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Abstract

In this article, we consider change point inference for high dimensional linear models. For
change point detection, given any subgroup of variables, we propose a new method for testing
the homogeneity of corresponding regression coeflicients across the observations. Under
some regularity conditions, the proposed new testing procedure controls the type I error
asymptotically and is powerful against sparse alternatives and enjoys certain optimality. For
change point identification, an “argmax” based change point estimator is proposed which
is shown to be consistent for the true change point location. Moreover, combining with
the binary segmentation technique, we further extend our new method for detecting and
identifying multiple change points. Extensive numerical studies justify the validity of our
new method and an application to the Alzheimer’s disease data analysis further demonstrate

its competitive performance.

Keyword: Change point inference, High dimensions, Linear regression, Multiplier bootstrap,

Sparsity, Subgroups.

1 Introduction

Driven by the great improvement of data collection and storage capacity, high dimensional
linear regression models have attracted a lot of attentions because of its simplicity for interpret-
ing the effect of different variables in predicting the response. Specifically, we are interested in
the following model:

Y=X"B+e¢
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where Y € R is the response variable, X = (Xi,...,X,) € RP is the covariate vector, 8 =
(B1,...,Bp)" is a p-dimensional unknown vector of coefficients, and € € R is the error term.
For high dimensional linear regression, the Li-penalized technique lasso (Tibshirani (1996))
is a popular method for estimating 3. In the past decades, lots of research attentions both in
machine learning and statistics have been focused on studying theoretical properties of lasso
and other penalized methods. Most of the existing literature on high dimensional linear regres-
sion focuses on the case with a homogeneous linear model, where the regression coeflicients are
assumed invariant across the observations. With many modern complex datasets for analysis in
practice, data heterogeneity is a common challenge in many real applications such as economy
and genetics. In some applications, the regression coefficients may have a sudden change at some
unknown time point, which is called a change point. Typical examples include racial segrega-
tion and crime prediction in sociology, and financial contagion in economy. For these problems,
methods and theories designed for independently and identically (i.i.d.) distributed settings are
no longer applicable. As a result, ignoring these structural breaks in machine learning appli-
cations may lead to misleading results and wrong decision making. For the regression change
point problem, a fundamental question is whether the underlying regression model remains ho-
mogenous across the observations. To address this issue, in this article, we investigate change
point inference for high dimensional linear models. Specifically, let (Y;, X;) ; be n ordered
independent realizations of (Y, X). We aim to detect whether the regression coefficients have
a change point during the observations. In particular, let BW and B? be two p-dimensional
vectors of coefficients with 81 = (5%1), . ,ﬂ,ﬁ”)T and B8® = (5%2), . ,6;2))T. We consider

the following linear regression model with a possible change point:
Y= X,"BM1{1 <i<k}+ X BP1{k, +1<i<n}+¢, (1.1)

where k. is the possible but unknown change point location and (¢;)!_; are the error terms. In
this paper, we assume k, = |ntg] for some tg € (0,1). For any given subgroup G C {1,...,p},

the first goal is to test

Hyg : Bgl) = Béz) forall s € G v.s.

(1.2)
H, g : There exist s € G and k, € {1,...,n — 1} s.t. Bgl) #+ Bf).

In other words, under Hy g, the regression coefficients in each subgroup G are homogeneous

across the observations, and under H; g there is a change point at an unknown time point k.



such that the regression coefficients have a sudden change after k.. Our second goal of the paper
is to identify the change point location once we reject Hy g in (1.2). In this paper, we assume
that the number of coefficients can be much larger than the number of observations, i.e., p = n,
which is known as a high dimensional problem.

For the low dimensional setting with a fixed p and p < n, change point inference for linear
regression models has been well-studied. For example, Quandt (1960) considered testing (1.2)
for a simple regression model with p = 2. Based on that, several techniques were proposed
in the literature. Among them are maximum likelihood ratio tests (Horvath, 1995), partial
sums of regression residuals (Bai and Perron, 1998), and the union intersection test (Horvath
and Shao, 1995). Moreover, as a special case of linear regression models, Chan et al. (2014)
considered change point detection for the autoregressive model. As compared to the broad
literature in the low dimensional setting, methods and theory for high dimensional change
point inference of (1.1) have not been investigated much until recently. For instance, Lee
et al. (2016) considered a high dimensional regression model with a possible change point due
to a covariate threshold. Based on the L;/Lg regularization, Kaul et al. (2019) proposed
a two-step algorithm for the detection and estimation of parameters in a high-dimensional
change point regression model. As extensions to multiple structural breaks in high dimensional
linear models, Leonardi and Biihlmann (2016) proposed fast algorithms for multiple change
point estimation based on dynamic programming and binary search algorithms. In addition,
Zhang et al. (2015) developed an approach for estimating multiple change points based on
sparse group lasso. Wang et al. (2021) proposed a projection-based algorithm for estimating
multiple change points. Recently, Cho and Owens (2022); Bai and Safikhani (2023) constructed
estimates for the multiple change points in high-dimensional regression models based on methods
of moving window and blocked fused lasso. Kaul et al. (2021); Xu et al. (2022) respectively
considered the problem of constructing confidence interval for the change point in the context
of high dimensional mean vector-based models and linear regression models. Chen et al. (2023)
proposed a new method for determing the number of change points with false discovery rate
controls. Other related papers include He et al. (2023); Wang et al. (2022).

It is worth noting that the majority of above mentioned papers mainly focus on the estima-
tion of regression coefficients as well as the change point locations by assuming a pre-existing
change point in the model. To our best knowledge, the testing problem of (1.2) has not been
considered yet. How to make effective change point detection remains to be an urgent but chal-

lenging task. To fill this gap, in this article, we consider change point inference in the context



of high dimensional linear models.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows. For any pre-specified subgroup G C
{1,...,p}, we propose a new method for testing the homogeneity of corresponding regression
coefficients across the observations. For change point detection, the proposed test statistic
Tg is constructed based on a weighted Lo, aggregation, both temporally and spatially, of the
process {Z;(|nt])}jeg te[r,1—7), Where Z;(|nt]) = ﬁu](-o’t) - B§t’1) with B](-O’t) and B](-t’l) denoting
the de-biased lasso estimators for coordinate j before and after time point |nt|, respectively. It
is shown that Tg is powerful against sparse alternatives with only a few entries in G having a
change point. To approximate its limiting null distribution, a multiplier bootstrap procedure is
introduced. The proposed bootstrap can automatically account for the dependence structures
of {Z;(Int])};eq tefro,1-m) and allow the group size |G| to grow exponentially with the sample
size n. Furthermore, to identify the change point location, for each time point |nt], we first
aggregate the coordinates with the L.,-norm, then a change point estimator %\Qg is obtained by
taking “argmax” with respect to ¢ of the above aggregated process with some proper weights. In
addition to single change point detection, by combining with the binary segmentation technique
(Vostrikova, 1981), we extend our new algorithm for detecting multiple change points which
enjoys better performance than the existing methods.

In terms of theoretical investigation, with mild moment conditions on the covariates and
errors in the regression model, we justify the validity of our proposed method in terms of
change point detection and identification. In particular, our bootstrap procedure consistently
approximates the limiting null distribution of Tg, which implies that the proposed new test
preserves the pre-specified significance level asymptotically. Furthermore, under H; g, our new
method is sensitive to sparse alternatives and can reject the null hypothesis with probability
tending to one. It is worth mentioning that Xia et al. (2018) considered two sample tests
for high dimensional linear regression models. They derived some conditions for consistently
distinguishing two sample regression models, which are shown to be minimax optimal. Our
requirement for detecting a change point under Hj g has the same order as the condition
derived in Xia et al. (2018). As for the change point estimation, we prove that our proposed
argmax-based change point estimator is consistent for ¢ty with an estimation error rate of ﬁ\o’g —

1
to| = OP(O%SHQJ”)), where & := B1) — B?) with [|]|g.co =t maxjeg \B](l) - B§2)|. Hence, the
n

g’oo
above estimation result shows that our proposed change point estimator is consistent as long as
18N — BP)||g.00 > \/l0g(|G|n)/n and allows the overall sparsity of regression coefficients and

the group’s magnitude |G| to grow simultaneously with the sample size n. We demonstrate that



our new testing procedure is relatively simple to implement and extensive numerical studies
provide strong support to our theory. Moreover, an R package called “RegCpt” is developed to
implement our proposed new algorithms.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our new method-
ology for Problem (1.2). In Section 3, some theoretical results are derived in terms of change
point detection and identification. In Section 4, extensive numerical studies are investigated.
The detailed proofs of the main theorems, additional numerical studies and an interesting real
data application are given in the Appendix.

For v = (vi,...,v,)" € R?, let its L, norm be |v|, = (Z?:l [u;|P)Y/P for 1 < p < 0.
For p = oo, define [|v||oc = maxi<j<q|vj|. For a subset G C {1,...,p}, denote [|v||g by
max;cg |v;|. For any set S, denote its cardinality by |S|. For two real numbered sequences ay,
and by, set a,, = O(by,) if there exits a constant C' such that |a,| < C|b,| for a sufficiently large
n; ap = o(by) if an/b, — 0 as n — o0; a, < b, if there exists constants ¢ and C' such that
c|bn| < |an| < C|by| for a sufficiently large n. For a sequence of random variables {£1, &2, ...},

denote &, = 0,(1) if &, 5 0. Define || as the largest integer less than or equal to x for = > 0.

2 Methodology

2.1 New test statistic

We present our methodology for testing the existence of a change point in Model (1.1). To

this end, we first introduce some basic model settings. Recall the regression model

Y= X,'8W1{1 <i < |nto)} + X, BP1{|nto] +1<i<n}+e. (2.1)
Denote Y = (Y7,...,Y;,)T as a n x 1 response vector, X is a n x p design matrix with X; =
(Xit, ... ,Xi,p)—r being its i-th row for 1 < i < n, and € = (e1,--- ,€,)! is the error vector. For

the unknown p x 1 regression vectors (1) = (ﬁ}l), e ngl))T and 82 = (5%2), - ,ﬂISZ))T, define
SH={1<j<p: BJ(-I) #0}and S ={1<j<p: ﬁ](-g) # 0} as the active sets of variables.
Denote s = |SM| and s = |S?)]| as the cardinalities of S1) and S®), respectively. Define
3 = (%;;) = Cov(X) as the covariance matrix of X; and ® = (6; ;) as the inverse of 3. For
O, let s; =[{1 <k<p:0;;,#0,k#j}. In addition to the above notations, we assume that
the change point does not happen at the beginning or end of data observations. In other words,

there exists some 79 € (0,0.5) such that ¢y € [19,1 — 79] holds. Note that the search boundary



scales with n by allowing 79 — 0.

To propose our method, we first introduce the de-sparsified (de-biased) lasso estimator,
which was proposed in Van de Geer et al. (2014) and Zhang and Zhang (2014). Specifically,
for Model (2.1), let 3, be a lasso estimator from B" = arg mingegs |¥Y — XB3/n + 2X,18]l1,
where A, is the non-negative regularization parameter. Then for a homogeneous model with no

change points, the de-biased lasso estimator is defined:
B"=p"+6x" (v -Xa")/n, (2.2)

where © is some appropriate estimator for @. Essentially, the de-biased lasso estimator ,én is a
lasso solution by plugging in a Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition. It has been widely used
for constructing confidence intervals and statistical tests for high dimensional parameters, and

proven to be asymptotically optimal in terms of semiparametric efficiency.

Remark 2.1. In this paper, we adopt the node-wise estimation for obtaining C:), as proposed
in Meinshausen and Biithlmann (2006). The main idea is to perform regression on each variable

using the remaining ones. In particular, denote X7 as the j-th column of X and X7 as the

remaining columns. For each j =1...,p, define
55 = argmin (X7 = Xy [3/n+ 22|71 ), (2.3)
~yeRpP—1

with 45 = {3k : k=1...,p,k # j}. Denote by C= (/C\L]')f,j with ¢;; =1 and ¢; ; = —; ; for
i # j. Let 77 = || X7 — X775;[[5/n + A7/l and T2 = diag{72, . .. ,77}. The node-wise lasso

estimator for © is defined as

~

® =T 2C. (2.4)

It is shown that © enjoys good properties in estimation accuracy. More importantly, it is
possible to use parallel computation for calculating @, which is more appropriate for modern

statistical applications with large scale datasets.

Since there is a possible but unknown change point in Model (2.1), we can not use (2.2)
directly to make statistical inferences on B) and B8®. The main challenge comes from the
unknown change point tg. To overcome this difficulty, instead of only calculating a single de-

biased lasso estimator B", we need to construct the de-biased lasso-based process. To that end,



we need some notations. For any 0 < s < t <1, define

Y'(s t) — (YI_nstrla s 7YLntJ)T7 €(st) = (el_nsJJrla SRR eLntJ)Tv

T $ 1 Lot] T
Xot) = (Xns)+1r -+ > Xnt]) ' D(sp) = > XX,

L J LTLSJ +1 i=|ns|+1

To motivate our testing statistic, for each fixed ¢ € [19,1 — 79], we define

BOh = argmmEHY(o ¢ X(O,t)ﬁHZaﬁ(t7l) = argminE||Y(; 1) — X(t,l)ﬁ”; (2.5)
BeRr BERP

By definition, 8% and Bt are the best regression coefficients for predicting Y0, and Y(; 1)
under the squared error loss, respectively. More importantly, suppose there is a change point g
in the linear model (2.1). According to the search location ¢ and the true change point location

to, the underlying true parameters can have the following explicit form:

|t

[nt] — [nto] 42
2] &

(1)
B [nt]

BOD = Bt € [y, to]} + (

)1{t € [to, 1 — 70]},
and

Bl = (Wﬁ(” + m,@(Q))l{t € [r0, to]} + B 1{t € [to, 1 — 7o]}-

From the population level, we can define the theoretical signal jump process:
t
sult) =y (o) _ g

_ \fﬂ LTLZ)J (B(l) — B@)1{t € [0, to]} 26)
+WWOJ meJ (B — BD)1{t € [t, 1 — 7]},

where |nt]* :=n — |nt].

The signal function in (2.6) has some interesting properties. First, under Hy g of no change
points, it reduces to a vector of zeros at each time point |nt]. Second, under H; g, 8,(t) is
at most (s(l) + 8(2))—sparse since we require sparse regression coefficients in the model. Third,
we can see that |0, (t)||g,c0 With t € [19,1 — 7] obtains its maximum value at the true change
point location tg. Hence, to make change point inference for high dimensional linear models,
the key point is how to propose a test statistic that can estimate 6,(t) well under H; g, and
has some theoretically tractable limiting null distributions under Hp g. A natural idea is to use

the lasso estimators directly. Specifically, for each time point, we obtain the lasso estimators



BOO = B0V, BT and B0 = (BEY,... BT

~ 1
B0 = argmin ——
Berr 2 |nt|

“1) = in——|| ¥, ) — X Aot
B a%ge$n2tntJ*“ 1) — X8, + @81,

Y0, — X(0.08]3 + M®)IB]1,
(2.7)

where Ai(t) and Aqo(t) are some regularity parameters to account for the data heterogeneity.
It is well known that due to the ¢; regularized penalization in (2.7), the lasso estimators are
typically biased and do not have a tractable limiting null distribution. As a result, some“de-
biased” process is needed. The main idea is to plug into the KKT conditions under both Hg g
and H; g for the change point model. To give an insight into the de-biased process for change
point detection, in what follows, we assume H; g holds.

Firstly, we consider the case that the search location satisfies ¢ € [19,to]. Let Ki(t) € RP
and Ko(t) € RP be the subdifferentials of ||3]|; for the first and second optimization problems

in (2.7), respectively. Then, by the KKT condition, we have:

—X(To,t)(Y(o,t) - X(o,t)ﬁ(o’t))/tnﬂ + A1(t)kK1(t) = 0,

_ (2.8)
X/, (Vo) — XoyBU)/ [nt)* + Aa(t)Ra(t) = 0.

Note that for ¢ € 7o, to], the samples {Y( ), X (o)} are homogeneous with regression coefficients
being B0 = g Hence, similar to the analysis in Van de Geer et al. (2014), for the first

term in (2.8), for t € [y, to], we have the following decomposition:

I
Aot

BOY + @M ()R () — BY = X[ €0/ [nt] —(O () — DB - g1).

(2.9)

For the second term in (2.8), we note that the samples {Y{; 1), X 1)} with ¢ € [70,%o] are

heterogeneous due to the change point at tg. Observe that

Xy = Xsey Xoy)s and Y1) = (Xri0)B8™) " + €l 1y Koy 8) " + €l 1)) -



Then, the KKT condition for the second equation in (2.8) becomes:

Ao (t)Ra(t)
X(t tO)X(t to) (ﬂ IB(t b )/L J (to 1)X(to 1) (ﬁ@) - B\(t’l))/L J + X(t 1) €t,1 )/LntJ*

nt
= z(t,l)(:@(Q) — B! )) + LOLJntJLJ o) (5 ,E’(Q))+XT e y/ [nt]*.
(2.10)
Multiplying © on both sides of (2.10), for the case of ¢ € [r, o], we have:
At L @ ~ i (lnto] — LntJ (1 "= L"tOJ ()
B
P e T Intl -~ (2.11)
~(OZ 1) —D(BHY - ) - W(QEW —D(B® = M) +X [, e/ |nt) "
Al
Secondly, for the case of ¢ € [ty,1 — 7p], using a very similar analysis, we can prove that:
~ ~ N nig nt| — |nito
B(O,t) + @)\1(t)h',1(t) _ (LtntJJ B(l) + L JLntJL JB(2)) — X(T Ot)/LntJ + A(O >
BO.b) (2.12)
BED + @y (1)Rs(t) — B = X peen/nt]* + Ay,
Bt1)
where the two terms A{é p) are A(ItI ) are defined as
|nt] — [nto] ,~aq
Ay == (O ~1(BY = 8%) - (O ~1) (8" - 8Y),
Ally = (O - (E - ).

Combining the results in (2.8)-(2.12), for each ¢ € |19, 1 — 79], we then construct the de-biased
lasso estimators B0t = (B(Ot ...,Bﬁo’t )T and Bt (ﬁ(t 1) ...,ﬁug’l))—r as follows:

5(0’ 5(0 t 4 @X(O t)( 0,) — X(0,)0 A(O’t))/L”tJ

2.1
3(t,1) (t,1) @X Y, X t (t,1) t ( 3)
Bl = gt 4 i (Yo = XenBh) /[nt]*.

The construction of our new test statistic comes from our important new derivation (2.13). In

particular, under some regularity conditions, the difference between B(O’t) and B(t’l) has the



following decomposition:

Lnt]
[nt] [nt]* a0 _ a1y 1IN ex. [t [nt]" Hon _ peen)
Vi S (B By = w +\/ﬁ;@XZe,+\/ﬁ (R R®Y),

Signal function Random bias

Random noise

(2.14)
where 8, (t) is defined in (2.6), and R(®*) and R are the residuals:

Ry = Al L{t € [r0,to]} + Ay 1{t € [to, 1 = 0]},
Ry = Afypy1{t € [ro.to]} + Al 1{t € [to, 1 — 0]}

The above de-biased lasso-based process enjoys several advantages for making change point
inference. Firstly, under Hg g of no change points, it is the combination of a partial sum-based
process plus a random bias term. The latter one can be shown to be negligible. Moreover,
under Hy g, we can see that the de-biased lasso-based process is an asymptotically unbiased
estimator for the signal function defined in (2.6), allowing us to make change point detection and
identification. The derivation of (2.14) is different from the original de-biased lasso estimator
in (2.2) and requires a fundamental modification of Bickel et al. (2009)) to account for data
heterogeneity. More details can be found in the Appendix.

