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Abstract : This paper proposes a piecewise autoregression for general integer-valued time series. The
conditional mean of the process depends on a parameter which is piecewise constant over time. We derive
an inference procedure based on a penalized contrast that is constructed from the Poisson quasi-maximum
likelihood of the model. The consistency of the proposed estimator is established. From practical applications,
we derive a data-driven procedure based on the slope heuristic to calibrate the penalty term of the contrast; and
the implementation is carried out through the dynamic programming algorithm, which leads to a procedure of
O(n?) time complexity. Some simulation results are provided, as well as the applications to the US recession
data and the number of trades in the stock of Technofirst.
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1 Introduction
We consider a Ny-valued (Ng = NU {0}) process Y = {Y;,t € Z} where the conditional mean
A = M(6]) = BV ) (L1)

is a function (see below) of the whole information F;—; up to time ¢ — 1 and of an unknown parameter 6;
belongs to a compact subset © C R? (d € N). The inference in the cases where 6 = 6* is constant or the
distribution of Y;|F;—1 is known have been studied by many authors in several directions; see for instance
Fokianos et al. (2009), Fokianos and Tjgstheim (2011, 2012), Douc et al. (2017) among others, for some
recent works. We consider here a more general setting where 6} is piecewise constant and the distribution of

Y:|Fi—1 is unknown.
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2 Piecewise autoregression for count time series

We consider the observations Y7, ---,Y;, generated as in model (|1.1]) and assume that the parameter 67 is
piecewise constant. Assume that 3K* € N, §* = (0f,--- ,0%.) € ©FX and 0 < t} < --- < t%._, < n such

that, {Y;,t;_; <t <t} is a trajectory of the process {Y; j,t € Z} (see Section [2)) satisfying:
E(YtJ|}—t—1) = f(Yt—l,ja Yt—QJa T ;9;)a v t;—l <t< t; (1'2)

where 7, = 0(Y,,s < ¢, j = 1,--- ,K* — 1) is the o-field generated by the whole information up to
time ¢t and f a measurable non-negative function assumed to be known up to the parameter 6;. K* is
the number of segments (or regimes) of the model; the jth segment corresponds to {t;f_l + 1,85 +2, ,t}‘}
and depends on the parameter 7. t7,--- ,t%._; are the change-point locations; by convention, tj = —oo and
)~ = 00. To ensure identifiability of the change-point locations, it is reasonable to assume that 07 # 67,
forj=1,--- ,K* —1. The case K* = 1 corresponds to the model without change. In the sequel, we assume
that the random variables Y;, ¢t € Z have the same (up to the parameter 6;) distribution P and denote by

P(X:(0;)) the distribution of Y| ;1. Our main focus of interest is the estimation of the unknown parameters

(K*7 (t;)lgng*—la (9;)1§j§K*) in the model . This can be viewed as a classical model selection problem.
Assume that the observations Y7,---,Y, are generated from . Let Knax be the upper bound of the
number of segments (note that Ky.x < n). Denote by M,, the set of partitions of [1,n] into at most Kmax
contiguous segments. Set m = {T4,--- , Tk} a generic element of K segments in M,,. Consider the collection
{Sm, m € M, } where, for a given m € M,,, S, is the families of sequence (#;) which are piecewise constant
on the partition m. Any 9 = (6;) € S,, depends on the parameter § = (61, -+ ,0x) which is the piecewise
values of 0; on each segment. Set S = Uypem, S Denote by ) a generic element of S, with partition m and
parameter . |0] = K denote the number of the piecewise segment, also called the dimension of ¥}. The true

model ¥* with dimension K*, depends on a partition m* and the parameter §*.

For any 9 € S, set AV = S5 M(0x)Lser, and denote by P(\)) the distribution of Y;|F;_1,9 ; let
p(-|Fi—1,9) = p(-; A\?) be the probability density function of this distribution. For ¢ € S, let P,y be the
conditional distribution of (Y1,---,Y,)|Fn-1,9. We consider the log-likelihood contrast: Vi € S,

Yu(9) = Yn(Pry) = —log Pry(Y1,--,Vy) = = Y logp(Vi|Fi1,9) = = > logp(Yy; AY).
t=1

t=1

Thus, the minimal contrast estimator 5,,” of ¥9* on the collection S,, is obtained by minimizing the contrast

Yn(¥) over ¢ € S, ; that is 3,” = argmin 7,(¥) . The main approaches of the model selection procedures
VES,

take into account the model complexity and select the estimator gmn such that, m,, minimizes the penalized
criterion

o~

crit, (m) = v, (Om) + pen,,(m), for allme M, (1.3)
where pen,, : M,, — R is a penalty function, possibly data-dependent. We now address the following issues.

(i) Semi-parametric setting. Cleynen and Lebarbier (2014 and 2017) recently consider the change-point
type problem with i.i.d. observations; in their works, the distribution P is assumed to be known and
could be Poisson, Negative binomial or belongs to the exponential family distribution. From the practical
viewpoint, we consider the case where P is unknown and deal with the Poisson quasi-likelihood (see for
instance Ahmad and Francq (2016)). So in the sequel, 7, is the Poisson quasi-likelihood contrast and D i

the Poisson quasi-maximum likelihood estimator (PQMLE).
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(ii) Multiple change-point problem from a non-asymptotic point of view. This question is tacked
by model selection approach. Numerous works have been devoted to this issue; see among others, Lebarbier
(2005), Arlot and Massart (2009), Cleynen and Lebarbier (2014 and 2017), Arlot and Celisse (2016).

In this (quasi)log-likelihood framework, it is more usual to consider the Kullback-Leibler risk. For any 9 € S,
the Kullback-Leibler divergence between P, y- and P, g is

P o (Y1, -, Yn) - p(Ye|Fio1, 07)
KL(9*,9) := KL(P, 9, Ppy) = E|log = =) E|log 2L
(97, 9) (P Prv) [ gpn,ﬂ(yh...,yn)} 2 [ gp(Y;|.7~'t_1,z9)}
= Eflogp(Y; /)] = > E[logp(Ye; AY)]
t=1 t=1

where E denotes the expectation with respect to the true distribution of the observations. In the case where
~n is the likelihood contrast, we get KL(9*,9) = E[y,(¢) — v, (¥*)]. The ”ideal” partition m(¥*) (the one

whose estimator is closest to ¥* according to the Kullback-Leibler risk) satisfying:

m(9*) = argmin E[K L(9*,9,,)].
mEM'IL

The corresponding estimator, 5,,1(19*) called the oracle, depends on the true sample distribution, and cannot
be computed in practice. The goal is to calibrate the penalty term, such that the segmentation m provides an
estimator 1/9\;1 where the risk of 572 is close as possible to the risk of the oracle, namely such that

E[KL(Y*,9~)] < C E[KL(9*, 9 pm9+))] (1.4)
for a nonnegative constant C', expected close to 1. This issue is addressed in the above mentioned papers, and
the results obtained are heavily relied on the independence of the observations. In our setting here, it seems
to be a more difficult task. But, we believe that the coupling method can be used as in Lerasle (2011) to
overcome this difficulty. We leave this question as the topic of a different research project.

(iii) Multiple change-point problem from an asymptotic point of view. The aim here is to
consistently estimate the parameters of the change-point model. This issue has been addressed by several
authors using the classical contrast/criteria optimization or binary/sequential segmentation/estimaion; see for
instance Bai and Perron (1998), Davis et al. (2008), Harchaoui and Lévy-Leduc (2010), Bardet et al. (2012),
Davis and Yau (2013), Davis et al. (2016), Yau and Zhao (2016), Inclan and Tiao (1994), Bai (1997), Fryzlewicz
and Subba Rao (2014), Fryzlewicz (2014), among others, for some advanced towards this issue. These works
and many other papers in the literature on the asymptotic study of multiple change-point problem are often
focussed on continuous valued time series; moreover, the case of a large class of semi-parametric model for

discrete-valued time series (such as those discussed earlier) have not yet addressed.

We consider (1.2)) and derive a penalized contrast of type ([L.3)). We assume that there exists a partition
7* of [0,1] such that [z*n] = m*, where [z*n] is the corresponding partition of [1,n] obtained from 7*. We

provide sufficient conditions on the penalty pen,,, for which the estimators m and 1/9\771 are consistent ; that is:

)

(Il = 05) L (K52, 07)

m
n—oo

~

where ™ is the corresponding partition of [0, 1] obtained from m.



4 Piecewise autoregression for count time series

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we set some notations, assumptions and define the Poisson
QMLE. In Section 3, we derive the estimation procedure and provide the main results. Some simulations
results are displayed in Section 4 whereas Section 5 focus on applications on the US recession data and the

daily number of trades in the stock of Technofirst. Section 6 provides the proofs of the main results.

2 Notations and Poisson QMLE

We set the following classical Lipschitz-type condition on the function f.

