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1. Introduction

Owing to the advances in science and technology, high-dimensional data has been increasingly
important in many areas, such as genomics, neuroscience and finance among others. In the analysis of
high-dimensional datasets, often some kind of homogeneity assumption such as iid (independent and
identically distributed) is made, but in reality the data may exhibit certain breaks in its stochastic
property, especially when the data is ordered by time (e.g., stock return data) or one-dimensional
locations (e.g., gene expression levels indexed by genomic loci). This has motivated a growing
literature of change-point testing and estimation for the mean shift in high-dimensional data. See
Horvéath and Huskova (2012); Cho and Fryzlewicz (2015); Jirak (2015); Wang and Samworth (2018);
Wang et al. (2022); Enikeeva and Harchaoui (2019); Yu and Chen (2021); Zhang et al. (2021) for
some recent work.

A common feature of all above-mentioned papers is that they assume the second order properties
(i.e, covariance matrix for independent high-dimensional data) is time invariant, while the mean
may undergo changes at unknown times. This is a strong assumption and may be violated for many
high-dimensional datasets. See Section 6 for significant evidence of time varying heteroscedasticity
for a genomic dataset that has been analyzed by several researchers [Wang and Samworth (2018);
Wang et al. (2022); Zhang et al. (2021)]. When heteroscedasticity is present, the existing change-
point detection methods developed under the homoscedastic assumption may fail or their validity
remains unknown. For low dimensional time series, novel change-point detection methods have
been developed by Zhou (2013) and Gérecki et al. (2018) to detect mean changes while allowing
for second or higher order non-stationarity, but an extension of their methods to high-dimensional
setting is very nontrivial. In summary, there is a lack of methodology to detect mean changes for
high-dimensional heteroscedastic data.

In this article, we develop a novel test and estimation procedure that can detect change-points
in the mean when unconditional heteroscedasticity is present in the sequence of high-dimensional
observations. To facilitate our methodological development, we assume the following mathematical
framework: the p-dimensional observation at the ith time or location is
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where Z;’s are i.i.d. p-dimensional random vectors with mean 0 and covariance matrix ¥, and H (i/n)
is a px p diagonal matrix that models the unconditional time/location dependent heteroscedasticity.
We are interested in testing

Hy:py=po...= iy vs

Hy:dseNand 1<k <--- < kg <n such that

P = = ey T eyl = ettt = ke 7 1 = = [
Under Hy, k1, ..., ks are unknown change points. The estimation of the number s and location of
change-points (k1,- - , ks) is also addressed in the present paper. Note that when p = 1, our model

is similar to that in Gérecki et al. (2018), except that the latter paper allowed serial dependence
in {Z;}"_;. We do not pursue the more general, heteroscedastic and temporally dependent case,
as there are methodological challenges to handle temporal dependence in the high-dimensional
setting; see Section 7 for more discussions. Nevertheless, the temporal independence assumption is
commonly made in the literature of change-point detection of genomic data; see Jeng et al. (2010)
and Zhang and Siegmund (2012).

In this paper, we propose to build on the U-statistic based approach in Wang et al. (2022), who
extended the two sample U-statistic used in Chen and Qin (2010) from high-dimensional two sample
testing to change-point testing. In Wang et al. (2022), the sequence of observations is assumed to be
homoskedastic subject to mean shifts under the alternative, that is H(-) = I, (px p identity matrix).
They adopt the idea of self-normalization (Shao (2010b), Shao and Zhang (2010)) in forming their
test statistic and the theoretical validity of their SN-based test is shown under homoskedasticity.
When there is time-varying heteroscedasticity, we show that the asymptotic null distribution of the
SN-based test statistic in Wang et al. (2022) is no longer pivotal, and it depends on the unknown
H(:). To accommodate the unknown heteroscedascity, we propose to use the wild bootstrap to
directly approximate the finite sample distribution of the original class of U-statistics, instead of
doing self-normalization. With the aid of the recently proposed unconditional approach in justifying
bootstrap consistency [Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019)], we are able to show the consistency of wild
bootstrap under the framework (1) and derive the local asymptotic power under the one-change
point alternative. In the context of testing for one change point in mean, our bootstrap-based test
is free of tuning parameters, and performs well for a broad range of heteroscedastic models in our
simulation studies. Extensions to testing for multiple change-point alternative and estimation of
change-points using WBS (wild binary segmentation, Fryzlewicz (2014)) are also made. Note that
like Wang et al. (2022), our bootstrap-based test targets dense alternatives (i.e.when small changes
occur for a substantial portion of the components), which can be well motivated by real data and
is often the type of alternative we are interested in. For example, copy number variations in cancer
cells are commonly manifested as change-points occurring at the same positions across many related
data sequences corresponding to cancer samples and biologically- related individuals; see Fan and
Mackey (2017).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the test statistic and wild boot-
strap scheme for testing a single change point. An extension to testing multiple change points is also
made. Section 3 provides the assumptions and theoretical results for the proposed testing procedure
under the null and alternatives. In Section 4, we combine the WBS with our bootstrap-based test for
change-point estimation. Section 5 compares the bootstrap-based testing and estimation methods
with their counterparts in Wang et al. (2022) via simulations. Section 6 illustrates the usefulness
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of our method using a real dataset and Section 7 concludes. All technical details and proofs are
relegated to the appendix.

2. Test statistics and bootstrap calibration
2.1. Single change point testing
We first focus on the single change point alternative

Hivipn = po. o = ey # Hky+1 = - fhn.

Our test statistic is motivated by Wang et al. (2022), which was inspired by the two sample testing
statistics in Chen and Qin (2010). For readers who are not familiar with those papers, we now
provide a brief introduction to the main ideas which appeared in there. More precisely, suppose
(U, V2) is an independent copy of (U, V7). Consider the function

h{(U1, V), (Ua,Va)} = (U1 — V)" (U = V2).
The expectation of this kernel function is
Er{(U1, V1), (Us, Va)}] = | E(U1) — E(V1)]*.

Note that this expectation equals zero if and only if E[U;] = E[V;]. A natural unbiased estimator
for E[h{(U1, V1), (U, Va)}] given two independent samples Uy, ..., U,, Vi,...,V,, take sthe form

1 n m

n(n — l)m(m — 1) Z Z h((Ull ’ Vj1)v (in ij))

117£12,81,2=1 j1£j2,j1,j2=1

:n(n — 1);477,(7)7, — 1) Z Z h((Uilvvjl) (Uzzvv ))

1< <ia<n 1<j1 <j2<m

Note that this is simply a two-sample U-Statistic with kernel h. This statistic was proposed by
Chen and Qin (2010) for comparing the means of two possibly high-dimensional vectors. The key
observation of Chen and Qin (2010) was that this statistic is more appropriate than the seemingly
natural alternative |[U — V|2 (with U,V denoting the corresponding sample means) because the
latter contains terms of the form (U; — V;)T(U; — V;) which do not have expected value zero under
the null of equal means. This does not matter in fixed dimensions, but can blow up if the dimension
of the vectors grows with sample size.

Suppose the change in mean vector occurs at time k+1. We can view X1, ..., X and Xgi1,..., X,
as two independent samples with different means. A natural test statistic for a change at time k is
thus

2 2
G"(k):k(k—l) LR IR D

1<i1 <51 <k k+1<ix2<j2<n

T 2 T T
Z XX+ T — Z X7x; ZZXX~.

1<z<]<k k+1<i<j<n i=1 j=k+1
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Here, the second equality follows after straightforward computations and facilitates the theoretical
analysis of our test statistic. Since the location k of the change point is unknown, we consider the
maximum value over all possible change-points.
To mimic the CUSUM process used in the low dimensional setting, we define a rescaled version
of Gp(m),
G (m) = m(m —1)(n —m)(n—m 1)Gn(m),

n3

where the rescaling is adopted to prevent the statistics G,,(m) on the two ends from blowing up.
Note that this was implicitly done in the SN-based test statistic of Wang et al. (2022). Then we
define our test statistic for Hq; to be
T, = mzz{r&aﬁﬂfQ Gn(m).

This formulation is similar to Wang et al. (2022) but does not require the use of self-normalization
technique, which has its origin from Shao (2010b) and Shao and Zhang (2010). Under the null we
have E[Gy(m)] = 0 for all n, m. Hence the statistic T, is expected to converge to a non-degenerate
distribution upon suitable standardization. Under the single change-point alternative with change
at ko we have E[G, (k)] > 0 with magnitude depending on kg and the size of the change. Hence
the test statistic with the same normalization as under the null diverges under the one change-point
alternative if the magnitude of change is large enough. As will be shown later, the limiting null
distribution of T;, depends on the unknown H(-), thus is not asymptotically pivotal and the idea
of self-normalization is not directly applicable. This motivates us to propose a bootstrap-based
approach to approximate the finite sample distribution (or the limiting null distribution) of T;,
under the null.

Specifically, we employ the Gaussian multiplier bootstrap. Let ey, ..., e, be i.i.d N(0,1) ran-
dom variables independent of X, Xo,...,X,. Let X = %Z?:l X; denote the sample mean. The
bootstrap test statistic is defined as

T = max  G%(m),
m=2,3,....n—2
where
. m(m—1)(n—m)(n—m—1)
G (m) = 3 G} (m),
and
x 2 - -
Gn(m) _m(m_ ) Z (Xl _X)T(X] X)elej
1<i<j<m
2 _ _
X; — X)T(X; — X)eze;
(n—m)(n—m-—1) m+1<zi:<j<n( i ) (X Jeie;
9 m n B B
-— (X; — X)T(Xj — X)ese;,
m(n —m) ;j;l J J

To ensure the bootstrap consistency, the observations are centered with the overall mean. In practice,
we also tried the centering by local mean (e.g., replace X by i Yo, X, in the first summand of
G!(m)), and the results are similar to the ones we obtain by centering by overall mean. The proof
and implementation for the latter seem a bit simpler, so we only present the latter.
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In the low dimensional setting, i.e., when p is fixed, the weighted bootstrap for degenerate U-
statistic has been studied by Huskova and Janssen (1992), Janssen (1994), Dehling and Mikosch
(1994), Wang and Jing (2004), among others. We refer the reader to a recent paper by Huang et al.
(2021) and more references therein. We are not aware of any results on bootstrap consistency for
degenerate U-Statistics for data of increasing dimension.

The theoretical bootstrap critical value for a size « test is defined to be

c1,o =inf{t e R: P(T;; > t|X) < a},

where X = (X1,...,X,). In practice this theoretical value is typically approximated by Monte
Carlo simulations. Let F; denote the empirical cdf of M bootstrap statistics T2, ..., T where
each of them is based on an independent sequence of multipliers. Then we define

c%) =inf{t e R:1— Fy(t) < a}.

(M)
l,o -

This quantity can be computed through simulations. We reject the null hypothesis when T, > ¢

2.2. Multiple change points testing

In practice, the number of change points is often unknown, so we consider a more general multiple
change-points alternative,

Hy:dseNand 1< k; <--- < ks <n such that

P = = kg F ) Z e S ke F 41 = = Yl

Inspired by the scanning approach developed by Zhang and Lavitas (2018) for change-point testing
in the univariate time series setting, we can incorporate the idea of forward and backward scanning
into our test statistics for multiple change points detection.