Motived by the above observation, for any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, a natural test
statistic for the hypothesis (1.2) is defined as

nt nt v v

Tg = max max \/ﬁ—L J (1 — —L J)‘B(O’t) — ,B(t’l) .
te[ro,1—70] JEG n n J J

For any given subgroup G, the proposed new statistic Tg searches all possible locations of time

points. It is demonstrated that Tg is powerful against sparse alternatives with only a few entries

in G having a change point, and a large value of fg leads to a rejection of Hyg.

2.2 Weighted variance estimation

In Section 2.1, we introduced Tg for the hypothesis (1.2). Considering the variability of
the design matrix X and the error term €, the test statistic TG is heterogeneous. Hence, we
need to take its variance into account and standardize it. In this paper, we adopt a weighted

variance estimator. Specifically, let Q= (C\u@j)f’j = (:)fln@T with f)n := XX /n. For each

10



t € [10,1 — 7], denote

~ 1 -~ 2 ~ 2

2 0t t1

70 =~ (Yoo = X By + [[¥een) = X B 3)- (2.15)
Under Hy g of no change points in the model, we can prove that

S2(0G - — g2y | =
TOST%{TO 12?§p|05 (t)wj,; — ocwj sl = o0p(1).

2

2(t) is not a consistent estimator for o2 because of the unknown change

Under H; g, however, o
point ty. Furthermore, as discussed in Shao and Zhang (2010), an inappropriate variance
estimator may lead to non-monotonic power performance. In order to form a powerful test
statistic, it is necessary to construct consistent variance estimation for Hog and Hyg. To

address this issue, we need to deal with the unknown change point first. In particular, for a

given subgroup G, define

e 1 [nt]\ 500 _ 50| o
Hg(t) —I?Gang(l—T)‘ﬁj —B;7|, with ¢ € [r0,1 — 70].

By maximizing Hg(t), we obtain the argmax-based change point estimator:

to.g = argmax Hg(t). (2.16)
t€[10,1—70]

Based on (2.16), let to = tAog with G = {1,...,p}. We put to into o2(t) and get a weighted

variance estimator for o2 as
R 1 ~n 7 ~
7 = (Wom = XoamB "l + Ve = Xan8® L) (2.17)

As shown in our theoretical analysis, the new variance estimation in (2.17) is consistent under
both Hy g and H; g. The proof is nontrivial since we need to justify the consistency of tAo,g for
to, which is known to be an important but difficult task for high dimensional linear models (Lee
et al. (2016)).

Using the new variance estimator in (2.17), for any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, our new

test statistic for the hypothesis (1.2) is finally defined as follows:

3(00) _ A(t.1)
Ty= max maxynld (1— WJ)’BJ _ 5 ‘ (2.18)
te[ro,1—70] JEG n n OeWj

11



2.3 Multiplier bootstrap for approximating the null distribution

In Section 2.2, we have proposed the new test statistic Ty for the hypothesis (1.2). It is
challenging to directly obtain its limiting null distribution in high dimensions. Bootstrap has
been widely used for making statistical inference on high dimensional linear models since the
seminal work of Chernozhukov et al. (2013). For high dimensional linear models with change
points, however, existing bootstrap techniques are not applicable and it is desirable to design a

new method. To overcome this problem, we investigate two types of multiplier bootstrap.

2.3.1 Bootstrap-1

Recall the decomposition in (2.14). Under Hy g, we have
[nt]

\/ﬁLntH nt]* (BOt) tl) ZQXGZ 0,t) _ R(t,1))_

n

It is shown that under Hyg, the residual-based process {R() — RV ¢ € [ry,1 — 7o)} is
asymptotically negligible and the partial sum-based process {n~'/2 ZZLZJ @Xiei, t € [0, 1—710]}
determines the limiting null distribution of Tg, which is known as the leading term. This
motivates us to first consider the following bootstrap method:

Step 1: For the b-th bootstrap, generate i.i.d. random variables €}, ..., €’ with e? ~ N(0,1).
Step 2: Calculate the testing statistic for the b-th bootstrap by

[nt] n
— O X, — O X,
Wg te[gﬁxm] r;lea,gx f w] J LntJ Z g ik |nt]* Z g e

=1 i=|nt|+1

where @]T is the j-th row of e.
Step 3: Repeat the above process for B times.
Step 4: Based on the bootstrap samples {ng, . ,WgB}, calculate the bootstrap sample-based

critical value

B
@g,q = inf {t B+ YW <X Y} =1 a}.
b=1

Step 5: Reject Hy g if and only if Tg > Wg,1—q-

Note that the above bootstrap method essentially bootstraps the partial sum-based pro-
cess, which has been recently used for change point detection of high dimensional mean vectors
in Jirak (2015); Yu and Chen (2021). As shown in our numerical studies, Bootstrap-I suf-

fers from serious size distortions. This phenomenon is due to large biases arising from the

12



residual-based process { R(%t) — RVt € [r9,1— 7]}, which can not be ignored in finite sample
performance although it is asymptotically negligible. Hence, for change point detection in high
dimensional linear models, substantial modifications are needed and it is desirable to consider a
new candidate bootstrap method. To overcome this problem, different from the existing meth-
ods, we choose to bootstrap the entire de-biased lasso-based process as shown in the following

Bootstrap-II.

2.3.2 Bootstrap-1I

The key idea of this bootstrap procedure is to approximate the null limiting distribution
under both Hy g and Hy g. It proceeds as follows:

,€% be i.i.d. random variables

Step 1: Given &2 in (2.17), for the b-th bootstrap, let €%, ...
following N(0,52). Define the b-th bootstrap of response vectors Y = (Y?,..., V) T:

VP = X B001{1 < i < [nlo)} + X, BOV1 |nly| <i<n}+e, (2.19)

where @(0,?0) and ,@(?0’1) are the lasso estimators before and after Zo.

= (YP,....Y), )" and Y7,y = (Y] Y?)T. We then define

Step 2: Denote Y? (nt] 41070 Y

(0,¢)

the b-th bootstrap version of the de-biased lasso estimators before and after |nt]| as ,éb’(o’t) =
(B0, BRONT an D) = (O, BT e
/éb’(o’t> = ﬁb’(o’t) + (:)X(Toﬂr) (Y(I()J,t) - X(O,t)ﬁb’(o’t))/tnﬂ’

: ? ° i (2.20)
BN = B0 OX ) (V) = X BEY) L]

(1)

and Bb’(o’t) and Bb’(t’l) are the lasso estimators before and after ¢ using the bootstrap samples

{Yv(l()]yt)a X(O,t)} and {}f(?,l)v X(t,l)}'
Step 3: Define the bootstrap sample-based signal function g(t) = (51 (t),... ,Sp(t))T:

N —Into|  ~mry am ~ tol  mary ~ N
6(75) _ Z_L[;LI;)JJ (B(O,to) - B(tg,l))l{t e [7—07t0]} + \.[:‘/L:JJ (ﬂ(O,tO) _ I@(to,l))]_{t c [tO, 1— 7—0]}'

Step 4: Calculate the b-th bootstrap version for the test statistic Tg by

00 _ b1 _ gj(t)‘
J

T8 = max max\/ﬁLT;tJ (1 - L”ﬂ)‘ﬁj Ny (2.21)

tE[T(),l—T()] ]Eg n
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Step 5: Repeat the above procedures (2.19)-(2.21) for B times and obtain the bootstrap
samples {T},...,TF}. Let cgq = inf{t : P(Tg < t) > 1 — a} be the theoretical critical value
of Tg. Using the bootstrap samples {Tgl, .. ,TgB}, we estimate cg o by

B

.0 = inf {t B+ YT <X, Y} 21— a}. (2.22)
b=1

Step 6: Define the new test for the hypothesis (1.2) as follows:

PG o =1{Tg > Cg.a} (2.23)

Given a significance level a € (0,1) and a prespecified subgroup G, for the hypothesis (1.2), we
reject Hy g if &g, = 1.

It is shown in theory that the Bootsrap-II-based test statistic Tgb approximates the limiting
null distribution of Tiz. More importantly, by bootstrapping the whole de-biased lasso-based
process, Bootstrap-II enjoys better test size performance than Bootstrap-I under various can-

didate subgroups. This is supported by our extensive numerical studies in Section 4.

2.4 Extensions to multiple change points

So far, we have proposed new methods for detecting a single change point as well as iden-
tifying its location using the argmax based estimator. In this section, we aim to extend our
new testing procedure for detecting and identifying multiple change points for high dimensional
linear models. In particular, suppose there are m change points ki, ..., ky, that divide the linear

structures into m + 1 segments with different regression coeflicients:

YZ-:XZ-T,B(U—FQ, fori=1,...,k,
Y; = X, B® + ¢, for i = k1 +1,..., ko,
: (2.24)
V=X, 8™ t¢, fori=lky1+1,...Ekn,
Y;:X;,B(m+1)+ei, fori=k,+1,...,n.

Based on Model (2.24), for any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, in the case of multiple change

points, we consider the following hypothesis:

Hy,: 8 =P = =" ="V forallseg vs.

) . (2.25)
H/LQ : There exist s € G and at least one j* € {1,...,m} s.t. ﬁgj ) # BLEJ +1)
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To solve Problem (2.25), we combine our bootstrap-based new testing procedure with the
well-known binary segmentation technique (Vostrikova, 1981) to simultaneously detect and iden-
tify multiple change points. More specifically, for each candidate search interval (s, e), we detect
the existence of a change point. If Hg g is rejected, we identify the new change point b by taking
the argmax in (2.16). Then the interval (s, e) is split into two subintervals (s,b) and (b, e) and
we conduct the above procedure on (s,b) and (b, e) separately. This algorithm is stopped until
no subinterval can detect a change point. Algorithm 1 describes our bootstrap-based multiple
change point testing procedure. It is demonstrated by our numerical studies that Algorithm 1
can automatically account for the data generating mechanism and simultaneously detect and

identify multiple change points, which enjoys better performance than existing techniques.

Algorithm 1 : Bootstrap-based binary segmentation procedure for multiple change point
detection in high dimensional linear regression models.

Input: Given the data set {X,Y}, set the value for 79, the number of bootstrap replications
B, and the subset G.

Step 1: Initialize the set of change point pairs 7 = {0, 1}.

Step 2: For each pair {s,e} in T, detect the existence of a change point. If Hg g is rejected,
identify the new change point b by taking the argmax in (2.16). Then add new pairs of
nodes {s,b} and {b,e} to T and update T as T =T U {s,b} U{b,e}.

Step 3: Repeat Step 2 until no more new pair of nodes can be added. Denote the terminal set
of change point pairs by Tgna = U’Z;J{l{ti_l, t;}.

Output: Algorithm 1 provides the change point estimator ¢ = (?(],...,tAﬁH)T, where m =
H#Tnal — 1 and 0 = tp < t1 < ... < ty < tmyr = 1, including the number and loca-
tions.

3 Theoretical properties

In this section, we examine some theoretical properties of our proposed method including
the size, power and the change point estimation results.
3.1 Basic assumptions

We introduce some basic assumptions for making change point inference on high dimen-
sional linear models. Assumption (A.1) is a basic requirement for the change point location.

Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) impose some regular conditions on the design matrix as well as the
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error terms. Assumption (A.4) contains basic requirements on model parameters. Assumption
(A.5) is a technical condition on the regularity parameters in (2.3) and (2.7).
Before giving the assumptions, we introduce the concept of the restricted eigenvalue (RE)

and uniform restricted eigenvalue (URE) conditions.

Definition 3.1. (Restricted eigenvalue RE(s;,3)). For integers s; such that 1 <s; <p—1,a
set of indices Jy C {1,...,p — 1} with |Jy| < s;, define
IX775]

(1) (5. 3) = : - A& oll2 e
RY)(s54,3) Jnin min il with 1 < j <p, (3.1)

[Jol<s; |\5J8H1S3H5JOH1

where X7 € R (#~1) is a submatrix of X with the j-th column being removed, and & Jo 1s the

vector that has the same coordinates as  on Jy and zero coordinates on the complement J§ of

Jo.

Definition 3.2. (Uniform restricted eigenvalue URE(s, 3, T)). For integers s such that 1 < s <

p, a set of indices Jo C {1,...,p} with |Jy| <s, and T = [rp, 1 — 79|, define

Ri(s,3,T) = Itréi% Jocr?lir_l " nit \Jw. (3.2)
ol <s 18611306551 [t 110552
and
Ra(s,3,T) =min min 1X .10l (3.3)

min —_———.
bl STt \|613\\15§3()||5J0\|1 VLt (10512

Note that Definition 3.1 is similar to the RE conditions introduced in Bickel et al. (2009) and
is mainly used for the node-wise lasso estimators. It is well-known that the RE conditions are
among the weakest assumptions on the design matrix and are important for deriving the estima-
tion error bounds of the lasso solutions. See Raskutti et al. (2010); Van De Geer and Bithlmann
(2009). Moreover, our testing procedure needs to calculate 30 and 81 as in (2.7). For each
search location ¢ € [y, 1 — 79], to guarantee B(O’t) and ﬁ(t’l) enjoy desirable properties toward
their population counterpart 8% and BV, we introduce the uniform restricted eigenvalue
condition as in Definition 3, which is an extension of the RE condition.

With the above two definitions, we are ready to introduce the assumptions, which are
summarized as follows:

Assumption (A.1) The design matrix X has 7.i.d. rows following sub-Gaussian distributions.

In other words, there exists a positive constant K such that sup, ; E(exp(]X;;>/K)) < 1 holds.
2

Assumption (A.2) The error terms {¢;}I' | are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian with finite variance oZ. In
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other words, there exist positive constants K’, ¢ and C, such that E(exp(|e;|?/K’)) < 1 and
ce < Var(e;) < C. hold. Furthermore, ¢; is independent with X; for i =1,... n.

Assumption (A.3) Assume that there are positive constants x1 and kg such that max; 3; ; <
k1 < oo and max; [|0;]2 < k2 < oo hold, where 6; is the j-th row of ® = (0,;) = 7.
Moreover, for the RE and URE conditions, we require

113121 R(j)(sj,3) > kg, min (Ri(s,3,T),Ra(s,3,T)) > ka (3.4)
<j<p

for some k3, k4 >0, where s; := {1 <k <p:0;, #0,k#j}

Assumption (A.4) For the change point model in (2.1), we assume the following:

(a) Assume that log(pn) = O(|n1o]¢) holds for some 0 < ¢ < 1/7;

1 1
(b)We assume|nty| — 0o, max s, og(pn) og(pn)

1<j<p Vn |n7o

— 0 and s\/n —0asn,p— o0,

where s := s() v ),

(c) There exists some constant v € (0, 1] such that |G| = p7.

Assumption (A.5) For the node-wise regression in (2.3), we require the regularization param-

eter \(;) < y/log(p)/n uniformly in j. For the lasso-based estimators in (2.7), we require

A (t) = 1/1‘@%), Aa(t) = ¢ /lfffﬁ), for t € [rg, 1 — 7). (3.5)

Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) are relatively weak conditions on the covariates and error terms.

In particular, they require that {X;}? ; and {¢;} ; are sub-Gaussian distributed with “well-
behaved” sample covariance matrix and non-degenerate variances o2, which covers a wide broad
of distributional patterns and has been commonly adopted in high dimensional data analy-
sis. Assumption (A.4) specifies the scaling relationships among parameters ({s, s;,n,p,|G|})
in Model (2.1). More specifically, (a) allows the number of variables (p) can grow exponen-

tially with the number of data observations (n) as long as log(pn) = O(|n7o)¢) holds; (b)
log(pn)
— 0 and

NG

— 0 holds; (c¢) demonstrates that we can make change point inference on any large

allows the number of active variables (s and s;) can go to infinity if max s;
<j<p

o los(pn)
f LnT()J

scale subgroup G with |G| = p?. Lastly, Assumption (A.5) imposes some technical conditions
on the regularity parameters of lasso and node-wise lasso, which is important for deriving de-

sirable estimation error bounds of the corresponding estimators. It is worth mentioning that
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(3.5) automatically accounts for the heterogeneity of the ¢; regularization problem (2.7) and is
consistent with the classical conditions as in Bickel et al. (2009) when the data are homogenous
(e.g. B =BB).

Lastly, the following Proposition 3.1 shows that the RE and URE conditions in (3.4) of
Assumption (A.2) hold with high probabilities.

Proposition 3.1. (i) For integers s; such that 1 < s; < p—1, a set of indices Jy C {1,...,p—1}
with |Jo| < s; and sj4/log(p)/n = o(1). Under Assumption (A.1), if X satisfies

E_j7_j5
min min min M > 2kK3, (3.6)
1<j<p JocC{l,....p—1} 8§70 H(SJOH
[Jol<s; 1676 11=318.1 ll1

for some k3 > 0, then we have:
P( min RY)(s;,3) > k3) > 1 — C1(np)~2,

where 777 := E[X~(X7)"/n] and C1,Cy are universal positive constants not depending
on n or p. (ii) Similarly, for integers s such that 1 < s < p, a set of indices Jy C {1,...,p} with
|Jo| < s and sy/log(p)/|n70| = o(1). Under Assumption (A.1), if 3 satisfies

b
min min %3]l > 2Ky, (3.7)
JoC{1,...,p} 6740 H5J(1H2
[Jol<s |\5J3||1§5H5J0H1

for some k4 > 0, then we have
P(min (R1(5,3,T),R2(s,3,T)) > Ky) > 1 — Cg(np)_c4,

where Cs, Cy > 0 are some universal constants not depending on n or p.

Remark 3.2. The proof of Proposition 3.1 is given in the Appendix. A sufficient condition for
both (3.6) and (3.7) hold is Apin(X) > ¢ for some ¢ > 0, where Apin () is the smallest eigenvalue
of 3. Note that the smallest eigenvalue condition is easy to verify and has been widely used
in the literature such as Kaul et al. (2019); Wang et al. (2021) for change point analysis of
high dimensional linear models. For example, many commonly used covariance matrices such

as Toeplitz matrices, blocked diagonal matrices have positive smallest eigenvalue values.
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3.2 Main results

We derive some theoretical results of our proposed new test. In Section 3.2.1, we consider
the control of Type I error. In Section 3.2.2, we examine the power performance as well as the

accuracy of change point estimation.

3.2.1 The validity of test size

Before giving the test size results, we first consider the variance estimation. Theorem 3.3
shows that the pooled weighted variance estimator is uniformly consistent under the null hy-

pothesis. It is crucial for deriving the Gaussian approximation results as in Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. Under Hy g, for the variance esti-

mator, with probability at least 1 — Cy (np)_CQ, we have

log(n)

max |0:Wir — o wik| < Cs + max A(;)+/S;
1§j,k§p| eWj, Wikl ( n ; (4) J)’
where C1, ..., (5 are universal positive constants not depending on n or p.