Assumption A;(0) (i = 0,1,2): For any y € NY, the function § — f(y; 6) is i times continuously differentiable

(@) 0)

o0 o0 .
on © and there exists a sequence of non-negative real numbers (o’ ),>1 satisfying > oz,(g <1lf(or oz,(j) < 00
k=1 k=1

for i = 1,2) ; such that for any y,y’ € N§,

Of(y;0) IfW;0)|  ~=~ @
(i) OTWEON < 5™ 0l — o).
k=1

sup
0co
In the whole paper, it is assumed that for j = 1,--- , K*, there exists a stationary and ergodic process
{Y: ;,t € Z} satisfying
E(Y;j[Fi-1,5) = f(Yi1,5, Yeooj, -+ 107), VIEL (2.1)

where F; ; = (Y5, <t) is the o-field generated by {Y; ;,s < t}; and
3C > 0,€ > 1, such that Vt € Z, EY,'}“<C. (2.2)

{Y,,;,t € Z} is a stationary solution of the jth regime. The focus process Y = {Y;,¢ € Z} is modelled by
these stationary regimes ; that is, for any j = 1, .-, K*, {Yt,t;‘_l <t< tj} is a trajectory of the process
{Yrt’j, te Z}

Ahmad and Francq [1] (Section 3) have discussed about the stationarity and ergodicity issues. In many classical

integer-valued time series, the assumption Ay(©) is enough to enable the existence of a stationary and ergodic
process satisfying (2.1)).

2.1 Notations

Assume that a trajectory (Yi,---,Y,) of Y is observed; with 0 < ¢} < --- < t%._; < n. By convention

1§ = —oo and t%. = oo. We will use the following notations.
e For any finite set A, |A| denote the cardinality of A.
e For a,b € R (with a <b), [a,b] = NN [a,b] is the set of integers between a and b.

e For K € N, M, (K) = {g = (t1,...,tx—1) 53 0 < t; < ... < tg—1 < n}; in particular, t* =
(¢, ... te_1) € Mu(K*) is the true vector of the locations of breaks. When K = 1, M,(1) cor-
responds to the model with no break.

In the sequel, any configuration t = (¢1,...,tx—1) € M, (K) is also used as a partition {T1,Ts, -+, Tk}
of [1,n] into K contiguous segments, where Ty = {1,--- , 1}, T; = {t;—1+1,--- ,t;} for j =2,--- | K—1,
Tk = {tx—1+1,--- ,n}. In particular, T = {1,--- , 47}, Tf = {t;_; +1,--- ,tf} for j=2,---  K* 1,
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T = {tg+—1+1,---,n}. M,(K) corresponds to the set of partitions of [1,n] into K contiguous

segments.

e For K € N* and t € M, (K) fixed, we set n = |T}| for 1 < k < K. In particular n} = |T7| for
1<j< K™ ForlngKandlngK*,letnk,j:|T;ﬂTk|.

o Let 0" = (07, -+ ,0%.) € ©K be the vector of the true parameters of the model .
Throughout the sequel, the following norms will be used:

o |lz| := /D0, Jxil? for any x € RP;

o Ifllg = supgeo (1/(0)]) for any function f : © — RY;

o forx= (xlv T 71'K) € RK’ ||£L'||m = 12%%“”}
e if Y is a random vector with finite r—order moments, we set ||Yy||, = E (HYHT)UT.

2.2 Poisson QMLE

Let (Y7,...,Y,) be a trajectory generated from the model . Since the conditional distribution is assumed
to be unknown, the likelihood of the model is unknown. The estimation procedure of the parameters 67 is
based on the Poisson quasi-maximum likelihood introduced by Ahmad and Francq (2016). The conditional
Poisson (quasi)log-likelihood of the model computed on a segment T C {1,...,n} is given (up to a
constant) by

La(T,0) =" (Yilog A (6) =" 0(9) with £(6) = Yy log A(6) — Ae(6) (2.3)

teT teT

where Xt(ﬂ) = ﬁe = f(Yi—1,---Y1,0,---,0;6).
According to (2.3), the Poisson quasi-likelihood estimator (PQMLE) of 0% computed on 7' is defined by

o~

0.(T) := aregér(l)ax( (T, 0)). (2.4)

Now, for j =1,---, K*, define the Poisson (quasi)log-likelihood of the jth regime by

L (T5,0) := Y (Yijlog A (0) = Aej(0)) = D £(0) with £, ;(0) =i ;log Arj(6) — A ;(6)

teT? teT?
where A\, ;(0) = fte,j = f(Yi—1,,Yi—2,,--- ;6). It can be approximated by

Lo j(T7,0) = > (Yijlog A j(0) = A j(0) = D 0r;(0) with £y ;(0) = Vi jlog X j(0) — Aej(6)  (2.5)
teT].* teT*

where Xm-(e) = f;‘fj = f(Yio1j, - aYt;f,l—i-l,jaO"'OQG)-
According to (2.5), the PQMLE of 6% computed on T} is defined by

0,(T7) := argmax(L, ; (T}, 0)). (2.6)
6cO



6 Piecewise autoregression for count time series

To avoid problems of parameter identifiability and to study asymptotic normality of the PQMLE, we shall

assume:
(A0): for all (0,0") € ©2, (f(Yt 1, Yo, 50) = f(Yie1,Yi_a,---;0) as. for some t € N) = 0=0;
moreover, 3¢ > 0 such that gngf(yl,yg, :0) > ¢, for all y € Ni.

€

In order to ensure the consistency and asymptotic normality of the PQMLE, we set the following assumptions

for each segment j =1,--- , K* (see also [1]):

(A1): 0% is an interior point of © C R¢;

(A2): a;; — 0 and Y} ja;; — 0 as t — oo, where a; ; = sup ‘Xt,j(e) — A (O)[;
USC]

(A3): Uy = B[ 5y D4R o0 and 1, — B[ SalFio) D) S0 o

Xe; () 00 907

(A4): for all ¢ € R, c'%ﬁ =0as= ¢ =0

(A5): there exists a neighborhood V(67) of 65 such that: for all 4,k € {1,--- ,d},

2

. 00,00y,

sup
o€V (67)

7y, (9)” < oo

(A6): by, by ;Ys; and ay jd; ;Y; ; are of order O(t~") for some h > 1/2, where

1
bt,; = sup {E { 78)%’] H 8/\” H } )
0O A, (6) At (0)

These aforementioned assumptions hold for many classical models, see Ahmad and Francq [I]. These authors

and d; ; = sup max {E {
0cO

O (0) Oyl ] H

have established that the estimator gn(T;) is strongly consistent, for each regime j € {1,--- , K*} ; that is,

0,(T}) % 0.

They have also proved the asymptotic normality of 5n(TJT") ; that is,

W (0(T)) —05) 25 N(0,%)), Vj=1,- K",

J n—oo

where ¥, := Jj_llj Jj_l. Under the above assumptions, for any j = 1,--- , K*, the matrix X; can be consistently

estimated by (see [I])

EA]J» = Ajflfjjjfl, where (2.7)
. 1 O (0u(T)) O (0,(T5))
Ji= e 90 o0’ ’
=1 A (0n(T5))
JOEL % 2 O (0n(T7)) ONe,; (On(TT))
IJ‘:*Z(A — _1) Jae ’ jae’ =
n t=1 )‘t,J(e (T ))

If we consider the process {Y;,t € Z}, these properties are also verified on the segment T} since it is easy to

see that {(Yz, \¢),t € T} is a stationary process while {(Y%, M), t > t7} is not.

The following proposition establishes the consistency of the estimator 0 (T7), for any j € {1,--- K*}.
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Proposition 2.1 Assume that (A0)-(A2) and (Ao(©)) hold. Then

0,(T;) =5 01, Vj=1,--- K"

J n—oo

The results of this Proposition have been obtained by Ahmad and Francq (2016) when (Y3, \;) is strictly

stationary.

3 Estimation procedure and main results

In this section, we carry out the estimation of the number of breaks K* — 1 and the instants of breaks t* by

using a penalized contrast. Some asymptotic studies are also reported.

3.1 Penalized Poisson quasi-likelihood estimator

For any configuration of periods K > 1,t € M, (K) and § = (0y,--- ,0x) € ©K" | we define the contrast
~ K o~
(QLIK)  Jo(K,t,0) := =2 Ln(Tx, 0x). (3.1)
k=1

According to the proprieties of the PQMLE (see [I]), when K* is known, a natural estimator of (¢*,0") =
((t7)1<j<r—1,(05)1<j<Kk~) for the model (1.2) is therefore the PQMLE on every interval [t; +1, -+ ,¢;41] and
every parameters 0; for 1 < j < K*. But, since K* is assumed to be unknown, we cannot directly use such
method. To take into account the estimation of K*, the most classical solution is to penalize the contrast by
an additional term ,, K, where k,, represents a regularization parameter.

Now, define the penalized contrast QLIK, called penQLIK, by

(penQLIK)  Jo(K,t,0) := Jo(K,t,0) + k. K, (3.2)

with k, <n and k,, — + co.

n— oo
The estimator of (K*,t*,0%) is defined as one of the minimizers of the penalized contrast:

o N 1
(Kn,ﬁn,Qn> € argmin argmin (Jn(K, t, Q)) and T, = =—. (3.3)
1<K <Kmax  (£,0)EM, (K)xOK n

We will adapt the slope heuristic procedure to calibrate the penalty term from data (see Baudry et al. (2010)).
In this procedure, the criteria QLIK is a linear transformation of the penalty (here the number of periods
K) for the most complex models (with K close to Kax). This slope should be close to —k, /2. The slope
estimation procedure considers only the linear part of —QLIK (K) with 1 < K < K,.x. Note that, in practice,
a numerical algorithm can be used to compute the estimator on each segment; therefore, a minimum size is
needed for the numerical computation of the criteria. Thus, we consider only the periods of length larger than
some u, and we can a priori fix Kyax smaller than [n/u,]. The complete procedure can be summarized as

follows:

1. For each 1 < K < Kpax, draw (K, —ming g QLIK(K)). Then compute the slope of the linear part: this

slope is K, /2.

