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Abstract

Motivated by two distinct types of biomedical time series data, digital health monitoring and neu-

roimaging, we develop a novel approach for changepoint analysis that uses a generalised linear mixed

model framework. The generalised linear mixed model framework lets us incorporate structure that is

usually present in biomedical time series data. We embed the mixed model in a dynamic programming

algorithm for detecting multiple changepoints in the fMRI data. We evaluate the performance of our

proposed method across several scenarios using simulations. Finally, we show the utility of our proposed

method on our two distinct motivating applications.
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1 Introduction

Technological innovations in the biomedical sciences have led to an increase in the amount of and the quality

of time series data collected from individuals. Two distinct examples of biomedical time series data we use in

this paper are 1) data from at-home devices in digital health and 2) brain scans from a neuroimaging study

on non-suicidal self-injury (NSSI). In the former, using time series data from a longitudinal study, we are

interested in using activity monitoring data to model people’s routine across two months, and identify subtle

departures from their routine. In the latter, we are interested in using resting-state functional magnetic

resonance imaging (rs-fMRI) data, which is represented by a multivariate time series for each individual, to

quantify the strength of interactions between different regions of the brain, and investigate if the changes

in these interactions can be used as a biomarker for NSSI. In this paper, we are interested in identifying

the times for which the properties of the time series data change, also known as changepoint analysis.

The identification of these shifts and changes in the properties of the time series data provide insights into

human behavior or the temporal dynamics of brain activity. Our main contribution in this article is the

development of generalised linear mixed effects models for changepoint analysis of time series data. Though

the two examples are very distinct, the same modelling framework can be adapted in a manner that leverages

the structure present in the biomedical time series data.

Changepoint analysis has a long history and has been applied to time series data from many scientific

fields, from climate time series to financial time series (Truong et al., 2020). Generally, these methods were

developed to identify changes in the mean, variance, or regression coefficients for continuous-valued time

series (Killick et al., 2012; Fryzlewicz, 2014; Shi et al., 2022; Zeileis et al., 2002). There have also been

some developments for Poisson and binomial data (Franke et al., 2012; Pignatiello Jr and Samuel, 2001).

These methodological developments allowed practitioners to use changepoint analysis across many scientific

disciplines, from studying the climate (Lund et al., 2023), to patterns in human home activity (Taylor et al.,

2021a), to brain connectivity (Cribben et al., 2013), and to closing prices of stock market indices (Cho

and Fryzlewicz, 2015), among many others. However, methodological developments are fairly limited for

biomedical time series data. Biomedical time series data generally contains structure, and this can affect

the properties of the data. For instance, in our first example on data from at-home devices, the study had a

longitudinal design, and so the time series data has two sources of correlation: the autocorrelation over time

within a series and the within-individual correlation from the repeated measures. In our second example on

data using rs-fMRI time series, the data is multivariate, and the different dimensions of the rs-fMRI data

form an interconnected community structure (Yang et al., 2024). Accounting for the structure in the time

series data is critical to accurately characterise the phenomenon of interest, and will improve performance
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in estimation and statistical inference.

The mixed model framework is one approach to account for the structure present in the data. Random

effects can be carefully specified to model the structure in the data. For instance, in our first example,

random effects can account for the repeated measures within an individual. In our second example, the

covariance structure of the random effects can model the interconnected community structure. Prior works

have successfully used random effects in changepoint models to account for the longitudinal structure in the

data (Dominicus et al., 2008; Lai and Albert, 2014; Naumova et al., 2001). These developments, however,

were made only for longitudinal models for the mean, and thus, are not applicable to time series data. These

developments nevertheless provides a foundation for using random effects for changepoint analysis, and so

we will extend these methods to time series data. Random effects can also be used to parameterize the

interconnected community structure in multivariate biomedical time series data (Yang et al., 2024). We will

build on and extend this approach to changepoint analysis. Altogether, the mixed model framework is a

flexible modeling framework for changepoint analysis of biomedical time series data. We will show how the

careful specification of the random effects will result in a model that can account for the structure in the

data.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the mixed model framework we will use

for modelling changepoints, with details for the generalised linear mixed effects regression (GLMER) model,

linear mixed effects covariance (LMEC) model, and the Pruned Exact Linear Time (PELT) algorithm for

changepoint estimation. In Section 3 we use simulations to show the performance of the GLMER and

LMEC models. In Section 4, we show two distinct applications of our models: at-home activity monitoring

and resting-state functional magnetic resonance imaging (rs-fMRI). Section 5 concludes the article with a

discussion.

2 Methods

In the general setting, we consider a collection of time series {yt,i,j} observed at times t = 1, . . . , n, for each

group i = 1, . . . ,K where the i-th group contains ki time series indexed as j = 1, . . . , ki. We assume there are

M ordered changepoints at times 0 = τ0, τ1, . . . , τM , τM+1 = n that partition the data into M +1 segments.

Each segment is assumed to follow a common distributional form but with parameters, particularly the

means or the covariance matrices, that differ across segments. In the following subsections, we develop

mixed effect models for changepoint analysis of a univariate or multivariate time series.
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2.1 Generalised Linear Mixed Effects Regression Model

In many applications, the mean behaviour can be split into a global mean, µ and a group specific mean, µi.

The simplest form of a linear mixed effects model is,

E(yi,j) = µ+ µi + ϵi,j , (1)

where ϵi,j is iid across i, j with mean zero and variance σ2
i and the random effects {µi} are mutually

independent of the error terms {ϵi,j}. Note that we have dropped the subscript t as we consider the model

within a specific segment.

