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Abstract

Change point analysis is about identifying structural changes for stochastic processes. One
of the main challenges is to carry out analysis for time series with dependency structure in a
computationally tractable way. Another challenge is that the number of true change points is
usually unknown. It therefore is crucial to apply a suitable model selection criterion to achieve
informative conclusions. To address the first challenge, we model the data generating process
as a segment-wise autoregression, which is composed of several segments (time epochs), each
of which modeled by an autoregressive model. We propose a multi-window method that is
both effective and efficient for discovering the structure changes. The proposed approach was
motivated by transforming a segment-wise autoregression into a multivariate time series that
is asymptotically segment-wise independent and identically distributed. To address the second
challenge, we further derive theoretical guarantees for almost surely selecting the true num-
ber of change points of segment-wise independent multivariate time series. Specifically, under
mild assumptions we show that a Bayesian information criterion (BIC)-like criterion gives a
strongly consistent selection of the optimal number of change points, while an Akaike informa-
tion criterion (AIC)-like criterion cannot. Finally, we demonstrate the theory and strength of
the proposed algorithms by experiments on both synthetic and real-world data, including the
eastern US temperature data and the El Nino data from 1854 to 2015. The experiment leads
to some interesting discoveries about temporal variability of the summer-time temperature over

the eastern US, and about the most dominant factor of ocean influence on climate.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Sequentially obtained data usually exhibits occasional changes in their structure, for example the
changes in the stock market due to the financial crisis, or the variations of an EEG signal caused by
the mode change in the brain. Change detection analysis tries to identify not only whether a time
series is a concatenation of several segments, in which neighboring ones are generated from different
probability distributions, but also how many change points there are. There has been a vast amount
of work in the filed of change point analysis. In the parametric settings, the likelihood function natu-
rally plays a key role, for example in the cumulative sum (Basseville and Nikiforov 1993; Page 1954)
and the generalized likelihood ratio (Gustafsson 1996) approaches. Various tests have been devel-
oped for tracking changes in time series statistics such as the mean (Vogelsang 1998), the vari-
ance (Incln and Tiao 1994; Gombay and Huskova 1996), the autocovariance function (Berkes and
Horvéth 2009), and the spectrum (Picard 1985). Nonparametric approaches usually rely on kernel
density estimation. An active line of research is to perform change detection via estimating the ratio
of probability densities directly instead of estimating two densities first (Fishman 1996; Huang and
Scholkopf 2007; Sugiyama and Kawanabe 2008). As to the practical implementation of the afore-
mentioned optimization problem, bisection procedure and its extensions (Vostrikova 1981; Scott
and Knott 1974; Hawkins 2001; Lavielle and Teyssiére 2006) seem to be the main research focus.
Exact search methods such as segment neighborhood (Auger and Lawrence 1989), optimal parti-
tioning (Yao 1984; Jackson, Scargle, Barnes, Arabhi, Alt, Gioumousis, Gwin, Sangtrakulcharoen,
Tan and Tsai 2005) have also been widely used. More detailed references to the literature can
be found in remarkable monographs and papers such as (Basseville and Nikiforov 1993; Brodsky
and Darkhovsky 1993; Perron 2006). In terms of model selection, in the parametric scenario the
two commonly used information criteria are Akaike information criterion (Akaike 1969) and the
Bayesian information criterion (BIC) (Schwarz 1978). To the best of our knowledge, though the
consistency of BIC in selecting the number of change points for certain change detection models
and algorithms have been been studied in, e.g., (Yao 1988; Venkatraman 1992), theory of strong

consistency for penalized method has not been well studied.



A typical offline multiple change point analysis aims to solve the following problem. Given
observations 1, ...,yn € RP and M € N, the goal is to find integers 0 < nq < --- < ny < N that
minimize

M+1

EM = Z L(ynk_1+17"‘7ynk)7 (1)
k=1

where L£(-) is some loss function and by default ny = 0,n3/41 = N. The unknown number of
change points M is usually selected using penalized approach. In this work, we address two aspects
involved in detecting structural changes in time series:

1) In Section [2| we consider the formulation of change point analysis for a general stochastic
process. The basic idea is to assume that the time series data consists of several segments each
of which is generated from a finite order autoregressive process. For such dependent data, the
loss function of each segment may be naturally defined as twice the negative log-likelihood of that
segment of data fit to an autoregression. Any change detection algorithm, e.g. binary segmentation,
can be further applied based on that loss function. However, the loss function depends on a
particular parametric assumption of the autoregression noises, and it does not always guarantee
efficient algorithm to solving . In fact, even if the noises are assumed to be Gaussian, the
loss function can lead to massive computations, as we will discuss later. To obtain the change
points in a robust and computationally efficient manner, we propose an alternative approach which
casts the change detection problem for the original time series {y,} into that for segment-wise
(asymptotically) independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) multivariate data {z,}. We can
discover the change points of independent data more easily, and then use the results to infer the
change points of the original time series.

2) In Section |3, we show that change points for a segment-wise independent data {x,} can be

. o« . « . . . . _ TLJ
discovered by minimizing 1} with a simple quadratic loss Ly (Tn;_,+1,.-,%n;) = Zn:nj,l 41 |70 —
7|2, where 7 is the sample mean of x,,,_,+1,...,Zn,, and |- | denotes the usual £ norm of a vector.
J J

One reason of using quadratic loss is that it enables efficient k-means type fast implementations.
We further show that the number of change points can be correctly chosen via the quadratic loss
function and an appropriately designed penalized method. We provide necessary and sufficient

conditions under which the unknown true number of change points can be selected for sufficiently



large sample size almost surely. It is worth mentioning that the quadratic loss can be regarded as
twice the negative log likelihood of i.i.d. Gaussian random variable with unknown mean and unit
variance. But as we shall see, the loss function in its nonparametric form is applicable to wider
classes of change point models.

At the end of the paper, we present experimental results to demonstrate the theoretical results
and the advantages of the proposed method on both synthetic and real-world datasets. In the study
of real-world environmental data, we have used the eastern US summer-time temperature data from
1895 to 2015 and the El Nino data from 1854 to 2015. The experiment leads to some interesting
discoveries about temporal variability of the summer-time temperature over the eastern US, and
about the most dominant factor of ocean influence on climate. These discoveries are consistent

with those have been observed in the field of environmental sciences.

1.1 Notation

Let D € N and My € NU{0} be constant integers. In this paper, change point analysis is based on
the following model assumption. A sequence of D-dimensional random variable {Y,,:n=1,...,N}
consists of My + 1 segments, and each pair of neighboring segments have different data generating
process. Suppose the segments are {Y,, : n = Noj—1 + 1,...,Nox},k = 1,..., My + 1, where
No:1 < -+ < No.u, are referred to as the My change points and by default No.o = 0, No.ary+1 = N.
Let Ny, = No.x — Nok—1,k = 1,..., My + 1 denote the size (length) of the kth segment. Clearly,

gﬁf ! N = N. Throughout the paper, we use M to denote the selected number of change points
from certain algorithmic procedure unless otherwise stated. Similarly, we represent the detected
change points by N():k, k=0,...,M+1 and segment sizes by Np, k= 1,..., M +1.

Let tr(:), log, limsup, a.s., i.0. respectively denote the trace of a square matrix, natural
logarithm, limit superior, almost surely, and infinitely often. We write G ~ [u, V] if distribu-
tion G has mean p and variance V. We say “h(N) tends to infinity as N tends to infinity” if
limy 00 1/A(N) = 0. We write h(N) = O(g(N)) if ¢ < h(N)/g(N) < 1/c for some constant ¢ # 0
for all sufficiently large N. We write h(N) = o(g(N)) if limy_00 f(IV)/g(N) = 0. Let N(u,V)
denote the normal distribution with mean p variance matrix V. Let C' denote a generic constant,
and o, (1) denote any random variable that converges in probability to zero. Throughout the paper,

random variables and observed data are respectively represented by capital letters (e.g. X,,) and



small letters (e.g. ).

2. CHANGE DETECTION FOR TIME SERIES WITH DEPENDENCY STRUCTURE
In this section, we start by considering a sequence of one-dimensional dependent data. As we shall
see, the technical treatment can be easily extended to D-dimensional data. We assume that the

data is generated from a segment-wise autoregression:

Assumption 1 A one-dimensional sequence {Y,, : n = 1,... N} consists of My + 1 segments,
each of which can be described by Y, = YanJ(k) —i—E,(Ik), n=DNgyr_1+1,...,Nog, k=1,..., Mg+1,
where X, = [1, Y 1,..., Y0 r]%, Pk = [w(()k),wgk), . ,w(Lk)]T € REHL (referred to as AR filter),

Yi—r,..., Yy denote known initial values, and 551) are i.i.d. random noises within each segment.

In addition, ¥®) £ D k=1, ... M,.

It is worth mentioning that even though the change detection model seems to be semi-parametric,
as no assumption on how each AR switches to another one was made, the change point analysis
can serve as an exploratory study for more parametric settings. For example, the detected change
points can be used to set up better initial values of Expectation-Maximization algorithm for complex
parametric mixture models such as point process regression models (Sheikhattar, Fritz, Shamma
and Babadi 2015) and multi-state autoregressive models (Ding, Noshad and Tarokh 2015b).

An autoregression of order L is also denoted by AR(L). In the rest part of the paper, we assume
that the order L is known as prior knowledge or from exploratory studies. It is natural to define

the loss function based on

nj
Lor@Wny at1sYn) = Y, (Yn—9nep)?
TL:TLJ‘_1+1
where 7,2; is estimated from yy,_,+1,...,yn,; by Yule-Walker equation or least squares method. The

above loss is interpreted as the cumulated prediction errors, or rescaled negative log likelihood. The
quadratic loss can be regarded as the special case when L = 0. Admittedly, we could find change
points by solving problem via any existing algorithm such as binary segmentation (Scott and
Knott 1974). But an alternative idea is to turn the change detection for segment-wise autoregressive

model into that for segment-wise Gaussian independent model.