To this end, we first introduce some more general notations. For any a < m < b, a,b,m € {1,...,n}
define

-1

—1
Guman = ("3 Y x0T

a<i<j<m m+1<i<;j<b
9 m b
- S 3w,
(m—a+1)(b—m) pr e B

(m—a+1)(m—a)(b—m)(b—m—1)
(b—a+1)3

Gn(m;a,b) = Gn(m;a,b)

It is obvious that G, (m) = G, (m;1,n) and G, (m) = G,(m;1,n). Our test statistic for multiple
change points alternative takes the following form

Tom = 1§nnllg?€<§n Gn(m; 1, k) + 1§£1<%<§n Gn(m;k,n).
Under Hj, since there is no change point, both forward and backward scanning parts are expected
to be small. When there is at least one change point, the first change point would result in an
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inflation of the forward scanning part and the last change point would lead to a large value for the
backward scanning part.

Again, we use the Gaussian multiplier bootstrap to obtain the bootstrap distribution and cali-
brate the size. The bootstrap statistic is defined as

T,y = max Gp(m;1k)+ max Gy (m;k,n),

1<m<k<n 1<k<m<n
where (m — o+ 1)m — a)(b— m)(b—m — 1)
S _(m—=-a+1)(m—-a)(b—m)(b—m— o
G} (m;a,b) = (ETESE G, (m;a,b),
and

-1
GZ(m;a,b)z(m_;—’—l) _ _ s

a<i<j<m

()Y e e

m+1<i<5<b
9 m b
ST _
_ (m_a+1)(b_m) Z Z (Xz *X) (X] 7X)€i€j.
1=a j=m+1

The bootstrap critical value is defined to be
Co,o =inf{t eR: P(T;M > t/X) < a}.

In practice, the critical value is approximated by cg\i"), which is computed from the M,, bootstrap

samples, similarly as cgf\i”). We then reject the null hypothesis when T}, py > céf\i”). It is worth
noting that the proposed bootstrap test avoids the trimming parameter that is required in Zhang

and Lavitas (2018) and Wang et al. (2022), and is thus tuning parameter free.

3. Theoretical results

In this section, we present the theoretical results regarding the asymptotic properties of the test
statistics and bootstrap consistency. Throughout this paper, we work with triangular array asymp-
totics where 71, ..., Z,, are independent across n but with dimension p = p,, that can grow with n.
In order to keep the notation simple, we will not explicitly mark the dependence of the distribution
and dimension of Z on n. All asymptotics will be for n — co. For a symmetric matrix 3, we denote
|I2]|F its Frobenius norm. Consider the model (1), where Z;’s are i.i.d. p—dimensional random
vectors with E[Z;] = 0, E[Z1Z]] = ¥. The main technical assumptions are displayed below.

Assumption 3.1. tr(34) = o(||X||%).

Assumption 3.2. Y77 | _ cum*(Zuy,,...,Z1,,) < C||Z|| for h = 2,3,4,5,6 and some posi-
tive constant C which does not depend on n.

Assumption 3.3. For every t € [0,1], H(t) is a p X p diagonal matriz with all diagonal elements
bounded by some finite constant B, independent of n that is

|Hi ()| < B forallt € [0,1] andl=1,...,p,,n > 1.
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Assumption 3.4. Assume that the following limit

[nb]—1 i

, T 1 (2 (I 2 (Pt 2
V(a,b) .7”131; nzHZH% Z Z t1 (H <;>H ( . >Z>

i=|na]+1j=|nal+1

exists for all0 < a <b < 1.

Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 are also imposed in Wang et al. (2022). As shown in Wang et al.
(2022), Assumption 3.1 is equivalent to || X]|2 = o(||Z||r) and can only hold when p = p,, — oo as
n — 00. See page 813 of Chen and Qin (2010) for additional discussion on its implications on the
eigenvalues of ¥. Assumption 3.2 was first imposed in Wang et al. (2022), which is shown to be
weaker than the factor-model-like assumption in Chen and Qin (2010); see Remark 3.3 in Wang
et al. (2022). The summability of cumulants assumption is commonly used in time series analysis for
the asymptotic analysis of low-dimensional time series [Brillinger (1975)]. In our setting, it is used
to ensure that the dependence is weak enough across the dimension of the vector. This is a crucial
technical ingredient in our asymptotic analysis when establishing finite-dimensional convergence of
a suitably normalized version of the process G,, to a multivariate normal limit. Assumption 3.2 in
general holds under uniform bounds on moments and ‘short-range’ dependence conditions on the
components of X (possible after permutation). For example, if the sequence corresponding to the
ordered components of X (or a permutation of components) satisfies certain mixing and moment
conditions, then Assumption 3.2 holds. See Remark 3.2 of Wang et al. (2022) for more discussion
and references.

Assumptions 3.3 and 3.4 are regarding the time varying heteroskedasticity {H(¢)}. Assump-
tion 3.3 bounds the range of heteroskedasticity, and is mild. Assumption 3.4 appears when we
study the process t — G, (|nt]). More precisely, in the Appendix we decompose G, (|nt]) into
a linear combination of a process S, evaluated at different points (see beginning of the proof of
Theorem 3.1). The limiting variance of this process S, is directly related to the limit appearing in
Assumption 3.4 (see the proof of Proposition A.1). For a transparent example, assume H (t) = f(¢)I,
where f is a real-valued function and I, denotes the px p identity matrix. In this case the assumption
simplifies because tr(H?(i/n)H?(j/n)%?) reduces to f2(i/n) f2(j/n)tr(X2) = f2(i/n) f2(j/n)||2]%.
The normalized sum can be seen as a Riemann approximation of an integral, and convergence takes

place provided that f is sufficiently regular (for instance, bounded and piece-wise continuous with
a finite number of jumps.) In general settings, Assumption 3.4 boils down to requiring sufficient
regularity of each component of H in a suitable uniform sense. In what follows, we use I(-) to denote
the indicator function.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 3.1-3.4 and Hy, the normalized test statistic T, converges to
a non-pivotal distribution after proper standardization, that is,

In LT = sup G(r),
127 re0,1]

where
G(r):=2(1 —rQ(0,7) + 2rQ(r,1) — 2r(1 — r)Q(0,1),

and Q is a mean-zero Gaussian process on [0,1]%, and the covariance is given by

Cov(Q(a1,b1),Q(az,b2)) = V(a1 Vaz, by Ab2)I(by Nba > a1V ag).
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The theorem implies that the normalized test statistic converges to a potentially non pivotal
distribution which depends on the time varying heteroskedasticity function H(-). When the time
varying heteroskedasticity function is the identity matrix (i.e., H(t) = I, for every ¢ € [0, 1]), the
covariance structure of @ is the same as that in Theorem 3.4 of Wang et al. (2022) and the limit is
pivotal. Self-normlization can then help to get rid of the unknown normalizing factor ||X| ¢ leading
to a pivotal test. However, in general the distribution of the self normalized statistic from Wang
et al. (2022) is not pivotal due to presence of the unknown heteroskedasticity function H(-) in the
definition of V.

Next we present the results on the bootstrap consistency under Hy. Additional assumptions are
needed to establish bootstrap consistency. In particular, we assume

Assumption 3.5. Assume that tr(X)? = o(n?||X||%) and

S imycum(Zy s, Z1 s, Zat, Zat)

— 0.
n?|| 2%

As shown in the Appendix, Assumption 3.5 implies
Ky = E[Z{ 2, Z{ Z)] = o(n®||Z|[}),

which is comparable to Assumption 3.2 and can be verified under similar weak dependence structure
as described in Wang et al. (2022). This assumption is used when showing the negligibility of some
remainder terms for the bootstrap process.

Theorem 3.2. Assume Assumptions 3.1-3.5 hold. Under Hy, we have for any sequence M,, — oo
and any o < 1/2: P(T,, > C(M")) — a.

1,
Next we state the result regarding the power of the proposed test statistics.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-3.5 hold. Assume there is one single change point at
kv :=|nc], pi=p,i=1,.. .k and p; = p+ A;i =k +1...,n. Then for any sequence M, — oo
and any o < 1/2

1. (Diminishing local alternative) If Tlllzﬂf

nl|All3
e — 00 then P(T, >c

nllA|3
HEHF2 — € (0,00),

T,
L sup (G(r;0,1) + A(r)),
I=lF  vepoy

— 0, then P(T, > c(lf\i”)

(My)
1,

) — a.
2. (Diverging local alternative) If
3. (Fized local alternative) If

) — 1.

where

A1-r)?8 r>c’

M) = {(l —ofrg rse
Moreover, for 2 copies of the bootstrap statistic T2*, T>* which are based on independent sets
of multipliers we have
* * d
(Ta/ 1= e, Ta* NIl e, T /ISl e) = (T, 70, T®),

where T, T, T?) are independent copies of T from Theorem 3.1.
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The result in Theorem 3.3 shows that our test has nontrivial power when the L£o-norm of change
is large relative to ||X||r, which targets the dense alternative. In the special homoscedastic case,
ie., H(t) =1, for all t € [0,1], the power result is consistent with the one obtained in Wang et al.
(2022), in the sense that both tests share the same rate of alternative under which nontrivial power
occurs. This suggests that the bootstrap-based procedure brings extra robustness with respect
to unconditional time-varying heteroscedasticity, as compared to the SN-based one in Wang et al.
(2022), without sacrificing power. Finally, we note that by results in Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019)
the result in part 3 remains true for an arbitrary number of bootstrap copies 7%, ... T¥ that
are obtained from independent multipiers.

The following theoretical results can be derived similarly for multiple change point testing.

Theorem 3.4. Assume Assumptions 3.1-3.5 hold, under Hy, we have

T,
M, Ty = sup G(r1;0,72)+ sup  G(re;ri, 1),
127 0<r <ra<1 0<r <ra<1

where
G(r;a,b) :=2(b—a)(b—r)Q(a,r) + 2(b—a)(r —a)Q(r,b) — 2(r — a)(b — r)Q(a,b).

Moreover, for 2 copies of the bootstrap statistic TiL,TzL which are based on independent sets of
multipliers we have

1,% 2,% d 1 2
(Tt /1= E T3 NS E T2 SN F) S (Tor, TN Th7),

where (TmM,TIE/}),TIEj)) are independent copies of Thy.

Under the alternative, we show that the power of the proposed test for multiple change-point
detection goes to 1 when there is a dense mean change.