2. Using Ky, = Ry, draw (K, —miny ¢ penQLIK(K)) . This curve has a global minimum at f(\n

1S K< Kmax
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3.2 Asymptotic behavior

nyZnirn

Under some assumptions, we will establish the asymptotic behavior of the estimator (K 7.0 ) Throughout

this article, we set the following classical assumptions in the problem of break detection:

Assumption B. - r?}? . HH;H — 07| > 0. Also, there exists a vector 7% = (71,--- , 7/ _;) with 0 < 71 <
SjSKr—
- < Tj_y < 1, called the vector of breaks such that t; = [n7}], for j = 1,--- , K (where [] is the integer
part).

The following theorem gives the consistency of the estimator <f(\ t /Q\ )

ns Znrn

Theorem 3.1 Assume Kyax > K* and (A0)-(A2), B. If Ay(©) holds and (k¢) satisfies

Z Z al” < (3.4)

>1 k>€

then

P * * *
(K0, 7,.0,,) = (K100

By convention, throughout the sequel, if the vectors Zn and t* do not have the same length, complete the

. The following theorem establishes

shorter of the two vectors with 0 before computing the norm an —t*
m

the rates of convergence of the estimators 7, .
Theorem 3.2 Assume Kpax > K* and (A0)-(A2), B. If A;(©) (i =0,1,2), (with € > 2) hold and

(ke) satisfies
Z Zak < 00, (3.5)

£>1 k>£

then the sequence (HZ” -t

) is uniformly tight in probability, that is,
n>1

>6) =0,

Now, we give the convergence in distribution of the estimator of En By convention, if f(\n < K*, set

lim hmIP(Ht £

d—00 N—o0

JA“j = JA“IA( , for j € {j(\m e K *}. The following theorem establishes the asymptotic normality of @\n(fj)

Theorem 3.3 Assume Kmax > K* and (A0)-(A6) and B. If (with € > 2), A;(©) (i =0,1,2) hold,

such that (k¢) satisfies
Z max ( Z ak < 00, (3.6)
>1 k>¢

then
s (0u(T) —65) D Na(0,%)), Vi=1,- K",

n—oo

where ¥ 1= J;l(@ )1 (07) T (0*) with

L OA;(07) 0N (67
g (07) 06 o0’

Var(Y;fjlft 1) O (07) 0N (67 )]

i)
=] and 1,66)) =B L) 00 oo
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Remark 3.4 The conditions on the regularization parameters (Kn)nen can be obtained if the Lipschitzian

coefficients of f(-; 0) and its derivatives are bounded by a geometric or Riemanian sequence:

1. the geometric case: if a,(f) = 0(a*) (i = 0,1,2) with 0 < a < 1, then any choice of (kn)nen such that
Kn < n and Kk, — 00 satisfies and (@ (for instance k,, of order logn as in the BIC approach).

2. the Riemanian case: if ag) =0(k™) (i=0,1,2) with v > 3/2,

e if v > 2, then the conditions and @ hold for any choice of (kn)nen such that k, < n and

Kp — 00.

e if 3/2 < v < 2, then one can choose any sequence such that r, = O(n®) with § > 2 — v or
Kk = O(n?~7(logn)?®) with § > 1.

4 Some simulations results

In this section, we implement the procedure on the R software (developed by the CRAN project). We will
restrict our attention to the estimation of the vector (K™*,t*) ; i.e the number of segments K* and the instants
of breaks t*. For the performances of the estimator of the parameter *, we refer to the works of Ahmad
and Francq (2016). For each process, we generate 100 replications following the scenarios considered. The
estimated number of segments is computed by using QLIK criteria penalized with k,, = K, k, = logn and
kn = logn'/3. The value of the estimator %, is calibrated by using the slope estimation procedure (see Baudry
et al. (2010)) as described above. Once the regularization parameter k,, obtained, the dynamic programming
algorithm is used to minimize the criteria. With this algorithm, the complexity of the procedure declines from
O(nfmax) to O(n?).

4.1 Implementation procedure

We give the steps of the dynamic programming algorithm for computing the number of segments K » and the

optimal configuration of the breaks Zn This algorithm is such that if (¢1,--- ,tx—_1,t) represents the optimal
configuration of Y7, - ,Y; into K segments, then (¢1,--- ,tx_1) is the optimal configuration of Y7, -+, Vi, _,

into K —1 segments. Assume that the regularization parameter k,, is known and let M L be the upper triangular
matrix of dimension n x n with ML;; = E(Tiwl,gn(Tiyl)), where T;; = {i,i+1,--- I}, for 1 <i <1 <n. We

summarize the implementation of the procedure as follows:

e The number of segments f(\n: Let C be an upper triangular matrix of dimension Ky X n. For 1 < K <

Kax and K <t < n, Ck; will be the minimum penalized criteria of Y7,--- ,Y; into K segments. For
t = ]., e, N, Cl,t = _2ML1,t + Kn and the relation CK+1,t = minKSlSt,l (CKJ — 2ML1+1¢ + I{n) is

satisfied. Hence, K,, = argmin, g e (Ck ).

e The change-point locations Zn: Let Z be an upper triangular matrix of dimension (Kpmax — 1) x n. For
1< K < (Kpax —1)and K +1 <t <n, Zg, will be the Kth potential break-point of Y7,---,Y;.
Therefore, the relation Zx ; = ming<j<;—1 (Cxy — 2M Liy14+ + ky,) is satisfied for K =1, -+, (Kmax—1).
The break-points are obtained as follow: set tAI?n =n and for K = IA(,L —1,---, 1tk =2

Kitg41®



10 Piecewise autoregression for count time series

4.2 Results of simulations
4.2.1 Poisson-INARCH models

We consider the problem (1.2 for a Poisson-INARCH(1), i.e. (Y7,---,Y,) is a trajectory of the process
Y = {Y;,t € Z} satisfying:

YilFioi ~ PA) 5 A= f(Yim1 Yiea, 300 =af) + oYy, VieTr, Vjie{l, - ,K*}. (41)

The parameter vector is 07 = (a(()j), aW)), for all j € {1,---,K*}.

For n = 500 and n = 1000, we generate a sample (Y7, --,Y;,) in the following situations:
e scenario IAgy: 67 = (0.5,0.6) is constant (K* =1) ;
e scenario IA;: 67 = (0.5,0.6) changes to 65 = (1.0,0.6) at t* = 0.5n (K* =2) ;

e scenario TA,: 67 = (0.5,0.6) changes to 65 = (1.0,0.6) at t; = 0.3n which changes to 65 = (1.0,0.25)
at th = 0.7n (K* = 3).

For scenario IA,, Figure |1 shows the slope of the linear part of the —QLIK criteria minimized in (¢,6). We
obtain &,, =~ 4.6 for n = 500 and &,, ~ 5.9 for n = 1000. Using these above values for k,, (i.e. k, = K, ), we min-
imize the penQLIK in (K,t,6), with 1 < K < Ky,ax. Figure |2 displays the points (K, min, g penQLIK(K))
for 1 < K < Kpax = 15. One can see that the estimated number of segments is K,, = 3 for n = 500
and n = 1000. The estimated instants of breaks are ¢, = (157,349) (t* = (150,350)) for n = 500 and

1, = (291,702) (t* = (300, 700)) for n = 1000 (see Figure [3).

Now, we are going to generate 100 replications of a Poisson-INGARCH(1,1) process following the scenarios
TAy-TA,. Tableindicates the frequencies of number of replications where f(\n = K*, f(\n < K* and f(\n > K*,
for the regularization parameter k, = Ry, logn, n'/3. For the scenarios IA; and IA,, we also consider the
replications where the true number of breaks is achieved (i.e. K, =K *) and we present some elementary
statistics of the estimated instants of breaks (see Table .

(a) Slope estimation for n=500 (b) Slope estimation for n=1000
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Figure 1: The curve of —ming g QLIK(K), for 1 < K < Kpnax for a Poisson-INARCH(1) process in scenario
IA,. The solid line represents the linear part of this curve with slope /2 = 2.307 when n = 500 and
Rn/2 = 2.928 when n = 1000.
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(a) Penalized QLIK criteria with n=500 (b) Penalized QLIK criteria with n=1000
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Figure 2: The graph (K,ming g penQLIK (K)), for 1 < K < Kpax for a Poisson-INARCH(1) process in

scenario TAs.

(a) 500 observations of Poisson—-INARCH(1) model with two breaks
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Time

(b) 1000 observations of Poisson—INARCH(1) model with two breaks
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|
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Time
Figure 3: The estimated of breakpoints for a trajectory of a Poisson-INARCH(1) process in scenario IAy. The

solid lines represent the estimated instants of breaks and the dotted lines represent the true ones.

The results of Table [ show that for the penalties considered, the performance increase with n in all scenarios.

