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Abstract

We propose a general methodology Reliever for fast and reliable changepoint detection when the

model fitting is costly. Instead of fitting a sequence of models for each potential search interval, Reliever

employs a substantially reduced number of proxy/relief models that are trained on a predetermined

set of intervals. This approach can be seamlessly integrated with state-of-the-art changepoint search

algorithms. In the context of high-dimensional regression models with changepoints, we establish that the

Reliever, when combined with an optimal search scheme, achieves estimators for both the changepoints

and corresponding regression coefficients that attain optimal rates of convergence, up to a logarithmic

factor. Through extensive numerical studies, we showcase the ability of Reliever to rapidly and accurately

detect changes across a diverse range of parametric and nonparametric changepoint models.

1 Introduction

Changepoint detection refers to the process of identifying changes in statistical properties, such as mean,

variance, slope, or distribution, within ordered observations. This technique has gained increasing attention

in a broad range of applications including time series analysis, signal processing, finance, neuroscience, and

environmental monitoring.

To identify the number and locations of changepoints, a common approach is to conduct a grid search

to find the optimal partition that minimizes (or maximizes) a specific criterion. The criterion for each

potential partition is typically composed of a sum of losses (or gains, respectively) evaluated for the cor-

responding segments, along with a penalty term that encourages parsimonious partitions. Grid search
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algorithms can be broadly classified into two categories: optimal schemes based on dynamic programming

(Auger and Lawrence, 1989; Jackson et al., 2005; Killick et al., 2012), which are capable of finding the global

minimum, and greedy strategies based on binary segmentation (Baranowski et al., 2019; Fryzlewicz, 2014;

Kovács et al., 2022) or moving windows (Cho and Kirch, 2022; Niu and Zhang, 2012), which iteratively refine

the search space to approximate the minimum. Both types of algorithms require evaluating a loss function

for a sequence of potential search intervals, denoted as I, which represents a set of intervals determined

sequentially according to specific algorithms. Table 1.1 provides an overview of the number of loss function

evaluations required by various grid search algorithms, highlighting their relative efficiency and scalability in

terms of the sample size n. These algorithms include the segment neighborhood (Auger and Lawrence, 1989,

SN), optimal partitioning (Jackson et al., 2005, OP), pruned exact linear time (Killick et al., 2012, PELT),

wild binary segmentation (Fryzlewicz, 2014, WBS), and seeded binary segmentation (Kovács et al., 2022,

SeedBS). For an extensive review of different grid search algorithms, please refer to Cho and Kirch (2021).

Table 1.1: Number of loss function evaluations required by different grid search algorithms, along with the total

operations for model fits for each original algorithm (referred to as “Original”) and the Reliever counterpart.

Optimal search Greedy search

Algorithm SN OP PELTa WBS SeedBS

Number of loss evaluations

O(Kn2)b O(n2) O(n) O(Mn)c O(n logn)

Number of total operations for model fitsd

Original O(n2an) O(n2an) O(nan) O(Mnan) O
(
n(logn)an

)

Reliever e O(|R|an) O(|R|an) O(|R|an) O(|R|an) O(|R|an)

a The cases when pruning is applicable are presented, as described in Eq. (4) in Killick et al. (2012). In the worst-case

scenarios where pruning is not possible, the PELT algorithm reduces to the OP algorithm.

b K: Maximum number of changepoints to be searched for.

c M : Number of random intervals.

d The number of operations required to fit a model once within an interval of length n is denoted by an. For instance,

in the case of applying coordinate descent for a standard LASSO problem, an = O(knp), where k denotes the number of

iterations.

e The worst-case scenario is considered, where |R| = O(n) indicates the number of predetermined intervals. However, for

greedy algorithms, the computational complexity can be further reduced since not all intervals need to be visited.

The evaluation or calculation of the loss function within a potential search interval I ∈ I, denoted as

L(I;M̂I), involves fitting a model M̂I within that interval I. This process is often the primary contributor

to computational time, especially for complex changepoint models. Moreover, obtaining model fits along the

search path, i.e., {M̂I}I∈I , usually dominates the computation of {L(I;M̂I)}I∈I . For instance, in high-
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dimensional linear models with changepoints, utilizing a LASSO-based model fitting procedure (Kaul et al.,

2019b; Lee et al., 2016; Leonardi and Bühlmann, 2016; Wang et al., 2021b) for a search interval of length

n would require O(np) operations per iteration using coordinate descent. This computational cost becomes

significant when the number of variables p is large. If the tuning parameter is selected via cross-validation,

a single fit becomes even more computationally intensive. Additionally, updating neighboring fits by adding

or deleting a few observations is not straightforward in complex models, unlike classical mean change models

that utilize the sample mean (Auger and Lawrence, 1989). While problem-specific strategies may exist to ex-

pedite the calculations, there is a lack of systematic updating approaches for complex models (Kovács et al.,

2020). Consequently, the total computational cost of model fits is multiplied; see Table 1.1.

1.1 Our Contribution

We introduce Reliever, a highly versatile framework designed to speed up changepoint detection while

maintaining reliable accuracy in scenarios where model fits are computationally expensive. Our approach

can seamlessly integrate with a wide range of changepoint detection methods that involve evaluating a loss

function over a sequence of potential search intervals. By leveraging Reliever, we effectively address the

computational complexities associated with changepoint detection across diverse models characterized by

high dimensionality (Leonardi and Bühlmann, 2016), graphical structures (Londschien et al., 2021), vector

autoregressive dynamics (Bai et al., 2023), network topologies (Wang et al., 2021a), nonparametric frame-

works (Chen and Chu, 2023; Jiang et al., 2022; Zou et al., 2014), and missing data mechanism (Follain et al.,

2022). In particular, in the context of high-dimensional linear models with changepoints, which has been

a topic of active research interest, we demonstrate that the Reliever method, when coupled with the OP

algorithm (Leonardi and Bühlmann, 2016), produces rate-optimal estimators (up to a certain log factor) for

both the changepoints and corresponding regression coefficients.

Our approach is simple yet effective. We begin by pre-specifying a set of deterministic intervals, say

R, with a cardinality of O(n). When evaluating the loss L(I;M̂I) for a potential search interval I ∈ I,
a proxy or relief model M̂R, fitted for a relief interval R ∈ R, arrives to replace the model M̂I . By

employing relief models, the computational complexity of model fitting is reduced to O(nan) for any grid

search algorithm, which represents a significant reduction compared to the original scheme that goes over

all search intervals. It is important to note that the actual number of relief intervals visited during the

search depends on the specific algorithm, allowing for further complexity reduction. The relief intervals are

constructed in a multiscale manner to ensure accurate tracking of the search path and successful recovery

of the changepoints. Specifically, for any search interval I ∈ I, there exists a relief interval R ∈ R such that

R ⊂ I and both intervals have similar lengths. Through our analysis, we demonstrate that the loss values

{L(I;M̂I)} and {L(I;M̂R)} behave similarly, thus yielding satisfactory changepoint estimators.
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To provide a glimpse into the benefits of employing Reliever, we examine a high-dimensional linear

model with multiple changepoints, as described in Section 4. The example comprises n = 600 observations

and p = 100 variables. In Figure 1.1(a), we present the average computation time required for model

fits (including loss computation) with and without employing Reliever, as well as the average time for the

pure grid search using each algorithm. The results clearly demonstrate that model fitting is the primary

contributor to computational time, and the use of Reliever significantly alleviates the computational burden.

Figure 1.1(b) displays the average number of model fits required along the search path for each algorithm,

while Figure 1.1(c) presents a boxplot of detection errors measured in terms of the Hausdorff distance (see

Section 4 for details). The results illustrate that Reliever achieves comparable detection accuracy while

considerably reducing the number of model fits required.
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Figure 1.1: Comparison of computational efficiency and detection accuracy with and without Reliever for a high-

dimensional linear model with multiple changepoints. The points in the boxplot represent the mean value.

1.2 Related Works

Most greedy grid search algorithms aim to alleviate the computational burden in changepoint detection

by narrowing down the search space, which reduces the cardinality of I. By doing so, these algorithms

indirectly reduce the number of model fits. In contrast, our approach directly addresses the reduction of

model fits. This strategy is particularly beneficial when the computational cost of fitting a model is high, as

it often dominates the overall loss evaluations.

Our use of deterministic intervals is inspired by the concept of seeded intervals proposed by Kovács et al.

(2022). In their work, the authors suggested replacing random intervals in the WBS algorithm with seeded

intervals to achieve near-linear scaling of the number of loss evaluations with the sample size. However, the

number of model fits could still be large, as a complete search for the best split within each seeded interval

is required. Kovács et al. (2020) further proposed an optimistic search strategy that adaptively determines
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the best split within an interval instead of performing a complete search and paired this approach with

the SeedBS algorithm for detecting multiple changepoints. In contrast, our approach utilizes deterministic

intervals (i.e., relief intervals) to replace every search interval for model fitting (while the loss is still evaluated

for that search interval). The reduction in the number of such intervals directly leads to computational speed-

up. It is important to note that the design of relief intervals differs significantly from that of seeded intervals

due to disparate objectives. For a more detailed discussion, please refer to Section 2.2.

Our approach of reducing heavy model fits is also related to the two-step procedures that utilize a

preliminary set of changepoint candidates. In the context of high-dimensional linear models with a single

changepoint, Kaul et al. (2019b) proposed a method that fits two regression models before and after an initial

changepoint estimator and then searches for the best split to minimize the training error. The two fitted

models are used for data before and after a candidate split. To achieve near-optimal convergence rates of

the changepoint update, the initial changepoint estimator needs to be consistent. For multiple changepoint

detection, Kaul et al. (2019a) extended this approach by initializing with multiple changepoint candidates

and developing a simulated annealing algorithm to allocate available model fits. However, this method

assumes that all true changepoints are located near some of the initial candidates. Similarly, in the context

of univariate mean change models, Lu et al. (2017) proposed a method that uses a sparse subsample to obtain

pilot changepoint estimators and then updates these estimators by sampling densely in neighborhoods around

them. The pilot estimators need to be consistent in both the number and their locations of changepoints

to obtain optimal changepoint estimators. Distinct from those works, our new proposal does not require

consistent initial estimators and has general applicability, serving as a building block for existing changepoint

detection algorithms.

1.3 Notations

The Lq norm of a vector z ∈ Rp is denoted as ‖z‖q = (
∑p

j=1 z
q
j )

1/q. The sub-Gaussian norm of a sub-

Gaussian random variable X is defined as ‖X‖Ψ2
= inf{t > 0 : E{exp(X2/t2)} ≤ 2}. For X ∈ Rp, we define

‖X‖Ψ2
= supv∈Sp−1 ‖v⊤X‖Ψ2

, where Sp−1 represents the unit sphere. Let

TK(δm) = {(τ1, . . . , τK) : 0 ≡ τ0 < τ1 < · · · < τK < τK+1 ≡ n, τk − τk−1 ≥ δm, k = 1, . . . ,K + 1}

be a set of K ordered integers with a minimal spacing δm > 0.
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2 Methodology

2.1 The Changepoint Model and Grid Search Algorithms

Suppose we observe {zi}ni=1 from a multiple changepoint model

zi ∼ M∗
k, τ∗k−1 < i ≤ τ∗k , k = 1, . . . ,K∗ + 1; i = 1, . . . , n, (2.1)

where K∗ and {τ∗k} denote the number and locations of changepoints, respectively, with the convention that

τ∗0 = 0 and τ∗K∗+1 = n. The notations {M∗
k} refer to the underlying models, where M∗

k−1 6= M∗
k. These

models can represent either generally unknown distributions of {zi} or specific parametric models such

that M∗
k = Mθ∗

k
for a known model M and a sequence of unknown parameters of interest {θ∗

k} satisfying

θ∗
k−1 6= θ∗

k. A concrete example of such a model is the linear model with structural breaks (Bai and Perron,

1998), where we have paired observations {zi = (yi,xi)}ni=1 with responses yi ∈ R and covariates xi ∈ Rp,

admitting yi = x⊤
i θ

∗
k+ǫi, where {θ∗

k} and {ǫi} are the regression coefficients and random noises, respectively.

We introduce a model fitting procedure that yields a fitted model M̂I (or Mθ̂I
in the case of parametric

scenarios) based on the data {zi : i ∈ I} within a specific interval I ⊂ (0, n], e.g., the LASSO in situations

where the linear model involves a large number of covariates. Following the model fitting step, we evaluate

the quality of the fit by the loss function L(I;M̂I) (or L(I; θ̂I) in the parametric case), for the given interval

I. Typically, the loss L is defined as the negative log-likelihood or least-squares loss for parametric models.

A grid search algorithm is then employed to minimize a specific criterion over all possible segmented data

sequences. This criterion typically comprises the sum of losses evaluated for each segment, along with

a penalty that accounts for the complexity of the segmentation. Specially, consider a set of candidate

changepoints (τ1, . . . , τK) ∈ TK(δm) which partitions the data into K + 1 segments, and the criterion is

generally formed as

K+1∑

k=1

L((τk−1, τk];M̂k) + γK, (2.2)

where γ ≥ 0 controls the level of penalization to prevent overestimation. Optimal-kind algorithms, such as

the SN, OP, or PELT algorithm mentioned in Section 1, aim to find the exact minimizer over the entire

search space TK(δm). This involves evaluating a sequence of losses (along with fitting the corresponding

models) for all O(n2) intervals I ⊂ (0, n] satisfying |I| ≥ δm, which are explored sequentially using a

dynamic programming scheme. Although the PELT algorithm utilizes a pruning strategy to skip certain

intervals and reduce its complexity to O(n), this does not always apply (see Eq. (4) in Killick et al. (2012)).

In contrast, greedy-kind algorithms, such as binary segmentation (BS), WBS, narrowest-over-threshold, or

SeedBS algorithm, only consider a subset of these intervals I in a sequential and greedy manner, aiming

to reach a local minimizer. To illustrate, consider the BS algorithm. This algorithm begins by solving
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(2.2) with K = 1, which involves approximately O(n) intervals. The resulting changepoint divides the

data sequence into two segments. Next, the algorithm applies the same procedure within each segment to

identify new changepoints. This iterative process continues until a segment contains fewer observations than

δm or a stopping rule is triggered. Overall, the BS algorithm requires evaluating approximately O(n log n)

intervals. The intervals that are sequentially considered in the search path, whether using a global or greedy

grid search algorithm, are referred to as search intervals. We can represent a grid search algorithm by

A := A({L(I;M̂I)}I∈I), where I denotes the set of all search intervals.

