the number of changepoints,
ESAC is the clear winner, with SUBSET in second place.

Figure 4 displays the natural logarithm of the running times (in milliseconds) of the methods as functions
of n and p. For the left plot, we fix p = 100, and for the right plot we fix n = 100. When it comes
to execution time, ESAC outperforms the competing methods by a significant margin for all considered
values of n and p. The running time of ESAC is smaller than that of the competitors by a factor seemingly
constant in n and p. When not applying a log transform to the running times (which is omitted for
brevity), all methods are seen to have an approximately linear computational cost in both n and p.

Table 2: Multiple change-point estimation

Parameters Hausdorff distance ‘j —J ‘

ESAC Pilliat Inspect SBS  SUBSET DC ESAC Pilliat Inspect SBS SUBSET DC
- - - - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04
527 2305 21.61 69.92 6.52 76.37 0.06 0.48 0.29 1.03 0.11 1.08
143  12.54 792 49.19 1.67 14.92 0.01 0.25 0.10  0.70 0.04 0.26
460 1857 1436 61.15 3.74 52.93 0.05 0.37 0.19 0.87 0.06 0.74
517 2374 1627  67.29 6.42 55.71 0.14 1.53 0.54 3.12 0.33 2.76
1.36  13.99 6.38 57.18 2.42 23.19 0.02 0.78 0.23 2.79 0.20 1.36
4.04 1877 1256  60.43 4.90 41.31 0.10 1.20 0.42 3.01 0.28 2.16
- - - - - - 0.00 0.00 000 0.34 0.02 0.02
145 1339 949  55.12 1.08 84.98 0.01 0.28 012  0.72 0.03 1.23
0.83 9.07 9.83 49.72 0.75 20.38 0.00 0.18 0.15 0.62 0.03 0.29
1.78 11.78 9.59 5051 1.48 53.23 0.01 0.24 0.13 0.69 0.04 0.82
152 1581 9.33 57.33 1.56 60.79 0.03 1.02 0.26 2.96 0.17 3.06
0.69 1134 9.16  54.20 1.52 25.80 0.00 0.64 0.36 2.68 0.17 1.43
1.19 1393 9.45 58.26 1.72 45.16 0.02 0.81 0.33 2.86 0.19 2.38
- - - - - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.96 0.00 0.00
097 1299 1325 5475 0.60 124.34 | 0.00 0.29 0.17 0.53 0.02 1.68
0.76 9.66 15.81  58.96 0.51 70.83 0.00 0.20 024  0.56 0.03 1.04
098 1136  13.76 5592 0.78 96.95 0.00 0.25 0.21 0.50 0.03 1.36
089 1459 1297 5033 1.37 83.64 0.01 0.94 0.45 2.45 0.17 3.63
200 5000  Sparse 053 1170 1350 54.00 1.29 54.33 0.00 0.74 0.55 2.53 0.18 2.71
200 5000  Mixed 0.78 13,57 1325 5372 1.41 69.94 0.00 0.86 050  2.50 0.17 3.19

Average 1.90 1443 12,13  56.55 2.21 58.60 0.02 0.61 0.29 1.73 0.12 1.73

n P Sparsity
200 100 -
200 100 Dense
200 100 Sparse
200 100 Mixed
200 100 Dense
200 100 Sparse
200 100 Mixed
200 1000 -
200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 5000 -
200 5000  Dense
200 5000  Sparse
200 5000  Mixed
200 5000  Dense
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Figure 4: Running times as functions of n (left) and p (right) on a logarithmic scale.

4.3 Misspecified model

ESAC is designed for data with isotropic Gaussian noise, which can be an unrealistic assumption in
practice. We now investigate the empirical performance of ESAC and the competing methods in the
single changepoint setting under other data generating mechanism than the model described in Section
2. With the changepoint location fixed at n = [n/5] = 40, we consider two sparsity regimes, sparse and
dense. We sample k independently and uniformly from {1, ..., |/(plogn)]} in the sparse regime, and
from {[\/(plogn)]...,p} in the dense regime. In both regimes, we take the change-vector 6 to satisfy
0 < (I1,...,Ix,0,...,0)", where I,..., I} are drawn independently and uniformly from {—1,1}.
Furthermore, we scale § such that Ap? = (n/5) [|0])3 = 9r(k).

Similar to the simulation study in Wang and Samworth (2018), we consider the following data generat-
ing mechanisms. In model M, we take the noise vector W), to satisfy W,, ~ N,,(0, /) independently for
v € [n]. In models My and M;, we take W, ~ Unif(—+/3,+/3) and {d/(d — 2)}'/°W;,, ~ tg, re-
spectively and independently for all v € [n]and i € [p], where ¢, denotes the Student t distribution with d
degrees of freedom. In model M, 10c(p) we let the noise vectors W7y, ..., W,, have short-ranged spatial
correlation, taking W, ~ N,, (0, 2(p)) independently for all v € [n], where %(p); x = pl~*! for each
J,k € [p]. In the model M(p) we let the noise vectors W71, ..., W, have global spatial correlation by
taking W, ~ N, (0, A(p)) independently for v € [n], where A(p) = (1—p)I,+ p/pI,I;. In the model
Miemp (p) we allow for temporal dependence between the noise vectors W1, ..., W, by letting W, = Wl
and W, = /pW, + /(1 — p)Wy_q for v =2,...,n, where Wy,..., W, ~ N, (0, I,), independently.
In the models Mygyne and Mgraguat We allow for changes in the mean to occur asynchronous and gradual
in time, respectively, with noise vectors W, ~ Ny, (0, I,,) independently for v € [n]. In Mjgync, for each
changepoint 7;, we randomly shift the position (in time) of the change in mean in the ith coordinate,
where the shifts are drawn independently from Unif(n; — |A;/2],n; — [A;/2] +1,...,n;+ |A;/2]).
In Mgraquar, for each changepoint 7);, any change in mean occurs linearly over time, starting at position
n; — [A;/2] + 1 and ending at position 7; + [A; /2| 4 1. For both the single and multiple changepoint
settings, we have set n = p = 200.

Table 3 displays the MSE of the competing methods using the same running parameters as in Section 4.1,
based on N = 1000 runs. Table 3 indicates that ESAC (along with Inspect and SUBSET) is robust to
model deviations in the form of light-tailed noise and short-ranged spatial correlation. With global spa-
tial correlation, however, all methods degrade substantially in performance, with Inspect having a slight
edge over the remaining methods. With autocorrelation, the performance of the methods also degrades
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markedly, with ESAC and SUBSET having a slight edge over the remaining methods. Lastly, ESAC and
SUBSET seem to be slightly more robust to asynchronous and gradual occurrence of changepoints than
the remaining methods.

Table 3: Single changepoint estimation under misspecified models

Parameters MSE |

Model Sparsity | ESAC  Inspect SBS SUBSET DC

M Sparse 1.2 1.0 506.1 1.1 26.8
M Dense 1.6 84.5 1507.9 1.6 1101.2

Munis Sparse 1.0 1.2 666.7 0.9 17.7
Munie Dense 7.5 141.3 1506.1 234 982.4
My, Sparse | 1373.5  405.7 3014.5 1379.4  3342.1
My, Dense 1561.6 1184.0 12195.2 1642.9 8132.5

My, Sparse 2.3 1.5 649.5 14 64.3
My, Dense 2.1 54.6 2045.5 2.1 1256.2

M. 10c(p =0.1)  Sparse 1.1 0.7 497.7 1.0 21.6
M. 10c(p =0.1)  Dense 1.9 69.3 1501.3 1.9 1108.3

M. 10c(p =0.4)  Sparse 1.3 1.2 508.0 1.2 17.9
M 10c(p =0.4)  Dense 2.7 116.6 1505.7 2.7 1347.6

M (p=0.1) Sparse 126.7 2.0 524.3 82.2 20.9
M(p=0.1) Dense 281.4 114.4 1516.1 281.4 11114

M(p=04) Sparse | 4087.5 66.2 540.1 3997.6 50.7
M(p=04) Dense | 5473.6 1296.8 1503.6 5473.6 2072.9
Mar(p=0.1) Sparse 148.0 77.1 194.2 148.0 175.8
Mxr(p=0.1) Dense 40.6 461.7 3023.6 40.6 2557.8
Mxr(p=0.4) Sparse 979.9 1648.6 1270.0 979.9 2010.2
Mar(p =0.4) Dense | 1274.3 1994.0  2552.5 1274.3  4337.5
Msyne Sparse 83.1 99.0 603.8 81.2 2333
Miasync Dense 75.8 288.3 1521.7 79.4 1644.7
Mraq Sparse 50.3 54.5 794.5 49.2 223.8
Mraq Dense 67.7 231.3 1524.4 92.2 2002.1
Myraq Dense 67.7 231.3 1524.4 92.2 2002.1

5 Real data example

To illustrate how ESAC can be applied in practice, we examine raw sensor data from a Swedish hydro
power plant. The data consists of measurements from 20 sensors taken every minute for 1800 minutes,
so that p = 20 and n = 1800. The sensors measure the magnitude of movements and vibrations (the
latter measured at 1-10 and 10-1000 Hz bands) at various locations along the shaft connecting the turbine
and the generator. During the 1800 minutes we consider, the mode of operation changes several times,
detailed in Table 4. We take these changes of operation mode as the ground truth regarding the number
of changepoints and their locations.

Table 4: Operation modes of the hydro power plant

Time period | Operation mode
1-529 running
530 - 537 stopping
538 - 1307 off
1308 - 1310 starting
1311 -2000 running

17



20-

Transformed sensor value

-20 -

| | | | |
0 500 1000 1500
Time

Figure 5: Vibration sensor measurements with detected changepoints indicated by red ticks. Grey areas
indicate time intervals in which the plant is starting, stopping or off.

The data generating mechanism of the data is undeniably in violation of several underlying assumptions
of ESAC. Importantly, the data are highly cross-correlated and auto-regressive. Moreover, the measure-
ments in the data set are influenced by contextual variables such as power output, guide vane opening,
and other (human controlled) running conditions in a complex manner. This dependence on contextual
variables should ideally be modeled carefully, although such modeling is outside the scope of this paper.
As a remedy, we instead transform the observed data by right multiplying each observed data point X;
by $-1/2, Here, S is the estimated variance-covariance matrix of X, estimated from an independent
data set with 5992 observations, in which running conditions are stable (i.e. with no changes in oper-
ation mode). Moreover, we choose the penalty function ~(¢) empirically as described in Appendix B,
using false probability rate ¢ = 0.01 and letting each of the N = 1000 Monte Carlo samples X /) have
independent entries following a ¢5 distribution. This choice of penalty function ensures that ESAC is
rather conservative in declaring changepoints.

The Monte Carlo simulation for generating the penalty function A(¢) took 2 minutes and 2 seconds.
Applying ESAC to the data took 0.035 seconds, resulting in six estimated changepoints, at locations
531, 533, 974, 1067, 1308, and 1330. Figure 5 displays the 20 transformed sensor measurements over
the sampling period, with estimated changepoint locations indicated by red ticks on the x axis. The
grey rectangle in the plot indicate the times at which the plant is either starting, stopping, or off. From
the Figure, we clearly see that the first, second and fifth and sixth identified changepoint are associated
with a change in operation mode of the plant. Interestingly, the other two changepoints, located at time
points 974, 1067, are not associated with a change in running conditions. These changepoints are likely
declared by ESAC due to the sudden shift in the yellow curves occurring at time 974 and reverting back
again at time 1067.
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Appendices

A Proofs of main results

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Set c; = 6 + 21log(8/¢)/log(2), c2 = 12 4 2(log(1/¢))'/? + 21log(1/¢) and
Yo = 9(c1 + c}/ 2 exp(—1)) + c2. Note first that I has cardinality no larger than n>. By a union bound,

it thus suffices to show that (S, (5] > 0) < en~? for any (s,e) C I.

So fix any (s,e) C I. Lett € T \ {p} (the case t = p is handled later), and fix z; > 0 (to be specified
shortly). Since (s,e) does not contain any changepoint, we must have C(Us,e} (1) i N(0,1) for all
i € [p]. By Lemma 5.2 we have that

zp: (€@ = vaw } 1{|Ct0 )] > a®)} =9 [{pe—a(t)z )

1=

1/2
+ xt:|

2
with probability at most e™*t. Now set z; = ¢ {pl%g(") A r(t)} for all ¢. Then,

Z e "t < Z exp{—clpl%;n)}—i- Z exp{—cr(t)}.

teT\{p} teT\{p} teT\{pr}
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For the first sum, we have

Z exp {_qpl%j(n)} < iexp {—cllog(n)élk}

teT\{p} k=0

For the second sum, noting that ¢17(t) = ¢ {tlog <Gﬂ%> V log n} > (e1/2)tlog <”ﬁ#> +
(c1/2) log n, we have

2 c1t/2
S exp{—ar()} < n M exp(—ci/2) Y ( ; )

t€T\(p} e NPl

S n—Cl/Q exp(_cl/z) (1 + 24—C1t/2>
k=1

< op~/2,

With this choice of x;, we thus have that

Z e T < 4n—cl/27
teT\{p}

using that ¢; > 1. Moreover, using that a?(t) = 4log (ep ltf;g"), we have that

- 1/2 t4 1/2
9 [{pe aQ(t)/th} + l“t} =9 {pmiﬂt} + 2y

where we used that 2; < c;7(t) and z; < c;plog?(n)/t2, as well as the fact that t < r(t) whenever
t < (plogn)'/2. Recalling that (t) = ~yor(t), since 7o > 9 <01 + 01/2 exp(—l)), a union bound gives

P (3t e T\{p}; S, (s.(t) >0)
—P [at e T\ Y {Cl ) = v } 1{ICE ()] > at)} = w"(t)]
=1

<4n~/?
<4y ~3-10g(8/<)/ log(2)

<4n3exp (— log(8/2) log(n)/ 1og(2))
§n73e/2,
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where we in the last inequality used that n > 2.