3

In accordance with Theorem the consistency of the penalties logn and n'/? is numerically convincing.

Moreover, the n'/? penalty outperforms the other procedures when n = 1000.
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Table 1: Breaks estimated after 100 replications for Poisson-INARCH(1) process following scenarios IAg-IAs.
The first three columns show the frequencies of the estimation of the true, low and high number of breaks. The
last three columns give some elementary statistics of the change-point locations when the true number of breaks

18 achieved.

Frequencies Mean =+ s.d. Mean
Scenarios I?n =K* I?n < K* I?n > K* ;'\1 ;'\2 ||/£”71*H
1A, n =500 Kn=rn 0.72 0.00 0.28
(K* =1) Kn = logn 0.76 0.00 0.24
K = nt/3 0.94 0.00 0.06
n=1000 Kp = Fkn 0.94 0.00 0.06
Ky = logn 0.90 0.00 0.10
Kp =nt/3 1.00 0.00 0.00
IA; n =500 Kn=fn 0.76 0.03 0.21 0.497 + 0.064 0.038
(K* =2) kn = logn 0.83 0.03 0.14 0.495 + 0.066 0.040
Kn = nl/3 0.87 0.09 0.04 0.495 + 0.064 0.038
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.89 0.00 0.11 0.507 + 0.033 0.019
kn = logn 0.87 0.00 0.13 0.507 + 0.034 0.020
K = n'/3 0.98 0.00 0.02 0.506 + 0.032 0.019
1A, n=>500 Kn=kn 0.62 0.13 0.25 0.311+0.071  0.689 % 0.060 0.061
(K* =3) kn = logn 0.73 0.12 0.15 0.317 £ 0.073  0.690 & 0.072 0.067
K = nl/3 0.64 0.33 0.03 0.310 £ 0.058  0.685 & 0.070 0.061
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.87 0.00 0.13 0.300 £ 0.034  0.693 & 0.030 0.034
kn = logn 0.84 0.00 0.16 0.302 £ 0.043  0.692 + 0.030 0.038
b = nt/3 0.93 0.05 0.02 0.300 £ 0.051  0.694 + 0.028 0.037

4.2.2 Poisson-INGARCH models

We consider the problem (1.2 for a Poisson-INGARCH(1,1), i.e. (Y1,---,Y,) is a trajectory of the process
Y = {Y;,t € Z} satisfying:

YilFior ~ PO 5 A= af) 40D+ 8ON_y, ViEeT, Vie{l, - K*}. (4.2)

The parameter vector is 05 = (agj),a(j)7ﬁ(j)), forall j € {1,--- , K*}.

For n = 500 and n = 1000, we generate 100 replications of the model (4.2)) in the following situations:
e scenario IGg: 0] = (1.0,0.2,0.15) is constant (K* =1) ;
e scenario IGy: 0] = (1.0,0.2,0.15) changes to 63 = (1.0,0.45,0.15) at t* = 0.5n (K* = 2) ;

e scenario IG,: 0 = (0.1,0.3,0.6) changes to 65 = (0.5,0.3,0.6) at ¢; = 0.3n which changes to
05 = (0.5,0.3,0.2) at t} = 0.7n (K* = 3).

Table [2] indicates the frequencies of the true number of breaks estimated and some elementary statistics of
the estimators of the change-point locations. It appears that the results of the n'/3-penalty and the slope
procedure are quite satisfactory except for the case of two breaks. In this later case, the n'/3-penalty and the
slope procedure over-penalizes the number of breaks, while the logn-penalty under-penalizes. But, overall,
the performances of the proposed procedures increase with n and the estimation of the breakpoints locations

is well achieved.
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Table 2: Breaks estimated after 100 replications for Poisson-INGARCH(1,1) process following scenarios IGg-
IG,. The first three columns show the frequencies of the estimation of the true, low and high number of breaks.
The last three columns give some elementary statistics of the change-point locations when the true number of

breaks is achieved.

Frequencies Mean =+ s.d. Mean
Scenarios I?n =K* I?n < K* I?n > K* ;'\1 ;'\2 ||/£”71*H
1Go n =500 Kn=rn 0.86 0.00 0.14
(K* =1) Kn = logn 0.96 0.00 0.04
K = nt/3 1.00 0.00 0.00
n=1000 Kp = Fkn 0.92 0.00 0.08
Ky = logn 0.96 0.00 0.04
Kp =nt/3 1.00 0.00 0.00
1G, n =500 Kn=fn 0.75 0.05 0.20 0.515 + 0.066 0.038
(K* =2) kn = logn 0.70 0.03 0.27 0.514 + 0.073 0.040
Kn =nt/3 0.78 0.06 0.16 0.512 % 0.066 0.038
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.75 0.05 0.20 0.507 + 0.031 0.019
kn = logn 0.58 0.00 0.42 0.508 + 0.034 0.021
K = n'/3 0.83 0.03 0.13 0.501 4+ 0.048 0.022
1G, n=>500 Kn=kn 0.53 0.41 0.06 0.299 + 0.078  0.691 % 0.073 0.053
(K* =3) kn = logn 0.58 0.23 0.19 0.299 + 0.074  0.693 & 0.070 0.049
K = nl/3 0.37 0.49 0.14 0.300 + 0.076  0.697 & 0.015 0.047
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.62 0.26 0.12 0.293 £ 0.050  0.702 & 0.010 0.025
kn = logn 0.60 0.06 0.34 0.293 £ 0.051  0.702 & 0.010 0.026
b = nt/3 0.56 0.29 0.15 0.301 £0.029  0.699 + 0.011 0.016

4.2.3 Negative binomial INGARCH models

We consider the problem (1.2)) for a negative binomial INGARCH(1,1) (NB-INGARCH(1,1)), i.e. (Y7,---,Yy)
is a trajectory of the process Y = {Y;,t € Z} satisfying:

1— . . .
Yi|Fi1 ~ NB(r,pt) ; G /) af) + eV, + BNy, VieTr, Vjie{l, -, K*}; (4.3)

b

where the parameter vector is ¢ = (a(()j), a) g0 forall j € {1,---,K*} and NB(r,p) denotes the negative
binomial distribution with parameters r and p.
For r = 14 (used for transaction data, see [13]), n = 500 and n = 1000, we generate a sample (Y7,---,Y},) in

the following situations:
e scenario NB-IGg: 67 = (1.0,0.2,0.15) is constant (K* =1) ;
e scenario NB-IG;: 6] = (1,0.2,0.15) changes to 65 = (1,0.45,0.15) at t* = 0.5n (K* = 2) ;

e scenario NB-IG;: 6] = (0.1,0.3,0.6) changes to 65 = (0.5,0.3,0.6) at t; = 0.3n which changes to
05 = (0.5,0.3,0.2) at t5 = 0.7n (K* = 3).

Once again, it appears in Table [3| that the performances of the proposed procedures increase with n and the
estimation of the breakpoints locations remain satisfactory even in this case where the Poisson quasi-likelihood

used is quite different from the true distribution of the observations.
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Table 3: Breaks estimated after 100 replications for NB-INGARCH(1,1) process following scenarios
NB — I1G(-NB — 1Gs. The first three columns show the frequencies of the estimation of the true, low and
high number of breaks. The last three columns give some elementary statistics of the change-point locations

when the true number of breaks is achieved.

Frequencies Mean =+ s.d. Mean
Scenarios I?n =K I?n < K* I?n > K* e T ||/£n *Z*H
NB-IGq n =500 Kn=rn 0.90 0.00 0.10
(K* =1) kn = logn 0.95 0.00 0.05
K =nt/3 0.98 0.00 0.02
n=1000 Kp = kn 0.92 0.00 0.08
Ky = logn 0.94 0.00 0.06
K = nl/3 0.98 0.00 0.02
NB-IG, n =500 Kn=fn 0.60 0.09 0.31 0.512 + 0.122 0.072
(K* =2) kn = logn 0.55 0.04 0.41 0.514 + 0.110 0.063
Kp =nt/3 0.65 0.12 0.23 0.519 4 0.106 0.060
n=1000 Kkp = kn 0.69 0.02 0.29 0.507 + 0.065 0.037
kn = logn 0.56 0.00 0.44 0.500 + 0.054 0.030
K = n'/3 0.83 0.02 0.15 0.505 4+ 0.061 0.037
NB-IG, n =500 Kn = fn 0.45 0.51 0.04 0.330 £ 0.084  0.696 & 0.040 0.057
(K* =3) kn = logn 0.41 0.13 0.46 0.319 £ 0.080  0.700 & 0.026 0.057
K = n'/3 0.43 0.28 0.29 0.328 £ 0.061  0.685 & 0.066 0.055
n=1000 kKnp = Fkn 0.70 0.25 0.05 0.304 £ 0.060  0.699 & 0.020 0.033
kn = logn 0.54 0.02 0.44 0.299 + 0.066  0.699 + 0.014 0.033
K = nt/3 0.68 0.19 0.13 0.325 4+ 0.090  0.697 + 0.018 0.043

4.2.4 Binary Time Series

Consider the problem (1.2 for a binary INARCH(1) (BIN-INARCH(1)) time series model, i.e. (Y1, --,Y,,)
is a trajectory of the process Y = {Y;, ¢ € Z} satisfying:

YilFooi ~Bpe) s pe =M =af) + oYy, VieTs, Vie{l, - K}, (4.4)
where the parameter vector is 07 = (ozéj),oz(j)) (with 0 < ozéj) +al) < 1), forall j e {1,---,K*} and B(p)

denotes the Bernoulli distribution with parameter p.

