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ABSTRACT

Change point detection in time series seeks to identify times when the probability distribution of time
series changes. It is widely applied in many areas, such as human-activity sensing and medical science.
In the context of multivariate time series, this typically involves examining the joint distribution
of high-dimensional data: If any one variable changes, the whole time series is assumed to have
changed. However, in practical applications, we may be interested only in certain components of
the time series, exploring abrupt changes in their distributions in the presence of other time series.
Here, assuming an underlying structural causal model that governs the time-series data generation,
we address this problem by proposing a two-stage non-parametric algorithm that first learns parts of
the causal structure through constraint-based discovery methods. The algorithm then uses conditional
relative Pearson divergence estimation to identify the change points. The conditional relative Pearson
divergence quantifies the distribution disparity between consecutive segments in the time series,
while the causal discovery method enables a focus on the causal mechanism, facilitating access
to independent and identically distributed (IID) samples. Theoretically, the typical assumption of
samples being IID in conventional change point detection methods can be relaxed based on the Causal
Markov Condition. Through experiments on both synthetic and real-world datasets, we validate the
correctness and utility of our approach.

1 Introduction

Change point analysis aims to detect distribution shifts in observational time series data. This topic has been explored
extensively and is popular in many areas, such as human activity analysis Brahim-Belhouari and Bermak] [2004],
Cleland et al.|[2014]], image analysis [Radke et al.|[2005]] and financial markets [Talih and Hengartner| [2005].

Various change point detection methods are chosen based on the compatibility between the statistical feature shifts they
detect and the characteristics of the data.

Likelihood ratio methods compare the probability density of two consecutive intervals of the time series data and the
significant difference in the probability density implies the change point. One representative estimator is the relative
unconstrained least-squares importance fitting (RuLSIF) in|Yamada et al.|[2013]] and [Liu et al.| [2013].

Kernel-based methods in|Harchaoui et al. [2008]] and [Harchaoui et al.|[2009]] utilize kernel-based test statistics to test
the homogeneity of sliding windows in time series data. Other methods include Probabilistic methods, Graph-based
methods, clustering methods and Subspace modeling. See (Chib| [1998)]], Friedman and Rafsky| [1979], Keogh et al.
[2001] and |Itoh and Kurths|[2010]], respectively. See Aminikhanghahi and Cook|[2017]] for a survey.
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However, these existing methods have two main limitations. Firstly, for multivariate time series, the target features are
generated from the joint distribution, which is typically high-dimensional. Ignoring the impact of high-dimensional
data, this problem remains fundamental: if a change occurs in only one univariate time series, it will affect the joint
feature of the entire multivariate time series. With multiple change point estimators, which estimator corresponds to
which univariate time series is unknown. In practice, considering a bivariate time series, such as daily temperature
and ice cream sales, or monthly GDP and stock prices, the change points across the whole series is less interesting
than the change point of ice cream sales and stock prices, given the information from temperature and GDP. Applying
the detection method to each univariate time series individually will lose information, especially if there are strong
correlations among the component time series.

Secondly, many existing methods, including probability density ratio methods, some probabilistic methods, kernel-based
methods, and graph-based methods, require independent and identically distributed (IID) samples |/Aminikhanghahi and
Cookl [2017], Harchaoui et al.|[2008], |Liu et al.|[2013], Saggioro et al.|[2020]. Although many of these methods are
robust to non-IID samples in simulated data |Liu et al.|[2013]], they lack theoretical guarantees, which are needed for
trustworthy deployment of these algorithms in the real world, especially in safety-critical applications [Liu et al.|[2018]].

To address these limitations, we propose a novel change point detection algorithm that integrates change point detection
with causal discovery. Our algorithm is motivated by the following two considerations.

First, causal structure helps us obtain a more fine-grained look at the joint distribution by disentangling the causal
mechanism of each component in the time series. Second, relying on the Causal Markov Condition assumption in the
Structural Causal Model (SCM) framework of [Pearl|[2009]], the correlated samples become independent and identically
distributed (IID) when conditioned on their causal parents. This observation has been successfully used earlier in causal
discovery from stationary time-series data|Runge|[2018]. In this context, change point detection aims to identify shifts
in the causal mechanism, specifically, the conditional distribution of the target variable given its parents.

In this paper, we summarize our main contributions as follows:

* We propose a novel non-parametric algorithm aiming at detecting the change point in causal mechanisms for
discrete-valued time series data assuming an underlying Causal-Shift SCM without imposing any constraints
on the causal mechanisms or the data distributions. Our algorithm Causal-RuLSIF, systematically uses the
RuLSIF estimator for detecting change points, originally introduced in|Yamada et al.[[2013]] and [Liu et al.
[2013]], integrating the PCMCI algorithm for causal discovery in Runge et al.|[2019].

* We validate our method with synthetic simulations on both soft mechanism change and hard mechanism
change time series, showing that our method can correctly detect the change points with high probability and
hence learn the causal mechanism of the synthetic time series. We also employ our method in an air pollution
application.

2 Related Work

Depending on the underlying goal, our algorithm can be used to solve either a change point detection problem or a
causal discovery problem. Hence, there are two different directions of the related work.

Regarding the change point detection problems, one representative likelihood ratio estimator used to detect the
distribution shifts is RuLSIF, which was first proposed for distribution comparison with IID samples in Yamada et al.
[2013]] and then has been verified as a useful method for time series data in |Liu et al.|[2013]]. As discussed in the
instruction section, such existing methods concentrate on joint features associated with all time series, with many
assuming IID samples.

As for the causal discovery methods, numerous efforts have been made recently to extend constraint-based algorithms to
accommodate stationary time series data. One representative method is PCMCI in |Runge et al.|[2019]. Non-stationary
temporal data is more challenging in causal discovery since data statistics are time-variant, and it is unreasonable
to expect that the underlying causal structure will remain constant. Many of the causal discovery methods with
non-stationary time series assume a parametric model, such as the vector autoregressive model in|Gong et al.|[2015] and
Malinsky and Spirtes|[2019]; linear and non-linear state-space model in|Huang et al.[[2019]]; linear causal relationship
in|Saggioro et al|[2020]. A on-parametric algorithm, named CD-NOD in|Huang et al.|[2020]] assumes a smooth change
in the causal mechanism across the time index instead of a sudden change. |[Fujiwara et al.| [2023|] proposed an algorithm
JIT-LiNGAM to obtain a local approximated linear causal model combining algorithm LiNGAM and JIT framework
for non-linear and non-stationary data. In|Gao et al.|[2023]], the underlying causal mechanism of each time series is
assumed to change sequentially and periodically.
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Figure 1: An illustration of generating time series segments in Causal-RuLSIF. a). Causal graph illustrating a
3-variate binary time series V = {X!, X2, X3} with a Mechanism-Shift SCM with ¢! = ¢? = ¢® = 1, indicating
the presence of one change points in each univariate time series. It is important to note that the location of change