Now consider the case where ¢t = p. If p < (plog n)l/ 2 then similarly as above we have that

P (S, s¢(p) >0) <n’e/2.

If we instead have p > (plogn)'/? (in which case a(p) = 0 and v,(,) = 1), then

() 10> )} = 30 .

=1

Asy ., C?

(:.e1(1)? ~ X, we obtain from Lemma 5.4 that

P {Zp: Cl,a(i)? —p > 2(plog(2n®/e))'/? + 210g(2n3/€)} <n7%¢/2.
=1

Now,
2(plog(2n® /)12 + 21og(2n?/e) < 2(plog(n*/e))Y/? + 21og(n? /e)
< 4(plogn)'/? 4 2(plog(1/¢))"/? + 8logn — 2log(e)
< r(p) (12 + 2(log(1/e))M/? + 210g(1/8)>

= car(p)
< 707'(10),
using that n. > 2, r(p) > 1, and r(p) = (plogn)'/? > logn whenever p > (plogn)'/2. Hence,
P
P {Z Cloq(i)? —p > 707”(19)} <n%/2.
i=1
We conclude that
P(max Sy (s, >0> <n3IF’(3t€7' Sy (s,e) (1) >O)
(s,e)el
<n® (n3/2 +n%e/2)
= E’
and we are done. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Let Ao > 63, A(t) = Aor(t), C1 = 2{2(4>\0 +242)1% 250 + 123} and

Co > C4. Letn) € argmax SY, where S} is defined as in (6), and let S¥(t) be defined as in (3). Let
0<v<n

the CUSUM transformation T , (+) be defined as in (2), and for ease of notation, let 7(-) = T, n]( ).
Let K = {i; pin+1 — tiny # 0} denote the set of coordinates for which there is a change in mean, and
forany 0 < v < nlet B, = >, {T"(pi,-)*> — T%(pi..)* }. Let k denote the smallest element in 7~
such that k£ > k. We may without loss of generality take o = 1, as we can otherwise normalize the data
matrix X and replace the squared norm of the change in mean ? by ©? /o2

Consider the event £ = £1NENE3NE, as defined in Lemma 5.5, for which we know that P (£) > 1— %
On the event &, we will show that any 0 < v < n such that [v — n| > C1h(k)/¢?® must satisfy SY > SY,
which implies that |7y — 1| < C1h(k) /2.
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Fix some 0 < v < n and let t* € arg max SY(t), so that S{ = S{(¢*). We claim that
teT

ST — 83> By — 2{2Buh(k)}? — (119 + 2X0) (k). (13)
To see this, suppose first that k& < (plogn)'/2. We have that

SY - S5 > S3(k) - SY(t")
= [(C760)? = v,)) HICT@) > a(®)} = (CT(0)? = vagee)) LIC" ()] > a(t)} ]
=1

— )\07“(%) + )\or(t*).
Forany z € Rand any ¢ € T, we have 2% — vy < (2% — vgy) 1{|2| > a(t)} < 22, and so
— Sy =D [C6) = ()] — kv
e

+ 3 (€602 = v ) HICU0)] > a®)} = (C°(60)? = vage)) HIC @] > a(t*)}
i€[p]\K
— )\07“(%) + )\or(t*).

On the event £1 N &y N E3 O £ we therefore have that
ST — 8% >, — 2{28,logn}'/* —16r(k) — 35r(k)
— (63 — Xo)r(t*) — Aor(k) — kv ()
>y = 2{28ur (k)}1* = (92 + 200)r (k).

r(k), (E) < 2r(k), and for k < (plogn)'/2, we have
Since (k) < h(k) for all k € [p], the claim (13)

where we have used that Ay > 63, logn <
kv, < k (2+a?(k)) < 2k + ka*(k) < 6r(k).
holds whenever k < (plogn)'/2.

Now suppose k > (plogn)'/2. By the definition of &4, we have that SY(t*) — SY(p) < 5h(p) +
63r(t*) — Aor(t*) + Aor(p). Hence,

Sy — 8% > SY(p) — SX(t)
= S3(p) — S%(p) + SX(p) — SX(t")
> SV(p) — SX(p) — 5h(p) — 63r(t") + Aor (") — Aor(p)
= _{C(i)* = C*(i)*} - 5h(p) — 63r(t*) + Xor(t*) — Aor(p)-
=1

On the event £ we thus have that
ST — 83 > By — 2{2B,logn}'/* — 16r(p) — 63r(p) — 35r(p) — 5h(p)
— 63r(t*) + Aor(t*) — Aor(p)
> By = 2{Buh(p)}'? = (119 + Xo)h(p),

where we in the last inequality used that (k) < h(k) for all k£ and Ay > 63. Hence (13) holds whenever
k > (plogn)/2. Solving the quadratic inequality (13) with respect to 3, we obtain that Sy —5%>0
if

By > {2 (4ho +242)"/2 4 22 + 123} h(k). (14)
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Without loss of generality we may assume v > 7 (the converse case is similar). By Lemma 5.11 we
have that

By =Y {T"(ni.)? = T"(i,.)*}

e
lv—nln
=0
lv—n| 417
1 .
> g min(jv—n| , ) 02,

and therefore (14) is satisfied if

min (jv —n| , 7) > 2 {2 (4ho +242)1% 4 20 + 123} ﬂz)
@
h(k
©

By the assumption Cy > C, 7 is strictly larger than the right hand side of (15). Therefore (14) is
satisfied if

h(k
|U — 77| > Cl—(2) .
P
Hence, if [ — v| > C1h(k)/¢?, we must have ST > SY, and the proof is complete. O

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let o > 82,7(t) = o7 (t) and define Cy = 32 {0 + 170 + 8 (290 + 276) /2 |
and Cy = 2C;. We may without loss of generality take 0 = 1, as we can otherwise normalize the data
matrix X and replace the squared norm of the change in mean ¢? by ©? /02, Let M = { (s, em] ; m €
[M]} denote the (enumerated) collection of seeded intervals generated by Algorithm 4. In the following,
we will use the name ESAC to refer to either Algorithm 2 or 3. We work on the event £ = & N & as
defined in Lemma 5.6, for which we know that P(£) > 1 —1/n. The proof goes as follows. In step 1 we
show that each changepoint 7); will be detected using a seeded interval with certain properties. In step 2,
by an inductive argument, we show that ESAC detects all changepoints within the given error-rate.

Step 1. We first claim that, for each j in [J], there exists a seeded interval (s, e7] = (v—1,v+1] € M
such that the following holds

(P1) Cir(k;)/(493) <1< Cir(ky)/(2¢7) V 1
(P2) |n; —v| <1/2;

(P3) s >m; — (A;/2V 1);

(P4) em < nj + (A;/2V 1);

(P5) Sfy’ > 0.

J(87,em)

To see this, fix any j € [J], and let h = Clr(k:j)/(ng?). Now let (s7,em] = (v — v + ] denote
the seeded interval from Lemma 5.7. Then properties (P1) and (P2) follow immediately. Moreover, as
ap? Aj; > Cor(k;) (by the signal-to-noise ratio assumption (12) in Theorem 3.3) and Cy > 2C', we have
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h < Aj/4. The properties (P3) and (P4) then follow from Lemma 5.7. To show the last property (P5),
observe first that

v v v 1/2
St tomen) = Bomen) = 8{ 280 car (ki) } = (20 + 106) (),

on the event £, where ﬁ” em] = STy (uiy_)z. By solving the quadratic inequality, we obtain

(sm»em]
that SY (5] >0 whenever

Bl = {70 + 170+ 8 (270 +276)* } r(k;)
= Cy/32r(k;).

Assume without loss of generality that 7; < v (the converse case is similar). By the definition of the
CUSUM, and using that |n; — v| < 1/2, we get that

) o V— Sy Y 2
ﬁ(smyem} - (em — s)(em — ) (em —nj) 2
2
> %W 2

Since I > C1r(k;)/(4¢7}), we must have that B7, ;> C1/32r(k;), which implies (P5).

Step 2. We continue the proof as follows. By inductlon, with some slight abuse of notation, it suffices
to consider any integer interval (s, e] C (0, n] such that

Mh—1 <8 <My < ... < Nhpqg < €< Mgthtd,
for some ¢ > —1, and, whenever ¢ > —1,

s < mp — Ap/2;
€ > Thtq + Dhiq/2-

Note that ¢ = —1 corresponds to there being no changepoint in the open integer interval (s,e). We
consider this case first. For any seeded interval (s,,, e,,] C (s,e] and any s, < v < e;,,, we will have
that S o (smaem] < 0, due to the definition of the event £. Hence no changepoint will be declared by
ESAC in this case.

Now consider the case where ¢ > —1. Note first that a changepoint will be declared by the ESAC
algorithm. Indeed, for the hth changepoint we may take (s, €] as in step 1, for which the properties
(P3) and (P4) imply that (s;,em] C (s,e€], due to the inductive hypothesis. By property (P5), we
know that S” smem] > 0, and hence a changepoint will be detected in (s e). This implies that (’)(s BB

as defined in the ESAC algorithm, satisfies O, # &. Now let m*, v* and [* be as defined in the
ESAC algorithm. Note that (s,«, ey,+) must contain a changepoint, say 7;, as we by the definition of
& otherwise would have had S;’?(Sm* ] < 0 for any s,,» < v < ep~. Further, since ESAC uses
the narrowest possible seeded interval to estimate a changepoint, we must have that [* = (e« — S+ )
satisfies I* < ez — sz < Cir(k; )/(ap]) V 2, where (s, e7] is the seeded interval as in the claim for
7;. Since sp,+ < v* < ey, it then follows that

r(k;
"U —77]’ < {017" /Lp] \/2} 2< Cl%
J
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It remains to show that the two new segments in the recursive step, (s, sy, + 1] and (e,,« — 1, €] satisfy
the inductive hypothesis. Without loss of generality consider (s, s;,« + 1] (the argument for the other
interval is similar), and suppose that j > h + 1 (otherwise there is nothing to show). To show that the
inductive hypothesis holds for (s, sy, + 1], it suffices to show that s,,» +1 > nj—1 + Aj_1/2. As
nj € (Sm*, €m* ), we must have e,,~ > n; + 1. Hence

S +1l=ep+ +1-10"

>77j+2—{017°(/<:j)/ \/2}

=nj—1+ (n; —mj—1) — {Cir(k;) /5 — 2V 0}
> mj—1+ (nj —nj—1) — A;/2

>nj—1+ (mj —nj—1)/2

>nj—1+A-1/2,

where we in the first inequality used that I* = (ep+ — spmx) < Cir(kj)/ go? V 2 and in the second
inequality used that the signal-to-noise ratio condition (12) implies Cy7(k;)/ cp? < Aj/2. Hence the
inductive hypothesis holds for (s, s;,,= + 1]. O

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let M denote the set of seeded intervals generated from Algorithm 4. Note
first that computing and storing the cumulative sum of all rows of X requires O(np) FLOPs. Once
these are stored, the number of FLOPs required to compute C' e]( j) as in (2) for some (s,e] € M
and some s < v < e is of order O(p). Hence, the number of FLOPs required to compute S/\(s,e] is of
order p|T| = O{plog(plogn)}. In the best case there are n — 1 changepoints detected by the ESAC
algorithm using all n — 1 intervals (s,e] € M such that e — s = 2. In this case, the total number of
FLOPs executed before ESAC terminates is of order O {np + nplog(plogn)} = O {nplog(plogn)}.
In the worst case there are no changepoints detected by ESAC, in which case SX,(s,e] has to be computed
over each triple of integers s, v, e such that s < v < e and (s, ¢] € M. By Lemma 5.9, there are at most
O(nlogn) distinct such triples. Hence the number of FLOPs executed before ESAC terminates in this
case is of order O {nplognlog(plogn)}. O

B Implementation details

To apply ESAC in practice, a choice must be made regarding the penalty functions A, 7, estimation of
o, as well as the parameters « and K controlling the generation of seeded intervals. In this subsection
we discuss these issues in turn, but first, we define two variants of ESAC as well as our algorithm for
generating seeded intervals.