For n = 500 and n = 1000, we generate a sample (Y7, --,Y},) in the following situations:
e scenario BIN-IA: 67 = (0.15,0.75) is constant (K* =1) ;
e scenario BIN-IA;: 6] = (0.15,0.75) changes to 65 = (0.04,0.60) at t* = 0.5n (K* = 2) ;

e scenario BIN-TA,: 0] = (0.15,0.75) changes to 85 = (0.04,0.60) at ¢ = 0.3n which changes to
05 = (0.25,0.35) at t5 = 0.7n (K* = 3).

The scenario BIN-TIA; is related and close to the real data example (see below).

Table [4] shows that the procedure provides satisfactory results with BIN-INARCH(1) model, except that the
n'/3-penalty in the case of two breaks. But, the performances of these procedures increase with n and the

breakpoints locations are overall well estimated.
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Table 4: Breaks estimated after 100 replications for BIN-INARCH(1) process following scenarios BIN — IA -
BIN — IA,. The first three columns show the frequencies of the estimation of the true, low and high number
of breaks. The last three columns give some elementary statistics of the change-point locations when the true

number of breaks is achieved.

Frequencies Mean =+ s.d. Mean
Scenarios I?n =K~ ﬁn < K* I?n > K™ e S ||/I\T, *I*H
BIN-IA;, n =500 Ky =kn 0.84 0.00 0.16
(K*=1) Kn = logn 0.98 0.00 0.02
Kn =nt/3 0.98 0.00 0.02
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.86 0.00 0.14
kp = logn 1.00 0.00 0.00
K = nl/3 1.00 0.00 0.00
BIN-IA; n =500 kp=kn 0.69 0.10 0.21 0.499 + 0.091 0.055
(K* =2) kn = logn 0.72 0.27 0.01 0.491 + 0.087 0.051
Kn =nt/3 0.52 0.48 0.00 0.484 £ 0.091 0.054
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.89 0.00 0.11 0.499 + 0.036 0.020
kn = logn 0.96 0.01 0.03 0.500 + 0.035 0.019
Ko = nt/3 0.85 0.15 0.00 0.484 4+ 0.091 0.054
BIN-IA; n =500 kp=kn 0.75 0.18 0.07 0.324 +0.094  0.695 & 0.044 0.060
(K* =3) kn = logn 0.43 0.57 0.00 0.312+0.044  0.694 + 0.030 0.035
o = nt/3 0.23 0.77 0.00 0.306 + 0.033  0.702 4 0.017 0.026
n=1000 Kknp = kn 0.95 0.03 0.02 0.303 £ 0.046  0.696 & 0.019 0.028
kn = logn 0.90 0.10 0.00 0.299 + 0.037  0.697 & 0.017 0.025
K = nt/3 0.52 0.48 0.00 0.296 + 0.021  0.697 + 0.019 0.020

4.2.5 INARCH(c0) models

Now, consider a Poisson-INARCH(o0), i.e. (Y1,---,Y,) is a trajectory of the process Y = {Y;,t € Z}
satisfying:

VilFeei ~ PO 3 M=o +Y aYiw, VteTy, Vjie{l, K}, (4.5)
k=1
where a(J) >0,a; >0 (forallk>1and j=1,--- ,K*)and Y a; < 1; that is, we focus on the change in the
E>1

parameter a(j ). This process corresponds to a particular case of the problem 1) with f(y1,y2, - ,aéj )) =
(]) + 3772, oy for each regime j € {1,--- , K*}. We deal with a scenario where the consistency of the BIC
procedure is not ensured. Therefore, we consider the Riemanian case with ap = O(k~>7) (in the scenario

detailed below). More precisely, we consider the model (4.5) with
1 &1
A - _
P 2.2 ; kL

The number 1/2.2 is obtained from the values of the Riemann zeta function, and allows the condition
2—5 S e kll—7 < 1. According to Theorem and Remark if the regularization parameter verifies
n = O(n®) with 6 > 0.3, then the consistency holds. Thus, the consistency of the BIC penalty is not

ensured.

Now, for n = 500 and n = 100, we generate a trajectory (Yi,---,Y,) of the model (4.5) in the following

scenarios:
e scenario IA-INF: a(()l) = 0.5 is constant (K* =1) ;

e scenario IA-INF;: a(()l) = 0.5 changes to a(()2) =0.1at t* =0.5n (K* =2).
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Table 5: Breaks estimated after 100 replications for INARCH(c0) process following scenarios IA — INFq and
IA — INF,. The first three columns show the frequencies of the estimation of the true, low and high number
of breaks. The last two columns give some elementary statistics of the change-point locations when the true

number of breaks is achieved.

Frequencies Mean =+ s.d. Mean
Scenarios ﬁn =K* En, < K* ﬁn > K* ;\1 HE" —T* H

IA-INF, n=>500 Kp=rn 0.15 0.00 0.85
(K™ =1) kn = logn 0.56 0.00 0.44
K =nt/3 0.84 0.00 0.16
n=1000 Kp = kn 0.17 0.00 0.83
kn = logn 0.57 0.00 0.43
K =nt/3 0.95 0.00 0.05

IA-INF, n=>500 Kp=fn 0.66 0.04 0.34 0.498 + 0.0057 0.003

(K* =2) Kn = logn 0.49 0.02 0.49 0.498 + 0.0013 0.002

K =nt/3 0.82 0.03 0.15 0.497 4 0.0062 0.003

n=1000 Kn = fn 0.79 0.00 0.21 0.499 + 0.0004 0.001

kn = logn 0.43 0.00 0.57 0.499 + 0.0006 0.001

i = nt/3 0.93 0.00 0.07 0.499 + 0.0005 0.001

In Table [5| on can see that the n'/3-penalty uniformly outperforms the other two procedures. Moreover, the
performances of the proposed procedures increase with n, except the log n-penalty whose the performances

decrease with n. Hence, the consistency of the BIC procedure is quite questionable in this case.

5 Real data application

We apply our change-point procedure to two examples of real data series. To compute the estimator f(\n, the
Fn penalty is used with u, = [(log(n))°] (where 3/2 < § < 2) and Kmax = 15.

5.1 The US recession data

Firstly, we consider the series of the quarterly recession data from the USA for the period 1855-2013 (see
Figure [5)). This series (Y;) represents a binary variable that is equal to 1 if there is a recession in at least
1 month in the quarter and 0 otherwise. There are 636 quarterly observations obtained from The National
Bureau of Economic Research. These data have already been analyzed by several authors. Hudecové (2013)
has applied a change-point procedure based on a normalized cumulative sums of residuals and has found a
break in the first quarter of 1933. Recently, Diop and Kengne (2017) have applied a change-point test based
on the maximum likelihood estimator of the model’s parameter and have detected a break in the last quarter
of 1932.

We consider the INARCH(1) representation and apply the penQLIK contrast procedure. This choice is
motivated by the fact that the estimation of the last component of 8 (i.e. the parameter ) is not significant in
the INGARCH(1,1) representation (see Diop and Kengne [I3]). The test of nullity of one coefficient (TNOC)
proposed by Ahmad and Francq [I], applied a posteriori (after change-point detection) also confirms these
results. As noted in the implementation of the dynamic programming algorithm, we begin by the calibration
of the regularization parameter x,. The slope estimation procedure applied with w, = [(log n)2] returns the
values k,, ~ 3.21 and the estimation of the number of segments is IA(n = 2, i.e. one break is detected (see
Figure . The location of the breakpoint estimated is t = 313. The change detected at t =313 corresponds
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to the first quarter of 1933 (see Figure . These results are in concordance with those obtained by Diop and
Kengne (2017) and Hudecovd (2013). The estimated model with one breakpoint is

0.120 4 0.749Y;_1, for t < 313
(0.028) (0.215)

E(Yi|Fi1) = A =
0.047 4 0.681Y;_y, for t > 313,
(0.013) (0.230)

where in parentheses are the standard errors of the estimators obtained from the robust sandwich matrix
Hj_lﬁlj_lHj_1 computed on each regime j, where ¥; is given by 1) and H; = %Z?:l W. These
parameters estimation display a distortion in term of standard errors ; it can be explained by the fact that

the true distribution of the observations (which is binary), is quite different from the Poisson quasi-likelihood

used.
(a) Slope estimation for the US recession data (b) Penalized QLIK criteria for the US recession data
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Figure 4: The curve of —min 9 QLIK (K) and the graph (K, min, g penQLIK(K)) for the US recession data
with a INARCH(1) model. The solid line represents the linear part of this curve with slope %, /2 = 1.605.
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Figure 5: The US recession data with the estimated location of the breakpoint Z.