2.2 Relief Intervals

Obtaining all model fits {M̂I}I∈I along the search path can be computationally demanding, particularly

when dealing with expensive-to-fit models. Our approach is straightforward yet versatile, and it can be used

in conjunction with any grid search algorithm A = A({L(I;M̂I)}I∈I). We begin by constructing a set of

deterministic intervals R. During the search process, for each search interval I ∈ I, we employ a proxy or

relief model M̂R fitted using data from an interval R ∈ R to replace M̂I when evaluating the loss L(I;M̂I).

The intervals R ∈ R are referred to as relief intervals to distinguish them from search intervals I ∈ I. It is

possible for multiple search intervals to correspond to a single relief interval, and not all relief intervals may

be visited during the search. The key to this construction lies in satisfying two properties: first, significantly

reducing the number of intervals for which a sequence of models needs to be fitted compared to considering

all search intervals, and second, ensuring that the corresponding losses exhibit similar behavior to the original

losses, allowing for the successful recovery of consistent changepoint estimators.

Definition 2.1 (Relief intervals). Let δm > 0 represent the minimum length required between two successive

candidate changepoints in a grid search algorithm. Let 0 < w ≤ 1 be the wriggle parameter and b > 1 be

the growth parameter. For 0 ≤ k ≤ ⌊logb{(1 + w)n/δm}⌋, define the kth layer as the collection of nk

intervals of length ℓk that are evenly shifted by sk as Rk =
{(

qsk, qsk + ℓk

]
+ ak : 0 ≤ q ≤ nk

}
and their

collection R =
⋃⌊logb{(1+w)n/δm}⌋

k=0 Rk as the set of relief intervals, where ℓk = bkδm/(1 + w), sk = wℓk,

nk = ⌊(n − ℓk)/sk⌋, and ak = n/2 − (ℓk + nksk)/2 is an adjustment factor to center the intervals in Rk

around n/2.
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Figure 2.1: Construction of relief intervals with n = 200, δm = 50, w = 0.25 and b = 1.25.

In Figure 2.1, we provide an illustration of the construction of relief intervals with n = 200, δm = 50,

w = 0.25, and b = 1.25. The rationale behind this construction is to ensure that for any search interval

I ∈ I with |I| ≥ δm, we can always find a relief interval R ∈ R such that R ⊂ I and |R|/|I| is maximized.

We define the coverage rate as r = minI∈I:|I|≥δm maxR∈R;R⊂I |R|/|I|.

Proposition 2.1. (i) |R| ≤ cw,bn/δm and r ≥ {(1 + w)b}−1, where cw,b = {(1 + w)b}/{w(b − 1)}.
(ii) If we set δm = C logn for some constant C > 0 and w = b − 1 = δ

−1/2
m , then |R| ≤ n{1 +

(C logn)−1/2}2 = O(n) and r ≥ {1 + (C logn)−1/2}−2 ≈ 1− 2(C logn)−1/2.

Proposition 2.1 demonstrates that, by selecting appropriate wriggle and growth parameters along with

the minimal search distance, the number of relief intervals approaches linearity in the sample size n while

achieving a nearly perfect coverage rate. In practical applications, we can set a coverage parameter r ∈ (0, 1)

and let 1 + w = b = r−1/2. The r acts as a tuning parameter that balances computational complexity and

estimation accuracy. Table 2.1 displays the number of search intervals obtained from a complete search

over all intervals with a minimum length of δm = 30 for n = 1200, as well as the number of relief intervals

corresponding to different coverage parameters r. In practice, we recommend selecting r ∈ [0.8, 0.9], as it

significantly reduces computational time while producing satisfactory performances compared to the original

implementation.

Table 2.1: The number of relief intervals across the coverage parameter r for (n, δm) = (1200, 30).

Complete search Reliever with coverage r

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.95 0.97 0.99

686206 440 762 1298 2744 12227 31699 57522 196395

Remark. The deterministic nature of our relief intervals is inspired by the concept of seeded intervals in-

troduced by Kovács et al. (2022). They proposed replacing random intervals in the WBS algorithm and its
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variants with deterministic intervals. Their approach focused on constructing shorter intervals that contain

a single changepoint, thereby reducing the occurrence of longer intervals that may contain multiple change-

points. In contrast, our approach is applicable to a wide range of grid search algorithms beyond WBS. We

construct deterministic intervals to replace all search intervals that enter the search path, ensuring that each

search interval approximately covers a relief interval.

2.3 The Reliever Procedure

(a) Require a gird search algorithm A = A({L(I;M̂I)}) with a minimal search distance δm ≥ 0 and a

model fitting procedure M̂I for any interval I such that |I| ≥ δm, and a coverage parameter r ∈ (0, 1);

(b) Create a collection of relief intervals R according to Definition 2.1 with the wriggle and growth param-

eters 1 + w = b = r−1/2;

(c) Apply the gird search algorithmwith relief models, i.e., A = A({L(I;M̂R)}) with R = argmaxR∈R,R⊂I |R|.

The Reliever procedure can be utilized in conjunction with both optimal- and greedy-kind grid search

algorithms that can be represented as A = A({L(I;M̂I)}). When employing the Reliever approach, the

only difference from the original implementation lies in the employment of a relief model M̂R to evaluate

the loss function L(I; ·). This key characteristic renders Reliever highly versatile. By constructing relief

intervals R, the number of model fits required in the Reliever procedure can be bounded by O(n), resulting

in a significant reduction compared to the original implementation (see Table 1.1).

3 Theoretical Justifications

Despite the applicability of Reliever to various detection algorithms and model settings, establishing a

unified theoretical framework for analyzing detection accuracy is challenging without specific assumptions

regarding the involved model, fitting algorithm, and grid search algorithm. Here, we first offer an informal

justification by examining the variations in loss values resulting from the application of the Reliever technique.

Additionally, in Section 3.1, we present rigorous results on changepoints estimation for a concrete example

involving high-dimensional linear regression models.

We focus on parametric change detection using loss functions L(I; θI) =
∑

i∈I ℓ(zi, θI), where ℓ(·, θ) is
a convex function with respect to the parameter θ ∈ Θ ⊂ R

p. We consider the small-p-and-large-n sce-

nario. For the model-fitting module, we utilize the M-estimator, which estimates the parameter as θ̂I =

argminθ∈Θ

∑
i∈I ℓ(zi, θ). The corresponding population version is defined as θ◦

I = argminθ∈Θ

∑
i∈I E{ℓ(zi, θ)}.

In the original implementation of a grid search algorithm A, the losses L(I, θ̂I) =
∑

i∈I ℓ(zi, θ̂I) are eval-

uated. With the Reliever approach, these losses are replaced by L(I, θ̂R) =
∑

i∈I ℓ(zi, θ̂R), where R ∈ R

9



represents a relif interval corresponding to I such that R ⊂ I. Theorem 3.1 establishes the distinction

between the losses L(I, θ̂I) and L(I, θ̂R) uniformly across all intervals I ⊂ (0, n].

Theorem 3.1. Given that the conditions outlined in Appendix A are satisfied. With probability at least

1− n−C for some constant C > 0, the event

0 ≤ 1

|I| {L(I, θ̂R)− L(I, θ̂I)} ≤ O

(∥∥∥∥
1

|I|
∑

i∈I\R
E∇θℓ(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥∥
2

2

+ (1− r)
log n

|I| +
(logn)2

|I|2
)

(3.1)

holds uniformly for all intervals R ⊂ I ⊂ (0, n], where ∇θℓ(·, θ) denotes the gradient or sub-gradient.

Moreover, for the cases where either I = (s, e] contains no changepoint or there is only one changepoint

τ ∈ I such that min(τ − s, e− τ) = O(log n), this event simplifies to

0 ≤ 1

|I| {L(I, θ̂R)− L(I, θ̂I)} ≤ C1

(
(1− r)

log n

|I| +
(logn)2

|I|2
)
, (3.2)

where C1 > 0 is a constant.

Remark. The conditions in Appendix A bear similarities to those presented in Niemiro (1992), which focused

on the asymptotic properties of M-estimators obtained through convex minimization based on independent

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data sequence. These conditions primarily impose requirements on the

smoothness and convexity of the loss function ℓ and its expectation. The proof of Theorem 3.1 relies on

a novel non-asymptotic Bahadur-type representation of β̂I − β̂R in the presence of changepoints across all

sub-intervals I ⊂ (0, n].

In Theorem 3.1, Eq. (3.2) indicates that the discrepancy between a Reliever-based loss L(I, θ̂R) and its

original counterpart L(I, θ̂I) vanishes when the data within I are (nearly) homogeneous and logn/|I| → 0,

which provides a justification for the use of of Reliever. However, for heterogeneous I that contains a

changepoint located far from the boundaries, this vanishing property is not ensured. Surprisingly, the

inequality L(I, θ̂R) ≥ L(I, θ̂I) in Eq. (3.1) becomes valuable in excluding inconsistent changepoint estimators

in these cases. Therefore, we can expect that Reliever can effectively track the original search path. To gain

some intuition, consider a scenario where there is a single changepoint τ∗ such that min(τ∗, n − τ∗) ≥ δm

or τ∗ ∈ T1(δm). We specify the grid search algorithm as the first step of the BS procedure and define the

changepoint estimator as τ̂original = argminτ∈T1(δm) S
(I)
I (τ), where S

(I)
I (τ) = L(I1,τ , θ̂I1,τ ) + L(I2,τ , θ̂I2,τ ),

and for any τ , I1,τ = (0, τ ] and I2,τ = (τ, n]. The Reliever-based changepoint estimator is denoted as τ̂ =

argminτ∈T1(δm) S
(R)
I (τ), where S

(R)
I (τ) = L(I1,τ , θ̂R1,τ

)+L(I2,τ , θ̂R2,τ
), and Rj,τ ⊂ Ij,τ is the corresponding

relief interval for j = 1, 2. We present the following corollary which establishes the consistency of τ̂ .

Corollary 3.2. Assume δm = Cm logn for some constant Cm > 0, and the event described in Theorem 3.1

holds. If there exists a sufficiently large constant C2 > 0 such that for any τ ∈ T1(δm) satisfying |τ − τ∗| > δ
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for a constant δ > 0,

S
(I)
I (τ) − S

(I)
I (τ∗) > C2 logn (3.3)

holds, then |τ̂ − τ∗| ≤ δ.

Corollary 3.2 is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.1. Assume |τ̂ − τ∗| > δ. Since L(I, θ̂R) ≤ L(I, θ̂I)

according to Eq. (3.1), it implies that S
(R)
I (τ̂ ) ≥ S

(I)
I (τ̂ ). By utilizing Eq. (3.2), we can derive

S
(R)
I (τ∗) ≤ S

(I)
I (τ∗) + 2C1

{
(1 − r) +

n logn

τ∗(n− τ∗)

}
logn.

Considering Eq. (3.3), we have S
(R)
I (τ̂ )− S

(R)
I (τ∗) > C2 logn− 2C1

{
(1− r) + C−1

m

}
logn ≥ 0, by selecting

C2 ≥ 2C1{(1 − r) + C−1
m }. Therefore, the assumption |τ̂ − τ∗| > δ leads to a contradiction, consequently

establishing the validity of Corollary 3.2. Eq. (3.3) imposes implicit constraints on the model, ensuring that

the original grid search algorithm produces a consistent changepoint estimator, i.e., |τ̂original − τ∗| ≤ δ. The

verification of Eq. (3.3) or the establishment of a lower bound for S
(I)
I (τ) − S

(I)
I (τ∗) is a widely accepted

technique for justifying the consistency of changepoint estimators (Csörgő and Horváth, 1997). Corollary

3.2 demonstrates that the consistency proof for the original grid search algorithm can readily be extended

to the Reliever estimator.

3.1 High-dimensional Linear Models with Changepoints

To gain a comprehensive understanding of how variations in loss functions impact the accuracy of change-

point detection using the Reliever device, we investigate the problem of detecting multiple changepoints

in high-dimensional linear models, which has recently garnered considerable attention (Kaul et al., 2019a;

Leonardi and Bühlmann, 2016; Rinaldo et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021b; Xu et al., 2022). In our study, the

data consists of independent pairs of response and covariates, denoted as (yi,xi) ∈ R× Rp, satisfying

yi = x⊤
i β

∗
k + ǫi, τ∗k−1 < i ≤ τ∗k , k = 1, . . . ,K∗ + 1; i = 1, . . . , n. (3.4)

Here, {β∗
k} represent the regression coefficients, and {ǫi} denote the random noises. Our objective is to

identify the unknown number of changepoints K∗ and their corresponding locations {τ∗k } from the observed

data. We take a conventional high-dimensional regime where both n and p diverge, and focus on the case of

sparse regression coefficients.

We adopt the OP algorithm for detecting multiple changepoints, as proposed by Leonardi and Bühlmann

(2016). We utilize the LASSO procedure to estimate the regression coefficients within a given interval

I ⊂ (0, n] with |I| ≥ δm. The estimated coefficients, denoted as β̂I , are obtained by solving

β̂I = argmin
β∈Rp

{L(I;β) + λI‖β‖1},
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where L(I;β) = ∑
i∈I(yi−x⊤

i β)
2 represents the loss function for the interval I, and λI is a tuning parameter

that promotes sparsity in the estimated coefficients. The original implementation of the OP algorithm

involves minimizing the criterion

K+1∑

k=1

L((τk−1, τk]; β̂(τk−1,τk]) + γK, (3.5)

over all candidate changepoints (τ1, . . . , τK) ∈ TK(δm). Here, γ is an additional tuning parameter that

discourages overestimation of the number of changepoints. The specific values of λI and γ will be specified

later in our theoretical analysis. To incorporate the Reliever procedure into the OP algorithm, as outlined

in Section 2.3, we construct a collection of relief intervals R with a coverage parameter 0 < r < 1. The

criterion to be minimized then becomes

K+1∑

k=1

L((τk−1, τk]; β̂Rk
) + γK, with Rk = argmaxR∈R,R⊂(τk−1,τk] |R|. (3.6)

The optimization problems (3.5) and (3.6) can indeed be regarded as special cases of a more general opti-

mization problem

min
(τ1,...,τK)∈TK(δm)

{
K+1∑

k=1

L
(
(τk−1, τk]; β̃

(
(τk−1, τk]

))
+ γK

}
. (3.7)

Here, β̃(I) can represent any valid estimator of the regression coefficients within an interval I such that

|I| ≥ δm. By setting β̃(I) = β̂I , we can recover (3.5). Similarly, if we choose β̃(I) = β̂RI
with RI =

argmaxR∈R,R⊂I |R|, we obtain the problem (3.6). The optimization (3.7) can be addressed using the OP

algorithm, which integrates a sequence of parameter estimation and loss evaluation steps along the search

path, i.e., {LI ≡ L(I; β̃(I)) : I ⊂ (0, n], |I| ≥ δm}. The dynamic ordering of the intervals I is determined by

the OP algorithm itself.