We explain the motivations below. Consider a sequence of N points that are generated from
a single AR(L), i.e. Y, = ¥"Y, + &,, where ¥ = [tp,...,¥1]", e, ~ [0,0%]. Suppose that
{Y,:n=1,...,N} is divided into N/w segments of size w, where w > 2L and N/w is assumed to
be an integer for brevity. If each segment of data is used to estimate an AR(L) filter, we obtain N/w
estimates of 1, respectively denoted by 1,5(1), ey 1,@(N /W) Tt is well known that if 1,5@) is estimated
by either least squares or Yule Walker methods, /w(¥() — ) converges in distribution to A'(0,T)
where I is a constant matrix depending only on v (Box, Jenkins and Reinsel 2008, Appendix 7.5).
Thus, ¢(i) can be approximated by Gaussian random variables with mean 1 and variance I'/w.

The asymptotic independence of 1ﬁ(i),i =1,...,N/w is guaranteed by the following theorem.

Assumption 2 The noises ) in each segment k satisfies E[max{(log|e®)|),0}] < oo and that

the distribution of e%) has a nontrivial absolutely continuous component.
For example, Gaussian distribution satisfies the above assumption.

Theorem 1 Suppose that Assumption @ holds and {Y1,...,Yn} follows an autoregression with
filter 1. Let '1,&1 € R and 12)2 € R¥ respectively denote the estimated filters from {Y1,...,Yn, } and
{Yn,+1,.-., YN} by least square methods, where N1 and No = N — Nj tend to infinity as N tends
to infinity. Then \/ﬁl(gﬁl — ) and \/172(1/;2 — 1)) converge to two Gaussian random variables that

are independent.

Theorem [1| implies that if a data from the same autoregression is split into two (or more) parts
each of which gives an estimate of the true filter, then the estimators are asymptotically independent
(up to a rescaling). Its proof is given in the appendix.

Now suppose that the stochastic process consists of two parts: the first Vi points are generated
from one AR(L) and the rest Ny are from another AR(L). If a window size w that satisfies
2L < w < min{Nj, N2} is chosen, the estimated AR filters become independent points containing
a change point around the (N;/w)th point. Here we have assumed that N;/w, No/w are integers
For brevity. We propose a multi-window (MW) change detection algorithm that chooses different
w’s and collect the information of the detected change points for each w in a proper way, in

order to obtain a more accurate estimation of the change points of the stochastic process. From



Algorithm 1 change detection by multi-window method

input {y, eR,n=1,...,N}, Mpax € N, w; > --- > wg (window sizes), 7 € NU {0} (tolerance)

output @ = {Iy,... ,fM} (ranges containing change points)
1 s = 0,n =1,..., N (initialized score)

2: forr=1— R do

3:  let N, = N/w,. Estimate ¢, from {Y, :n = (n, — Dw, +1,...,npw.}, n. = 1,..., N,.

4:  implement the generic Algo. [2| with input 1/3n ‘n,.=1,..., N, Munax, and obtain output nq,...,n

5:  define sgf) = sgffl) +1,e1,, where 1,¢5,. equals one if n € I, and zero otherwise, and I, = Ui\il{ﬁk —
Dxw,.+1,...,(ng+ 1) xw,.}N{l,...,N — 1}

6: end for

7: Select the “peak ranges” ¢p = {fl, ... ,fM} (M < Mpax) with score at least S — 7 where S =

maxnzl)wN{sg)} is the highest score

a computational point of view, starting from a large w also helps to reduce the cost, which is
especially helpful in cases where massive time series data is involved.

A pseudo-code for MW method is included in Algo. We will also provide illustrating ex-
periments in the next section. The algorithm uses a sequence of R window sizes wy > --- > wpg
in order to capture any true segment of small size. For each w,, the original data is turned into
a sequence of L + 1 dimensional data that can be approximated as independent. Applying the
subroutine which is introduced in the next subsection, we obtain a set of change points; by further
mapping them back to the original scale {1,..., N} we obtain several short ranges (each with size
wy) that “probably” contains the desired change points. We repeat the above procedure for dif-
ferent w,, and combine the information in the following way: the detected ranges of change points
from each window size are scored by one, the scores are aggregated, and the ranges with highest
score or around the highest score (determined by the tolerance parameter 7) are finally selected.
The output of the algorithm is M number of “peak” ranges that are most likely to contain the true
change points. Some detailed discussions on the input of Algo.[T]is given below.

Window sizes: Intuitively speaking, more reliable change detection results can be obtained by
using multiple windows instead of only one. This is because in practice we do not know what are
the true segment sizes, so an inappropriately chosen w, may be too large so that a true segment is

“missed”. On the other hand, a small w, leads to larger variance of AR filter estimates. A properly



designed MW method strikes a tradeoff between estimation accuracy (since larger window reduces
variance of the estimated AR filters) and the resolution of the detected change points (since smaller
window produces narrower ranges).

Subroutine: The subroutine detects the number and location of change points based on mini-
mizing within-segment quadratic loss. The pseudocode and model selection criterion is outlined in
Algo. |2 in the next section (with D = L + 1), followed by theoretical analysis.

Tolerance parameter: The main purpose of introducing the tolerance parameter 7 in step 8 of
Algo. [[]is to ensure that the scoring produces fair comparisons among different ranges. Otherwise,
small segments may have been “missed” by some initial large window sizes. For example, suppose
that 7 = 0, w; = 200 and there is only one true change point at Ny = 50 out of N = 1000 data
points. Then it is difficult to discover a change point from N/w; = 5 estimated filters.

Peak ranges: The code at Step 7 selects the narrow ranges with score at least S — 7, which are
most likely to contain change points. It requires an additional pruning stage in order to ensure M <
Minax. This can be done by neglecting scores produced by the smallest window sizes, which are less
reliable as the estimated AR filters from those windows have larger variances. We use the following

procedure to determine the final output of Algo. [T}

forr=R—1 do
Let e¢p = {I; = [n1,...,n4) : s,(fil =... = 3%7;)2 > S — 7, and there exists n between I; and
I; (Vj # i) such that s <5 7}. (The purpose of the last requirement is to obtain “peak”
ranges as narrow as possible.)
if number of pieces of ¢p is no more than M, then
let ¢p = cp; break the for loop
end if

end for

It is worth mentioning that the output of MW method is a set of M narrow ranges instead of
single points. In the cases where M exact change points are desired, a practitioner could use the
results from Algo. [T] as starting point to further search optimal points within those ranges. In that
sense, MW method can serve as a fast prescreening approach. In addition, the multiple windows

can be implemented in parallel for massive time series, and it can be applied to independent data



as well.

3. STRONG CONSISTENCY OF PENALIZED METHODS

In this section, we first elaborate on the subroutine used in Algo. The subroutine discovers
change points by minimizing the within-segment sum of quadratic loss é;. We will show that when
applied to a segment-wise independent data, Algo. [2| is able to output the estimated number of
change points M that converges almost surely to the truth Mj.

The program computes é; for each candidate number of change points k = {0, ..., M}, where
M is determined by the largest candidate number of segments M,.x and minimal segment length
B(N). After that, the optimal number of change points is selected according to a penalized method.
Below we elaborate on some input parameters and concepts involved in Algo. [2|

Parameter S(N): It is introduced for two purposes: for the technical convenience in deriving
asymptotic results, and for faster implementation in practice. Loosely speaking, it should diverge
to infinity as N tends to infinity at an appropriate rate. The requirement of 5(/N) depends on what
theoretical result is to be achieved, as we shall discuss later.

Penalty function: The common choice of penalty function is a linear function in the form of
kf(N), where f(N) is referred to as the penalty term. For brevity we consider the linear function
in this paper, but the results can be applied to more general penalty functions. Two commonly
used types of penalty terms are related to AIC and BIC. In a parametric change detection problem,
if there are k£ change points and p parameters in each segment, the total number of parameters to
appear in AIC and BIC is k + p(k + 1). If the quadratic loss is treated as twice the negative log
likelihood of a Gaussian model with variance an identity matrix, the total number of parameters is
k+ D(k+1) = k(D + 1) + constant. The penalty terms f(N) < 1 and f(N) o log N are referred
to as the variants of AIC and BIC, respectively.

Strongly consistency: A penalized model selection approach is referred to be strongly consistent
it M converges almost surely to My. We also say that M is strongly consistent. In other words,
the true number of change points is selected for sufficiently large N almost surely.

We make the following assumption about a segment-wise independent time series.

Assumption 3 A sequence of D-dimensional random variable {X, :n =1,...,N} are indepen-



Algorithm 2 (generic) change detection by minimizing the sum of within-segment quadratic loss

input {z, € RP n=1,...,N}, M = Mya, € N (the largest candidate number of change points), f(N)
(the penalty term), S(IN) the minimal segment size
output M, fq,... , My (discovered change points).
1: for k=0 — M. do
2:  define ng = 0,n341 = N; minimize over n; € N
k+1

€k = Zﬁq(xnj—1+1a”wxn_7‘) (2)
j=1

and record the optimum 7; : j =1,...,k, é

3:  if the size of the smallest segment is less than S(N) then

4: let M = k — 1; break the for loop
5.  end if
6: end for

7: Choose M = arg ming_q  (éx +kf(N)), and {f;} to be the solution to under k = M.

dent. For each k = 1,..., My + 1, Ny tends to infinity as N tends to infinity (thus a function of
N), and {X,, : n = Nog—1+ 1,..., Nox} are distributed according to Gy ~ [ug, Vk]. In the case of

My > 1, two neighboring means are not equal, i.e. pg # ppa1, k=1,..., M.

3.1 Necessary conditions for strongly consistent model selection

We start by examining the case that the true data generating process has no change point.

Theorem 2 Suppose that My = 0 and Assumption@ holds. Then the smallest penalty term f(N)
that guarantees strong consistency of M produced from Algo. |9 is at least O(loglog N). If we
additionally assume B(N) = O(N), then there exists a constant C > 0 that f(N) = C'loglog N

suffices to guarantee strong consistency of M.
Next, we consider f(IN) = O(loglog V) for the case where My > 0. We define

A, = k:If.?f(Mo{‘”k — 1t Ay = k:ﬁ?i,flMO{‘”k — prg1l} (3)

Assumption 4 The largest candidate number of change points M ,q. is finite and M a0 > Mo +2.