B.1 Slight modifications to ESAC

Algorithm 2 constitutes the variant of the ESAC algorithm that features interval trimming. Here, the
recursive step in the algorithm (the third and second last lines) differ from those found in 1. When Al-
gorithm 2 declares a changepoint at location v*, detected in the interval (s*, ¢*), the remaining elements
in interval (s*, e*) are never again used to detect or estimate changepoints.

A faster variant of Algorithm 2 is given by Algorithm 3. Algorithm 3 reduces the execution time by
modifying step 3 in Algorithm 2 to only evaluate S& (o] A the mid-point v, = (S, + €5,)/2 of any
seeded interval. Interestingly, the theoretical guarantees given by Theorem 3.3 also hold for this variant
of ESAC, unlike Algorithm 1. Note that the same modification can naturally be made to Algorithm
1 as well. In practice, we have experienced that Algorithm 3 has much lower power for detecting
changepoints compared to 1. We therefore only recommend using Algorithm 3 when the consequent
reduction in computational cost is necessary.
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Algorithm 2 ESAC’ (X, (s, €], M, B,~, \).

Input: Matrix of observations X € RP*™, left open and right closed integer interval (s, e] in which
candidate changepoints are searched for, an enumerated collection M = {(sy,, €] ; m € [M]} of
M half open integer sub intervals of {0, ...,n}, a set of already detected changepoints 53, and penalty
functions (), A(t).

Output: Set B of detected changepoints.

ife—s<1:

stop
set ./\/l(é,\’e} = {m € [M] : (vaem] - (S,e]}
set Q5] = {m € Mg - Smrggi{%sy (smrem] = 0}
if O(s,e} =9

stop

ti*= mi -

se mén(’)lz e]]em Sml

set Op = {m € O] : |em — sm| = 1"}

set m* = argmax max S}

meOp Sm<v<em M(smiem]

setv* = argmax SY A
S VUL M

B+ BU{v*}

B + ESAC’ (X, (s, $m* + 1], M, B,~v,\)
B «+ ESAC’ (X, (e — 1,€], M, B, v, \)
return B

Algorithm 3 ESAC” (X, (s, €], M, B,~,\)

Input: Matrix of observations X € RP*™, left open and right closed integer interval (s, e] in which
candidate changepoints are searched for, an enumerated collection M = {(sy,, €] ; m € [M]} of
M half open integer sub intervals of {0, ...,n}, a set of already detected changepoints 53, and penalty
parameters vy, \.

Output: Set B of detected changepoints.

ife—s<1

stop
set/\/l(se ={m e [M] : (sm,em] C (s,€]}
setvm—L + Jforallm—l , M
set O ¢] = { € M5 : szzsm,em} > 0}
if O(s,e} =9

stop

tl* = mi -

se ménolgye]]em Sml

set O :{me(’)se] : \em—sm]:l*}

set m* = argmax max
mMEO) Sm<v<em

setv* = argmax SY
Sy SU< 7(8m* 7em*]
m

B+ BU{v*}

B < ESAC" (X, (8, 8+ + 1], M, B, 7, \)
B+ ESAC” (X, (em+ — 1,¢], M, B, 7, \)
return B

()
Ay(sm 7em]
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B.2 Efficient implementation of ESAC

The ESAC Algorithms 1, 2 and 3 are based on Narrowest-Over-Threshold selection of changepoints.
Once a changepoint is detected in some seeded interval, say of length [*, the changepoint location is
estimated based only on intervals of length [*. To minimize running time, any version of ESAC should
therefore iterate through the seeded intervals { (S, emn] : m € [M]} in the (increasing) order of their
width. This computational trick gives significant speed improvements whenever changepoints can be
detected by short seeded intervals.

B.3 Choice of o and K

The choice of o and K entails a trade-off between computational cost and statistical performance. As
either o' or K increase, more seeded intervals are generated from Algorithm 4, increasing both the
chance of detecting a changepoint and the running time of ESAC. After some experimentation, we
have experienced that &« = 3/2 and K = 4 give a decent balance between running time and statistical
accuracy.

B.4 Variance re-scaling

In the theoretical analysis of this paper, the noise level ¢ of each time series is assumed known and com-
mon across all p time series. In practice, this is an unrealistic assumption. As is common in the change-
point literature, we suggest estimating the noise level separately for each time series by the (scaled)
Median Absolute Deviation (MAD) of first-order differences, as in e.g. Wang and Samworth (2018). If
it is reasonable to assume that each time series has approximately the same noise level, the common
noise level o can be estimated for instance by taking a mean or median of the MAD estimates for each
time series. Once estimates of the noise levels are obtained, the time series need only to be re-scaled by
their estimated noise levels before applying ESAC.

B.5 Analytical choice of penalty functions

Recall that \(t) and ~(t) are the penalty functions used in the penalized score statistic for changepoint
localization and detection, respectively. The proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 provide suggestions for
analytical choices of these penalty functions. However, we believe the leading constants are overly con-
servative. To obtain more practical choices of analytical penalizing functions, we have run simulations
for combinations of n up to 1000 and p up to 5000. We have experienced that replacing n with n* in

a(t) (4) and r(t) (8) gives a slightly better balance between the two terms ¢ log (e’ﬂ#) and logn in

7(t). As default values in our R package, as well as in the simulation study, we have replaced n with n*
in a(t) and r(t). For changepoint estimation, we recommend using the penalty function

X(t) B % {(plogn4)1/2 + logn4} if t > (plogn)/2,
tlog <el)1?72gn4) + logn* otherwise.

This recommendation is independent of whether each time series is re-scaled by Median Absolute De-
viation (MAD) estimates. The choice of the two leading constants in X are the result of minimizing
the Mean Squared Error (MSE) of the estimator (9) over a rough grid of n, p, n and k, where n has
ranged from 200 to 1000 and p has ranged from 100 to 5000. For changepoint detection one can also
use (t) = A(t), which in our experience gives a false positive rate of less than 1/n. If the variance of
each time series is re-scaled by MAD estimates, however, we recommend choosing the penalty function
~(t) for changepoint detection using Monte Carlo simulation.
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B.6 Empirical choice of penalty functions

To obtain exact control over the probability of a false changepoint being detected by ESAC, one can
choose the penalty function ~(¢) by Monte Carlo simulation. Consider any false positive probability
€ > 0 and Monte Carlo sample size N. A naive choice of empirical penalty function, denoted by
7:(t), is given by the following. Let M denote the collection of seeded intervals to be used by ESAC.

Simulate [V data sets (X G ));\/:1 following model (1) with no changepoints, in which each row is re-

scaled by MAD estimates if applicable. For each ¢ € T, let 7. () denote the [N (1 — ¢)] largest value

v (4) = v (4) i ity- i
of (S%%XM Imax S8 (.01 (XW)(t)over j =1,...,N, where S0, (.1 (X)) (t) is the sparsity-specific

score statistic from (3) computed over the seeded interval (s, e] with input matrix X () and with penalty
function 0.

Due to multiple testing, the approximate false positive probability when using the naive penalty function
7. can only be upper bounded by |7|e. To adjust for multiple testing, a Bonferroni correction can
easily be applied by replacing ¢ by £/ |7 in the definition of 74, (¢). In our experience, though, such a
Bonferroni correction is too conservative. An alternative approach to handle the multiple testing is to use

the empirical penalty function 7*(¢) = r(t) max e (s)/r(s), in which the functional form is specified
se
and only the leading constant is chosen by Monte Carlo simulation. In our experience, this approach

also leads to an overly conservative penalty function, as the functional form of 7. (¢) does not match the
theoretical counterpart 7 (¢) exactly. We therefore recommend to use the following penalty function 7(t),
in which we introduce three separate leading constants for different segments of 7 (and consequently a
Bonferroni correction) for slightly more flexibility. Let 7(¢) be defined by

Fir(t),  fort <logn A (plogn)'/?
F(t) = { ar(t),  for logn <t < (plogn)'/2
Yess(p), fort=p,

where 77 and 75 are defined by

— A () /7 (t
M teTr;rtlgﬁgn%/g()/r(),

Vo = teT;lognril%X\/(plogn)%/?,(t)/r(t)-
The penalty function (%) ensures that the approximate probability of a false positive using ESAC is
at most €. We remark that the upper boundary of the first segment (log n) is chosen somewhat ad hoc,
while the second segment is the remaining region of the sparse regime, and the last segment is the
dense regime. The empirical penalty function 7(¢) can also be used for changepoint estimation, i.e.
setting A(t) = 7(t), although we have experienced that the analytical penalty function X(t) gives better
performance in terms of MSE for Gaussian data.

B.7 Generation of seeded intervals
Given some sample size n > 2 and parameters o > 1 and K > 1, Algorithm 4 generates a set of seeded
intervals.

C A Narrowest-over-Threshold variant of Inspect

We have modified the Inspect algorithm given by Algorithm 4 in Wang and Samworth (2018) in the
following fashion. Instead of using Wild Binary Segmentation as search procedure, the methodology
of Kovécs et al. (2022) is used. More specifically, the collection of integer sub-intervals is generated
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Algorithm 4 Seeded Interval Generation(a, K)
Input: Parameters o and K controlling the number of generated intervals
Output: Set of seeded intervals

Intervals + {}

l+1

while [ < 3:
set s = max {1, | %]}
fori=0,...,2=2.

s

Intervals < Intervals U {(is,is + 2]}
Intervals < Intervals U {(n — 21, n|}
[+ max{l+1,|al]}
Return Intervals.

by Algorithm 4 instead of the random draws. Moreover, the location of any detected changepoint is
determined using only the narrowest intervals in which a changepoint is detected. We have given this
modified version of Inspect the name NOTInspect, which is short for Narrowest-Over-Threshold Inspect.
Formally, NOTInspect is defined as follows. Forany 0 < s < e < n, let H(®¢ denote the p x (e —s—1)
matrix in which the (4, 7)th element is given by

B = ToH(Xi),

i.e. the CUSUM of the ith row of X computed over the interval (s, e| and evaluated at position s + j.

For ease of notation, let H* denote the (v — s)th column of H(®€l. Given A > 0, let ﬁf\s’e] denote the
leading left singular vector of the matrix

M, = arg max <<H(s’e],M> - A HMH1) ,
MeSs

where Sy = {M € RP*(e=s=1) - |||, < 1}.

Given an enumerated set M = {(8,,, em] }M_, of M half open integer sub intervals of 0, . . ., n, obser-

vations X € RP*", and tuning parameters \,& > 0, the NOTInspect algorithm is initiated by calling
NOTInspect(X, (s, e], M, @, A, £), and defined by Algorithm 5.

D Empirical comparison between different variants of ESAC

In the following we compare the empirical performance of different variants of the ESAC algorithm. In
all versions, seeded intervals are generated using Algorithm 4 with parameters o and K specified. The
variants and configurations considered are:

ESAC A: Algorithm 3 without interval trimming and with a = 2, K = 4;

ESAC B: Algorithm 1 with o = 2, K = 4;

ESAC C: Algorithm | with a« = 3/2, K = 4;

ESAC D: Algorithm 2 with o = 3/2, K = 4;

ESAC E: Algorithm 1 without Narrowest-Over-Threshold choice of changepoint location and o = 3/2,
K = 4;

ESAC F: Algorithm 1 with mid-point estimation and o = 3/2, K = 4.

ESAC A is a mix of Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 1, in the sense that it tests for a changepoint at the
midpoint of each seeded interval, but does not trim away intervals once a changepoint is detected. With
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Algorithm 5 NOTInspect(X, (s, e|, M, B, A, §)
Input: Matrix of observations X € RP*™, left open and right closed integer interval (s, e] in which
candidate changepoints are searched for, an enumerated collection M = {(sy,, ;] ; m € [M]} of M
half open integer sub intervals of {0, ...,n}, a set of already detected changepoints B, and penalization
parameters \, & > 0.
Output: A set B of detected changepoints.

ife—s<1:

stop
set Mg ) = {m : (Sm,em] C (s,¢€]}

T
set O(S,e] = {m € _/\/l(&e] . max <6§\Sm,em}) H{Efnm,em} > é_}

sm<b<em
if 0(376} = J.
stop
setI* = min |e,, — Sy
meO (s ¢]

set Op = O e (N{m @ [em — sm| = 1"}

T
set m* = argmax max <@§\Sm’em]) Hésm’em}
meO,; sm<b<em

* A(Sm* 7em*] T (sm*vem*}
set b* = argmax <v)\ ) H,
Syx <b<e,,x
B+ BuU{b*}
B + NOTInspect (X, (s, b*], M
B + NOTInspect (X, (b*, €], M,
return B

ESACE, a changepoint location is estimated by considering all seeded intervals in which a changepoint
is detected, and not only the narrowest seeded intervals. This is achieved by replacing O+ by O(, .} in
Algorithm 1. In ESAC F, the estimated changepoint location v* is replaced by v* = [ (e + Sm=)/2].

