
Estimating Breakpoints between Climate States in
Paleoclimate Data

Mikkel Bennedsen1, Eric Hillebrand1, Siem Jan Koopman2, and Kathrine Larsen∗1

1Department of Economics and Business Economics, Aarhus University, Denmark.
2Department of Econometrics, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

April 18, 2024

This study presents a statistical approach for identifying transitions between climate states,
referred to as breakpoints, using well-established econometric tools. We analyse a 67.1 million
year record of the oxygen isotope ratio 𝛿18O derived from benthic foraminifera. The dataset is
presented in Westerhold et al. (2020), where the authors use recurrence analysis to identify six
climate states. We consider several model specifications. Fixing the number of breakpoints to
five, the resulting breakpoint estimates closely align with those identified by Westerhold et al.
(2020) across various data binning frequencies and model specifications. Treating the number
of breakpoints as a parameter to be estimated results in statistical justification for more than five
breakpoints in the time series. Our approach offers the advantage of constructing confidence
intervals for the breakpoints, and it allows testing for the number of breakpoints present in the
time series.

1 Introduction

Beneath the ocean floor, a vertical record of Earth’s climate history is preserved in the shells of
benthic foraminifera. By drilling cores of these sediments, one can investigate this history dating
back millions of years. A widely used paleoclimate variable is 𝛿18O, which acts as a temperature
proxy. Westerhold et al. (2020) present a data set spanning from 67.1 million years ago (Ma)
to the present time, covering the Cenozoic Era. The authors use recurrence analysis to identify
six climate states: Warmhouse I, Hothouse, Warmhouse II, Coolhouse I, Coolhouse II, and
Icehouse, and thus five transitions. The climate states in the Cenozoic Era range from very warm
climates to the glaciation of Earth’s polar regions (Zachos et al., 2001). The climatic transitions
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contain important information about variations in Earth’s climate system, and understanding
them may help forecast future transitions; see Tierney et al. (2020) for a review. Our study
presents a statistical approach for identifying transitions between climate states, referred to as
breakpoints, using well-established econometric time-domain tools as proposed by Bai and
Perron (1998, 2003). Our approach offers the advantages of constructing confidence intervals
for the breakpoints, providing a measure of estimation uncertainty, and testing for the number
of breakpoints in the time series.

We adopt the estimation methodology of Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) which necessitates a
constant observation frequency and a predetermined model specification. To obtain a constant
observation frequency, we use the method of mean binning which entails dividing the data
in intervals of fixed length and calculating the mean in each bin. We explore three model
specifications and implement these using the R-package by Nguyen et al. (2023). The first
model is a state-dependent mean model, which is equivalent to a model with an abrupt break in
the mean of 𝛿18O for each climate state. The second model generalises this by including a state-
independent autoregressive term, which can be interpreted as making the transitions between
states more gradual. The final model extends the second model by letting the autoregressive
term be state-dependent as well, allowing for state-specific autoregressive dynamics. All models
incorporate an error term with state-dependent variance. Given that the time series appears
state-wise non-stationary (meaning that the mean and variance of the time series vary over time)
across most of the record, we conduct a simulation study to demonstrate the applicability of the
approach by Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) in this non-stationary setting.

Fixing the number of breakpoints to five, the resulting breakpoint estimates align closely
with those identified by Westerhold et al. (2020) across various binning frequencies and model
specifications. This demonstrates the robustness of the approach and corroborates the dating
of the climate states of Westerhold et al. (2020) with statistical analysis in the time domain.
However, when we also estimate the number of breakpoints in the time series using information
criteria, we find strong statistical evidence for the presence of more breakpoints.