We first state a deterministic claim regarding the consistency and near rate-optimality of the result-

ing changepoint estimators, but conditional on an event measuring the goodness of the solution path.

To this end, we introduce some notations and conditions. For any interval I ⊂ (0, n], denote β◦
I =

argminβ∈Rp E{L(I;β)}, and define ∆I = (|I|−1 ∑
i∈I‖β◦

i − β◦
I‖2Σ)1/2, where β◦

i = β◦
{i} for i = 1, . . . , n.

For k = 1, . . . ,K∗, let ∆k = ‖β∗
k+1 − β∗

k‖Σ be the change magnitude at τ∗k , and we extend the definition to

∆0 = ∆K∗+1 = ∞.

Condition 3.1 (Change signals). There exists a sufficiently large constant Csnr > 0 such that for k =

1, . . . ,K∗ + 1, τ∗k − τ∗k−1 ≥ Csnrs log(p ∨ n)(∆−2
k−1 ∨ 1 + ∆−2

k ∨ 1).

Condition 3.2 (Regression coefficients). (a) Sparsity: |Sk| ≤ s < p, where Sk = {1 ≤ j ≤ p : β∗
k,j 6= 0} and

β∗
k,j is the jth component of β∗

k; (b) Boundness: |β∗
k,j | ≤ Cβ for some constant Cβ > 0.
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Condition 3.3 (Covariates and noises). (a) {xi}ni=1 are i.i.d. with a sub-Gaussian distribution, having zero

mean and covariance Σ. The Σ satisfies that 0 < κ ≤ σ2
x < ∞, where κ = λmin(Σ) and σ2

x = λmax(Σ)

are the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of Σ, respectively. Furthermore, ‖Σ−1/2xi‖Ψ2
≤ Cx for some

constant Cx > 0; (b) {ǫi}ni=1 are i.i.d. with a sub-Gaussian distribution, having zero mean, variance σ2
ǫ , and

sub-Gaussian norm Cǫ.

These conditions are commonly adopted in the literature for multiple changepoint detection in high-

dimensional linear models (Leonardi and Bühlmann, 2016; Rinaldo et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021b; Xu et al.,

2022). Specifically, Condition 3.1 introduces a local multiscale signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) requirement for

the spacing between neighboring changepoints, providing greater flexibility compared to the global SNR

condition in existing works like Leonardi and Bühlmann (2016) and Wang et al. (2021b).

Lemma 3.3. Given that Condition 3.1 is satisfied. The solution (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂K̂) of the optimization problem

(3.7) with δm = Cms log(p∨n) for a sufficiently large constant Cm > 0, and γ = Cγs log(p∨n) for a constant

Cγ > 0, satisfies that

K̂ = K∗ and max
1≤k≤K∗

min
1≤j≤K̂

1

2
∆2

k|τ∗k − τ̂j | ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n),

for some constant C̃ > 0, conditional on the event G = G1 ∩G2 ∩G3. Here,

G1 =

{
for any I ∈ E1,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i

∣∣∣ < C3.3.1s log(p ∨ n)

}
,

G2 =

{
for any I ∈ E2,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ < C3.3.2s log(p ∨ n)

}
,

G3 =

{
for any I ∈ E3,LI −

∑

i∈I

ǫ2i > (1− C3.3.3)∆
2
I |I|

}
,

with E1 = {I : ∆I = 0}, E2 = {I : 0 < ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n), |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1}and E3 = {I : ∆2

I |I| ≥
C̃s log(p∨n)}, and C3.3.1, C3.3.2 and C3.3.3 are positive constants. In addition, the constants Cγ and C̃ only

depends on Csnr, Cm, C3.3.1, C3.3.2, and C3.3.3.

Lemma 3.3 is actually a deterministic result. The probabilistic conditions come into play when certifying

that the event G holds with high probability for both the original implementation of the detection procedure

with LI = L(I; β̂I) and the accelerated version achieved through Reliever with LI = L(I; β̂RI
). Lemma 3.3

offers new insights into the requirements for the solution path of the OP algorithm to produce consistent

and nearly rate-optimal changepoint estimators, which may be of independent interest. Theorem 3.4 asserts

that the event G occurs with high probability when additional Conditions 3.2–3.3 are satisfied.

Theorem 3.4. Given that Conditions 3.1–3.3 are satisfied. Let Cλ and Cγ be positive constants, and

0 < Cm < Csnr be sufficiently large constants. The solution (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂K̂) of either Problem (3.5) or Problem
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(3.6) with δm = Cms log(p ∨ n), λI = CλCxσxDI

√
|I| log(p ∨ n), and γ = Cγs log(p ∨ n), satisfies that

P

{
K̂ = K∗ and max

1≤k≤K∗

min
1≤j≤K̂

∆2
k|τ∗k − τ̂j | ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n)

}
≥ 1− (p ∨ n)−c,

where DI =
√
C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ . The constants Cγ , Cλ, C̃ and c are independent of (n, p, s,K∗). Moreover, under

the same event, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all 1 ≤ k ≤ K∗ + 1,

‖β̂(τ̂k−1,τ̂k] − β∗
k‖2 ≤ C

√
s log(p ∨ n)

τ∗k − τ∗k−1

.

Theorem 3.4 demonstrates that under mild conditions and by appropriately choosing the tuning pa-

rameters γ and λI , both the original implementation of the OP algorithm (3.5) and its Reliever counter-

part (3.6) consistently estimate the number of changepoints and achieve a state-of-the-art localization rate

|τ∗k − τ̂k|/n ≤ C∆−2
k s log(p ∨ n)/n with high probability. This localization rate exhibits the phenomenon

of superconsistency for changepoint estimation in high-dimensional linear regression with multiple change-

points, extending a well-known result for single changepoint scenarios (Lee et al., 2016). Importantly, our

analysis allows for K∗ to depend on n and potentially diverge. When K∗ = O(1), the rate aligns with

the findings in Rinaldo et al. (2021) and Xu et al. (2022), which employ OP-type algorithms. Wang et al.

(2021b) allows for K∗ to diverge and derives this rate using a WBS-type algorithm. Additionally, it is

noteworthy that the tuning parameter λI , which controls the level of penalization for the model within I,

not only scales with |I|1/2 but also depends on the change magnitude ∆2
I . In fact, determining the rate of

λI involves examining the uniform bound of a sequence of mean-zero (sub-)gradients, where the variance is,

however, influenced by ∆2
I . When assuming that supI ∆

2
I = O(1), as done in previous works (Wang et al.,

2021b; Xu et al., 2022), this dependence disappears, and thus λI specified in those works scales solely with

|I|1/2. Theorem 3.4 offers valuable insights into the selection of the nuisance parameter, highlighting its

change-adaptive nature. Although the detailed exploration of this aspect is beyond the scope of our paper,

it calls for further research and investigation.

Upon initial examination, it may seem that Reliever enjoys a free lunch, as the localization rate appears

to be independent of the coverage rate r. However, with a closer inspection of the proof, it becomes apparent

that the coverage rate r is absorbed into the localization rate constant C̃ since r is fixed. Specifically, the

value of C̃ depends on the constants Csnr, Cm, C3.3.1, C3.3.2, and C3.3.3, as stated in Lemma 3.3. In fact, by

choosing Csnr and Cm sufficiently large, we have C̃ = 2(1 − C3.3.3)
−1(3C3.3.1 + 10C3.3.2). It can be shown

that the constants C3.3.j for j = 1, 2, 3 increase as r decreases, resulting in an increase in C̃ with respect

to r. In other words, smaller values of r lead to worse localization rates. Therefore, the coverage rate r

in Reliever provides a trade-off between computational efficiency and localization accuracy, as anticipated.

In the regime where r → 1, one can expect that the difference between the Reliever and the original grid

search algorithm would diminish. See Corollary C.11 in Supplementary Material for specific values of C3.3.j ,

j = 1, 2, 3.
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4 Numerical Studies

To demonstrate the advantages of employing the Reliever approach in conjunction with various change

detection algorithms, we examine three grid search algorithms: SN, WBS, and SeedBS. We evaluate each

algorithm under both a high-dimensional linear model and a nonparametric model. For illustrative purposes,

we fix the number of wild intervals M = 100 for WBS, and set the decay parameter a = 1/
√
2 for SeedBS as

recommended in Kovács et al. (2022). All the results presented in Section 4 are based on 500 replications.

4.1 High-dimensional Linear Regression Models

In the first scenario, we investigate the linear model (3.4) with p = 100 and n ∈ {300, 600, 900, 1200}.
The covariates {xi} are i.i.d. from the standard multivariate Gaussian distribution, and the noises {ǫi}
are i.i.d. from the standard Gaussian distribution N (0, 1). We introduce three changepoints {τ∗k}3k=1 =

{⌊0.22n⌋, ⌊0.55n⌋, ⌊0.77n⌋} into the model. The regression coefficients {θ∗
k} are generated such that θk,j = 0

for j = 3, . . . , p, and θk,1 and θk,2 are uniformly sampled, satisfying the signal-to-noise ratios ‖θ1‖2/
√
Var{ǫ1} =

2 and ‖θk − θk−1‖2/
√
Var{ǫ1} = 1/2 for k = 2, 3, 4. Here θk,j denotes the jth element of θk. To estimate

the sparse linear regression model, we utilize the glmnet package (Friedman et al., 2010) in R. We specify a

set of hyperparameters {λ}, consisting of 30 values, and for each search interval I, we set λI = λ
√
|I|. For

a specific λ, we can apply any of the three grid search algorithms with the prior knowledge of the number of

changepoints K∗ = 3. Across the entire set of hyperparameters {λ}, we report the smallest detection error

measured by the Hausdorff distance between the estimated and true changepoints, i.e.

max
(

max
1≤k≤K∗

min
1≤j≤K∗

|τ∗k − τ̂j |, max
1≤j≤K∗

min
1≤k≤K∗

|τ∗k − τ̂j |
)
. (4.1)

Figures 4.1–4.2 display the detection error and computation time associated with different grid search al-

gorithms at varying values of the coverage rate parameter r. Notice that r = 0.9 represents the recommended

value for the Reliever method, while r = 1 corresponds to the original implementation of each respective

algorithm. The results indicate that as the coverage rate parameter r approaches 1, the performance of the

Reliever method converges to that of the original implementation. Furthermore, when r = 0.9, the per-

formance remains nearly identical to the original implementation, while achieving significant time savings.

Even when r = 0.6, the performance is still acceptable, considering the negligible running time.
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Figure 4.1: Detection error for SN, WBS and SeedBS algorithms across varying values of the coverage rate parameter,

under the high-dimensional linear model.
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Figure 4.2: Computation time for SN, WBS and SeedBS algorithms across varying values of the coverage rate

parameter, under the high-dimensional linear model.

4.2 Changepoint Detection in the Nonparametric Model

In the second scenario, we examine the nonparametric changepoint model (2.1), where the data {zi}ni=1

follows the distribution

zi ∼ Fk(z), τ∗k−1 < i ≤ τ∗k , k = 1, . . . ,K∗ + 1; i = 1, . . . , n.

Here Fk represents the cumulative distribution function (C.D.F.). Zou et al. (2014) proposed an NMCD

method. This approach involves defining the loss function corresponding to a search interval as the integrated

nonparametric maximum log-likelihood function, fitting the model using the empirical C.D.F. of the data

within that interval, and employing the OP algorithm to search for multiple changepoints. Haynes et al.

(2017) further enhanced the computational efficiency by discretizing the integral and applying the PELT
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algorithm. To reduce the computational cost of fitting the model, which involves approximating the integral

and can be computationally intensive, we leverage the Reliever method. Instead of using the empirical

C.D.F. for the search interval, we replace it with its Reliever counterpart, constructed based on data within

a relief interval. In this scenario, we consider the same three-changepoint setting as in the first scenario. The

data for the four segments are generated from four different distributions, i.e., N (0, 1), χ2
(3) (standardized

chi-squared with 3 degrees of freedom), χ2
(1) and N (0, 1). Figures 4.3 and 4.4 provide a summary of the

detection error and computation time for the SN, WBS, and SeedBS algorithms. Notably, the Reliever

method performs effectively for values of r larger than 0.7. In particular, the SN method is stable across

different values of r.
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Figure 4.3: Detection error for SN, WBS and SeedBS algorithms across varying values of the coverage rate parameter,

under the nonparametric model.
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Figure 4.4: Computation time for SN, WBS and SeedBS algorithms across varying values of the coverage rate

parameter, under the nonparametric model.
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4.3 Comparison with the Two-step Method

We present a comparative analysis between the Reliever method and the two-step approach proposed

by Kaul et al. (2019b). The two-step method is specifically designed to detect a single changepoint in a

high-dimensional linear model. It involves an initial guess of the changepoint, which divides the data into

two intervals. Proxy models are then fitted within these intervals. Consequently, both methods expedite the

process of change detection by reducing extensive model fits. To mitigate the uncertainty in the initialization,

multiple guesses are considered, and a changepoint estimator that minimizes the total loss on both segments

is reported. In our study, we consider the high-dimensional linear model discussed in Section 5.1 of Kaul et al.

(2019b), with n = 1200 and τ∗ = 120. We consider multiple initial guesses, specifically 0.25n, 0.5n, 0.75n.

The results presented in Table 4.1 indicate that although the two-step method may offer faster computation

due to fewer model fits, it also exhibits larger detection errors. This can be attributed to its performance

being heavily reliant on the accuracy of the initial changepoint estimate (or the quality of the corresponding

intervals). In contrast, the Reliever method demonstrates stability across a range of choices for the parameter

r, varying from 0.9 to 0.3.

Table 4.1: Comparison of detection error and average computational time between the Reliever method and the

two-step method under the single changepoint setting with (n, δm) = (1200, 30). The numbers in parentheses

represent the corresponding standard errors.