Theorem 3.5. Assume Assumptions 3.1-3.5 hold. Suppose that there are change points at ky, ..., ks,

that kj = |¢;n| for constants 0 < c1 < --- < ¢s < 1, and at least one of the change-point sizes, say

n|| A3 o
||\|ZHJ2 — 00. Then P(Ty, am > Cg,a )) -1

for the r’th change-point, satisfies

4. Change-point estimation

Wild binary segmentation (WBS) was introduced by Fryzlewicz (2014) as an alternative to the popu-
lar binary segmentation algorithm to estimate the change-points locations in a univariate sequence.
Wang et al. (2022) combined WBS and their SN-based test and showed that WBS outperforms
binary segmentation, especially when the changes are non-monotonic. Here, we shall combine our
bootstrap-based test with the WBS algorithm to estimate the locations of change-points in the mean
of high-dimensional heteroscedastic data. The algorithm involves generating N random segments
{(Sms€m)}m=1,....n, calculating the single change point test statistic on each segment (S, e ),

W (Sm,em) = o padax Gn(t; Sm,em),

and then taking a maximum over all random segments, that is, max,;,=1,. .~ W(sm, €,). A change
point is detected when max,,=1 .~ W(sm,em) > &,, where &, is a proper threshold parameter.
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In the event that a change point is detected, let m = argmax,, W (s, em). The location of the
changepoint is estimated at

ty = argmaz, yo<i<en—2Gn(t; S, €m).

Then the data is split into two parts (Xi, -+, X; ) and (Xz, 4, , X,) and WBS is employed for
each part until no change-points are detected.

In Wang et al. (2022), the threshold was obtained by applying the same test to the simulated
iid Gaussian data to the same set of random segments. This approach makes intuitive sense since
SN-based test statistic is asymptotically pivotal when there is no heterosecasticity, but is no longer
meaningful in the presence of heteroscedasticity, as the asymptotic pivotal nature of the SN-based
test statistic is lost and the function H(-) is unknown. To overcome this difficulty, we propose to
adopt a bootstrap-based approach in determining the threshold. Specifically, for IV random segments
(Sm,em), we generate R independent copies of Gaussian multipliers. Let

*(2 *(2 .

W (s, e) = spnax G (t; s, ),
be the ith bootstrap-based test statistic on the interval [s, e]. For the ith bootstrap replicate, we
calculate
€ = max W*O(s,, em).

m=1,--,

The threshold &, is defined as the 95% quantile of the values {€}, ..., £F}. Note that we generate
multipliers once for each bootstrap replication and apply the same multipliers in all intervals.
Changepoints are now estimated by running WBS(1, n, &,,,0) below.

WBS(s, e, &, C)
Set of estimated changepoints: C
if e — s < 4 then
‘ STOP;
end
else
M ¢ = set of those 1 < m < N for which s < s;,, €, < €
Mo = arg MaX,,c o, , W (Sm,€m)
if W(smg,€m,) > &n then
Add myg to the set of estimated change-points C’;
WBS(S7 mo, gn, é)v
WBS(mg + 1, ¢, &, C’),
end
else
‘ Stop;
end

end
Algorithm 1: Bootstrap-based WBS
5. Simulation studies

In this section, we investigate the finite sample performance of our proposed bootstrap-based tests
and WBS+Bootstrap estimation method via simulations. In Section 5.1, we present the size and
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power for our bootstrap-based tests in comparison with SN-based tests in Wang et al. (2022) for the
settings of single and multiple change points in high-dimensional homoskedastic and heteroscedastic
data. Section 5.2 examines the performance of the WBS+Bootstrap change point estimation method
in comparison with the WBS+SN based approach in Wang et al. (2022) when the unconditional
heteroscedasticity is present.

5.1. Testing

Recall that we assume the following data generating model
Xi=u;,+H@i/n)Z;, fori=1,...,n.

We generate Z;,i = 1,--- ,n independently from a multivariate normal distribution MV N(0, %),
where the following three different types of covariance matrix ¥ are considered,

e (Case 1) AR(1) covariance matrix with ¥;; = 0.5/~
e (Case 2) AR(1) covariance matrix with ¥;; = 0.8/
e (Case 3) Compound symmetric covariance matrix with X;; = 0.510#7),

Cases 1 and 2 both belong to weakly dependent (across coordinates of X) models and it will be
interesting to see how the increased dependence from Case 1 to Case 2 impact the finite sample size
accuracy. Case 3 corresponds to a model with strong dependence, and it violates the component-
wise weakly dependent assumption we imposed in our theory (see Assumptions 1&2). Nevertheless
it would be interesting to see how robust our bootstrap-based tests are with respect to strong
componentwise dependence.

Next, we consider the following time varying trend function H(-), which specifies the trend in
time-varying variance of each component but not the trend in mean. We use the terminology ”trend”
with the understanding that it always refers to the time-varying variance.

A0: H(i/n) =1,,i=1,--- ,n. This is the case for no trend.

(]

o Al: H(i/n) = {0.21,<;, /2 + 0.61;5,,/2}I, (piecewise constant trend).

e A2: H(i/n) = (i/n)I, (linear trend).

e A3: H(i/n) = [0.2{1 + cos?(i/n*/5)}]1,. This trend function has a cosine shape.

e Ad: H(i/n) ={0.240.11log(1 + |¢ —n/2|)}L,. This trend function has a sharp change around
n/2.

e Al + A2: Apply trend function Al to the first p/2 coordinates in Z, and apply trend function
A2 to the rest of coordinates.

e Al + A3: Apply trend function Al to the first p/2 coordinates in Z, and apply trend function
A3 to the rest of coordinates.

e Al + A4: Apply trend function Al to the first p/2 coordinates in Z, and apply trend function
A4 to the rest of coordinates.

Some of these trend functions, such as A1, A3 and A4, have been considered in Zhao and Li (2012),
who studied the inference of the mean for a univariate time series with time-varying variance.
First, we investigate the case where there is at most one change point in the mean. Under the null
hypothesis, we set pu; = 0 for all i = 1,...,n. We consider (n,p) = (400, 100), (100, 100), (400,400),
for all choices of ¥ and H(-) described above. The empirical sizes at significance levels oo = 0.05, 0.1
are reported based on 1000 Monte Carlo simulations. The results of SN-based test statistic for
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n = 400 AR 0.5 AR 0.8 CS

p =100 SN Boot SN Boot SN Boot

o 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1
A0 0.050 0.096 0.052 0.106 0.063 0.090 0.05 0.098 0.093 0.123 0.046 0.093
Al 0.171 0.284 0.050 0.097 0.181 0.268 0.057 0.099 0.141 0.176 0.053 0.093
A2 0.244 0.341 0.049 0.113 0.223 0.316 0.052 0.104 0.151 0.194 0.046 0.101
A3 0.041 0.074 0.052 0.109 0.043 0.077 0.061 0.106 0.090 0.113 0.049 0.094
A4 0.038 0.08 0.045 0.100 0.052 0.090 0.045 0.102 0.099 0.124 0.048 0.094

Al4+A2 0.217 0.313 0.051 0.111 0.193 0.298 0.059 0.106 0.150 0.179 0.06  0.097
Al1+A3  0.126 0.198 0.052 0.106 0.12 0.188 0.051 0.096 0.133 0.169 0.05 0.092
Al4+A4  0.054 0.090 0.056 0.103 0.056 0.095 0.045 0.098 0.099 0.134 0.053 0.092

n = 100 AR 0.5 AR 0.8 CS
p =100 SN Boot SN Boot SN Boot
e 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1

A0 0.047 0.085 0.049 0.106 0.055 0.097 0.043 0.085 0.116 0.140 0.068 0.128
Al 0.158 0.238 0.044 0.098 0.165 0.228 0.043 0.109 0.133 0.170 0.056 0.111
A2 0.208 0.286 0.046 0.106 0.205 0.290 0.046 0.108 0.157 0.207 0.057 0.118
A3 0.052 0.094 0.048 0.114 0.056 0.088 0.050 0.096 0.117 0.147 0.071 0.132
A4 0.036 0.068 0.047 0.106 0.049 0.081 0.040 0.090 0.111 0.146 0.060 0.128

Al+A2  0.173 0.263 0.048 0.112 0.185 0.256 0.045 0.108 0.156 0.196 0.058 0.115
A14+A3 0.078 0.134 0.044 0.100 0.087 0.130 0.050 0.111 0.108 0.135 0.060 0.120
Al+A4 0.041 0.083 0.042 0.100 0.063 0.103 0.039 0.098 0.106 0.142 0.058 0.123

n = 400 AR 0.5 AR 0.8 CS
p = 400 SN Boot SN Boot SN Boot
« 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1

A0 0.051 0.101 0.059 0.124 0.043 0.088 0.047 0.115 0.094 0.128 0.050 0.090
Al 0.186 0.284 0.057 0.105 0.180 0.264 0.049 0.099 0.147 0.179 0.052 0.089
A2 0.241 0.344 0.068 0.115 0.255 0.350 0.052 0.113 0.151 0.189 0.049 0.098
A3 0.035 0.073 0.057 0.124 0.040 0.069 0.056 0.102 0.090 0.115 0.051 0.092
A4 0.046 0.087 0.061 0.120 0.039 0.073 0.047 0.096 0.100 0.129 0.052 0.092

Al+A2 0.223 0.326 0.062 0.117 0.220 0.322 0.061 0.114 0.148 0.174 0.053 0.100
A1+A3 0.118 0.192 0.052 0.098 0.123 0.193 0.056 0.110 0.130 0.166 0.051  0.090
Al4+A4  0.047 0.092 0.060 0.114 0.040 0.084 0.043 0.098 0.105 0.135 0.050 0.090
TABLE 1
Size for single change point testing under different trend functions

one change point (i.e., T;, in Wang et al. (2022)) are also reported for comparison. From Table 1,
we can see that for AR covariance matrix with p = 0.5,0.8, both tests achieve size accuracy, i.e.,
the empirical sizes are close to the nominal level, when there is no time-varying heteroscedasticity.
However, when time varying heteroscedasticity is present, the SN-based test exhibits pronounced
over-size distortion in the case of A1, A2, A1+A2, and A1+A3. By contrast, the bootstrap-based test
we propose achieves accurate size across all trend types. When the covariance matrix is compound
symmetric, the model assumptions required for the validity of both SN-based test and bootstrap-
based test are violated. It is observed that the SN-based test over-rejects even when there is no
trend, which is consistent with the result in Wang et al. (2022). Interestingly, the bootstrap-based
test still maintains accurate size for all settings. This suggests that the applicability of bootstrap-
based test may be broader than what we are able to justify. It would be interesting but may be
challenging to provide a new theory that supports the robustness of our bootstrap-based test when
the panel dependence is strong.

Next, we investigate the power of the proposed bootstrap test under the alternative of one
change point. We consider (n,p) = (100, 100) and the mean shift occurs at the center of data, i.e.
w; = A1{i > |n/2]}. We provide the power curves of the proposed bootstrap test and SN-based
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test for two AR covariance matrices and all trend types. We let A steadily increase from 0 to some
larger values and evaluate the empirical power at different change magnitudes based on 1000 Monte
Carlo simulations. In Figure 1, the solid line corresponds to the power for bootstrap-based test and
the dashed line corresponds to SN-based test, with the colors red and black indicating the results
for p = 0.8 and p = 0.5, respectively. When there is no time varying trend in variance, the two
tests have similar size and power. Similar phenomenon holds for trend types A3, A4, and A1+A4,
for all of which we observe size accuracy for both tests. On the other hand, the SN-based test
shows significant size distortion for trend types Al, A2, A1+A2 and A1+A3, making it difficult
to compare the power of the two tests directly. To make a fair comparison, we also report the size
adjusted power of the SN-based test for these cases. To be more specific, we calibrate the empirical
critical values used in SN-based test such that the empirical sizes are exactly 0.05. The size adjusted
powers of SN-based test are shown in dotted lines in the figures for trend types A1, A2, A1+A2, and
A1+4A3. The size for the bootstrap-based test is fairly close to 0.05, so we did not make any power
adjustment. A direct comparison between the size-adjusted power of SN-based test and the raw
power of bootstrap-based test suggests that the powers are quite comparable, with slight advantage
for the bootstrap-based test in some settings, such as Al, A2, and A1+A2.