points for different univariate time series may vary. For instance, the first change point for X2 is denoted as Tclp,
whereas the first change point for X' is denoted as 72,, and T}, is not equal to T7,. The different color edges

represent different causal mechanisms. E.g., for X, the causal mechanism represented by the red edges transitions to a
different causal mechanism indicated by the blue edges at time point Tclp. No constraints on the causal mechanisms,

e.g., for X!, the two causal mechanisms before and after the change point Tclp are different in both the parent sets

and the deterministic function f; ;(-); we refer to this situation as soft mechanism change. For X2, the two causal
mechanisms are only different in f27t(~) while the parent set remains the same; we refer to this situation as hard
mechanism change. b). Construction of one time series segment for X®. With PA(X t31 <T§p) = {X} |, X2},
PA(XEzZTfp) ={X3? |, X2}, we have SPA(X}) = PA(X?1<T3P) U PA(szzTgp)' Given one specific configuration
of SPA(X}), spa(X}) = {X? ; =0,X? , = 0,X? 5 = 0}, we need to collect all variable X? € X3 whose parent
variables are equal to 0 to form the first time series segment of X3. c). Collection of 8 time series segments for X? as
there are total 8 parents’ configurations.

To the best of our knowledge, no other non-parametric change point detection models can detect the causal mechanism
shifts. On the other hand, our change point detection algorithm, when combined with a post-processing causal discovery
step, is, as far as we know, the first non-parametric method that can learn causal structure from non-stationary time-series
data without assuming periodicity while also accommodating sudden shifts in causal mechanisms.

3 Causal-RuLSIF: Detecting Change Point in a Causal Time Series

In this section, we describe the framework and problem formulation for change point detection in a causal time series.

3.1 Preliminaries

Let G(V, E) denote the underlying causal graph, and the set of all incoming neighbors for each variable X € V is
defined as the parent set, denoted by PA(X). Forany X,Y € V and S C V, we denote the conditional independence:
X is independent of Y conditioned on S, by X 1L Y | S.

For simplicity, let’s define sets: [b] := {1,2,...,b} and [a,b] := {a,a + 1,...,b}, where a,b € N. Let X/ eR
denote the variable of jth component time series at time ¢; X/ = {X} beeim) € RT denote a univariate time series

which is a component in time series and X; = {Xt] }iem) € R™ denote a slice of all variables at time point ¢.
V = {X9}iem) = {Xiteerr) € R™*T denotes a n-variate time series. By default, we assume n > 1 and hence
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X7 C V,and p(V) # 0, where p(.) denotes the probability. For discrete-valued time series V, we assume that the
domain set of each component X’ C V, denoted by D = {dy,--- ,ds} is the same, i.e., X] € DVj € [n],t € [T).

As PA(Xg ) represents a set containing random variables, pa(th ) refers to one specific configuration. Consider
PA(X]) = {X{*,X{?,-- -} where 1 < ij <ip < -~ <nandl <t <ty < - <T. Eg,pa(X) =
{1,0,1,2,---} corresponds to a particular configuration (or instantiation). We assume that the configuration set is
ordered in the ascending order of the parent set {lel , X Zj, - }, prioritizing the variable index over the time index. We
begin by defining the Structural Causal Models (SCM) that capture our setting.

Definition 3.1 (Non-Stationary SCM [Gao et al., 2023[]). A Non-Stationary SCM is a tuple M = (V, F,E,P) where
there exists a Tmax € NT, defined as: Tmax = max, {7 : XZ . € PA(XY),i,j € [n]}, such that each variable
Xg>7—max € V is a deterministic function of its parent set PA(X{]. ) € V and an unobserved (exogenous) variable
€l €E:

X - f]t(PA(XJ) et) -] € [ ] te [Tmax+ 17T}7 (1)
and there exist at least two different time points to,t1 € [Tmax + 1, T satisfying
fj,to 7éfj,t1a 3.7 S [n]a{thtl} C [Tmax+17T}- (2)

where fjy, fito, fie, € F and {Gz}te[T] are jointly independent with probability measure P. Observe that Tp,ax is the
finite maximal lag in terms of the causal graph G

Definition 3.2 (Mechanism-Shift SCM). A Mechanism-Shift SCM is a Non-Stationary SCM that additionally satisfies

the following condmons For each j € [n), there exists an ascending sequence of time points {17} , T‘27 R ,TCJJ} with
¢ eNt Tax < TV <o < T] < T such that:

a) fity = fite, if 3¢ €[] 5.t ty,te € [TV, TCJ_|r1 1J; 3)

b) fiwr # Fier if3c €[] st T <ty < T3 <ty <T7,; )

¢) PACX],) = { X0 1, v, - X € PAXY,) i € [n]}, Q)

if 3c € [] st ty,te € [T, T, — 1J; (6)

d) ei,eHNW are i.i.d vt € [T1. @)

are satisfied for all t,ty € [Timax + 1, T|. This indicates that within the univariate time series X7 in 'V, there is a finite
number of change points represented by c¢?. The variables in X7 before and after a specific change point should exhibit
distinct causal mechanisms without intersecting other change points. An instance of this model is depicted in Fig.[Il).

Our goal is to detect the change points of the causal mechanisms, and if necessary any causal relations that might be
helpful.