10



The requirement M.« > My + 2 instead of My.x > My is for technical convenience in the proof

of Theorem [3

Assumption 5 The true segment sizes satisfy S(N) < Ni/4, Ny = O(N) fork=1,..., My + 1.
In addition, f(N) = o(N).

Theorem 3 Suppose that Assumptions@-@ hold and B(N) = ©O(N). Then exists a positive constant
Co such that under f(N) > Cyloglog N, the selected number M satisfies My < M < 2My — 1 for
sufficiently large N, a.s., namely

pr{hmsup(M < Mo) U (M > 2My — 1)} =0.

N—oo

Besides this, the distances between the selected change points and true ones satisfy

limsup min | Nyy — No.j|/B(N) <1 a.s. (4)

N—oo k=1,..,.M

for each j=1,..., My.

Remark 1 As a follow-up of Theorem@ under mild assumptions Theorem@ shows that f(N) =
O(loglog N) suffices to guarantee no underfitting. Though we cannot prove it avoids overfitting
as well, we show that it will not overfit too much (since M < 2My — 1 holds almost surely). In
addition, Inequality implies that each true change point is “almost” captured, since its nearest
discovered change point is within distance B(N), which can be set to arbitrarily small compared
with N or each Nj. In the next subsection, we relax the assumption on B(N) and obtain strongly

consistent M by increasing the penalty to a BIC-like one.

3.2 Sufficient conditions for strongly consistent model selection

In this subsection, we provide sufficient conditions that guarantee strong consistency of the penal-
ized method for model selection. For technical convenience, we narrow our scope to sub-Gaussian
random variables. A real-valued random variable X is said to be sub-Gaussian if it has the property
that there exists a constant b > 0 such that for every t € R, one has E(e{X~E(X)}) < b*/2 Tt g

easy to prove using Markov inequality that there is some ¢y > 0 such that for every a € R,

pr(|X — E(X)| > a) < 2¢7*N (5)

11



where X is the mean of i.i.d. random variables {X,, : n = 1,..., N}. Assuming that X,, follows a

sub-Gaussian distribution, it is possible to prove results stronger than Theorem

Assumption 6 G, k=1,..., Mo+ 1 are marginally sub-Gaussian. In other words, there exists a

constant co > 0 such that (@ holds for each marginal distribution of Gy.
Examples are Gaussian and bounded random variables.

Theorem 4 Suppose that
A2 %k
f(N) > 36A2Zm*(N), (6)

where
B 160 D¢Mo—1

m*(N
)= 20

log N, c¢= 4/(\/5— 1)2,

and that Assumptions @-@ hold. Then M s strongly consistent. In addition, the distance between
each true change point with its nearest detected change point is less than m*(N) for sufficiently

large N almost surely. In other words, for each k =1,..., My

R Ny — Np.
lim M = My, limsup 7’ 0:k 0:k|

<1 .S.
N—oo N—oco m*(N) =5 08

Remark 2 From the conditions of Theorem/[4), both the minimal distance and the minimal penalty
required for strong consistency are no more than ©(log N). The constant term for f(N) is propor-
tional to the dimension D and the ratio AZ/AI%. Intuitively, higher dimension and larger variance
require stronger penalties. Besides this, it is interesting to observe that f(N) depends on the ratio
AZ/AI% which is scale invariant, while m*(N) only depends on the smallest distance between two

neighboring distributions (in terms of the means).

3.3 The Implementation of Algorithm 2]

The algorithm we are going to introduce in the next section replies on the implementation of Algo.
Thus, we briefly mention the implementation issue of Algo. [2. Admittedly, it can be implemented
using popular methods such as binary segmentation (Scott and Knott 1974), segment neighborhood
(Auger and Lawrence 1989), and optimal partitioning (Yao 1984; Jackson et al. 2005). But since

our loss function is quadratic, it is possible to have an algorithm that takes full advantage of that

12



fact. We propose such a computationally efficient algorithm, which is similar but different with the
usual k-means algorithm in that each segment (cluster) contains points with consecutive indices.
It can be regarded as an “ordered k-means” algorithm. The algorithm reduces the within-segment

quadratic loss in each step by moving the change points based on the following observation.

Lemma 1 Suppose that {X,, : n = 1,...,N1} and {X,, : n = N1+ 1,...,N1 + Na} are two
segments. Consider the operation that shifts the change point from Ny to N1 —t where 0 < t < Ny:
the two segments become { X, :n=1,...,Ny —t} and {X,, :n =Ny —t+1,...,Ny + Nao}. The

within-segment quadratic loss will be reduced after the operation if and only if

Ni|Xon, — Xy —t.n |2 - No|Xny N4 Ny — XNy —t,n |2
Ny —t Ny +t ’

where X’mm denotes the sample mean of {X,, :n=n1+1,...,n2}.

From the above lemma, to decide whether a subsequence of data should be moved from one segment
to its neighboring one, it only suffices to compute its mean and the means of the original two
segments. On the other hand, by iteratively applying operations in the above lemma, a local

optimum of step 2 in Algo. [2] could be achieved.

4.  EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we present experimental results to demonstrate the theoretical results and the
advantages of MW method on both synthetic and real-world datasets. The algorithms are imple-
mented in Matlab, run on a PC with 3.1 GHz dual-core CPU. The codes and related data will be
made public online in the future. In the experiments, we rescale the penalty term kf(N) in Algo.
to var(X)kf(NN). Though it does not affect theoretical results, it is convenient in practice to tune

the function f(N).

4.1 The independent data

In a synthetic data experiment, we generated data of two change points: X, ~ N(u1,02), n =
1,...,02N, X,, ~ N(ug,02), n = 02N +1,...,08N, X, ~ N(uz,0?), n = 0.8N +1,...,N.
Let [u1, po, pi3, 0] = [=1,0,1,1], Myax = 10, f(N) = 2log N, B(N) = loglog N. For illustration

purpose, an example dataset with N = 100 is plotted in Fig. (a). For each N = 100, 500, 1000,

13
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Figure 1: (a) an example sequence of independent data that contains two change points, and (b)
the frequencies of discovered change points for each N = 100, 300, 1000

we generate 100 independent datasets and summarize the detected change points (normalized by
N) in Fig. (b) We also summarized the frequencies of M < 2, M = 2, and M > 2, respectively
denoted by f = (f1, fa, f3). They are f = (38,60,2) for N = 100, f = (0,89, 11) for N = 300, and
f =10,95,5) for N = 1000. The results show that both the discovered number and locations of

change points become more and more accurate as the sample size grows.

4.2 The dependent data

In a synthetic data experiment for dependent data, we generated data of two change points at 0.1V
and 0.3N. Data is generated from a zero mean autoregression in each of the three segments, and the
associated AR filters are respectively | 51), wgl)] = [0.8,—-0.3], [1/152),1&52)] = [—0.5,0.1],[w§3),1/1§3)] =
[0.5,—0.5]. Suppose that the noises are N'(0,1) and Myax = 5, f(N) = log N, 7 = 1. Fig. Pf(a)
illustrates one dataset with NV = 1000. We set window sizes to be [wy, was, w3, w4] = [100, 50, 20, 10]
and apply Algo. [1|to that dataset. The score is plotted in Fig. (b)

Next, we compare MW method with the commonly used binary segmentation (BS) method.

The BS method first scans all the points and find a single change point that minimizes the sum of
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Figure 2: (a) an example time series that consists of three segments of autoregressions, and (b) its
score plot

within-segment loss, and then extends to multiple change points discovery by iteratively repeating
the method on different subsets of the series. This procedure is repeated until the maximal number
of change points is reached or no more change point is detected. By assuming that L is a constant,
the complexity of BS algorithm for segment-wise AR of size N is calculated to be in the order of
O(N?), while MW method is of ©(N + N?/w%) (wg is the smallest window size). To compare the
performance of MW and BS, we repeat the above experiment for 50 iterations. In each iteration, we
generated three autoregressive filters of order L = 2 that are independent and uniformly distributed
in the space of all stable AR(2) ﬁltersm The change points are still 0.1 N and 0.3N. The number of
points is N = 10%. The discovered change points are plotted in Fig. (a). In order to compare the
computational speed, we repeat the above experiment for each N = [103,5 x 103,104, 5 x 10%,10°].
For the MW method, we use fixed number of windows {w,}*_, = N/10, N/20, N/50, N/100 and

tolerance 7 = 2. We set the minimal length for BS method to be 10L (which is used to guarantee

Tn general, for a stationary AR(L) processes with coefficients ¥ = [11,...,%1], % sits in a bounded subspace
S C RL. For the purpose of fair comparison, in the experiment we draw AR filters that are uniformly distributed

on Sy, using the technique proposed in (Ding, Noshad and Tarokh 2015a).
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Figure 3: (a) the frequencies of discovered change points (or its ranges) by BS and MW methods,

and (b) the log-log plot of computation time on multiple change points analysis

stability involved in matrix computations). For both methods, Mp.x = 4. The comparison is
plotted in Fig. (b) The average numbers of detected change points (with standard deviation
inside the parenthesis) under each N are respectively 2.48(0.88), 1.98(0.31), 1.98(0.23), 1.98(0.31)
for MW method, and 2.56(0.88), 3.2(0.75), 3.46(0.97), 3.7(0.97) for BS method. Here, if a discovered
range has size no larger than twice the smallest window size and it contains a true change point, it
is regarded as a successfully detected change point.

The simulation results shows that MW is more robust and computationally efficient than BS
method. As was pointed out in the previous section, MW is robust because it looks into the data at

different resolutions, thus reducing the risks of overfitting or underfitting which BS method suffers.