Research related to the climate states during the Cenozoic Era has intensified due to improved
data availability. Key contributions include Westerhold et al. (2020) for oxygen and carbon
isotope records and the composite paleo-CO2 record by the CenCO2PIP Consortium (2023).
Notably, Boettner et al. (2021) aim to identify early warning signals prior to climatic events in the
Cenozoic Era using the Westerhold et al. (2020) dataset. They split the dataset up into multiple
sections and analyse them individually using the breakpoints by Westerhold et al. (2020). One
advantage of our approach is that the full time frame of the dataset can be considered in a
single model and that the breakpoints between climate states can be estimated within the model
framework. Rousseau et al. (2023) apply Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests in addition to recurrence
analysis to find breakpoints similar to those by Westerhold et al. (2020). Furthermore, Reikard
(2021) presents a forecasting study using parts of the dataset.
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The methodology used by Westerhold et al. (2020) to identify breakpoints is based on
recurrence analysis and is outlined in Marwan et al. (2007). Although this method is well-
established in the paleoclimate literature, it does not provide measures of uncertainty. Marwan
et al. (2021) reviews methods for identifying and characterising breakpoints in paleoclimate time
series, and Marwan (2023) discusses challenges in the use of recurrence analysis. Additional
research includes Ruggieri (2013), who introduces a Bayesian algorithm for breakpoint detection.
Goswami et al. (2018) propose a breakpoint detection method using a probability density function
sequence representation of the time series. Furthermore, Livina et al. (2010) develop a statistical
method for detecting the number of states in a geophysical time series. Our approach contributes
to the existing breakpoint detection methods in paleoclimate research by offering a simple
yet comprehensive framework. It enables the estimation of multiple breakpoints along with
confidence intervals and provides procedures to estimate the number of breakpoints, enhancing
the analysis of paleoclimate time series.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we present the 𝛿18O
dataset and climate states by Westerhold et al. (2020). Then, in Section 3, the methodology
applied in this project is outlined. In Section 4, we conduct the analysis and discuss the results.
Section 5 concludes. The performance of the methodology under state-wise non-stationarity is
investigated in Appendix A.

2 Data

The paleoclimate variable 𝛿18O measures the ratio of 18O to 16O relative to a standard sample.
The weight difference between the oxygen isotopes leads to an inverse relationship between
ocean temperatures and the 𝛿18O measurements from ocean sediment cores containing benthic
foraminifera; see for instance, Epstein et al. (1951) and Shackleton (1967).

In this paper, we employ the dataset provided in the study by Westerhold et al. (2020),
which compiles measurements of oxygen and carbon isotope ratios from benthic foraminifera
across 34 different studies and 14 ocean drilling locations into a single data file. Our study
focuses on the 𝛿18O record, specifically the correlation-corrected observations of 𝛿18O (column
L “benthic d18O VPDB Corr”) from the data file. Westerhold et al. (2020) provide an estimated
chronology of the data, which has accuracy ranging from ±100 thousand years (kyr) in the older
part of the sample period to ±10 kyr in the younger part. We ignore the uncertainty of the time
stamps in this study. The data covers the period 67.10113 Ma to 0.000564 Ma, and we order the
observations from oldest to most recent. We remove the 74 missing values in the record, leaving
us with 24,259 data points.

Westerhold et al. (2020) have identified six climate states using recurrence analysis by
Marwan et al. (2007). The six climate states are Warmhouse I (66-56 Ma), Hothouse (56-47
Ma), Warmhouse II (47-34 Ma), Coolhouse I (34-13.9 Ma), Coolhouse II (13.9-3.3 Ma), and
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Icehouse (3.3 Ma to present). The top panel of Figure 1 shows the 𝛿18O data along with the
breakpoints between the climate states, as identified by Westerhold et al. (2020). Appendix C.1
shows summary statistics of the dataset for the full sample length and for each climate state.

The 𝛿18O data presents unique challenges due to its coarse nature and intermittent gaps. To
visualise the irregular time stamps of the 𝛿18O data, the time between data points over time is
shown in the bottom panel of Figure 1. This shows that the time series is relatively sparse in
the older part of the record and relatively dense in the younger part. The mean time between
two adjacent data points is approximately 2.8 kyr, and the longest gap between data points is
approximately 115.4 kyr. There are 533 occurrences of gaps between two data points lasting
longer than 10 kyr. Moreover, there are 591 instances of multiple observations at the same time
stamp, with up to four simultaneous observations.
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Figure 1: Top panel: 𝛿18O data. Bottom panel: The time between data points of 𝛿18O data measured
in kyr. The vertical dashed lines denoting transitions between the climate states by Westerhold et al.
(2020). The horizontal axis represents time, measured in millions of years before present.