5.2 Number of trades in the stock of Technofirst

Secondly, we apply our change-point detection procedure to a financial time series data. We consider the

daily number of trades in the stock of Technofirst listed in the NYSE Euronext group. It is a series of



18 Piecewise autoregression for count time series

1000 observations from 04 January 2010 to 20 April 2016 (see Figure . The data are available online at
the website "https://www.euronext.com/en/products/equities/FR0011651819-ALXP”. These data have been
analyzed by Ahmad and Francq [I] with the PQMLE, and have concluded that the INGARCH(1,3) is more
appropriate. We carry out an INGARCH(1,1) with the possibility of change in the observations.

The slope estimation procedure obtained with u, = [(log(n))?] returns &, ~ 23.04 and the estimation of the
number of segments is f(\n = 3, i.e. two changes are detected (see Figure 6). The locations of the breakpoints
estimated are #; = 230 (06 April 2011) and #, = 311 (06 September 2011), see also Figure @

The estimated model with change-points is

2.436 + 0.368Y;_1, for ¢ < 230
(0.126) (0.032)

o) 4.6434+0.607Y;_; +0.032\,_1, for 230 < t < 311
EMilF1) = A =93 (0.649) (0.022)  (0.033)
1.113 4 0.166Y;_; + 0.531),_;, for ¢ > 311,
(0.226) (0.016)  (0.071)

where in parentheses are the robust standard errors of the estimators. Let us note that, we have applied the
TNOC, which fund that the INARCH(1) representation is the most appropriate for first regime.

(a) Slope estimation for the daily number of trades (b) Penalized QLIK criteria for the daily number of trades
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Figure 6: The curve of —min; g QLIK(K) and the graph (K, min, g penQLIK (K)) for the daily number of

trades in the stock of Technofirst. The solid line represents the linear part of this curve with slope 8, /2 = 11.52.

6 Proofs of the main results

In the sequel, C denotes a positive constant whom value may differ from an inequality to another and we set

vp, =n/ky, for all n > 1.

6.1 Proof of Proposition [2.1

Remark that since {Y; ;,t € Z} is stationary and ergodic, the process {¢; ;(6),t € Z} is also a stationary and

ergodic sequence, for any 8 € ©. Then, the proof can be divided into two parts. For j = 1,--- | K* we
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The daily number of trades in the stock of Technofirst

40
1

Number of trades

20
L

T T T T T T T T
0 200 f, %, 400 600 800 1000

Time

Figure 7: The daily number of trades in the stock of the Technofirst with the estimated locations of the

breakpoints tAl and %\2

will first (1.)

o(T5,6) ~ E(t1,5(0))

H@ 2% 0 ; secondly (2.), we will show that the function
n— oo

0 +— E(¢1,;(¢)) has a unique maximum in 6.
(1.) Recall that 4, ;(6) =Y, ;log ff,j - fgj, for any 6§ € ©. We have

9 9
15| < Yeillog fi | + I fi

iy
< oo o (22 o) 417

< Y}yj(’fw — 1’ + [logc|) + [f7,] (because for x > 1, |logz| < |z — 1])
<Y, f”
< t,j(| |+1+|10gcl)+|ftj|
Hence,
1
[€:.4lle < Y%,j(g”ff,jﬂe + 14 |logel) + 1|7 le- (6.1)

We will show that E[||¢; ;||e] < co. According to (6.1), we have
Ytj
E[ll4:5lle] < ]E[Ym( 172 5lle + 1 +[logel) + [ f7;lle] < CE[(=*
Yt
< C(E[(-2
< (s

+1)01125le]

1/2
+ D) AEI 1) < C<E||f2j||%>1/2.
Since (A((©)) holds, we have

0
Ol <UL = 200, 0)o + [1£7(0, . 0)llo < > al” [Yiey | + 1£7(0, -~ 0)|e-

E>1
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Therefore,
211/2
Elll¢ejlle) < CTE(Y. ol Vel + 1200, ,0)l|e)”]
k>1
<O oV EYimi ) + B0, ,0)[3)"/
k>1

<Y ol + &[0, ,0)]3)2 <

E>1
By the uniform strong law of large number applied on the process {¢; ;(6),t € Z}, it holds that

1

I (T, 0) ~ ECs @Ol = |1 75 3 0~ B0, =50 (62)
teT?
According to Ahmad and Francq [1], we have
1 T * * a.s, - *
EHL"J(TJ‘ ,0) — Ly (T; 9)”6 n:; 0, forany j=1,---, K. (6.3)
j
From (6.2) and (6.3)), we deduce that
1= * a.s;
||;;Ln’3(7; ,9) — E(KI,J H@ n:; 0. (64)
The following lemma is needed to complete the proof of (1.).
Lemma 6.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem[3.1), for any j =1,--- , K*,
(T}, 0) — Ln ; (T}, 0)|| o nﬁ; 0.
From (6.4) and Lemma [6.1] we have
1~ * a.s,
||—*Ln(Tj ,0) — E(El,j(ﬁ))H@ — 0. (6.5)
nj n—00

(2.) Now, we show that the function 6 — E(£;;(f)) has a unique maximum in ¢7. We will proceed as in
Doukhan and Kengne (2015). For any 6 € O, define L) (0) := E[¢; ;()]. Let 6 € ©, with 0 # 0. We

have

LOYG7) = LY(0) = E[1,3(07)] — E[t1,5(6)]
= E[Ylog £}, i 115~ EYlog £~ f1]
= E[ff);j(log fl,Jj —log fl,j)] - E[fLJj - f1,j]~

We apply the mean value theorem at the function x — log x defined in [¢, +00[. There exists £ between
f1 ’; and f? j such that

1, 0r
(= )

0*
log f17; —log f{ ; = :
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Hence,

%

g : S
- E{(fz] - 1) (fffj - ff,j) } = E[%(ff,jj — O = )

L (g5) - LD () =E[L(15 - £1,)] ~E [0 - 11,]

From assumption (AO0), it follows that %(ff; - 5)(ff;;; — f?;) #0 as, since 0 # 07,

Moreover,
P 0 0 0*
o if f17, < ff,j, then f1’, <& < ffyj and hence %(fl,]j =) — ffyj) >0
o 20 0 0* 0*
o if 17> fla,ja then ff,j < & < f;; and hence %(ffg _‘f)(f1,]j - ff,j) >0

We deduce that %(ffg - f)(ff’] — ff;) > 0 as. Hence, L(j)(H;f) — LYW(#) > 0 and the function

0 — E(¢1,;(0)) has a unique maximum in 65.

(1.), (2.) and the standard arguments lead to the conclusion. |

Proof of Lemma [6.1]
For any j =1,.---, K*, remark that

ILn(T7,0) = Loy (T5. 00 < D 16:(0) — L) le

teT;

< )7 |1Velog Ae(60) — A(6) — Y jlog Ar () + v (0)le
teTj*

< N ijlllog f7 —log 1 le + 17 = F15lle).
teTj*

According to the proprieties of the function x +— log z, we can show that || log fAf —log ﬁ(”j le < %Hﬁe - ﬁ?j lle-

Moreover, for t € T, we have

HJ/(‘;O - };0,]”@ = Hf(Y%717 7Y1707'” 79) _f(thfl,jﬁ"' 7K;_1+1,j707"' 79>||@

t—1
< Y P Yeop| < > Y. (6.6)
k=t—tr_, k>t—tr |
Hence
Un* ~ " ~ " Up* th’
L\ La(T},0) = Lo (T 0)ll < —= S [(Z2+ 1) 177 = 77,1l
J J teT* =

\ /\

(5 1)1

(i
c

J teT) k>t—tr

+ 1>Y£+t]*._17k:|-
n; 1 k>e
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By using Kounias and Weng (1969), it suffices to show that
Yorr
Uy 0 Lty g
St (4 ] <o
>1 k>0 =
By using Hoélder’s inequality, for any ¢ > 1, k > £, it holds that (see (2.2))
Yore g Yore= g 29\ 1/2
EB[(— 1) Ve, ) < (B[(—222 41) ]) 7 x B3, 02 =C <.
c - c i—

Hence,
Yoy
Z Uy Z () (144t 13 Z 1 Z (0)
?E[ Ofk (TJ + 1)Yé+t;717ki| S C ;@ O[k < 00,
02>1 k>0 2>1 " k>

where the last equation follows from assumption (3.4) on the regularization parameter. Thus,

Unx  ~ * = * a.s,
n; |Za(T.0) = Ly (T5.0) [ % 0.
]
6.2 Proof of Theorem [3.1]
We will proceed as in Bardet et al. (2012). Firstly, we assume that K* is known and we show (7,,,6,,) AN (r*,0%).
n— 00

Secondly, K* is assumed to be unknown and we show K n 2 K *; which completes the proof of the theorem.
n—oo

(1.) Assume that K* is known and denote for any t € M., (K*):

K* K*
Ln(t) = Ju(K*,£,0,(8) = =2> > Ln(Te N T}, 0,(T)).
k=1j=1

Hence, 7, = argmin (I,,(¢)). Let us show that 7, P, 7*; which will implies that én(fnj) N an(T;‘)
teEM,, (K*) n—00 n—o00

n—o0

and from Proposition é\n(fnj) P, 07 for all j = 1,---, K*. Without loss of generality, we as-

sume that K* = 2. Let ¢* be the change-point location and (u,),>1 be a sequence of positive integers
satisfying u, — 0o, u,/n — 0. For some 0 < n < 1, define