Definition 3.3 (/llusory Parent Sets). For a univariate time series Xj € V with Mechanism-Shift SCM having change
points set {T7, T3 ,--- | T2} with ¢/ € Nt 1o <T] < --- <TY; < T, parent set index pIndy,c s ;1 is defined as:

pInd] == {(7;,y:) Yiem) given PA(X]) = { X/, XP2 ., X Y, VE € [T, T (®)

where n = |PA(X£)) , T; is the time lag and y; is the variable index; set T0 = Toax and T vig1 = T. Given plnd,,
Hllusory Parent Sets are defined as:

PAL(X]) = {X} . : (r,ys) €pInd]}, Vhk € {k: t ¢ [T]_,. T]]} )

In essence, the illusory parent sets of X tj are time-shifted versions of the parent sets of other variables in X7 that have
different causal mechanisms than th across change points. These sets are a generalization of a notion described in|Gao
et al|[2023]. PA (X7 ) can also be extended to encompass the true parent set of X7, as: PA,(X7) := PA(X7]), Vt €
[Tizq’ T,z |. Further, we define the union parent set as:

SPA(X7) = Upefes 1 1)PAR(X7),t € [Tonax + 1,77 (10)

E.g., in Fig.[Th), PA(X}) = {Xt 1 XE o} witht <tl and PA(X}) = {X} |, X} ,, X} |} witht > t! . Asonly
one change point of X7 with ¢! = 1 exists, we have two illusory parent sets with index k € [¢! + 1]. More specifically,
the two illusory parent sets of X! are PAl(Xl) ={X} |, X}? o} and PAo(X}) = {X} |, X} o, X3P 1}
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Definition 3.4 (Time Series Segments). For a univariate discrete-valued time series XJ € V with Mechanism-
Shift SCM having change points set {T? T3, ,chj} with ¢ € Nt oy < T) < - < TCJJ < T, and finite
domain set D = {dy,dy,- - - ,ds}, the Time Series Segments are a collection of non-overlapping non-empty subsets
{X7 (A)}AG[S‘SPA(Xf>‘] such that:

XI(A) = {X] : t € [Tax + 1, T), pa(X]) = T4}, where A € [slSPA(th)‘]. (11)

Here, 3. represents the configuration matrix of SPA(Xg ), where each row corresponds to one specific configuration of

SPA(X7). A denotes the row index of . As the domain size is | D| = s, the number of rows in % is sISPACDI Based
on the above definition, we can observe that:

U &X@y=Xad () {X/(A)}=0. (12)

AE[S\SPA(X{N] A1#A2

In summary, the Time Series Segments {X7(A)} partition X7 into multiple non-overlapping, non-empty sub-time

series, conditioned on the configurations of the union parent set SPA(X7). Variables X within the same Time Series
Segments X7 (A) share identical configurations of the union parent set (See Appendix for an example).

RuLSIF: Robust Distributional Distance Estimation. Given two distributions p(-) and p’(-) defined over the same
support, there exists many metrics measuring the distance between them. In Yamada et al.|[2013]], the authors proposed
amethod named RuLSIF, with an a-relative divergence estimation 7, (x) and a corresponding metric, a-relative Pearson
Divergence PF,, defined as following:

p(x) _ p(x) 1 1y
o) T ar @ g T = g lraln) =17 (13)

where « is a parameter used to bound the value of 7, ().

ro(T) = (

In our work, we revised the above definition for better applicability in the time series, incorporating a sliding window
index ¢. Denote the sliding windows as W;. Instead of having two fixed sets of IID samples, we now collect samples
dynamically. In sliding windows where a change point occurs in the second half, the samples in that second half window
are drawn from a mixture distribution represented by (1 — 3;)p(z) + 8;p’(x), where §; indicates the proportion of
samples in the second half derived from p’(x). Based on this, the dynamic density ratio and the corresponding PE
divergence score are defined as follows:

(@) e
1-— Ozﬂl)p(w) + Oéﬁip/(x) Gap; (SL’)

Assumptions. We highlight the key assumptions that we make: (1) At most one change point for any univariate time
series, and a (2) lower bound on the Pearson Divergence. The first assumption ensures that multiple change points do
not have a cancellation effect making it difficult to identify the change point, while the second assumption is commonly
used in many standard distributional distance estimation papers in the finite sample, discrete settings.

1
and PEp, = sEqng, ;. [(rap, (x) — 1)7] (14)

Tap; (I’) = ( 9

The formalization of these two assumptions is provided in Appendix [A.1.3] where other assumptions that are known in
prior works can also be found.

4 Causal-RuLSIF Algorithm

In this section, we first present an algorithm called Causal-RuLSIF. We also establish the correctness of Causal-RuLSIF
to estimate the change point within a confidence interval accurately.

Overview of Algorithm [1] Causal-RuLSIF: The values of the parameters ny,, ng and a are set in the beginning. Each
component X7 where j € [n] is analyzed sequentially. Using PCMCI [Runge et al. [2019], we obtain a superset of

parents for each variable X tj € X7 denoted by SPA (X g) (line 2). To have balanced samples required in Theorem ,
we apply PCMCI to non-overlapping consecutive intervals and take the union of the obtained edges. Based on the

parents’ configurations of SPA(X7), Time Series Segments { X7 (A)} are constructed. After using RuLSIF Yamada
et al[[2013]] and |Liu et al.|[2013] on sliding windows over { X7(A)}, we obtain the divergence series denoted by
L . . . . .
{PEi s,} (line 7-8). Note that the number of Time Series Segments should equal the number of divergence series,
as each Time Series Segments will have a divergence series. Across all divergence series for X7, the change point
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Algorithm 1 Causal-RuLSIF

1: Input: A n-variate time series V = (X!, X2, ..., X") with domain set D = {dy, ...d, }. Set appropriate Typ, 7,
net and .

2: A superset of the parent set is obtained using PCMCI with 7, and denote it by @(Xg ) Vi, t.

3: for X7 where j € [n] do

4;  PA(X]) + SPA(XY)

5: Construct the Time Series Segments { X7 (A)} based on parents’ configurations of S/PTA(X,? ).

6:  for X7(A) where A € [s/SPACXD)] do

7: Store divergence score series {]SEJQ;} with RuLSIF on sliding windows shifting over X7 (A) where

€ [| =2 | 4 1) and Ty, = [ X(A)].

8: end for N

9 A+ arg, max; A PE]O; 5, b Pick the Ath Time Series Segments whose maximum value over ¢ is maximum.
10:  TJ « arg; max I/Diig > Pick the ith window index with maximum PE score on X7 (A).
11: Project Tg where j € [n], back to the original time series X7 with 77 = %(tfg + 135, ), where t5; is the

time index in X corresponding to the window index fj in X7 (/A\)
12: Consider X/, € PA(X/). Remove X/ _ from PA(X/) using PCMCI if X/ _ 1 X/ |
(ﬁ(Xj) U S/PTX(XZ'_T)) \ X7_, onsamples {X}}, 7 and {X}},. 7, respectively.

13: end for _
14: return 7Y and PA(X7) Vj, .

estimator JA“CJ is the window index that maximizes the PE divergence of ]/JE’i;;, based on all Time Series Segments
(line 9-10). Since f J is the window index in Time Series Segments and not the original time index in X, it should
be projected back to X. The final change point estimator for X is then obtained and denoted as Tj (line 11). After
obtaining an accurate estimator Tei proved in Theoremn one may optionally run PCMCI on samples X} J before and
after the change point Td, respectively, to fully learn the underlying causal graph.