Next, we investigate the performance of the bootstrap-based test that targets unknown number
of change points, where there are more than one change point under the alternative. We only present
the results for trend types A0, Al, A2 and Al + A2. Following Wang et al. (2022), we consider a
two-change-points alternative (2CP)

pi = Al{[n/3] <i < [2n/3]}
and a three-change-points alternative (3CP),
wi = A1{|n/4] <i<|n/2]} + AL{[3n/4] <i<n}.

We consider two AR covariance matrices used before when generating Z; and set (n,p) = (50, 50)
and A = 0.2. We compare the empirical size and power with those of SN-based test statistic 77 in
Wang et al. (2022) based on 1000 replications.

TABLE 2

Size and power of multiple change points testing
(n,p) = (50, 50) Hp H,(2CP) H>(3CP)
AR(0.5) SN Boot SN Boot SN Boot
o 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1
A0 0.143 0.206 0.039 0.098 0.253 0.335 0.166 0.321 0.242 0.320 0.080 0.194
Al 0.222 0.318 0.037 0.094 0.999 0.999 0.839 0.934 1.000 1.000 0.493 0.727
A2 0.384 0.495 0.040 0.097 0.994 0.997 0.448 0.645 1.000 1.000 0.189 0.366
Al1+A2 0.242 0.329 0.043 0.106 0.997 1.000 0.601 0.777 1.000 1.000 0.268 0.487
(n,p) = (50, 50) Hp H,(2CP) H>(3CP)
AR(0.8) SN Boot SN Boot SN Boot
o 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.1
A0 0.226  0.288 0.052 0.116 0.319 0.386 0.125 0.245 0.299 0.371 0.091 0.180
Al 0.307 0.386 0.045 0.122 0972 0.990 0.435 0.609 0.994 0.997 0.230 0.389
A2 0.413 0.524 0.066 0.121 0.914 0.946 0.211 0.380 0.968 0.981 0.142 0.263
A14+A2 0.314 0.397 0.062 0.125 0.935 0.954 0.266 0.454 0.966 0.981 0.161 0.295

According to Table 2, we can see that even for homoscedastic case (trend type A0), the SN-based
test is unable to control the size, which is presumably due to relatively small sample size n and
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dimension p. The size distortion for the SN-based test when there are time varying heterocedasticity
is obvious. In comparison, the bootstrap test shows quite accurate size for both homoscedastic and
heteroscedastic cases. Notice that under the alternatives where there are 2 or 3 change points, the
proposed bootstrap test still shows respectable power in most cases. Due to the size inflation of SN-
based test, the interpretation of its high power needs to be done with caution. Overall, we would not
recommend to use SN-based test when there is time varying heteroscedasticity and bootstrap-based
test is preferred.

5.2. Estimation

In this subsection, we examine the finite sample performance of the WBS+Bootstrap based change
point estimation method described in Section 4. We followed the same setting used in Wang et al.
(2022). Let n = 120, p = 50, and change point locations are 30,60 and 90. These change points
partitioned the data into four zones. We draw i.i.d. normal samples from N(v;,I,),j = 1,2,3,4
for each zone. Let 6; = v;.1 — v; be the strength of the signals. For the dense case, we choose
0, =kx1, 0, =—-kx1, 03 =kx1, and k = \/2.5/p,2,/2.5/p. We consider all the trend
functions.

In addition to reporting the frequency for the difference between the estimated number of change
points and the actual number of change points (1\7 — N), we also use the mean squared error (MSE)
of (]\7 — N) to measure the estimation accuracy for the number of change point. Similar to the
comparison in Wang et al. (2022), we can view the change point estimation problem as a special
case of classification. We treat the data between two successive change points as if they are in
the same category, and evaluate the classification accuracy based on Adjusted Rand Index (ARI)
(Rand, 1971; Hubert and Arabie, 1985; Wang and Samworth, 2018). ARI can only take values
between 0 and 1, and the larger ARI is associated with the better accuracy. When all change points
are estimated perfectly, the ARI is 1. If there is no change point estimated, the corresponding
ARI is 0. The results are summarized in Table 3. Notice that for weaker signal k = 1/2.5/p, even
when there is no trend (Type A0), the WBS+SN is unable to provide an accurate estimate while
our WBS+Bootstrap correctly estimates the number and location of change points. When there is
heteroscedasticity, our WBS+Bootstrap also substantially outperforms WBS+SN; in particular for
trend types A2, A4, A1+A2 and A1+ A4. Both methods perform worse for trend type A2 which
corresponds to a linear trend, while the WBS-+Bootstrap still maintains reasonably good MSE and
ARI. For the strong signal k = 2,/2.5/p case, WBS+SN still cannot compete with WBS+Bootstrap
when there is no trend (A0). For the heteroscedastic cases, WBS+SN seems to perform better than
the no trend case. However, this is due to the fact that the trend function yields a smaller variance,
which makes the signal to noise ratio larger and easier for WBS+SN to estimate the change point
locations. For all four trend types we considered, the estimated number of change points N by
WBS+Bootstrap are all correct in 200 replications (i.e., MSE = 0), which is another evidence to
support the superiority of WBS+Bootstrap over WBS+SN.

6. Real data application

In this section, we compare the performance of the proposed change point location estimation
method on the micro-array bladder tumor dataset. The ACGH (Array Comparative Genomic Hy-
bridisation) data is publicly available and it contains log intensity ratio measurements for 43 indi-
viduals at 2215 different loci on their genome. The dataset is available in R package “ecp” and was
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TABLE 3
WBS for change point estimation
V/25/p N-N MSE  ARI
-3 -2 -1 0 1
A0 SN 196 4 0 0 0 8900 0.005
Boot 90 64 34 12 0 5.504 0.277
Al SN 0 6 161 33 0 0926 0.723
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.985
A2 SN 0 88 110 2 0 2311 0.524
Boot 2 12 46 140 0 0.564 0.865
A3 SN 0 0 0 198 2 0.010 0.967
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.999
Ad SN 15 65 81 28 1 2389 0.618
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.984
SN 0 54 136 10 0 1.761 0.594
Al + A2 Boot 0 2 16 182 0 0.121 0.949
SN 0 2 90 107 1 0.496 0.826
Al + A3 Boot 0 0 0 199 1 0.005 0.993
SN 11 43 106 40 0 1.888 0.634
Al + Ad Boot 0 0 0 200 O 0.000 0.987
2,/2.5/p N-N MSE  ARI
-3 -2 -1 0 1
A0 SN 31 55 70 43 1 2.855 0.538
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.986
Al SN 0 0 0 198 2 0.010 0.975
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.985
A2 SN 0 0 2 197 1 0.015 0.964
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.998
A3 SN 0 0 0 198 2 0.010 0.981
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.999
Ad SN 0 0 0 198 2 0.010 0.971
Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.984
SN 0 0 0 196 4 0.020 0.970
Al + A2 Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.999
SN 0 0 0 198 2 0.010 0.975
Al + A3 Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.993
SN 0 0 0 199 1 0.0056 0.968
Al + A4 Boot 0 0 0 200 0 0.000 0.987

17
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also studied by Wang and Samworth (2018) and Wang et al. (2022). Following the latter paper,
we only considered first 200 loci and perform change point estimation using WBS+Bootstrap and
compare with WBS+SN.

To examine whether there are changes in the variance of each component, we apply the test for
constant variance proposed by Schmidt et al. (2021) for a univariate time series to each of the 43

subjects. For a sequence of univariate random variable D, ..., D, the test statistic is constructed
as follows: )
Un)= ——— log 62 — log 62|,
1<j#k<by
where
. ) 2
Jln Jln

A?:i Z Dz_li Z D’I" ) ln: Lnsj7 bn: Ln/l"J

l
=G =)l 41 " or=(G—1)ln+1

Under the null, U(n) is asymptotically normal,

\/Z):(\él}U(n)2) %N<o,§+i(\/§2)),

Nz

where #*? is the estimated long run variance

1 1 bn 1 iln 1 jln 1
= s D > D? — 52 Di=Di—— > D, 6y=->» D}
" bn 2 A%{ = \/7 Ny 7 ( ’ UH) ’ In (s oH n “— v

Jj=1 = (j—1)ln+1 r=@G-1)ln+1 i=1

=101, ba= |0/l

We set the tuning parameters s = 0.7 and ¢ = 0.5, following the recommendation in Schmidt et al.
(2021). An appealing feature of this test is that it allows for changes in the mean, in particular,
a piecewise Lipschitz-continuous mean function. We treat the resulting 43 p-values as independent
and apply the Higher Criticism test (Donoho and Jin, 2004) to determine whether there is a variance
change in any of the 43 dimensions. The resulting p-value is 0.022, which indicates quite strong
evidence against the constant variance assumption for all components. The WBS+SN yields 6
change points {39, 74, 87,134,173,191}, while the WBS+Bootstrap only reports 3 change points
at {73,135,173}, which largely coincides with the three change-points {74,134,173} detected by
WBS+SN. The additional change-point locations obtained from WBS+SN could be spurious due
to the variance instability un-accounted for in the latter procedure.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we develop a bootstrap-based test for the mean changes in high-dimensional het-
eroscedastic data. Existing literature on high-dimensional mean change detection exclusively fo-
cuses on the homoscedastic case, and the applicability of existing tests is questionable when there is
time-varying heterscedasticity. Building on the U-statistic approach proposed in Wang et al. (2022),
we develop a new test statistic and a bootstrap-based approximation for single change point test-
ing. The bootstrap consistency is justified under mild assumptions on the heteroscedasticity and
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componentwise dependence. Our test involves no tuning parameters and is easy to implement. Ex-
tensions to multiple change-points testing and estimation using WBS are also presented. Numerical
comparison demonstrates the robustness of our proposed testing and estimation procedures with
respect to time-varying heteroscedasticity and the degree of panel dependence.