3 Methodology

In this section, we present and discuss the methodology developed by Bai and Perron (1998,
2003) for estimating breakpoints in linear regression models. Section 3.1 provides an outline
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of the framework for detecting multiple structural changes in linear regression coefficients and
for constructing confidence intervals for the breakpoints. Section 3.2 discusses the model
specifications employed in this study for breakpoint estimation. Section 3.3 presents methods
for testing for the presence of structural breaks and estimating the number of breakpoints.

3.1 General framework

This method is based on minimising the sum of squared residuals while treating the breakpoints
as unknown parameters to be estimated (Bai and Perron, 1998, 2003). Consider a linear
regression framework for the dependent variable 𝑦𝑡 , for 𝑡 = 1, . . . 𝑇 , and with 𝑚 breakpoints,
corresponding to 𝑚 + 1 distinct states in the sample, and with model equation

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑥′𝑡𝛽 + 𝑧′𝑡𝛿 𝑗 + 𝑢𝑡 , 𝑡 = 𝑇𝑗−1 + 1, . . . , 𝑇𝑗 (1)

with 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 + 1, the 𝑚 break dates are denoted by (𝑇1, · · · , 𝑇𝑚) with the convention that
𝑇0 = 0 and 𝑇𝑚+1 = 𝑇 and 𝑢𝑡 is the disturbance term with mean zero and variance 𝜎𝑗 . The
(𝑝 × 1)-vector 𝑥𝑡 and the (𝑞 × 1)-vector 𝑧𝑡 comprise two sets of covariate vectors, for which 𝛽 is
the state-independent vector of coefficients and 𝛿 𝑗 is the state-dependent vector of coefficients.
Since only specific coefficients are subject to structural breaks, this model is referred to as
a partial structural change model. Moreover, breaks in the variance of 𝑢𝑡 at the break dates
𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑚 can be considered. The parameters 𝛽 and 𝛿 𝑗 are estimated alongside the breakpoints
but are not of primary interest here.

For now, we will treat the number of breakpoints, 𝑚, as known and estimate the coefficients
and the breakpoints using a sample of 𝑇 observations of {𝑦𝑡 , 𝑥𝑡 , 𝑧𝑡}. The estimation method
is based on the least-squares method for both the coefficients and the breakpoints. For each
possible set of 𝑚 breakpoints (𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑚) denoted as

{
𝑇𝑗

}
, we obtain estimates of 𝛽 and 𝛿 𝑗 by

minimising the the sum of squared residuals (SSR), that is

𝑆𝑆𝑅 =

𝑚+1∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑇 𝑗∑︁
𝑡=𝑇 𝑗−1+1

(
𝑦𝑡 − 𝑥′𝑡𝛽 − 𝑧′𝑡𝛿 𝑗

)2
, (2)

where 𝛽 is common to all states while 𝛿 𝑗 is specific for the state 𝑗 which is the period between
𝑇𝑗−1+1 and𝑇𝑗 . The resulting estimated coefficients are denoted as 𝛽

({
𝑇𝑗

})
and 𝛿

({
𝑇𝑗

})
. These

coefficients are then used to determine the SSR associated with each set of breakpoints,

𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑇 (𝑇1, · · · , 𝑇𝑚) ≡
𝑚+1∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑇 𝑗∑︁
𝑡=𝑇 𝑗−1+1

(
𝑦𝑡 − 𝑥′𝑡𝛽

({
𝑇𝑗

})
− 𝑧′𝑡𝛿

({
𝑇𝑗

}) )2
. (3)

The estimated breakpoints are then given by(
𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑚

)
= argmin

𝑇1,...,𝑇𝑚

𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑇 (𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑚) . (4)
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The minimisation is conducted over all partitions (𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑚) such that 𝑇𝑖 − 𝑇𝑖−1 ≥ dim(𝑧𝑡) to
ensure that there are enough data points to estimate the parameters 𝛿 𝑗 in each partition. This
procedure leads to estimated parameters for the 𝑚 breakpoints, i.e.,

{
𝑇𝑗

}
, 𝛽 = 𝛽

({
𝑇𝑗

})
, and

𝛿 = 𝛿
({
𝑇𝑗

})
. Since the breakpoints are discrete, this optimisation can be conducted using a grid

search, which can be computationally heavy, especially for many breakpoints. Bai and Perron
(2003) introduce an efficient method for determining the global minimisers. For more details,
we refer to Bai and Perron (1998, 2003).