Voun ={t€Z /[t =t >nn; u, <t <n—u,},

Wy, ={t €Z /[t =t >nn; 0 <t <u,orn—u, <t<n}.
Remark that we have asymptotically P(||Z,, — 7*||m > 1) =~ P(|[tn, — t*||m > nn). But

P(HtAn — | > 1) < P(tAn € Vn,un> + P(tAn € Wnﬂm)
< in (I,(t) — I(t)) < in (I,(t) — I,(t*)) < 0).
< P(teﬂ‘}nlgn (In(t) — Ln(t")) < 0) +]P’(t€§/nvlwflun (In(t) — In(t")) < 0)

~

We will show that these two probabilities tend to 0. Let us show that P(ten‘}in (T (t) = I,(t*)) < 0) — 0.

mn,Un

Let t € V,,,,, satisfying t > ¢* (without loss of generality). Then, we have Th' N T} = T}, To N1} = 0
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(2.)

and 15 N Ty = T,. We have the decomposition

fn(t) - fn(t*) = 2[En(T1*7§n(Tf)) - En(Tl*:é\n(Tl)) - 2/\n(Tl N T2*a é\n(Tl))
+ Ln(T3,00(T5)) = Lo(To, 0n(T3)) + Lo (Ty N T3, 0 (T3))]. (6.7)

Since |T7| =t*, [Ty N Ty | =t — ¢* and |Tz| = n —t > u,, each term tends to co with n.
Recall that for j = 1,2, LU () = E(¢41,;(6)). According to Proposition and relation (6.5), we get the

following convergences, uniformly on V;, ...,

- * a.s, * Y * a.s. * -~ a.s, * 1~ * * a.s,
0.(TF) 25 0F, 0,(T3) =5 65, 0,(Tn) +5 63, |}5Ln(T17e)—71 <1>(9)||6 250,

n—oo n—oo n— oo n—oo

||#f1n(TI N T2*79) - L(Q)(Q)HQ ﬂ 0 and H%Zn(f{b?a) _ L(Q)(H)HG % 0.

n— oo n— oo

Set 1, = (t — t*)/n ; clearly, &, € (n,1). From (6.7)), we get

(Falt) = Ta(t*)) = (BT, 00 T5) = BTy, 00(T)) + + (BT, B0(T5)) — LT, B0 (T2)))

S|

1

2n
1~ n * T *

= (La(Ty N T3, 00(15) = La(T N T3,00(T1)))

= 77 (LY(07) — LY B,(T1))) + 0(1) + o(1) + 0 (L2(03) — L (0,(T1))) + o(1)
=75 (LD 07) = LY B,(T0))) + 9 (LP(05) — LD (0,(T1))) + o(1). (6.8)

Let V1 and Vs, be two disjoint open neighborhoods of 87 and 65 respectively. For j = 1,2, define

;= 0i€n$; (LD(07) — L9 (9)).
Remark that d; > 0 since the function 6 — LU)(6) has a strict maximum in 0% (see proof of Proposition
2.1). With e, = min(7{61,7,02) and & = min(7{61,nd2), we have

-~

o if 6,(T1) € V1, that is 6, (T1) € V5, then 1, (L®(85) — L&) (0,(T1))) > n,ds;

In both cases, ﬁ(fn(t) —T,(t")) > en+o0(1) > £40(1), for any t € Vi, - This implies ]P’(ter‘l}in I,(t)—
m,Un

IAn(t*)) < 0) — 0. By going along similar lines, one can prove that ]P’(tervrl}in (fn(t) - fn(t*)) < 0) — 0.

Then, it follows that n > 0, P(||Z,, — 2*[lm >n) = 0 as n — oc.

Now, assume that K* is unknown. For K > 2, 2 = (21, -+ ,2x_1) € RE"Y oy = (y1,- ,yx~_1) €
RE"—1 denote

lr =yl = max =~ min |or —y;l.

The following lemma will be useful in the sequel. It follows from (1.) and the definition of |-|| ..

Lemma 6.2 Let K > 1, (L,,,0,) the estimator obtained by minimizing J,,(K,t,0) on M, (K) x ©K and
T = zn/n Under the assumptions of Theorem if K> K*, then ||T,, — 7%| 0.

Tn
n—
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We will also use the following lemma, which the proof follows from the Lemma 3.3 of Lavielle and Ludena

(2000) and the argument given in the proof of Lemma 6.5 in [6].

Lemma 6.3 Under the assumptions of Theoremm for any K > 2, there exists Cx > 0 such that:

; Ck
" K -9 LW ey — . > B g
V(t, 0) € M, (K)x O, ey(t0) E E (07) (0r)) > - It —t"]loo

j=1k=1

where LU)(0) =E(¢y ;(0)) for all € © and j =1,--- ,K*.

Now, let us use the Lemma H and 6 3| to show that K P, K*. To this end, we will show that
n—oo

(Kn =K) — 0, for K < K* and K* < K < Kpax separately. In any case, we have

n—oo

(R, = ) < B( (K 10) < Tulk £°,0)

inf
(t,0)eM, (K)xOK

SP((LQ) inf (Jn(K 1, 0) — Jn(K*,t,07%)) <

n
EM, (K)xOK V.

(K* — K)). (6.9)

i-) For K < K*, decompose J,, (K, t,0)—Jn (K*, t*,6%) = n (dy(t, 0) + en(t, 0)), where e, (£, 8) is defined
in Lemma [6.3] and

[ K nx Z (T 0 )

K
—9 Z#(nij*w = I) +ZZ%(LU)(9]C) _

j=1 J k=1 j=1

*

dn(t,6) M)].

Nk,j

Hence, from , we have
1

K, =K)< i < —(K* = K)). .
P(K,=K) < P((LQ)EMIS(fK)X@K(dn(L 0) +en(t.0) < o (K* - K)) (6.10)

The equation (6.4) ensures that d,,(¢,8) — 0 a.s. and uniformly on M,,(K) x ©%. According to
Lemma there exists Cx > 0 such that e, (t,0) > CTKHj— t*]| 0o, for all (¢,8) € M, (K) x 6K,

Since K < K*, for any ¢t € M, (K), we have ||t — t*||oc = |7 — T*[|oc = 1<mir}<*(rj -7 )/2 > 0.

Then e, (t,0) > 0 for (t,0) € M,(K) x ©X and since Ui — 0, we deduce from that
P(K, = K) — 0.

ii-) Now, assume that K* < K < Kpax. Denote Zn = (tAn,l, e ,tAn,K*). From and the Markov’s

inequality, we have:

P(K, = K) < P(J,(K.%,,8,) — Ju(K*,t",6") + UE(K ~ K*) <0)
< P T 8,) = Tn(K,27,07)] > )
< PBITA(K 8 8,) — (K16 (6.11)

By Lemma [6.2] there exists some subset {kj, 1 <j < K* —1} C {1,---,K — 1} such that for any
j=1,+ K* =1 tyy,/n— 7} Set ko = 0 and kx- = K. We have

Tn (K, 8y, 0,) — Tn(K*,t%,6%) ZL (T7,67) Z Tyt O )

k;

zzz[ZH(T;‘ﬁ;) Y La(Tuwbnn)]

k=k;_1+1

<
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and from (6.11)), it follows that

k;
P(K, = K) 2U"ZE|L T, 0 S L@ b
k=k;_1+1
K* k;
<CZ JE|L (T7,07) = > La(Tuk0np)].
k=k;_1+1

For any j = 1,---, K*, one can easily get from the proof of Lemma [6.1] that

kj
Uny = x % d
—PE|L.(T7.6)) - Lo(To s 0nn)| — 0,

. n— oo
J k=k;j_1+1

and thus P(K, = K) —» 0. ]

n—oo

6.3 Proof of Theorem [3.2]

Also for this proof, We will proceed as in [6]. Without loss of generality, we can assume that K* = 2.

Let (un)n>1 be a sequence satisfying u, — oo, = — 0 and P([t, — t*| > up,) — 0 (for instance
- n— o0 n— 00 n— o0

u, = /max(E[7, — 7*|,n~1)). For any § > 0, since we have
P([t,, — "] > 8) SP(6 < [t — '] < un) + P([L, — £ > un),
it suffices to show that lim lim P(6 < [£, — t*]| < u,) = 0.
§—00 N—>00

Denote Vs, = {t €Z/ 6 < [tn —t*] < Uy }. Then

P(5 < [ty — 7] <up) < P(tgii (T.(t) = Tn(t") < o).

Let t € Vs, (for example ¢ > ¢*). With the notation of the proof of Theorem we have En(Tl*, gn(Tl*)) >
fn(Tf‘,gn(Tl)) and from we get

fn(t) - fn(t*) > En (Tl N T2*, /o\n(TQ*)) - En(Tl n Tz*y é\n(Tl)) + Z (T27 9 (TZ )) L (T2a '9 (TQ))
We consider the following two steps.

1.) Let us show that En TN T*,@\n T5)) — Zn T, NTy, é\n T1)) > 0, for n large enough.
2 2 2

> * Do (TF.0 —¢* Lp(TyNTS 0 . g .
Lo(Ty,0) = SLa000) 4 ot In(h0T.0) 404 gince A

1
n n t* n t—t*

For any 6§ € ©, we have
follows that

o 1~ a.s,

0, (T1) = argmax(—L,(T1,0)) —> 67F.