4.1 Theoretical Guarantees

Theorem . T|establishes that if the window W; only contains samples from a single conditional distribution, meaning
there is no change point included in this window, the estimated relative Pearson Divergence PEa ap; is close to zero
with high probability. Theorem 4 r0V1des a confidence interval for the change point estimator TJ All the missing
details are provided in Appendix m
Theorem 4.1. Let JSE’agi be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X7 (A) C X7 C V. Under certain
assumptions, we have that Vi € {i : ing + 2ny, — 1 < T}

Ay — 2 Ay
bst IOg Tsub - Tsub ’
where by, = LMJ, Oy = f%—:‘ﬂ and Ty, as defined in Algorithm

MNst

Pr(maxugEagi\ <op(1)) >1—

The window index ¢ satisfying ing, + 2n,, — 1 < T, guarantees that all the samples in W are collected from the same
distribution. Theorem states that the maximum estimated PE series obtained from such windows are bounded by

any positive constant with probability 1 — % — T“Wb if ny, are larger than some threshold.
Theorem 4.2. Let f’E’agi be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X7 (A) C X7 C V and T? denote

the true change point in this Time Series Segments. T denotes the estimator of T? obtained by:

fg = arg; max ﬁaﬁi (15)
Under certain assumptions, we have that given large enough n, Vi € [Tyax + 1, T
~ . Oy — 2 a 1
Pr(|T? —T?| < 2ny) > (1 — —— . 1—-—, 16
' (| N ¢ ‘ " ) ( bst IOg Tsub Tsub ) ( Nw ) ( )

Mst

where by, = |08 b | g — [T*“bw and Ty, as defined in Algorlthml
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Figure 2: Causal-RuLSIF is tested on 3-multivariate time series with 7' = 6000, Thax = 4, Ny = 50, ngy = 1 with
soft mechanism change Every line with a different color corresponds to a different algorithm and different linestyle
corresponds to a different setting. X7 in the legend means the algorithm is applied to each univariate time series while
V means the algorithm is used for the whole n-variate time series V. Every marker corresponds to the average accuracy
rate or average running time over 100 random trials. The error bar represents the standard error for the averaged

statistics. a) Influence of |[SPA (X7 )| on estimation error @%Té‘ b) ROC curves for different |SPA (X7)].

The change point estimator has an estimation error smaller than the total window size with a known probability.

S Experiments

In this section, we provide an empirical evaluation of our approaches against existing approaches on synthetic and
real-world datasets.

5.1 Simulations on binary multivariate time series

To validate the correctness and effectiveness of our algorithm, we perform a series of experiments on binary-valued
time series dataset. In this section, we have five baseline algorithms, including RuLSIF algorithm in Liu et al.[[2013]],
traditional method change in mean (CIM) in|Vostrikova [1981]], changeforest algorithm (RF) in|Londschien et al.|[2023)]],
ecp algorithm in|[James and Matteson| [2013]] and kscp3o algorithm in [Zhang et al.| [2017]. The RuLSIF algorithm
is executed using Matlab code provided by the authors. CIM and RF are implemented through the changeforest
Python package. Both ecp and kscp3o are sourced from the ecp R package. All experimental code is included in the
supplementary files.

The details of synthetic binary time series generation can be found in the Appendix [B]

We have two methods to evaluate the performance of the algorithms. The first method is to calculate the estimation
error using ‘TCJT;TZ‘ The second method is to construct an ROC curve by setting an interval length, denoted as 2Q).
With the change point estimator 7. and interval length @, we increment a counter by 1 if the true change point 77 falls

within the interval [Tg - Q, Tg + Q] This count is then averaged over the total number of univariate time series in the
100 random trials. This is a common metric for measuring the performance of the change point detection algorithm, as
described in|Liu et al. [2013]] and |[Harchaoui et al.| [2008]].

Please note that in the RuL.SIF method, the kernel width o and the regularization parameter in the kernel function are
typically chosen using cross-validation, as outlined in|Liu et al.[[2013]] and [Harchaoui et al.|[2008]]. This approach is
justified, as high-dimensional data can render these parameters more sensitive. However, for binary time series, cross-
validation may not be necessary when applying our method, Causal-RuLSIF. One possible reason is that our algorithm
avoids the complexities associated with high-dimensional data V by focusing on the analysis of one-dimensional
time series segments X7 (\) C V. As shown in Fig[2(a)|and Fig[2(b)} the red line represents our algorithm. With or
without the cross-validation technique does not influence its performance. For RuLSIF, the cross-validation (cv) and no
cross-validation (non-cv) does not overlap.
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Figure 3: Causal-RuLSIF is tested on 3-multivariate time series with [SPA(XY)| = 3, ez = 4,1y = 50, ng = 1

with soft mechanism change .Every line with a different color corresponds to a different algorithm and different linestyle

corresponds to a different setting. X7 in the legend means the algorithm is applied to each univariate time series while

V' means the algorithm is used for the whole n-variate time series V. Every marker corresponds to the average accuracy

rate or average running time over 100 random trials. The error bar represents the standard error for the averaged
[T —

j
statistics. a) Influence of T" on estimation error Tle b) ROC curves for different 7T'.

For all the baselines, we either apply them to the entire n-variate time series or to each component X7. In the former
scenario, multiple change point estimations are expected, making it difficult to determine which corresponds to which
univariate time series. For the RuLSIF method, we select the estimations with the top n change scores and randomly
assign them to each univariate time series. Regarding RF, CIM, ecp, and kscp3o, even if the optimal estimations are
selected when T7 is known, their performance does not surpass ours. In the case of RF and C'I M, the change point
detection relies on the significance of certain statistics. If these methods fail to detect any change point, we set the
estimated change point to 7.

From Fig and Fig Causal-RuLSIF is not optimal when |[SPA(X7)| = 1. In this scenario, each variable
X tj only receives an incoming edge from its only parent X tj_l, indicating no correlation among different time series.
Therefore, it’s reasonable for some baselines to exhibit better performance when applied individually to each time series.
However, when \SPA(Xg )| > 1, our algorithm outperforms others, as it focuses on shifts in causal mechanisms given
other time series. The performance of Causal-RuLSIF decreases as |SPA (X g )| increases because the effective sample

size decreases with the number of parent configurations, which is 21SPA(X Dl for binary time series.