4.3 The eastern US temperature from 1895 to 2015

In this subsection, we investigate the temporal variability of the summertime temperature over the
eastern US for 1895-2015 (plotted in Fig. [4[(a)) with the change detection algorithm. The temper-
ature data is obtained from National Climatic Data Center (NCDC, http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/)
and averaged over the eastern US (east of 100°W). Fig. |4] shows the data and its sample partial
autocorrelations, from which we recognize the data as independent. We choose Mpyx = 7, and try
a range of penalty terms f(N) = jloglog N,j = 1,...,5. We start with j = 1,2; the penalty is so
small that it gives the maximally possible 7 change points. Then we increase f(IN) to 3loglog N,
and obtain 5 change points at years 1901, 1929, 1944, 2009, 2012 (marked in solid lines in Fig. (a)).
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Figure 4: (a) the 1895-2015 summertime temperature over the eastern US (unit: °C), and (b) its
sample partial autocorrelations

If f(N) is increased to 4loglog N, the change points are the years 1929, 1944, 2004 (marked in
dashed lines in Fig. (a)). If f(N) is further increased to jloglog N,j > 5, there is no change
point detected. The segmentation of the time series of the eastern US temperature over the past
century matches the phase shift of the Atlantic Multi-decadal Oscillation (AMO), defined as the
North Atlantic sea surface temperature after removing the long-term warming trend (Sutton and
Hodson 2005). As seen from Fig. (b), since the early 20th century, there are warm phases from
1929 to 1960 and from 1990 to 2015, and cool phases from 1901 to 1929 and from 1965 to 1990, in
synchrony with the segmentation of the eastern US temperature time series defined by the change
points. As the ocean has much larger heat capacity than the continent, this implies that the
multi-decadal variability of eastern US temperature is modulated by the AMO. The dynamic link
between AMO and eastern US climate has previously been reported. For example, using a global
climate model, (Sutton and Hodson 2005; Sutton and Hodson 2007) indicated that the AMO plays
an important role in driving the summertime temperature in the eastern US, which validates our

postulation here from the change point algorithm.
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Figure 5: (a) the discovered change points of the eastern US temperature, and (b) the phase shift
of the AMO

4.4 The El Nino data from 1854 to 2015

As the largest climate pattern, El Nino serves as the most dominant factor of oceanic influence
on climate. The NINO3 index, defined as the area averaged sea surface temperature from 5°S-
5°N and 150°W-90°W, is calculated from HadISST1 from 1854 to 2015 (Rayner, Parker, Horton,
Folland, Alexander, Rowell, Kent and Kaplan 2003), as shown in Fig. [f[a) (with 1944 points).
By looking at the partial autocorrelation of the complete dataset in Fig@(b), we tentatively set
autoregression order E| L = 2. We apply Algo. (1| with window sizes 300, 250, 200, 150, 100, 50,
andE| Mmax = |N/3001] = 5. We start with f(N) = 2loglog N and obtain the score plot as
shown in Fig. (a). The plots show that the time period from June 1979 to September 1987
most likely contains one change point. We change the penalty to smaller or larger values, or use
other window sizes, and found that the range is detected most of the time. In fact, we can trace

how the AR coefficients change in Fig. (b), where each point is the AR coefficient estimated

2In fact, we also experimented the cases L = 3,4, 5 and the final results did not differ much.
3Here, |a] denotes the largest integer that is no larger than a.
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Figure 6: (a) the monthly El Nino (Nino3) index from 1854 to 2015, and (b) its sample partial
autocorrelations

from a sliding window of size 300 and sliding step size 20. In other words, the windows are
{X1,..., X300}, {X21,.--, X320}, - -, {X1641,- - -, X1041}. The green diamond, blue star, and red
circle indicate respectively the first 37 windows, the second 37 windows, and the last 9 windows.
As illustrated from the plot, the red circles deviate nontrivially from other points, which means
that the data has a structural change after 74 windows, and that time is exactly the year 1979. The
shift of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) from a long cold phase (1940-1978) to a warm phase
(1979-present) is likely to explain why this year is unique in the past 150 years. The PDO can
have a strong influence on the climate in the northern hemisphere, including the drought frequency
in the North America (McCabe, Palecki and Betancourt 2004), ecosystem productivity (Francis,
Hare, Hollowed and Wooster 1998), as well as the Bermuda High pressure system in Atlantic ocean

(Li, Li and Kushnir 2012) .
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Figure 7: (a) the score plot of El Nino data obtained from Algo. Which indicates the ranges of
change points, and (b) the trace plot that illustrates how the coefficients of AR(2) vary with time

5.  CONCLUSION

Though some work has focused on the consistency issues involved in multiple change points analysis,
few attention has been paid to the strong consistency. This work investigates the necessary and
the sufficient conditions under which a model selection criterion is strongly consistent. Though
our analysis is carried out under assumptions such as the independence of data and the quadratic
loss function, we hope, and it seems promising, that the proposed technical tools can be applied
to relevant study for other data structure or change detection procedures. In the second part of
this paper, we model a general stochastic process by segment-wise autoregressions and propose an
effective and efficient multi-window technique. The idea is to turn the change detection problem
into that of independent data studied in the first part by windowing. Different window sizes are
used and properly combined to achieve a balance between estimation accuracy and the resolution
of detection. Generalization to other loss functions or procedures are possible, but it is beyond the

scope of this paper and we leave it for future work.

20



6. APPENDIX

In this appendix we first provide some technical lemmas. We then prove Theorems 1-5. In proving
Theorem 4, we need several additional technical lemmas. We need the following notations to
proceed.

We define the within-segment sum S,(Jf):nz = Zgi}%iﬁim 1 (Xn — px), and let S*) denote
gk

0:n, - We define the cross-segment summations: S(]ilﬁk;) = Sr(zl?l)\fkl +S§kA1) g glke=1) 4 S(()kjg

for k1 < ky and 37(11?1&122) = S,(nb1 7)12 for ky = ko; We define the within-segment loss Qg?m =

(k1,k2)
Lg(TNgg_14ni+1s-- > TNog_14n2 ), and the cross-segment loss Qpyin,” = Eq(wNO:kl—nl'f'l’ ... ,a;NOZkQ_lJrnz).
We define
k1,k2,ks) _ (k1,ks (k1,k2) (k2,k3)
97(11,n2,n3) - qu:ng) - (Qn1 mo + Q’nz n3 ) (7)

which is referred to as the breaking gain. In the case of k1 = kg < k3,n2 = Ny, i.e. the splitting

point coincides with the true change point between the kith and k; + 1th segments, gé’jln"ff;) is

simplified to 97(11?1,7,11633); In the case of k1 = ko = k3, gﬁl’ifﬁ]g;ff) is simplified to g,(llif%zm; in other words,

we define

k)
97(117712,713 _Qm mz (Qm M2 + QnQ ns)
k,k+1 (k+1
9£L1 n—; ) =L (ZENo;k*nlJrl’ s 7'TN0;1C+TL2) (QNk —n1:Ng + QO g )) (8)
If n1 > n9 or ny > ng in the above definitions, the corresponding values are understood to be

zero. For each d = 1,...,D, let X,, 4 and S’gj):w 4 denote the dth component of X, and Sy(f);m,

respectively.

6.1 Lemmas

Lemma 2 Suppose that no > ny > 34. Then

log1 71 1
o +n2 oglog(nz) < - loglog(ni).

Proof 1 Define h(z) = xloglog(n — x)/{nloglog(x)} where 3 < x < n/2. By simple calculation,
dh(z)/dx > 0 is equivalent to ylog(y) > (2% [1 — {log(x)}~2])~! which is guaranteed by ylog(y) >
(2 % [1 — (log3)2])~1, where y = log(n — x) > log(n/2). Thus, for n > 34, h(x) is an increasing

function on x € [3,n/2] with mazimum 1/2. Lemma[d follows from taking n = ni + ng,z = ny.
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Lemma 3 Suppose that {X,, : n = 1,...,N1} and {X,, : n = Ny + 1,...,N} are independent
random variables from the same distribution G, with mean v and variance V. Assume that N1 and
Ny = N — Ny tend to infinity as N. Then 90 N (the breaking gain) satisfies

(1,2)

. 90 ,No
lim su =C a.s. 9
N_mop log log(min{ Ny, Na}) )

for some positive constant C < 8 tr(V).

Proof 2 Denote P = {1,2,...,N},PL = {1,2,..., N1}, P, = {N1 + 1,2,..., N}. By calculation,

we obtain
X, |2 > Sep X
gONg <Z |X |2 N’Zni\? n ) . (Z |Xn’2 Ny ‘ nEP1 Z |X ’2 Nl‘ n?\lsz n
nep nGPl nep; 2
f\ > Xn !2+—! Y Xl - \ZXn!2
nePy nepP; neP
1
= NN N S X PN D> IXaP 42N > (X, X,)
14¥2 nePy nepP; n,n’ €Py n#n’
+2NF Y (Xp, X)) —2NiN2 > (X, X )
n,n' €EPyn#n’ n6P1,n'€P2
1 N +N Ny S8+ N
NQZX NIZX N2 ()N1 l//“l_ V2 Po:N, T AV2H2 H2
NlNgN v N1 N VN
nepb n' €P,
(10)
N N ’
_ 21-(1) 1+,(2)
= ‘\/ NN T\ N (11)
where Y( ) = 0 N /v N,k =1,2. By the law of the iterated logarithm,
hmsquNd/\/ZVddloglogNk— 1, as, k=12d=1,...,D. (12)

Ny —o00

N2 1 N1 2 N2 1 Nl 2 2
e | <90N2<z{ S+ v

where the second inequality is from triangle inequality. We infer from (@ that for any fixed

Note that
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d € (0,1), almost surely

2N. 2N ?
g(()lj\z) > (\/ N2 (1 —9)V11loglog Ny + Tl(l —6)Vi1 loglog N2> i.0. (13)
211
lim supg(() Ny [ <\/Vdd loglog N1 + \/Vdd log log Ng) ] <1 a.s. (14)
Nkﬁ
From (13), it is easy to observe (with § = 1/2) that
g5%) > Vi loglog(min{ Ny, Na})  i.o. (15)
From and Lemma@ we get
~1
hmsupg(() N) 8 tr(V)loglog(min{ Ny, Na}) <1 a.s. (16)

Nk—>OO

Furthermore, since Vgq > 0, Inequalities and @ imply the desired equality (@

Lemma 4 Under Assumption@ foranyj € {1,..., My} andny,ng satisfying1/c < ni/Nj,ng/Nji1 <
1, where ¢ > 1 is some constant and ni,ng may or may not depend on {X, :n =1,...,N}, it

holds for sufficiently large N that

1 .
gy > §’Mj—ﬂj+1|2m1n{n1,n2} a.s. (17)

In other words, for each w from a set of probability one, there exists a positive constant N, such

that Inequality holds for all N > N,.