We have run a simulation with the exact same configuration as in Section 4.2 in the main text. For
changepoint detection, we have chosen the empirical penalty function A(t) as in Section B separately
for each variant of ESAC. For changepoint estimation we have used the analytical penalty function A(t)
as given in Section B. For each variant of ESAC and each configuration of parameters and changepoint
regimes, Table 5 displays the average Hausdorff distance, average absolute estimation error of J and
average running time in milliseconds. For each configuration of parameters and changepoint regimes,
the minimum (and best) value of each of the performance measures is indicated in boldface.

Comparing ESAC A and B, one observes that testing only for a changepoint at the midpoint of a seeded
interval results in a substantial improvement of running time but with a cost to statistical accuracy. The
running time of ESAC B is roughly three to four times that of ESAC A, while the average Hausdorff
distance and absolute estimation error of K of ESAC B are generally significantly larger than those
of ESAC A, independently of the model configuration. This is likely due to ESAC A having lower
power in detecting changepoints than ESAC B, as is indicated by ESAC A having higher estimation
error of K. Comparing ESAC B and C, one observes a similar effect of decreasing « from 2 to 3/2.
ESAC C has a running time almost twice that of ESAC B, while the average Hausdorff distance over all
simulation setups is around half that of ESAC B. Comparing ESAC C and D, one observes that interval
trimming substantially reduces statistical performance, with virtually no gain in terms of computational
cost. Importantly, the estimation error of K is markedly higher for ESAC D, which indicates that interval
trimming reduces power in detecting changepoints.
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Comparing ESAC C and E, one observes that using a Narrowest-over-Threshold method to estimate
changepoints (as opposed to considering seeded intervals of all widths) has a mixed effect on statistical
performance and a positive effect on the computational cost. In terms of Hausdorff distance, ESAC E
tends to slightly outperform ESAC C, while the converse is true when considering estimation error of
K. In terms of running time, ESAC C slightly outperforms ESAC E, especially when there are many
changepoints. Lastly, comparing ESAC C and F, one observes that estimating changepoints using the
penalized score statistic improves estimation accuracy compared to estimating changepoints by taking
a mid-point of a seeded interval. For ESAC C, The average Hausdorff distance over all simulations is
around one third that of ESAC F. Somewhat less pronounced is the difference in estimation error of K,
where ESAC C also outperforms ESAC F.

Table 5: Multiple changepoint estimation with different variants of ESAC

Parameters Hausdorff distance )J - J‘ Time in miliseconds
n p  Spasity K A B C D E F A B C D E F A B C D E F
200 100 - 0 - - - - - - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 2.494 8.122 13.202 13.291 13.429 13.254
200 100  Dense 2 | 29.557 7.248  7.197 19.046 7.046 12.934 | 0.453 0.104 0.088 0.414 0.093 0.110 | 2.720 8.088 12.539 12.329 13.826 12.549
200 100  Sparse 2 | 5172 1.615 1.658  6.885 1.525  5.886 | 0.085 0.020 0.012 0.150 0.019 0.025 | 2.822 7.838 12.347 12.036 13.794 12.580
200 100  Mixed 2 | 17.593 5016  5.006 13.105 5087  9.727 | 0.274 0.065 0.054 0.280 0.067 0.068 | 2.615 7.857 12.385 12.130 13.766 12.474
200 100  Dense 5 | 24954 10901 6.476 20446 6.747 10.947 | 1.107 0.345 0.194 1246 0225 0.254 | 2.695 7.133 11.089 10.747 14.609 11.043
200 100  Sparse 5 | 7.042 3.584 1585 9954 1.748 5156 | 0.236 0.088 0.028 0483 0.058 0.052 | 2.699 7.056 10.710 10.719 14.382 10.906
200 100  Mixed 5 | 17.453 8.030 4.609 16320 4.565 8727 | 0.734 0.231 0.128 0.882 0.137 0.157 | 2.774 7.083 10.964 10.580 14.536 10.942
200 1000 - 0 - - - - 0.002  0.001  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 21.873 80.721 132.741 132.657 132.787 132.845

8.523 2.200 1.731 11782 1482  6.582 | 0.144 0.029 0.016 0285 0.021 0.025 | 23.498 75.455 121.002 118.612 134.114 121.129
1.772 1.166 0972 4.981 0751 4916 | 0.024 0.011 0.004 0.121 0.009 0.008 | 23.417 73.991 119.314 116.363 133.431 118.794

200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse

200 1000  Mixed 4.570  2.151 1779 9.092 1.564  6.183 | 0.081 0.024 0.015 0.210 0.019 0.021 | 23.233 74.204 119.315 116.722 133.449 119.462
200 1000  Dense 11205 3319 2201 16493 1.929 6409 | 0412 0.090 0.043 0919 0.059 0.053 | 23.379 65.516 103.870 100.549 139.538 103.803
200 1000  Sparse 3.561 1982 0.933 9.515 0736 4507 | 0.092 0.045 0.011 0429 0.025 0.021 | 23.647 65.101 101.906 98.008 136.001 101.782

200 1000  Mixed
200 5000 -

200 5000 Dense
200 5000  Sparse
200 5000  Mixed
200 5000  Dense
200 5000  Sparse
200 5000  Mixed
500 100 -

500 100 Dense
500 100 Sparse
500 100 Mixed
500 100 Dense
500 100 Sparse
500 100 Mixed
500 1000 -

500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000  Mixed
500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000 Mixed
500 5000 -

8.422  3.099 1754 14.095 1373 5419 | 0274 0.072 0.033 0.682 0.040 0.052 | 23.416 65.203 102.504 99.180 138.009 102.491
- - 0.000 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 | 110.148 425285  700.419  700.541 698.719  702.664
6.299 1.293 1150 5.607  0.747 5082 | 0.107 0.010 0.005 0.130 0.009 0.007 | 118.414 385.540  619.304  599.710 702220  619.071
1.586 0909 0812 2787 0.406 4261 | 0.022 0.005 0.001 0.049 0.003 0.009 | 117.881 380.432  607.773 591.900  702.059  608.943
5.353 1.105 1.081 5.124  0.668  5.067 | 0.085 0.007 0.005 0.115 0.007 0.016 | 119.099 382.842  615.231 595.623  698.241 613.451
8.858 2516  0.836  9.285  0.544 4386 | 0.290 0.054 0.006 0448 0.016 0.021 | 118.777 334106  516.330  498.218  712.661 517.062
3.073 1200  0.680  4.043  0.341 3.737 | 0.080 0.019 0.001 0.160 0.007 0.015 | 118.780 328.529  507.473  486.259  703.117  507.189
6.073 1.582 0706  7.221 0453 4124 | 0.190 0.032 0.004 0321 0.014 0019 | 118770  330.622  511.869  489.977 705463  511.883
- - - - 0.001  0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 6.205 24.287 40.742 40.820 40.817 40.840
67.900 29.573 10.152 42356 10.293 22459 | 0.384 0.148 0.047 0379 0.062 0.053 | 6.580 23.749 38.286 37.800 41.399 38.353
21915 8268  2.361 9.141 2.005 11876 | 0.119 0.035 0.001 0.075 0.007 0.008 | 6.589 23215 37.525 36.811 41.112 37.503
49.745  17.831 5829 27407 6.041 17.855 | 0.277 0.087 0.021 0240 0.032 0.036 | 6.526 23.268 37.893 37.271 41.240 37.939
48.052  21.964 11.901 50.218 12.038 22.616 | 0.820 0.272 0.125 1.265 0.148 0.176 | 6.665 21.533 34.640 33.852 43.034 34.689
18.105 7.235 2312 17.084 2506 10364 | 0.266 0.071 0.007 0334 0.046 0.032 | 6.652 21.166 33.671 32.940 42.543 33.844
34329 14720 6449 33383  6.254 15993 | 0.567 0.174 0.056 0.755 0.086 0.086 | 6.708 21.385 34.159 33.330 43.037 34.114
- - - - 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 58.259 241.550  408.466 410328  408.340  411.164
35257 6.585  4.104  24.037 3.594 14.977 | 0.203 0.026 0.014 0.254 0.018 0.021 | 62356  231.143 378515 371.903  410.607  379.165
6.619 2473 1.603 7.812 1.050  10.553 | 0.034 0.004 0.000 0.078 0.006 0.001 | 62.345  227.051 372.265 363.301 411.828  371.272
21.890  6.052  2.034 15490 1473 12472 | 0.117 0.023 0.002 0.150 0.008 0.006 | 62.723  228.743 372.856  366.669  410.545  374.385
28396  7.049 2960 39.687 2.806 12.167 | 0.438 0.066 0.017 0.912 0.040 0.025 | 63.259  207.844  336.695 327.587  427.493 335335
8.535 3.037 1.769 14935 1211 9.094 | 0.096 0.020 0.003 0278 0.025 0.011 | 63.527 204245  328.075 317.877  416.863  326.975
17.612  4.813 3.147 26652 2371 11.192 | 0.274 0.034 0.017 0.572 0.033 0.025 | 63.396 205635  333.017 323492  423.150  332.866
- - - - - - 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 | 316.528 1328.522 2242270 2245298 2249252 2236.030
16733 5984 2294 13965 1.390 11.295 | 0.088 0.023 0.002 0.132 0.007 0.003 | 336.784 1262.177 2023.982 1994.241 2267.927 2031.555

VUURNRRNOUUNURNRRONUURRN D UL LN NN

500 5000  Dense 2

500 5000 Sparse 2 | 4798  1.625 1951 3990  0.859 10.402 | 0.024 0.001 0.002 0.022 0.003 0.008 | 334.060 1241.024 2009.202 1957.339 2269.248 1999.724

500 5000  Mixed 2| 14071  5.259 1.946 8.262 1.092 11044 | 0.068 0.018 0.002 0.068 0.009 0.009 | 331.958 1250.821 2026.691 1978.321 2270.342 2019.991

500 5000 Dense 5 | 13.681 5718 2015 20418 1283 10.137 | 0.182 0.054 0.003 0408 0.029 0.018 | 335.042 1118323 1771.210 1701.822 2302.847 1761.599

500 5000 Sparse 5 | 3.990 2460 1726 6917  0.877 8494 | 0.038 0.012 0.006 0.098 0.019 0.020 | 334404 1085380 1720.665 1656.142 2260.874 1714.863

500 5000 Mixed 5 | 9.622 4317 1925 14.145 0908  9.686 | 0.120 0.036 0.001 0.255 0.021 0.021 | 331.365 1095.025 1731.004 1666.874 2258.874 1733.001
Average 16453 5941 2990 15.602 2.660  9.631 | 0210 0.056 0.023 0.324 0.034 0.036

E Some more simulations
E.1 Extended table from Section 4.2

For each method considered and each configuration of parameters (now n € {200,500}) and change-
point regimes, Table 6 displays the average Hausdorff distance and average absolute estimation error of
J.

E.2 Simulations with randomly drawn changes in mean

Tables 7 and 8 respectively display the results of re-running the simulations in Sections 4.1 and 4.2
with the modification that changes in the mean-vector drawn randomly. More specifically, for each

changepoint we have taken the change in mean 6 to satisfy 6;.; <ZT, 0;_k) where Z ~ Ng(0,1).

Apart from this single modification, the simulation setups are identical to the ones in Sections 4.1 and
4.2, including the norms of the changes in mean.
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Table 6: Multiple changepoint estimation