Generalising this across exponential family distributions and incorporating external regressors we can

write the Generalised Linear Mixed Effects Regression (GLMER) model as,

yi|b ∼ Distr
(
µi, σ

2
)

(2)

g(µ) = Xβ + Zb, (3)

where Distr is the conditional distribution,X are the external regressors with associated estimated coefficients

β, and Z are the random effects with estimated coefficients b. To recover equation (1) we set X to be a

vector of 1’s, Z to be a matrix where each column is a 0-1 variable indicating the grouping, and g(·) to be

the identity link.

In our simulations and applications, we consider the cases where Distr is Normal (with identity link

function) or Bernoulli (with logit link function). As we fit these to each segment, we keep the model form

(X and Z) the same and only the estimates β and b can vary across segments.

2.2 Linear Mixed Effects Covariance Model

We now consider the situation where we are interested primarily in the covariance matrix of the data. First,

we arrange our data as follows. Let y = (y1,1, y1,2, . . . , y1,k1
, y2,1, . . . yK,kK

) be a n ×
∑

i ki matrix of our

time series data, recalling that each yi,j is a time series of length n. Let µ = (µ1, . . . , µK)′ with K × K

covariance matrix Σµ = Cov(µ) = (σµ,uv) and ϵ = (ϵ11, . . . , ϵKkK
)′ with diagonal

∑
i ki ×

∑
i ki covariance

matrix Σϵ = Cov(ϵ) = diag(σ2
ϵ,11, σ

2
ϵ,12, . . . , σ

2
ϵ,1k1

, σ2
ϵ,21, . . . , σ

2
ϵ,KkK

). The covariance matrix of the data, Σ,

is thus a function of Σµ and Σϵ. The assumptions we make about the within-group and between-group

covariance structure leads to different structures for the covariance matrix of the data. We focus on two

structures: i) the Uniform-Block structure, and ii) the Heterogeneous-Block structure.

The Uniform-Block (UB) structure was developed by Yang et al. (2024), motivated by the strong intercon-
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nected community structure often present in high-dimensional biomedical data. The UB structure partitions

the covariance matrix into submatrices such that the covariance matrix can be represented using a block

Hadamard product. We need more notation to describe this representation. First, let A = diag(a1, . . . , aK),

where a1, . . . , aK > 0, and let B = (bij) be a K × K covariance matrix. Let Idu be the u × u identity

matrix, 1u×v be the u×v matrix of 1s, and let k = (k1, . . . , kK) be a vector of positive integers that indicate

the size of each group, assuming ki > 1 for each group i = 1, . . . ,K. Define Id(k) = Bdiag(Idk1
, . . . , IdkK

),

where Bdiag(·) constructs a block-diagonal matrix, define J(k) = (1ku×kv ), and let ◦ be the block Hadamard

product such that A ◦ Id(k) = Bdiag(a1Idk1
, . . . , aKIdkK

) and B ◦ J(k) = (buv1u×v). With these notations

and definitions in place, then Σ has the UB structure if

Σ = A ◦ Id(k) +B ◦ J(k). (4)

Relating this to the covariance matrices of the random effects, note that the UB structure imposes further

assumptions on Σϵ. Specifically, suppose we have within-group homogeneity, i.e., σ2
ϵ,i1 = . . . = σ2

ϵ,iki
for each

i = 1, . . . ,K, and so we drop the last index to simply σ2
ϵ,i. This reduces the number of parameters of Σϵ

from
∑

i ki down to K, and we can instead use the representation Σ̃ϵ = diag(σ2
ϵ,1, . . . , σ

2
ϵ,K). From here, the

linear mixed effects covariance model with the UB structure has the following form for the covariance matrix

of the data:

Σ = Σ̃ϵ ◦ Id(k) + Σµ ◦ J(k). (5)

The within-group homogeneity imposed by the UB structure may not be desirable, and one can instead

keep Σϵ to be a diagonal matrix with no further restrictions on the diagonal entries. This leads to the linear

mixed effects covariance model with the Heterogeneous-Block (HB) structure, which has the form

Σ = Σϵ +Σµ ◦ J(k). (6)

The HB structure still models the interconnected community structure like the UB structure, but allows for

within-group heterogeneity. An important consideration, however, is the number of parameters. Note that

Σ̃ϵ ◦ Id(k) has K parameters, whereas Σϵ has
∑

i ki parameters. Thus, the HB structure may be prohibitive

for high-dimensional time series, especially if the length of the time series is short relative to the number

of dimensions. Altogether, the choice of the structure depends on the data, but can also be determined by,

e.g., exploratory data analyses on the diagonal entries within each group.

We now describe how to estimate the parameters of the model for both the UB and HB structures. We
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arrange the time series data column-wise, keeping together the series that are in a group. Let S be the∑
i ki ×

∑
i ki sample covariance matrix for y. Our goal is to use the group structure in the data to provide

an estimated matrix that has either a UB or HB structure. Note that both a covariance matrix with either

a UB or HB structure can be formed by block matrices with sizes determined by k. We use k in the same

way to partition S to blocks so that S = (Suv). If we use the UB structure, Yang et al. (2024) derived the

following method-of-moment estimates:

σ̂µ,uv =


sum(Suv)

kukv
, u ̸= v,

sum(Suu)−tr(Suu)
ku(ku−1) , u = v,

(7)

σ̂2
ϵ,u =

tr(Suu)

ku
− σ̂µ,uu, (8)

for u, v = 1, . . . ,K, where sum(·) denotes the sum of all the entries of the matrix, and tr(·) denotes the trace

of the matrix. Yang et al. (2024) derived theoretical properties of the estimates in Equations (7) and (8),

which included strong consistency, asymptotic efficiency, and asymptotic normality.