An essential advantage of this framework is that it allows for constructing confidence inter-
vals for the breakpoints. This is not possible in the recurrence analysis approach implemented
in Westerhold et al. (2020). The construction of confidence intervals is based on the asymptotic
distribution of the break dates 𝑇𝑗 . A detailed account of the estimation strategy is outlined in
Bai and Perron (2003). The necessary convergence results for construction of the confidence
intervals rely on a set of assumptions. For example, the construction of confidence intervals
does not allow for covariates containing a stochastic trend. There are also two possible as-
sumptions regarding the relationship between the errors and the covariates in 𝑧𝑡 . If 𝑧𝑡 does not
contain lagged dependent variables, then the residuals are allowed to have serial correlation
and heteroscedasticity. Otherwise, if there are lagged dependent variables in 𝑧𝑡 , then no serial
correlation is permitted in the residuals.

3.2 Model specifications

In this section, we introduce the model specifications employed in this paper for estimating
breakpoints. Three distinct specifications are considered, referred to as the ”Mean”, ”Fixed
AR”, and ”AR” models. These are all special cases of the framework outlined in Equation (1).
The Mean model, the simplest among them, is specified as follows,

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑐 𝑗 + 𝑢𝑡 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 + 1, (5)

where 𝑐 𝑗 is the state-dependent intercept and 𝑢𝑡 is an error term. This model is equivalent to
setting 𝑥𝑡 = 0, 𝑧𝑡 = 1, and 𝛿 𝑗 = 𝑐 𝑗 in Equation (1). In this model, a breakpoint leads to an abrupt
change in the mean of the dependent variable 𝑦𝑡 . The Fixed AR model extends the Mean model
by incorporating an autoregressive term. We obtain the model

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑐 𝑗 + 𝜑𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝑢𝑡 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 + 1, (6)

where 𝑦𝑡−1 is the dependent variable lagged by one period, and 𝜑 is the autoregressive coefficient
which is constant over the whole sample. Here, the effect of a change in the coefficient 𝑐 𝑗 would
be more gradual since it depends on the autoregressive dynamics. The Fixed AR model is also
a special case of Equation (1) by specifying 𝑥𝑡 = 𝑦𝑡−1, 𝛽 = 𝜑, 𝑧𝑡 = 1, and 𝛿 𝑗 = 𝑐 𝑗 .
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The general AR specification also allows the autoregressive term to be state-dependent, resulting
in the AR model,

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑐 𝑗 + 𝜑 𝑗 𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝑢𝑡 , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑚 + 1, (7)

where the autoregressive coefficient 𝜑 in Equation (6) is now state-dependent and is 𝜑 𝑗 . This
model is also obtained from (1) by setting 𝑥𝑡 = 0, 𝑧𝑡 = (1, 𝑦𝑡−1), and 𝛿 𝑗 = (𝑐 𝑗 , 𝜑 𝑗 ). Here, both the
intercept and the autoregressive coefficient are state-dependent. Thus, the three specifications
are nested: the Mean model is a restricted Fixed AR model which in turn is a restricted AR
model.

3.3 Determining the number of breakpoints

In this section, we address the issue of estimating the number of breaks 𝑚 in a time series. Bai
and Perron (1998) present both the option of utilising hypothesis tests and information criteria
for this purpose. In this study, we utilise the double maximum test of the null hypothesis of no
breakpoints versus the alternative of an unknown number of breakpoints up to an upper bound,
𝑀 . This test can provide statistical evidence for the presence of breakpoints in a time series. To
conduct the test, it is necessary to impose that the breakpoints are asymptotically different from
each other. This is achieved by setting the minimum state length to be larger than a fraction of
the sample size, denoted by 𝜀. This so-called trimming parameter is defined as 𝜀 = ℎ/𝑇 , where
ℎ is the minimum length of a state. We refer to Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) for critical values
and further details.