9cO n n,0—00

Hence, 1~ (L (ThNT5, 0, (T3))— Lo (TiNT3, é\n(Tl))) converges a.s. and uniformly on Vs, to L) (63)—
LA (67) > 0.
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(2.) Let us show that == (Lu(To, 0,(T5)) — Lu(To, 0,(T2))) %> 0. For large value of n, remark that

n,0—00
0, (T: 2) € O so that ALy (Ty,0,(T))/00 = 0. From mean value theorem applied on dL,,/d¢; for any

i ,d, there exists 9,” € [§ (T3),0,(Ty)] such that

OL (T2, 0,(T3))  02Lon(Ty,0,.)
6, 2009,

0= (On(T2) — 0n(T5)) (6.12)

where for a,b € RY, [a,b] = {\a+ (1 — \)b; A € [0,1]}.
According the equalities Ly, (T3,0) = Ly, (Ty N T§,0) + Ly (Ty,0) and 9L, (T3, tz)\n(TQ*))/GH = 0, it comes

from (6.12)) that

OL,(Ti NT5,0,(T5)) 0L (T, 0,,)
00; T 9000,

(é\n(TZ) - é\n(Tg*)), forany i =1,--- ,d,
and it follows that

1 Lo (TN T5,00(T3) _n—t+ = )
t—tr 0 = A (0u(T2) - 0,(T5)) (6.13)

n—t

Y 0L (T2 .0n.;
where A,, := ( 1 ’5(0820’_ "’1)) .
1<i<d

The following lemma will be useful in the sequel.
Lemma 6.4
o Assume that the conditions of Theorem[3.3 hold. Then, for any j =1,--- , K*,

1

o Assume that the conditions of Theorem[3.4 hold. Then, for any j =1,--- , K*,

aiZn(T;,e) OLnj(T7,0) ) as
o0 a0 H o (6.14)

© n—oco

H 1 9L, (T},9) aL;';(o)He ni; 0, where aLg;(e) :E(%éja(@))' (6.15)

. 1 0L, (TiNTE.0,(T3))  as. 9L®(03) ~  as 8241 2(02)
Hence, (6.15) gives = 5% — ——5p > =0 and A, — ]E(ia‘92 )

n,0—00 n,0—00

Since E(M) is a nonsingular matrix (see [I]), we deduce from lj that

062
n—t ~ ~ a.s
A Ou(T) — Bu(T3)) =5 0. (6.16)
t—t* n,6—00

We conclude by the Taylor expansion on Zn that

1 - o 1
e | LT, 60(T2)) — L (T2,00(T5))| < 16:(T2) = 0 (T5)|* sup

P — —0 a.s.
L sup

02L, (T, 0)
| =5
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Proof of Lemma [6.4]
We detail the proof for the first order derivation ; the proof for the second order derivation follows the same

reasoning.

Let je{1,--- ,K*} and [ € {1,--- ,d}, we will show that

1 62;" (T;v 9) 8E7l j(jv;: 9) a.s
— ’ — 0. 1
NG e o 2.0 (6.17)

Remark that

1 (OLa(T},0)  OLn,(T},0) H Z Haet a@,j(o)H
\/TT; 891 891 e J teT* 69l 891 ©
of? aff af  of
—2@JW@£ 1£HH£—£M-

Thus, by using the inequality |a1b1 — agba| < |a1||by — ba| + |b2||a1 — az2| Va1, as,b1, b2 € R, we have

OLn(T;,0) 0Ly ( o afr. of?.
J I 2 sl ol - 5l bl - 7 0)

a0, ael 00, 00, a0,

1

v

aff _ ofy,
e A

< 5 [ 0) |2 - |, + A ] 7 - 2]

J teTy
n; 70 70
<o 3 (601 - B, ol - )
For t € T}, from A;(©), we have
| OB = i i) B f i 3 a0
< Z a Vil < Y ey (6.18)
k=t—t*_, k>t—t*_
Hence, from and , we get
OL,(T7,0) 0L, ;(T7,0) off
171; LU gc\/%te% [(Ves+1) MZt; 1a,g>5q =2l HHemZ;_la’(com_k]

n

<k

1

fe+t* pi
[(th;,hj + 1) > :Oél(cl)YeH;,fk + Y€+t;,17jH — H > ay )Y2+t* rk]
=1 k>0 k>0

According to [24], (6.17) holds if

<C

35
Sl ¥

f@-&-t i
Z | (Yo +1) 2ol Yere, it Yoy | =g |y o od Ve 1] <00 (619)
e>1 k>t k>t
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We have ) )
—E[(YZH* it 1) Zaé )YYZth;_lfk} = CZ \[Za( ) <
02>1 ¢ k>0 >1 Ekzz
Moreover,
8J/c?+t* J 0
R e = ||—= ) (Y, 1, Y i,0,--30) — — 0’...;9H
=30 = g 0l + lg s Dot Yo eas0 500 = goroso]

<C+ Z Ol;(cl)Yethj_lfk,j-
k>1 '

Hence, from Minkowski’s inequality,

af@ . aJ/c\O -
=210, = =21

1/3
00, @D <O+ oy [Yors: —rylls <CO+D ) < C < o0

k>1 k>1

Thus, by using Holder and Minkowski’s inequalities, it comes that

Z\[ [Sféth ”H f£+t 1JH Zal(c)yfﬂ* 17} Z\[”Yfﬂj 1’J||3HH fzﬂ* 1]H H HZO"C Yoyi 7,6H3

>1 k>t
CZVWZ%WM*w%

>1 k>0
<0>. 7 7 3 ol Wessy ,ull < 2.7 > al <
e>1 tis z>1 tis
Hence, (6.19) is satisfied, and it holds that,
1 ain(:rj*,e) 0L, ;(T7.0) 5o . K and L e (1 p
/fn;k 891 891 H@njgo , Ior any g = 1,---, an 6{7"'3 }

Thus, (6.14]) follows.

Remark that, one can go along the same lines as above by replacing En by L, or End by L, ;; and obtain

1 OLa(Ty,0)  OLnj(T7,0) ) s . .

\/7?; 50 — 20 HGH:;OO, for any j=1,---,K*. (6.20)
1 1 0La(T},0) 0Ly ;(T7.0) . _ .

N H@n:;o, for any j=1,---,K*. (6.21)

Moreover, similar arguments as above can be easily applied to get

ol
ez, B2 —ocoo toranyj=1 K"
By the uniform strong law of large number applied on the process {M t € Z}, it holds that, for j =
1, ,K*,
1 8Ln] (T7,0) oLV (6) 1 0l () oty ;(0) s
— | = : —E J 0. 22
H s Rl D g Mo =30 (6.22)

7 *
tETJ

Thus, (6.15) follows from (6.21]) and (6.22]). This achieves the proof of the lemma.
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6.4 Proof of Theorem [3.3]

Remark that for any j € {1,--- , K*} (@L(YA’]) —07) = @(Ty) —gn(Tj*)) + (é\n(T]*) —0%). According to Theorem
it comes (t; — %\;‘) = op(log(n)). By relation 1D we obtain (é\n(fj) -6 ¥)) = Op(%). There-

N Na(0,%;) to conclude.

n— oo n—oo

fore, n*(@n (fj) —0,(T7)) 2, 0 and it suffices to show that /n; (§n(T;) -0

J J

Recall that for n large enough, @L(T;‘) € ©. By the mean value theorem, there exists (0. x)1<k<a €

~

[0.(T7),07] such that

OLn(Tf,0,(TF))  OLn(T},05)  0°Lo(T},0n1)

: 0,(T) —67). 6.23
00y 00y, 0000, ( (17) J) (6.23)
_ (A PLa(TF ) .
Let J,, = ¥ 9000 . By relation (6.20), Lemma [6.4] and the proof of Theorem 2.2 of [1], we
" k 1<k<d

obtain J,, *% J; (6%), where J; is the matrix defined in Theorem But, by Assumption (A4), it is easy
n— oo

to see that J; (9;) is a non singular matrix. Thus, for n large enough, J,, is invertible and (6.23)) gives

OL(T},00(T}))  OL(T},05)
= ( - )

“On(TF) = 07) = —J; 6.24
w01~ ) =~ [ (T 5 (624
From the proof of Theorem 2.2 of [1], we get
1 0L, (T},05) o
: 0,1;(0% 6.25
e g 2 Na0.1,0) (6.25)
where I; is given in Theorem According to (6.14)), (6.20) and (6.21)), we have
1 6Ln(T]*79;) . 8Ln,j(T;70;) a.s, 0
A /7’L;f 80 80 n—00 -
Hence, ((6.25) implies
1 OL,(T}.07) op
0,1;(6%)). 6.26
e, N0 ) (6.26)
Moreover, from (6.14) and (6.20)), we have
1 | 0L.(T},0) B oL, (T}, 0) H as
N 00 00 O n—oo

Therefore, since 8/L\n(TJ?k, é\n(T;‘)) /06 = 0, it follows that

w 20 NG a0 o e ro0

1 0Ly (TF.0,(T) 1 (aLn<TJ*,5n<7;*>> aLn<T;,5n<T*>>)

Thus, uses (6.24) and (6.26) to conclude.
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