Note that Equation (7) is the average of the diagonal elements (when u = v) or the average of the

off-diagonal elements (when u ̸= v) of Suv, and from Equation (8) we see that σ̂µ,uu + σ̂2
ϵ,u is the average of

all the diagonal elements of Suu. We use this same logic if we instead use the HB structure, where we only

need to revise the estimate of Σϵ. Let Sij be the (i, j)-th element of S. Then our revised estimate for the

HB structure is

σ̂2
ϵ,uj = diag(Suu)j − σ̂µ,uu, (9)

where diag(Suu)j is the j-th diagonal element of Suu.

2.3 Changepoint Estimation

Within the mixed effect models described in the previous subsections, the parameters are fit via maximum

likelihood, least squares, or similar methods. Bringing back our reliance on time, the previous sections seek

to optimise the no changepoint scenario

n∑
s=1

C(ys|θ) (10)

for θ. Here C(·) is a measure of fit given fitted parameters θ̂ which, throughout this paper, will be twice

the negative log-likelihood. Recall that in describing the models for the individual segments we drop the
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subscript on t, here we similarly drop the subscripts i, j and assume that

C(ys|θ) =
∑
i,j

C(ys,i,j |θi).

As written, (10) has a single model fit (and parameters) for all time points s = 1, . . . , n. Recall that we

define changepoints at times 0 = τ0, τ1, . . . , τM , τM+1 = n. Under the changepoint assumption the model

parameters are restricted to be the same across segments of data and we seek to optimise,

min
τ,M

M∑
m=0

τm+1∑
s=τm+1

C(ys|θ̂m+1). (11)

Due to the discrete nature of both the number and location of changepoints, standard estimation methods

cannot be directly applied. We now have a model selection problem where you need to select the appropriate

number of changepoints and in turn, their location. This is akin to choosing the number of regressors in a

regression problem. Left free, the optimisation of (11) would choose the maximum number of changepoints

and so, as in the regression context, we need to penalize to obtain a parsimonious fit. Zheng et al. (2022)

demonstrates that penalties of the form CM log(n) are consistent for likelihood-based cost functions, C(·),

and constant C with respect to n. Thus we optimize,

F (n) = min
τ,M

M∑
m=0

τm+1∑
s=τm+1

C(ys|θ̂m) + CM log(n). (12)

Optimizing (12) over all possible combinations of M and τ is a computationally intensive task. Killick

et al. (2012) demonstrates how a combination of dynamic programming and pruning the search space can

reduce the computational burden from O(2n) to O(n). Due to the independence of the segments, dynamic

programming allows us to rewrite the search for all changepoints in (12) in terms of the search for the last

changepoint,

F (n) = min
τ∗

F (τ∗) +

n∑
s=τ∗

C(ys|θ̂M ) + C log(n). (13)

Computing F (τ∗) recursively for τ∗ = 1, . . . , n recovers the optimal set of changepoints for penalty CM log(n)

in O(n2) computational time. To reduce this to O(n) one can prune the minimisation in (13). As the

minimisation is looking for the best last changepoint location, where there is an obvious changepoint location,

the best last changepoint is unlikely to be prior to the obvious changepoint. This intuition leads to a
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mathematically optimal pruning rule for an individual τ∗, if it satisfies

F (τ∗) +

t∑
s=τ∗

C(ys|θ̂M ) ≥ F (t).

Intuitively this says that if at any time in the recursive computation, a candidate last changepoint location,

τ∗, is more than C log(n) larger than the optimal likelihood at that time, t, it can never be the last change-

point at any future point so it can be pruned from the minimisation in (13). It was shown in Killick et al.

(2012) that this pruning rule exactly solves the same minimisation problem without approximation. The

authors call this algorithm, PELT, Pruned Exact Linear Time.

We use PELT as a wrapper for each of the mixed effect model forms discussed earlier in this section, by

using the appropriate negative twice the log-likelihood as C(·) in (13). The computational cost of this is then

O(Ln) where L is the computational order of evaluating the likelihood for a single segment. If summary

statistics can be utilised as is possible in (3) then L = p, the number of regressors.

3 Simulation Study

In this section we will assess the different base random effects models via simulation studies inspired by

our applications in digital health. We denote the different methods as, PELT-GLMER for the generalised

regresion model, PELT-LMEC-UB for the covariance model assuming uniform blocks, and PELT-LMEC-

HB for the covariance model assuming heterogeneous blocks. Our simulations intend to show when the

approaches perform well alongside violations of assumptions that may occur in applications which will

deteriorate performance.

We assess performance using the following metrics: number of detected changepoints (|M − M̂ |), mean

absolute error (MAE), defined as

MAE =
1

n

n∑
t=1

||θ̂t − θt||1,

where θ is the set of estimated parameters, e.g. binomial probability or covariance matrix. The MAE

assesses the impact of the estimated changepoints on the estimates of the parameters across all time points

and should be viewed in conjunction with the number and location of changepoints. For some applications

accurately estimating the number and location of changepoints is the primary objective, for others, the

parameter estimation is paramount and the changepoints are a nuisance.
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3.1 Practical Considerations

Our proposed method has three practical concerns: i) choice of parameters, ii) the grouping structure, and

iii) model assumptions.

The minimum segment length balances the need for having enough data to estimate the model parameters

(regression or covariance matrix) with being localised enough in time. Consequently, our method may miss

changepoints that occur rapidly. For the PELT-GLMER model, we a minimum segmet length of p. For the

covariance model, Ryan and Killick (2023) used a minimum segment length of 4p, but from our explorations

of the impact of this parameter on the performance of the method, we recommend a smaller value of 2p for

the minimum segment length. Note that PELT-LMEC-UB has K +
(
K+1
2

)
parameters to estimate whereas

PELT-LMEC-HB has p+
(
K+1
2

)
parameters. Assuming that K is much smaller than p, the value of 2p for

the minimum segment length provides a sufficient amount of data for estimating the parameters for either

method.