We use information criteria to estimate the number of breakpoints. We consider the following
three criteria: the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) by Yao (1988) and the modified Schwarz
Information Criterion (LWZ) by Liu et al. (1997), and the modified BIC (KT) by Kurozumi
and Tuvaandorj (2011). For all criteria, the estimated number of breakpoints is determined as
the number of breakpoints which minimises the information criterion in question. Information
criteria cannot take account of serial correlation in the error term. Bai and Perron (2006) note
that the BIC and LWZ criterion perform well in absence of serial correlation, but both of them
lead to overestimation of the number of breakpoints in case of serial correlation in the error
term.

4 Analysis and results

This section presents the results of our breakpoint analysis of the 𝛿18O record presented by
Westerhold et al. (2020). The irregular sampling is addressed by data binning in Section 4.1,
which is required to conduct breakpoint estimation using the methodologies of Bai and Perron
(1998, 2003). Section 4.2 details the implementation of the models specified in Section 3.2.
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Section 4.3 addresses estimation of the number of breakpoints. Comparative analyses of the
model specifications and the effects of varying binning frequencies are presented in Sections 4.4
and 4.5, respectively.

4.1 Constant data frequency

To handle the unevenly spaced data, we use a binning approach. This is common practice in time
series analysis of paleoclimate data, see for instance Boettner et al. (2021) or Reikard (2021).
We divide the dataset into bins of fixed time intervals and compute the mean of the observations
within each bin. We refer to this resulting data as the binned data. In the case of gaps in the
binned data, we use the values immediately preceding and succeeding the section with missing
data to perform linear interpolation. We consider six different bin sizes, namely 5, 10, 25, 50,
75, and 100 kyr. We provide summary statistics in Appendix C.1 for the full sample length and
for each climate state by Westerhold et al. (2020) for all binning frequencies. To illustrate the
binning approach, the top panel in Figure 2 shows the unaltered data along with the binned data
at frequencies of 5 kyr and 100 kyr and the bottom panels zoom in on two sub-samples.
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Figure 2: Top panel: The data and the 5 and 100 kyr binned data. Bottom left panel: Zoomed in on the
period 36-35 Ma. Bottom right panel: Zoomed in on the period 3-2 Ma.
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The top panel of Figure 2 shows that data binned at higher frequencies more closely follows
the variations in the dataset, whereas data binned at lower frequencies tend to be smoother.
Notably, the longest gap in the dataset lasts approximately 115 kyr and occurs between 36
Ma and 35 Ma. The bottom panels in Figure 2 zoom in on the periods 36 to 35 Ma (left)
and 3 to 2 Ma (right). These plots illustrate that in case of large gaps (left), high binning
frequency results in linear interpolation between observations. This effect does not occur for
relatively short gaps (right). The binning approach offers a simple approach to handle the uneven
frequency of the dataset. However, it can lead to data loss at lower binning frequencies and
to the introduction of artificial data points resulting from linear interpolation at higher binning
frequencies. Selecting inappropriate binning frequencies can alter the properties of the time
series, potentially misrepresenting the dynamics of the original data.

4.2 Implementation

We consider three distinct model specifications, referred to as the Mean, Fixed AR, and AR
models, specified in equations (5), (6), and (7), respectively. These models are implemented
using the mbreaks R-package (Nguyen et al., 2023) based on the methodologies of Bai and
Perron (1998, 2003). For all model specifications, we set the minimum length of a state, ℎ, to
2.5 million years (Myr), facilitating the estimation of shorter climate states. Also, we let the
variance of the error term, 𝜎2

𝑗
, be state-dependent.

The Mean model is implemented by setting 𝑧𝑡 = 1 and 𝑥𝑡 = 0 in Equation (1). The
time series of 𝛿18O is likely to be subject to both autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity in
the errors. To address these issues, we use the autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity consistent
(HAC) covariance matrix estimator with prewhitening in our implementation. The prewhitening
procedure, proposed by Andrews and Monahan (1992), entails applying a vector autoregressive
of order one filter to 𝑧𝑡 �̂�𝑡 , where �̂�𝑡 denotes the residuals. The HAC covariance matrix estimator
by Andrews (1991) is then constructed based on the filtered series using the Quadratic Spectral
kernel with the bandwidth selected by an AR(1) approximation. This approach is also used for
the Fixed AR model, which is implemented by setting 𝑧𝑡 = 1 and 𝑥𝑡 = 𝑦𝑡−1 in Equation (1).