Based on Theorem 3.3 as well as other regularity conditions, the following Theorem 3.4

justifies the validity of our bootstrap procedure.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) - (A.5) hold. Under Hy g, for any given subgroup
G c{1,...,p}, we have

sup |]P’(Tg <z)-— P(Tgb < z{X,Y})| = 0,(1), as n,p — oc.
2€(0,00)

Theorem 3.4 shows that we can uniformly approximate the distribution of Tg using that of
T, gb. As a corollary, the following Corollary 3.1 shows that our proposed new test can control

the Type I error asymptotically for any given pre-specified significance level a.

Corollary 3.1. Assume Assumptions (A.1)—(A.5) hold. Under Hy g, for any given subgroup
G C{l,...,p}, we have P(®g o, =1) — o, as n,p, B — 0.

3.2.2 Analysis under H; g

After analyzing the theoretical results under the null hypothesis, we next consider the per-

formance under Hy g. To this end, some additional assumptions are needed.

19



Assumption (A.6). Let § = BY — 32 For the signal jump, we require there exists a constant
c* € [0,00) such that limy, 00 5||0]lec = ¢*.

Note that Assumption (A.6) is a signal strength requirement for identifying the change point
location ty with high accuracy. It allows weak signals that can scale to zero as (n,p) — oc.
With the additional assumption as well as those of (A.1) — (A.5), the following Theorem 3.5

provides a non-asymptotic estimation error bound of %\og for tp.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) - (A.6) hold. Assume additionally [|d]gcc >
V/1og(|G|n)/n holds. For any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, under H; g, with probability at

least 1 — Cy(np)~2, we have
log(|G|n)

tog —to] < C*

(3.8)
where C* is a universal positive constant not depending on n or p.

Theorem 3.5 shows that our subgroup-based change point estimator is asymptotically con-

sistent, which allows the group size |G| to grow with the sample size n as long as ||0]|g 00 >

\/1og(|G|n)/n holds.

Remark 3.6. Note that Jirak (2015); Yu and Chen (2021) considered the change point es-
timation for high dimensional mean vectors. They obtained the change point estimators by
taking “argmax” of the corresponding partial sum processes with an estimation error rate of
O,(log(p)/(n||A|2:,)), where A = (Aq,...,A,)" is the signal jump of mean vectors before
and after the change point and ||Al|yin i the minimum signal jump for the coordinates with
a change point. Different from Jirak (2015); Yu and Chen (2021), we adopt a different proof
technique and derive an estimation error bound of O (log(p)/(n|Al/%)). Considering || Al
can be much larger than ||Al/min, our result is sharper than Jirak (2015); Yu and Chen (2021).

More proof details can be found in the Appendix.

After analyzing the change point identification, we next consider the change point detection.
Note that for the change point problem, variance estimation under the alternative is a difficult
but important task. As pointed out in Shao and Zhang (2010), due to the unknown change point,
any improper estimation may lead to non-monotonic power performance. This distinguishes the
change point problem substantially from one-sample or two-sample tests where homogenous data
are used to construct consistent variance estimation.

Theorem 3.7 shows that the pooled weighted variance estimation is uniformly consistent

under H; g. This guarantees that our new testing method has reasonable power performance.
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Theorem 3.7. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) - (A.6) hold. Then, for the weighted variance
estimation, under Hy g, we have

~2~ 2
lg;%);p 001 — oiwjk| = 0p(1), as n,p — oo. (3.9)

From the proof of Theorem 3.7, some interesting observations can be found. On one hand,
if the signal strength is too weak such that ||d||g..c = O(y/log(pn)/n) holds, then the pooled
weighted variance estimator 2 is a consistent estimator for o2 even though we can not guarantee
a consistent change point estimator in this case. On the other hand, if the signal strength is big
enough such that ||d||g 0o > \/W holds, then a consistent change point estimator tAog is
needed to guarantee (3.9) holds. These are insightful findings for variance estimation in change
point analysis, which is different from the 7.7.d. case.

Lastly, we discuss the power properties. To this end, we need some additional notations.
Recall IT = {j : 5J(-1) %+ 65-2)} as the set of coordinates having a change point. Define the oracle

signal to noise ratio vector D = (D, ..., D,)T with

0, for j €II¢

Dii= 9 0ot = t0) (57 — 3") . (3.10)
, for jell
(02wjj)'/?

With the above notations and some regularity conditions, the following Theorem 3.8 shows that

we can reject the null hypothesis of no change points with overwhelming probability.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.6) hold. Let ¢, = o(1). For any given
subgroup G C {1,...,p}, if D satisfies

ValD|l, . > fOEn(\/zlog(ygm) +/2log(a 1)), (3.11)

under H; g, we have P(®g, = 1) = 1,as n,p, B — oo, where Cj is a large enough universal

positive constant not depending on n or p.

Theorem 3.8 demonstrates that with probability tending to one, our proposed new test can
detect the existence of a change point for any given subgroup as long as the corresponding
signal to noise ratio satisfies (3.11). Combining (3.10) and (3.11), we note that with a larger
signal jump, a smaller noise level, and a closer change point location to the middle of data

observations, it is more likely to trigger a rejection of the null hypothesis.
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Lastly, we would like to point out that the requirements for identifying and detecting a
change point are different. More specifically, from Theorem 3.5, to correctly identify the location
of a change point with desirable accuracy, the signal strength should at least satisfy ||d]/g o0 >
\/W. In contrast, Theorem 3.8 shows that it is sufficient to detect a change point
if HDH Goo = C'/log(|G[n)/n holds. Hence, we need more stringent conditions for locating a

change point than detecting its existence.

4 Numerical studies

We examine the numerical performance of our proposed method and compare it with several
existing state-of-art techniques.
We first consider single change point detection. For the design matrix X, we generate Xj;

(i.i.d.) from N(0,3), where the following two types of covariance structures are investigated:
Model 1: ¥ = I,.;;
Model 2: ¥ = %* with £* = (¢*)!,_,, where o7 ; = 0.5/ for 1 <, j <p.

To show the bootstrap performance, for each model, the error terms (¢;)}_; are i.i.d. gen-
erated from standard normal distributions, standardized Gamma(4, 1) distributions as well as
Student’s t5 distributions.

For the regression coefficient B, for each replication, we generate s non-zero covariates
randomly selected from & = {1,...,50}. The corresponding selected coefficients are i.i.d. from
U(0,2), and the remaining p — s covariates are 0’s. Note that we generate regression coefficients
out of §, which is denoted as the active set. Under Hg g, we set B = g, Throughout the
simulations, we consider various combinations of the sample sizes n, data dimensions p, and
overall sparsities s by setting n € {200,300}, p € {100,200, 300,400} and s € {5,10}. The
number of bootstrap replications is B = 100. Without additional specifications, all numerical

results are based on 2000 replications.

4.1 Empirical sizes

We investigate the empirical sizes. We set the significance levels o = 1%, 5%. Furthermore,
three different types of subgroups are investigated: G =S, G = 8¢ and G = SUS ={1,...,p}.
To evaluate the numerical performance, in addition to our proposed methods, we consider four

existing well-known techniques for change point detection of high dimensional linear models:
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the high dimensional lasso-based method in Lee et al. (2016) (Lee2016), the sparse group lasso-
based method in Zhang et al. (2015) (SGL), the binary segmentation-based method in Leonardi
and Biithlmann (2016) (L&B), and the Variance Projected Wild Binary Segmentation in Wang
et al. (2021) (VPWBS).

It is worth noting that under Hy g with BW = B2 SGL and L&B can potentially select
the true homogeneous model by identifying the change points at {1,n}. Hence, we record their
rates of false selections as their “empirical sizes”. As for Lee2016, their main purpose is to
simultaneously estimate the potential single change point as well as the regression coefficients.

Therefore, we do not report their empirical sizes and powers here.

Table 1: Empirical sizes for Models 1 and 2. The errors are generated from
N(0,1). The results are based on 2000 replications.

Empirical sizes (%) with (n,s) = (200, 5)
Model g p Boot-I (o =1%) Boot-II (o = 1%) Boot-I (a = 5%) Boot-II (o« =5%) SGL L&B

=1 S 200 7.61 1.70 18.52 3.86 NA NA
400 10.70 1.80 23.05 5.30 NA NA

S 200 8.23 1.44 15.43 4.06 NA NA

400 11.93 0.93 21.60 3.40 NA NA

SUSe 200 7.41 1.03 14.20 2.93 38.89 0.00

400 12.55 1.39 27.37 3.86 46.67 0.00

=3 S 200 7.61 1.49 14.40 4.73 NA NA
400 8.64 1.65 16.26 4.68 NA NA

S¢ 200 3.50 0.82 12.14 3.09 NA NA

400 5.76 0.67 12.76 3.03 NA NA

SUSe 200 4.73 0.82 13.37 3.29 77.78 0.00

400 7.82 1.23 17.08 3.19 80.00 0.00

Empirical sizes (%) with (n,s) = (300, 10)
Model g p Boot-I (a« =1%) Boot-II (o = 1%) Boot-I (a« = 5%) Boot-1I (o = 5%) SGL L&B

=1 S 200 12.76 1.83 23.66 3.25 NA NA
400 19.55 1.88 33.74 7.35 NA NA

S¢ 200 8.33 1.02 16.67 3.25 NA NA

400 13.79 1.63 26.95 3.06 NA NA

SUSe 200 11.52 0.82 22.43 3.27 56.67 0.00

400 17.49 2.45 32.30 5.71 62.30 0.00

=3 S 200 10.91 0.62 22.63 2.67 NA NA
400 17.07 2.26 28.86 5.56 NA NA

S 200 4.32 0.41 11.32 1.65 NA NA

400 3.66 0.81 10.77 2.44 NA NA

SUSe 200 6.50 1.85 16.06 4.32 56.67 0.00

400 7.06 0.61 17.57 3.25 55.30 0.00

Table 1 summarizes the empirical sizes for Models 1 and 2 with different combinations of
(n,p,s) under N(0,1) distributions. We can see that both SGL and L&B are only applicable for
the case of the overall subset with G = {1,...,p}. In those cases, SGL suffers from serious size
distortions with too many false selections. One reasonable explanation is that SGL builds their
algorithms on the sparse group lasso which tends to overestimate the number of change points.
Moreover, we observe that L&B seems to be conservative although it can select the homogenous

model with no false selections. As for our proposed methods, the empirical sizes of Boot-I are
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out of control (especially for the active set §). This suggests that for change point detection
of high dimensional linear models, the residual term of the de-biased lasso-based process can
not be ignored, even though it is asymptotically negligible in theory. As compared to Boot-I,
Boot-II benefits from bootstrapping the whole de-biased lasso-based process. In most cases,
the empirical sizes for Boot-II are close to the nominal level across various dimensions and
subgroups. Interestingly, it shows that the empirical performance of Boot-II is affected by the
candidate subgroups. More specifically, empirical sizes for the active set S are sometimes larger
than the nominal level and the size performance of the non-active set S¢ performs the best
among all candidate subgroups. Note that similar findings are also observed in constructing
simultaneous confidence intervals in Zhang and Cheng (2017) for the given subgroup G. In
addition, we can see that Boot-II can still have satisfactory size performance as the non-zero
elements increase slowly from s = 5 to s = 10.
In the supplemental materials, we report the size performance under standardized Gamma(4, 1)

and Student’s t5 distributions in Tables 5 and 6. In both cases, our proposed method can control
the size under the nominal level. This suggests that the bootstrap null distribution is correctly

calibrated even for non-normal underlying errors.

4.2 Empirical powers

We next analyze the empirical powers. Denote the signal jump

5 = C\/log(p)/n x (2°,2%,21,20,27 )",

We set n = 200. We first generate 81 with s = 5 non-zero elements following U(0,2) dis-
tributions out of § = {1,...,50}. Then, we add § with C' € {0.5,1,2} on the corresponding
5 non-zero covariates of B to generate 3. Note that in this setting, 81 and B8® have a
common support.

Table 2 shows the power results with n = 200, where various data dimensions, change point
locations, candidate subgroups, and signal strength are considered. Note that we do not report
the results of SGL and Boot-I because of their serious size distortions. According to Table
2, we see that our proposed method can detect a change point with a very high probability
across various data dimensions when the candidate subgroup has a change point (G = S and
G = SUS°). Interestingly, it is shown that the powers in S¢ are close to the nominal level

since the coefficients in S¢ are zeros before and after the change point. As for L&B, we see
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Table 2: Empirical powers (%) under Model 1. The numerical results are based
on 2000 replications.

Empirical powers (%) with § = 0.5,/log(p)/n x (23,22,21,20,271).

Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g P Boot-11 L&B Boot-11 L&B
=1 S 200 58.33 NA 36.46 NA
400 64.93 NA 42.71 NA
S¢ 200 2.08 NA 4.17 NA
400 3.47 NA 3.82 NA
Suse 200 43.75 0.00 29.17 0.00
400 40.97 0.00 27.17 0.00
Empirical powers (%) with § = \/log(p)/n x (23,22,21,20, 271),
Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g P Boot-11 L&B Boot-11 L&B
Y= S 200 100.00 NA 99.38 NA
400 99.59 NA 99.38 NA
S¢ 1 200 3.50 NA 3.91 NA
400 3.09 NA 2.06 NA
Suse 200 100.00 36.87 99.18 29.29
400 99.38 38.38 99.38 28.28
Empirical powers (%) with § = 2./log(p)/n x (23,22,21,20,271),
Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g P Boot-11I L&B Boot-I1I L&B
=1 S 200 100.00 NA 100.00 NA
400 100.00 NA 100.00 NA
S¢ 200 2.47 NA 1.65 NA
400 3.50 NA 2.88 NA
Suse 200 100.00 99.49 100.00 98.48
400 100.00 100.00 100.00 97.98

that it can successfully detect a change point when the signal jump is relatively strong (C' = 2).
However, L&B is not very sensitive to weak signals with C' = 0.5 and C' = 1. The above analysis
suggests that our proposed method is very powerful to sparse alternatives and is more efficient
and flexible than the existing methods for change point detection of high dimensional linear
models. Moreover, Table 7 in the supplemental materials shows the power performance similar

to Table 2 for Model 2 with banded covariance structures.

4.3 Multiple change point detection

So far, we have considered the numerical performance of single change point detection and
identification. Next, we investigate multiple change points detection for Problem (2.25). In this
numerical study, we consider two model settings:

Case 2: Alternatives with three change points. In this case, we set n = 600 and p = 200
with three change points at k1 = 180, ko = 300, and ks = 420, respectively. The above three
change points divide the data into four segments with different regression coefficients: B,

B?, BB and B®W. We first generate 31 and 3. The generating mechanism for 3 and
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B3 is the same as Case 1 in the single change point setting except that we use a signal jump

8 =C M(z‘*,zi?, 21,20)T.
n
Then, we set 83) = (1) and B = 3. In this case, we set C' € {1.5,3}.

Case 3: Alternatives with four change points. In this case, we set n = 1000 and p = 200
with four change points at k1 = 300, ko = 450, ks = 550, and k4 = 700, respectively. The
above four change points divide the data into five segments with different regression coefficients:
B, ..., B3). We first generate B and B? as introduced in Case 2. Then, we set 33) = 81,
BW = 32 and B = B0, In this case, we set C' € {2,4]}.

We use Algorithm 1 to detect and identify multiple change points and compare our methods
with SGL, L&B, and VPWBS. Note that Lee2016 is not applicable here because they only
considered single change point detection. Moreover, to evaluate their performance, we report
the mean for the number of identified change points (Mean) and the mean adjusted Rand
index between the identified change points and the true change points (Adj.Rand) as well as its
standard deviations (Sd.Adj.Rand). Note that the adjusted Rand index with a value belonging
to [—1, 1] is well adopted for measuring the similarity between two data clusterings. The
adjusted Rand index with a value being one means that the data clusterings are exactly the
same. The results are reported in Table 3. For detecting the number of multiple change points,
SGL tends to overestimate the numbers across all model settings. This is consistent with our
numerical studies in the size control in Section 4.1. For L&B, it has satisfactory performance
when the signal jump is strong with C' = 3 or C' = 4. However, L&B fails to detect all relevant
three or four change points when the signal-to-noise ratio is low by setting C = 1.5 or C' = 2.
This suggests that L&B is not very sensitive to weak signals and this observation is consistent
with our previous power analysis in Section 4.2. As for our proposed method, it can correctly
detect the three (or four) change points on average even for a small signal jump. For identifying
the change point locations, VPWBS has better performance than L&B when the signal is weak
and L&B becomes very competitive as the signal becomes stronger. In most cases, the Arg-max
based methods can estimate the locations with high accuracy and have better performance than
their competitors. This is supported by the high Adj.Rand. Finally, we would like to point out
that for all methods, their performance becomes better when the model has a stronger signal
jump.

In summary, as compared to the existing works, our bootstrap-assistant method is more
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efficient and accurate for detecting and identifying multiple change points. Moreover, it is able

to detect the structural changes for any given subgroup and is very flexible to use.

Table 3: Multiple change point detection results for Models 1 and 2 under
Case 2. The significance level is & = 5%. The numerical results are based on
100 replications.

Multiple change points with (n,p) = (600,200) and three change points at (180, 300, 420)

=1 =X
(& Method Mean Adj.Rand Sd.Adj.Rand Mean Adj.Rand Sd.Adj.Rand

G=3S8

C=15 Arg-max 3.265 0.947 0.056 3.133 0.952 0.043

L&B NA NA NA NA NA NA

SGL NA NA NA NA NA NA

VPWBS NA NA NA NA NA NA

G=8Sus*

Arg-max 3.177 0.950 0.048 2.983 0.940 0.045

L&B 1.000 0.398 0.013 1.133 0.439 0.148

SGL 4.000 0.722 0.111 5.417 0.753 0.083

VPWBS 2.857 0.899 0.133 2.949 0.918 0.086
G=S§

c=3 Arg-max 3.112 0.967 0.034 3.200 0.955 0.049

L&B NA NA NA NA NA NA

SGL NA NA NA NA NA NA

VPWBS NA NA NA NA NA NA

g=8SuUse

Arg-max 3.104 0.968 0.032 3.250 0.951 0.035

L&B 3.000 0.991 0.006 3.000 0.992 0.007

SGL 7.000 0.767 0.093 8.000 0.873 0.118

VPWBS 2.878 0.945 0.066 2.898 0.944 0.060

5 Application to Alzheimer’s Disease Data Analysis

In this section, we apply our proposed method to analyze data from the Alzheimer’s Disease
Neuroimaging Initiative (http://adni.loni.usc.edu/). It is known that AD accounts for most
forms of dementia characterized by progressive cognitive and memory deficits. This makes it a
very important health issue which attracts a lot of scientific attentions in recent years. To study
AD, Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE) (Folstein et al., 1975) is a 30-point questionnaire
that is commonly used to measure cognitive impairment. According to MMSE, any score of
24 or more (out of 30) indicates a normal cognition. Below this, scores can indicate severe
(<9 points), moderate (1018 points) or mild (19-23 points) cognitive impairment. Because
of the strong relationship between the MMSE score and AD, it can be interesting and useful
to predict the MMSE score using some biomarkers for diagnosing the current disease status
of AD as well as to identify important predictive biomarkers. According to previous studies

(Yu and Liu, 2016; Yu et al., 2020), structural magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) data are
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Table 4: Multiple change point detection results for Models 1 and 2 under
Case 3. The significance level is & = 5%. The numerical results are based on
100 replications.