To conclude, we mention a few possible extensions. First, it would be interesting to extend our
method to allow temporal dependence, that is, assuming {Z;} to be stationary and weakly depen-
dent instead of independent observations. Under this setting, the Gaussian multiplier bootstrap
may not be adequate. The dependent wild bootstrap proposed in Shao (2010a) may be needed to
capture the serial dependence. Second, as the numerical results suggest, the bootstrap-based test
may still work when the panel dependence is strong, i.e., compound symmetric case. It would be
desirable to expand our theory to cover this interesting case. Third, we did not provide any theo-
retical support for the consistency of WBS+Bootstrap, although the empirical performance is very
encouraging. Further theoretical investigation is left for future work.
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Appendix A: Appendix

In the appendix, we include all the technical proofs for the theorems. Note that under Hy, the test
statistics T;, can be viewed a continuous transformation of a partial sum process

|nb]—1 i

Su(a,b)= > > XX,

i=|nal|+1 j=|nal+1

forany 0 <a<b<1and |na|+1<|nb] -1
Consider the following representation of the bootstrapped version of the partial sum process
S (a,b):

[nb]—

Sr(a,b) = Z Z Xip1 = X)"(X; — X)eipe;

= \_na]+1_] [nal+1

[nb]— [nb]—1 i
= Z Z XH—lX €ir1€5 — T Z Z Xjei—i-lej
i=[na+1j=|na)+1 i=|na)+1j=|na)+1
|nb]—1 i [nb|—1 i
Z Z Xi+1€1'+16j + XTX Z Z €i€j
i=|na)+1j=|na)+1 i=[na+1j=|na)+1

n,1(a;0) + .57 5(a,0) + 57, 5(a,0) + 55, 4(a, b)

The proofs are divided into three subsections: In Section 8.1, we show the bootstrap process S (a, b)
converges to the same limiting process of S,,(a, b) by using the unconditional convergence argument
proposed in Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019). The asymptotic results in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2
follow from these arguments. In Section 8.2, we study the behavior of S, (a,b) and S} (a,b) under
three different kinds of alternatives. The power of the bootstrap test presented in Theorem 3 follows
from these results. Finally, in Section 8.3, we show theoretical results for multiple change points
testing, which is a generalization of the first two parts.

A.1. Proof of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2
A.1.1. Process convergence of Sy, and S} under the null.

This section contains the crucial technical ingredient for establishing bootstrap consistency. Let

[nb]—1

SSV*(C% b) = Z Z 'L+1 ) (X X)ez+1 kej k

i=|na]+1 j=|nal+1

where {e; t}i=1,...n,k = 1,2 denote two independent collections of i.i.d. N(0,1) random variables.
The main result in this section establishes process convergence of S,, and joint convergence of
(Sn, SE* S2*) under the null. The latter result will be later combined with and the results in
Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019) to establish bootstrap consistency under the null.
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Proposition A.1. Let Assumptions 3.1-3.4 hold. Then

{sen] s Q in (0, 1),

(a,b)€[0,1]2

where the centered Gaussian process Q is defined in Theorem 3.1. If Assumption 3.5 also holds then

{Sn(a,b)} {S};*(a,b)} {Sﬁv*(a,b)} - (Q,0M,0®)  (2)
n||S|F (a,b)e[o,l]Q’ nlI%| e (a,b)E[O,l]Q, nl|lZ]F (a,b)€[0,1]2 ’ ’

where Q, QM , Q) are i.i.d. copies of Q and convergence takes place in £°([0,1]2) x £2°([0, 1]?) x
£>°(10,1]?). Moreover, the sample paths of each process are asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous
in probability with respect to the Euclidean metric in [0,1]2.

The proof of Proposition A.1 is long and technical and will be split over several subsections. Since
the proof of the second statement contains the proof of the first statement, we will only provide
that proof. A close look will reveal that all parts which are relevant to showing the first part go
through without Assumption 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Begin by observing the representation

G(k) = 2n = k):;* b 1)§n(1,k) + %%(k +1,n)
2%(n — k), ~ =~ ~

= = (Su(Ln) = Su(L, k) = Su(k + 1,n))

where )
Su(kym) ==Y "> X1 X;.
i=k j=k

Proposition A.1 and uniform asymptotic equi-continuity of the sample path of S, in probability
together with some simple calculations yields,
1 -
WGR(LTLTJ) ~ G(r):=2(1=r)Q(0,r) + 2rQ(r,1) — 2r(1 — r)Q(0, 1).
F

Since the sample paths of @ are uniformly continuous with respect to the Euclidean metric on
[0,1]2, a simple calculation shows that the sample paths of G(r;0, 1) are uniformly continuous with
respect to the Euclidean metric on [0, 1]. Consider the maps

On(f) =, max  f(k/n),
defined for bounded functions f : [0,1] — R. With this definition, we have T}, = ®,,(G,,). Consider
the map

®(f) = sup f(r)

rel0,1]

defined for bounded functions f : [0,1] — R. It is straightforward to see that, for any sequence of
bounded functions f,, with || f, — f|lcc = 0(1) for a continuous function f, we have ®,(f,) = ®(f).
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Applying the extended continuous mapping theorem (see Theorem 1.11.1 in Van Der Vaart and
Wellner (1996)), this implies

1 1 =
T, =0, (= Gn ) ~ ®(G) = sup G(r)=T,
[pah2 (IIEHF ) ref0,1]
which completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2 Similar arguments as given in the proof of Theorem 3.1 but utilizing equa-
tion (2) instead of the first part of that proposition show that

( T, Th1 Tho

7 , ~ (1,1, T") (3)
1=l 1%l F HEIIF)

where 7", T" are i.i.d. copies of T' and Tj; 1, T, , are two copies of the bootstrap statistic each with
independent sets of multipliers e;.
Next observe that by Corollary 1.3 and Remark 4.1 in Gaenssler et al. (2007) the function

t P( sup |G(r)| < t)
ref0,1]

is continuous on R and strictly increasing on R*. This implies that the function

H(t) := P(TZL[E%] G(r) < t)

satisfies H(g) > 0 for all € > 0. Indeed,

P(th[g:,)l] G(r) < 5) > P<r:1[g,)1] |G(r)] < 5) >0

since the latter is strictly increasing on RT. Thus the left support point of the cdf H must be in
t < 0. Hence by Theorem 1 in Tsirel’Son (1976) the function H is continuous on (0, c0). Clearly
H(0)<1-P(G(1/2) >0)=1/2.

The proof is completed by observing that the conclusion of Lemma 4.2 in Biicher and Kojadinovic
(2019) remains true if continuity of the cdf F in there (corresponding to H in our case) is replaced by
continuity on (0, c0) and the additional assumption G~*(1—a) € (0, 00) is made (note that 1 —a in
our notation corresponds to a in Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019)). The condition G~ (1—a) € (0, 00)
is guaranteed by the assumption a < 1/2. Next observe that (3) verifies Condition (a) in Lemma
2.2 in the latter paper. Condition 4.1 in Biicher and Kojadinovic (2019) is satisfied as well and
relaxing continuity of the cdf of the limit was described above. This completes the proof. O

A.2. Proof of Proposition A.1

We begin by providing an overview of the proof: first, we show that the process S¥* admits the
representation
[nb]—1 i
k,
Ser(ab) =YY XlaXjenae; +op(n|E]r) = Sy (a,0) +op(n|SlF)  (4)
i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1
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uniformly in a, b € [0, 1], see section A.2.2. Thus it suffices to establish (2) with S 1 instead of Skox.,
Then, in section A.2.1, we show that under Assumptions 3.1-3.4,

1 1
lim lim supP( sup ‘75'”(11) - 7571(1))‘ > :E) =0. (5)
010 nooo N u—vfa<s I 1/|]F nl|I%] e
1 1,% 1 1,%
hmhmsupP( sup ‘7571’ (u) = —=—5,; (v)‘ > :C) =0. (6)
610 nooo  \fu—vfa<s 0l E]lF T nl[Sllr

This implies that each of the processes S, /n||X| F, S:L*{/nHZHF, Sij/nHEHF is tight. Finally, we
show joint finite-dimensional convergence of the processes S, /n|| X F, S’}l’{/nHZHF, Si’{/nHZHF to
the joint limit in (2), again under Assumptions 3.1-3.4 (see section A.2.3). Combined, the results
above imply the statement in (2). Note in particular that process convergence of S, /(n||X|| r) follows
under just Assumptions 3.1-3.4 without utilizing Assumption 3.5.

Before proceeding, we state a useful technical Lemma that we will utilize in several places
throughout the proof.

Lemma A.1. Under Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3 we have for a constant C independent of n,p and
the distribution of Z we have for s = 4,6

E[X}, Xj, -+ Xi X)) < CB¥|3l5

) ) max )
Jiseensds ki ks=1,ki#ji

Proof: Observe that by the generalized version of Hélder’s inequality

|BIXE X, - X X| < BIXT X, BIXT X, 71" < max B{IXT X

Now let Ps denote the set of disjoint partitions m of the set 1,...,s such that With this notation
we obtain for k # j

p
BIXEX;T = | Y2 Hu(o/n)Hy (i)« Hy, (k/m)Hy, (/) ElZit, Ziay -+ Zia, Zi)
1) 7l3 1

—| S L G ) G (B 7)) |

2
< B Z (E[Zl,ll "'Zl,ls])

_ g2 Zp: ( S ] cum(2iy, 5 € B)>2

ll,...,lszl wTEPs BET

<B25\P\ Z S cum(21,, - 5 € B)?

,,,,, s=1m€Ps Bem

= B*|P,| Z H{ Z cum(Zy,, :jEB)Z}

we€Ps Bem  lp:keEB

<8P Y [T 1=

nePs Bem
= B¥[P||Z]%
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where the second equality uses stationarity and independence across ¢ of {Z;} and the last inequality
follows by Assumption 3.2. Setting C' = |P;| completes the proof.
|

A.2.1. Proof of (5) and (6)

Both proofs follow the same principle. Observe that the processes S, S;, | are piecewise constant
on their index set and their values are entirely determined by their values on the grid {(i/n,j/n) :
1,7 =0,...,n}. Now following the arguments in section 8.8.1 in Wang et al. (2022) it is clear that
(5) and (6) follow if we prove that there exists a constant C' which is independent of n such that

u) — Sp(v)[® _
sup B[ =5 R < o 0o,

u,v€(0,1]2 nGHE”GF
1Sha(w) = S5 1 (v)/° 3 3
sup E[ : : ] < C(Jlu—v|5+n"7).
u,v€e(0,1]? n6||2|‘(137 2

Next, a close look at the proof of (8.18) in Wang et al. (2022) shows that it suffices to show that,
for a possibly different constant C,

< CI%|%,

E[Xlele T XIZ;X%]

) . ma.
J1yeesJ65K1 5000y ke 1.ki#di

EXI'X, .. XI X, sl < |8
jl,...,jg,klr,r.l.a,?c(a:l,ki#ji [ k121 ke<Yje €k1 €51 6]%6]6} = H ”F

The first bound is a direct consequence of Lemma A.1. For the second bound, note that by inde-
pendence of e; and X;

E[X}, X, - X[ Xjeen, €5, "'6k66j6]‘ = ‘E[Xzinl - XL X Eler, e, - - exgejo)

and the claim follows from Lemma A.1 since the e; are standard normal and have finite moments of
all orders. Note that the proofs in this section did not make use of Assumption 3.5 and all arguments
hold under Assumptions 3.1-3.4. O

A.2.2. Proof of (4)

Throughout this section we will drop the index k in S¥* for notational convenience. Consider the
decomposition