Proof 3 From the derivation of(@ we obtain gm’,],;zl) = [\/n2 /nY —\/n1 /nY(Q)—l—\/nlng/n(uj—

N. Nj+
Nj+1)| , where n = ny + ng, Yy = Ziszj_n1+1(Xi - Nj)/\/nl; Y@ = Zz Nnjq(X NJ+1)/\/n2-

By triangle inequality g,ﬂﬂ’?ﬁj) > (|B|—|A|)?, where A = \/na/nY N —\/n1 /nY? B = \/nina/n(u;—
Wjt1). By Strassen’s theorem, for each individual w in a set of probability one, for eachd =1,...,D
N N+
‘ 22Ny ()1 (Xia (@) = 5.0) D JNnj(lw) (Xia(w) = pjs1,q)
lim sup <1, limsup <1
Nj—o0 \/2‘/}',dde log lOg Nj Njy1—00 \/2‘/]+1 ddN]—l-l log IOg N]+1

which implies that

1) 1) (2)
Y, (w) _ Vi Y, (w) \/Njloglog N; < VeTT Y, (w) < VeF1
V/2Vjaaloglogni  /2Vj44N;jloglog Nj +/nyloglogng V/2Vj41,da10glog s
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for sufficiently large N (thus Nj, Nji1). For brevity, we have simplified ni(w),na(w) to ni,na.

From the above inequalities and Lemma[3, we obtain

|A|2<Z(,/ \/20+1 i.daloglogny + 4/ — \/2c+1 ]+1ddloglogn2)
d=1

2
2(c + 1) max{Vj 44, Vj+1,dd} <\/ loglogni + \/ log log n2>

<

<

(= I)s

8(c + 1) max{Vj 44, Vj+1,4a} loglog(min{ny, no}) (18)

i

1

for sufficiently large N, a.s. It follows from |B| = \/nina/n|pj— 1] > v/min{ni, na}/2|p;— i1

that g%’?ﬁi;l) > |uj — pjis1]|? min{ny, na}/3 for sufficiently large N a.s.

6.2 Proof of Theorem [I]

Choose Ny, N, such that N; /N1, Ny/Ny — 1, Ny — N;, No — N, — co. Let 4}, ¢, € RE respectively
denote the estimated filters from { X7, - - - ’XNi} and {XN—N; +1,---, Xy} using the least squares
method. It is well known that \/Fi () =), \/]7; (lﬁ; — 1)) respectively converge in distribution to
Z1, Zoy ~ N(0, Rzl) where Ry, is the covariance matrix of order L (Box et al. 2008, Appendix 7.5).
Because X, is strongly mixing under Assumption [2| (Athreya and Pantula 1986), \/ﬁ (J)i — 1)
and \/@ (J2 — 1)) are asymptotically independent, namely Z; and Z5 are independent. It remains
to prove that Ny (ih — ) = \/N} (8] — ) + 0,(1) amd Ny(th2 — ) = /Ny — ) + +0,(1).
We prove the former equation since the latter one can be similarly proved. Since 1[)1 is estimated

from least squares method, it can be written in the matrix form (Box et al. 2008, Appendix 7.5)

1/31 = (Z§7Z))71ZT Wy, where

YNi—1 - YNi—L YN,

Zl 7W1:

yr s Al Yr+1

We similarly define Z;, W, and write 1) = ((Z;)"Z;)"*(Z;)*W,. Therefore,

ZEZ\ " ZEWh (ZF 720\ TN (2T W
= (52) Im=(50) U e 1

24



!

’ T
where the last equality is because N;/N; = 1+ o(1), (Zl)le converges in probability to ¢?T'7, and
(Z£Z1/N1)~! converges in probability to I'y,, where 'y is the covariance matrix of order L (Box

et al. 2008). Furthermore, we obtain

VLW =) = /N1 (@) =) = (VNI — 8) =/ Ni @ = )} + (Vi — ) — NI — )
(1 +W7JJ1—¢71
= 0,(1) + (/N] = VW) + (VN — /N y)

<21TZ > (Z,) TW1 _ <(Zl) (Zi)>_1 (Z)" W,

:OP(1)+OP 7
Nl N’

=

42) @ <<21>T521>> (2)"' W,

= Op(l) + ( 7
Ny Ni Ny N{

To finish the proof, it suffices to prove that

(5 () o
<

In fact, the above matrix equals

() (ngme gy
_N1];1N1<(Z1§V1(Z1)> (Zl ZIN—1 (_Zjlv)1 (ZQ)(Z;V?)

which is o0,(1), because the last three terms on the right hand side converge in probability to

(stochastically bounded) random variables.

6.3 Proof of Theorem [2]

We first prove that f(IN) should be at least the order of loglog N to ensure strong consistency. The
event M = 0 implies the event Q((]Z)V/Q + Q§\1&2’N + f(N) > Qélj)\[ In other words, 9(()11)\//2 o> (V)
implies the event M # 0. By Lemma , there exists C7 > 0 such that g(()lj)v/2 N = Ciloglog N i.o.

This implies that if f(N) < Cyloglog N, then gélj)v/Q n > f(N) i.o. and thus M # M i.o.
On the other hand, the event M >0 implies the event that there exist 0 < n; < ng such that
g(()’lr)“’n2 > f(N) and that ny,n2 —ng > B(N) = ©(N). Via a similar derivation of in Lemma

we can show that for sufficiently large N

(< 8(c+ 1)tr(Vi)loglog N a.s. (20)

90,11 ,n2
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where ¢ > 1 is some constant. Thus, given that f(N) = Cyloglog N for large enough Cy > 0,
g(()’l% vy <[ (N) for sufficiently large N almost surely. This implies that M converges almost surely

to 0.

6.4 Proof of Theorem [3]

We first prove that there is no under-fitting, i.e. M > My. Tt suffices to prove that for each w from
a set of probability one, there exists a positive integer N, such that for all N > N, M # m for
eachm =1,..., My— 1. For each m < M, there exists at least one detected segment that consists
of points from at least two neighboring segments, say the (j — 1)th and jth, and that the numbers
of points from the two segments are at least N;j_1/2 and N;/2, respectively. In other words, the
points {X,, : n = No.j—1—N;j—1/2,..., No.j—1+N;/2} are contained in the kth detected segment for
some k=1,...,m+1. Asin , let é,, denote the minimal within-segment quadratic loss given
m segments. We consider another configuration of change points: for the set of change points that
give é,,, keep all other segments except for the kth segment unchanged, and split the kth segment
into four segments the middle two of which are {X,, : n = No.j—1 — Nj_1/4,..., No;j—1} and {X, :
n = Noj—1+1,..., No;j—1+N;/4}. Then the number of segments will increase from m to m+3, and
we obtain from Lemma 4| that for sufficiently large N, é,, — é,,43 > C1 max{N;_1, N;} a.s. where
the constant C; = Ai/lz On the other hand, because m + 3 < M2 and the condition in step
3 of Algo. 1 is satisfied by the fact that each new segment is at least ming—; __ aso+1 Ni/4 > B(N)
for sufficiently large N, the event M = m implies the event e, — em+s < 3f(N). In addition,
3f(N) < Cymax{N;_1, N;} for sufficiently large N (under Assumption . Therefore, M # m for
sufficiently large N a.s. By similar reasoning we can prove Inequality .

Second, we prove the over-fitting part. Suppose that M =m > 2M, — 1, by the pigeonhole
principle there are two detected segments that are adjacent and that belong to the same true
segment. Without loss of generality, suppose that {X,,n = 74+ 1,...,7 + n;} and {X,,n =
T+mn+1,...,7 + ny} are from distribution Gx. We consider the configuration that merges the
aforementioned two segments into one while keeping other segments unchanged. Since ni,no >

B(N) = O(N), via a similar derivation of using Strassen’s invariance principle, we obtain that
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for sufficiently large NV
Sm—1— Sm < Cploglog N a.s. (21)

for some constant Cy > 1. On the other hand, the event M=m implies that s,,—1 — s, > f(N) >

Cploglog(N). Therefore, from we obtain

pr{lim sup(M > 2My — 1)}§ pr{lim sup(sm—1 — sm > Cploglog N)} =0.

N—oo N—o0

6.5 Proof of Theorem [4

To prove Theorem [4] we need the following additional technical lemmas.

Lemma 5 For each k =1,2,..., Mo+ 1, let E n denote the event that Algorithm 1 produces two

neighboring segments that are both subsets of {X,,n € Py}, the true kth segment. In other words,
Ei N :{there exist integers ni,no,n3 such that 0 < np < ng < nzg < Ni, and
{X,(lk) n=ny+1,n+2,...,n9}, {X,(Lk) :n=mng+ 1,ny+2,...,n3} are two detected segments.}
Assume that
F(N) > Clog N (22)

where C' > 16D /cy is a constant. Then pr(limsupy_,o, Exn) = 0. In other words, for each

outcome w that is from a set of probability one, event Ej, y will not happen for sufficiently large N .