Recall the penalty term in PELT, CM log(n). Another parameter to set is the constant C in this penalty

term. If C is too small, then there will be more candidate changepoints, thereby increasing the possibility

for falsely detected changepoint locations. If C is too large, then only changepoints that lead to very large

changes in the likelihood will be detected. For all methods we use a BIC-like penalty; C = p for PELT-

GLMER and C = K +
(
K+1
2

)
for PELT-LMEC-UB and PELT-LMEC-HB, which is also the number of

parameters to estimate in the covariance matrix for LMEC-UB. This leads to a BIC-like penalty term. In

investigations not shown here, setting C = p+
(
K+1
2

)
, which is the number of parameters for LMEC-HB, led

to unsatisfactory performance for changepoint detection, especially whenever p was relatively large.

Our proposed method assumes a fixed and known grouping structure for the time series data. This affects

the estimates of the blocks in each of the UB and HB structures, thereby affecting model fit. One could use

a community detection or clustering algorithm to identify the groups in a data-driven manner (Wu et al.,

2021). We show in our simulation study the impact of misspecified groups on the performance. In our data

example, we used domain knowledge about the study and the data to create the groups.

Our proposed method assumes no temporal autocorrelation, which is often present in time series. Prior

works showed that temporal autocorrelation leads to an overestimation on the number of changepoints (Shi

et al., 2022; Gallagher et al., 2022; Ryan and Killick, 2023). Gallagher et al. (2022) recently showed how

one can incorporate the autocorrelation structure of the data for changepoint detection in univariate time

series, but adapting this to multivariate time series is beyond the scope of this work. In our simulations,

we show the detrimental effects of autocorrelation on our proposed method, and in our data example we

pre-whitened the time series.
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3.2 Generalised Linear Mixed Effects Model

Motivated by different approaches to our application we consider Bernoulli data from K = 4 groups (people),

each time series represents either a day (n = 96) or a week (n = 672), and we have either 14 or 56 replicates

(2/6 weeks of days and approximately a quarter/year for weekly data). The global mean probability can

either be constant or vary at changepoints, each replicate will independently simulate these from a Uniform

(0.1,0.9) distribution. Similarly, the group effect can either be constant or vary at changepoints with the

added scenario where a single group (final) or all groups can change at each changepoint. The group

effect is independently simulated from a Normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 0.05.

When simulating the data, we curtail the sum of the group and global effect to be between 0.01 and 0.99.

The smaller daily series are simulated with three changepoints at 28, 34 and 88. The larger weekly series

are simulated with 14 changepoints at 27, 87, 121, 181, 222, 282, 316, 376, 410, 470, 511, 571, 605, 665

representing wake and sleep with some variability across days. For each scenario, we simulate 500 replicates.

3.3 Linear Mixed Effects Covariance Model

We used five scenarios for our simulation study:

1. Zero changepoints. We simulated data from a zero-mean multivariate normal distribution with

random covariance matrices. This scenario assesses the false positive rate for each method.

2. One changepoint. We set the changepoint at τ1 = n/2, and within each segment, we simulated data

from a zero-mean multivariate normal distribution with random covariance matrices.

3. Multiple changepoints. We set the changepoints at τ1 = 0.4n, τ2 = 0.6n, and τ3 = 0.75n. Within

each segment, we similarly simulated data from a zero-mean multivariate normal distribution with

random covariance matrices.

4. Multiple changepoints, misspecified groups. We follow the same setup as in Scenario 3. However,

we deliberately misspecified too few groups to assess the impact of group misspecification.

5. Multiple changepoints, autocorrelated data. We follow the same setup as in the Scenario 3.

However, within each segment, we set yi,j,t = ϕyi,j,t−1 + zi,j,t, where, for a given t, we simulated

zt from a multivariate normal distribution with random covariance matrices. Note that our method

assumes temporal independence, thus, this scenario assesses of the impact of temporal autocorrelation.

In each of the above scenarios, we considered n ∈ {500, 1000} and K = 4 groups such that all groups contain

ki = 5 or ki = 15 many time series. Thus, the dimensions for both Σ and Σϵ was either 20× 20 or 60× 60.
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For Scenario 4, the dimensions for Σµ was 5× 5, but for the other scenarios its dimensions were 4× 4. Note

for Scenario 4 that this implies that there were truly 5 groups, but in the model we set K = 4. To construct

Σµ, we first simulated a random matrix from the Wishart distribution with degrees of freedom set to the

number of dimensions of the data (i.e., either 20 or 60) with scale matrix the identity matrix of appropriate

dimension, and then converted the simulated matrix to a correlation matrix. To construct Σϵ we created a

diagonal matrix with each diagonal entry simulated from the Uniform(0.75, 1.25) distribution. For scenario

5 with autocorrelated data, we used the above for simulating a structured covariance matrix to create the

covariance matrix for zt, and we set ϕ = 0.6.

We compare the performance of each of PELT-LMEC-UB and PELT-LMEC-HB in each of the above

scenarios to two competing methods: the Ratio method (Ryan and Killick, 2023) and the Wild Sparsified

Binary Segmentation (BSCOV) (Li et al., 2023), which we now briefly describe. The Ratio method uses a test

statistic based on the eigenvalues of the covariance matrices calculated between two segments of the data.

The Ratio method uses binary segmentation for changepoint detection. BSCOV, on the other hand, fits

an approximate factor model to the multivariate time series data, and then uses wild binary segmentation,

developed by Fryzlewicz (2014), for identifying the changepoints in the factor components.