Parameters Hausdorff distance ‘f —J |
ESAC  Pilliat  Inspect SBS SUBSET DC ESAC Pilliat Inspect SBS SUBSET DC
- - - - - - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.035 0.001 0.043
5273 23.045 21.610 69.918 6.516 76.367 | 0.059 0477 0.286  1.028 0.108 1.076
1.427 12.539  7.920 49.193 1.667 14918 | 0.009 0.245 0.103  0.695 0.035 0.260
4598 18566 14.355  61.153 3.741 52926 | 0.051 0356 0.188 0.867 0.062 0.742
5172 23738 16271  67.285 6.424 55.707 | 0.137 1530 0.540 3.198 0.330 2.759
1.359 13986 6.378 57.178 2.424 23.193 | 0.023 0.799 0.228 2.786 0.204 1.361
4.042 18768 12.559  60.433 4.901 41.305 | 0.098 1.197 0421  3.008 0.281 2.164
- - - - - - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.340 0.024 0.017
1452 13.393 9.490 55.116 1.079 84.983 | 0.008 0.279 0.119 0.721 0.031 1.232
0.830 9.074 9.830 49.716 0.751 20.376 | 0.003 0.182 0.151 0.621 0.029 0.291
1.776 ~ 11.782  9.585 50.506 1.480 53226 | 0.013 0.243 0.125 0.690 0.041 0.817
1.524  15.808  9.328 57.330 1.558 60.791 | 0.025 1.018 0.261  2.960 0.173 3.057
0.685 11.342  9.161 54.198 1.520 25.800 | 0.002 0.639 0357 2.684 0.167 1.428
1.189 13932 9.446 58.255 1.720 45.158 | 0.017 0.813 0332 2.8364 0.191 2.377
- - - - - - 0.000 0.000 0.002 1.957 0.000 0.000
0.965 12988 13.254  54.753 0.600 124.337 | 0.003 0.294 0.170  0.534 0.019 1.679
0.763 9.655 15.806  58.961 0.512 70.825 | 0.001 0.203 0.235 0.562 0.028 1.039
0977 11.364 13.762 55915 0.782 96.945 | 0.003 0.254 0.212  0.500 0.027 1.361
0.891 14586 12967  50.328 1.373 83.639 | 0.009 0.942 0449 2448 0.173 3.635
0.534 11.697 13.501  53.998 1.291 54.328 | 0.000 0.735 0.548 2.529 0.176 2712
0.776  13.568 13.252  53.718 1413 69.941 0.004 0.855 0.501 2.503 0.174 3.191
- - - - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.057 0.004 0.046
15310 71.171 50.125 130.610 7.423 140433 | 0.078 0.612 0299 0.784 0.048 0.838
2.739  30.053 15911  66.668 3.201 21.826 | 0.003 0.284 0.096 0.363 0.035 0.161
11.309 54753 35.821  93.890 5.418 88.264 | 0.063 0.464 0.208 0.533 0.038 0.530
20.245 66.890 50.548 120.816 8.226 102.263 | 0229 1939 0.726  2.543 0.207 1.988
3.591 36.375 20.258  70.980 4.767 19.457 | 0.021 0923 0.301 1.605 0.191 0.513
12.290 53.954 39.507 104.507 6.803 77.078 | 0.150 1489 0.582 2.138 0.193 1.441
- - - - - - 0.000 0.002 0.000 0471 0.000 0.025
2217  30.635 18.859 102.138 2.790 99.626 | 0.002 0.295 0.094 0.531 0.044 0.591
2.052 17.323 23.773  71.741 1.325 18.185 | 0.002 0.148 0.135 0.382 0.023 0.116
2.181 25431 21.361  92.648 1.907 68.446 | 0.002 0.223 0.114 0.496 0.061 0.426
2.893 36449 25510 97.098 3.660 86.127 | 0.015 0964 0282 2.143 0.174 1.717
1.808 22483 22461  66.221 4.089 20.893 | 0.001 0.547 0363 1.493 0.191 0.498
2.526 31.025 24.077 90.958 4.682 60.749 | 0.011 0.768 0.315 1.847 0.213 1.216
- - - - - 0.000 0.002 0.006 2.508 0.025 0.000
2.011 34.047 21.082 139.285 1.647 282.956 | 0.002 0.329 0.105 1.106 0.030 1.562
2.033 16974 32.140 144.237 1.408 132.128 | 0.002 0.148  0.188  1.159 0.083 0.778
2277 26553 24275 141.006 1.990 207.933 | 0.003 0.241 0.133  1.146 0.027 1.184
1.937 42.354 24293 84334 3.570 187.785 | 0.006 1.182  0.292  1.133 0.186 3.405
500 5000  Sparse 1.671 21.168 29.794  79.665 2.654 104.455 | 0.002 0.560 0500 1.073 0.150 2.029
500 5000  Mixed 1957 31474 25265 84.857 3.864 143.185 | 0.006 0.860  0.380  1.154 0.190 2.772
Average 3480 25.248 20.098  77.767 3.033 81.015 | 0.025 0.549 0.246  1.385 0.104 1.263

n p Sparsity
200 100 -
200 100 Dense
200 100 Sparse
200 100 Mixed
200 100 Dense
200 100 Sparse
200 100 Mixed
200 1000 -
200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 5000 -
200 5000  Dense
200 5000  Sparse
200 5000  Mixed
200 5000  Dense
200 5000  Sparse
200 5000  Mixed
500 100 -
500 100 Dense
500 100 Sparse
500 100 Mixed
500 100 Dense
500 100 Sparse
500 100 Mixed
500 1000 -
500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000  Mixed
500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000  Mixed
500 5000 -
500 5000  Dense
500 5000  Sparse
500 5000  Mixed
500 5000  Dense
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In the single changepoint case, ESAC displays a slightly larger variability in performance compared
to the simulation where changes in mean are evenly spread across the affected coordinates. Averaging
over all values of n, p and k, one observes that the MSE of ESAC has increased slightly in comparison
with table 1. Meanwhile, the opposite is true for the competing methods. Still, Tables 1 and 7 are quite
similar, and ESAC has highly competitive performance in both.

E.3 Single changepoint detection

Here we investigate the power of each method when testing for the presence of a single changepoint.
It is assumed known that there is at most one changepoint in the simulated data, and thus no multiple
changepoint search method like Binary Segmentation or Seeded Binary Segmentation is used for any of
the methods. Instead, we have for each method computed the corresponding test statistic for a single
changepoint on the whole generated data set X, using e.g. Sg’ (0] in (3) for ESAC. Our simulations are
run with the same setup as in Section 4.1, with the exception of a slightly lower signal strength to avoid
0% testing error. We adjust ¢ such that Ap? = n ||0]|3 /5 = 1.8%r(k) for each combination of 7, p and

k.
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Table 7: Single changepoint estimation with changes in mean randomly drawn

Parameters MSE Time in milliseconds ‘
n p k n © ESAC  Inspect SBS SUBSET DC ESAC Inspect SBS  SUBSET DC
200 100 1 40 140 10.1 25.7 70.4 39.2 94 0.3 2.2 11.0 2.1 13.8
200 100 5 40 2.00 4.6 24 40.0 2.6 6.6 0.4 2.2 11.2 24 14.5
200 100 24 40 190 46.6 20.3 977.3 125.1 168.4 0.3 2.1 10.6 1.8 17.5
200 100 100 40 190 53.0 147.2 1507.2 307.4 1614.6 0.3 2.2 10.5 1.9 13.4
200 1000 1 40 1.52 5.1 95.2 34.9 27.5 5.2 2.1 44.3 96.1 13.4 136.0
200 1000 10 40 293 14 0.6 2.5 0.5 34 2.2 44.2 96.0 13.9 138.2
200 1000 73 40  3.37 6.1 2.0 510.3 4.9 15.0 2.2 44.3 95.4 13.7 137.7
200 1000 1000 40 3.37 3.7 544.8 1546.1 3.7 357.0 2.1 44.5 94.8 13.4 138.9
200 5000 1 40 1.60 38.9 481.5 19.3 47.6 165.3 124 226.8 4862 80.6 730.1
200 5000 18 40  4.00 1.1 0.5 0.9 0.6 1.4 12.6 226.8 4832 81.7 731.0
200 5000 163 40 5.04 34 0.7 281.0 34 18.2 12.6 2264  479.2 82.3 733.8
200 5000 5000 40 5.04 3.8 1299.5 1548.5 3.8 6.0 13.0 226.6 4783 83.1 734.2
500 100 1 100  0.92 48.8 86.9 130.1 242.1 48.9 0.6 6.0 17.9 4.6 29.7
500 100 5 100 1.31 14.2 13.3 49.7 12.5 37.2 0.6 6.0 17.9 5.1 29.0
500 100 25 100 1.25| 2233 63.7 5044.6 746.3 671.9 0.6 6.0 17.7 4.1 28.4
500 100 100 100 1.25 | 446.9 727.1 9526.7 1953.2 8663.5 0.6 6.0 18.6 39 28.1
500 1000 1 100 1.00 30.1 200.6 30.0 125.3 29.3 5.7 2753  160.7 35.7 288.9
500 1000 10 100  1.90 4.7 4.3 11.6 2.7 13.9 5.7 2745 161.5 35.2 288.5
500 1000 79 100 2.22 14.6 10.5 1854.5 13.3 168.5 5.8 2752 161.1 354 288.2
500 1000 1000 100 2.22 224 2083.8 9755.1 63.5 2677.1 6.0 277.1 160.6 35.4 289.5
500 5000 1 100 1.05 26.4 1290.1 36.0 75.3 265.8 32.8 1401.2 8124 178.8 1634.8
500 5000 18 100 2.58 2.2 1.4 7.0 1.2 9.3 31.7 1399.8  804.8 178.9 1564.4
500 5000 177 100 3.32 13.9 1.9 812.9 13.9 111.0 32.8 1399.2  803.7 177.0 1563.2
500 5000 5000 100 3.32 14.9 6546.6 9921.2 14.9 252 33.6 1400.3  800.8 175.1 1560.7
Average MSE 43.331 568.765 1821.581 159.599  628.846

Similar to the version of ESAC given in Algorithm 3, the Pilliat method only tests for a changepoint
in the midpoint of any seeded interval (s,e). This time saving trick does not affect the theoretical
guarantees of neither ESAC nor Pilliat in the multiple changepoint situation because intervals for both
methods are generated such that any changepoint will be close to a midpoint of some interval (s, e).
In this section, however, we are concerned with testing for a changepoint over a single interval (i.e.
(s,e) = (0,m)), in which case testing only for a changepoint in the midpoint can lead to great efficiency
losses whenever the true changepoint is far from the midpoint. To obtain fair and meaningful power
comparisons with the remaining methods in the simulation study, we have modified the test statistic
from the Pilliat algorithm to test for a changepoint in all time points v = 1,...,n — 1.

For any testing procedure, there is a trade-off between Type I and Type II errors. In order to have precise
control over the Type I error of each method, we have run the competing methods with empirically
chosen penalty parameters. Each method is calibrated to have Type I error at most 1% based on N =
1000 Monte Carlo simulations. The methods ESAC and Pilliat, unlike the remaining methods, combine
several test statistics to test for a changepoint, resulting in a multiple testing situation. For ESAC we
have adjusted for the multiple testing by using the empirical penalty function 7 as defined in Section
B. Similarly, we have for the Pilliat algorithm chosen thresholds for two of its three constituent tests
by Monte Carlo simulating the leading constant in the theoretical thresholds and applied a Bonferroni
correction. For the last test statistic used in the Pilliat algorithm (the Berk Jones statistic), we have used
the theoretical threshold provided in the paper. For Inspect, we have chosen the detection threshold &

T
to be the 10th largest sparse projection Jnax (@g\o’"}) Tb(o’"}, where A = {log (plogn)/ 2}1/ 2 (see
<

b<n

Appendix C), over N = 1000 data sets with no changepoints. For SUBSET we have used the function
for choosing the penalty parameter 3 provided by the author, with the remaining penalty parameters at
their recommended values, also using the 10th largest value out of N = 1000 Monte Carlo samples.
For Sparsified Binary Segmentation we have chosen the threshold 77 in the same way as in Section 4.1,
also using the 10th largest among N = 1000 Monte Carlo samples. For the Double CUSUM algorithm
we have used the input parameter ¢ = —1 and chosen the threshold value to be the 10th largest double
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Table 8: Multiple changepoint estimation with randomly drawn changes in mean

Parameters Hausdorff distance ‘j— J Time in miliseconds
n__ p_ Spasiy ESAC__ Pillat__Inspect _ SBS _ SUBSET __ DC | ESAC Pilliat_Inspect _SBS _SUBSET __ DC | ESAC __ Pilliat Tnspect SBS __ SUBSET DC

200 100 E B B B B E B 0.000 0.000 0.000 0036 0001 0036 | 12966  30.647 74424 216435 210336  267.195
200 100 Dense 6343 24101 16779 54275 5489  40.699 | 0.068 0494 0217 0811 0087 0595 | 13286  27.903  63.091 215905  369.398  283.611
200 100 Sparse 1041 9866 9135 51509 1341 13402 | 0.005 068 0.21 0688 0041 0185 | 12.863 26726 59260 217011 376712 285572
200 100 Mixed 4530 18165 12471 49.626 3579 29501 | 0.044 0350 0156 0712 0056 0403 | 12998  27.244 60739 215607  368.155 281791
200 100 Dense 5.051 23.400 13.704 60.773 7.000 36.150 0.134 1.571 0.446 2.984 0.372 1.990 11.560 23.256 44.433 218.781 406.915 286.411
200 100 Sparse 1.144 11.798 7.383 54.875 2.197 21.282 0.014  0.628 0.272 2.793 0.215 1.227 11.062 21.775 40.321 216.358 403.685 286.231

3868 19370 11640 57.086 4795 32205 | 0.102 1135 0390 2825 0259  1.687 | 11252 22338 42175 218172  398.624  287.708

200 100 Mixed
200 1000 -

200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 1000  Dense
200 1000  Sparse
200 1000  Mixed
200 5000 -

200 5000  Dense
200 5000  Sparse

- - - - - - 0.001  0.002  0.001 0334 0.049 0011 | 133.635  417.508 676.153  1383.229  1644.789 1541410
1.621 13373 7.469 46.956 0.914 65.967 | 0.010 0288  0.085 0.652 0.025 0.966 | 123.439 349.062 504.772 1396.731 2937.718 1620.628
0.580  5.056  9.926 45467 0.580 9.819 | 0.001 0.061 0.150 0.601 0.025 0.160 | 112.348  332.217 493877  1405.696  2935.402  1680.447
1.160  9.583  9.511 48.964 1.000 44.287 | 0.007 0.171  0.118  0.625 0.034 0629 | 113.235  340.377 500.685  1395.207 2947915  1646.245
1676 15654 6579  52.049 2015 52562 | 0.025 0967 0.181 2737 0.184 2,694 | 98.949 283.893 339.906  1403.437  3137.914  1689.102
0.654  6.088 10978  56.695 1.380 20.461 | 0.004 0261 0409 2797 0.180 1.196 | 92.722 266.748 332,063  1406.943  3189.067  1704.795
0972 11230 7933  54.369 1.532 40742 | 0.014 0587 0.283  2.757 0.181 2.090 | 94.930 274330 336437  1396.920  3169.231 1693.709