Multiple change points with (n,p) = (1000, 200) and four change points at (300, 450, 550, 700)

=1 Y =3*
o Method Mean Adj.Rand Sd.Adj.Rand Mean Adj.Rand Sd.Adj.Rand

G=S8

cC=2 Arg-max 4.100 0.967 0.047 4.183 0.968 0.036

L&B NA NA NA NA NA NA

SGL NA NA NA NA NA NA

VPWBS NA NA NA NA NA NA

G=8Suse

Arg-max 4.067 0.949 0.052 4.200 0.961 0.044

L&B 1.600 0.589 0.296 1.867 0.688 0.185

SGL 6.167 0.664 0.054 6.500 0.708 0.104

VPWBS 3.296 0.882 0.093 3.276 0.882 0.106
g=S

C=4 Arg-max 4.150 0.971 0.031 4.067 0.968 0.029

L&B NA NA NA NA NA NA

SGL NA NA NA NA NA NA

VPWBS NA NA NA NA NA NA

G=8Suse

Arg-max 4.050 0.979 0.026 4.183 0.967 0.040

L&B 3.956 0.988 0.038 4.000 0.994 0.004

SGL 8.833 0.799 0.111 8.583 0.807 0.112

VPWBS 3.520 0.932 0.052 3.592 0.939 0.046

very useful for the prediction of the MMSE score. However, these studies typically ignored
the effect of other covariates such as ages, education years, or genders on the linear models.
Hence, an interesting question is whether there is a change point in the linear structure between
the MMSE score and MRI data due to some other covariates. If a change point exists, we
would like to identify the location of the change point. To answer these questions, we use our
proposed change point detection method to address these issues. We focus on the covariate age
which is of particular interest in AD studies. We obtain the dataset for our analysis from the
ADNI database. After proper image preprocessing steps such as anterior commissure posterior
commissure correction and intensity inhomogeneity correction, we obtain the final dataset with
410 subjects with 225 normal controls and 185 AD patients. For each subject with known age,
there is one MMSE score and 93 MRI features corresponding to 93 manually labeled regions
of interest (ROI) (Zhang and Shen, 2012). We treat the MMSE score as the response variable
and MRI features as predictors in our model. The dataset is first scaled to have mean 0 and
variance 1 for the MMSE score and each MRI feature. We are interested in detecting a change
point in the linear structure due to the change of ages. Considering potential effect variations

of different samples, we randomly select 370 subjects from the whole 410 subjects according

28



to the empirical distribution of ages shown in Figure 1 (left) as the training data and use the
remaining 40 subjects as the testing data. Then, we sort the training subjects by the value of
ages and use our proposed method to detect and identify a change point in the covariate age.
We repeat the above process for 50 times. As a comparison, for each random split, we also use
lasso to select variables on the training data via 10-fold cross-validation. For this study, we set

the significance level at 5%. The number of bootstraps is 200.
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Figure 1: Left: Distribution of ages among the 410 subjects. Right: Empirical
p-values for change point detection out of 50 random data splits.

Figure 1 (right) shows the empirical p-values for the 50 random data splits. Based on our
results, 82% of the random splits with an estimated p-value lower than 0.05 have detected a
change point. This strongly suggests that there is a change point in the linear structure due to
the covariate age. Moreover, for the above 82% random splits, we record the estimated change
points in Figure 2. We can see that in most cases, the argmax-based estimator identify the
change point at the age of 79. The above analysis indicates that the linear structure between
the MMSE score and MRI may be different before and after the age of 79. To see this more
clearly, among the random splits with a change point, Figure 3 reports the features (with
estimated coefficients bigger than 0.01) which are selected for more than 80% times before and
after the change point, respectively. There are 16 features selected before the change point and
6 features selected after the change point. In other words, those 16 features shown in Figure
3 (left) are very predictive for the MMSE score for people with an age smaller or equal to 79.
Once the age exceeds 79, it is better to predict the MMSE score using the other 6 features
in Figure 3 (right). To verify this, for those random splits with a change point, we calculate

the mean squared error for the corresponding testing data, based on the selected models using
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the training data. Figure 4 shows the results of our proposed method and lasso. We can see
that our proposed method has better prediction performance by segmenting the model by the
covariate age, with about 5.34% lower averaged MSE than that of lasso.

Lastly, as for the selected variables, some interesting observations can be made. For example,
ROI 83 is predictive for the MMSE score across all ages. ROIs 30 and 69 are only very predictive
for the MMSE score under the age of 79 and above 79, respectively. It is known that the
83th ROI corresponds to the amygdala region, and the 30th and 69th features correspond to
the hippocampal regions. According to many previous studies (Zhang and Shen, 2012), those
regions are known to be related to AD based on group comparison methods. For these and
other selected features, it would be very interesting to investigate their relationship with AD

by some group comparison studies according to the segmentation of ages.

30
|

20
|

Frequency
15
|

10
|

N 1
75 77 78 7

Argmax

Figure 2: Estimated change points for the 82% random splits with change
points among the 50 replications.

9

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose a new method for change point inference in the context of high di-
mensional linear models. For any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, a Loo-norm-based test statistic
Tg is constructed for testing the homogeneity of regression coefficients across the observations.
To approximate its limiting null distribution, a novel multiplier bootstrap procedure is intro-

duced. Our new method is powerful against sparse alternatives with only a few entries in G
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having a change point, and allows the group size |G| to grow exponentially with the sample size
n. As for the change point identification, a new change point estimator is obtained by taking
“argmax” of the Ly-aggregated process Hg(t). Theoretically, the change point estimator is
shown to be consistent, allowing the overall sparsity s of regression coefficients and the group
size |G| to grow simultaneously with the sample size n. In addition to single change point detec-
tion, we further combine our proposed method with the binary segmentation-based technique
for detecting and identifying multiple change points. Our new testing method is relatively easy

to implement and is justified via extensive numerical studies.
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Supplementary Materials to “Simultaneous Change Point Detection and
Identification for High Dimensional Linear Models”

Bin Liu *, Xinsheng Zhang * Yufeng Liu *

The Appendix provides detailed proofs and additional results of the main paper. In Section
A, we introduce some additional notations. In Section B, some additional numerical results,
including size, power as well as detecting multiple change points, are provided. In Section C,
some useful lemmas are provided. In Section D, we give the detailed proofs of theoretical results
in the main paper. In Sections E and F, we prove the useful lemmas in Section C as well as the

lemmas used in Section D.

A Some notations

Under Hy, we set 30 := 1) = 83 and s = s = s We set s := sV v 2. For
a given subgroup G, set IIg = {j € G : 5](.1) — ﬁj(?) # 0} as the subset of coordinates with a
change point. For a vector v € RP, we set M(v) as the number of non-zero elements of v, i.e.
M(v) = 375 1{v; # 0}. We denote J(v) = {1 < j < p:v; # 0} as the set of non-zero
elements of v. For a set J and v € RP, denote v; as the vector in RP that has the same
coordinates as v on J and zero coordinates on the complement J¢ of J. Denote X = {X,Y }.

We use C1, Cy, ... to denote constants that may vary from line to line.

B Additional numerical results

B.1 Implementations of the existing techniques

Before reporting additional numerical results, we first demonstrate how to implement the
mentioned techniques in this paper.

Implementation of the existing methods: For Lee2016, we use the package-glmnet
to implement their proposed algorithm. Note that Lee2016 involves a selection of the tun-
ing parameter \. For each replication, we generate a sequence from 27° to 2° and select
the “best” A by 10-fold cross-validation. For L&B, we use the binary segmentation-based
method with parameters suggested by the authors using the package-glmnet. Moreover,

we use a three folded cross-validation procedure to select the tuning parameters in L&B. For
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fDepartment of Statistics and Operations Research, Department of Genetics, and Department of Biostatistics,
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VPWBS, we implement the algorithm using the codes provided by the authors at GitHub
(https://github.com/darenwang/VPBS). For SGL, we use the package-SGL with parameters
in favor of their method and use three folded cross-validation to select the tuning parameters.

Note that SGL solves the following optimization problem:

{Bi,.... B}

n n n
= argmin > (Y; — X;'8:)2 + M 3 [1Bi — Bizill2 + A(1 — ) 3 (I8 — Biza|h-
B1,.-,Pn€ERP i=1 i=1 i=1

Based on the above optimization, SGL finds a change point at ¢* if B\i* — B\i*_l # 0. It is
well-known that lasso tends to over select the variables. In addition, SGL essentially solves a
group lasso problem by calculating n x p parameters using only n observations. As a result,
SGL may yield false alarms by identifying some {i : B; — B;—1 = 0,} as a change point. This
can be seen by our following empirical size performance in Section 4.1 as well as the multiple
change point detection results in Section 4.3. Moreover, we note that this phenomenon was also
observed by Wang et al. (2021).

Implementation of our method: As for our proposed method, we use the package-hdi
to obtain the node-wise lasso estimator ®. Note that the calculation of the lasso processes
BN and Bt with t € [r9,1 — 7o) involves the selection of tuning parameters A; (t) and Ay(t)

defined in (2.7). We select the tuning parameters via three folded cross-validation. Specifically,

for each search location ¢ € |79, 1 , we set
log(p log(p
and )\2 with C € {1 2,. }
nt |nt]*

Then, we use the package-glmnet to select the best “C” via three folded cross-validation,

which enjoys satisfactory performance in change point detection and identification.
B.2 Additional size performance

In addition to N(0, 1), we also report the size performance under standardized Gamma(4, 1)
(Table 5) and Student’s t5 (Table 6) distributions which have very similar performance to Table
1 of the main paper. In this case, our proposed method can control the size under the nominal
level. This suggests that the bootstrap null distribution is correctly calibrated even for non-

normal underlying errors.



B.3 Additional power performance

Table 7 shows the power performance for Model 2 with banded covariance structures of X,

which is similar to Table 2 in the main paper.

B.4 Computational cost

In this section, we compare the computational cost of the existing methods. In the-
ory, for detecting a single change point, the computational costs for the existing methods
are O(nLasso(n,p)) (Lee2016), O(nLasso(n,p)) (L&B), O(MnGroupLasso(n,p)) (VPWBS),
O(GroupLasso(n, np)) (SGL), and (B+1)O(nLasso(n, p)) (our proposed method), where Lasso(n, p)
and GroupLasso(n, p) denote the computational cost for solving lasso and group lasso problems
with the sample size n and the data dimension p, M is the number of random intervals in
Wang et al. (2021), and B is the number of bootstrap replications. Empirically, we implement
the corresponding program independently on a CPU (Linux) with 2.50GHz and 256G RAM
and report the average computational time (seconds) based on 5 replications. Note that the
computational cost for our proposed method mainly relies on the bootstrap procedure which
can be time-consuming. Since the B bootstrap replications can be done separately, we can use
parallel computation in modern computer techniques to further reduce the computational time
via implementing the B bootstrap replications in a parallel fashion on different cores of the
Linux server. Specifically, for our method, we report the computational cost by using 8, 16, and
32 logical cores, respectively. Figure 5 reports the computational time for the existing methods
with various n € {200, 400,600, 800, 1000} (upper) and p € {100,200, 300,400} (bottom). In
general, Lee2016 and L&B are the most efficient and have very close performance. The compu-
tational time for SGL is the most expensive among all methods. For our proposed algorithm,
we can see that it has a tolerable computational cost and can even be comparable to its com-
petitors using more cores. Lastly, Figure 5 shows that for all methods, the computational time
grows linearly with n and p, and it appears that the computational cost is more sensitive to the

growth of the sample size n than the data dimension p.
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Figure 5: Computational time (seconds) for the existing methods based on

an average of 5 replications.

Upper:

Computational time for p =

200

and n € {200,400, 600, 800,1000} without the plot of SGL (left) and with
SGL (right), respectively. Bottom: Computational time for n = 200 and
p € {100, 200, 300,400} without the plot of SGL (left) and with SGL (right),

respectively.



Table 5: Empirical sizes for Models 1 and 2 under various combinations of
(n,p,s). The errors are generated from standardized Gamma(4,1) distribu-

tions. The results are based on 2000 replications.

Empirical sizes (%) for Gamma(4,1) with (n,s) = (200, 5)

Model G p Boot-I (a =1%) Boot-II (o« = 1%) Boot-I (o = 5%) Boot-1I (o = 5%) SGL L&B
=1 S 100 7.00 1.70 14.81 4.63 NA NA
200 8.64 1.29 17.70 4.32 NA NA

300 9.67 2.11 16.67 5.14 NA NA

400 13.99 1.80 23.66 5.14 NA NA

S¢ 100 4.32 0.98 9.67 3.60 NA NA

200 6.38 1.23 15.02 3.81 NA NA

300 11.11 1.08 20.99 3.86 NA NA

400 13.58 1.80 24.90 4.27 NA NA

SuUS° 100 6.17 1.49 15.43 4.73 56.67 0.00

200 9.05 1.54 17.28 3.96 43.33 0.00

300 10.91 1.44 23.25 4.22 40.00 0.00

400 18.31 2.11 30.66 4.94 40.00 0.00

=3 § 100 4.94 1.92 11.73 4.87 NA NA
200 6.79 1.58 15.64 4.46 NA NA

300 8.23 2.12 17.90 5.81 NA NA

400 12.55 2.06 24.07 4.65 NA NA

S¢ 100 3.91 1.44 10.08 4.03 NA NA

200 3.70 1.57 10.29 3.82 NA NA

300 7.61 1.30 14.61 3.69 NA NA

400 4.73 0.89 15.84 2.73 NA NA

SuUS° 100 8.64 1.36 16.87 3.35 51.11 0.00

200 7.00 1.37 12.96 3.14 40.00 0.00

300 8.02 1.36 19.55 3.14 50.00 0.00

400 7.20 1.16 15.02 3.76 37.78 0.00




Table 6: Empirical sizes for Models 1 and 2 under various combinations of
The errors are generated from standardized Student’s ¢5 distribu-

(n,p, s).

tions. The results are based on 2000 replications.

Empirical sizes (%) for Student’s t5; with (n,s) = (200, 5)

Model G  p Boot-I (a =1%) Boot-II (a = 1%) Boot-I (o« = 5%) Boot-II (o = 5%) SGL L&B
=1 S 100 5.35 1.29 15.23 4.17 NA NA
200 9.26 1.95 21.40 5.61 NA NA

300 9.05 1.95 20.16 5.30 NA NA

400 14.40 2.37 22.84 6.43 NA NA

S¢ 100 5.97 1.18 10.29 4.22 NA NA

200 9.67 1.59 20.99 4.42 NA NA

300 10.70 2.16 22.22 4.78 NA NA

400 11.93 1.85 21.60 4.48 NA NA

SUS° 100 7.20 1.65 16.05 4.63 61.11 0.00

200 10.29 1.80 20.78 4.68 45.56 0.00

300 12.76 1.75 26.13 5.20 50.00 0.00

400 16.46 2.42 30.45 5.04 54.44 0.00

=% S 100 6.17 1.33 13.58 3.90 NA NA
200 9.05 1.89 18.31 5.38 NA NA

300 9.05 2.72 18.31 5.78 NA NA

400 10.91 2.04 21.19 5.32 NA NA

S¢ 100 4.53 1.48 10.29 4.35 NA NA

200 3.91 1.64 10.08 4.26 NA NA

300 6.79 1.44 14.40 3.65 NA NA

400 7.61 1.80 16.46 4.41 NA NA

SUS° 100 6.79 1.64 13.58 5.19 51.11 0.00

200 5.14 1.59 12.96 4.41 44.44 0.00

300 9.26 2.10 18.11 4.87 31.11 0.00

400 9.47 2.05 18.93 4.87 36.67 0.00




Table 7: Empirical powers (%) for Case 1 under Model 2 with various
dimensions, candidate subgroups, and change point locations. The sample
size is n = 200. The significance level is o = 5%. The numerical results are
based on 2000 replications.

Empirical powers (%) with § = 0.5,/log(p)/n x (23,2221 20 271),

Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g P Boot-II L&B Boot-II L&B
=3 ) 200 49.33 NA 30.27 NA
400 45.33 NA 33.33 NA
S¢ 200 1.67 NA 3.00 NA
400 2.67 NA 1.83 NA
SuUSse 200 34.00 0.00 21.43 0.00
400 28.00 0.00 18.67 0.00
Empirical powers (%) with § = /log(p)/n x (23,22,21,20 271,
Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g D Boot-II L&B Boot-II L&B
=3 S 200 100.00 NA 99.18 NA
400 100.00 NA 99.18 NA
S¢ 200 2.06 NA 2.67 NA
400 2.06 NA 1.65 NA
Sus” 200 99.59 60.42 97.53 40.63
400 99.18 57.29 95.68 47.92
Empirical powers (%) with § = 2./log(p)/n x (23,2%,21,20 271),
Change point at k* = 0.5n Change point at k* = 0.3n
Model g P Boot-II L&B Boot-II L&B
=3 S 200 100.00 NA 100.00 NA
400 100.00 NA 100.00 NA
S¢ 200 2.67 NA 1.82 NA
400 2.26 NA 1.65 NA
SuUS” 200 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.49
400 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.49




C Useful lemmas

Let Zi,...,Z, be independent centered random vectors in RP with Z; = (Z;1,..., ZZ-,p)T
fori=1,...,n. Let Gq,...,G, be independent centered Gaussian random vectors in R? such

that each G; has the same covariance matrix as Z;. We then require the following conditions:
(M1) There is a constant b > 0 such that inflgjgpIE(Zm)Q >bfori=1,...,n

(M2) There exists a constant K > 0 such that max — Z E|Z; ;> < K for £ = 1,2.
<ispm

(M3) There exists a constant K’ > 0 such that E(exp(|Z;;|/K’)) < 2 for j =1,...,d and
1=1,...,n.

Lemma C.1. (Liu et al. (2020)) Assume that log(pn) = O(|n7]¢) holds for some 0 < ¢ < 1/7.
Let

SZ(|nt)) sz (i < [nt]) — [nt]/n), SC(|nt]) \FZG (i < [nt]) — [nt]/n)

be the partial sum processes for (Z;);>1 and (G;)i>1, respectively. If Zy, ..., Z, satisfy (M1),
(M2) and (M3), then there is a constant {p > 0 such that

sup [P max [ISZ([nt])lloe < 2) —P( sup  [SC(|nt]) < 2)| < Cn%,  (C.1)
2€(0,00) To<t<l—19 T0<t<l—79

where C' is a constant only depending on b, K, and K'.

Lemma C.2 (Nazarovs inequality in Nazarov (2003)). Let W = (W1, Wa,--- ,W,)T € R be
centered Gaussian random vector with infj<p<, E(Wg)? > b > 0. Then for any € RP and
a > 0, we have

P(W <z+a)—-P(W <x) < Cay/logp,

where C is a constant only depending on b.