In Tables 1 and 2, we see how each method performs in estimating the number of changepoints and the

covariance matrices. In the case where there was truly no changepoints present, all methods performed very

well with respect to their false positives. For the MAE in Table 2, we see that PELT-LMEC-HB and PELT-

LMEC-UB both performed better than Ratio, and this is due to PELT-LMEC-HB and PELT-LMEC-UB

assuming a structure for the covariance matrix whereas Ratio was unstructured. Interestingly, even though

the true covariance matrices was heterogeneous along the diagonal entries, assuming a UB structure led to

better performance with respect to MAE even at the higher dimension, and this is likely due to the lower

variance in the estimates as a result of averaging the estimates of the diagonal entries within a block.

When there was a single changepoint, PELT-LMEC-HB performed the best at estimating only one

changepoint. The Ratio method also performed very well, and BSCOV performed the worst of the four

methods. We also see that as the sample size increased each method performed better at estimating the

number of changepoints. We also see that the MAEs were similar or better was the dimensionality increased.

From Figure 1(a), we see that, for p = 20 and n = 1000, the location of the changepoints, if a method detected

one, was at or very close to the true changepoint location.

When there were M = 3 changepoints, all methods struggled at detecting all three changepoints, espe-

cially when p = 60. Recall that τ2 = 0.6n and τ3 = 0.75n, and so since they were relatively close in time

it was difficult for the methods to detect both of these changepoints. Indeed, from Figure 1(b) we see that

τ1 was the easiest changepoint for all methods to detect since that changepoint had the greatest frequency
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of being detected relative to the other two changepoints. However, when p = 60 and n = 500, all methods

struggled to detect any of the changepoints. For p = 60 and n = 1000, PELT-LMEC-HB performed the

best since it usually detected at least two of the changepoints, with τ2 having the lowest frequency of being

detected as shown in Figure 2(b). However, the other methods continued to struggle to detect any of the

changepoints. Indeed, from Figure 2(a), we see the poor performances of all methods except PELT-LMEC-

HB at detecting the changepoints. Note, however, that PELT-LMEC-UB generally had lower MAEs than

PELT-LMEC-HB as shown in Table 2, so even though the uniform assumption led to better estimates of

the covariance matrices, the heterogeneity assumption led to better estimates of the number and location of

changepoints.

When the number of groups specified for either PELT-LMEC-HB or PELT-LMEC-UB was fewer than

the true number of groups, their respective MAEs were smaller than the scenario when M = 3 but with

correctly specified groups, as shown in Table 1. This is likely due to the greater amount of averaging across

the dimensions of the time series, leading to a decrease in the variance of the estimates that overcame the

increase in the bias. While it may also seem that both PELT-LMEC-HB and PELT-LMEC-UB better

detected the number of changepoints, we point out that, from a visual assessment of Figure 2, the precision

of the estimates of the changepoint locations appear to be lower, since the distribution of the estimated

changepoints appear to be wider around the true changepoint locations.

Autocorrelation generally inflates false positives in changepoint detection methods that were not explicitly

designed to account for autocorrelation (Gallagher et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2022; Ryan and Killick, 2023), and

we observe that phenomenon here. In Figure 2(b), we see that all methods are not as precise at estimating

the changepoint locations. While Table 1 suggests that the Ratio method can estimate very well the number

of changepoints for p = 60 and n = 1000, we see in Figure 2(b) that the location of these changepoints are

not temporally precise at the true changepoint locations, with the most common changepoint it detected not

anywhere close to the location of a true changepoint. PELT-LMEC-HB and PELT-LMEC-UB both better

estimate the changepoint locations relative to BSCOV and Ratio, but these two methods also yield imprecise

estimates of the changepoint locations.

4 Applications

4.1 At-Home Digital Health Monitoring

Traditionally, point of contact with healthcare professionals was the way clinicians could monitor someone’s

health clinically. Over time, this leads to increased stays in hospital, inconvenient repeated appointments,
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(a) Single changepoint, p = 20
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(b) Multiple changepoints, p = 20

Figure 1: Histogram of the location of the detected changepoints in the simulations from two scenarios
obtained from each of the four methods. Dotted red lines correspond to the true changepoint locations. (a)
Single changepoint,w ith p = 20 and n = 1000. (b) Multiple changepoints, with p = 20 and n = 1000.
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(a) Multiple changepoints, p = 60
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(b) Multiple changepoints, misspecified groups, p = 60
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(c) Multiple changepoints, autocorrelated data, p = 60

Figure 2: Histogram of the location of the detected changepoints in the simulations from two scenarios
obtained from each of the four methods. Dotted red lines correspond to the true changepoint locations. (a)
Multiple changepoints, with p = 60 and n = 1000. (b) Multiple changepoints and misspecified groups, with
p = 60 and n = 1000. (c) Multiple changepoints and autocorrelated data, with p = 60 and n = 1000.
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|M − M̂ |
Simulation PELT PELT
Setting p n BSCOV LMEC-HB LMEC-UB Ratio

M = 0 20 500 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02
1000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

60 500 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

M = 1 20 500 0.68 0.00 0.50 0.04
1000 0.40 0.00 0.15 0.01

60 500 0.93 0.00 0.69 0.04
1000 0.89 0.00 0.31 0.00

M = 3 20 500 2.76 2.53 2.80 2.72
1000 2.51 1.54 2.20 2.08

60 500 2.93 2.45 3.00 3.00
1000 2.93 1.06 2.90 2.96

M = 3 20 500 2.65 2.55 2.81 2.52
misspecified 1000 2.31 1.71 2.24 1.54
groups 60 500 2.92 1.73 2.94 3.00

1000 2.90 0.60 2.69 2.95
M = 3, 20 500 1.96 2.33 2.44 2.16
autocorrelation 1000 2.37 1.45 1.73 8.38

60 500 2.68 2.81 2.87 2.00
1000 2.75 2.07 2.62 0.16

Table 1: |M − M̂ | for the estimated covariance matrix across all scenarios. The method that performed the
best at a given simulation setting and (p, n) combination had its entry in boldface font.

or discharge followed by adverse events in order to monitor effectively. With the advent of digital health

monitoring, a patient can permit healthcare providers to receive updates from tested and approved devices

at home. Similarly, those interested in monitoring their long-term health can purchase devices that track

health metrics over time.