Additional experiments on hard mechanism change, the impact of T', the relative location of Tc1 and Tf, and runtime
analysis are provided in Appendix [C]

From Fig[3(a)]and Fig[3(b)] it is evident that increasing the length T of the time series V' enhances the performance of
Causal-RuLSIF, thus practically validating the consistency of the algorithm.

5.2 Case Study

Here, we construct an experiment with a real-world air pollution dataset. This dataset monitors the amount of PM
(coarse particles with a diameter between 2.5 and 10 micrometers) in the air. The 3-variate time series data records the
hourly concentration of PM | across three counties in California—Fresno, Mono and Monterey—from Jan to June
2023. There are a total of 4305 samples. Let X7, XMoo apnd XMont denote the indicators of PM10 exceeding 10
across the three counties.

Using Causal-RuLSIF, the change point estimators Tg for each X7 where j € [4] are shown in the Table along with
the parent sets before and after the estimated change point.

Based on the results, assuming there is one change point in PM10 concentration in Fresno, Mono, and Monterey during
the first half of 2023, the causal mechanism of PM g in Fresno is likely to shift on May 8, 2023. Additionally, while the
PM; levels in Fresno and Monterey are not influenced by other counties, a causal link from Monterey to Mono has
emerged after February 2, 2023.
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Table 1: Change point detection in PM( data with Causal-RuL.SIF

Causal-RuLSIF

X iﬁg {ﬂk}ke[g]: parent sets before and after Tg
XFr o 05/08/23 Xy {(xfn, xtrn,, xFrh
XMoo 0201723 {XMopl; [ XMoge, X Mopo, x Mont
XMt 04/04/23  {xXMM; { X Mopt

Without the ground truth and relevant knowledge about air pollution and other climate-related information, it is difficult
to determine the significance of the case study results. We hope this real data application can offer insights for experts
in other fields on detecting change points in the underlying causal mechanisms in practice.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a novel change point detection algorithm, Causal-RuLSIF, to identify significant changes
in causal mechanisms for discrete-valued time series data. By integrating a post-processing causal discovery stage
with divergence estimation dynamically, our algorithm accurately detects when causal mechanism shifts occur without
imposing constraints on the form of the shift. We provide a theoretical uncertainty analysis of the change point estimator.
Our empirical evaluation confirms the consistency and robustness of the proposed algorithm. It is possible that the
causal mechanism shift happens slowly over a short time period. It would be interesting to extend our approach to
handle such smooth changes.
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A Appendix

A.1 Preliminaries

A.1.1 Time Series Segments

In Fig. [Th), for X!, SPA(X}) = {X/ ,, X} |, X? 5, X} |}. Assuming V is binary time series with D = [0, 1], we
have:

1 1 2 3
Xt—? Xt—l X{,—2 Xt—l

1 0 0 0 0
2 1 0 0 0
El = 3 0 1 0 0 (17)
SISPA(X])] 1 1 1 1 SlSPA(th)‘ X |SPA(X5)|

With s = | D| = 2 and |[SPA(X7)| = 4, there are 16 = 2* configurations of SPA(X 7). Hence there are 16 Time Serles
Segments of X'. More specifically, X!(1) := {X7 :t € [rmax + 1, T], pa(X7) = [0,0,0,0]}, X*(2) :== {X] :
[Tmax + 1, T], pa(X;/) = [0,1,0,0]} and so on. For X3, SPA(X}) = {X2 5, X2 |, X? ;} and hence there are total

23 = 8 configurations. Flg') shows the construction of X3(1) and Flg[) illustrates 8 total Time Series Segments of
X3,

A.1.2 RuLSIF: Robust Distribution Comparison

Given two distributions p(-) and p’(-) defined over the same support, there exists many metrics measuring the distance
between them. In|Yamada et al.|[2013]], proposed a method named RuLSIF, with an a-relative divergence estimation
ro(z) and a corresponding metric, a-relative Pearson Divergence PE,, defined as following:

- p(z) _ p(x)
ro®) = T ahp@) +ap (@) al@) (19
PEa i= 3Eama, (ra(z) — 17 (19)

where « is a parameter used to bound the value of 7, (x). With IID samples, we can obtain a direct density-ratio
estimator 7, (x) using a kernel function, by minimizing a squared loss function. The estimator has been proven to have
a non-parametric convergence speed. In|Liu et al.|[2013]], the method was applied to tackle the change point detection
problem in time series using sliding windows. By dividing the time series into retrospective segments, a sequence of
RuLSIF measurements is obtained by assessing the distribution divergence between samples from two consecutive
segments. Peaks in the divergence score PFE,, can indicate change points within the joint distribution. The retrospective
segments in|Liu et al.|[2013] are high-dimensional, even for univariate time series V.

In our proposed method, we also utilize sliding windows. However, since the focus shifts from the joint distribution
to the causal mechanism, we do not construct high-dimensional retrospective segments from V. Instead, we create
one-dimensional consecutive segments on the Time Series Segments for each X/ C V. This approach avoids the Curse
of dimensionality and enhances the method’s robustness to the hyperparameters in the kernel functions, as will be
verified in the experiment section.

Since we apply the RuLSIF method to the Time Series Segments, the samples are IID. The distributions that need to be
compared are formalized as follows:

p(X, [spa(X7,) = £a) vs p(X7, [spa(X,) = £a) (20)
where A € [s'SPA(X£)|], t1 < T.and tg > T,.

To simplify matters, we use p(z) to denote p(th1 |spa(thl) = 3) and p’(x) represent p(X,f2 \spa(ng) = XA) in the
rest of the paper.

Fig [ provides a toy example demonstrating how the sliding window operates on Time Series Segments. From each
segment, a series of PE scores is obtained using two sets of samples from the two halves of the sliding windows. Denote
W; as the ith window, with W} representing the first half and W representing the second half.

12
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Figure 4: 8 Time Series Segments obtained from Fig for X3. This toy example illustrates the sliding windows with
Ty Nt for {X3(A)}aes)

In the ith sliding window containing one change point, without loss of generality, assume that the change point is
within the second half, W72, of the window. Thus, while the samples in W} come from p(x), the samples in W7? come
from a mixture distribution (1 — 3;)p(z) + B:p'(z), where j3; is the proportion of samples from p’(z) within W7.
Note that 3; is an unknown parameter, while ¢ is the known window index. Therefore, it is more accurate to denote
the divergence score for the ith window as PE,,. To clarify, we will use PE, 3, instead. By replacing p’(x) with
(1—Bi)p(x) + Bip' (x) in Eq[I8] we obtain the a5;-relative divergence estimation 74, (2) and the o3;-relative Pearson
Divergence for the ith window

- p() _ plx)
T (0 = B @) + B (@) e (@) @b
PEas, = 3B, [(ras, () ~ 177 )

A.1.3 Assumptions

Al. Sufficiency: There are no unobserved confounders.
A2. Causal Markov Condition: Each variable X is independent of all its non-descendants, given its parents
PA(X)inG.