Lemma C.3. (Zhou et al. (2018)) Let W = (W71,..., W) be arandom vector with a marginal
distribution N(0,0?) (1 < i < p). Suppose 34y > 0 such that max; 0?7 < A3. Then, for any

t > 0, we have
log(2p) tA2
B(pax Wil) < =+ 5%
Lemma C.4 (Van de Geer et al. (2014)). Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) hold. Assume
additionally max; \/s;log(p)/n = o(1) holds. For the node-wise regression in (2.3), choosing

the tuning parameters \(;) =~ y/log(p)/n uniformly over j, we have

16, - 0,1, = 0y (/[ B ). for g = 1.2, (C2)

Lemma C.5. Let Z, ..., Z, be independent centered random vectors in RP with Z; = (Z; 1, . ..
,ZMD)T for i = 1,...,n. Assume that Z; follows the sub-exponential distribution. Then, for



any given subgroup G C {1,...,p}, with probability at least 1 — Cy(pn)~%2, we have
LntJ

t€lro,1-70] JEG ’f( & LT:J;ZWM < C3/1og(|G|n), (C.3)

max max

where C1, Cs, and C5 are universal positive constants not depending on p or n.

We next provide some useful results for the lasso estimators from heterogeneous data obser-

vations. To this end, for each t € 19,1 — 9], define

1
A(t) = {HM(X(O,:&))T(Y(O,B - X(O,t)/B(O’t)HOO < /\(1)} )

1 T (t,1) (2 .
B0 = {|| e () Wiy - X8| <20

o)

log(p) log(p)
| nt]

constants not depending on n or p.

where A1) .= K, and A\? = K, ,and K1,..., K> are some universal positive
The following Lemma C.6 provides a basic inequality for the lasso estimators, which is

important for deriving the precise estimation error bound as well as prediction error bound (see

Lemma C.8 below). The proof of Lemma C.6 is given in Section F.2.

Lemma C.6. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) hold. Assume 182 —BW|y < Ca for some
Ca > 0. Recall 801 and B8t defined in (2.5). Let B0 and Bt be the lasso estimators as
defined in (2.7). Then, for each ¢ € [r9, 1 — 79|, under the event A(t) N B(t), we have

X (B - 892 |

LntJ t)H(B\(Qt) - B(Oyt)){]c(ﬂ(o,t))Hl S 3)\1 H O t) - (Ot )J(ﬂ(o,t)) 17
(C.5)
and
X ,6 (t,1) _ ,B(t 1) R
H (t,1) ( il )HQ /\2(?5)\\(5@’1) _ B(tl))ﬂ(ﬁ(t’l))“l < 3t H t (1) _ ﬁ(t’l))J(ﬁ“’l))Hp
(C.6)

where Ap () := 20D Ag(t) := 202,

The following Lemma C.7 provides the estimation error bounds for the lasso estimators

B\(O’t) and B(t’l) in terms of ¢,-norm. The proof of Lemma C.7 is given in Section F.3.

Lemma C.7. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) hold. Assume 183 —BW||5 < Ca for some
Ca > 0. Recall 801 and B8t defined in (2.5). Let B0 and Bt be the lasso estimators as
defined in (2.7). For each t € [r9,1 — 70], let s1(t) := M(BOY) and s5(t) := M(B"Y). Then,



under the event A(t) N B(t), we have

B0~ BO0], < Culsr(e)F 2R B0 - BV, < Calsa(t) T TEE 4 = 1.2

X 0. (BOD — g0 |12 logp || X1 (84D — 5(:: D)2

M(BOD) < Css1(t),  M(BEY) < Cgsa(t),

(C.7)

where C1, ..., (g are some universal positive constants not depending on n or p.
Lastly, as a by product of Lemma C.7, the following Lemma C.8 provides the estimation
error bounds for B(Ovt) —BM and B(t71) — 8@ in terms of the {4-norm, which is frequently used

in the proofs.

Lemma C.8. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) hold. Assume 183 —B8W ||y < Ca for some
Ca > 0. Recall s:= 51 v 52, Let B 01 and B (1) be the lasso estlmators as defined in (2.7).
Then, under the event A(t) N B(t), for each ¢ € 19,1 — 79|, we have

1300 — B, < €y max {s ,/lfgtﬂ) i o 0l 6@ — g0 1t 2 10} g =12

340 =9, 5 Comax (s T SR  — 001t St} g1

X (0. (B0 — g2 1 t] — [nt

1 X 0.)( ] )l <Oy max{s [;Lgtﬁo’ ( [n Jm n oJ) 182 — (1)H§1{t > to}}»
X (BEY) — )| 1 t

(R e ) <C max{s Ljiﬁ’ ( K OLJntJ 2(| 82 (1)}|;1{t < to}}7

M(BOD) < Css,  M(BHD) < Cgs,
(C.8)

where C1, ..., (s are some universal positive constants not depending on n or p.

The following Lemma C.9 shows that the results in Lemmas C.6 — C.8 occur uniformly over

t € 10,1 — 70] with high probability. The proof of Lemma C.9 is given in Section F.4.

Lemma C.9. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3) hold. Assume ||3® — B |5 < Ca for some
Ca > 0. Then we have

P( () {A®NB®)}) >1-Ci(np) >, (C.9)

tE[To,].—To}

where C1, Cy are some big enough universal positive constants not depending on n or p.
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D Proof of main results

D.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof. Note that the proof of Part (i) is easier than Part (ii). To save space, we give the proof
of Part (ii). Firstly, we consider Ri(s,3,T). The proof proceeds in two steps.

Step 1: we prove supP;cir 1] 12 (0,6) = oo = Op(/l0g(p)/[n70]). For any fixed t € [r9, 1—70]
and j,k € {1,...,p}, by Assumption (A.1), using exponential inequality, we have

1 [nt]

P(|m ;(Xinik - E[X;; X)) > x) < C1 exp(—Cy|nt] x2) < Chexp(—Cy LnT()JLU2).

Hence, taking x = C3+/log(pn)/|n7o] for some big constant C3 > 0, we have:
[nt)

1 .
> (XiiXir — B[Xi Xig])| > x) < Ci(np)~ .
i=1

P(I Tty 2.

As a result, we have:

P( sup [[Zp = Blloo > 2)

te[0,1—70]
P L Xii X E[X;; X >
= <LtJHg{|LntJ gl( i Xik — E[X; ik])|_$}>

Lt
[nt] =1

< np? maxy j i IP)(\

S Cl (np)_C4 )

where C —C}y are some big enough universal constants. This yields supc(r, 17 b3 08~ 2o =

Op(+/log(p)/n70]).-
Step 2: For integers s such that 1 < s < p, a set of indices Jy C {1,...,p} with |Jy| < s, and
any vector & satisfying [[d¢l1 < 3|0, 1, we have:

5T§(0,t)5 5’z 6 (Z- 2(0,1&))(s
B OB T onk
DY) _ SUPie[ry,1-79] Hz(o,t) — 3|oo 16[2
- S0 ’(sjozl:% > ) (D.1)
su — Y|l .
L)

=@ 152 .U ||2(0,t)—2\|oo(1+00)23-
’ JO’Q tE[’T‘(),l—TU}

>5) 4k1 — sOp(y/log(p)/[n10]) >(6) K3

where (5) comes from Condition (3.7) and the result in Step 1, (6) comes from the assumption

sy/log(p)/|nmo| = o(1). Lastly, combining Steps 1 and 2, we finish the proof.
O
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D.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. Under Hg, the change point ty is not identifiable. Hence, to prove Theorem 3.3, we
need to prove the convergence of 52(t)@;x} to {o2wjx} uniformly over 7p < t < 1 — 7y and
1 < j,k < p, where 2(t) is defined in (2.15). Note that for each ¢, j and k,

G2 (1)@ k — 07 e k|

< [GE(O)@jk — 0205k] + 02 |Djk — wik] (D.2)
< |G2(t) — 062||@j,k — Wikl +102(t) — 02|wjk + 02|Dj 8 — wjkl '
< O([a2(t) — 02| + |@j — wikl),

where the last inequality comes from Assumptions (A.2) and (A.3) and C is a universal positive
constant not depending on n or p. Hence, by (D.2), to prove Theorem 3.3, we need to bound
MaX¢ ) 1] |62(t) — 02| and maxi<;jip<p |Wjk — wj k|, respectively.

For bounding [max ]|362(t) — 02|, by the definition of 2(¢) in (2.15), under Hy, using
telro,1—70

some straightforward calculations, we have

52(t) — 02
=1 (|[eo) + X0, (B0 — BO) )+H€t1 + X (B¢ = BO)|3) -
:nleX(o,t) (,3( ) _ (0))H2 +2 nt] (€ (Ot)) (0,t) (B(O,t) —,3(0))

[nt]
* X ~
+n_1HX(t,1)(/@(t’1) _ ﬂ(O))Hz + QL nJ (E(t,l)) (t,1) (ﬂ(t’l) _ ﬁ(O))

’ ni]"
+n~t Z(e? —02).
=1

By (D.3), to bound maxie(y, 1-r) |02(t) — 02|, we need to consider the five parts on the RHS of
(D.3), respectively. For the first four parts, by Lemma C.8, we have

1 ~ " 1 |
g (300 - ) < Lo, (0 B8y — o, (s 1oE2))

%HX(M)(B(@” ~BO)|2 < LntJ*Op( 0y los(p )) Op<s(0)log(p))7

n |nt|* n
(D.4)
[nt] (€0.) " Xo) 300.4) _ 3(0) (1)1 3(0.8) log(p)
) (501 _ < g0 ) <o (50
2= ] B8 )| <0, (AV[800 = 8O ) < 0 s [nt] ):
[nt)" () Xww) 501y _ go ®)(|Fw) _ gO) (0 108(p)
7 ) 5 _ < N _ <
2 e (B = B £ 0, (\OBN - BO) < 0y (V).
Note that €2 —o? follows the sub-exponential distribution. For Y (€ —02)/n, under Assumption
i=1
(A.2), using Bernstein’s inequalities, we can prove
S (@ - oty < 0,(y/ ™) (D.5)
g 7 € —= P n ' :
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Hence, combining (D.3), (D.4), and (D.5), and using Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3), we have

max_[52(1) ~ %] < O, log(”)). (D.6)

tE[TQ,lfTo] n

Next, we bound maxi<jk<p |@jr — wjk|. By Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 in Van de Geer et al. (2014),
we have

max |Wj, —w;k = max |C:);r§]@k - @;—E@M = Op(mjax AG)V/55)- (D.7)

1<j,k<p 1<j,k<p

Finally, combining (D.6) and (D.7), we have

JOPIPA log(n)
2 2
te[gﬁ)—(m] ér;%);p |2 ()W, — oiwjk| < Op( - + max A(j)@), (D.8)
which completes the proof of Theorem 3.3. O
D.3 Proof of Theorem 3.4
Proof. In this section, we aim to prove

sup |P(Tg < z) — P(Tg < 2|X)| = 0p(1), as n,p — <. (D.9)

2€(0,00)

The proof proceeds in four steps. In Steps 1 and 2, we decompose Ty and Tgb into a leading
term and a residual term and show that the corresponding residual terms can be asymptotically
negligible. In Step 3, we prove that it is possible to approximate the leading term of Ty by that
of Tgb. In Step 4, we combine the previous results to complete the proof.

Step 1 (Decomposition of Tg). Note that under the null hypothesis of no change point, we
have 5§1) = ﬂg) = 5§°) for 1 < s < p. By the definition of the de-biased lasso estimators B(O’t)
and B in (2.13), we can write them as follows:

v ~

B = B0 4 0(X( t))TG(o,t)/LntJ +AO0Y,

)

(D.10)
B =8O + O(X (1)) ")/ Int]* + AL,
where ACY) = (Ago’t), .. .,Az(,o’t))T and AGD = (Agt’l), . .,Al(f’l))T are defined as
AUY = (84, -1 (3 - V),
(D.11)

A = ~(OFy) (B - 50,

with 2(0@ = (X(07t))T)£(0,t)/l_ntJ and 2@71) = (X(t,l))TX(t,l)/l_ntJ*- Denote @i; X.((]’t),i,
X(t,1),i as the i-th row of ©, X(q 4y, and X(; 1), respectively. Then, for each coordinate j at time

13



point |nt|, we can write each coordinate of the de-biased lasso estimator in the following form:

|nt|
500 _ 40, 1 67X, A(o 2
/Bj ﬁ + Lnﬂ Z i€ +
(D.12)
3 1 (1)
BN — g0 4 5 O Xie; + Al
/ / LntJ i=|nt]+1
For each t € [19,1 — 79] and 1 < j < p, define the coordinate-wise process as
3(t,1)
LntJ LntJ (85 6]- )
Ci(|nt]) = . D.13
By the definition of Tg in (2.18) , we have Tg = [max ]magx |Cj(|nt])|. Furthermore, by
te|ro,1—10] JE
(D.12), we can decompose C;(|nt|) into two parts:
Cj(lnt]) = Cj(Int]) + C'([nt)), for t € [r0,1 — 7], 1<j<p, (D.14)
with
(L L§J 07 X,e 71 Zn: O X,e )
« nt = 7 1€ — nt*i:n 7 169
Cl(lnt]) = v 2 = AL%J Lt ,
i (D.15)

Cl([nt]) = vk

, with1 <j<pandte€n,l— 1.

Note that we can regard C]I(Lntj) as the leading term and C’]I-I(Lntj) as the residual term of
C;(|nt]). Furthermore, by replacing 52, @; j, and (:)j by their true values o2, w; ;, and ©;, we
can define the oracle leading term as follows:

1Ly 1 n

> O] Xe; — G)TXZ-Q)
~1  —|nt] [nt]* <L”tJ [nt]* ity 7
Ci(|nt]) :==v/n . NG (D.16)
Based on (D.13), (D.15), and (D.16), define the following four vector-valued processes:
C(lnt)) = (Collnt)),.... Cy(lnt))) T, CH((nt)) = (CH(Lnt)),..., CL(Int)) ',
(D.17)

T

Cl([nt]) = (CI(|nt)),....CH((nt))) ", Cl(|nt)) = (CL(Lnt)),...,CL(nt))) "

The following Lemma D.1 shows that the residual term |C]H] can be uniformly negligible over
t € [r0,1 — 1] and 1 < j < p. The proof of Lemma D.1 is provided in Section E.1.

Lemma D.1. Assume Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. Under Hy, we have

IF’( max ||C(|nt]) — C'(|nt)) Hg e)zo(l), (D.18)

T0<t<1l—79

1 1
where € = C'max( max s; og(pn) ,8v/n og(pn))’ and C' is a universal constant not depending

1<j<p \/ﬁ I_nT()J

on n or p.
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Step 2 (Decomposition of T_Clj). In this step, we analyze the bootstrap version of the test
statistic and decompose Tg into a leading term and a residual term. To this end, we need some
additional notations. For 0 < t; <ty < 1, define

1/v(tl,tg) = (YLnt1J+1> ey YLnth)Tv E(tl,tg) = (ELntlj—i-l) s aTGLntQJ)Ta
~ X )X
_ T _ X)) X o)
X)) = (Xintr )41 Xinta)) 5 Dty te) = Inta] — [nta] +1°
Note that the decomposition for Tgb is different from that of 7g. The main difficulty is that the
bootstrap based samples involve a change point estimator ?o,g and the data are split into two
sub-samples (before and after to g ), which requires a careful discussion about the location. To

analyze Bb’(o’t) and ,éb’(t’l) in (2.20), we need to consider the following cases:
Case 1 : The search location t at ¢t € [r9,t9g]. In this case, since B»(O1) is constructed using
homogeneous bootstrap samples, similar to Step 1, we can decompose 3% as:

. O T 2b,(0,¢
300 _ j0ie) | 9(X<0f>)J 00 | Aboor (D.19)
nt ’
where AL — (A?’(O’t)’l, e A;’(O’t)’I)T are defined as
AMOU = (OS5~ 1) (B0 - FO0). (D20

For 8%t since it is constructed using data both before |ntog ] and after |ntog |, using tedious
calculations, we can decompose 3%®1) into

~ ~ ) T b
graen _ Lnbogl = Int) 5oz, ) | n= Inbogl 5, oy OFen) €y | nvana a1

[nt]* |nt|* [nt]*
where AMGI = (APEDL ARG are defined as
i1 . Intog) —Int] s .
A ( ) = _T(ez(t7t0,g) — I) (ﬁ( 0,G ) — 18( O,Q)) (D22)

~ (%) - I) (BH) — BlosD).

Case 2 : The search location t at t € [tAog, 1 —7p]. Similar to the analysis of Case 1, using some
basic calculations, we can decompose 8%t and 3®1 into

n . TS O T b,(0,1)
30:04) — [ntog] 30d0.6) 1 [nt] — |ntog] BlosD) 4 OXn) € 4 ABODI
[nt) [nt] [nt]
R . (D.23)
< ~ @(X(t 1)) €
b,(t,1) — B(to.g,1) ' (D) | Ab (1)1
B B + [nt]* + )
where A — (A?’(O’t)’u, e ,Ag’(o’t)’H)T and AbGDI — (Al{’(t’l)ﬂ, e ,Ag’(t’l)’H)T are de-
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fined as

[nt] — Lfog) o e o
ALODI . _Ln—tjo((az(?ﬂﬁ’t) —1)(BO0a) — gltog.))
—(©Z gy — 1) (B0 — BOH.e)), (D.24)
ALGDIT . _(@g(t,l) _ I) (B\b,(t,l) _ I@(?O,g,l))‘

Based on the above decompositions, we next give a unified form of the de-biased lasso estimator
for the bootstrap-based samples. To this end, define &§(t) = (61(),...,5,(t))

n=1nbog] (Fode) _ Gl 7

) Y (B 0 Bl ), for t € [19,t0,¢]

3(t) == (D.25)
ntog] (G0de) _ e 7
W(ﬂ 0.9) — glho, ) for t € [fo.g,1— 7o).

Let AW = (APOD  ABONT g AbED = (ARED ] AREINT ity

ALOD = AMODIL Lt € [19,%0,6]} + APODILLt € [tgg,1 — 7o)},
(D.26)
ALED = ANEDIL L € [r9, %0 6]} + APEDILLE € [t 6,1 — 7o)}

With above notations, we are ready to analyze Tgb. Similar to the analysis of Step 1, for each
coordinate j at time point |nt|, we define the coordinate-wise process as

[nt] [nt]* o \—1/2, 55,0, 5bi(t1) 7
CYInt)) = vt 2o (520,,) 2 (500 - B - 5(1)). (D.27)
By the definition of T§ in (2.21) , we have T} = max maX\CJl?(LntJ)\. Furthermore, by

te[ro,1—70) Jj€EG
(D.19), (D.21), (D.23), and (D.26), we can decompose C’JI-’(LntJ) into

Ch(|nt)) = O ([nt]) + C2M(|nt)), (D.28)
with
(L%@Txieb_ L erxe)
@mmpw#WW“mmﬂ] 15th“] -
nen T (D.29)

J nt]* (A7 —AFED)

J J

n NGEDIY,

By replacing 52, wj.j, and (:)j by their true values o2, wjj, and @;, for the bootstrap based

U (nt]) = vl

, with1 <j<pandté€n,l— 1.

process C’;-)’I(Lntj), we can define the oracle leading term as follows:

1 [nt] 1 n
M ((nt]) o= Jalnt] [nt)* (LntJ i=1 [7t]* it 41 )

(D.30)
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Based on (D.28), (D.29), and (D.30), define the following four vector-valued processes:

C*(|nt)) = (CY(|nt)),...,Ch(|nt))) ", CP([nt)) = (C'(|nt]),...,CtY(|nt])) ",

T

ctM([nt]) = (Cy"(Int)),..., CpM(nt])) ",

R (D.31)
CP(|nt]) = (CP(|nt]),...,CoY(|nt))) .