Proof 4 Since Ej, n implies the event that the loss of merging the two segments into one is larger
than f(N), we obtain from (10) and the union bound that

(k) (k) 2
n3 —na Sn1+1:n2 . ng —n1 Sng—f—l:ng

ng —nip /N2 —Nq ng —nipy/nN3g —ng

pr(Epn) < pr{ U

1<ni<na2<n3<Nj

>f(N)}

2

(k) (k)
< Z pl"{ n3 —ng Sn1+1:n2 N2 — N1 Sn2+1:n3

n3 —niynNg —nNq B ng —nip /N3 — Ny

> f(N)} (23)

1<n1<na2<n3<Ng
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For any tuple (n1,n2,ns),

2

k) (k)
{‘ n3 —na n1+1 no N2 — Ny Sn2+1:n3

n3g —ni/n s — 1 n3 — N1 4/Ng — N2
(k) (k)
<pr{U{< n3 —n2 Sn1+1:n27d 2 —m Sn2+1 n3,d>2 > f(N)}}
- et n3 —ny /N2 — ny n3 —ni /n3 — ny D

D (k) (k)
< Zpr N3 — M2 Ony +1ims.d _n2—m St 1ims d 2 - f(N) (24)
_dzl ng —ni /N9 — Ny ng — N1 /N3 — N2

besides this, from triangular inequality and ng —ne,ne —ny < ng —ny, each term in the summation

>f(N)}

of 18 further upper bounded by

Sy NiiEs S, L[ W)
n +1 n d n +1:n" d
Vi —n n —n 2\ D(n" —n
(n' 0" )=(n1,n2) (n' 0" )=(n1,n2) ( )
or (n2,n3) or (n2,n3)
N 0 (N)
2 — — <2 - 2

Bringing and mnto we obtain
N N '
pr(Byn) < NP (2D) exp{—c()ﬁ) )} < 2DN? exp{—coﬁ) )} <2DN¢

for a constant C' > 1, where the last inequality is from . Therefore 7 pr(Eg n) < 0o and

by Borel-Cantelli lemma pr(limsupy_,., Ex.n) = 0.

Lemma 6 Suppose that My > 0. For each k = 1,2,..., My, let Ey n denote the event that
Algorithm 1 produces two neighboring segments the first of which is a subset of {X,,n € Py} and
the second of which consists of points from {X,,n € Py} and at most m points {X,,n € Pri1},

where 1 <m < Nii1. In other words,

Ei N :{there exist integers ny,ng,n3 such that 1 <njp <ngo < Ng,1 < ng <m, and

(XP on=n+1,.. 0 {XE cn=ny+1,... Ny JU{XFED o =1, ng}

are two detected segments.}
Assume that

F(N) > max{16|uy — pux11|*m, Clog N} (26)
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where C' > 64D /cq is a constant. Then

pr(limsup By y) = 0. (27)

n—o0

If we define the event

E‘k,N :{there exist integers ny,na,n3 such that 1 <n; <ng < Ni, 1 <ng <m, and
{XT(Lkil) :n = Ni_1 —n3+1,...,Nk,1}U{X7(1k) n = 1,...,711},{X7(Lk) :n:n1+1,...,n2}

are two detected segments.}

where 1 < m < Ny_1. Assume that f(N) > max{16|us_1 — ux|*m, Clog N}, where C > 64D /cg

1s a constant. Then

pr(limsup By, y) = 0. (28)

n—0o0

Proof 5 We prove . The proof of (@ is similar. Since Ey n implies the event that the loss of
merging the two segments into one is larger than f(N) we obtain from @) and the union bound

that

k
Ny —ng +n3 S7(Ll)+1:n2 + pi(n2 — na)

Nk—n1+n3 V1o — Ny

pr(Epn) < pf{ U

1<n1<na <N
1<nz<m
k k+1
n3 57(12)4-1sz + (N —n2)p1 + szng ) g |? N f(N)}
Ni —nq +ns VN —no + ng
k (k) (k+1)
Nk — N2 + ns3 ST(Ll)—I—l:ng ns STL2+12Nk + Sl:ng
= Z Pt N —ni1+ng+/no—n VN —n +n3 VNp—ng+n
1<ny e <Ny k 1 312 1 k 1 3 k 2 3
1<nz<m
2
ng — N
+ n — > f(N 29
\/(Nk—n1+n3)(Nk—n2+n3) 3<:uk+1 /’Lk) f( )} ( )
Since ng — n1 < N — nq1 + ng,ng < Np — ng + n3, we obtain
ng —ny (V)
n — < \/M — <Vvm — =
o e — )| < VAl — ] < Vi — ] = Y]
(30)

where the last inequality is from @ Combining the above result, the inequalities

Nk—n2+n3<1 ns3 Nk—ng <1 ns ns <1
V N, —n1 +ns "\ N, —ni+n3\V N —ng + ng "V N, —ni+n3\| Np. —no+n3
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with Inequality (@) and using the triangle inequality, we obtain

(k) (k) (k+1)
1:ng no+1:Ng 1l:ng 3 f(N)
pr(Epn) < r{ mt > (31)
1<n1§n:2<Nk \/ng —ni \/Nk — N9 \/ 13 4
" 1<n3z<m
Using the union bound similar to ,
Gk+1)
no+1: Ny, 1 ns3

(k)
{ Sn1+1 )

5®
VT2 —ni ‘

3ﬁ}
VN —na 4

NG

can be upper bounded by

’ l

St | VT
Z pr{ :Llj-inn/ > 1 } Z Zpr{

1w
4\ D(n" —n')
kl ’n/ 7n// k’l / // d 1

NN f(N) cof(N)
<3D- 2exp{—c0(n —n )16Vd(§) D’ = n/)} <6D exp{—m} (32)

k)
n+1n d

where the summation is taken over a tuple (k:l, n, n//) of three possible values: (k,n1,n2), (k,na, Ni),

r (k+1,1,n3). Bringing (39) into we obtain

pr(Exn) < Nfm(6D) exp{—col‘];(DN)} < 6DN? exp{—col‘g(Dm} < N—C

for a constant C' > 1, where the last inequality is from (@ Therefore > >, pr(Eg n) < oo and

by Borel-Cantelli lemma pr(limsupy_,o, Ex n) = 0.

Remark 3 Lemma[ shows that if there are two neighboring segments that consist of points from
the same underlying true segment, then Algorithm 1 will merge them almost surely. As a follow up
result of Lemma[3, Lemma[6 shows that if there are at most m points from another true segment
involved, then Algorithm 1 will still merge them almost surely as long as m is small relative to the

penalty induced by adding an extra segment/change point.

Lemma 7 Suppose that My > 0. For each k = 1,2,...,My, let E; n denote the event that
Algorithm 1 produces two neighboring segments the first of which is a subset of {X,,,n € Py} and

the second of which consists of points from {X,,n € Py} and at most m points {X,,n € Pri1},
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where 1 < m < Ni. In other words,
Ei N —{there exist integers ni,na, N3, s such that

Np—m<ny <ng < Np,1<s<My+1—k,1<n3< Ny,
and {X® :n=ny+1,... o} {IXF in=ng+1,... , NpyU---U{XF) :n=1,... n3}
are two detected segments.}
Assume that
f(N) > max{(s + 1)*A%m, Clog N} (33)
where C > 4(s +1)2D/cy is a constant. Then
pr(limsup Ey y) = 0. (34)
n—00
If for each k = 2,..., My + 1 we define the event
E';%N :{there exist integers ny,no,n3 such that 1 <n; <no <m,1<s<k—-1,<1<n3<Ng_, and
(X in = Ny_y—ng+1,...,Ne_sJU---U{X® cn =1, om 1, {XP cn=ny +1,... .0y}
are two detected segments.}
where 1 < m < Nj. Assume that
f(N) > max{(s + 1)2827717 Clog N} (35)
where C > 4(s + 1)2D/cq is a constant. Then
pr(lim sup Ej, ) = 0. (36)

n—0o0

Proof 6 Similar to Inequality (@) we obtain

(k)
Nigore 1 —Nip1—mn0+n3 S .
pr(Egn) < E pr{’\/ 1ikt+s—1 Lk—1 7 12 T N3 Pnitling
1§n1<n2<Nk

Nikts—1 — Nig—1 —n1 +n3 v/n2 —

1<n3z<m

k k+
ng — Ny S’ELQ)J(-llNk +ot S£3n38)

Nigts—1 = Nig—1 =11+ 13 /Nipys—1 — Nig—1 —n2 +n3

n \/(lek-‘,-s—l — Nig—1 —n2+n3)(ng —nq) 2

(= 1%) >f<N>} (37)

Nikts—1 — Nig—1 —n1 +n3
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where

k+s—1
(N —n2)p + > Nopup 4+ ngpipys
. f=k+1
no= k+s—1
(Nk—ng)-i- Z Ny + ng
=k+1

The last term in the above summation can be bounded by

V)

2
< Ve =l — p| < Vimdy = 5

(e — ")

‘ (Nikts—1 — Ni:g—1 — ng +n3)(ng — ny)
Nigts—1 — Nig—1—n1+n3

Following similar proof in Inequalities -@, we get

pr(Ey n) < 2sDN? exp{_w)},

which implies pr(limsupy_,o, Ex.n) = 0 from Condition and Borel-Cantelli lemma.