[nb]—1

Silab) = > Z Xiv1 = X)7(X; - X)eine;

i=|na|+1j=|nal+1

[nb]—1 i [nb]—1 i
= Z Z X£1Xjei+1ej — XT Z Z Xj6i+1€j
i=|na|+1j=|nal+1 i=|nal+1j=|nal+1
[nb]—1 [nb]—1 i
Z Z Xit1€i4165 + XTX Z Z €;e;
i=|na|+1 j=|[nal+1 i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1

= 8,1(a,0) = 57, 5(a,b) = 55 5(a,b) + 5, 4(a, b).
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Observe that 0 < X7 X and that
T T B?
EIXTX] = — ZEX X;] < —tr(%)
i,j

since we are under the null and the X, are centered. Thus
XTX = Op(tr(X)/n) (7)

Moreover
|nb]—1

sup ’f Z Z €i€j

a,b€[0,1] i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1

= 0p(1)

since the above term is simply the process S,, with e; instead of X; and S,, converges weakly under
Assumptions 3.1-3.4 as argued in the beginning of section A.2. Hence

sup
a,be(0,1]

Sra(a,)] = Op(tr(2)) = op (nlS]#)

by Assumption 3.5. Next observe the decomposition

[nb]—1 [nb]—1
SZ,Q(a, b) =+ 52)3(01, b) = XT Z Xjeiej — XT Z Xle?
1,j=|nal+1 i=|na+1
[nb]—1 [nb]—1 |nb]—1
(Y Xe) Y e-XT Y Xk
i=|na]+1 j=|na]+1 i=|na|+1

We first deal with the second term. Observe that by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

[nb]—1 [nb]—1

_ o 1/2
sup ‘XT Z Xief‘ < |XTX|Y? sup Z XiTXje?e?‘
a,belo0,1] i=|na)+1 a,belo,1] ij=Ina)+1
o |nb]—1 [nb|—1 1/2
= |XTX|"? sup Yoo X Xjeied - Y X[ Xie!
a,b€[0,1] i,j=|na|+1,i#j i=|na|+1
[nb]—1 [nb]—1

<|XTx 1/2( sup ‘ XI'X;e2e?| + sup ’ XTI Xet

| | a,be0,1] Z ! / a,bel0,1] Z

i,j=|na]+1,i#j i=|na|+1

Now we have

[nb]—1
E‘ Y XTXel| < nBIXT Xiel| = O(tr(E)n).
i=|na|+1
Moreover
[nb]—1
sup Z XiTXjefe? = Op(n||X||Fr)
a,be0,1]

ij=|nal+1,i#j
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since this is simply the process S,, with the new random vectors X; = X;e?. Tt is straightforward to
check that X; satisfy Assumption 3.1-3.4, and thus convergence of the process follows (recall that
in the beginning of Section A.2 we argued that Assumptions 3.1-3.4 suffice for process convergence
of S,,). Combining all results so far we find that

[nb]—1
swp [XT 3" x| = Op(tr(9) + 1r(5) 2SI = op ()
a,be(0,1] i=|na)+1

by the assumption tr(X) = o(n||X|| 7).
Next observe that

[nb] -1 [nb] -1 J
sup [XT( 3 Xieo) D e <4 max XTZX e x_max |3 e
a,b€[0,1] i=|na+1 j:|_naj+1 a R
By the classical Donsker theorem for partial sum processes
k
1/2
s [ 3] = Op(n'”)
Jj=1
Next consider the decomposition
k L n 1k
kirllaxn xT ZXieZ klr%axn - Z 2 X; Xie;| + max ‘— ZXzTXlez
i=1 i=1 j=1,j#1 i=1

il =0p <n71/2Va7"(XiTXiei)1/2>

— Op (2 max E[CXE X, P12) = op (a2 )

where the last line follows since

p P
B(X]X;)?| = Y E[H2(j/n)H{(j/n)Z} 2}, < B* Y E[Z},7})]

s,t=1 s,t=1

p
S (Zs,sEt,t +3%,+ Cum(Zj,st,st,tZ‘,tD

s, t=1

p
= B't(S)’ + BYSIF + B* Y cum(Z;,.2;,5Z4Z54) = o(n®||E7)

s,t=1

by Assumption 3.5. Hence it remains to show that

iei| = op(n'?| | p). (8)
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To this end observe that for 1 </ <k <n

k n 4 k n
E[(Z Z XJTXZE’) :| = Z Z E[XIZ;XJE "'X£X14]E[ej16j26jsej4]
i=0 j=1,j#i G1veerja=Lky,... . ka=1k; £5;
< Ok — 0)? iy B BIXEXj, - XL X5,
< BRC,on?(k — (P34

where C1, Cy are constants that are independent of n, k, £ and the distribution of X; and C' is the
constant from Assumption 3.2. Here the last line uses Lemma A.1. The second-to-last line follows
since the e; are centered and independent across i, and so are the X;. Thus we can have at most
two different values for the j;. Further, each k; has to be equal to either at least one j; or at least
one other k;. This gives at most K (k — £)?n? different choices for a universal constant K.

To conclude the proof define the process

nt n
1 T
Ga(t) == TSTe >3 XTXes

=1 j=1,j#i
with index set T, = {i/n:i=0,...,n} where G,,(0) = 0. The computation above implies that for
s,t € Ty, s #t we have (note that s,t € T,,, s # ¢ implies |s —t| > 1/n)
B[Ga(s) = Ga(®)]"] < Cols —

for a universal constant C5 where we used the fact that s # t,s,¢t € T,, implies |s — t| > 1/n.
Applying Corollary 2.2.5 from Van Der Vaart and Wellner (1996) with 7, ¥,d, X in the latter
result defined as follows: T = T, ¥(x) = 2%, d(s,t) = |t — s|*/?, X; = G,,(t) we find

1
sup [Ga(s) ~ G|, < K / (Cae)Ade < oo,
s,t€Ty, 4 0

here Cy, K are constants that depend on 9, C3 only and are thus independent of n. An application
of the Markov inequality yields

sup |Gr(s) — Gn(t)] = Op(1).

s, teTy

Finally, observe that

_max Z Z XTXe.| = 12 sup ‘G <|Zlp sup |Gn(t) — Gu(s)| = Op(IZ] )
N s,teT;
i=1 j=1,j#1 n
since by definition G,,(0) = 0. This completes the proof of (8) and thus of (4) O

A.2.5. Finite dimensional convergence result

Proposition A.2. Under the Assumption 3.1-8.5, for any (G k,bu k) € (0,1)2, Ay e < by and
contrasts on, ), € R, where u=1,2,3, k=1,..., K, it holds that

1 ~
Sp = TSl (Zm kSn(a1,k, b1k) +Za2 kSp1 (a2, b2,k) +ZC¥3 kS (as, kvb:}k)> % N(0,6?)

k=1 k=1
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where

3 K K

= Z Z Z au,kau,k’v(au,k \ [T bu,k A bu,k’)

u=1k=1k'=1

Proof. Consider the following decomposition:
[Mbmax]—1
Sn = Z gn,i-i-la
i=|namin]+1

where amin = ming i @y, and byax = maxy, i by, k,

3 K
Enjit1 = Z Z Hlawrn] +1 <i < [byn] — 1rauréy, , iv1s

u=1k=1

and
i

1
1 T
gau,k,iJrl = nHZ”F Z X’iJrlXj
j:Lau,knJ‘i‘l
1 7
il = > XhaXjene
7 Il e

1 i
3 T
aukyitl = TS Z Xi+1Xj€§+1€;'
nlZlr
Jj=law,kn]+1
Let 7, = 0(X71 ... X;,e1...e;,¢€) ...¢€}) be a filtration, it is easy to check that Zz:[am;nnj f;‘u’k)iﬂ
is still a martingale. To get the convergence result, we need to check the following conditions:

L Ve > 0,500 Bl(Gni01)? 1 (Gnivr > €)Fi] 0,

bmaxn|—1 2 3 k k
= ZZL: LamijnJJrl E[(gn,iJrl)?']ri] 5 Zu:l Zk:l Zk’:l O ke Qi ot V (@i, V Gy bu e A bu i)
For Condition 1, it suffices to check that for any fixed interval (a,b) and u € {1, 2, 3},
[nb]—1

Z E [(55,i+1)4] — 0.

i=|na|+1
For the case u = 1 observe that by independence of the X; and since X; are centered
[nb]-1 i 4
E [( ;,i—i—l) TL4||E||4 Z E|:< i+1 Z X]) :|
i=|na|+1 j=|nal+1

i %

1 1

= o BIXTLX) T+ e D Bl X)X X))
DIy D
j=[na]+1 Ji,j2=|na+1

1 : 1 :
Sl 2 PG e > Bl X)) TP EIX LX)
F j=Inal+1 F j1ja=|nal+1
1 ~ ~
< - 8 4 2 8 4\ _ -2
< sz (POBISIE + OB IS ) = 06n)
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where we applied Lemma A.1 for the last step. Thus

[nb]—1
Z E a2+1 ] O(l/n) = 0(1)
i=|nal|+1
Similarly we obtain for u = 2
[nb]—1 i
1 4
E(& )" —aer Z E[(€i+1xﬁ1 Z erj) }
n| 2|5 _
i=[na]+1 j=|na]+1
1 . 1 ‘
=arE 2 PO X)IEEP + s DL Bl (K X,) Bl

F j=|na]+1 J1,j2=|na]+1
] i

Somerr 2 BTV o Y0 BB,

F j=|na)+1 F j1.j2=|na)+1
1 ~ -
< 8134 2408y 14 ) — -2
_n4”2”%(n903 IZI% + 3n2CBR|S]}) = O(n~?)
and thus
[nb]—1
Y. E[E,) =0(1/n) = o(1).

i=|na|+1

The case u = 3 is treated by exactly the same arguments and the proof of part 1 is complete.

For Condition 2, observe that the bootstrap multipliers are independent of X;’s, which implies
for u # v,
E[fgl,iﬂfgz,iﬂ ‘ ]:i] =0.