The following Lemma D.2 shows that the residual term CJI»)’H(LntJ) can be uniformly negligible
over t € [19,1 — 79] and 1 < j < p. The proof of Lemma D.2 is given in Section E.2.

Lemma D.2. Assume Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. Under Hy, we have

IP’( max HCb(LntJ) C*(|nt])

To<t<l—79

Dllgoo > e\;\f) = o(1), (D.32)

1 1
where € = Cmax(lrgfgp 5 Og\j;%n) sy ()Li(TP;TJl)

), and C is a universal constant not depending

on n or p.

_ Step 3 (Gaussian approximation). In Step 1, we have defined the oracle leading term
C'(|nt]). Let
V= diag((wma?)*%, cee (wm,az)*%). (D.33)

By the definition of C1(|nt]) in (D.17), we can rewrite it in the form of partial sum process:
AT nt] tJ : B
C'(|nt]) \F ZV OXe (1@ < |nt]) — , with 79 <t <1—1. (D.34)

In Step 2, we have introduced the oracle leading term CbI(LntJ) in (D.31) for the bootstrap
based test statistic. Similar to CY(|nt]), we can write C*!(|nt]) in the following form:

C(|nt]) = \FZV OX;e?(1(i < [nt]) — |nt|/n), with 79 <t < 1— 7. (D.35)

Let Z;, = V-0Xj¢; and G; =V - G)Xiei-’ for i = 1,...,n. Note that G; follows multivariate
Gaussian distri]zutions with mean zero and the same covariance matrix as Z;. We aim to use
max,,<i<1-r, ||C¥([nt])|lg.co to approximate max, <;<1—r, [|C(|nt])|/g.co- Hence, it remains
to verify that the conditions of Lemma C.1 hold. In fact, by Assumptions (A.1) and (A.2), we
can show that Assumptions (M1) - (M3) hold for V- ©X;e¢; with 1 <4 < n. Hence, by Lemma
C.1, we have

su P( max C(|nt o < z)—P( max C"!(|nt o < z < Cn=C, D.36
s [P 10K ()l < 2) ~B( . IG*H (i)l <) < (D36)

Step 4. In this step, we aim to combine the previous results to prove

sup ’P(Tg <z)-— P(Tgb < z|X)’ = 0p(1), as n,p — 0. (D.37)
z€(0,00)

In particular, we need to obtain the upper and lower bounds of pg, where

po = P(Tg > 2) — P(T§ > 2|X). (D.38)
We first consider the upper bound. Note that Tg = [mz%x }||C’( |nt])]|g,00- By plugging
te|To,1—70

17



C'(|nt]) in Ty and using the triangle inequality of || - l|G,00, We have

B(Tg > 2) <B(_max |G ((nt])llgo0 > 2 =€)+ pu. (D.39)

where p; := P( [mz%x }||C(Lntj) — C'(|nt])||lg.00 > €). By Lemma D.1, we have p; = o(1).
te|T0,1—710

Recall C(|nt]) defined in (D.31). For P(max;e(r,1-7 ||C~7I(Lntj)||g7oo > z — €), we then have

P( max [|C(|nt])||goo >z —€) <P( max [[CO([nt])||g.oo > 2 — €|X) +pa, (D.40)
tE[To,l—To] tE[To,l—To]

03

where

pr:= sup [P( max ||CY(|[nt])]|gee >z) —P( max [[CO(|[nt])||g.ee > z|X)].
z€(0,00)  t€[T0,1-70] tefro,1—70)]

By Step 3, we have proved ps < Cn~< holds. For p3, we have p3 = p4 + ps, where
pr=P(z—e< max ||C™(|nt])]g.eo < 2+ €lX),
tG[TQV,lfTo] (D41)
pr = B(_max [CV([nt]) g > = + ).

T0,1—=70

By Lemma C.2, we have proved ps = o0,(1). So far, we have proved that

P(Tg > 2) <B(_max [ CV([nt]) g0 > = +elX) + 0y (1). (D.42)

Note that Tgb i= MAXye[ry,1—70] |Ct(|nt])||g.co- By the triangle inequality, we have

P( max H(ﬁfb’I(LntJ)HgC>o >z +€lX) <P( max HCb(LntJ)ngo > z|X) + ps, (D.43)
tG[T(),lfTo] tG[To,lfT()]

where pg := P(max;e|r) 1—r] |Ct(|nt]) — C* (|nt])||goo > €|X). By Lemma D.2, we have
proved ps = 0p(1). Combining (D.42) and (D.43), we have

P(Tg > 2) < P(T§ > 2|X) + 0,(1). (D.44)
With a similar proof technique, we can also obtain the lower bound and prove

IP(Tg > 2) — P(T§ > 2|X)| = 0p(1) (D.45)
holds uniformly in z € (0,00), which finishes the proof of Theorem 3.4. O

D.4 Proof of Theorem 3.5

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume §; := [5’J(1) — ,8](-2) > 0. As a mild technical as-
sumption, throughout this section, we assume sy/log(p)/n7ol|d|lec/||6]lg,c0 = 0(1). For each
t € [10,1 — 1), define Z(|nt]) = (Zi(|nt)),..., Zp(LntJ))T with

Zi(|nt]) == \/ﬁL”n” (1 - m)(@@v” — A"V, for 1< j <p. (D.46)

t
n
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Note that there is no variance estimator in Z;(|nt]). By definition, we have

tog = argmax | Z([nt])||g,cc-
tE[To,l—To]

For notational simplicity, we abbreviate %\o’g to t9. Moreover, we assume &y € [to, 1 —70]. To give
the proof, we need to make decompositions on Z(|nt]). We first define §(t) = (§1(t),...,5,(t))

6(t) — \/ﬁ@ LNtOJ* (,8(1) _ 6(2))1{t c [707t0]}

- - (D.47)
A Lntoj |nt (B(l) _ 16(2))1{15 € [to, 1 — 0]},

and ROD = (R RONT and RED = (RY . BRI T,
RO .= RODILt € [r9,t0]} + RODILLt € [to,1 — 7]},
(D.48)
Rt .= RVt € [r9,t0]} + REDIL{t € [to, 1 — 7]},

where RO — REDI 516 defined as

RONL = — (8%, —1)(B) - g),
ooa .t —1lnto] as g0 L @) _ (& - _ 1)(30H _ g0
R = [nt] (ez(tm I)(,@ B ) (@Z(O,t) I)(ﬁ B )’
RO :=—W<@)% 1)(8) - B2) — (8%, ~1) (B - 8%,
RGDIT . (@E(t b - I) (5 ﬁ(2))

(D.49)
Then, by the definitions of BN and BEY | similar to the analysis of Step 2 in Section D.3,
under H;, we can write Z(|nt]) as follows:

[nt] [nt)* 1 5 0 _ gt
Z([nt)) = 8(t) + v (LntJZ J Z &+ROY - RM), (D.50)
=1 i=|nt]+1

where é = (@71,...,§Ai7p)—r with g” = C:);—Xzel fori=1,...,nand j=1,...,p
In addition to the decomposition, let § = B — 33 and we assume

[l > 4/ U7,

Let j* € G such that Z«(|nty|) = max Z;(|nto]). The following Lemma D.3 shows that
j€

liminf,, o d; > 1. The proof of Lemma D.3 is given in Section E.3.

Lemma D.3. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. Then, with probability tending to
one, we have liminf,, ;o 0;+/||0]|g 00 > 1.
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Furthermore, define the event

H1 = | maxjeg Z;(|nto]) = maxjeg |Z;(|nto])| := IIZ(LntAoJ)Hg,oo}’

D.51
Ho = { 2 (Into)) = |2+ (Lnto)) | }. 2y

The following Lemma D.4 shows that ;N2 occurs with high probability. The proof of Lemma
D.4 is provided in Section E.4.

Lemma D.4. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. Then we have
P(H1 NHy) > 1— Cy(np)~ 2, (D.52)

where C1 and (5 are universal positive constants not depending on n or p.

Using Lemmas D.3 and D.4, we are ready to give the proof. Specifically, by the above two
lemmas, we have:

1Z([ntoDllg.c — 1Z(Into)lg.c = lIZ (|0t JJ)IIgoo—Zj;(LntAoJ)

Zj=(Into]) = Zj=([nto]).

Moreover, by the decomposition of Z(|nt]) in (D.50), we have:

AV

Z-(Into)) ~ Zp-(nio)) > v el el =Ll oy (D.53)

where R
1 [nto) . mfo | = |nto] &~
I=—( > &;————=3 &),
\/ﬁ(i:/[\ntoj+1 ’ n i=1 2
7 \/ﬁ Lntoj LntOJ (H RO to),II”OO + HR(tAo,l),IIHOO)

—i—f L’I’LtoJ {’I’LtoJ

Note that by Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3), §i,j follows the sub-exponential distribution. Using
Bernstein’s inequalities, we can prove that:

(D.54)

(RO oo 4+ ROV ).

1, e nt] — [nto] &~

P 517_7 57’7

‘m(i:p%m ’ w5 log(|G])
max max _Op( o

tefto,1—0] JEG (nt] — nto])/2 n ) (D.55)

Moreover, the following Lemma D.5 shows that II can be decomposed into three terms. The
proof of Lemma D.5 is given in Section E.5.

Lemma D.5. Suppose Assumptions (A.1) — (A.5) hold. For II in (D.53), with probability
tending to 1, we have

11 < clwogqg\n)wsnaum + /st B (Lol [nto] = [ntol g5 .

n

where C1,Cy > 0 are some constants not depending on n or p.
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Considering (D.53) - (D.55), by Lemmas D.3 and D.5, we have:

1Z([nto])llg.co — ||Z(LftAoJ)||g,oo

> Zj=(Into]) — Zj=([nto]) _

\/’\_ntOJ Lntoj . \_ntOJ H‘ng,oo _ Cl\/\_ntOJ _ Ln;OJ log(‘g’)

SH(SHoo \/> 10g(|g|n) - O(\/ﬁ \_ntOJ LntOJ ; I_nTOJ ||6Hg,oo)

n

Y

I_ntoJ - Lntgj

Cz\/log(lgln)
(D.56)
Note that [|Z(|nto])|lg,c0 — [|Z(|nt0])|lg,00 < 0. Hence, by (D.55), we have:

;\/ﬁL”;OJ |nto ] ; |t 1601600
< 3max (Q\/LMOJ — nto)] log(‘g|)7c2\/log(|g|n)ws||5|00703\/ﬁ510g(|ng’7ﬂ)‘

n

This implies that with probability tending to 1, we must have

log(|G]) 1log(IG1)s”[|8]I5 10g(\g!)8|!5\loo) < o+ Losll9])
nolge’  nldlEe T o mlldlg. /T nlldlg

[nto] — |nto]

< C* max(

where the second inequality comes from Assumption (A.6), and C* is some big enough constant
not depending on n or p, which completes the proof of Theorem 3.5. ]

D.5 Proof of Theorem 3.7

Proof. Note that by (D.7) in Theorem 3.3 and by Assumption (A.4), we have shown that
maxi<j k<p |0jk — wjk| = 0p(1). Hence, to prove Theorem 3.7, it remains to prove that |52 —
02| = 0,(1), where 52 is the weighted variance estimator as defined in (2.17). Without loss of
generality, we assume the change point estimator %\og € [0, to], where tA(Lg is obtained by (2.16).
To simplify notations, we denote %,g by to. Thoughout this section, we denote

o, = it = ntol 45— g0 5o,

n

Furthermore, by definition, we can write 52 — o2 as the following 8 parts:
62— 02 =T+II+IIT+IV+V+VI+VII+VIII, (D.57)

where I — VIII are defined as

1 1
1= ;(ef —0?), I = —HX(&;O Bo) ﬂ“))H
12— N 9
III = 5(6(0’?0))T 05) (13(1 ,6 Oto)) IV = EHX(?‘%I) ,3( 0,1) _ ,3(2)) ,
2 2
= (€)X (8% = BOY). VI = D) Ky (B - B, (D59)
1
VI = (8% - B(Z))T<X<fo,to))T (o0) (B = BY),
1 _
VIIT = —(BY = BO) (X, 1) "X 1) (B = BV,

By (D.57), we need to bound the eight parts on the RHS of (D.57), respectively. For the rest of
the proof, we assume the event NMyefr 1-7,]{A(t) N B(t)} holds. For I, using (D.5) in Theorem
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3.3, we have I = o(1) as n,p — oo. For II, by Lemma C.8, we have I] < Cs

n
as n,p — oo. For 111, by Lemma C.8 and Assumption (A.4), we have
i < clol B0 goiy gy,
n L J
LntoJ LnTOJ
Recall s = s(1) v 52, For IV, by Lemma C.8 and Assumption (A.4), we have
v < C(—WOJ — Lo ) 18 |
I_ntoj — ’ntoJ 2
< o (MDY 160 - 0|2 = 0, (s 13112
For V, by Lemma C.8 and Assumption (A.4), we have
v <coltl log Hﬂ“(’v
n
|nto]* log ) |nto] — |nto]
s¢ n L x HB (1)H17
nto|* |nto|*
log(p) I_Tlt()J — ntO HB (1)” -0 (6 s log( )H(SH )
- * 1 p\=n oo
{ntoJ
For VI, by Assumptions (A.1) and (A.3), we have
: n [nto] — Lnt ] 1
< oy lrtel = Intol, FB0) g o)), = 0y sy fen B2 5 o)

For VII, using the fact that " Az < ||A||o||||?, we have

Lnto] — ko)

VII =) 0 BY - D)5, (BY - BA)
= W(m” =B (Sg, )~ DBY - 62)
Lol =] gy _ gyrgn) - po)
< O ““Nw BO + Cocall8® — A

log
— 0 Oplstyfeu P82, 1 os0]2),

(1) log(p)

= o(1)

where (3) comes from the concentration inequality for ”i(?o t0) ¥ ||oo and by Assumption (A.3)

that ¥;; = O(1). Lastly, for VIII, by Lemma C.8, and similar to VI, we have
_ 2 21152 2 log( ) 15112
VIIT = Op(e;s7[10]15% + 5 16115
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Combining the obtained upper bounds of I,...,VIII, we have

52— 02| = 0y(1) + Op(E561) + Oplensy | 2L 8]1c) + Oy (s e 2P

161c0)

L ( ) n ( ) (D.59)
og og
+O0p(ens|0]|%, + 5%y /€ 16112) + Op(ens? (18115 + 52 H5H2 )-

By (D.59), to bound |52 — ¢2|, we consider the following two cases:

Casel : The signal satisfies ||0||oc > +/log(p)/n. In this case, by Theorem 3.5, we have ¢, =
op(1). Moreover, by Assumption (A.6), we have s||d]|oc = O(1) and ||6]/sc = 0(1). Combining
(D.59), we have |52 — 02| = 0,(1).

Case2 : The signal satisfies ||d]|c = O(1/log(p)/n). In this case, we can not obtain a consistent
change point estimator. In other words, we only have €, = Op(1). Moreover, we can show that

52 — of] = Op(s°[18]1%). (D.60)
Considering (D.60), and by the assumption that sy/log(p)/n = o(1), we have |52 — 02| = 0,(1),
which finishes the proof. O

D.6 Proof of Theorem 3.8

Proof. As a very mild technical assumption, throughout this section, we assume

sv/10g(p)/n70/[]|0o/[10]lg.c0 = 0(1).

The proof of Theorem 3.8 proceeds in two steps. In Step 1, we obtain the upper bound of
ch(l — «), where ch(l — ) is the 1 — « quantile of Tgb, which is defined as

cry(1— ) = inf {t: P(T§ < tlx) >1—a}. (D.61)

In Step 2, using the obtained upper bound, we get the lower bound of IP’(Tg > chb(l — a)) and
prove
P(Tg > ch(l —a)) =1, as n,p — oo. (D.62)

Note that {®g o =1} & {Tg > ETgb(l — )}, where

B
. 1 b
Cry(1—a) = mf{ B Z HTE <X} >1- a}. (D.63)

Finally, using the fact that ETgb(l — «) is the estimation for ch(l — «) based on the bootstrap
samples, we complete the proof. Now, we consider the two steps in detail. R

Step 1: In this step, we aim to obtain the upper bound for ch(l — «). Define g’j = @;Xieé’
for 1 <i<nand1l<j<p. Recal C’l-’({ntj) in (D.27) and the decomposition in (D.29). By
L t] meJ

the definition of Tg and using the fact that

<1 with t € [19,1 — 79], we have

Tb < max maXC nt|)| + max max CbH nt
I te[ro,1—70] JEG | (L Di telro.l—10] JEG | (Lnt])|

(D.64)

< Wi+ ct ,
5T ey 1 ()
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where

1 [nt] s 1 n 2
[nt] [nt]* | Lnt] = S Tt i:%‘]ﬂgz’"
W§:= max maxyn . (D.65)

tefro.1—ro] JEG non VO

D(|nt))

By (D.64), we have ch(l —a) < ch(l —a)+ max max |Cb (|nt))|, where ch(l —a)is
tE[To,l 7’()] JjEeG

the 1 — a quantile of Wg Hence, to obtain the upper bound of ch( — ), it is sufficient to get

the upper bound of ch(l —a) and max max ]CM (|nt])|, respectively.
tG[T(),l To} je

We first consider chb(l — «). By the deﬁnltlon of D?(Lntj) in (D.65), conditional on X,
some basic calculations show that

Db(|nt]) ~ N(0,03(t)), with t € [r0,1 — 7o) and 1 < j < p, (D.66)

where ]
* | nt n ~
@T( UZJ SX X+ VZJ 2 X X7 ) 0,
o2(t) i= = =lnef . (D.67)

or -

n
£xx08,
Under Assumptions (A.1) - (A.5), we can prove that as n,p — o0

(L
n
te[g)l,%xm] 1@?2(]; ]a (t) — 1] = 0p(1). (D.68)

Let ¢' = |G|(n — 2|n7o] + 1). Combining (D.66) and (D.68), and using Lemma C.3, for any
t > 0, we have

2
) < log(2p) = tA§ 3

E( max max [D2(|nt))| =4+ 20, with A7 = 2. (D.69)

tE[T(),l ’TO] jEG

Furthermore, taking ¢ = A;'\/2log(¢’) in (D.69), we have

1
E( DY < Agy/2l0g(q) (1 + ———). D.
o max | DY(nt])]) < Aov/2log(d)(1+ 57 ) (D.70)
By Theorem 5.8 in Boucheron et al. (2013), we have
2
z
o e, PHOE] e PO+ ) () 7
i€g jeg
Based on (D.70), and taking z = Agy/2log(a1) in (D.71), we have
1
Cng<1 —a) < Agy/2log(¢') (1 + 210gq’) + Apy/2log(a™1). (D.72)

After obtaining the upper bound of Cy (1 —a) in (D.72), we next consider the upper bound of
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max max ]C’b "(|nt])|. To this end, we define
tE[Tg,l To] jeg

~2~ ~2~
= > < .
= { 1r<n]1£1pa 205 > cery /2, [0ax 7:0j 2Cck2}. (D.73)

By Theorem 3.7 and Assumptions (A.2) and (A.3), we have P(§') — 1 as n,p — oco. Under
&', by the definition of CJI»)’H(LntJ) in (D.29), we have

max  max|C7(nt)

tE[Tg,l—To} 7
< (7 max \/ﬁtntJ [ J | 100
te[0,1—70] n
x (D.74)
t tl*
1O, max \/EMMHAZ”“’DHQ,OO
tE[T(),l*TO] n n

N~

Ao

where C := 1/Cery /2, AP0 and AP are defined in (D.26). Next, we consider A; and

Ao, respectively. Without loss of generality, we assume tAo,g € [70, to]-
Control of A;. For Ay, by the definition of A»%% in (D.26), we have

A < Cl( max f|_ J L:LJ HAb’(07t)7I|‘g,oo\/ _max \/ﬁLntJ Lntj ||Ab ,(0,1), HH ) (D75)

t€[7o,t0,0] t€[to,g,1—7o0] n

Al,l A1,2

Control of A; ;. For A, consider AbODLin (D.20) with t € [Tg,%\o,g]. Conditional on
X, using concentration inequalities and by Lemma C.8, we have

H Ab,(o,t),l

g,oo
<C 1°g Hgb 00 _ godo)||,

D.76
< Cs(ﬁm,to,g))w (D70
— LntJ )
< Cs(l)lofng) (by Lemma C.8).
Hence, by (D.76), we have
A = max \/ﬁﬂti 00
t€[ro,t0,0] noon (D.77)

< csl‘:’g%) — o(\/10g(1n)).

where the last equation of (D.77) comes from the assumption that sy/log(pn)/n = o(1) with
5:= s vs? and |G| = p7 for v € (0,1].
Control of Aj2. For Aj 2, considering A0 (D.24) with ¢t € ﬁ\o’g, 1 — 79], we have

Ot T b Ot T
|ALCOM ;< AL ODT Ak OO, (D.78)
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where

AROOI _(éﬁ((),t) _AI) (B0 — BOG.0), -
b,(0,£),I1 |nt] — |ntog] PO PPN D.79
ayO0t - WO (B8, )~ 1) (B0 - Blos).