Lemma 8 Suppose that My > 1. For each k =2,..., My and 1 < m < min{Ni_1, Nx+1}, define

Ei N :{there exist integers ni,n9,ng such that 1 < ny < Ni,1 < ng,ng <m and

{Xékil) :n:Nkfl _n3+177Nk*1}U{X7(Lk) n= 17...,?11},

(X®) n=ni4+1,... N U{XFD in=1,... ny}

n

are two detected segments.}
Assume that
f(N) > max{36|ux—1 — pu|*m, Clog N} (38)
where C' > 144D /cq is a constant. Then pr(limsupy_,o, Ex,n) = 0.
Proof 7 The proof is similar to that of Lemma [0}
Lemma 9 Suppose that My > 0. For each k =1,2,..., My, define the event

Ei N :{there exist integers ni,ng,n3 such that 1 <ny < ng < Ng,1 <ng < Npy1, and
(XP on=ng+1,.. 0 {XE cn=ny+ 1, Ny JU{XFED o =1, ng}

are two detected segments.}
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and then event Ay N = {min{Nk —ng,ng} > ql(N)} where

160D log N

N)y=————>—. 39
%(N) col b — tk+1)? (39)
Then
pr{limsup(Ag n | Exn)} =0 (40)
N—o0

Similarly, for each k =2,..., Mg+ 1 we define the event
Eka :{there exist integers ny,ng,ng such that 1 < ny <ng < Ni,1 <ng < Ng_1, and

(X*Dn =Ny 1 —n3+1,... N JU{XE o =1, mg }, {XP in=ny +1,...,n}

are two detected segments.}
and flk,N = {min{n1,n3} > Ge(N)}, Ge(N) = 160D log N/(co|pr—1 — pxl?), then

pr{limsup(A; x | Exn)} = 0. (41)

N—oo
Proof 8 We prove (@) The proof of (41) is similar. The two detected segments in Ej n con-
tributed to the loss L1 = in g nkQ ]f:gl Consider the postulation that the two detected segments
are {Xn :n=mny+1,...,Np}, {XnkH) :n=1,...,n3} instead. Correspondingly, its contributed
loss is Lo = Q( + Q(kJrl . Using Equality (@) we obtain

n1:N 1:ns

Ly = Qgi):nz, + (ng, N, T Q1k+1 97(113’,%1))

(k k,k) (k+1)
(in n2 + Qng:Nk n1 no, Nk) + Ql msg

(kk+1)  (k,k,k)

where gny ns can be expressed as

» Ing,nz,Ni
(k) k+
g(k k4+1) _ Sn2+1 Ny + (Nk — n2) B N —no S£ m3 2 + nappt1
n2,m3 k—nz—l—ng VN —no Ni —no + ng /N3
k+1
_ Sn2+1 N Ny —n2 S§ n3 ) n3(Ni — n2) (i — 1)
Nk—n2+n3\/Nk—n N —ng+n3 /n Ny —ng+ngF PR
k (k)
(k k k) _ Nk —n2 Sfll)—l—l:ng . N2 — N1 Snngl:Nk (42)
gnl’n2’Nk Nk—nl V1o — Ny Nk—n1 \/Nk—’rlg

Since event Ky, n implies that L1 < Lo, we get

(k,k+1) (k,k,k)
Insns < na,ng, Ny~
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Let n = min{ Ny — ng,ng}. From (@ and triangle inequality we further obtain

— (k)

n nz(Ni — n2) Sy 1y

- — < _ —_ < | =202 2
\/;'uk 1] < Nig —ng +n3 = pien] < ’ ng — nq

S(k+1)

1:ng

NG

S’I’L2+1:Nk

\/Nk — Ny

’ (k)

Therefore,
e g ki) =
A E < ni+1l:ng 92 no+1:Ng l:ng > \/7 _ }}
pI'( k,N ’ k,N) = pr{ U { \/m ‘ Nk o \/7”73 9 (/J‘k ,uk+1)

1<n; <na <Ny
1<ng<Ngi1

Using similar techniques as in (@ we obtain

co Ak — prt1l? —2
A E < 8DN? - <N
pr(Agn | B n) <8 eXp{ 6D 5 <

where the last inequality is due to condition @) Finally, by Borel-Cantelli lemma pr{limsupy_,. (Ar n |

Ern)}=0.

Remark 4 Lemma @ shows that for each w from a set of probability one, event Ay n will not
happen given that Ey n happens for sufficiently large N . Intuitively speaking, Lemma@ shows each
true change point can not be too far away from the detected change point nearest to it. In view of
the above Lemma[6 and[3, it shows that if there are two neighboring segments that consist of points
from one true segment and at most m points from another true segment, then m cannot be very

large. The following Lemma[10 is similar to Lemmal[9 but in a slightly different scenario.

Lemma 10 Suppose that My > 1 and m is an integer that satisfies 1 < m < Ni_y. For each

k=2,..., My, define the event

Ep N —{there exist integers ni,ng,n3 such that 1 <ny <m,1 <ng < Ni,1 <ng < Ngy1, and

(X*Dn =Ny =+ 1, N JU{XE cn =1, ny},
{(X®) n=ny+1,... Ny U{XFD i =1,... n3}

n

are two detected segments.}

and the event

. Am  |pp—1 — el
Apn = {mln Ni —no,ngt > max{ , 2qx(N . 43
{ ) (V2 — 1)2 | — prer|? ) 43)
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Then
pr{limsup(Ay N | Exn)} =0 (44)
N—o00
Similarly, if we define
Ek,N :{there exist integers ni,ng,ng such that 1 <nqy < Np_1,1 < ng < Ni,1 <ng <m, and

(XFVin=Neg—ni+ 1, N pULXE cn =1, no}

{(X®) in=ny+1,... N JU{XFD i =1,... n3}

n

are two detected segments.}
and Ay N = {min{nl,ng} > max{4m|up — pr+12/{(V2 = 1)?|pe—1 — i}, Q(Ik(N)}}. Then

pr{limsup(Ay n | Epn)} =0 (45)

N—oo

Proof 9 We prove . The proof of s stmilar. Similar to the proof of Lemma@ the event

Ey N implies that L1 < Lo where

k—1,k k k41
ﬁl = ngk_l—)nl-‘rll’l’bz + (Q’I(’LQ)Nk + Q:([;I;, ) + g"(’LkQ/,:]:l—“’;l))

_ (\k=1k) (k) (k—1,k,k) (k+1)
Ly = (QNkfrerl:nz + an:Nk + gNkflfnlJan%Nk) + Ql:ng :

(kk+1) . . . (k—1,k,k) .
where gny n, s given in (44) and INy,_ | —ni+1na.N, CON be expressed (similar to (29)) as

(k—1) (k)
(k—1,k,k) . Nj, —no SNk,lfnlJrl:Nk,l +nipg—1 + S1:n2 + n2fik _
IN,_1—ni+1n2,Ny, = Nj, + nq \/m

k
ni + ng ST(IQ)+1:N;€ + (Ni — n2) iy

Ni+mnq VN —ng

(k=1) S(k) gk)
< ‘ Ng_1—n1+1:Np_1 1:no no+1:Ny,
\/n1+ng Vni + ne VN, — na
Nk — Ny
+ n - 46
\/(Nk+n1)(n1+n2) 1|/~Lk 1 lu’k’ ( )
Since event By, n implies that L1 < Lo, we get
k41 (k—1,k,k)

97(12»7;: ) =< INj_1—n1+1,n2,Ny," (47)
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From @,(@), , and triangle inequality we further obtain

(k—1) k (k) k+1
n3(Nk ) ‘/Jk — 1 1| < SNk—l_nl‘i‘l:Nkfl Suz Sng—i—l:Nk S}:TL3 )
Ni —n2 +n3 * Vni + na Vi1 + ng VN —na N

TRy L Sk B |
n _ [R—
(Ne + 71) (m1 + 12) 1 Hk—1 — Mk
Let i = min{ Ny, — na,nz}. Since
13N —nz) |tk — pre41] > \[Wz — Mkt
N —no +ng

Nk — N9y
\/(Nk + n1)(m +n2)nlluk71 = el < Vnlpe-r =

and /a2 — pesr | — VAtlie-1 — pl > Ve — e l/2 > /200N [ — prgl/2 (from (43))

S\ 1: S(k)+1 N Snyfrl) 2qx(NV)
prlduy | E) < prd {| Tz | o] Jme || Sl = el |
1<n1L;JNk1 V1o — Ny \/Nk — Ny \/ 13 2
1<ny <Ny
1<nz<m

Using similar techniques as in @ we obtain

N _ 2
pr(An | Ern) < 8DN® eXp{—COQk( )g;]}) et } = 8DN2

Finally, by Borel-Cantelli lemma pr{limsupy_,..(Ar~ | Exn)} = 0.

Proof of Theorem [4k

It has been proved that there is no underfitting for sufficiently large N almost surely. To prove
the strong consistency, it remains to prove that there is no overfitting. We prove in three steps:
Step 1) If Algorithm 1 is applied to Xi.n, +m, where 0 < m; < min{N2,m;(N)}, then almost surely
there is no change point detected as N tends to infinity. Simply speaking, when the data consists
of one true segment and at most m(N) extra points from another segment at the end, there is no
spurious discovery of change points.
Step 2) Suppose that My > 1. If Algorithm 1 is applied to Xi.n,,, +m, Where k, my, are integers such
that 1 < k < My, 0 < my < mg(N), then almost surely there are k — 1 change point detected, and
the largest deviation of each true change point with its nearest detected change point is less than

mg(N). Simply speaking, when the data consists of k true segment plus at most my(N) points
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from the k + 1th true segment, the number of true change points k — 1 is correctly selected.
Step 3) Suppose that My > 1. If Algorithm 1 is applied to Xj.y, then almost surely there are M)
change point detected.

To prove each step, we define a sequence of My (My > 0) of positive integers my(N),k =
1,..., M, below:

Ampp1(N) [prgr — prgol® - }
mg(N) = max , 2 N)p, k=1,...,My—1 48
() = max{ e Rt e o ) : ()
mag (N) = Gagg+1(N) (49)

where G (V) have been defined in Lemmas[9] Recall that

320D log N

2q, = —_ .
CO’Nlc—l - Mk\

By simple calculation, for each £k =1,..., My — 1,

k
~ lpe1 — peso)?
k=k,...,Mo—2 =k +
MO e — gyl
{ } ’ E he — pes]?
320D log N k—k+1 1 Mo—k
:70gmax U {CQ}U{ Q}U{ c 2}}
Co Feker Mo—2 ‘:U'k - MkJrl’ ’Mk - ,U,k+1’ 2‘#1{ — IukJrl‘

<m*(N).

Proof of Step 1):

If there is at least one change point produced by Algorithm 1, then its location (in terms of the
subscript of X,,) belongs to either {1,..., N1} or {N1+1,..., N1 +m;}. However, the former case
will not happens i.o. due to Lemma @ under Condition (with Ej n); and the latter case will
not happen i.0. due to Lemma, |7| under Condition 1’ (with Ek,N, s =1). We note that and
are guaranteed by Condition @

Proof of Step 2):

Suppose that the last two change points discovered by Algorithm 1 are denoted by v, z, i.e.