- - - - - - 0.001  0.000 0.003 2.045 0.000 0.000 | 691.022  2483.067 3438.853  6474.674 7839.738  45460.281
0.833 12928 9419  53.485 0.881 125.673 | 0.002 0253 0.113  0.503 0.029 1.675 | 608.734  2068.055 2597.533  6476.473 13875.649 46029.927
0.680 5005 21.564 56.211 0.372 20.694 | 0.002 0.078 0311 0.544 0.021 0.288 | 576.760  1980.902  2657.543  6486.496 13803.731 45776.696

200 5000  Mixed 0.819 8.515 17.548  54.106 0.476 76.468 | 0.005 0.142  0.233  0.535 0.021 1.027 | 588.131  2024.048  2643.031 6478.838 14013301  46452.491
200 5000 Dense 0.838 14.882 10.696  51.242 1.505 82.618 | 0.006 0.965 0332 2432 0.191 3.589 | 503.523 1679.471 1755.036  6466.005 14882.984  44220.589
200 5000  Sparse 0.564 5720 17985  52.833 1.438 28.486 | 0.004 0268 0716 2542 0.167 1.557 | 469.414  1583.551  1810.660  6480.760 14912785 45156.719
200 5000  Mixed 0.915 10.379  13.680  51.268 1.290 55.573 0.011 0549  0.531 2.485 0.173 2.667 | 483.432  1628.287 1787.464  6447.313  14864.080 43521.559
500 100 - - - - - - - 0.001  0.000 0.000 0.046 0.001 0.035 38.700 94.066 304918 246.704 357.170 358.181
500 100 Dense 14.852  71.176  36.840  76.220 7.096 50.032 | 0072 0.598 0209 0.443 0.043 0.298 | 40.440 88.531 270.099 256.006 638.682 396.802
500 100 Sparse 2493 18588 19.554  59.445 3716 16005 | 0.003 0.122  0.117  0.340 0.043 0.110 | 38.181 83.009 253.752 255.744 636.948 398.321
500 100 Mixed 11.450 49265 31.611  74.956 6.349 38.182 | 0.054 0390 0.183 0422 0.046 0.230 | 39.096 85.391 260.994 254.795 641.740 396.331
500 100 Dense 19.669 65912 41700  86.378 8.573 50.159 | 0235 1918 0552 1913 0.245 0.936 | 36.228 76.931 206.456 258.670 679.120 419.395
500 100 Sparse 2497 23396 20207  70.891 5215 14.485 | 0.009 0518 029 1595 0.217 0325 | 34.096 71.251 188.874 260.845 681.193 423.444
12201 48611 32.186  78.728 7.454 36.218 | 0.148 1241 0460 1762 0.238 0.754 | 34.799 73.492 198.098 257.864 690.167 418.055

500 100 Mixed
500 1000 -

500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000  Mixed
500 1000  Dense
500 1000  Sparse
500 1000 Mixed
500 5000 -

500 5000  Dense
500 5000  Sparse
500 5000  Mixed
500 5000  Dense

- - - - - - 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.492 0.016 0.017 | 398.208 1285509  3847.094 1662.366  2824.899  2383.389
2771 31180 13.583  78.957 2315 74.251 | 0.006 0276 0.062  0.399 0.038 0461 | 369.555 1118.043 2773.639  1698.756  5014.257  2678.245
1.666  9.834 25831  73.875 1.250 8.877 | 0.001 0.041 0.168 0.383 0.027 0.072 | 345.645 1072310 2701.346  1699.812  5020.515  2720.316
2211 20015 19778  78.736 2.062 45206 | 0.003 0.152 0.107 0.392 0.039 0.286 | 352.894 1094.544  2712.138  1698.072  4973.244  2699.230
3369 36761 17.330  80.512 4.553 64.838 | 0.021 1.004 0200 1.751 0.221 1.272 | 318.164  964.578  1829.702  1719.044  5337.658  2886.657
1.404 9.821 25.099  74.378 3.735 12.836 | 0.001 0.135 0.397 1.512 0.209 0.314 | 300.161 905.299 1768.004 1727.178  5324.184 2912.666
2.193 24535 19.081 74.682 3.797 47.089 | 0.009 0511 0.280 1.585 0.184 0.971 | 308.808 933.998 1801.129 1717.245  5316.684 2874.535
- - - - - - 0.001  0.001 0.005  2.548 0.001 0.000 | 2190.188  7671.521 21419.785 7984.972 13603.143  80867.898
2.521 32488 15256 138.242 1.923 276.838 | 0.004 0.319  0.066 1.124 0.025 1.536 | 1986.577 6730.429 14858.876 7973.077 23835.000 73071.458
1.292 5778 44258  130.900 0.847 19.421 0.001  0.010 0273 1.030 0.019 0.110 | 1871.097 6313.414 15406.145 7977.799 23782.197 77183.655
2227 18370 26340 142.507 1.243 155575 | 0.003 0.132  0.153  1.089 0.019 0917 | 1934.793  6529.652 15159.541 7965.174 23783.834 75432.805
1.884 39501 16271  80.997 3.996 176.776 | 0.004 1.178  0.185  1.091 0.221 3.332 | 1720410 5776.899  9325.082  7991.455 24947.670 73536.119
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500 5000  Sparse 1299 5986 37.767 78.567 3.635 22392 | 0.002 0045 0.621 1127 0.203 0.596 | 1590.057 5281.750  9756.378  8003.694 25304.561  71966.096
500 5000  Mixed 2164 22478 27356  81.147 3.183 116785 | 0.005 0438 0407  1.092 0.166 2.236 | 1646.648 5509.990  9507.831  8003.054 24760.199 69574.033
Average 3374  21.078 19012 69.775 3.020 56.182 | 0.025 0428 0234 1.299 0.108 0.940

CUSUM statistic over N = 1000 Monte Carlo simulated data sets without any changepoints.

For each method considered and each configuration of parameters, Table 9 displays the average detection
rate and average running time in milliseconds. For each configuration of parameters, the best value of the
detection rate and the running time is indicated in boldface (when there are no changepoints, boldface
indicates the detection rate closest to 1% from below). In terms of statistical power, Table 9 demonstrates
that ESAC, Pilliat and SUBSET are the only methods with competitive power across all sparsity regimes
and combinations of n and p. Pilliat has the highest power in seven out of the 24 different combinations
of parameters with a changepoint, while the same number is three for ESAC and one for SUBSET.
Averaging over the 24 combinations of parameters, Pilliat and ESAC have the highest over-all power.
The Pilliat algorithm has a slight edge over ESAC, and SUBSET in third place. In comparison, Inspect
has high detection power only for k = [pl/ 3], and with performance seemingly deteriorating when p
grows. Double CUSUM has excellent power for detecting dense changepoints, but fails to detect sparse
changepoints, especially when &k = 1 or p is large. Sparsified Binary Segmentation has high power for
sparse changepoints (especially when k£ = 1), but fails completely to detect dense changepoints. In terms
of running time, ESAC is again the clear winner, with Pilliat as the runner-up. We remark again that
SUBSET is the only method not implemented in C or C++, giving the other methods an advantage when
comparing running times. We also remark that the running time of the noise level scaling by MAD
estimates is not included in the running times of ESAC, Inspect, Pilliat and SUBSET, as the running
time of the scaling dominates the running time of ESAC, SUBSET and Pilliat. The running time of the
MAD scaling is however included in the running times of the Double CUSUM and Sparsified Binary
Segmentation algorithms, as the implementations of these algorithms do not offer an option to disable
the MAD scaling.

It is interesting to note that the power of ESAC, Pilliat and SUBSET seems to grow with n. This might
be due to the Signal-to-Noise ratio of the simulated changepoints being proportional to the detection
boundary for multiple changepoints, which grows faster with n than the minimax testing rate for a
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single changepoint, see Liu et al. (2021).

Table 9: Single changepoint detection

Parameters Detection rate Time in milliseconds ‘
n p k n %) ESAC Pilliat Inspect SBS SUBSET DC | ESAC Pilliat Inspect SBS SUBSET DC
200 100 - - - 0.016 0.013  0.008 0.015 0.017 0.007 0.2 0.8 22 11.2 2.1 9.5
200 100 1 n/5 1.12 | 0.849 0815 0.232  0.892 0.886 0.082 0.1 0.3 2.1 9.8 1.7 8.6
200 100 5 n/5 1.60 | 0952 0965 0911 0.690 0.962 0.775 0.1 0.2 2.0 9.4 1.6 8.6
200 100 24 n/5 152 | 0.696 0.749  0.666  0.075 0.567 0.813 0.1 0.4 2.0 12.6 1.6 8.5

200 100 100 n/5 1.52] 0.675 0.740 0550 0.038 0.543 0.819 0.1 0.4 2.1 9.4 1.7 8.8

200 1000 - - - 0.008 0.009  0.010 0.006 0.010 0.008 1.8 10.6 42.8 88.2 12.5 87.5
200 1000 1 n/5 122 | 0.809 0.796 0.003  0.853 0.841 0.018 11 4.0 42.5 88.4 13.8 89.0
200 1000 10 n/5 235|099 0995 0498 0.649 0.987 0.299 0.9 22 42.4 88.1 12.7 90.3
200 1000 73 n/5 270 | 0.823 0.880 0.645 0.046 0.788 0.900 1.1 33 42.4 88.0 13.0 89.6
200 1000 1000 n/5 270 | 0.805 0.868 0390 0.014 0.783 0.918 1.1 3.4 42.5 87.7 13.3 89.1
200 5000 - - - 0.007  0.008 0.003 0.012 0.012 0.012 | 11.6 65.4 216.7  449.8 78.0 458.9
200 5000 1 n/5 128 | 0.782 0.775 0.000  0.856 0.797 0.018 7.1 26.0 2159 4473 711 4559
200 5000 18 n/5 320 0996 1.000 0.011 0.698 0.997 0.182 5.6 17.4 215.0  446.0 78.0 454.6
200 5000 163 n/5 4.03| 0911 0.925 0249 0.038 0.898 0.911 6.7 18.5 2149 4415 79.1 457.1
200 5000 5000 n/5 4.03| 0.897 0.893 0.119 0.013 0.868 0.934 8.8 20.8 2142 440.8 78.6 4579

500 100 - - - 0.007  0.005  0.007 0.015 0.015 0.008 0.5 2.1 5.6 16.0 42 16.0
500 100 1 n/5 0.74| 0.944 0897 0.288  0.973 0.968 0.069 0.2 0.6 5.4 16.5 3.8 15.7
500 100 5 n/5 1.04 | 0978 0988 0973 0.882 0.987 0.821 0.2 0.5 5.4 16.7 3.6 15.5
500 100 25 n/5 1.00| 0809 0.785 0.755 0.120 0.718 0.852 0.3 0.8 5.4 159 3.6 15.5
500 100 100 n/5 1.00| 0.796 0.776  0.627  0.062 0.699 0.853 0.3 0.8 5.4 16.0 3.7 15.8
500 1000 - - - 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.014 0.010 0.008 44 26.4 2619 1470 32.8 163.2
500 1000 1 n/5 0.80 | 0.924 0.876  0.000 0.963 0.942 0.026 2.5 8.8 259.7 1474 32.4 163.4

500 1000 10 n/5 152 0994 0998 0.551 0.860 0.994 0.357 2.3 5.7 259.0 148.1 324 164.7
500 1000 79 n/5 1.78 | 0936 0.926 0.711 0.073 0.868 0.925 2.8 7.6 260.5 148.6 325 165.2
500 1000 1000 n/5 1.78 | 0.927 0.920 0466 0.023 0.877 0.965 2.5 8.1 2604  149.1 323 165.6
500 5000 - - - 0.006 0.002  0.010 0.008 0.006 0.011 | 259 1582 13435 769.4 182.0 955.7
500 5000 1 n/5 0.84 | 0939 0890 0.000 0.958 0.947 0.017 | 13.7 46.6 13419 7627 184.3 908.5
500 5000 18 n/5 2.06| 1.000 1.000 0.010 0.907 1.000 0.204 | 12.0 283 13414 763.1 1854 908.1
500 5000 177 n/5 2.66 | 0964 0.959 0455 0.045 0.951 0.956 | 12.8 377 13423 762.1 184.1 908.7
500 5000 5000 n/5 2.66| 0953 0.956 0243  0.009 0.956 0.982 | 13.0 37.5 13428 7578 179.5 907.7

Average detection rate 0.890 0.891 0390 0.447 0.868 0.571

F Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 5.1. For any a > 0, define v, = E (Z? | |Z| > a) where Z ~ N(0,1). Then
a2—|—1§1/a§a2+2.