Hence, by (D.79), we need to consider A?’(O’t)’ﬂ and Ag’(o’t)’ﬂ, respectively.

Control of A?’(O’t)’n. For A?’(O’t)’n, using Lemma C.8 for the bootstrap based samples, we
have

b,(0,t),11
1Ay O g

<C Muﬁb (0,t) _ B(O,?ng)

[nt] .
log(pn) |nt] — |ntog] 20z = (D.80)
< , ito,g) — 3to,g,1)
<C nt] nt] 18 B 1,
1 o
<C OLgT(L { ") (||5(0 tg) — g 4 ||Bo.g ) — 3|, 4 (|BM) — g(2)||1).

Note that we assume t g € [10,t]. Using Lemma C.8, we have

o~ lo ~ nto| — | nt
18010.9) — g < Cs M’ |Bt0el) — 32|, < CMW(?) —B8W|y. (D.81)
"0 [ntog]

Combining (D.80) and (D.81), and using the fact that ||d]/; < s||d||oc, we have

log(pn) log(pn)
abOnm - <c C 8]|oo, with ¢ € [fo.g,1 — D.82
[rast g, Bl O T 16]l0, with ¢ € [fog, 1 — 7o]. (D.82)
Control of Ag’(o’t)’ﬂ. After bounding A?’(O’t)’ﬂ in (D.82), we next consider Ab (0.1 . Using
concentration inequalities and the trianlge inequality and by Lemma C.8, we have
b,(0,t),11
a5 g o
<C MHB(O%,@ — B(?o,g»l)H
log(pn) A
<C 0,t0.g) By + ||Bteet) — 3@, 4 [|8M — 3P|, ),
<oy (18 o+ 1B%e) — B, + 80 — B, ) _—
log(pn log
< 0 [RE (, [LBP g ey 460 — 6], ) (Lemmna C.9),
[nt]
1 1
< Cis og(pn) ' Cys Og( )HJHOO
[n7o] [nt]
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Combining (D.78), (D.82), and (D.83), by Assumption (A.4), we have

A172 _ max \/ﬁtnﬂ L J ||Ab (0,¢) HHQ
teto,g,1— To} n
< Crvs B2 1 0y sy B ).,
< ol /BT + Covls 1°g( )||6||oo)
Combining (D.75), (D.77), and (E.50), we have
A1 < o Viog(Gim) + Crvi(sy | B sc).

Control of As. Similarly, we can obtain the upper bound for Ay as

log( )

Az < o(y/1og(|G[n)) + Cav/n(s 18loc) -

Combining (D.74), (D.85), and (D.86), we have

mas max O Lnt))] < o 080G + Cavi(sy 52 g ).

tE[T(],l To] jEG

Finally, using (D.64), (D.72), and (D.87), we obtain an upper bound of ch(l —a) as

1
ers(l—a) < Agy/2log(q )(1+21

ol 519

)+A0 210g(oz—1)+0( log(|g|n))
QOO)‘

Step 2: In this step, we aim to prove that IP’(Tg > ch(l - a)) —1lasn,p— oco. Let

1
c;b(l —a) = Aow/2log(q’)(1 + 210gq’) + Agy/2log(a™1)

+o(y/log(|G|n)) + C1v/n(s 1057(079)”(5”9,00)_

Considering the upper bound obtained in (D.88), it is sufficient to prove H; — 1, where

Fom s mavl (1 0y B AT

tE[TQ,l—T()] ]Eg n
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Recall {Z;(|nt]), 70 <t <1—19,1 <j <p} defined in (D.46). By definition, we have

~ Zi(|nt
Tg = max max M (D.93)
tE[To,l—To} Jj€g Ugwj,j

Let Z(|nt]) = (Z1(|nt)),..., Zp(LntJ))T. Under H;, we have the following decomposition:
" [nt] R
2(nt)) = 500 + v (YT E -

n nt| pat

> &+RCY-RW), (DY)
i=|nt|+1

1
[nt]*

where & = (§1,...,&p) " with &; = ©] Xes, 8(t) = (81(t),...,0,(t))T is defined in (D.47),
RO and R®“Y are defined in (D.48). Using (D.94), under the event &', we have

=~ 4;(t)

Tg > max max —2=— — (cry ' /2)"Y2(Ry + Ry + R3), (D.95)
tG[To,l—To} JjEG 0'62(,0]‘7]‘
with
R S ARNL N
= max T 7 ’
! te[ro,1—70) n n J =1 LTLtJ* i=|nt]+1 G,
t t
R, = max \FLn J I_n J HR(Ot g G0 (D.96)
tE[To,l—To] n
t t
Ry— max md ol L”J IR g o
tG[To,lfTo] n

By (D.92) and (D.95), to prove Hy — 1, it is sufficient to prove Hz — 1, where

9;(t) _
H; =P max max —2—-— > (:6/612*1/2R +Ro+ R
’ (te[fo,l—fo] 1€G \Jolwj _~( 2 /2) (B ’ 2 (D.97)

+cl}gb(1 —a)+|Tg — Tg|).

Next, we prove H3 — 1. To this end, we need to obtain the upper bound of R;, Ry, and Rg,
and |Tg — Tg|, respectively.

Control of R;. We first consider R;. By Assumptions (A.1) - (A.5), using basic concen-
tration inequalities, we can prove that with probability at least 1 — Cy(np)~2,

Ry < Cav/log(|G[n). (D.98)

Control of Ry. We next bound Ry. Considering R in (D.48), we have

Ry < max \/ﬁmtJ HROt IHgoo\/ max LntJ Lnt

te[to,1—o0] n HR (0., HHg (D.99)

R271 R2,2

where RO and RO are defined in (D.49). Next, we bound Ry and Rp 2, respectively.
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Control of Ry ;. For Ry 1, using concentration inequalities and Lemma C.8, we have

R2,1 < (1 max \/ﬁmtJ L J log pn HBOt ﬂ(l)Hl’
t€[ro.to] non [nt] (D.100)
< 1522 _ o(10g(|GIm)),

NLD

where the last equation of (D.100) comes from the assumption that sy/log(pn)/n = o(1) and
|G| = p? with v € (0,1].
Control of Ry5. For Ry 2, by the decomposition in (D.49), we have

Rys < R51+ Rs2p, (D.101)

where Ry 21 and Ry 29 are defined as

|nt| |nt]* |nto] — [nt] | aa
Rooy = max Vimm S (0% ~ DY = A2) loce,
< Cry/my [ BN 50) _ gy, (D.102)
nTo

< Cryiisy [ 5P g
nTo

and
Ryop = max \/ﬁLntJ H(@E o —1) (B0 — gW)]
1< [to,l TO} n Q,oo?
1
S Xy OV Og(p’” 1B — g,
€lto,1—70
’ (D.103)
1
< max Ciy/n Og(pn) [nt] — Lnto] 183 — BMW|;, (by Lemma C.8)
tE[to,l—To} nTo |_ntJ
log(pn
< sy [ 2B 5
nTo
Combining (D.99), (D.100), (D.101), (D.102), (D.103), we have
log
Ry < o(log(|G|n)) + C1v/ns H(SH (D.104)
Control of R3. With a similar proof, we can obtain the upper bound of R3 as
R3 < o(log(|G|n)) + C1v/ns ||5H (D.105)

Control of [Tg —Tg|. After bounding Ry, Ry, and Rg in (D.98), (D.104), and (D.105), we
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next bound |Tg — Tg|. Using the fact that | max; |a;] — max; |bs|| < max; |a; — b;|, we have

T — T
|Z'(LntJ)! 1Zj([nt])]
=| max max-——=X — max max —-———-—=|,
‘tG[To,l TQ] jeg 1/0- (,u tG To,l To] jeg w/o'2w]‘7
< max ’ Zj([nt]) (D.106)
"~ t€[ro,1-T0] JGQ \/o? Wj.j \/Uijyj ’
o?
< Tg max VO _ 1‘
7 e 02w, 5
Note that conditional on the event &', using Theorem 3.7, we have
\% 6 ]7] < /\2/‘ L 2 N . .
rjneag‘ NCT 1‘ < Gy max |0cw;,; — ocwjj| = op(1) (D.107)
o
Considering (D.106) and (D.107), using the decomposition for Ty in (D.94), we have
To—Tg| < C max ma + Cs¢l,(R1 + Ry + R3). D.108
o =15l < Cre, To,lxmuegxm T+ o 1) (D-108)
Let €/ = sy/log(pn)/n| . By the definition of §(¢) in (D.47), we have
1 2
(1) Lntoj nto)* 18 = B
max max ——~2— =./n max ,
te[ro,1-m0] J€G \/02wj no jeg  \Jolw;; (D.109)
to(1 — to) (B — B1") |
= /i max +0(—),
jeg (O'gwj'd)l/Q \/ﬁ

where the last equation comes from the fact that ||nt|/n —t| = O(1/n) as n — oo.
Finally, for Hs in (D.97), considering the upper bounds in (D.89), (D.98), (D.104), (D.105),
(D.108), we have

to(1 — 1) (5" — 87"
Hs > ]P’(fmax’ . ’ > C14y/2log(|GIn) + C24/2log(a™1)
J€9 (02w; )1/

+C3(e, v ) (Vll8llg.0))- (D.110)
> P(ﬁr;lggx |Dj| > (v/21log(|G|n) + \/210g(a—1))>.

(1—€, Ve

Considering (D.110), by choosing a large enough constant in (3.11), we have Hs — 1, which
completes the proof of Theorem 3.8.

OJ
E Proofs of lemmas in Section S7
E.1 Proof of Lemma D.1
Proof. In this section, we aim to prove
P( max ||C(|nt]) — CY(|nt)) Hg >€) = o(1). (E.1)

T0<t<l—70
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Without loss of generality, we assume G = {1,...,p}. Using the triangle inequality, we have

P( max ||C(|nt]) — CY(|nt])|,, =€) < D1+ Dy, (E.2)

T0<t<l—79

where
Dyi=P( max |[|C(lnt)) - Cl(Int)], = €/2).

B (E.3)
Dy :=P( max |[CY(|nt]) - C’I(LntJ)HOO > €/2).

T0<t<1l—79

Control of D;. By (E.2), to prove (E.1), we need to bound D; and Dy, respectively. We
first consider Dq. To this end, we define

_ PPN -1
€={ min 5:5;; > cery /2], (E4)

where k9 and ¢, are defined in Assumptions (A.2) and (A.3). By introuducing £, we have

Dy <P( max |C(nt])—C'(|nt))]| >e/2NE) +P(E). (E.5)

To<t<l—T79

By Theorem 3.3, we have P(£¢) = o(1) as n,p — oco. Under the event &, we have

IP’( max HC(LntJ)— I(LntJ)Hooze/Qﬁé’)

T0<t<1l—79

<P( max _max antJ LntJ (02w,;) 1/2]A(0t A(.t’l)\ > ¢/2),
te[ro,1—70] 1<j<p J (E 6)
01) _ AtD) 1 /. -1 —1/2 '
< P(te[gﬁ)—{m] I|lA || > 51/ Ceky [2€en ),
<P( max [AOH]| o > C’len_l/z) +P( max [AGD] o > C’gen_l/Q).
tE[T()71—7'0] tE[To,l—To]
By the definitions of A% and A®Y in (D.11), we have
1809 < [[OZ0s) ~T||o |8 = 8], (B7)

To bound || A ||, we need to consider H(:)E(O,t) — IHOO and “B\(O’t) —
H@f)(()’t) — IHOO, by the triangle inequality, we have

) H 10 respectively. For

H®2(0t — 1| ~ _
<O — 1| _ +[1(® - ©)(E" — Zo)|. + 105" = So.)]|
<IO%" —11+1(6 - )" - Byl + 10" 1]+ 1050 — 1]
<lexzt 1| + ax H@ — 012" = Sl + [O03" — || + [0 — 1] .
R (E.8)
To bound [[©X ) — IHOO, we consider the four parts on the RHS of (E.8), respectively.
For ||©@%" — IHOO, by Van de Geer et al. (2014) and Assumption (A.5), we have
|es" —1||__ < Op(lrgjié(p)\(])) =0, loi(p)). (E.9)
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For max H(:)j — GjH1||§” — 2(0 #)lloo, by Lemma C.4, we have
1<j<p ’

PN log(p
max [|©; — O, :op(sj ( )). (E.10)

1<j<p n
Note that we can write Hf]” - ﬁ(o,t) |l into

[nt] 1 n

1
S (KX~ By X)) = D (Ko X - E(XW'XM))‘.

S0~ ke = max |
1200 =3l =, 2%, [ Ty 2 -

(E.11)
Under Assumption (A.1), X; X, — EX, ;X follows sub-exponential distributions for 1 <
7,k <pand 1l <i<n. By Bernstein’s inequality, with probabilty tending to 1, we have

o~ AN 1
1800 — Sl < Gy | 2B

< nt] (E.12)

For H@i\]” — IHOO + H@f](()’ﬂ — IHOO, using concentration inequalities again, we have

- . h
10" ~ || + 1% — 1|, = Oy %). (E.13)

Combining the results in (E.9) - (E.13), we have

log(pn) ) .

max [[©% 0, 1|, < 0, (o]

tG[To,lfTo]

(E.14)

Note that by Lemma C.8, under Hy,  sup HB(O’” — B(O)Hl < 5, /log(p)/[nm] holds.

tG[To,l—To]
Considering (E.14), we have

log(pn)
A <0, (s . E.15
te[i?,?}fro} I loo < p<8 |n7o] ) ( )

With a similar proof technique , for [max | |A®D)| o, we can obtain
€lm0,1—710

log(pn)
Ao <0,(s© : E.16
s Ao < 0 (50525 ) (E.16)
Note that log(pn) log(pn)
_ log(pn og(pn
e—Cmax(II%a%(ps] n ,svn o] ) (E.17)

holds for some large enough constant C' > 0. Considering (E.6), (E.15), and (E.16), as n,p — oo,
we have D1 = o(1).

Control of Dy. After bounding D;, we next consider Dy. By the definitions of C'(|nt))
and C'(|nt]) in (D.15) and (D.16), and using the triangle inequality, we have

max ||C'(|nt]) — C'(|nt))|| < I+ II+]III, (E.18)

tE[To,l—To]
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where I — I]1 are defined as

nt] e
I= max max‘m 1H(2§1<®}—@I>Xlez - ;(e); @;)XM),

€[r0,1—70] 1<5<p 02 w“

SO Xe — 2 ‘ f)
\ad 2wj, 1H =’ n =1

525
WJ J

Il = max max ‘
te(r0,1—70] 1<j<p

IIT= max max ’ =1
t€[ro,1—70) 1<5<p A /nagwj,j
(E.19)
We next consider I, I'l, and II1, respectively. For I, we have I <1 M 4+ 1®)_ where
70 ‘\/Uezwj,j 1)
= max max |~———= — 1|,
t€[r0,1—70] 1<5<p \/662(,/\0]'7]'
[nt] LntJ noo~ (E 20)
T Ty .. _ L T_eT\X... :
o) | (;(@j ~ O e m T (85 - e,
= max max
t€lro,1-0] 1<5<p V/No2w;
To bound IV, define
I = max ‘ D 1‘ = max max ‘\/U g — V¢ Yig | (E.21)
te[r0,1—70) 1<J<p o2 w” te[r0,1—70] 1<5<p \/O' wj
Using the fact that a®> — b? = (a — b)(a + b), we have
2.
70— max ‘ GeWjj — olwj, ‘
telrodm] 1255 \/a Wj.j \/o ©j; +\/02wj ;)
Ol — olwj
< max _max 2— ,
t€[ro,1—70] 1<5<p OcWj 4 (E22)

<(C max max ’aQwH agwj,j‘(Assumptions (A.2) and (A.3)),
t€[0,1—70] 1<5<p

log(n)

< Op( + max; A(j)\/?j),

where the last inequality comes from Theorem 3.3. Using (E.22), and by Lemma C.1 in Zhou
et al. (2018), we have

log(n)

10 <0,( + max Aj)/5; ) (E.23)
J

(A.2) and (A.3), there exists a universal positive constant C' such that

T (Exa - S xa)

For I®| note that for two vectors  and y, we have ||z y|loo < ||2]1]|y]loo - By Assumptions

I® < C max ||®T @]-THl max (E.24)

1<5<p te[ro,1—70]

‘ oo
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1
X Sj ogn(p)) = 0,(1). Note that

By Lemma C.4, we have max ||(:5T @THl <O (
1<5<p 1<]<p

Assumptions (A.1) and (A.2) imply that X;e; follows the sub-exponential distribution. Using
Lemma C.5, we have

[nt]

[nt]
Xz € — Xz 7 S 1 . E.2
e (Z X < 0p(vioxm) (5.25)
Combining (E.23) and (E.24), we have
log3/2 Bl 3/2
I< Op( max 5,28 P | w) (F.26)
1<j<p n 1<j<p n

Similarly, for I1 and I11, we can obtain their upper bounds as follows:

1 1 ;
og(pn) + max og(pn)\/83>’
Vn 1<j<p NZD
log(pn)
< .
R Op(f?f‘fpsf vn )

Considering (E.17), (E.18), (E.19), (E.26), and (E.27), as n,p — oo, we have Dy — 0.
Finally, combining (E.2), D; — 0, and Dy — 0, we complete the proof of Lemma D.1. [

1T < %0, (
(B.27)

E.2 Proof of Lemma D.2

Proof. In this section, we aim to prove

P( max HCb(LntJ) C*(|nt])

T0<t<1l—70

Hg > €|lX) = o(1). (E.28)

Without loss of generality, we assume G = {1,...,p}. Using the triangle inequality, we have

P( max ||C*(|nt]) — C*(|nt])|, =€) < By + Ex, (E.29)

T0<t<l—79

where
Ei:=P( max |[C(|nt])— Cb’I(LntJ)HOO > €/2|X),

To<t<l—719
(E.30)
o b1 _ bl >
Es: P(mgr?%)(—m |CY([nt]) - C (LntJ)HOO > e/2|X).
Hence, to prove (E.28), we need to prove E; — 0 and Fy — 0, respectively.
Control of F,. We first consider Fs. Similar to the analysis in Section E.1, we can show
that

~ log(pn)
b1 2l <
_max |G ([nt)) = G ([t < op<1@f<xpsj Ve ) (E.31)
Note that log(pn)

e := s max 5,2V E.32
1<j<p 7 \/[n7o] ( )

By choosing a large enough constant C' in ¢, we have Fy — 0 as n,p — oo.