Two-step r = 0.9 r = 0.7 r = 0.5 r = 0.3

Error 18.6(3.2) 9.2(1.0) 9.4(1.1) 7.6(0.8) 8.7(1.4)

Time (10ms) 60.7(0.6) 480.5(1.1) 141.0(0.4) 89.0(0.3) 64.1(0.3)

The two-step method can be extended for multiple changepoint detection by incorporating the BS algo-

rithm along with the multiple guess scheme, as suggested by Londschien et al. (2022). This extension can

also be applied to the WBS and SeedBS methods in a similar manner. In our study, we examine the examples

presented in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 with n = 1200. Multiple initial guesses are selected as m-equally spaced

quantiles within a search interval, following the recommendation by Londschien et al. (2022). The results

depicted in Table 4.2 reveal that the two-step approach is less efficient for multiple changepoint detection,

and increasing the number of multiple initial guesses can even have a detrimental impact on its performance.

In contrast, the Reliever method (with r = 0.9) exhibits performances that are almost comparable to the

original implementation.
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Table 4.2: Comparison of detection error and average computational time between the Reliever method and

the two-step method under the multiple changepoint setting in Section 4.1 and 4.2. The numbers in parentheses

represent the corresponding standard errors.

m = 1 m = 3 m = 5 Reliever Original

High-dimensional
WBS 19.7(0.9) 14.7(0.6) 16.8(0.8) 13.3(0.7) 12.1(0.6)

SeedBS 21.4(1.0) 17.3(0.8) 17.8(0.8) 13.9(0.7) 12.0(0.6)

Nonparametric
WBS 85.5(3.2) 17.4(1.2) 17.5(1.2) 11.1(0.5) 13.6(1.0)

SeedBS 87.5(3.2) 18.7(1.5) 17.6(1.2) 11.4(0.5) 14.1(1.0)

5 Concluding Remarks

Searching for multiple changepoints in complex models with large datasets poses significant computational

challenges. Current algorithms involve fitting a sequence of models and evaluating losses within numerous

intervals during the search process. Existing approaches, such as PELT, WBS, SeedBS, and optimistic

search algorithms, aim to reduce the number of (search) intervals. In this paper, we introduce Reliever

which specifically relieves the computational burden by reducing the number of fitted models, as they are the

primary contributors to computational costs. Our method associates each search interval with a deterministic

(relief) interval from a pre-defined pool, enabling the fitting of models only within (or partially within) these

selected intervals. The simplicity of the Reliever approach allows for seamless integration with various grid

search algorithms and accommodates different models, providing tremendous potential for leveraging modern

machine learning tools (Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2021; Londschien et al., 2022).

Reliever incorporates a coverage rate parameter, which balances computational efficiency and estimation

accuracy. For high-dimensional regression models with changepoints, by employing an OP algorithm, we

characterize requirements on the search path to ensure consistent and nearly rate-optimal estimators for

changepoints; see Lemma 3.3. Our analysis demonstrates that the Reliever method satisfies these properties

for any fixed coverage rate parameter. Further investigation is warranted to characterize the search path for

other algorithms and broader model classes. Additionally, our theoretical analysis highlights the importance

of adaptively selecting the nuisance parameter based on the underlying change magnitude. Future research

should focus on extending the Reliever to enable data-driven selection of nuisance parameters. While the

Reliever focuses on changepoint estimation, it is worth exploring the generalization of these concepts to

quantify uncertainty in changepoint detection (Chen et al., 2023; Frick et al., 2014) and perform post-change-

estimation inference (Jewell et al., 2022).
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Appendix

A Conditions in Theorem 3.1

Define L(I, θ) = ∑
i∈I ℓ(zi, θ), L(I, θ) = EL(I, θ), GI(α) = |I|−1

∑
i∈I g(zi, θ

◦
I +α|I|−1/2) and GI(α) =

EGI(α), where g(z, θ) = ∇θℓ(z, θ). The sub-Exponential norm of a sub-Exponential random variable X is

defined as ‖X‖Ψ1
= inf{t > 0 : E exp(|X |/t) ≤ 2}. For X ∈ Rp, we define ‖X‖Ψ1

= sup
v∈Sp−1‖v⊤X‖Ψ1

.

(a) ℓ(·, z) is convex on the domain Θ for all fixed z and Θ is a compact and convex subset of Rp.

(b) The expectation Eℓ(zi, θ) is finite for all zi and fixed θ ∈ Θ.

(c) The population minimizer θ◦
I uniquely exists and is interior point of Θ.

(d) ‖g(zi, θ)‖Ψ1
≤ CA.1 for each θ near θ◦

I .

(e) L(I, θ) is twice differentiable at θ◦
I and HI , |I|−1∇2

θL(I, θ◦
I ) is positive-define.

(f) |GI(|I| 12 (θ − θ◦
I ))−HI(θ − θ◦

I )| = CA.2‖θ − θ◦
I‖22.

(g) ‖g(zi, θ)− g(zi, θ
◦
I )‖Ψ1

≤ CA.3‖θ − θ◦
I‖2.

(h) |I|−1L(I, θ) is ρ-strongly convex in the compact set Θ.

(i) Eg(zi, θ) is ζ-Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. θ.

(j) For i ∈ I \R, ‖θ◦
R − θ◦

i ‖2 ≤ ∆∞ where ∆∞ > 0 is a fixed constant.

(k) ‖H−1
R −H−1

I ‖op ≤ CA.4‖θ◦
R − θ◦

I‖2 and ‖H−1
I ‖op ≤ CA.5 for any interval I.
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Leonardi, F. and Bühlmann, P. (2016) Computationally efficient change point detection for high-dimensional

regression. arXiv preprint, arXiv:1601.03704.

Li, J., Fearnhead, P., Fryzlewicz, P. and Wang, T. (2022) Automatic change-point detection in time series

via deep learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.03860.

Liu, L., Salmon, J. and Harchaoui, Z. (2021) Score-based change detection for gradient-based learning ma-

chines. In ICASSP 2021-2021 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing

(ICASSP), 4990–4994. IEEE.
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Supplementary Material for “Reliever: Relieving the Burden of

Costly Model Fits for Changepoint Detection”

Supplementary Material includes proofs of Theorem 3.1, Lemma 3.3 and Theorem 3.4, and additional

simulation results.

A Proof of Theorem 3.1

For a fixed α, denote the random vectors xi by

xi = g
(
zi, θ

◦
I +

α√
|I|

)
− g(zi, θ

◦
I ).

Denote vI = (logn)1/2. By (g), uniformly for all ‖α‖2 ≤ MvI (with some constant M > 0), ‖xi‖Ψ1
≤

CA.3MvI |I|−1/2. Therefore by applying an exponential inequality,

sup
‖α‖2≤MvI

P

[∣∣∣GI(α) −GI(0)−GI(α)
∣∣∣ ≥ CuCA.3M

cb
|I|−1vI

√
logn

]
≤ 2 exp(−Cu logn).

By (f),

sup
‖α‖2≤MvI

∣∣∣HIα√
|I|

−GI(α)
∣∣∣ ≤ CA.2M

2v2I |I|−1.

The above two inequalities imply that

sup
‖α‖2≤MvI

P

[∣∣∣GI(α)−GI(0)−
HIα√

|I|

∣∣∣ ≥ CuCA.3M

cb
|I|−1vI

√
logn

]
≤ 2 exp(−Cu logn).

By the chaining technique for convex function, i.e. the δ-triangulation argument used in Niemiro (1992),

P

[
sup

‖α‖2≤MvI

∣∣∣GI(α)−GI(0)−
HIα√

|I|

∣∣∣ ≥ CA.6|I|−1vI
√
logn

]
≤ 2|I| p2 exp(−Cu logn). (A.1)

By the sub-Exponential assumption, We can choose M > 0 such that P[‖
√
|I|H−1

I GI(0)‖2 ≥ (M −
1)
√
logn] ≤ 2 exp(−Cu logn). It implies that with high probability,

√
|I|H−1

I GI(0) is in the ball {x ∈
Rp : ‖x‖2 < (M − 1)

√
logn}. For all e ∈ Rp with ‖e‖2 = 1, let α = −

√
|I|{H−1

I GI(0) + (K logn)|I|−1e}
with K = 2CA.6/λmin(HI). With probability at least 1− 2(1 + |I|p/2) exp(−Cu logn),

e⊤GI

(
|I| 12H−1

I GI(0) + (K logn)|I|−1/2e
)

≥(K|I|−1 logn) · e⊤HIe− CA.6|I|−1 logn > 0.

It means that θ̂I is in the open ball {θ◦
I − H−1

I GI(0) + (K logn)|I|−1e : ‖e‖2 < 1}. By taking the union

bounds over the intervals I ⊂ (0, n], uniformly with probability at least 1− exp(−CA.7 logn),

(θ̂I − θ◦
I ) = −H−1

I GI(0) + rI , (A.2)
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where max|I|⊂(0,n] rI |I|/ logn = O(1).

Now we have obtained the uniform Bahadur representation that holds over I ⊂ (0, n] with high probabil-

ity. To measure the difference between θ̂I and θ̂R, we first consider the population one. Recall that R ∈ R
is the Relief interval of I. First of all, we study the population minimizers. By the ρ-strong convexity and

the definition of θ◦
I and θ◦

R,

0 ≤ L(I, θ◦
R)− L(I, θ◦

I ) ≤ ∇θL(I, θ◦
R)

⊤(θ◦
R − θ◦

I )−
ρ|I|
2

‖θ◦
R − θ◦

I‖22,

which implies that

‖θ◦
R − θ◦

I‖2 ≤ 2

ρ|I|
∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
Eg(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
2
≤ 2ζ

ρ|I|
∑

i∈I\R
‖θ◦

R − θ◦
i ‖2 = O(1 − r).

Assume that the Bahadur representation Eq. (A.2) holds thereinafter. We the following identity of the

difference between β̂I and β̂R,

θ̂I − θ̂R = θ◦
I − θ◦

R +H−1
R GR(0)−HIGI(0) + rI − rR. (A.3)

For H−1
R GR(0)−HIGI(0), further consider the following decomposition,

H−1
R GR(0)−HIGI(0) = (H−1

R −H−1
I )GR(0) +H−1

I {GR(0)−GI(0)}.

For the first part, by the sub-Exponential assumption (d), with probability at least 1− exp(−Cu logn),

‖(H−1
R −H−1

I )GR(0)‖2 ≤ CA.8‖θ◦
I − θ◦

R‖2
[( logn

|R|
) 1

2

+
logn

|R|

]
. (A.4)

For the second part,

GR(0)−GI(0) =
∑

i∈R

[ 1

|R|g(zi, θ
◦
R)−

1

|I|g(zi, θ
◦
I )
]
−

∑

i∈I\R

1

|I|g(zi, θ
◦
I ) ,

1

|I|
∑

i∈I

xi, (A.5)

where xi = [g(zi, θ
◦
R)|I|/|R|]−g(zi, θ

◦
I ) for i ∈ R and xi = −g(zi, θ

◦
I ) for i ∈ I \R. For any individual i ∈ R,

by assumptions (d) and (g),

‖xi‖Ψ1
=

∥∥∥{g(zi, θ◦
R)− g(zi, θ

◦
I )}+

(1− r)

r
g(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
Ψ1

≤ ‖θ◦
I − θ◦

R‖2 +
1− r

r
(CA.3‖θ◦

R − θ◦
i ‖2 + CA.1) ≤ ‖θ◦

I − θ◦
R‖2 +

1− r

r
CA.9

For i ∈ I \R,

‖xi‖Ψ1
≤ (CA.3‖θ◦

I − θ◦
i ‖2 + CA.1) ≤ CA.9.

In the above two bounds, we use Condition (j), the boundness of parameters. By Bernstein’s inequality

(Lemma C.1), with probability at least 1− exp(−Cu logn),

‖GR(0)−GI(0)‖2 = CA.10

[(
‖θ◦

I − θ◦
R‖2 + (1− r)

1
2

)( logn
|I|

) 1
2

+
logn

|I|

]
. (A.6)
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Overall we obtain,

‖θ̂I − θ̂R‖2 ≤ O

(
‖θ◦

I − θ◦
R‖2 + (1− r)

1
2

( logn
|I|

) 1
2

+
logn

|I|

)
. (A.7)

By the definition of θ̂R, one obtains ∇θL(I, θ̂R) =
∑

i∈I\R g(zi, θ̂R). Similarly, by the δ-triangulation

argument used in the proof of the Bahadur representation, with probability at least 1 − exp(−Cu logn),

uniformly for all intervals I,

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R

{
g(zi, θ̂R)− g(zi, θ

◦
R)− E

[
g(zi, θ̂R)− g(zi, θ

◦
R)

]}∥∥∥
2
= O(log n),

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
E{g(zi, θ̂R)− g(zi, θ

◦
R)}

∥∥∥
2
≤ ζ(1 − r)‖θ̂R − θ◦

R‖2 = O((1 − r)
√

|I| logn+ logn),

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
g(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
Eg(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
2
+O(

√
(1− r)|I| log n+ log n).

Combining the above three upper bounds,

∇θL(I, θ̂R) =
∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
Eg(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
2
+O

(
(1− r)

√
|I| logn+ logn

)
. (A.8)

By the convexity condition (h),

1

|I| {L(I, θ̂R)− L(I, θ̂I)} ≤ 1

|I|∇θL(I, θ̂R)
⊤(θ̂R − θ̂I) ≤

1

|I| ‖∇θL(I, θ̂R)‖2‖θ̂R − θ̂I‖2

=O

(
1

ρ|I|2
∥∥∥
∑

i∈I\R
Eg(zi, θ

◦
R)

∥∥∥
2

2
+ (1 − r)

log n

|I| +
(logn)2

|I|2
)
. (A.9)

When I = (s, e] contains no changepoint, or it is nearly homogeneous such that if a true changepoint τ ∈ I,

then min(τ − s, e− τ) = O(log n), we have
∑

i∈I\R Eg(zi, θ
◦
R) = O(min(τ − s, e− τ)) = O(log n). Therefore,

1

|I| {L(I, θ̂R)− L(I, θ̂I)} = O

(
(1− r)

log n

|I| +
(logn)2

|I|2
)
. (A.10)

B Proof of Lemma 3.3

We first introduce some notations. For a given changepoint estimation τ ∈ [n] and a changepoints set T =

{0 < τ1 < · · · < τK < τK+1 < n}, denote K+(τ, T ) , mink{k : τk > τ} and K−(τ, T ) , maxk{k : τk < τ}.
For simplicity, further denote k∗τ,+ = K+(τ, T ∗), k̂τ,+ = K+(τ, T̂ ), k∗τ,− = K−(τ, T ∗) and k̂τ,− = K−(τ, T̂ ).