Therefore, we have the following simplification

Lnbmaxjfl | (bukAb, p)n |1

3 K K
Z & i1l Fi] = Z Z Z {au,kamk’ Z ElSq, ,it18a, vt | ]:i]}'

i= [ namin | +1 u=1k=1k'=1 i=| (au,kVa, w)n]+1
To complete the proof, it remains to show for u € {1,2, 3},

L(b7tvabu,k’)nJ*1
Z E[é-gu,k,i+1£gwk,i+l | ]:1] £> V(a’u,k? \ Qo ke bu,k N bu,k:’).
i= L(a'u.kvau,k/)nj—}—l

Given this structure, it suffices to show for a’ <a <b<b <1,

lbn]—1

Z E[fg/,iﬂfg,z‘-s-l | Fil o V(a,b).
i=|lan]+1
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Define
[bn|—1 [nb]—1 i
Ml(a’7b) = Z E[S;’,'Hrlgi,ﬂrl ‘JT_.Z]: QHE”Q Z E ijjkl Z Xj)2|]:75]7
i=|lan|+1 i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
[nb]—1 7
Mol )= 2Hz||2 > Bl z+1ez+1 >, Xe)IA
i=|na|+1 =|na]+1
[nb]—1 7
Mj3(a,b) := nQHan Yo E[(Xen Y. XeEp)?F.
=|na+1 j=|nal+1

Since Mj My, M3 have a very similar structure we will only prove that
M2(aa b) i V(a7 b)a

the other two cases follow similarly. In what follows write My for Ma(a,b). Consider the following
decomposition,

[nb|—1
M2:TL2||E|| Z Z E[Xg_;_lX X X1+1€12+1€j1€j2|]:i]
Fo= [na|+1 j1,j2=|na]+1
[nb|—1

] + 1 i+ 1 J1
: () o ()
n2||2||F Z Z J2 n n n n ) CnCnci

i=|nal|+1 ji1,jo=|na|+1

: j i+ 1 i+ 1 j
ot S (S (a2
n ||E||F i=|nal|+1 j=|na]+1 n n n n
[nb]—1 . . . .
+1 i+ 1 J1
zit () H (=) 58 (S ) H () Znenes
n2||E||F Z Z 2 n n n n )RR

i=|nal+1j1,50=nal+1
J1#52

=My + M.
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o Sidh . i1 i1\
EM, ]:n2||2||F1 MZGHU anam Za( )H( (o) () %)

bl i1 i1\ .

i e
[nb)—1 . .

i T B G
lnb]—1

=n2||z||pz 2 LZH (12 (L) (S))

— V(a,b).

Here the last equality follows since for symmetric matrices A, B, C we have
tr(ABC) = tr((ABC)") = tr(CBA) = tr(ACB)

and since H(-) are diagonal matrices. Thus letting A = H(j/n)H((i +1)/n)X,B = H(j/n)H((i +
1)/n),C = X the claim follows after some simple computations. Next observe

E[(M5")?]

[nb]—1 min(éq,i2)

DD

Fiyia=|nal+1j=|nal+1

el () (G (e

[nb]—1

| e
TR CECEC R CRROR
5

el () s (2 () i

For the first part, let

(o () ()
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denote a matrix with entries Jk’Jl Then

(L) (2 () (2 s () (2) )
el (- ()2

P
< Y |adev.E|zzieze)|
kb k0 =1
p
< B® Z Jk,lUk:’,l"Cum(Zl,kZLlZI,k’Zl,l’> + Ok 1Ok 1+ Ok 1Ok | + O Ogr 1
kb k=1
S 1=l

where the last inequality follows from Assumption 3.2 by repeated application of the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. For instance

p p

1/2 p 1/2 p
§ 2 2 2 § 2 E 2
OkIOk 'Ok, 1’0k 1 S ( Uk,lak',l/) ( Uk l’Uk’ ) ( g 7[) < C |Z||F

K0k 0=1 k0K 0=1 k0K =1 k=1

since oy, = cum(Z1 , Z1,) and similarly for the other terms. The second sum in the representation
of E[(M{")?] can be rewritten as

1 [nb|—1

J1 i1+ 1 Jo ig+1
AEE 2 Z Z (B () me () e (1 () B () )
i1,92=|nal+1ji1=|na]+1 2= [;aj+1
J1#J2

|nb]—1

o (XS w(m()m()s)y

i=|nal+1 j=|[nal+1 "

1 [nb]—1 min(i1,i2)

- TS 3 S tr(HQ(‘])HQ(“Jr )Ez)tr(hﬂ(l)Hz(zzwL )EZ)
" F oy io= |lna]+1 j=|na|+1 " n
|nb]—1

n4||zu4( >y w (12 (L) (H2)=2)) + o)

i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1 "

—V(a,b)?

where we used the fact that

r (HQ(%>H2(ZQZ 1)22)’ < B*r(22) = BYZ|3.
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Therefore, MQ(I) 2 V(a,b). As for MQ(Q)7 it is easy to check that E[Méz)] =0.

El(M$*)?]
1 |nb]—1 i i’

=AEE 2 2

i,i'=|na]+17j1,d2=|nal+1j3.54=nal+1

J1#£j2 J3#Ja
. 1 1 ) ) e e )
m () () o (5 ) () ot () (== ) o (= ) e () X
a1 n n n n J3 n n n n
x Elej ej,ej, %])
4 [nb]—1 i i’
“aEE 2 2
i,4'=|na]+1 41 jg=lnal+1jg,jq4=[nal+1
J1<J2 J3<Ja
T (91 z’—l—l) (i+1 (]3 e (jig, (i’+1 (i’-i—l) (‘774 }
(E[X31H<n)H( n i n )H n)XJZXjSH n)H n )EH n a n)XM

x Elej e, €j3€j4]>~
Only when j; = j3, jo = j4, the expectation is nonzero. Therefore,

E[(M{)?

|nb]—1 min(4,i")

4
AP 2 2

i,i’=|na]+1 j1,j2=[na]+1,,j1<j2

el () () m () () ()2 () ()

[nb]—1 min(4,3")

4 8 4
ST 2 2 B

i,i'=|na]+1 j1,jo=|na|+1,,j1<j2

IN

B -
= IIEH%t (X50(1)
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Il
Here the inequality follows since by repeated application of the identity
tr(ABC) = tr((ABC)") = tr(CBA) = tr(ACB) = tr(BAC)

valid for symmetric matrices A, B, C' as well as the cyclic permutation property of the trace operator
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we have

(o (2) (- () (2 () (s () 2)
ol () s (2 () ()
(2 () () (e (Y (),

(B () () (Y (2

is bounded by B® and ¥* has positive diagonal entries (since it can be seen as covariance matrix
of (£1/2)37,) so that

() () () () () < e

n n n n n n n n

This shows that M2(2) 5. Together with previous result, we have shown that
My 2 V(a,b).

Similarly,
Ms % V(a,b), My % Via,b).

This completes the proof. O]

A.3. Proof of Theorem 3.3: Power of the test

The following equivalent representation for the quantity G, (k) will be useful:

1
Gn(k) = R DB k=1 > > (X5, — X5,)" (X5, — X5,)

1<51,J3<k,j1#J3 k+1<j2,ja<n,ja#ja

1
- k(k—l)(n—k)(n—k—l)D”(k) ®)

This expression can be obtained by elementary calculations after multiplying out the products in
the expression above.

Further, recall that we assumed k* = |nc| for some constant ¢ € (0,1). Define a new sequence
of random vectors Y7,

X; i=1,...k*
Y, =H(i/n)Z; = ! ) .

X,—A i=k*+1,...,n
This sequence does not have a change point. Without loss of generosity, assume Y;’s are centered.
The remaining proof consists of a detailed analysis of the original test statistic and the bootstrap
statistic under different types of alternatives.
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For the bootstrap statistic, we will prove that under the null and any alternative S*¥ satisfies

S (a,b)  SpY¥(a,b) (ATZA)Y2 A3
Se T O”( ) ) OP( ) 2)
n||X)|» n||S|F IZNF 1=l 7

where the remainder terms are uniform in a,b € [0,1] and S} is defined in exactly the same way
as 3% but with Y; in place of X;. We will further show that

(10)

d
?T A3/ [IZ]F — 0
Toq = supeo{G(r) + A(r)} A3/ |IZ]F — B € (0,00) (11)

k* (K" —1)(n—k*) (n—k* —1) n||AJI2 All3
> ( )(n — G ) T\Hz:”lz +op (n ”Z”‘l;) anHAH%/HZHF —

where
1 —c)?r? <
AGr) = (2 ¢) r2,6’ r<ec
cA(l—r)28 r>c
for ¢ = lim,_, k*/n. The argument in the case n||A|3/||Z]|F — B € (0,00) is complete. The

remaining two cases are discussed below.
The case n||Alj3/[|Z||F — 0 In this case (10) implies

Sp*(a,b) _ S3¥(ab)
%[l nl|I%) e

+op(1).

Since the sequence Y; contains no change-points and satisfies all assumptions of Theorem 3.2, the
proof follows from exactly the same arguments as the proof of the latter result.

The case n||Al|3/||X| r — oco: from expression (10) we find that in this case T); = op(n||A|13/||Z] F)
and hence ¢} = op(n[|A[3/|[Z] 7). Since also

*(k* —1)(n — k*)(n — k* — 1)

2 2
o —c(1—c¢)
we obtain
P(Ty > 2} = P((1 = *llAI3/ ISl > ol AI/IZI1)) = 1.
This completes the proof of Theorem 3.3. |

A.3.1. Proof of (11): Behaviour of Gy (k) under the alternative

Simple computations show that in the case k* > k, the statistic D, (k) admits the following decom-
position

k
D (k) =DY (k) + k(k — 1)(n — k*)(n — & = DIJAJ3 - 2(k - D(n — k") (n— k —2) 3 Y7 A
j=1

.
Ak =1)(k=2)(n—k*) Y VA
Jj=k+1
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where DY is defined similarly as D,, but with Y; replacing X;. By Kolmogorov’s maximal inequality
we have

k k
sup ZXJ-TA’ <2 sup

1<I<k<n | 5~ 1<k<n!“—
=== =l =r=" =

XPA| = 0,(nV2(ATEA)) = 0, (02| A2 1)
1

where we used the bound
max Var (ATYj) < B2ATESA
J

and the fact that under Assumption 1 we have || X2 = o(||X]|F), see Remark 3.2 in Wang et al.
(2022).
Combining this with the representation in (9) we find that, uniformly in 1 < k < k*,

k(k—1)(n—k*)(n—k* = 1)||A|3

Gn(k) = Gy (k) + 3

Similar arguments show that, uniformly in 1 < k* < k < n,

k= 1)(n - 1;)3(n — kDAl

G (k) = GY () +

n

1/2
0, (2| All2 |21 ).

Finally, elementary computations show that for k/n — r

k(k — 1)(n — k*)(n — k* — 1)

1 —>r2(1 —c)?
n

and
E(k*—1(n—-k)(n—k—-1)
1

2 2
- 1 —
= A1)

We now discuss the consequence of this result for three types of alternatives.

case 1: n||A|2/IIZ]lF — 0
In this case we have

Gn(k) _ Gy (k)
=l - e oW

uniformly in k. Hence T, BN o

case 2: n||A|2/IIZlF — B >0
In this case we obtain

(Gng_ﬂb;J))TE[O,l] - (G(T) + A(T))TE[OJ]

where
Ar) = {(1 -3 r<ec

A1 -r)?8 r> ¢’

Hence by the continuous mapping theorem

T, -4 sup G(r)+ A(r).
relo0,1]
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case 3: n||A|3/|1X||F —

In this case note that

Gin (k") (k" = 1)(n — k*)(n — k* — 1) n||A[]3 nf|All3
=0p(1)+ +o0 .
D T = o O )
This completes the proof of (11) O

A.3.2. Proof of (10): Sk(a,b) under the alternatives

For the bootstrap partial sum process, we observe the following decomposition:

|nb]—1
SiX(a,b) = Z Z Xit1 — X)T(X; — Xeirre,
i=|nal|+1 j=|[nal+1
[nb] -1 n— b T
> Z <A[I(k*+1§i+1§n)— - ]+m1—1‘/>

i=|nal|+1 j=|[nal+1

(A[I(k‘*—FlSan)—n_nk }+5/}—Y)€i+1€j

|nb]—1
Z Z Yigr = Y)T(V; = V)eigqe,
i=|na|+1 j= [naj+1
[nb|—1
+ ) Z AT(Y; - VI +1<i+1<n)—
i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
[nb|—1 n— k*
+ > Z AT (Y = Y)I(k* +1<j <n) - ——leitie
i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
[nb|—1 i

n—k*

}€i+1€j

—k* —k*
+ Y Y ATAI(R +1<i+l<n) - IR A 1< <n) - T eine
i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
= 5,7 (a,b) + 8;%5(a,b) + S 5(a.b) + Sy (a,b)

The first term corresponds to the case with no changepoint and has the same limiting behaviour
as under the null. We now study he behaviour of the remainder terms.