Control of F;. Next, we consider F;. Recall £ defined in (E.4). For E;, we have

By <P( max ||C*(|nt]) — C*(Int))|. =€/2NE) +P(E°). (E.33)

T0<t<1l—79
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By Theorem 3.3, we have P(£¢) = o(1) as n,p — oo. By the definitions of C’(|nt|) and
C%!(|nt]) in (D.31), under the event &£, we have
P( max ||C*(|nt])—C(|nt)) Hg > e/2NE|X)

To<t<l—79

|nt] LntJ 525, U2 AbInt _ AbInt)”
= P(te[gﬁxm} 112?2(17 f (5e5s) ‘A A |2 ¢/21X)

<P( max [|[A»OH Ab’(t’l oo > 31/ ceriy t/2en1/2)
tE[To,lfTo}

<P( _max [AYOD] > Cren™/?) +P(_max [JAMEDoc > Coen”V2).

tG[To,lfTo} tG[To,lfTo}

(E.34)

To bound (E.34), we need to obtain the upper bounds of max  ||A»OY) | and max [|AbED]|

tE[To,l—To] tE[To,l—To]
Control of max ||A»OY||,,. We first obtain the upper bound of ~max |
te|ro,1—70] t€[10,1—70]
To this end, we consider two cases:
Case 1:t € [ry,t0g]- In this case, by the definition of A»®Y in (D.26), it reduces to

AMODI — (B, 1) (B0 — FOTs) (E.35)

Using the fact that [|Az|e < ||Allcol|®]|1, we have

24001, < (@S0~ DL (B0 ~ %), B30
By (E.14), we have
o log(pn)
(CDY -1 <O . E.37
[0S0 -l <0, (L) (®37)

Note that under Hy, by Lemma C.8, the lasso estimator B(O’?‘)vg) has the following properties:

180F.0) — gO)|, < Op((sm)ﬁ log(p)J )7 for g = 1,2,

| nto.g
o~ E.38
|3Ge) — gO)||, < 0p<(3(0))% M), for g =1,2, (E-38)
[nto,g]*
and 311,52 < 0,(s),
where 31 1= |8W)] with SO := {1 < j<p: 5(0 fo.9) £ 0} and 5@ = |8@)| with 8@ = {1 <
j<p: 3§t°’g’1) # 0}. Given X, using Lemma C.8 again, for ¢ = 1,2, we have
||B\b,(0,t) o 5(07?0’Q)Hq < Op((g(l))é log(p)> < Op((s(o))% log(p)> (E39)
[nt] [n7o]
Combining (E.37) and (E.39), conditional on X, for the case of t € [ry,to,g], we have
m@|mwmwwg@@@@@@) (E.40)
t€[r0,t0,g] [n70]
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Case 2:t € [tog, 1 — 79]. In this case, AP0 reduces to A»ODI in (D.24). By its definition,
we can decompose AL into the following two terms:

Ab0,).I A?,(O,t),ll + Ag,(o,t),ll7 (E.41)
where b,(0,t),11 A S 3 30,k
AYOIT — (8% (B0 - §00)
b nt] —[ntogl o 30070.6) _ Aol
A, = (%G~ DB - pleeh), (E.42)
S o (X(?o,gvt)) X(tAo,gﬂf)
(tog:t) " Int] — [nfog| +1°

By (E.41), for controlling Ab(:D-11 e need to consider Al{’(o’t)’ﬂ and Ag’(o’t)’ﬂ, respectively.

Control of Al{’(o’t)’ﬂ. We first consider A?’(O’t)’n. Similar to the analysis of (E.8) - (E.14),
we can prove that

-~

CHIMESY H

<o, ( log(pn) ) <o, ( log(pn)) (F.43)

max —
[n70,6] |70

tE[?ng,l—T()]

[e.9]

Note that 8%(©:9) is constructed using data both before |nT0,g| and after [n7)g]. By Lemma
C.8, conditional on X', we have

Hlé\b7(07t) — B(Oi\o’g)nl
< Cpmax (é\(l)\/@, [nt] E Lntog) 18(0t0.0) — ﬁ(?o,g71)||1)’
n

nt|
5(0) max log(p) log(p) (E.44)
e <\/Lnfo,gj | \/Lnfo,gj*) (o (535
L0 |1o8(p)
< Oss' [nmo]

Combining (E.43) and (E.44), we have

1
tErt\oyg,l—To] L’I’L’T[)J
Control of Ag,(o,t),ﬂ‘ After bounding max, g - 1| ||Al1”(0’t)’n||oo, we next consider max, g - 1.1 HAg’(O’t
Similar to the analysis of (E.8) - (E.14), we have
[nt] — [nfog] (& log(pn)
max (@E(f pH— | <0, 2 . (E.46)
teﬁo,g,lfﬂj] I_ntJ 0.9 oo \_nt07gJ

By (E.38), we have

o~

|B0t00) — BlogD)|
< [|BO0.9) — BO)||; + | Blos) — gO,
E4
< 013(0) max < lo/g\(p) , IOE(p) ), (E.4T)
[nto,g) |ntog*
< CQS(O) log(p)/|nmo].
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Combining (E.46) and (E.47), we have

b,(0,4),11 (0)log(p)
max A 0o KOy sV ———. E.48
1A o e J) (E.48)

Considering (E.40), (E.41), (E.45), and (E.48), we obtain

log(pn)
AYOD| <0, (O =222 E.49
te[g)l%)fm] I loo = p<8 [n7o] ) ( )

Control of maxc(r 1_r |AYED|| . After bounding MAX4 e[y 1— 7o) | AL(0:)

loos We next

consider maXe[r,, 1] |A»®ED|| . Using a similar proof technique, we can obtain

log(pn)
ALED) <o (50 S ) E.50
te[g)l%)—(m] I loo < p(s [n7o] ) ( )

Finally, considering (E.32), (E.34), (E.49), and (E.50), by choosing a large enough constant
C in €, we have Fy — 0, which completes the proof of Lemma D.2. O

E.3 Proof of Lemma D.3

Proof. We give the proof by contradiction. Suppose there is a constant ¢ < 1 such that
dj= < cl|d]lg,00-

On one hand, by the decomposition of Z(|nt|) in (D.50), at time point Z, we have:

1Z(lnto))lg oo = Zj (ko))
< \/E%M@(Sj* + Co/log(|G]||n0]) + Op(\/ﬁH(ng’oo)
=, +op(1)]0llg.co-

On the other hand, at time point tg, we have:

1Z([nto])llg.co = maxjeg |Z;([nto])]

> Lol 1ol 0 oy /logtIaTmmD) - op(valSlg )
> LS 1)1

n

Considering the above results, we have: P(||Z(|nto])|lg.o > |1Z(|nt0])llg.cc) — 1, which is
contradicted to the fact that ¢ is the maximizer of || Z(|nt])||g cc- O

E.4 Proof of Lemma D.4

Proof of H;. Without loss of generality, we assume to € [to, 1 — 70]. The proof proceeds in

two steps. In Step 1, we prove that

[max Z,(nfo))| = [ min Z,(|nfo)). (E.51)
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By noting that
max | Z;(|nto|)| = |max Z;(|nty|)| V | min Z; (| nt ,
s |7 (ko )| = | mae Z3 (ko)) |V | min 7 (o))
we have max 1 Z;(|[nto])| = Imag ZJ(Lni‘\UJ)} In Step 2, we prove max Z;(|nto]) > 0. Note that
VIS je je
Zjp(|nto]) = s Z;(|nto]). Combining Steps 1 and 2, we complete the proof.
je
Now, we consider the two steps, respectively. By the decomposition of Z(|nt]) in (D.50),

at time point /t\(], we have

(Lnto)) — &(to)
_ - Lnto] LntoJ*( L WOJAi_ 1 Z": & + ROMMIT _ REo1).T). (E.52)

Ln%\OJ * = [nto+1

By Assumptions (A.1) — (A.3), using concentration inequalities, we can prove that with prob-

ability at least 1 — (np)~1,
~ -~ Lnto )
LntQJ I_nt()J* 1 c . 1
v = (g & ) o S CVlog((Gllnm]).  (B53)

i=|nto|+1

Next, we consider the control of HR(O’?O)’HHQ,OO and ||R(?0’1)’II||g7OO
Control of HR(OEO)’HHQ,OO. By the definition of RO in (D.49), using the triangle

inequality, we have

Oto OtO

IR < RO+ RO (E.54)
where Rgo’?o)’n and Réo’?o)’n are defined as
o to] — [nto] A a
1?,(07150)’H = _Ln()—/\ @2 ) I 6(1) - 16(2) )
1 . LntOJ ( (to,to) ) ( ) (E55)
RéO,to),II — _(@2(07?0) _ I) (ﬁ(o,to) _ 13(1))'
Using the fact that ||Ax||cc < |[[A|lecl|l]|1 and by concentration inequalities, we have,
0,0),11 log log
RO, <0 [ - g < cray (5 50 — 0 of1 ).

where the last equation comes from the assumption that s/log(pn)/n7o]|0||sc/]|0]g,0c0 = 0(1).

(0,£0),11 . L o
For HR fo), |loo, using Lemma C.8 and concentration inequalities, we have

log(pn) ( [nto] — [nto]
o (F - @ _ 0] ).
<O o C 19722 (5.56)

1
< Coy B, 60— 5O = o(155).

Control of ||R(?0’1)’H\|g700. By the definition of R(o:D:1 in (D.49), and using Lemma C.8,

0,t0),11
[P
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we have

i G log(p log(pn)
R(o.1) (fo.1) g _ g 2)
RV lg oo < ROV |0 < Op( (it )H ol — 3 H1 < Op(s il ). (E57)

Note that we assume sy/log(pn)/nmy = o(1) with s := s(V) v 5(2) and |G| = p? with v € (0, 1].

Considering the above results, we have

VA RO g oo < 0p(VAll8llg.00)s VA R® Vg0 < 0p(log(|GIn)). (E.58)

Combining (E.52) — (E.58), with probability at least 1 — (np)~¢*, we have
1Z([nto]) — 8(t0)llg.oc := max 1Zj([nto)) - 6;(to)| < K*, (E.59)
where K* := Cy/log(|G|n) + o(y/n]|8]|g,oc). Note that
~ nto) |nto)*
5 (70) = v/ Lol n°J Intof® nOJ (B - %) > 0.

By (E.59), using the fact | max; a; — max; b;| < max; |a; — b;| for two sequences {a;} and {b;},
we have
min Z;(|nto]) > —K*,
jeo ~ R (E.60)
s 7;([nfol) 2 mae (o) — K* > K,
where the last inequality in (E.60) comes from the assumption [|8]|g.oo > /log(pn)/nm. By
(E.60), we have \rjneag?( ZJ(LntAOJH > ‘rjrgél Z;(|nto])| and max Z;(|nto]) > 0, which finishes the
proof of ‘H; in Lemma D .4.
Proof of H,. Note that the proof of Hs is similar and easier, to save space, we omit the

details.

E.5 Proof of Lemma D.5
Proof. We first bound R(O00)1L, By its definition in (D.49), we have

\/ﬁL”EJ nfo]", <WMH( i —DBY =82l

|nto] [nto)* ' (E61)
0 0 59 20,7
pymltl bl G o n(@om g

1
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For I, using concentration inequalities, we have

|nto| — |nto] log(pn)
I Civ/n = oll1,
<G n _ [nto] — [nto] 19l (E.62)
< Cl\/log(lg\n)wswslloo-

For I, using concentration inequalities and by Lemma C.8, we have

IT < Cyy/n log(fn) HB(O,%) _ B(l)”l

\_ntoj
log(pn) |nto| — [nto]
< Cay/n J T sllolles (E63)

<\/T»LL7”L;OJ {ntoJ Lm‘oJ 151/, )

=0

After bounding R(®: to) 11 § n (E.62) and (E.63), we next consider R(?O’ )M Using concentration
inequalities and the upper bound of estimation error of ,8 (t0:1) for 8@, we have

\/ﬁtntoj L?’LtoJ HR (to,1), IIH < \/ﬁ Ln:LOJ LnZ)J ||R(?071)’H||oo < C\/ﬁslog(ilg’n)a (E64)

n

where the last inequality comes from the assumption that |G| = p” with v € (0, 1].
We next consider R(0:t0):II and R(tO’l)LI\I. Using concentration inequalities and the upper
bounds of estimation errors of B(0) and Blto:1) (see Lemma C.8), we have

* 1
\/ﬁl_n;/OJ Lngﬂ (HR(O’tO)JIHg,oo vV HR(tO71)7IIHg,oo) < C\/ﬁs Og(ilg|n) (E.65)

Finally, combining (E.62) — (E.65), we complete the proof. O

F Proofs of useful lemmas

F.1 Proof of Lemma C.5

Proof. The result of Lemma C.5 can be obtained by using Bernstein’s inequality for sub-
exponential distributions. To save space, we omit the details here. O

F.2 Proof of Lemma C.6

Proof. We only consider the proof of (C.5). The proof of (C.6) is similar. Using some straight-
forward calculations, we have

1
MHY(O,Q (0,t)

X (0,)(B0 — BOY) Hz_

L H 0.0 = X(01)

(B — g )" X o (Yo — X 0,nB"N).
(F.1)

= 3] |

[nt]
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By noting that 3(*) is the minimizer of (2.7), we have

1 o~
1 %00 = X0 B[ = 5 [¥i0n = X009 3 < MOIBOO = ()13
(F.2)

Note that |2 y| < ||&||co||y||1 for two vectors & and y. Combining (F.1) and (F.2), under the
event AW (#), taking \; (t) = 2A(1) as defined in (C.4) , we have
1 5 2
mHX(&t) (B0 = BO) |
< N300, ~ M IFO0], + 24 300 - oo, "
~ M (t ~
< N300, ~ M IFO0], + 25 300 - oo,

Note that . i . i
8501 = 1B+ 18 = B =0, if j e J(BY). (F.4)

Adding 271|808 — 3O ||y on both sides of (F.3), and considering (F.4), we have

1 (t) 3
T y
0,t) 3l )
B 1 TR O N
<2 (1 Hﬂ(“ BOD) 00y,
which completes the proof of (C.5). O

F.3 Proof of Lemma C.7

Proof. Note that by Lemma C.6, and the URE conditions in Assumption (A.3), under the event
{A(t)NB(t)}, using standard analysis of lasso estimation (see Pages 1728 — 1729 in Bickel et al.
(2009)), one can prove that (C.8) holds. To save space, we omit the details. O
F.4 Proof of Lemma C.9

Proof. By definitions of \A(t) and B(t), to prove (C.9), we need to bound P(.A¢(t)) and P(B(t)),
respectively. We first consider P(.A°(t)). Before that, we need some notations. We denote 3; as
the regression coeflicients for the i-th observation. By definition, we have

B: = BYL{i < |nto]} + BD1{i > |nto]}.

Recall 800 as 800 = arg mln}EHYO 0,) — (o,t)ﬁH;- By the first order condition, we have:

BERP
it
E[X (0, (Yo.) — X008")] Z X,(Y; — X BO0)] =
Hence, by the first order condition, we have:
1 Lt
o O X0 = |y 3= k01X i x|
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By noting that Y; = XZ—r B3; + €;, Ee; = 0, and the independence between ¢; and X;, we have:

1
nt] (X)) " (Yo, — X(o.)80Y)
1 Lnt 1 lnt] T (0,8) T 00

i ] = o Lnt) 21 (X: X' (8 — ") —E[X; X" (8; — B1)]).

Based on the above decomposition, we have:
1
HM(X(o,t))T(Y(o,t) — X(0,n8"") HOO <I+1I,

where

[ nt]

S (XX (8- p09) ~ BIXXT (5 - 50|

_HLntJ 0) ‘“H ’ HLntJ

o0

Control of I. We first consider I. By Assumptions (A.1) and (A.2), for 1 < i < n and
1 <j <p, X, ; follows the sub-exponential distribution. By Bernstein’s inequality, for each
x > 0, we have

(H X0 = )
1 Lnt]
= P _— 4
<1<LjJ<p) |nt| = Z X
1 WJ
<p1@?§pp(\w 2 aXig| =
< Cipexp(—Ca|nt|z?).

>) o

).

By (F.6), taking A K1+/log(pn)/|nt| for some big enough constant K; > 0, we have

1
B(|l o) Xonlle 2 D) < Cy(pn)= 4, (F.7)

where Cs and C4 are some big enough constants.
Control of II. Next, we consider I1. Note that for ¢ € [ro,%o], II = 0. Hence, in what
follows, we consider the non-trivial case that t € [tg,1 — 79]. Let

Zi = X (Bi — BONY /|18 — BOD |2, Wi =8 — BOY,.

By Assumption (A.1), Z; follows the sub-Gaussian distributions. Moreover, By Assumptions
(A1) and (A.2), for 1 <i<nand1l<j<p, Z;X;; follows the sub-exponential distribution.
Hence, for I1, we have

b7 & i - gon - i - o
| - i)
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For each fixed j, using concentration inequality for weighted sub-exponential sums, we have:

[nt]
]P’(maxjulJ ZW(XI_]Z E[X;;Zi])| > x)
SpmanIP(LlJ ZW(X’LJZ E[—XZ]Z])‘ZCE)
*Cﬂ"tJQ 2
< 2pexp (W)'

Note that by deﬁmtlon we have |W/|| = \/Lntoj(l — [nto]/[nt])|B® —
Hence, taking A1) = Ko\/log(p)||W ||/ |nt] = K4}+/log(pn)/|nt], we have

[nt)

P{] mltj > (XX (B - B —EIX.X] (8, - 8O0))|| =AY
=1

for some big enough C5, Cy > 0. Combining the above two cases, taking A(1)
for some big enough constant K; > 0, we have:

M)y <

:Kl

{H X0.0) (Yo — Xon8""] o = )‘(1)} < C3(pn)~“.

With similar arguments as above, we can also prove that
P(BC(t)) < COy(np) =Y.
Finally, combining (F.7) and (F.8), and noting that

p(te[ n ]{A(t)ﬂB(t)}
- 1’4@(@ v) ]{AC(t)uBC(t)},

21 3 (PA) 4R ),
> 1 Cy(np)-C2,

we complete the proof of Lemma C.9.
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