Let T̂ = {τ̂1, . . . , τ̂K̂} be the minimizer of Eq. (3.7). Denote δm = Cms log(p∨n) and δk = 2C̃s log(p∨n)∆−2
k

where ∆k = ‖β∗
k+1 − β∗

k‖Σ, and H = {(τ̂a, τ̂a+1] : ∃h ∈ [K∗],min(τ∗h − τ̂a, τ̂a+1 − τ∗h) > δh}.
Assume that H 6= ∅, i.e. ∃h ∈ [K∗] such that T̂ ∩ [τ∗h − δh, τ

∗
h + δh] = ∅. For such h and a, without

loss of generality assume that τ∗h − τ̂a > δh, it can be observed that (τ∗h − δh, τ
∗
h + δh] ⊂ (τ̂a, τ̂a+1] and

∆2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a) ≥ 2δh∆
2
(τ∗

h
−δh,τ∗

h
+δh]

=
δh∆

2
h

2 = C̃s log(p ∨ n).

To move further, we need the following definitions to divide H into four groups.
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Definition B.1 (Separability of a point). For a changepoint estimation τ and the true changepoint set T ∗,

let u = k∗τ,− and v = k∗τ,+. We say that τ is separable from the left if τ − τ∗u > δu ∨ δm and separable from

the right if τ∗v − τ > δv ∨ δm. Otherwise, τ is inseparable from the left (right).

Definition B.2 (Separability of an interval). For the intervals (τl, τr] ∈ H, we make the following definitions,

H1 : (τl, τr] ∈ (0, n] is separable if τl is separable from the right and τr is separable from the left.

H2 : (τl, τr] ∈ (0, n] is left-separable if τl is separable from the right and τr is inseparable from the left.

H3 : (τl, τr] ∈ (0, n] is right-separable if τl is inseparable from the right and τr is separable from the left.

H4 : (τl, τr] ∈ (0, n] is inseparable if τl is inseparable from the right and τr is inseparable from the left.

Now the sub-intervals in H have been classified into four groups H = H1 ∪H2 ∪H3 ∪H4. We will show

that H = ∅ by emptying these groups.

Case 1: H1 = ∅

For (τ̂a, τ̂a+1] ∈ H1, let h = k∗τ̂a,+. Denote Ta = {τ∗h , . . . , τ∗h+t} = T ∗ ∩ (τ̂a, τ̂a+1). Let T̃ = T̂ ∪ Ta. Since
γ = Cγs log(p ∨ n),

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ ) = C(τ̂a,τ̂a+1] −
[
C(τ̂a,τ∗

h
] + C(τ∗

h+t
,τ̂a+1] +

h+t−1∑

j=h

C(τ∗

j
,τ∗

j+1
] + (t+ 1)γ

]

>(1− C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− (t+ 2)C3.3.1s log(p ∨ n)− (t+ 1)γ

=(1− C3.3.3)
∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

‖β◦
i − β◦

(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]
‖2Σ − [(t+ 2)C3.3.1 + (t+ 1)Cγ ]s log(p ∨ n)

≥
[
(1− C3.3.3)(t+ 1)C̃ − (t+ 2)C3.3.1 − (t+ 1)Cγ

]
s log(p ∨ n) > 0,

provided that C̃ ≥ (1 − C3.3.3)
−1(2C3.3.1 + Cγ). Therefore H1 = ∅.

Case 2: H2 = H3 = ∅

Without loss of generality, by the symmetry of H2 and H3, we only show that H3 = ∅. If the claim does

not hold, one can choose (τ̂a, τ̂a+1] ∈ H3 to be the leftmost one. Hence τ̂a must be separable from the left

by Condition 3.1. Since H1 = ∅ and (τ̂a, τ̂a+1] is the leftmost interval in H3, one obtains (τ̂a−1, τ̂a] 6∈ H.

Denote h = k∗τ̂a,+ and Ta = T ∗ ∩ (τ̂a + δm, τ̂a+1 − δm) = {τ∗h+1, . . . , τ
∗
h+t} (t = 0 if Ta = ∅). Let T̃ =
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(T̂ \ τ̂a) ∪ τ∗h ∪ Ta = (T̂ \ τ̂a) ∪ {τ∗j }h+t
j=h.

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ ) =C(τ̂a,τ̂a+1] +
(
C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
]

)
−
[h+t−1∑

j=h

C(τ∗

j
,τ∗

j+1
] + C(τ∗

h+t
,τ̂a+1] + tγ

]

>(1− C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− [(t+ 1)C3.3.1 + tCγ ]s log(p ∨ n)

+
( ∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ∗

h
]

ǫ2i + C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
]

)
. (B.1)

Since (τ̂a−1, τ̂a] 6∈ H and 0 < τ̂a − τ∗h < δm, one must obtain that either (τ̂a−1, τ̂a) ∩ T ∗ = ∅ or 0 <

τ∗h−1 − τ̂a−1 < δh−1 = 2C̃∆−2
h−1s log(p ∨ n).

For the first scenario, under G1,
∣∣∣

∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ∗

h
]

ǫ2i + C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
]

∣∣∣ ≤ 2C3.3.1s log(p ∨ n). (B.2)

Hence,

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ ) > (1− C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− [(t+ 3)C3.3.1 + tCγ ]s log(p ∨ n)

≥
{
(1− C3.3.3)(t ∨ 1)C̃ − (t+ 3)C3.3.1 − tCγ

}
s log(p ∨ n) > 0,

provided that C̃ ≥ (1 − C3.3.3)
−1(4C3.3.1 + Cγ).

For the second scenario, let I1 = (τ̂a−1, τ̂a] and I2 = (τ̂a−1, τ
∗
h ]. Firstly, we will bound the gap ∆2

I2
|I2| −

∆2
I1
|I1|. Since I1 ⊂ I2, we have ∆2

I2
|I2| −∆2

I1
|I1| ≥ 0.

Denote d1 = τ∗h−1 − τ̂a−1, d2 = τ̂a − τ∗h−1 and d3 = τ∗h − τ̂a. Recall that ∆h−1 = ‖β∗
h − β∗

h−1‖Σ and the

definition of ∆2
I , we have

∆2
I2 |I2| =

d1(d2 + d3)

d1 + d2 + d3
∆2

h−1, ∆
2
I1 |I1| =

d1d2
d1 + d2

∆2
h−1.

It follows that

∆2
I2 |I2| −∆2

I1 |I1| =
d21d3∆

2
h−1

(d1 + d2)(d1 + d2 + d3)
≤ C̃2(C̃ ∨Cm)

Csnr(Csnr − C̃ ∨ Cm)
s log(p ∨ n).

where the last inequality is from the conditions d1 ≤ C̃∆−2
h−1s log(p ∨ n), d3 ≤ δh ∨ δm and d1 + d2 + d3 ≥

Csnrs log(p ∨ n)[1 + ∆−2
h−1 +∆−2

h ]. Denote Cm,1 = C̃2(C̃∨Cm)

Csnr(Csnr−C̃∨Cm)
.

By 0 < τ∗h−1 − τ̂a−1 < δh−1 = 2C̃∆−2
h−1s log(p ∨ n), ∆2

I1
|I1| ≤ ∆2

I2
|I2| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n). Hence combining

G2, ∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ∗

h
]

ǫ2i + C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
] > −(2C3.3.2 + Cm,1)s log(p ∨ n). (B.3)

By Eq. (B.1) and Eq. (B.3),

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ ) > (1 − C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− [(t+ 1)C3.3.1 + tCγ + 2C3.3.2 + Cm,1]s log(p ∨ n)

≥ [(1 − C3.3.3)(t ∨ 1)C̃ − (t+ 1)C3.3.1 − tCγ − 2C3.3.2 − Cm,1]s log(p ∨ n) > 0,

provided that C̃ ≥ (1 − C3.3.3)
−1(2C3.3.1 + Cγ + 2C3.3.2 + Cm,1). Hence H2 ∪H3 = ∅.
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Case 3: H4 = ∅

Similar to Case 2, let (τ̂a, τ̂a+1] ∈ H4, then τ̂a is separable from the left and τ̂a+1 is separable from the

right. By the fact that H1 ∪H2 ∪H3 = ∅, we also obtain (τ̂a−1, τ̂a] 6∈ H and (τ̂a+1, τ̂a+2] 6∈ H. Let h = k∗τ̂a,+

and h+ t = k∗τ̂a+1,−. Denote Ta = {τ∗h , . . . , τ∗h+t} and T̃ = (T̂ \ {τ̂a, τ̂a+1} ∪ Ta. We have

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ ) =C(τ̂a,τ̂a+1] + [C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] + C(τ̂a+1,τ̂a+2] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
] − C(τ∗

h+t
,τ̂a+2]]

−
h+t−1∑

j=h

C(τ∗

j
,τ∗

j+1
] − (t− 1)γ

>(1− C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− (tC3.3.1 + (t− 1)Cγ)s log(p ∨ n)

+[
∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ∗

h
]∪(τ∗

h+1
,τ̂a+1]

ǫ2i + C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] + C(τ̂a+1,τ̂a+2] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
] − C(τ∗

h+t
,τ̂a+2]].

Follow the same discussion in Case 2, see Eq. (B.3), we have

∑

i∈(τ̂a,τ∗

h
]∪(τ∗

h+1
,τ̂a+1]

ǫ2i + C(τ̂a−1,τ̂a] + C(τ̂a+1,τ̂a+2] − C(τ̂a−1,τ∗

h
] − C(τ∗

h+t
,τ̂a+2] > −(4C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1)s log(p ∨ n).

(B.4)

Hence,

L(T̂ )− L(T̃ )

>(1 − C3.3.3)∆
2
(τ̂a,τ̂a+1]

(τ̂a+1 − τ̂a)− [tC3.3.1 + (t− 1)Cγ + 4C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1]s log(p ∨ n)

≥
{
(1− C3.3.3)[(t− 1) ∨ 1]C̃ − tC3.3.1 − (t− 1)Cγ − 4C3.3.2 − 2Cm,1

}
s log(p ∨ n) ≥ 0

provided that C̃ ≥ (1 − C3.3.3)
−1(2C3.3.1 + Cγ + 4C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1).

In summary, we obtain H = ∅ provided that C̃ ≥ (1− C3.3.3)
−1(2C3.3.1 + Cγ + 4C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1). Hence

max1≤j≤K∗ min1≤k≤K̂
1
2∆

2
j |τ∗j − τ̂k| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n). It also implies that K̂ ≥ K∗.

It remains to show that K̂ ≤ K∗. Otherwise, assume that K̂ > K∗. Then there must be j ∈ [0,K∗] and

k ∈ [1, K̂] such that τ∗j − δj ≤ τ̂k−1 < τ̂k < τ̂k+1 ≤ τ∗j+1 + δj+1. Similar to the decomposition of H, we can

also divide it into four groups.

G1 : τ∗j ≤ τ̂k−1 < τ̂k < τ̂k+1 ≤ τ∗j+1.

G2 : τ∗j − δj ≤ τ̂k−1 < τ∗j and τ∗j ≤ τ̂k < τ̂k+1 ≤ τ∗j+1.

G3 : τ∗j ≤ τ̂k−1 < τ̂k ≤ τ∗j+1 and τ∗j+1 < τ̂k+1 ≤ τ∗j+1 + δj+1.

G4 : τ∗j − δj ≤ τ̂k−1 < τ∗j ≤ τ̂k ≤ τ∗j+1 < τ̂k+1 ≤ τ∗j+1 + δj+1
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Case 1: G1 = ∅

Let T̃ = T̂ \ {τ̂k}. We have

L(T̃ )− L(T̂ ) = C(τ̂k−1,τ̂k+1] − C(τ̂k−1,τ̂k] − C(τ̂k,τ̂k+1] − γ

< (3C3.3.1 − Cγ)s log(p ∨ n) ≤ 0,

provided that Cγ ≥ 3C3.3.1.

Case 2: G2 ∪ G3 = ∅

We will show that G2 = ∅ because the proof for G3 = ∅ is the same by symmetry. Assume that j

and k are the leftmost one that satisfies G2. It implies that τ̂k−2 ∈ [τ∗j−1 − δj−1, τ
∗
j−1 + δj−1]. Otherwise

assume τ̂k−2 > τ∗j−1 + δj−1. Since max1≤j≤K∗ min1≤k≤K̂ ∆2
j |τ∗j − τ̂k| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n), there must be τ̂k−h ∈

[τ∗j−1 − δj−1, τ
∗
j−1 + δj−1] for some h > 2. It contradicts the fact that G1 = ∅ and the choice of k.

Let T̃ = {τ∗j } ∪ T̂ \ {τ̂k−1, τ̂k}.

L(T̃ )− L(T̂ ) = C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] + C(τ∗

j
,τ̂k+1] −

[ k∑

t=k−2

C(τ̂t,τ̂t+1] + γ
]

= [C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] − C(τ̂k−2,τ̂k−1]] + C(τ∗

j
,τ̂k+1] −

[ k∑

t=k−1

C(τ̂t,τ̂t+1] + γ
]

<
[
C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] − C(τ̂k−2,τ̂k−1] −

∑

i∈(τ̂k−1,τ∗

j
]

ǫ2i

]
+ (2C3.3.1 + C3.3.2 − Cγ)s log(p ∨ n)

≤ (2C3.3.1 + 3C3.3.2 + Cm,1 − Cγ)s log(p ∨ n) ≤ 0,

provided Cγ ≥ 2C3.3.1 + 3C3.3.2 + Cm,1. The second last inequality is from Eq. (B.3).

Case 3: G4 = ∅

Now G1 ∪ G2 ∪ G3 = ∅. Assume that {τ̂k−1, τ̂k, τ̂k+1} satisfies G4. Similar to the analysis of G2 = ∅, we
have τ̂k−2 ∈ [τ∗j−1 − δj−1, τ

∗
j−1 + δj−1] and τ̂k+2 ∈ [τ∗j+1 + δj+1, τ

∗
j+1 + δj+1]. Follow the same arguments in
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the proof for H4 = ∅, we can set T̃ = {τ∗j , τ∗j+1} ∪ T̂ \ {τ̂k−1, τ̂k, τ̂k+1}.