A3. Faithfulness Condition Pearl|[1980]: Let P be a probability distribution generated by G. (G, P) satisfies
the Faithfulness Condition if and only if every conditional independence relation true in P is entailed by the
Causal Markov Condition applied to G.

A4. No Contemporaneous Causal Effects: Edges between variables at the same time are not allowed.
AS. Temporal Priority: Causal relations always point from the past to the future.

A6. Boundary Separation Assumption: There must be a minimum buffer period at both the beginning and the
end of the time series where change points cannot be detected. More specifically, the change point for each
time series X’ € V' cannot occur within the specified window size n.,.

A7. One change point per component time series: Vj, ¢/ = 1, that is, each time series X/ € V has only one
change point.

A8. Minimum Pearson Divergence: For each X’/ C V, there should exist a window W satisfying PE, 3, >

2 2 4 2 2 4
Tas; 5o 1—ap; TaB; oo a’BilIras; lse - . . :
H Ljf“ + Uzef )1(9 pillee 4 7P Hw sille i at least one Time Series Segments X7 (A).

Assumptions A1-AS are conventional and commonly employed in causal discovery methods for time series data. Our
approach requires specific Assumptions A6-A8 to be in place. To clarify, assumption A6 is essential because our
algorithm utilizes a series of sliding windows to obtain the divergence score by measuring the first half and the second
half of the samples within each window. If the change point is too close to the beginning or end of the time series, the
divergence score will not be significant enough to be detected. Assumption A7 is required since the sliding windows
are not directly applied on the original time series. Instead, multiple sub-time series are created and hence it is hard
to impose the constraint on the minimum distance among multiple change points, such as in Harchaoui et al.| [2009],

13
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Allen et al.|[2018] and (Chen and Chu|[2023]]. Assumption A8 is necessary for the proof, as it guarantees a significant
difference between two distinct causal mechanisms. This assumption is crucial because detecting the change point
successfully becomes highly unlikely if the two causal mechanisms are extremely similar.

A.2 Theoretical Guarantees

Theorem ensures that in the initial step of our algorithm, a superset of the true union parent set SPA X7 can be
obtained for all j € [n]. This guarantees the correct construction of Time Series Segments X7 (A), with IID samples.
Theorem [A.2]establishes that if the window W; contains samples from a single conditional distribution, the estimated
relative Pearson Divergence PE g, is close to zero with high probability. Lemma states that, as n,, increases,
the estimated relative Pearson Divergence will be close to the true relative Pearson Divergence up to some constant
with high probability. Lemma[A.4] proves that the Pearson Divergence will achieve the maximum if all the samples in
the first half window are from p and the samples i{l\ the second half window are from p’. Theoremestablishes a

confidence interval for the change point estimator 7.
Theorem A.1. Let SPA(X7) denote the union parent set of Xi and @(Xj ) denote the estimated union parent set

obtained from PCMCI algorithm on time series XJ with a Causal-shift causal mechanism, and the change point T’
satisfies T = % Under assumptions A1-A5,A7 and with an oracle (infinite sample size limit), we have that:

SPA(X/) C SPA(X]) (23)

Theorem [A.T] asserts that when samples are balanced, with half originating from one causal mechanism and the
remaining half from another, the estimated union parent set encompasses the true union parent set.

Proof. The proof follows the same logic as the Lemma 3.2 and 3.3 in |Gao et al.| [2023]]. In the semi-stationary
SCM, the samples are from multiple causal mechanisms and due to periodicity, heterogeneous samples from different
causal mechanisms are balanced. However, in the causal-shift SCM, as per Assumption A7, there are only two causal
mechanisms, and the samples are inherently unbalanced without specific clarification. With additional assumption
ch = %, we can draw the same conclusion as in|Gao et al.|[2023]]. O

Note that PE 5. series with parameter « and window index ¢ is a function of 7, nst, time series index j and Time

. . T — —=hA . .
Series Segments index A. For simplicity, we use PE,p, instead of PE 5. (1, nst) in the next section. Furthermore,
we need to emphasize that 7§, is not the length of V' but the length of the specific Time Series Segments.

Theorem A.2. Let I/Dﬁaﬂi be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X7 (A) C XJ C V. Under
assumption A6-A7, we have that Vi € {i : ing + 2ny, — 1 < T.}

Ay — 2 Ay
bst 10g Tsub Tsub

P(max [PE,g,| < 0y(1)) > 1 (24)

log Tsub _ [Teu
where by, = | 2522t | and ay, = [T
The window index ¢ satisfying ing, + 2ny, — 1 < T, guarantees that all the samples in W, are collected from the same
distribution. Theorem states that the maximum estimated PE series obtained from such windows are bounded

by any positive constant with probability 1 — —2x=2_ — 9w if p_ are larger than some threshold. In other words,

bst log Tsunb Tsub
Vk > 0,3dN such that Vn,, > N:

Ay — 2 f.

P(max |PEos| <k)=1- s s~ T (25)
Proof. Vi € {i : ing + 2ny — 1 < T'c}, the asymptotic expectation and variance of ﬁaﬁi is given by:
B(PEas) = PEus, +0p( =) 26)
= op( =) @)
V(PFas) = op(70) 29)

14
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The proof of the asymptotic expectation and variance can be found in Section B of|[Yamada et al.|[2013]]. By Chebyshev’s
inequality, we have:

1
(|PE0131‘ > kop(\/n—)) < (29)

1
k2
Denote A; as the event that |1/3Ea 8| > k;op(f) By Boole’s inequality, the union bound of the series for ¢ € {i :
ingt + 2ny — 1 < T'c} is given by:

L|Tqub\ 2an+1

st |Tsub| 2N
| Haupl=2nw j 4y [ 41
P, IRERE V) P a0)
i=0
ITsub|72nw
U QUI:L\St2"WJ+1 c LT—J —|— 1
P(Nico A) 21— 31
That is, the probability that the maximum value of {PE,z, }i s 2™~ '<T2 is less than ko, ( \/%) is larger that
[Tsubl—2nw
1- % The same results hold for Vi € {i : ing > T'c}.