Xys1,--., X, and X .41,..., Xy are the last two segments.
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The case k = 1 has been proved in Step 1). Assume that & > 1 and the statement is true for
each k such that 1 < k < k. We prove that the statement holds for k = k as well. We consider
the three possible events: z belongs to either {1,..., Ny.x—1}, {N1.k—1 + 1,..., Ny} or {Nyx +
1,..., N1k +mg(N)}, and prove that almost surely & change points are discovered conditioning on
each event.

(E1) z belongs to {1,...,N1.,—1}. Then the above assumption guarantees that at most k — 2
change points are discovered from {X,, : n =1,...,z}. Thus, there are at most k¥ — 1 change points
in total.

(E2) z belongs to {N1.x.—1 + 1,..., N1.x}. There are three possible events: (E2.1) y < Ny.;_o;
(FE2.2) Nypo+1<y < Nygpq (E23) Nip1 +1<y <z

Given (E2.1), since the above assumption guarantees that at most & — 3 change points are
discovered from {X,, : n =1,...,y}, there are at most & — 1 change points in total.

Given (E2.2), from Lemma [10| (with EN'ka) and the way my_1(N) was constructed, we obtain
min{Ny.x—1 — ¥y, 2 — Nik—1} <mg_1(N) for all sufficiently large N a.s.

Consider two sub events of (E2.2): (E2.2.1) 1 < z— Ny,—1 < mg_1(N), from assumption, at
most k — 1 change points are discovered from {X,, : n =1,...,2}, so there are at most k& change
points in total; (E2.2.2) N1.p—1 —y < mg_1(IV), it will not happen i.o. by using Lemma (in which
Condition is guaranteed by ().

For (E2.3), it will not happen i.o. by applying Lemma |§| (with Ej, x and Condition which
is guaranteed by (0)).

(E3) z belongs to {N1.x +1,..., N1.kx +my(N)}. Four sub events are (E3.1) y < Ny.;_9, (E3.2)
Nig—2+1<y < Nig1, (E3.3) Nijy—1 +1 <y < Ny, and (E3.4) Ny +1 <y < 2.

For (E3.1), the assumption guarantees that at most k — 2 change points are discovered from
{X, :n=1,...,y}, so there are at most k¥ — 1 change points in total. Both the events (E3.2) and
(E3.3) will not happen i.o. by applying Lemma (with Ek, N, s = 1,2, and Condition which
is guaranteed by (6))). By applying Lemma [5| (with Ejy41,n), the event (E3.4) will not happen i.o.

To complete the proof, it remains to prove that the largest deviation of each true change point
with its nearest detected change point is less than m*(N). This can be proved in similar fashion

as above.
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Remark 5 The key part of the proof is Step 2) which builds a induction on k, the number of
underlying true segments (despite a small amount of extra points). Such induction is achieved
through events (E1), (E2.1), (E2.2.1), and (E3.1) at each k. We note that the method differs from
the usual mathematical induction in that the number of induction steps is finite, i.e. k=1,..., My.
Because of that, for each w from a set of probability one, those finite number of events that happen

with zero probability will not happen for all sufficiently large N.

REFERENCES
Akaike, H. (1969), “Fitting autoregressive models for prediction,” Ann. Inst. Statist. Math.,
21(1), 243-247.

Athreya, K. B., and Pantula, S. G. (1986), “A note on strong mixing of ARMA processes,” Statistics

and probability letters, 4(4), 187-190.

Auger, I. E., and Lawrence, C. E. (1989), “Algorithms for the optimal identification of segment

neighborhoods,” Bulletin of mathematical biology, 51(1), 39-54.

Basseville, M., and Nikiforov, V. (1993), Detection of Abrupt Changes: Theory and Application

Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N. J.

Berkes, 1., G. E., and Horvéth, L. (2009), “Testing for Changes in the Covariance Structure of

Linear Processes,” Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 139, 2044—-2063.

Box, G. E., Jenkins, G. M., and Reinsel, G. C. (2008), Time series analysis: forecasting and control
(fourth edition), Vol. 734 John Wiley & Sons.

Brodsky, B., and Darkhovsky, B. (1993), Nonparametric Methods in Change-Point Problems
PKluwer Academic Publishers.

Ding, J., Noshad, M., and Tarokh, V. (2015a), “Data-driven learning of the number of states
in multi-state autoregressive models,” 53rd Annual Allerton Conference on Communication,

Control, and Computing, .

39



Ding, J., Noshad, M., and Tarokh, V. (2015b), “Learning the Number of Autoregressive Mixtures
in Time Series Using the Gap Statistics,” Proceedings of IEEE International Conference on

Data Mining, .

Fishman, G. S. (1996), Monte Carlo: Concepts, Algorithms, and Applications Springer-Verlag,

Berline.

Francis, R. C., Hare, S. R., Hollowed, A. B., and Wooster, W. S. (1998), “Effects of interdecadal
climate variability on the oceanic ecosystems of the NE Pacific,” Fisheries Oceanography,
7(1), 1-21.

Gombay, E., H. L., and Huskova, M. (1996), “Estimators and Tests for Change in Variances,”

Statistics and Decisions, 14, 145-159.

Gustafsson, F. (1996), “The marginalized likelihood ratio test for detecting abrupt changes,” IEEE

Transactions on Automatic Control, 41(1), 66-78.

Hawkins, D. M. (2001), “Fitting Multiple Change-Point Models to Data,” Computational Statistics

and Data Analysis, 37, 323-341.

Huang, J., S. A. G. A. B. K. M., and Scholkopf, B. (2007), Correcting sample selection bias by

unlabeled data,, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems.

Incln, C., and Tiao, G. C. (1994), “Use of Cumulative Sums of Squares for Retrospective Detection

of Change of Variance,” Journal of the American Statistical Association, 89, 913-923.

Jackson, B., Scargle, J. D., Barnes, D., Arabhi, S., Alt, A., Gioumousis, P., Gwin, E., Sang-
trakulcharoen, P., Tan, L., and Tsai, T. T. (2005), “An algorithm for optimal partitioning of
data on an interval,” Signal Processing Letters, IEEE, 12(2), 105-108.

Lavielle, M., and Teyssiére, G. (2006), “Detection of Multiple Change-Points in Multivariate Time

Series,” Lithuanian Mathematical Journal, 46, 287-306.

Li, L., Li, W., and Kushnir, Y. (2012), “Variation of the North Atlantic subtropical high west-
ern ridge and its implication to Southeastern US summer precipitation,” Climate Dynamics,

39(6), 1401-1412.

40



McCabe, G. J., Palecki, M. A., and Betancourt, J. L. (2004), “Pacific and Atlantic Ocean influences
on multidecadal drought frequency in the United States,” Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 101(12), 4136-4141.

Page, E. (1954), “Continuous Inspection Schemes,” Biometrika, 41, 100-115.

Perron, P. (2006), Dealing With Structural Breaks in Palgrave Handbook of Econometrics, Vol. 1:
Econometric Theory, eds. K. Patterson and T. C. Mills, Great Britain: Palgrave Macmillan,

pp. 278?352.

Picard, D. (1985), “Testing and Estimating Change-Points in Time Series,” Advances in Applied
Probability, 17, 841-867.

Rayner, N., Parker, D. E., Horton, E., Folland, C., Alexander, L., Rowell, D., Kent, E., and
Kaplan, A. (2003), “Global analyses of sea surface temperature, sea ice, and night marine air
temperature since the late nineteenth century,” Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres,

108(D14).
Schwarz, G. (1978), “Estimating the dimension of a model,” Ann. Statist., 6(2), 461-464.

Scott, A., and Knott, M. (1974), “A cluster analysis method for grouping means in the analysis of

variance,” Biometrics, pp. 507-512.

Sheikhattar, A., Fritz, J., Shamma, S., and Babadi, B. (2015), “Recursive Sparse Point Process
Regression with Application to Spectrotemporal Receptive Field Plasticity Analysis,” IEEFE

Transactions on Signal Processing, .

Sugiyama, M., S. T. N. S. K. H. v. B. P., and Kawanabe, M. (2008), “Direct importance estimation

for covariance shift adaptation,” Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 60(4).

Sutton, R. T., and Hodson, D. L. (2005), “Atlantic Ocean forcing of North American and European

summer climate,” Science, 309(5731), 115-118.

Sutton, R. T., and Hodson, D. L. (2007), “Climate response to basin-scale warming and cooling of

the North Atlantic Ocean,” Journal of Climate, 20(5), 891-907.

41



Venkatraman, E. S. (1992), Consistency results in multiple change-point problems, PhD thesis, to

the Department of Statistics.Stanford University.

Vogelsang, T. (1998), “Testing for a Shift in Mean Without Having to Estimate Serial-Correlation

Parameters,” Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, 16, 73-80.

Vostrikova, L. (1981), “Detection Disorder in Multidimensional Random Processes,” Soviet Math-

ematics Doklady, 24, 55—59.

Yao, Y.-C. (1984), “Estimation of a noisy discrete-time step function: Bayes and empirical Bayes

approaches,” The Annals of Statistics, pp. 1434—1447.

Yao, Y.-C. (1988), “Estimating the number of change-points via Schwarz’criterion,” Statistics &
Probability Letters, 6(3), 181-189.

42



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Notation 

	2 Change Detection for Time Series with Dependency Structure
	3 Strong Consistency of Penalized Methods
	3.1 Necessary conditions for strongly consistent model selection
	3.2 Sufficient conditions for strongly consistent model selection
	3.3 The Implementation of Algorithm 2

	4 Experiments
	4.1 The independent data
	4.2 The dependent data
	4.3 The eastern US temperature from 1895 to 2015
	4.4 The El Nino data from 1854 to 2015

	5 Conclusion
	6 Appendix
	6.1 Lemmas
	6.2 Proof of Theorem 1 
	6.3 Proof of Theorem 2
	6.4 Proof of Theorem 3 
	6.5 Proof of Theorem 4 