L(T̃ )− L(T̂ ) = C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] + C(τ∗

j
,τ∗

j+1
] + C(τ∗

j+1
,τ̂k+2] −

[ k+1∑

t=k−2

C(τ̂t,τ̂t+1] + γ
]

= [C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] − C(τ̂k−2,τ̂k−1] + C(τ∗

j+1
,τ̂k+2] − C(τ̂k+1,τ̂k+2]]

+ C(τ∗

j
,τ∗

j+1
] −

[ k∑

t=k−1

C(τ̂t,τ̂t+1] + γ
]

<
[
C(τ̂k−2,τ∗

j
] − C(τ̂k−2,τ̂k−1] + C(τ∗

j+1
,τ̂k+2] − C(τ̂k+1,τ̂k+2] −

∑

i∈(τ̂k−1,τ∗

j
]∪(τ∗

j+1
,τ̂k+1]

ǫ2i

]

+ (C3.3.1 + 2C3.3.2 − Cγ)s log(p ∨ n)

≤ (C3.3.1 + 6C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1 − Cγ)s log(p ∨ n) ≤ 0,

provided Cγ ≥ C3.3.1 + 6C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1. The second last inequality is from Eq. (B.3).

Combining the proof in the H and G parts, we can determine the two constants by solving the following

inequalities, 


Cγ ≥ C3.3.1 + 6C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1

C̃ ≥ (1− C3.3.3)
−1(2C3.3.1 + Cγ + 4C3.3.2 + 2Cm,1)

(B.5)

Since Csnr and Cm are sufficiently large, Cm,1 = C̃2(C̃∨Cm)

Csnr(Csnr−C̃∨Cm)
= C̃2Cm

Csnr(Csnr−Cm) . Let Cγ = C3.3.1 + 6C3.3.2 +

2Cm,1, one obtains the following inequality w.r.t. C̃,

4CmC̃2

Csnr(Csnr − Cm)
− (1− C3.3.3)C̃ + 3C3.3.1 + 10C3.3.2 ≥ 0.

Treat it as a quadratic inequality w.r.t. C̃, we can figure out that there exist solutions if and only if

Csnr(Csnr − Cm) ≥ 16(1− C3.3.3)
−2Cm(3C3.3.1 + 10C3.3.2). And by solving it, we have

C̃ = a−
√
a2 − b ≤ b

2
√
a2 − b

≤ b

a
= 2(1− C3.3.3)

−1(3C3.3.1 + 10C3.3.2), (B.6)

satisfies Eq. (B.5). Here a = (1−C3.3.3)Csnr(Csnr−Cm)
8Cm

and b = (3C3.3.1+10C3.3.2)Csnr(Csnr−Cm)
4Cm

. The last inequality

in Eq. (B.6) holds provided that Csnr is sufficiently large such that b ≤ 3a2/4.

And it follows that T̂ = T̃ provided that Eq. (B.5) holds. Finally, we obtain

K̂ = K∗; max
1≤k≤K∗

min
1≤j≤K̂

1

2
∆2

k|τ∗k − τ̂j | ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n), (B.7)

with C̃ = 2(1− C3.3.3)
−1(3C3.3.1 + 10C3.3.2).

C Proof of Theorem 3.4

For a interval I, denote the sparsity constant sI = s ∨ |{1 ≤ j ≤ p : ∃i ∈ I,β◦
i,j 6= 0}| ≥ s. Observe

that sI ≤ |T ∗ ∩ I| × s. Define ∆I,q = (|I|−1 ∑
i∈I‖β◦

i − β◦
I‖qΣ)1/q and ∆I = ∆I,2 be the root average square
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variation of I and ∆I,∞ = maxi∈I‖β◦
i − β◦

I‖Σ be the maximum variation of I. As stated in Lemma 3.3, to

show that the bound of localization error in Theorem 3.4 holds, we only need to certify that the event G

holds with high probability for both the original full model-fitting approach and the Reliever approach with

suitable constants. These two claims are shown in Corollary C.8 and Corollary C.11, respectively. Finally,

the L2 error bound of the parameter estimation follows the oracle inequality of LASSO.

This section is organized as follows. In Section C.1, we introduce several useful non-asymptotic probability

bounds, including the oracle inequality of LASSO with heterogeneous data. In Section C.2 and C.3, we show

that G holds with high probability for the two approaches correspondingly. All the proofs are relegated to

the last part.

C.1 Supporting Lemmas

Lemma C.1 (Bernstein’s inequality; Proposition 2.8.1. in Vershynin (2018)). Let X1, . . . , Xn be indepen-

dent, mean zero, sub-exponential random variables. For every t > 0, we have

P

{∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤ 2 exp

[
−cb

( t2∑n
i=1‖Xi‖2Ψ1

∧ t

maxi‖Xi‖Ψ1

)]
,

where cb > 0 is an absolute constant. Choose t = Cu

cb
[
√∑

i∈[n]‖Xi‖2Ψ1
log(p ∨ n) ∨ {maxi‖Xi‖Ψ1

log(p ∨ n)}]
with Cu ≥ cb, we have

P

{∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Xi

∣∣∣ > t
}
≤ 2 exp{−Cu log(p ∨ n)},

Lemma C.2 (Uniform Restricted Eigenvalue Condition). Assume Condition 3.3 (a) holds. For any interval

I ⊂ (0, n], denote Σ̂I = |I|−1
∑

i∈I xix
⊤
i . Uniformly for all intervals I ⊂ (0, n] such that |I| ≥ sI log(p ∨ n),

with probability at least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)},

v⊤Σ̂Iv ≥ ‖v‖2Σ − Cu,2C
2
xσ

2
x

√
sI log(p ∨ n)

|I| (‖v‖22 +
1

sI
‖v‖21), ∀v ∈ R

p,

where Cu,1 and Cu,2 are two universal constants. Let |I| ≥ CresI log(p∨ n) with a sufficiently large constant

Cre ≥ 1 ∨ (
34Cu,2C

2
xσ

2
x

κ )2. For any support set S ∈ [p] with |S| ≤ sI and v ∈ Rp such that ‖vS∁‖1 ≤ 3‖vS‖1,
under the same event above,

v⊤Σ̂Iv ≥ κ

2
‖v‖22.

Lemma C.3. Assume Condition 3.3 holds. With probability at least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, uniformly

32



for any sub-interval I ⊂ (0, n],

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I

xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi]
∥∥∥
∞

≤Cu,2Cxσx

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ ) ∨
(C2

x∆
2
I,∞ + C2

ǫ ) log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n)

≤Cu,2Cxσx

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ ) ∨
(C2

xσ
2
xC

2
βsI + C2

ǫ ) log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n),

where Cu,2 = c−1
b (Cu,1+3), ∆2

I = 1
|I|

∑
i∈I‖β◦

i −β◦
I‖2Σ is the mean square variation and ∆I,∞ = maxi∈I‖β◦

i −
β◦
I‖Σ is the maximum jumps.

Lemma C.4. Denote ∆I,4 = ( 1
|I|

∑
i∈I‖β◦

i − β◦
I‖4Σ)

1
4 . Assume Condition 3.3 holds. With probability at

least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, uniformly for any sub-interval I ⊂ (0, n],

∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

{x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}2 −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤Cu,2C
2
x

√
∆4

I,4 ∨
∆4

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n)

≤Cu,2C
2
x

√
∆2

I ∨
C2

βσ
2
xsI log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
C2

βσ
2
x|I|sI log(p ∨ n).

Lemma C.5. Assume Condition 3.3 holds. With probability at least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, uniformly

for any sub-interval I ⊂ (0, n],

∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )ǫi

∣∣∣ ≤ Cu,2CxCǫ

√
∆2

I ∨
∆2

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n),

Lemma C.6 (Oracle inequalities). Assume Condition 3.2 (a) and Condition 3.3 hold. For any inter-

val I ⊂ (0, n], let DI =

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ ) ∨
(C2

x∆
2
I,∞

+C2
ǫ ) log(p∨n)

|I| . We have with probability at least 1 −
2 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, uniformly for any interval I ⊂ (0, n] with |I| ≥ CresI log(p ∨ n), provided that

λI = 4Cu,2CxσxDI

√
|I| log(p ∨ n), the solution β̂I satisfies that

‖β̂I − β◦
I‖2 ≤ CC.6DI

√
sI log(p ∨ n)

|I| ,

‖β̂I − β◦
I‖1 ≤ CC.6DIsI

√
log(p ∨ n)

|I| ,

where the model-based constant CC.6 =
12Cu,2Cxσx

κ .

C.2 Certifying G for the Full Model-fitting

Lemma C.7 (in-sample error). Assume Condition 3.2 and Condition 3.3 (a) hold. For any interval I ⊂

(0, n], let DI =

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ ) ∨
(C2

x∆
2
I,∞

+C2
ǫ ) log(p∨n)

|I| . Under the setting in Lemma C.6, with probability at
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least 1− 4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, for any interval I = (τl, τr] such that |I| ≥ CresI log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
IsI log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆I,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√
[(∆2

I |I|) ∨ {∆2
I,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n).

Additionally if Condition 3.3 (b) holds,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
IsI log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(CxσxCβ +
2Cǫ√
sI

)
√

[(∆2
I |I|) ∨ {σ2

xC
2
βsI log(p ∨ n)}]sI log(p ∨ n).

Corollary C.8. Assume Condition 3.1, Condition 3.2, and Condition 3.3 hold. Under the same probability

event in Lemma C.7 and with sufficiently large Cm, we have the following conclusions.

(a) For I such that ∆I = 0 and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xC

2
ǫ s log(p ∨ n)

κ
, CC.8.1s log(p ∨ n).

(b) For I such that ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large C̃ ≥ 2C2

βσ
2
x, |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1 and |I| ≥

Cms log(p ∨ n), ∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤ CC.8.2s log(p ∨ n),

where CC.8.2 = 2CC.8.1 +
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
xC̃

Cmκ + Cu,2Cx(CxσxCβ + 2Cǫ√
s
)
√
2C̃.

(c) For I such that |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) and ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃s log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large C̃ ≥ 3C2

βσ
2
x,

LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i ≥ (1− CC.8.3)∆
2
I |I|,

where

CC.8.3 =
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
x

κCm
+ Cu,2Cx

(
CxσxCβ +

2Cǫ√
s

)√
3

C̃
+

3CC.8.1

C̃
.

C.3 Certifying G for Reliever

Notations: Let R be the surrogate interval w.r.t. I and J = I \ R be the complement. Denote

∆
2

I = 1
|I|

∑
i∈I‖β◦

i − β◦
R‖2Σ, ∆̃2

J = 1
|J|

∑
i∈J‖β◦

i − β◦
R‖2Σ and ∆̂2

J = 1
|J|

∑
i∈J‖β◦

i − β̂R‖2Σ. Let ∆̃q
J,q =

1
|J|

∑
i∈J‖β◦

i −β◦
R‖qΣ. The following identity holds for these variations, ∆

2

I |I| = ∆2
R|R|+ ∆̃2

J |J |. Denote the

cost function of interval I by LI =
∑

i∈I(yi − x⊤
i β̂R)

2.
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Lemma C.9 (mixed-sample error). Assume Condition 3.2 and Condition 3.3 (a) hold. With probability at

least 1− 4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, for any interval I = (τl, τr] such that |R| ≥ CresR log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i − ∆̂2
J |J | −∆2

R|R|
∣∣∣ ≤

48C2
u,2C

2
xσ

2
xD

2
RsR log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆R,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√
[(∆2

R|R|) ∨ {∆2
R,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n)

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆̂J,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√

[(∆̂2
J |J |) ∨ {∆̂2

J,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n)

In the final bound of Lemma C.9, there exists a random variation term ∆̂2
J . To obtain deterministic

result, we will show that |∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J ||J | is relatively small in the following lemma.

Lemma C.10 (bound for the random variation). Assume Condition 3.2 and Condition 3.3 hold. As-

sume that the joint probability event of Lemmas C.2–C.4 holds, which implies a probability lower bound

1 − 3 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}. For any I = (τl, τr] ∈ (0, n] such that |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) and |R| ≥ r|I|, the
set J = I \R satisfies that,

• For I such that ∆I = 0 and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
x

|J |
|R|C

2
ǫ s log(p ∨ n) ≤ C2

C.6C
2
ǫ σ

2
x(1 − r)

r
s log(p ∨ n).

Also since |R| ≥ rCms log(p ∨ n), we have the upper bound for the average term,

∆̂2
J,∞ = ∆̂2

J =
∣∣∣∆̂2

J − ∆̃2
J

∣∣∣ ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
xC

2
ǫ

|R| s log(p ∨ n) ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
xC

2
ǫ

Cmr
.

• For I such that ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n), |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1 and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n), we have

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ CC.10.1s log(p ∨ n),

where

CC.10.1 = 4CC.6σx

√
1− r

r

√
2C2

xC̃
2

Cmr
+ CǫC̃ + 2C2

C.6σ
2
x

1− r

r

(2C2
xC̃

Cmr
+ C2

ǫ

)
.

• For I such that |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) and ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃s log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ CC.10.2∆
2

I |I|,

where

CC.10.2 = 2CC.6σx

√
1− r

r

√
2C2

x

Cmr
+

3C2
ǫ

C̃
+ C2

C.6σ
2
x

1− r

r

( 2C2
x

Cmr
+

3C2
ǫ

C̃

)
.

Remark. Both of the constants CC.10.1 and CC.10.2 are o(1) provided that |J | = o(|R|).

Corollary C.11. Assume Condition 3.2 and Condition 3.3 hold. Here we only consider those intervals

I such that |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large constant Cm. With probability at least 1 −
4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}, we have the following conclusions uniformly.

35



(a) If ∆I = 0, ∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i

∣∣∣ ≤ CC.11.1s log(p ∨ n),

where CC.11.1 = CC.8.1 +
(1−r)C2

C.6σ
2
xC

2
ǫ

r + Cu,2Cx(
CxC

2
C.6σ

2
xC

2
ǫ√

Cmr
+ 2C2

ǫCC.6σx)
√

(1−r)
rs ∨ 1

Cmrs2 .

(b) For I such that ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large C̃ ≥ 3C2

βσ
2
x, |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1 and |I| ≥

Cms log(p ∨ n), we have ∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆
2

I |I|
∣∣∣ ≤ CC.11.2s log(p ∨ n),

where CC.11.2 = 2CC.8.1 + CC.10.1 +
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
xC̃

Cmrκ + Cu,2Cx(
√
3CxσxCβ + 2Cǫ√

s
)[C̃

1
2 + (2C̃ + CC.10.1)

1
2 ].

(c) If ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃s log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large C̃ ≥ 3C2

βσ
2
x,

LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i ≥ (1− CC.11.3)∆
2

I |I|,

where CC.11.3 = CC.10.2 +
3CC.8.1

C̃
+

96C2
u,2C

4
xσ

2
x

Cmrκ +
Cu,2Cx

√
3√

C̃
(CxσxCβ + 2Cǫ√

s
)(1 +

√
1 + CC.10.2).