The case ¢ < a < b. The remainder terms take the form

[nb] -1 i [nb] -1 i [nb] -1 i i

DOREED DI AT Teine+ S Y SANE ST DI D ) ATAeine,

i=|na]+1 j=|nal+1 i=|nal|+1j= I_naJJrl i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1

For the last term, observe that this has the same form as S, (a,b)/n where X; are replaced by e;.
The corresponding covariance matrix is ¥ = 1 and hence by weak convergence of S, /n|/ || under
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general conditions which are satisfied in this special case we have

1 [nb|—1
sup — Z eie; = Op(1).
a,b n
i,j=|nal+1
i#]

Therefore, the last term is of order O, (n||Al3).
The terms S;%(a,b) and S};%(a,b) will be handled together. Note that

[nb]—1 i
* k* _
Sia(a ) +835@h) = > Y AT+ Vi - 2 )eine
i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1
1 [nb|—1 L+
=3 Z —AT(Y; +Y; — 2Y)ese;
i,j=|nal+1,i#j

xR nb)—1
=3 X AT Ve - Y 248TVel) -ATY
i,j=|na|+1 i=|naj+1
For the first term in the bracket observe that
[nb|—1 |nb|—1 Inb]—1
Y. AWee;=¢ > ATy S e
bi=lnal i=[na)+1 j=Ina+1
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(12)

[nb]—1

k*
—€;€5.
§ : n J

i,j=|na]+1,i#j

Since E[Y;] = 0 and Y; are independent of e; we obtain by Kolmogorov’s maximal inequality,

[nb]—1
sup Z ATYe;| = 0,(nY? max Var(ATYje;)V?) = 0,(n'/2(ATLA)Y?), (13)
0<a,b<1|. J
=""="li=|na]+1
[nb]—1
sup Z ATY;e?| = 0,(n*/? max Var(ATYje?)l/z) = 0,(n*(ATEA)Y?), (14)
0<a,b<1 |. J
=""="li=|na]+1
[nb]—1
su | =0,(n'?). 15
S| Yo e =0, (15)
Jj=lna]+1

For the last term we have by (18) and an elementary calculation using independence of the Y;

sup

0<a,b<1

[nb]—1
Z —eie;| < |ATY] - sup
ij=lnal+liki

ATY

|nb]—1 i

> Y e

i=|na|+1 j=|nal+1
= 0,(Var(ATY)'/?)0,(n)
= 0,(n/*(ATEA)Y?). (16)

*

a,b

In summary, we have proved that in the case ¢ < a < b

S (a,b)

_ SV (a.b)

n|%lr

Op((ATEA)”Q)+OP(IIAH§>_

X[l 1=l r [
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The case a < b < ¢. The remainder terms take the form

|nb]—1 n— k* |nb]—1 n— k*
— T Pp— % . — — T . — % . .
Z Z " AT(Y; —Y)eitre, Z Z n A7 (Yiq1 — Y)eire;
i=|nal+1 j=|nal+1 i=|nal+1 j=|[nal+1

|nb]—1

S L PO

i=|nal+1 j=|[nal+1

This can be handled similarly to the case ¢ < a < b.

The case a < ¢ < b. Compared to the case a < b < ¢ we have the additional terms

[nb] -1 i [nb]-1 i
o Y AT Ywinee+ Y, Y ATV —YVwsee
i=|na]+1j=|na|+1 i=|na]+1j=|na|+1
[nb]—1

+ Z Z AT Awﬁ_le €i+1€;

i=|na]+1 j=|nal+1

where wy = I{k* + 1 <t <n}.. For the last term, note that
wy = H(t/n) + rp(t)

where H(z) = I{c <z} and |r,(¢)| < I{|t — |[nc| | < 1}. Now a direct computation shows that the
pieces involving r,(t) are negligible while the remaining term takes the form

[nb]—1 i

ST ATAH((+ )/m)H(/m)eie;

i=|[nal+1j=|[nal+1

This has the same form as S,(a,b)/n where u; = 0, H as above and Z; are replaced by e;. The
corresponding covariance matrix is ¥ = 1 and hence by weak convergence of S, /n|X|r under
general conditions which are satisfied in this special case we have

[nb|—1
1 . ;
sup— S H((i+1)/n)H(j/n)eipre; = 0,(1). (18)
ab n i,j=|na]+1
i#]

Therefore, the last term is of order O, (n|A||3).
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Next we bound the first two terms. We have

Lnb) —1 i [nb|—1 i
Z Z AT(Y; = Y)wiyieipiej + Z Z AT (Vi —Ywjeirrej
i=|na|+1j=|nal+1 i=|na|+1j=|nal+1
lnb|—1 4 [nb]—1 [nc)—1
= > Y AW - Yeei+ Y, Y, AT = Y)eie
i=|nc] j=|nc] i=|nc| j=[na]+1
[nb]—1 4 [nb]—1
+ Z Z AT Yig1 — €z+1€g Z AT Yig1 — )61+16anj
i=[nc] j=|nc] i=|nc|
The terms
[nb]—1 4 nb]-1 4
Z Z AT Y Y €Z+1€j + Z Z AT Yiy1 — )61+1€]
i=|nc] j=|nc] i=|nc] j=|nc]

have a similar structure as in the case a < b < ¢ and can be treated similarly as there. For the
remaining two terms note that

|nb]—1 |nc]—-1 [nb|—1
Z Z AT(Y; — Y)eiJrlej €|nc] Z AT Z+1 )€Z+1‘

i=[ne) j=|na)+1 i=[ne]

|nb]—1 [nc]—1 [nb]—1
S’ Z €i+1’ : ‘ Z AT(Y; - Y)ej‘ + l€ney| - ‘ Z AT(Yip1 — )ez+1‘

i=[nc] j=lnal+1 i=[nc]

lnb]—1 [nb]—1 Lnb]—1 2
T T

§2ogsaL}bp§1 i_ga:HlA Yie; OSSzBlIa)gl j_ga:ﬁleg +2|AYY| OSSEESI j_tnza:ﬁleg

=0, (2 (ATSA)2)0,(n'/2) + Op (™2 (ATEA)2)0,(n) = Op(n(ATEA)Y?)

Where the last line uses the bounds in (13)-(16). Summarizing, we have proved that in the case

a<e<b X Y T 1/2 2
Sy (a,b) _ Sp* (a,b) (ATEA) A

Sl nle O”( > ) © ( s 2)' (19)
n||E]|F nl|E]F ()2 [pah2

This completes the proof. ([l

A.4. Proof of Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.5: Theory for multiple change point
testing

Under the null, the process convergence result of S (a,b) and continuous mapping theorem, we
conclude that

S sup G(r1;0,73) +  sup  G(ra;ry, 1), in probability.
HZHF 0<r;<rs<1 0<r;<rs<1

Similar to the arguments in the proof of Theorem 3, the result stated in Theorem 4 holds.
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Under the alternative, there are M change points at locations ki, ko, ..., kpr, and denote the
changes by A; = p;41 — p;. The partial sum process can be decomposed as follows,

[nb]—1 4

SxX(a,b) = Z Z Xip1 = X)"(X; — X)eiqe;

i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1

[nb]—1 i M T
= > Z (ZA,.I(kTSz’+1§k,.+1)+yi+1_5‘/>

i=|na|+1j=|nal+1 \r=0

M
X (Z ATk <j<kppr)+Y; — Y) €i11€5
r=0
[nb|—1
= > Z Vi1 = V)1 (Y; = V)eiyae,
i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
M |[nb]-1 i
+Y > S YIAT(k i+ 1< krga)eisae;
r=0i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
M [nb]-1
+> > Z VI AT (ke < <kppn)eipre;
r=0i=|na|+1 j=|na]+1
M |nb]-1
+ Z Z Z ATA I kr<i4+1< k7+1) (]4},5 <j< kt+1)€i+1€j-
t,r=04i=|na|+1j=|na|+1

Again, the first term is simply the process under the null. Similar analysis to single change point
case shows that the second term and third term is of order O,(n M (ATSA;)!/2). The last term

is of order O,(n Zf\il |Ai]|3). Under local or fixed alternative, that is

ATA;
D22 e [0,00), foralli=1,... M,
1%]| 7
* X
S;”Z(ﬁf) converges to the same process under the null. When there is at least one diverging change

point, according the the bootstrap statistic is bounded by O,(||As||3), where Ay = psy1 — s is
the largest change. To show that the proposed test has power converging to one, it suffices to
check that the order of the original statistic. To this end, we consider the forward scanning statistic
Gn(ksv 1; ks+1)-
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- Y Y Y (X - X)) (G, - X

J1=1j3=1,j3#J1 jo=ks+1 ja=ks+1,jaF#j2

ks ks ksy1 ksy1 s—1
= Yo Vi =Y+ Ik + 1< i < kjua b — ps)”
J1=1j3=1,j3#j1 jo=ks+1 ja=ks+1,jaF#j2 j=0
s—1
(Vi = Vi + 3 I{k; +1 < s < kja b — hs)
=0
s—1 T s
= Z Z (Ms+1 - ZI{kj +1<5h < kj+1}Mj+1) (Ms+1 - Zf{k‘j +1<j3< k‘j+1}uj+1)
1<j1#j3<ks ks +1<jo#ja<ks11 j=0 j=1

+ Z Z (}/]1 _sz)T()/js _}/j4)

1<j1#j3<ks ks +1<ja#ja<ksi1

s—1

+ Z Z (}/]1 - Y;z)T(Z I{k] +1<73< kj+1}/’6j+1 - Ms)
1<j1#j3<ks ks +1<ja#ja<kst1 j=0
s—1

+ Z Z (Yjs — Yj4)T(Z I{kj +1 < g1 < Kkjpa}pgon — s)
1<j1#j3<ks ks +1<jo#js<ksi1 j=0

Similar to the single change point case, the order of the first term dominates. Since we assumed that
ks is the largest change, and there are only finite change points, the order of the this is n*||A||3.
After proper scaling, the order of the original test statistic is T}, p = Op(n||As]|3). Together with
the fact that the bootstrap statistic is of order ||Ag||2, we conclude that the power will converge to
1.
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