Proof. The second inequality follows from Lemma 4 in Liu et al. (2021). For the first inequality, let
®(z) = [° ¢(t)dt, where ¢(-) denotes the density function of a standard normal distribution. If a > 0,

X
we have that

l/a—l—a2:af(a) —a?

using that p(a)/®(a) > a for all @ > 0 (see e.g. Sampford, 1953). For a = 0, we have that v, =
E(Z?) = 1, and the claim follows. O

The following Lemma is due to Liu et al. (2021).
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Lemma 5.2 (Liu et al. 2021, Lemma 5). Let Z; "~ N(0,1) for i € [p], where p € N. Let a > 0 and

define v, =E (Z? | |Z| > a). Then for all z > 0,

p

Z(ZZQ —v)1(|Zi| > a) > 9 { (pe_“2/2x) 2 + x}

i=1

P <e T,

The following Lemma is analogous to Lemma 5.2, and gives a corresponding lower bound.

Lemma5.3. Let Z; S N(0,1) fori € [p], wherep € N. Leta > 1 and definev, = E (Z12 | 1Z1] > a).

Then for all x > 0,

p

Z(ZZQ —v)1(|Zi] > a) < =5 { (pe_QQ/Zx) i + x}) <e*.

i=1

P

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 5 in Liu et al. (2021). Let X = (2% — v,) 1(|Z| > a),
where Z ~ N(0,1). Let A € (0, 1]. Then, as E(X) = 0, we have that

E <e_)‘X) —14E (e_AX 1+ AX) :
By the deterministic bound

y?,  ify >0,
eV —1+y<qy®, if —1<y<0,
e v, ify< -1,

we obtain that

E (f“) <1+ NE{X?1(X >0)} + N’E {Xﬁl(—% <X< o)}

fem(x< ).

We bound each term separately. Let p(x) denote the density function of the x? distribution. For the
second term, we have that

E{X?’1(X >0)} = (z — va)*p(z)dz
o 1
2 —x/2
:/Va (r — 1) 7(27[_1_)1/26 12dx
16,

< -
< (27rya)1/2€ ;

using that 14+a? < v, < a®+2 (Lemma5.1) and a > 1. For the third term, using that X > a®—v, > —2
whenever X < 0, we have that

{(kers)exfei(ker)

<4E{1(|Z] = a)}
< 8efa2/2/(2ﬂ_a2)1/2
< 8efa2/2/(2ﬂ_)1/2’
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where we in the penultimate step used the standard bound P(Z > a) e=9*/2/(2ma?)Y/? for all

<
a > 0. For the last term, as A < 1/2, we have that P(X < —3) < P(X < —2) = 0, because

X > a? — v, > —2. Therefore, E {e_)‘X]l(X < —1/)\)} = 0. Hence,

1
8 16e™2 2
XY 2 —a2/2
E(e >_1+)\ {(271)1/2+2\/7r}e

<14 6X% 7/
< exp <6)\26_a2/2> .

By a Chernoff Bound we obtain that, for any ¢ > 0,

P {Zn:(zf —v)1(1Zi| > a) < —t} =P {—Zn:(zf —v)1(1Zi| > a) > t}

i=1 i=1
P
< inf e M {IE <ef)‘X>}
0<A<:

< inf exp (—)\t + 6)\21)6_“2/2)

C0<A<]
2e7* /2 ¢
< — N = .
= oxp 2p 4
5 1/2
Now take t = 5 { (pe‘“ /23:) + x} to obtain the result. ]

The following Lemma is due to Birgé (2001).

Lemma 5.4 (Birgé 2001, Lemma 8.1). Let Y ~ x2(¥) have a non-central Chi Square distribution with
p degrees of freedom and non-centrality parameter W > 0. Then, for any x > 0, we have that

P [Y > p+ U+ 2{z(p+20)}2 —|—2x] <e
and,

P [Y <p+T—2{z(p+ 2\1/)}1/2] <e?,

Lemma 5.5. Consider the model from Section 2, with one and only one changepoint n, and suppose
n>3ando =1 Let K = {i : pjpi1 — piny # 0} denote the set of coordinates for which there
is a change in mean, let v(t) be defined as in (8), and let h(t) be defined as in (10). Let the CUSUM
transformation T(; ,e](-) be defined as in (2), and for ease of notation, let T"(-) = T(%,n](')‘ Let k =
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b1 — tinllor and define By =3 {T"(pi,)? — T¥(wi,.)* }. Define the events
& = {vo <v<n, Y {Ci)? - C"(i)*} > By — 2(2B, logn)"/? — 16r(/<:)} ,
ek

E = {VO <v<n,VteT, Z {CY(1)* = voy } {ICY(D)] > a(t)} < 63r(t)
i€[pl\K

E3 = {vo <v<mnVteT, Z {CY(1)* = vay } {ICY(5)] > a(t)} > —35r(t)
i€p]\K

Ey= {VO <v<nVteT,t< (plogn)'/?;

M@

[{Cv(i)? - Vo) } H{|CV(i)| > a(t)} — C¥(i)* + 1] < 5h(p) + 637°(t)}

i=1

ThenP(€1ﬂ€2ﬂ€3ﬂ54) Zl—%.

Proof. By a union bound it suffices to consider each event separately.

Step 1. We first show that P (£f) < % As the CUSUM is a linear operation and X = p+ W, we have
forany 0 < v < nandi € [p] that C”(z’) =T"(p;,.) + T”(Wi .). Hence, for any v, we have that

SO0~ U2} = Bo+ Y ATUW;)? — TV (Wi )}
ek ek
+23 {TW )T (i) — TV (Wi, )T (i) } -
e
We construct high-probability bounds on the two last terms separately. For the first term, note that since

Wi HRS- N(0,1), for any fixed v we have T (W;.)~N(0, 1) independently for all i € [p]. Hence
ZZGK T"(W;,.)? ~ x3 and Y, TV (Wi.)? ~ x3. By Lemma 5.4 and a union bound we therefore

have that

2
P | ST (W) - T°(W;,)?} < —4{log(9n2)k}/2 — 2log(9n >] o
1€kl
Using that n > 3 and the definition of (%), we obtain that
2
P {T(Wi)? - T (W)Y < —16r(l<:)] e (16)
ek

1/2 <

To see this, consider first the case k < (plogn)'/2. Then k < r(k)and logn < 7(k), so 4 {log(9n?)k}
4{4 10g(n)k:}1/2 < 8r(k) and 2log(9n?) < 8logn < 8r(k). For the case k > (plogn)'/?, we
must have that p > logn, and hence 4 {log(9n2)k:}1/2 < 8(plog n)1/2 = 8r(k) and 2log(9n?) <
8log(n) < 8(plogn)'/? = 8r(k).

For the second term, we make use of the fact that the CUSUM transformation 7 (y) of any vector y can
be expressed as an inner product. More precisely, define the n-dimensional vector ¥ € R"™ to have I/th
element given by

(u)l/Q fori=1,...,v,

ve(l) = _Z%)l/z forl=v+1...,n
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Then for any vector y € R™, we have that

T°(y) = (y, ¥"),

see Baranowski et al. (2019). Hence, for any i € IC,

T (p ) T"W. ) = T ()T (W) = (g, OINW, 0T — (p,  WON W, 07)
= (W G, WO — (W, ()00
= <W¢7.7 <M¢,.7\IIH>\II - <M¢,.7\IIU>\IJU> .

md

As W;. ~ N, (0,1) forall i € IC, we get that

T TW. ) = T )T (W) %N (0, o, 007 — (o, w0y w2,

fori € K. By Lemma 5.11, we have that || {x, ., U") U7 — (p, , ¥") @v\\z T, )% — TV (ui.)% We
therefore have that

ST (X )T (i) — TV (X3 )T (p13.)} ~ N (0, 8,)

€L

By the standard Gaussian tail bound P(Z > t) < e~*"/2 for Z ~ N(0,1) and ¢ > 0, we obtain

1

92’ (7)

P> AT )T (i) — T(Xa )T ()} < —2(26, logn)1/2]
1€

again using that n > 3. Combining (16) and (17) by a union bound, we have for any 0 < v < n that

1

3n2’

P [Z {C7()* = C°(i)*} > By — 2(28, logn)"/* — 16r</<:)] <

ek

By another union bound (over v), we obtain that P(£f) < 3L

Step 2. We now show that P (£5) < 1/6n. Fix 0 < v < n and any t € T such that t < (plogn)'/2.

Fix x; > 0, to be determined later. As C”(3) TR N(0,1) for all i € K¢, we have by Lemma 5.2 that

5 {02 ~ v} 1IC0] > a0} <0 | e @20} 4 0 18)
1€eKe

with probability at least 1 — e~**. By a union bound, (18) holds for all 0 < v < n and t € T such that
t < (plogn)'/2, with probability at least 1 — n, zteT\{p} e ", Now set x; = 6 {plogQ(n)/t2 Ar(t)}.
Then

Z et < Z exp{ poi( )}+ Z exp{—67(t)}.

teT\{p} teT\{p} teT\{p}
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For the first sum, we have

Z exp {—61)1%22(71)} < iexp {—610g(n)4k}

teT\{p}

IN

I
- 2= I

For the second sum, noting that 6r(t) = 6 {¢log (eplogn/t?) Vlogn} > 3tlog (eplogn/t?)+3logn,
we have

1 2\
Z exp{—6r(t)} < 3 Z <eplogn>
teT\{p} teT\{p}
1 o
< — R
“wa (5]

With our choice of ;, using that a*(¢) = 4log (eplog n/t?), we have that

1/2 t4 1/2
9 |:{p€a2(t)/2$t} +$t:| =9 [{pmxt} + x4
< 9{% +6r(t)}

< 63r(t),

where we used that z; < 6r(t) and ; < 6plog?(n)/t?, as well as the fact that t < r(t) whenever
t < (plogn)'/?. Hence, using that n > 3,

P [EIO <v<n3teT,t<(plogn)/?; Z {Cv(i)* — o) ) HICY (@) > a(t)} > 637‘(25)]

ieke
1 1 1 N _ak
Sﬁ <1+n18_1> +n3e3 <1+Z4 )
k=1
1
< . 19
~18n2 (19)

Now consider the case where t = p. If p < (plogn)'/2, then a(p) > 0 and similarly as above we have
that

P [30 <v<mn,; Z {C*(i)* = va@ } 1{ICV(0)| > a(p)} > 63r(p)

1eke
1

STanz’ (20
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If we instead have p > (plogn)'/2, in which case a(p) = 0 and v,
have

®) = 1, then for any 0 < v < n, we

N {CU v} L{ICG)] > ep)y = Y {CU0} —p +

1ekCe 1eke

As Y icxe CV(i)? ~ X_» we obtain from Lemma 5.4 that

Z {C¥() } p+k >2{plog(12n )}1/2 + 2log(12n?),
ieke

with probability at most 1/(12n2). Using that n > 3 and r(p) > log n, we obtain by a union bound that

. vy 1
Pl|I0<v<n; Z;C:c {Cv(i)* - Ve T{IC(9)] > ¢(p)} > 157°(t)] < o (21)

Combining (19), (20) and (21) by a union bound, we have that P(£$) < 1/(6n).

Step 3. We show that P (£5) < 1/6n. Fix 0 < v < n and any t € T such that ¢ < (plogn)'/2. Fix

x¢ > 0, to be determined later. As C”(3) Hg N(0,1) for all i € K¢, we have by Lemma 5.3 that

>_A{C"0? = v} HIC* ()] > a()} = =5 {{pe“@”zmt}m + xt} (22)

1€kCe

with probability at least 1 — e~**. By a union bound, (22) holds for all 0 < v < n and ¢t € T such that
t < (plogn)'/?, with probability at least 1 — n Yiem\py € ' Now set ;= 6 {plog?(n) /> Ar(t) }.
Similar to Step 2, we obtain that

P [EIO <v<n,3teT,t<(plogn)/?; Z {Cv(i)* - o) 3 H{ICU ()] > a(t)} < —357“(25)]
S

< b

~18n2’

Also similar to Step 2, we have that

P [EIO <v<n; Z {Cv(i)* - Vap) } H{ICY (i) > a(p)} < —35r(p)]
1eke

< 1

~12n2’

It then follows that P (£5) < 1/(6n) by a union bound.

Step 4. Lastly we show that P (£§) < 1/(3n). Fixany 0 < v < nand t € 7 such that t < (plogn)'/2.
By Lemma 5.8 and Theorem 1.A.3(b) in Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007), we have that

> [{ea)
i=1
Ss Z {Y2 a(t}]l{|Y|>a( )} — y2+1]

=1

— Vo) } H{|C?(i)] > a(t)} — C¥(i)* + 1]
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where Y; "% N(0,1) for i € [p]. Hence,

IHCHESSY) P

0<v<n  teT\{p}

+ Y Z]P’{

0<v<n  teT\{p}

> Y = v 1{Yi| > alt)} > 637“@)]

i=1

M@

{vp-1} < —5h(p)}

i=1

M@

1
< —— +nlogy(p)P {

<15 (Y2-1) < —5h(p)} :

i=1

where we for the first sum used the same arguments as in Step 2. For the second sum, we have by
Lemma 5.4 that

P
P Zzl(YZQ -1 < —2;01/2 {log(6n2) + log log, p}1/2] < m.
Now,
2p'/? {10g(6n2) + log log, p}l/z < 2[6{logn Vlog log(ep)}]1/2
< 5h(p).
Hence P (&) < 1/(18n) + 1/(6n) < 1/(3n), and the proof is complete. O

The following Lemma gives high-probability control over the score statistic Sg (s
tic.