C.4 Proofs

Proof of Lemma C.2. To ease the notation, we will replace sI with s without loss of generality in the

proof. Denote A(s) = {v ∈ Rp : ‖v‖2 = 1, | supp(v)| ≤ s}. We will show that with high probability,

sup
v∈A(2s) |v⊤(Σ̂I−Σ)v| = O(C2

x

√
s log(p∨n)

|I| ), then the result follows from Lemma 12 in Loh and Wainwright

(2012). Let D = Σ̂I − Σ.

For any U ⊂ [p] and |U| = 2s, let DU ∈ R
s×s be the sub-matrix of D with U being the set of row and

column indices. Let BU = {v ∈ Rp : ‖v‖2 = 1, supp(v) = U}. There is a 1
4 -net NU of BU with cardinality

|NU | ≤ 9s. For any v ∈ BU −NU , there is u ∈ NU such that ‖v − u‖2 ≤ 1
4 and v−u

‖v−u‖2
∈ SU . Therefore,

|v⊤Dv − u⊤Du| = |v⊤D(v − u) + u⊤D(v − u)| ≤ 2‖DU‖op‖v− u‖2 ≤ 1

2
‖DU‖op.

By the definition of DU , we have ‖DU‖op = sup
v∈BU

|v⊤Dv|. Hence

sup
v∈BU

|v⊤Dv| ≤ 2 sup
v∈NU

|v⊤Dv|.

Let N = ∪|U|=2sNU . We have |N | ≤
(
p
2s

)
92s ≤ (9p)2s and N is the 1

4 -net of A(2s) because A(2s) =

∪|U|=2sBU . Also,

sup
v∈A(2s)

|v⊤Dv| ≤ 2 sup
v∈N

|v⊤Dv|.

For a fixed v ∈ A(2s), by the Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma C.1),

P

[
|v⊤Dv| > t

|I|

]
≤ 2 exp

[
−cb

( t2

C4
x|I|

∧ t

C2
x

)]
.
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Set t = c−1
b CuC

2
x

√
|I|s log(p ∨ n) with Cu ≥ cb be a sufficiently large constant. With probability at least

1− exp{−Cus log(p ∨ n)},

|v⊤Dv| ≤ c−1
b CuC

2
x

√
s log(p ∨ n)

|I| .

By taking the union bound over v ∈ N and {I : |I| ≥ s log(p ∨ n)}, with probability at least 1 −
n2(9p)2s exp{−Cus log(p ∨ n)} ≥ 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)} for some Cu,1 > 0,

sup
v∈A(2s)

|v⊤(Σ̂I − Σ)v| ≤ 2 sup
v∈N

|v⊤(Σ̂I − Σ)v| ≤ 2c−1
b CuC

2
x

√
s log(p ∨ n)

|I| .

By Lemma 12 in Loh and Wainwright (2012), under the above event,

|v⊤(Σ̂I − Σ)v| ≤ 54c−1
b CuC

2
x

√
s log(p ∨ n)

|I| (‖v‖22 +
1

s
‖v‖21), (C.1)

for all v ∈ Rp and all intervals in {I : |I| ≥ s log(p ∨ n)}. Let Cu,1 = (Cu − 4)s − 2 and Cu,2 = 54c−1
b Cu.

With probability at least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)},

v⊤Σ̂Iv ≥ κ‖v‖22 − Cu,2C
2
x

√
s log(p ∨ n)

|I| (‖v‖22 +
1

s
‖v‖21). (C.2)

If there exists a support set S ∈ [p] with |S| ≤ s and ‖vS∁‖1 ≤ 3‖vS‖1, we have ‖v‖1 ≤ 4‖vS‖1 ≤
4
√
s‖vS‖2 ≤ 4

√
s‖v‖2. The second result in the lemma follows from Eq. (C.2) and the inequality that

1
s‖v‖21 ≤ 16‖v‖22 then

v⊤Σ̂Iv ≥ κ‖v‖22 − 17Cu,2C
2
x

√
s log(p ∨ n)

|I| ‖v‖22 ≥ κ

2
‖v‖22, (C.3)

where the last inequality is due to the condition that |I| ≥ Cres log(p ∨ n) with Cre ≥ 1 ∨ (
34Cu,2C

2
x

κ )2.

Proof of Lemma C.3. By the definition of β◦
i and β◦

I , E{∑i∈I xix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )} = 0. By Condition 3.3,

x⊤
i (β

◦
i −β◦

I ) is sub-Gaussian with mean zero and Ψ2-norm Cx‖β◦
i −β◦

I‖Σ and ǫi is sub-Gaussian with mean

zero and Ψ2-norm ‖ǫ‖Ψ2
= Cǫ. Hence x⊤

i (β
◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi is sub-Gaussian with mean zero and

‖x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi‖Ψ2
≤

√
C2

x‖β◦
i − β◦

I‖2Σ + C2
ǫ .

Then xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi] is sub-exponential with Ψ1-norm

‖xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi]‖Ψ1
≤ Cxσx

√
C2

x‖β◦
i − β◦

I‖2Σ + C2
ǫ .

By the Bernstein’s inequality (Lemma C.1), for any given v ∈ Sp−1,

P

{∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

v⊤xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi]
∣∣∣ > t

}

≤2 exp

(
− cbt

2

C2
xσ

2
x(C

2
x∆

2
I + C2

ǫ )|I|
∧ cbt

Cxσx

√
C2

x∆
2
I,∞ + C2

ǫ

)
.

37



By the union-bound inequality,

P

{
sup

I=(s,e]⊂[n]

∥∥∥
∑

i∈I

xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi]
∥∥∥
∞

> t
}

≤n2p exp

(
− cbt

2

C2
xσ

2
x(C

2
x∆

2
I + C2

ǫ )|I|
∧ cbt

Cxσx

√
C2

x∆
2
I,∞ + C2

ǫ

)
.

Set t = c−1
b (Cu,1+3)Cxσx[

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ )|I| log(p ∨ n)∨
√

(C2
x∆

2
I,∞ + C2

ǫ ) log
2(p ∨ n)] with Cu,1 ≥ cb. With

probability at least 1− n2p exp{−(Cu,1 + 3) log(p ∨ n)} ≥ 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)},
∥∥∥
∑

i∈I

xi[x
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫi]
∥∥∥
∞

≤Cu,2Cxσx

[√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ )|I| log(p ∨ n) ∨
√
(C2

x∆
2
I,∞ + C2

ǫ ) log
2(p ∨ n)

]
,

where Cu,2 = c−1
b (Cu,1 + 3).

Proof of Lemma C.4–C.5. It follows from Bernstein’s inequality with similar arguments in the proof of

Lemma C.3.

Proof of Lemma C.6. (Oracle inequality for the mixture of distributions.)

In the following proof, we assume that the inequalities in Lemma C.2, C.3 hold. It implies a probability

lower bound 1− 2 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}.
By the definition of β̂I ,

∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β̂)

2 + λI‖β̂‖1 =
∑

i∈I

{yi − x⊤
i β

◦
i + x⊤(β◦

i − β◦
I ) + x⊤

i (β
◦
I − β̂I)}2 + λI‖β̂I‖1

=
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i + {x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}2 + {x⊤
i (β

◦
I − β̂I)}2 + λI‖β̂I‖1

+2
∑

i∈I

{ǫix⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + ǫix
⊤
i (β

◦
I − β̂I)} + 2(β◦

I − β̂I)
⊤ ∑

i∈I

xix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )

≤
∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 + λI‖β◦
I‖1 =

∑

i∈I

{yi − x⊤
i β

◦
i + x⊤(β◦

i − β◦
I )}2 + λI‖β◦

I‖1

=
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i + {x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}2 + 2
∑

i∈I

ǫix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I ) + λI‖β◦
I‖1.

Hence,

∑

i∈I

{x⊤
i (β̂I − β◦

I )}2 + λI‖β̂I‖1

≤2(β̂I − β◦
I )

⊤ ∑

i∈I

{ǫixi + xix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}+ λI‖β◦
I‖1 ≤ λI,1‖β̂I − β◦

I‖1 + λI‖β◦
I‖1,

where λI,1 = 2‖∑i∈I{ǫixi + xix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}‖∞. By Lemma C.3,

λI,1 ≤ 2Cu,2CxσxDI

√
|I| log(p ∨ n). (C.4)
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where DI =

√
(C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ ) ∨
(C2

x∆
2
I,∞

+C2
ǫ ) log(p∨n)

|I| for easing the notation. Since
∑

i∈I{x⊤
i (β̂I −β◦

I )}2 ≥ 0,

(λI − λI,1)‖β̂I,S∁ − β◦
I,S∁‖1 ≤ (λI + λI,1)‖β̂I,S − β◦

I,S‖1. Choosing λI = 2λI,1, we have ‖β̂I,S∁ − β◦
I,S∁‖1 ≤

3‖β̂I,S − β◦
I,S‖1.

Apply Lemma C.2, the uniform restricted eigenvalue condition holds for any interval I with |I| ≥
CresI log(p ∨ n). Hence 1

2 |I|κ‖β̂I − β◦
I‖22 ≤ ∑

i∈I{x⊤
i (β̂I − β◦

I )}2 ≤ λI,1‖β̂I − β◦
I‖1 + λI‖β◦

I‖1 − λI‖β̂I‖1 ≤
(λI + λI,1)‖β̂I,S − β◦

I,S‖1 − λI,1‖β̂I,S∁‖1 ≤ (λI + λI,1)
√
sI‖β̂I − β◦

I‖2. By basic algebra,

‖β̂I − β◦
I‖2 ≤ 3λI,1

√
sI

2−1κ|I| ≤ 12Cu,2CxσxDI

κ

√
sI log(p ∨ n)

|I| , (C.5)

and

‖β̂I − β◦
I‖1 ≤ 3λI,1sI

2−1κ|I| ≤
12Cu,2CxσxDIsI

κ

√
log(p ∨ n)

|I| . (C.6)

Proof of Lemma C.7. Assume that the joint probability of Lemmas C.2–C.5 event holds, which implies a

probability lower bound 1− 4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}.
For any interval I = (c, d], we will analyze the cost LI . By the definition of the cost LI ,

LI =
∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β̂I)

2 =
∑

i∈I

{yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I + x⊤

i (β
◦
I − β̂I)}2

=
∑

i∈I

{(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 + {x⊤
i (β

◦
I − β̂I)}2}+ 2

∑

i∈I

{xiǫi + xix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}⊤(β◦
I − β̂I)

≥
∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 − λI,1‖β◦
I − β̂I‖1 ≥

∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 − λI‖β◦
I − β̂I‖1,

where the second last inequality follows from Lemma C.3 and the last one is from λI = 2λI,1 > 0. By the

definition of β̂I ,

LI −
∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 ≤ λI(‖β◦
I‖1 − ‖β̂I‖1) ≤ λI‖β◦

I − β̂I‖1. (C.7)

By combining the result in Lemma C.6,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2
∣∣∣ ≤ λI‖β◦

I − β̂I‖1 ≤
12λ2

I,1s

κ|I| ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
Is log(p ∨ n)

κ
. (C.8)

By Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.5,
∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

[(yi − x⊤
i β

◦
I )

2 − ǫ2i ]−∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣
∑

i∈I

{x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )}2 −∆2
I |I|+

∑

i∈I

2ǫix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β◦

I )
∣∣∣

≤CuC
2
x

√
∆4

I,4 ∨
∆4

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n)

+2CuCxCǫ

√
∆2

I ∨
∆2

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n). (C.9)
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From Eq. (C.8) and Eq. (C.9),

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
Is log(p ∨ n)

κ

+CuC
2
x

√
∆4

I,4 ∨
∆4

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n)

+2CuCxCǫ

√
∆2

I ∨
∆2

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n).

By Condition 3.2 (b), ∆I,∞ ≤ Cβ
√
s. Hence one obtains

√
∆2

I ∨
∆2

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n) ≤ 1√

s

[
{Cβs log(p ∨ n)} ∨

√
∆2

I |I|s log(p ∨ n)
]
.

Note that ∆2
I,4 ≤ ∆I,∞∆I,2, it also holds that

√
∆4

I,4 ∨
∆4

I,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|I|
√
|I| log(p ∨ n) ≤ Cβ

[
{Cβs log(p ∨ n)} ∨

√
∆2

I |I|s log(p ∨ n)
]
.

Finally, we obtain,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
Is log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(CxσxCβ +
2Cǫ√
s
)
√
[(∆2

I |I|) ∨ {σ2
xC

2
βs log(p ∨ n)}]s log(p ∨ n). (C.10)

Proof of Corollary C.8. All of the results in these three parts follow from the proof of Lemma C.7 and the

conditions about the variations ∆2
I |I|.

(a) If ∆I = 0, we have D2
I = C2

ǫ and ∆I,∞ = 0. Lemma C.7 reduces to

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xC

2
ǫ

κ
s log(p ∨ n) = CC.8.1s log(p ∨ n). (C.11)

(b) Since |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1, we have sI ≤ 2s and Lemma C.7 still holds for |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) ≥ Cm

2 sI log(p ∨
n) ≥ CresI log(p ∨ n) with sufficiently large Cm ≥ 2Cre. Recall that ∆2

I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n) and |I| ≥
Cms log(p∨n). We have

(C2
x∆

2
∞

+C2
ǫ ) log(p∨n)

|I| ≤ 2C2
xσ

2
xC

2
βs+C2

ǫ

Cms ≤ C2
ǫ provided that Cm is sufficiently large.

Hence D2
I = C2

x∆
2
I+C2

ǫ . Combining ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p∨n) and |I| ≥ Cms log(p∨n), ∆2

I ≤ C̃
Cm

. Therefore

by Lemma C.7, ∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i −∆2
I |I|

∣∣∣ ≤ CC.8.2s log(p ∨ n), (C.12)

where CC.8.2 =
96C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xC

2
ǫ

κ +
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
xC̃

Cmκ + Cu,2Cx(CxσxCβ + 2Cǫ√
s
)[(2Cβσx) ∨

√
2C̃].
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(c) When |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1, the discussion in (ii) follows and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) ≥ Cm

2 sI log(p ∨ n) and

∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃

2 sI log(p∨n). Otherwise when |I ∩T ∗| ≥ 2, by condition 3.1, we can obtain |I| ≥ Csnr

3 sI log(p∨
n) ≥ Cm

2 sI log(p∨ n) and ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃

3 sI log(p∨ n) since Csnr is sufficiently large. Recall that C̃ ≥ 3C2
βσ

2
x.