Many of these devices are wrist-worn for continuous measurement or reminders are given through apps

to take measurements. These devices often have low adherence in specific patient groups. An alternative

approach is passive monitoring within the home. These devices provide a different type of data which can

often be combined with other health measurements when available.

We analyse data from four people who use the Howz at-home passive activity monitoring. The passive

sensors record movement or interaction with an object, e.g. opening the fridge, or turning the kettle on.

Howz summarize the data as a yes/no for whether there is any activity within a 15-minute window. This

results in 96 yes/no observations per day and we analyse 56 days of activity for each person.

Utilising the method described in section 2.1 we fit a Bernoulli distribution with logit link function to

each day of data. Each day of observations from an individual is a separate time series within the same

group, thus we have four groups. Prior analysis of similar Howz data (Taylor et al., 2021b; Gillam et al.,

2022) has identified that individuals in this cohort tend to have similar behaviour across days. Thus we
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MAE

Simulation PELT PELT
Setting p n LMEC-HB LMEC-UB Ratio

M = 0 20 500 443.67 419.37 800.86
1000 442.03 418.22 795.80

60 500 3079.58 2989.64 7049.65
1000 3008.23 2914.25 6986.55

M = 1 20 500 465.24 440.36 816.96
1000 450.39 431.95 813.02

60 500 3071.74 3084.37 7140.78
1000 3111.78 3073.81 7093.82

M = 3 20 500 379.61 366.79 555.48
1000 383.31 369.59 552.91

60 500 2914.51 2813.91 4823.67
1000 2971.55 2820.12 4859.30

M = 3 20 500 291.98 276.67 558.65
misspecified 1000 292.60 276.30 556.11
groups 60 500 2093.32 2000.45 4787.28

1000 2136.93 2023.94 4853.28
M = 3, 20 500 547.18 521.74 827.61
autocorrelation 1000 543.32 528.35 826.35

60 500 3972.77 3779.38 6912.02
1000 4142.04 3936.08 7172.31

Table 2: Mean absolute error (MAE) for the estimated covariance matrix across all scenarios. Since BSCOV
fits a factor model to the data and does not explicitly estimate covariance matrices, we did not evaluate its
MAE for estimating the covariance matrices, and hence was omitted. The method that performed the best
at a given simulation setting and (p, n) combination had its entry in boldface font.
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Figure 3: Daily Howz data with changepoints at 7am, 8:30am, 5:30pm, 10:15pm. The x-axis shows days for
each person, across four people.

expect to see global effects such as similar wake-up and bedtime changes in activity levels alongside group

effects related to an individual’s routine. Being able to describe routines that are common across individuals

as well as individual-level behaviour is important in providing insights for different purposes.

Segment 1 2 3 4 5
2.5% level 0.000 0.109 0.278 0.229 0.024

Mean 0.011 0.367 0.483 0.497 0.141
97.5% level 0.176 0.732 0.698 0.752 0.501

Table 3: Fixed effects and 95% bootstrap confidence intervals for the fixed effect probability of activity
across segments in Howz daily analysis.

We ran PELT-GLMER with a penalty of 56 log(96) for 56 days of data each with 96 observations. Figure

3 shows the data with the changepoints overlayed. It is clear that the first changepoint (7am) is driven by

a change in the first two participants. The second change (8:30am) looks to be driven by participants 1, 3,

and 4. The 5:30pm change is driven by participant 3 increasing, and participant 4 decreasing activity. The

final change at 10:15pm looks to be bedtime for participants 2 and 4, and the start of a bedtime routine

(increase in activity) for participant 1. Table 3 depicts the fixed effect, (global mean) for each segment

along with bootstrap 95% confidence intervals. This reflects the fact that the overall probability of activity

is higher during the day than in the two nighttime periods, and increases as the day progresses. Table 4

then depicts the deviation, on the logit scale, of the groups (each person) from this average behaviour. This

correlates with what we can determine visually, showing the largest variation across individuals is in the
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Person 1 2 3 4
Segment

1 8.135 13.246 -1.488 -16.737
2 3.227 7.309 -8.749 -1.707
3 -3.145 4.292 0.599 -1.746
4 -4.310 2.903 5.284 -3.878
5 5.258 -0.873 5.499 -9.470

Table 4: Contribution of the random effects, on the logit scale, of activity across segments and people in
Howz daily analysis.

initial nighttime (00:00-07:30) period corresponding to individuals who conduct activity (e.g., visiting the

bathroom) over night frequently to not at all.

Segment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2.5% level 0.000 0.349 0.238 0.062 0.000 0.108 0.257 0.182 0.044 0.000

Mean 0.005 0.600 0.469 0.221 0.004 0.435 0.457 0.511 0.224 0.005
97.5% level 0.178 0.825 0.713 0.526 0.192 0.817 0.670 0.825 0.604 0.120

Segment 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
2.5% level 0.272 0.057 0.000 0.245 0.220 0.016 0.000 0.027 0.261 0.012

Mean 0.504 0.213 0.017 0.458 0.517 0.200 0.015 0.463 0.465 0.148
95.5% level 0.739 0.547 0.159 0.662 0.830 0.692 0.116 0.971 0.677 0.535

Segment 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
2.5% level 0.002 0.254 0.274 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.239 0.292 0.008

Mean 0.019 0.457 0.533 0.266 0.034 0.158 0.442 0.554 0.086
97.5% level 0.110 0.675 0.795 0.874 0.154 0.887 0.663 0.802 0.392

Table 5: Fixed effects and 95% bootstrap confidence intervals for the fixed effect probability of activity
across segments in Howz weekly analysis.