Let ngy = bgt log Tyup, kK = /Ny and make ny, a proportion of 74, which can be denoted by al where by and a, are
both constants.

‘We have:

[Tsub | — _9

P(_E=r i A%) > 1

Qv

v - v 32
bst log T T (32)

In other words, the likelihood that the maximum PE,, ;, encompassing all samples before T or after 77, is less than

Nwo(1/Ty ) is greater than 1 — bs‘tvg(;;T — . More specifically:

-2 Ay

) >1— w2 fw (33)

P(mlax|PEaﬁi| < /Nwop( balogT T

1
vV w
O

Lemma A.3. Let F/’Ea@i be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X7(A) € X/ C V. Under
assumption A6-A7, we have that Vi € {i : T? < ing + 2ny — 1 < T? 4+ ny},

1
P(PEag, —ci = (/i = oy(—=) < PEap, (34)
1 1
< PBag, + it (Vi +1)op(—2=)) > 1 - o= (35)
2 32| 4 282
where ¢; = Iresile | 0=aB)lras, e 4 o®Plras %,

The window index i satisfying T/ < ing + 2ny, — 1 < TJ + n,, guarantees that all the samples in W} are collected
from p(z) and samples in W.} are from a mixture distribution (1 — 3;)p(z) + B;p’(x). Lemma states that the
estimated error between the estimated PE series and the true PE value is smaller than a constant with probability 1 — %
if ny, are larger than some threshold. In other words, Vk > 0, 3N such that Vn,, > N:

_ 1
P(|PEop, — PEop,| <k+¢)=1— — (36)

W

Proof. Vi € {i: T, <ins+ 2n, — 1 < T, + n,, }, the asymptotic expectation and variance of I/DEQM is given by:

_ 1

E(PEaﬂi) = PEQ/Bi + Op(m) (37)
== Iragllze | (1= aBi)?llrasllae | @67 lras.lls 1

V PEa ) — 7 1100 7 1100 3 i 1100 —). 38
(PBag,) = =g - =+ 1674, 6, TG (38)

15
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2 2 4 202 4
SR 2. lragllsc | (A=aBi) llragllsc | @”Bilras;lis
For simplicity, let o = yrowmnli T + T

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have:

— 1 1 1
p(|]DEa[3i — PEQBZ. — Op(\/Tiwﬂ > k(O’Z +Op(7w))) S ﬁ (39)

— 1 1
P(IPEas, = PEag; — 0p(—=)| < k(0i + 0p(—=))) > 1 - 15 (40)

Hence we have:

— 1 1
) < PEag, < PEag, + koi + (k+ 1)op(—=)) > 1 - — (41)

1
PE.g, — ko — (k — 1o, (——
p( aBi kal (k )Op(m — — p \/m k2

Let k£ = \/ny and make n,, a proportion of 7', which can be denoted by al where a; is a constant.

We have:

1 — 1
\/TTI) < PE.p, < PEqpg, +¢i + (Vnw + UOP(\/TTV)) (42)

>1—i (43)

P(PEagp, — ci = (v/iw — 1)op

I\Taa 12 + (1=0aBi)lIrap, 5 + o?BF|Ira, I
16 16

where c
O

Since we only discuss the discrete distribution, therefore we can assume that there are k realizations of any variable X tj
from 1 to k. For simplicity, we denote p(z = k) as py, and p/(z = k) as p),.

Lemma Ad4. Let PE,g, be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X’ (A) C X C V. Under
assumption A6-A7, we have that Vi € {i : T < ing + 2ny — 1 < T? + ny},

* PE,g, >0

* PE,g, is a monotonically increasing function regarding i (or 3;).

2
* max PE,3, = % 22:1 M’W — % where B* is the largest proportion of samples from p'(z)

H 2 . )
over those second windows {\W:}, i i\ on 1 qiip -
achieve the maximum when all samples of W} are from p(x) and all samples of W? are from p'(z), that is,

max; 3; = L.

For appropriate ny, and ng, max PE,g, can

Lemma[A.4]suggests that the true PE series derived from the sequence of sliding windows is a monotonically increasing
function with respect to 3; if the samples in the second half of the sliding windows are from a mixture distribution,
indicating that the change point is located within the second half of the sliding windows. Similarly, employing the same
reasoning, the true PE series becomes a monotonically decreasing function with respect to 3; if the samples in the first
half of the windows are from a mixture distribution, that is, ¢ € {i : TJ F Ny < ingt + 2Ny — 1 < TJ + 2ny }. Here,
B; represents the proportion of samples from p(z) over the first half Windows

Proof. Treat PE, 3, as a function of o := af3;.

1 1
PEOL@, = §E (I)[ aﬁ,( )] - 5 (44)
k
1 Ph 1
= - —_———— 45)
2 ,,Z:: (1—a)pn +ap,™" 2
k
— 1 b _ 1 (46)
2o+ (e —1)a 2
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‘We have:
k
flay=S —Pr A7)
hgl 1+ (Z—Z —1a
k —p & -1
S W(Z 1) s
=1 ( (ph —Da)?
k 2p Ph -1 2
Z h(p ) 49)
h=1 ( o — 1)’

Since % >0and 0 <« <1,wehave 1+ (% — 1)a > O for any j € [k], hence f”(«) > 0, leading to an increasing
function f/(«).

k
/(@) => (pn - (50)
h=1
Hence f(«) is an increasing function in terms of o and
k
fla) = f(0) = pn =1, witha € [0,1] (51)
h=1

O

Theorem A.5. Let JgE’agi be the estimated PE series for one Time Series Segments X7 (A) C X7 C V and T? denote
the true change point in this Time Series Segments. T denotes the estimator of T? obtained by:

T/ = arg; max PE 3, (52)
Under assumption A6-A8, we have that given large enough ny, Vi € [Ty + 1, T
~ , Gy — 2 a 1
P(|T? —=T?| < 2ny) > (1 — —= - —)(1-— 53
(| ¢ ¢ | " ) ( bst log Tsub Tsub )( Ty ) ( )

L log Tsub J

2=t | and ay = |

where by, =

Tsun ‘|
Ny |7

Proof. From Theorem[A.2] Vk; > 0,3N; such that Vn,, > Ny, we have Viy € {i1 : i1ng + 2ny — 1 < Te}:

— Ay — 2 [
P(max|PE,3, | <ki)>1- — (54)
( i ‘ Pia 1) bst IOg Tsub Tsub
From Lemma Vko > 0, 3N7 such that Vny, > N, we have Vig € {i : T? < igng + 2ny — 1 < T? + ny }:
— 1
P(|PEag,, = PEap,| <kz+ci) =1— — (55)
With Assumption A8, Ji5 such that PE.gp,, > ci,, hence Ak, ke > O:
PEaﬁi2 > ciy + ko + k1 (56)
Hence we can replace k; with PEOéBi2 — ¢, — ko in Eq and then we have:
P(max|PEos, | < PEag,, —ciy —hy) > 1— v 2 0w (57)
1 ‘ ‘2 2 bst log Tsub Tsub
From Lemma[A.3] we have:
PEqp,, — ks — ciy < PEqg,, < PEag, + ko +ci, (58)

holds with probability 1 — -L-.
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As samples in W, and W;, are IID, the events in Eq[57|and Eq[58]are independent, resulting in:

Ay — 2 Ay 1
- - 1- — 59
bst log Tsub Tsub )( Ny ) ( )

P(max |PEag, | < PBag,,) > (1
11

for Viy € {iy :i1ng + 2ny — 1 < T.} and Jig € {i: T < ionge +2ny — 1 < T +ny ).

From Lemma[A.4] we know that 38" such that PEjg- = max PE,g,, . Denote i§ = arg;, max PEqg,, .

Since PE,g,, is a monotonically increasing function regarding f3;, then the true change point 7. must satisfying:
PEapy, > PEage > PEag,,, (60)

Vig € {i: TY <igng; + 2nyw — 1 < TJ + ny } as ng, ny and T has jointly determined j3;. The proof for situations

that {i1 : i1ng, > T'c} and ig € {i : T 4+ ny < ing + 2ny — 1 < T? + 2n,} follows the same logic.

With EqJ60] we finally have:

Ay — 2 Ay 1

- - 1— — 61
bst log nub ,Arsub )< T ) ( )

P(|IT? —T?| < 2n,,) > (1

B Generate Binary-valued Time Series

The generation process have three steps.

1. Determine time series length 7, number of time series n of the multivariate time series, data domain D,
maximum time lag Ty,.x. Randomly generate 77, j € [n], satisfying Deﬁnitionand Assumption A6-A7.
Additionally, in order to guarantee enough samples in each time series segment, we also control the size of the
union parent set, that is, [SPA X7 |.

With 7, Timax and the number of change points for each component time series ¢/, one binary edge array
with dimension [n, ¢/ + 1,71, Tinay + 1] is randomly generated, where the first n denotes the index of parent
variable, ¢/ denotes the number of change point, the second n represents the index of target variable (child)
and 7,,ax + 1 denotes the time lag. With Assumption A7, ¢/ = 1 for all j € [n]. 1 in this binary edge array
means that there is an edge from the parent variable to the child variable with the corresponding time lag; 0
means that there is no cause-effect between two corresponding variables.

For soft mechanism change, the parent set remains the same before and after the change point, hence the
binary edge array satisfies [:,0, :,:] = [, 1, :, :]. For hard mechanism change, the binary edge array must satisfy
[,0,::] # [5, 1,51

2. With the randomly generated binary edge array controlled by |[SPA X7 |, a full causal graph for this n-variate
time series is obtained. Given this edge array and data domain D, parent configuration matrices {7} jeln)
are obtained. Corresponding to {37} je[n]> conditional probability tables (CPTs) are randomly generated. For
instance, in Fig. [l X has a ¥/ with dimension 16 x 4, resulting in 16 conditional distributions of X} given its
specific parent configuration.

3. Fill the starting points { X' J }je[n) With randomly generated binary data. Starting from time point £ > Tiax,

t<Tmax
generate vector X, over time according to the CPTs, until ¢ achieves 7.

Please note that since our algorithm can be extended to handle multiple change points, the generation process can also
be easily extended to accommodate such settings.

C Additional Experiments

From Fig[5(a) and Fig[5(b)} it’s apparent that a large n,, may affect the performance of Causal-RuLSIF. This issue
still stems from sample efficiency. The total number of windows for a specific time series segment X7 (A) is given

by L‘T“‘;LI#J + 1, where Ty, = | X7(A)]. Increasing ny, decreases the total number of windows, resulting in less
information collected, as smaller n., is sufficient to estimate PFE scores with kernel functions.

As demonstrated in Fig[6(a)] and Fig the performance of Causal-RuLSIF remains consistent regardless of the
distance between the change points 7} of X! and 7?2 of X2.
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Figure 5: Causal-RuLSIF is tested on 3-multivariate time series with 7' = 6000, Tyax = 4, [SPA(X7)| = 3,ns = 1
with soft mechanism change .Every line with a different color corresponds to a different algorithm and different linestyle
corresponds to a different setting. X7 in the legend means the algorithm is applied to each component time series while
V' means the algorithm is used for the whole n-variate time series V. Every marker corresponds to the average accuracy
rate or average running time over 100 random trials. The error bar represents the standard error for the averaged
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Figure 6: Causal-RuLSIF is tested on 3-multivariate time series with 7" = 6000, Tiax = 4, |SPA(X7)| = 3,ny =
50, ngy = 1 with soft mechanism change .Every line with a different color corresponds to a different algorithm and
different linestyle corresponds to a different setting. X7 in the legend means the algorithm is applied to each component
time series while V' means the algorithm is used for the whole n-variate time series V. Every marker corresponds to the
average accuracy rate or average running time over 100 random trials. The error bar represents the standard error for
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the averaged statistics. a) Influence of |7} — T?| on estimation error AR

Fig. |7|shows the running time needed for each algorithm in seconds. Cross-validation techniques is time-consuming. It
is beneficial that cross-validation is not needed for binary time series data for Causal-ReL.SIF. Additionally, in order
to have a better illustration of implementing dynamic divergence measurement on Time Series Segments, we have
conducted experiments on randomly generated binary time series and plot the PE divergence series obtained from the
Time Series Segments.

The estimated PE divergence series shown in Fig. [8|for one Time Series Segment verifies Theorem .1 Lemmal[A.4]and
Theorem empirically. For window index ¢ smaller than around 500 or larger than around 900, PE; score is very
close to zero. For window index ¢ between 500 and 900, ISL\?Z- first monotonically increases and then monotonically
decreases over the window index i and the maximum value is achieved at 7, ¢ = 864, which equals to the true change
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Figure 8: One estimated PE divergence series obtained on one Time Series Segment.

point in this Time Series Segment. Furthermore, the maximum of the PE score line is equal to the true PE value, which
is denoted by the dashed orange horizontal line.
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