We have ∆2
I ≥ C̃sI log(p∨n)

3|I| ≥ C2
βσ

2
xsI log(p∨n)

|I| ≥ ∆2
I,∞ log(p∨n)

|I| . Again, it implies that D2
I = C2

x∆
2
I + C2

ǫ .

By Lemma C.7,

LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i ≥ ∆2
I |I| −

48C2
u,2C

2
xσ

2
x(C

2
x∆

2
I + C2

ǫ )sI log(p ∨ n)

κ

−Cu,2Cx(CxσxCβ +
2Cǫ√
sI

)
√
∆2

I |I|sI log(p ∨ n) ≥ (1− CC.8.3)∆
2
I |I|, (C.13)

where

CC.8.3 =
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
x

κCm
+ Cu,2Cx

(
CxσxCβ +

2Cǫ√
s

)√
3

C̃
+

3CC.8.1

C̃
.

Proof of Lemma C.9. Assume that the joint probability of Lemmas C.2–C.5 event holds, which implies a

probability lower bound 1− 4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}.
Let J = I \ R, ∆̂q

J,q = 1
|J|

∑
i∈J‖β◦

i − β̂R‖qΣ and ∆̂J,∞ = maxi∈J‖β◦
i − β̂R‖Σ. For simplicity, denote

∆̂J = ∆̂J,2. We first perform a common decomposition of the out-of-sample error,

∑

i∈J

(yi − x⊤
i β̂R)

2 =
∑

i∈J

{ǫ2i + {x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β̂R)}2 + 2ǫix

⊤
i (β

◦
i − β̂R)}.

Denote ∞ · 0 = 0 for the case that |J | = 0. By the Bernstein’s inequality, uniformly for all intervals {I}
and their surrogates {R}, with probability at least 1− exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)},

∣∣∣
∑

i∈J

ǫix
⊤
i (β

◦
i − β̂R)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cu,2CxCǫ

√

∆̂2
J ∨

∆̂2
J,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|J |
√
|J | log(p ∨ n),

∣∣∣
∑

i∈J

{x⊤
i (β

◦
i − β̂R)}2 − ∆̂2

J |J |
∣∣∣ ≤Cu,2C

2
x

√

∆̂4
J,4 ∨

∆̂4
J,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|J |
√
|J | log(p ∨ n)

≤Cu,2C
2
x∆̂J,∞

√

∆̂2
J ∨

∆̂2
J,∞ log(p ∨ n)

|J |
√
|J | log(p ∨ n).

Note that ∆4
R,4 ≤ ∆2

R,∞∆2
R ≤ C2

βσ
2
xsR∆

2
R. By Lemma C.7, we have the following in-sample control,

∣∣∣LR −
∑

i∈R

ǫ2i −∆2
R|R|

∣∣∣ ≤
48C2

u,2C
2
xσ

2
xD

2
RsR log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆R,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√
[(∆2

R|R|) ∨ {∆2
R,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n) (C.14)
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Combining the out-of-sample error and in-sample error,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i − ∆̂2
J |J | −∆2

R|R|
∣∣∣ ≤

48C2
u,2C

2
xσ

2
xD

2
RsR log(p ∨ n)

κ

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆R,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√
[(∆2

R|R|) ∨ {∆2
R,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n)

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆̂J,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√

[(∆̂2
J |J |) ∨ {∆̂2

J,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n) (C.15)

Proof of Lemma C.10. Assume that the joint probability of Lemmas C.2–C.4 event holds, which implies a

probability lower bound 1− 3 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}.
In this part, we measure the difference between ∆̂2

J |J | and ∆̃2
J |J |. It begins with the following relation

between them,

∆̂2
J = ∆̃2

J + 2(β◦
J − β◦

R)
⊤Σ(β◦

R − β̂R) + ‖β◦
R − β̂R‖2Σ. (C.16)

By Eq. (C.16), the measurement is done if the absolute values of (β◦
J − β◦

R)
⊤Σ(β◦

R − β̂R) and ‖β◦
R − β̂R‖2Σ

can be successfully upper-bounded. For the first term, by Lemma C.6,

∣∣∣|J |(β◦
J − β◦

R)
⊤Σ(β◦

R − β̂R)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣
∑

i∈J

(β◦
i − β◦

R)
⊤Σ(β◦

R − β̂R)
∣∣∣ ≤

∑

i∈J

‖β◦
i − β◦

R‖Σ‖β◦
R − β̂R‖Σ

≤∆̃J |J |CC.6σxDR

√
sR log(p ∨ n)

|R| = CC.6σxDR

√
∆̃2

J |J |
√

|J |sR log(p ∨ n)

|R| . (C.17)

Following the discussion in Corollary C.8, across all the three cases in the lemma, we haveDR =
√
C2

x∆
2
R + C2

ǫ

and |R| ≥ CresR log(p ∨ n) provided that |R| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n) and Cm is sufficiently large. Hence by Eq.

(C.17),

∣∣∣|J |(β◦
J − β◦

R)
⊤Σ(β◦

R − β̂R)
∣∣∣ ≤ CC.6σx

√
|J |
|R|

√
∆̃2

J |J |
√
C2

x∆
2
R + C2

ǫ

√
sR log(p ∨ n). (C.18)

By Lemma C.6,

|J |‖β◦
R − β̂R‖2Σ ≤ C2

C.6σ
2
x

|J |D2
RsR log(p ∨ n)

|R| ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
x

|J |
|R|

(
C2

ǫ + C2
x∆

2
R

)
sR log(p ∨ n). (C.19)

(a) For I such that ∆I = 0 and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n), we have ∆̃J = ∆R = 0 and sR = s. Hence

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
x

|J |
|R|C

2
ǫ s log(p ∨ n) ≤ C2

C.6C
2
ǫ σ

2
x(1 − r)

r
s log(p ∨ n). (C.20)

(b) For I such that ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n), |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1 and |I| ≥ Cms log(p ∨ n), we have sR ≤ 2s and

∆
2

I |I| ≤ 2∆2
I |I| ≤ 2C̃s log(p∨n) provided that r ≥ 1

2 . And for r ∈ (0, 1], one can obtain ∆
2

I |I| ≤ C∆2
I |I|

for some constant C that only depends on r. Here we only consider the case that r ≥ 1
2 for simplicity.
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Since ∆2
R|R| ≤ ∆2

I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n) and |R| ≥ rCms log(p ∨ n), one obtains ∆2
R ≤ C̃

Cmr ≤ 2C̃
Cm

. By Eq.

(C.16), Eq. (C.18) and Eq. (C.19), we have

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ CC.10.1s log(p ∨ n), (C.21)

where

CC.10.1 = 4CC.6σx

√
1− r

r

√
2C2

xC̃
2

Cmr
+ CǫC̃ + 2C2

C.6σ
2
x

1− r

r

(2C2
xC̃

Cmr
+ C2

ǫ

)
.

(c) Assume that |I| ≥ Cms log(p∨n) and ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃s log(p∨n). By Conditions 3.1 and 3.2, |I| ≥ Cm

2 sI log(p∨
n) and |R| ≥ Cmr

2 sR log(p ∨ n) provided that Csnr is sufficiently large. Similarly ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃sI log(p∨n)

3 ≥
C̃sR log(p∨n)

3 . Therefore we have sR log(p ∨ n) ≤ 2|R|
Cmr and sR log(p ∨ n) ≤ 3∆2

I |I|
C̃

. Therefore By Eq.

(C.16), Eq. (C.18) and Eq. (C.19),

∣∣∆̂2
J − ∆̃2

J

∣∣|J | ≤ CC.10.2∆
2

I |I|, (C.22)

where

CC.10.2 = 2CC.6σx

√
1− r

r

√
2C2

x

Cmr
+

3C2
ǫ

C̃
+ C2

C.6σ
2
x

1− r

r

( 2C2
x

Cmr
+

3C2
ǫ

C̃

)
.

Proof of Corollary C.11. Assume that the joint probability of Lemmas C.2–C.5 event holds, which implies

a probability lower bound 1− 4 exp{−Cu,1 log(p ∨ n)}.
In Lemma C.10, we have analyzed the approximation error between the random variation ∆̂2|J | and the

ground truth ∆̃2
J |J |. The three parts of Corollary C.11 follow by aggregating the results in Lemma C.10 and

Lemma C.9.

(a) The condition ∆I = 0 implies that ∆R = ∆̃J = 0 and ∆̂J,∞ = ∆̂J . By Lemma C.10 (a) and Lemma

C.9,

∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i − ∆̂2
J |J |

∣∣∣ ≤ CC.8.1s log(p ∨ n)

+Cu,2Cx(Cx∆̂J,∞ + 2Cǫ)
√
[(∆̂2

J |J |) ∨ {∆̂2
J,∞ log(p ∨ n)}] log(p ∨ n)

≤CC.8.1s log(p ∨ n)

+Cu,2Cx(Cx

√
C2

C.6σ
2
xC

2
ǫ

Cmr
+ 2Cǫ)CC.6Cǫσx

√
[
(1− r)s log(p ∨ n)

r
∨ log(p ∨ n)

Cmr
] log(p ∨ n)

≤CC.8.1s log(p ∨ n) + Cu,2Cx(
CxC

2
C.6σ

2
xC

2
ǫ√

Cmr
+ 2C2

ǫCC.6σx)

√
(1− r)

rs
∨ 1

Cmrs2
s log(p ∨ n)

Hence, ∣∣∣LI −
∑

i∈I

ǫ2i

∣∣∣ ≤ CC.11.1s log(p ∨ n), (C.23)

where CC.11.1 = CC.8.1 +
(1−r)C2

C.6σ
2
xC

2
ǫ

r + Cu,2Cx(
CxC

2
C.6σ

2
xC

2
ǫ√

Cmr
+ 2C2

ǫCC.6σx)
√

(1−r)
rs ∨ 1

Cmrs2 .
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(b) For I such that ∆2
I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p ∨ n) for some sufficiently large C̃ ≥ 3C2

βσ
2
x, |I ∩ T ∗| ≤ 1 and |I| ≥

Cms log(p∨n), we have ∆2
R|R| ≤ ∆2

I |I| ≤ C̃s log(p∨n), ∆2
R ≤ C̃

Cmr and ∆
2

I |I| ≤ 2∆2
I |I| ≤ 2C̃s log(p∨n)

as discussed in the proof of Lemma C.10 (ii). By the definition of ∆R,∞, we have ∆2
R,∞ ≤ 2C2

βσ
2
xs. By

Lemma C.6, ‖β̂R−β◦
R‖2Σ ≤ C2

C.6σ
2
xD

2
R

Cmr ≤ C2
C.6σ

2
x

Cmr (C2
ǫ +

C2
xC̃

Cmr ) which can be sufficiently small provided that

Cre and Csnr are sufficiently large. Hence w.l.o.g. we can assume that ∆̂2
J,∞ ≤ 3C2

βσ
2
xs. By Lemma C.10

(b),

∆̂2
J |J | ≤ ∆̂2

J |J |+∆2
R|R| ≤ ∆

2

I |I|+ CC.10.1s log(p ∨ n) ≤ (2C̃ + CC.10.1)s log(p ∨ n)

Combining the result in Lemma C.9,
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ǫ2i −∆
2

I |I|
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96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
xC̃s log(p ∨ n)

Cmrκ

+Cu,2Cx

(√
2CxσxCβ +

2Cǫ√
s

)√
[(∆2

R|R|) ∨ {2C2
βσ

2
xs log(p ∨ n)}]s log(p ∨ n)

+Cu,2Cx

(√
3CxσxCβ +

2Cǫ√
s

)√
[(∆̂2

J |J |) ∨ {3C2
βσ

2
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where CC.11.2 = CC.10.1 + 2CC.8.1 +
96C2

u,2C
4
xσ

2
xC̃

Cmrκ + Cu,2Cx(
√
3CxσxCβ + 2Cǫ√

s
){C̃ 1

2 + (2C̃ + CC.10.1)
1
2 }.

(c) When ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃s log(p∨n) and |I| ≥ Cms log(p∨ n), by Conditions 3.1–3.2, we have ∆̃2

J |J |+∆R|R| =
∆

2

I |I| ≥ ∆2
I |I| ≥ C̃

3 sI log(p ∨ n) and |R| ≥ Cmr
2 sR log(p ∨ n), c.f. the proof of Lemma C.10. By Lemma

C.10 (c), ∆̂2
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J |J |+ CC.10.2∆
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I |I| ≤ (1 + CC.10.2)∆
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I |I|.

By Lemma C.9,
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where CC.11.3 = CC.10.2 +
3CC.8.1

C̃
+

96C2
u,2C

4
xσ

2
x

Cmrκ +
Cu,2Cx

√
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s
)(1 +
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. The localization error bound of {τ̂k} in Theorem 3.4 follows from Lemma 3.3, Corol-

lary C.8 and Corollary C.11. And provided the localization error bound, the error bound of the parameter

estimation follows from Lemma C.6.
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D Additional Numerical Results

D.1 The Single Changepoint Model in Section 4.3

The data in the single changepoint scenario in Section 4.3 are generated from the following model,

yi = x⊤
i β11{i ≤ τ∗}+ x⊤

i β21{i > τ∗}+ ǫi, i = 1, . . . , n,

where {ǫi} and {xi} are drawn independently satisfying ǫi ∼ N (0, 1) and xi ∼ Np(0,Σ). Here Σ is a

p × p matrix with elements Σij = 1/2|i−j|. The regression parameters of the model are set to be β1 =

(1/3, 1/3, 1/3, 1/3, 0, . . . , 0)⊤p×1 and β2 = (01×4, 1/3, 1/3, 1/3, 1/3, 0, . . . , 0)
⊤
p×1. We set n = 1200 and the

true changepoint τ∗ = 120.

D.2 Complementary Numerical Results in Section 4.3

We provide the complementary numerical results of the multiple changepoint scenarios in Section 4.3

with n varying from n = 300 to n = 1200. In the Reliever method, we set r = 0.9 as recommended. The

Reliever provides almost comparable performance with the original algorithm in all the cases.
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Figure D.1: Comparison of the modified two-step approach with multiple initial guesses (1-5), the Reliever

method (R) and the original full model-fitting (O), under the setting in Section 4.1.
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Figure D.2: Comparison of the modified two-step approach with multiple initial guesses (1-5), the Reliever

method (R) and the original full model-fitting (O), under the setting in Section 4.2.
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