When we consider each day as a time series within the same group we are implicitly assuming that each

day of the week behaves similarly. This may not be the case for individuals and prior analysis of this data in

Taylor et al. (2021a) indicated there could be day of the week effects in some individuals. To assess this, we

conducted the same analysis but creating each time series from a week of data instead of a day. The method

is agnostic to this choice and we simply modify the penalty to be 8 log(96∗7) to reflect the dimension change.

Figure 4 depicts the weekly changepoints there are at least three, usually four, changepoints each day. The

changepoints in the weekly analysis are very similar to the daily analysis. The first changepoint (07:30am)

is identified either exactly (3 days) or within 30 mins (4 days). Similarly, the final changepoint (10:15pm) is

identified eactly (4 days) or within 15 mins (3 days). The changepoint at 5:30pm is only identified exactly

on Tuesday and at 6:00pm on Thursday. Tables 5 and 6 give the fixed effects and random contribution to

the probability of events occurring in each segment. These show that whilst there is some variability in the

changepoints across days, the morning wake up and evening wind down times are fairly consistent across

days of the week, the variability is in the probability of activity within a day. These findings are important

for setting alerts to family members or carers if an individual hasn’t triggered a sensor in the morning, or is
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Figure 4: Weekly Howz data with changepoints. The x-axis shows weeks for each person, across four people.
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Person 1 2 3 4
Segment

1 3.286 4.019 -2.065 -2.065
2 0.097 1.491 -1.311 -0.316
3 -1.080 0.992 1.003 -0.913
4 0.883 -0.192 1.366 -1.871
5 3.201 4.041 -2.051 -2.051
6 1.631 1.297 -2.570 -0.239
7 -1.051 1.222 0.251 -0.419
8 -1.122 0.641 2.041 -1.568
9 1.369 -1.306 1.786 -1.620
10 2.952 3.775 -1.964 -1.964
11 -0.905 1.511 0.199 -0.807
12 1.008 -1.195 1.570 -1.195
13 1.666 2.758 -1.205 -2.310
14 -0.757 1.461 -0.026 -0.676
15 -1.621 0.728 2.029 -1.145
16 1.457 -0.334 2.181 -2.822
17 1.753 2.458 -1.154 -2.207
18 0.443 3.389 -3.123 -0.688
19 -1.106 1.268 0.354 -0.514
20 1.864 -0.184 1.441 -2.676
21 1.116 2.152 -0.682 -2.004
22 -0.328 1.515 -0.791 -0.393
23 -1.322 1.083 1.200 -0.963
24 1.104 -0.362 3.392 -3.525
25 0.594 1.773 0.362 -2.358
26 2.614 3.785 -3.308 -1.846
27 -0.726 1.381 -0.794 0.145
28 -1.226 0.743 1.363 -0.885
29 1.612 -0.595 1.750 -2.254

Table 6: Contribution of the random effects, on the logit scale, of activity across segments and people in
Howz weekly analysis

continuing to trigger sensors past their typical sleep time. In contrast, warnings within a day are likely to

be less useful as the routine across days can vary considerably more.

4.2 Dynamic Functional Connectivity in Resting-state fMRI

Functional connectivity (FC) is the area of neuroimaging research that studies patterns of interregional

interactions in the brain. Resting-state functional magnetic imaging (rs-fMRI) data, which consists of time

series data across spatial units (e.g., voxels, parcels, regions) can be used to noninvasively quantify FC.

Static FC assumes stationarity in the data, and the simplest approach is to calculate the correlation matrix

from the multivariate time series. However, there has been a rapid growth in interest in dynamic FC (dFC),

which assumes that FC changes over time (Lurie et al., 2020). There are several complementary analytic

pipelines for estimating dFC, with each approach making different assumptions about the data. Sliding
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window analyses (Allen et al., 2014) and hidden Markov models (Vidaurre et al., 2017; Fiecas et al., 2023)

are popular approaches for dFC analysis. Lurie et al. (2020) gave a more comprehensive overview of the

approaches and challenges with dFC analyses.

We analysed data from the Brain Imaging Development of Girls’ Emotion and Self (BRIDGES) Study, a

longitudinal study whose aim is to understand brain development in adolescents with non-suicidal self-injury

(NSSI). The BRIDGES Study recruited individuals 12-16 years of age who identified as female at birth and

who exhibited a continuum of NSSI severity representing four categories: No NSSI, Mild NSSI, Moderate

NSSI, and Severe NSSI (Nair et al., 2023). Our analyses focused on a cross-sectional assessment of the

rs-fMRI data from N = 137 adolescents. Detailed descriptions of data acquisition and preprocessing has

been reported elsewhere (Başgöze et al., 2021, 2023).