] used as a test statis-

)

Lemma 5.6. Consider the model from Section 2, and assume o = 1. Let r(t) be defined as in (8).For
any integer v such that s < v < e, let T(bs 5 (+) be defined as in (2), and define

p
’8&76] - ZT(US,e](Mi,.)za
=1

and

P

K(se] = Z 1 {Té7e} (,.)? = 0} :

i=1

Note that if ﬁz’&e] = 0 for some v, then the open integer interval (s, e) contains no changepoint. Define
the events

s,€] v

55::{V0§5<v<e§n, ﬁz’ =0; SU7(576}<0},
1/2
56 L= {VO S s<v<e S n,; 537(576} Z 5(5,@} -8 {2’82)8,6]7“(]{:(575})} — (’}/ + 106) T’(k‘(&e])} .
Ify>82 thenP (&N &) >1—1/n.
Proof.

Step 1. We first show that P (£5) < 1/(2n). Consider any integer triple of s, e,v such that 0 < s <
v < e < nand ﬁg’s q = 0. Fixany t € T \ {p} (the case ¢ = p is handled later), and fix x; > 0,
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to be specified later. As Bz’s g = 0, the open integer interval (s, e) contains no changepoint, and thus

C, (i) " N(0,1) for all i € [p]. By Lemma 5.2 we have that

f: (€t~ v} 1{(03;76} ()] > o)} 2 9 [{pe—a“)”?xt}m + xt} (23)
1

1=

occurs with probability at most e ~*t. Note that there are at most n> unique choices of the triple (s, e, v).
By a union bound, (23) holds for some 0 < s < v < e < nand some ¢t € 7 \ {p} with probability at

most n? Dtem\py € - Nowset zy =8 {pl%j(") A r(t)} for all t. Then,

og%(n
Z e "t < Z exp{—8pl§72()}+ Z exp {—8r(t)}.

teT\{p} teT\{p} teT\{p}

For the first sum, we have

Z exp {—81)1%22(71)} < iexp {—810g(n)4k}

teT\{p}

IN I
- 3l I

For the second sum, noting that 8r(t) = 8 {tlog (e’ﬂ#) V log n} > 4tlog <e’ﬂ#> + 4logn, we
have

1 t2 4t
Z exp{—8r(t)} < v Z <eplogn>
teT\{p} teT\{p}
1 — _dk
< .
< (1)

Hence, using that n > 2,

1 1 1
3 Z - Z—4k
" 6$t<$<1+n?47 —1>+@<1+ 4 )
k

teT\{p} =1

With this choice of x;, using that a?(t) = 4log (epi#), we have that

- 1/2 t4 1/2
9 [{pe C2(t)/2.%'t} + 1’t:| =9 [{pmxt} + T

<o an)

< 82r(t),
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where we used that z; < 8r(t) and z; < 8plog?(n)/t?, as well as the fact that t < r(t) whenever
t < (plogn)'/2. Hence,

P [30§s <v<e<n,dteT\{p}; Z{C&e}(i)Q — v, } {]Cse]( )| > a(t)} 2827"@)]

i=1
< L (24)
~10n
Now consider the case where ¢t = p. If p < (plog n)l/ 2 then similarly as above we have that
P
P [30 <s<wv<e<n,; Z {0&76}(2')2 - Va(p)} 1{‘0&7@} ()| > a(p)} > 827°(p)]
i=1
1
<—. 25
—10n (25)

If we instead have p > (plogn)/? (in which case a(p) = 0 and Vap) = 1), then forany 0 < s < v <
e < n, we have

Zp:{c(se VC(p} {|Cse]( | > c(p } Zp:c&e] —p.
-1

=1

As) ., C E)S ] ()% ~ X;, we obtain from Lemma 5.4 that
- 1/2
2 {Cfs,el W} —p >2{plog(4n’)} '~ + 2log(4n*),
i=1

occurs with probability at most 1/(4n*). Using that n > 2 and 7(p) > logn, we obtain by a union
bound that

p
P [30 <s<v<e<n; ) {cg;ve}(i)Q _ yc(p)} 11{|Cg;76} (@] > C(p)} > 177‘(75)]
i=1
1
< ]
~ 4n

Combining (24), (25) and (26) by a union bound, and using that v > 82, we get that P(E§) < 1/(2n).

(26)

Step 2. Now we show that P (£§) < 1/(2n). Consider any 0 < s < v < e < n. Without loss
of generality, assume that T( , (p1,.)? > T( (p2,.)? > TG (11p.)% Let 2 denote the smallest
integer in 7" no smaller than k(, o), where we suppress the dependence of z on s, e in the notation. For

1/2

z < (plogn)*/=, observe that

>~ { Gt = v } 1{ICE 0 (0] > a(2) |

@
i M@
I

o

»

(s,€] p

>3 {Cta@ v b+ Y G0~ f{ICL 4G > alx)}. @D

L i=k(s,e)t1

Il
—

We lower bound the two sums separately. For each i € [p] we have that Cle) = Tl (i) +

T, (W) g N(T, (ki) 5 1), Let 2y = 8 {plog®(n)/t* Ar(t)} for all t € [p], as in Step 1.
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For the first sum, noting that >, Fae Clia ()2 ~ Xi(s y (B{,¢) (a non-central Chi Square distribution
with k4 o degrees of freedom and non-centrality parameter BE’S e}), we have by Lemma 5.4 that

ks,
; { (5,¢] (4 (z)} < k(s,e] = K(s,e]Va(z) T B(s, — 2 {xz (Z + 285 e]> }1/2

< e %2

Note that, since k < z < (plogn 1/2 e have z < r(z) and k < r(k¢.). Moreover, by
(s,e] (s.€] (s.€]
<

Lemma 5.1, we have 2, < 2+ a?(z) < 2+ a®(k(s)), where we for the last inequality used that

z > k(s and that t — a 2(t) is decreasing. Since z < 2k (s,¢]» it also holds that r(2) < 27(k(g ).
Hence,

E(s,e1

P> {Ch6)? = va) | < Bl = 8{280 g7 (ke | = 14r(kie) | < 7.

i=1
For the second sum, we obtain from Lemma 5.3 that
P

P Z {C'Z)s,e](i)2 _ ya(t)} ]1{|Céjs,e}(i)| > a(z)} <_5 [{pebz(z)/2xz}l/2 N xz]

=k(se 1

< e "t
By the definition of x,, we have that
2 Y2
5 [{pe_ =)/ xz} +3:Z] < 467 (2)
S 92T(k(s,e})-

By a union bound over the two sums in (27), we have that

p

> {Cta®? = v} 1{ICE40)] > a(2)}
- 1/2
< 52)576} -8 {Qﬁgs,e](z)r(k(s,e})} - 106T(k(s,e}) (28)

occurs with probability at most 2e~*¢.
Now suppose that z > (plogn)'/2. Then,

p

S {00 = v} {10001 > a2} = 3 {0} .
i =1

=1

Using that 37, C, (9)* ~ x;(B{, ;). we have by Lemma 5.4 that

(s,€]

S {0}~ p < By — 2 {los(ant) o+ 28, )}

=1
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occurs with probability at most 1/(4n*). In particular, since logn < r(t) for all ¢, we have r(z) =
r(y/(plogn)) < 2r(k(s.) and n > 2, this implies that (28) occurs probability at most 1/(4n*) when-
ever z > (plogn)/2. By a union bound over 0 < s < v < e < n, we obtain that

1 _
P(Eg)gn?’ 4—n4—|—2 Z € Tt

teT\{p}
1 1
< - 4=
“4n  5n
1
< YRR
— 2n
where we used the same approach as in Step 1 to bound ZtET\ ) e~ *t. The proof is complete. U

Lemma 5.7. Let M denote the collection of seeded intervals generated by Algorithm 4 with parameters
a € (1,2] and K > 2. Then for all real numbers h > 0 such that h < n/2, and all integers 1 such that
3h/2V1<n<n-—(3h/2V 1), there exists integers | > 1 and v such that the following holds.

(P1) (v—1v+1 € M;

(P2) h/2 <1< hV1;

(P3) |[v—n| <I/K <1/2.

In particular, (v — 1,0 +1] C (n— (3/2h vV 1),n+ (3/2h V 1)].

Proof. Define the recursive sequence (I;)jen by I1 = 1, and [j11 = max {l; + 1, |al;|} for j € N. Let

H =max{j € N : [; < n/2}. Formally, the set M of seeded intervals generated by Algorithm 4 is
given by

where

2]
L={(n-2.n}u |J {Gs, is;+20},
=0

wemefo£]}

Note that, for any j € [H — 1], it holds that /;,1/l; < max{2,a} = 2. Hence, there must exist an
integer j € [H] such that h/2 < I; < h V 1. Moreover, by the definition of Z;, there must exist an
integer v such that [v —n| < |l;/K| <;/2and (v —[;,v+1;] € Z;,. This proves the first three claims.
For the last claim, note that

U—l]‘ :U—n-i-?]—lj
> —lj/K]+n—-1
> —(3/2hV 1).

Similarly, we have that v +1; < n+ (3/2h V 1). O
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Lemma5.8. LetY ~N(0,1),0 € R,a>0andv, =E (Y2 | [Y|>a). Lee A= (Y? — v,) 1(|[Y] > a)
and B = Y? — 1. Then A — B is stochastically decreasing in |0).

Proof. Tt is equivalent to show that B — A is stochastically increasing in |6|. Note first that Y has a Chi
Square distribution with non-centrality parameter 2, which is stochastically increasing in |f|. Further,
we have that B — A = f(Y?), where the function f is given by

{m—l, ifr < a®

Ve — 1, otherwise.

fz) =

Since v, > a?, f is an increasing function. By Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007, Theorem 1.A.3(a)) ,
B — A must be stochastically increasing in |6. O

Lemma 5.9. Let M denote the set of candidate intervals generated from Algorithm 4 with fixed input
parameters o > 1, K > 1 and n € N. Then the number of distinct triples of integers s, e, v such that
(s,e] € Mand s < v < eis of order O(nlogn).

Proof. Let o and K be given, and define the recursive sequence (I;)jen by li = 1, and [;41 =
max (I; + 1, |al;]) for j € N. Let H = sup{j € N : [; < n/2}. Formally, the set M of seeded
intervals generated by Algorithm 4 is given by

S= U 7,

1€{l,...lg}
where
=]
T={(n—-20,n}u |J {(is, is;+20},
i=0
and

wemefo£]}

For any (s, €] € Z;, there are precisely 2/ — 1 < 2 integers v such that s < e < v. Hence, the number
N of distinct triples of integers s, e, v such that (s, e] € M and s < v < e therefore satisfies

N< Y oz

le{ly,ols}

For all | < K, we have that |Z;| < n, and so 2I|Z;] < 2ln < 2Kn. Forl > K we have that
|l/K| >1/(2K), and so 2l|Z;| < 4Kn. Therefore,

N< )  4EKn
le{ly, s}
=4HKn.

Noting that H < [ﬁ} + log,, n, we thus get
1
N <4 (ﬁw +log,n | Kn
= O(nlogn),

which gives the desired result. U
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In the following we restate some useful Lemmas from Baranowski et al. (2019).

Lemma 5.10 (Baranowski et al. 2019, Lemma 2).
Consider the model from Section 2, assuming that p = 1. Let the CUSUM transformation T(?S e](-) be

defined as in (2). Suppose s < e are such that nj_1 < s < n; < e < nj41 for some j € [J]. Then,

_ > 1562
. 2 _ il 2 — 277
o Tl ) = T ) {s o83

Given an n € N and any integer 0 < v < n, define the n-dimensional vector UV € R” to have [th
element given by

()"

— , forl=1,...,v,

(1) = _(H#Efﬂ, forl =v+1...,n.

Lemma 5.11 (Baranowski et al. 2019, Lemma 4). Consider the model from Section 2, assuming that
p = 1. Let the CUSUM transformation T ', ,e](-) be defined as in (2). Pick any interval (s,e] C (0,n]
such that the open integer interval (s, e) contains precisely one changepoint 1;. Pick any integer v such
that s < v < e. Define p = |n; — v|, o = n; — s, and g = e — n;. Then,

w09 ) = Wy W), = T ) — T g0
Moreover,
j v p(SL
(1)f01" any 77_] S v < €, nge}(:u‘)2 - T(s,e}(lu‘)2 = p_|_ 5149?’
i 2w 2 & 2
(2) forany s < v <n;, T(sj’e](u) T (1) = pyn 6R9j.
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