Our goal was to carry out a dFC analysis, and determine how dFC differs across NSSI severity. Following

our recent work demonstrating the relevance of the default network to suicidal risk in children (Wiglesworth

et al., 2023), here we focused our analyses on brain regions from the core hubs of the default mode network,

consisting of the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC), medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC), and posterior cingulate

cortex (PCC). Specifically, Glasser Clusters 18 and 19 contain the PCC and ACC/mPFC, respectively

(Glasser et al., 2016). We used these two Clusters from the left and right hemispheres of the brain to form

K = 4 groups, with each group containing 14 parcels, leading to time series data from
∑4

i=1 ki = 56 spatial

locations. We demeaned each time series, and removed the autocorrelation by fitting an autoregressive model

of order 8 to each time series and extracted the residuals. We then scaled the residual time series to have

unit variance, and we use the resulting time series in our analyses. In summary, our time series data had

length n = 904, and p = 56 dimensions that formed K = 4 groups with ki = 14 for each i = 1, . . . , 4,

obtained from N = 137 individuals. These individuals had NSSI classifications as follows: 40 No NSSI, 13

Mild NSSI, 51 Moderate NSSI, and 33 Severe NSSI.

For each individual, we fit the PELT-LMEC-UB and PELT-LMEC-HB methods to their data and then

we extracted the number of changepoints obtained from each method. PELT-LMEC-UB detected 0 change-

points in 108 individuals. This could be due to the method being prone to false negatives, as shown in our

simulations. PELT-LMEC-HB, on the other hand, detected a range of 0 to 5 changepoints across all indi-

viduals. Figure 5 shows the results from one individual for which PELT-LMEC-HB detected 2 changepoints,

giving rise to three segments and hence three correlation matrices. These three correlation matrices across

the three segments captures the temporal dynamics of functional connectivity between and within these brain

regions for this specific individual. We can also see in Figure 5 the “static” functional connectivity for this

individual, which is the correlation matrix of the data for this person assuming no changepoints. In contrast

to static FC, dFC captures the changes in the correlations over time, for instance, stronger correlations were
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Figure 5: Results of the changepoint analysis using PELT-LMEC-HB from one individual. Two changepoints
were detected, leading to three segments. The four matrices are correlation matrices, assuming no change-
points (Static FC) and also for each of the three segments (Dynamic FC). The black squares correspond to
the regions of the brain: the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) and medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC), and
posterior cingulate cortex (PCC), for each of the left and right hemispheres. These four regions form the
four groups in the analysis.

present during Segment 2 and weaker correlations were present during Segment 3.

In addition, Figure 5 gives us a qualitative look at the block structure in the correlation matrices,

both when assuming no changepoints and also within each segment after estimating the changepoints. The

subregions within the PCC, in particular, are strongly inter-correlated, and the PCC also shows strong

between-hemisphere correlations. In contrast, the ACC/mPFC has greater variability of the strength in the

correlations between its subregions, and its between-hemisphere block structure is not as strong as the PCC.

Not shown in the figure are the variances of each dimension of the time series. For Segment 1, the variances

for the ACC/mPFC Left, PCC Left, ACC/mPFC Right, and PCC Right, had ranges (0.84, 1.22), (0.84,

1.08), (0.81, 1.22), and (0.92, 1.15), respectively, thereby providing justification for the heterogeneous block

assumption.

To determine if this measure of dynamic functional connectivity has clinical relevance in this sample,
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we carried out a posthoc analysis on the number of changepoints using Poisson regression to determine the

association between NSSI severity and the number of changepoints. We set the the number of changepoints

as the outcome NSSI severity group as the predictor, with No NSSI as the reference group. Results from the

Poisson regression indicated a higher mean for the number of changepoints for those with Mild, Moderate,

and Severe NSSI relative to those with No NSSI, and the increase in the number of changepoints for both

Moderate and Severe NSSI relative to No NSSI was statistically significant (p-values = 0.017 and 0.023,

respectively). Given recent literature on the impact of motion on dynamic connectivity analyses (Laumann

et al., 2017), we also calculated each individual’s framewise displacement (FD), which is a measure of motion

at each time point; greater values of FD correspond to greater motion. We counted the number of time points

that each individual’s FD exceeded 0.3mm, and included this number as a regressor in the Poisson regression.

After adjusting for FD and age, the direction of the effects were the same, but only the increase in the number

of changepoints for those with Severe NSSI relative to No NSSI was statistically significant (p-value = 0.033).

Altogether, these results suggest greater temporal dynamics in the functional connectivity within the default

mode network as NSSI severity worsens.

5 Discussion

We used the mixed model framework to develop novel methods for changepoint analysis for time series data.

The mixed model framework is flexible, which allowed us to model univariate time series from a potentially

non-normal distribution, and model the covariance matrix of multivariate time series. We embedded the

mixed model in PELT for changepoint detection, giving rise to our methods that are flexible with respect to

data type and are computationally fast. Through extensive simulations, we showed the gains in performance

of our methods relative to existing methods, and showed how our methods perform in challenging scenarios.

Finally, we illustrated the flexibility of our methods through two distinct applications.

The flexibility of the mixed model framework allows for natural extensions of our methods. For PELT-

LMEC, we focused on covariance matrices with the UB or HB structure. Yang et al. (2024) further developed

methods for estimating a precision matrix whenever the covariance matrix had a UB structure, which may

be adapted for the HB structure and into PELT-LMEC. This would allow for changepoints in the graphical

structure of the data, as previously investigated by Cribben et al. (2013). We only used the UB and HB

structures, but one can use other structures or make other assumptions (e.g., sparsity) for the covariance (or

precision) matrix, though one should be mindful of the number of parameters in the covariance matrix and

the computational speed in estimating that structured covariance matrix.

Just as how our methods inherit the strengths of both the mixed modeling framework and PELT, they
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also inherit their limitations. For instance, there are parameters that must be set in advance, as described

in Section 3.1, which will affect the method’s performance. For instance, the combination of the minimum

segment length and the penalty will limit the method’s ability to detect changepoints whenever the dimen-

sionality of the data exceeds the length of the time series. A potential solution is to make strong assumption

about the data (e.g., the time series can be arranged to a small number of groups), or impose sparsity

constraints in the mixed model parameters as described above.
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