The AR model is implemented by setting 𝑧𝑡 = (1, 𝑦𝑡−1) and 𝑥𝑡 = 0 in Equation (1). As
outlined by Bai and Perron (2003), no serial correlation is permitted in the errors in this type
of model specification. The assumption of no serial correlation is strict in this case, since
the incorporation of only one lag in the covariates is unlikely to resolve the issues related to
serial correlation in the errors. Hence, we employ the HAC covariance matrix estimator with
prewhitening in this implementation as well.

The theoretical framework by Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) is developed for estimating
and testing for multiple breakpoints in linear regression models, where the regressors are non-
trending or state-wise stationary. However, the 𝛿18O data appears non-stationary over most of
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the record, and we consider models with lagged dependent variables. As pointed out by Kejriwal
et al. (2013), if the time series maintains its stationarity properties over the respective states, the
methods developed for stationary data are still applicable for these cases. However, if the process
alternates between stationary and unit root states, the theoretical properties of the methodology
are unknown.

To investigate whether the time series is non-stationary, we apply the Augmented Dickey-
Fuller (ADF) test (Dickey and Fuller, 1979), with the null hypothesis of non-stationarity, and the
KPSS test (Kwiatkowski et al., 1992), with the null hypothesis of stationarity. When conducting
the tests on the entire sample of 25 kyr binned data, the null hypothesis in the ADF test is not
rejected, and the null hypothesis in the KPSS test is rejected, both at 1% significance levels.
Examining the binned data for each of the climate states identified by Westerhold et al. (2020)
separately, the null hypothesis in the KPSS test is rejected for each of them. However, in the ADF
tests, the null hypothesis is rejected at 1% significance level for the Warmhouse II, Coolhouse
I, and Icehouse states. Therefore, we need to examine whether the methodology of Bai and
Perron (1998, 2003) is applicable to data-generating processes that are state-wise non-stationary
or alternating between stationary and non-stationary states.

Hence, we conduct a simulation study to examine potential challenges in conducting break-
point estimation on these types of data-generating processes using the three model specifications.
The study is conducted for both identically independently distributed (i.i.d.) error terms and
serially correlated error terms in Appendices A.1 and A.2, respectively. The results indicate
that the procedure works as intended also in the presence of non-stationarity. Moreover, the
breakpoint estimation method appears robust to scenarios involving one stationary and one non-
stationary state. In the case of serial correlation, the results are less conclusive, but if the states
are sufficiently different, the methodology still appears effective. The study also reveals that the
coverage rates of the estimated confidence intervals are generally adequate for the Mean and
Fixed AR model specifications in cases of large breaks. Conversely, the confidence intervals for
the AR model are too narrow in many of the data-generating processes considered.

4.3 Estimating the number of breakpoints

This section addresses the estimation of the number of breakpoints. First, we establish the
presence of any breakpoints using the double maximum test for the 25 kyr binned data. The
critical values for the double maximum test are available in the R-package mbreaks by Nguyen
et al. (2023) for a trimming parameter 𝜀 only down to 5% of the sample size and a maximum of 8
breakpoints. This is equivalent to 3.355 Myr as the minimum length of a state, which is slightly
longer than the shortest climate state by Westerhold et al. (2020), the Icehouse state, lasting 3.3
Myr. The test statistics along with the critical values for each model specification are presented
in Appendix C.2. The null hypothesis of no structural breaks is rejected at a 1% significance
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level for each of the models. We can therefore conclude that we do indeed find evidence for the
presence of breaks in the time series.

To estimate the number of breakpoints, we use the information criteria discussed in Section
3.3. We find in the simulation study in Appendices A.1 and A.2 that the KT information
criterion performs poorly, and hence, we exclude it from our analysis. We also find that the
number of breakpoints estimated using the Mean model specification is generally overestimated
when employing the information criteria. For the Fixed AR and AR models, the BIC and
LWZ criteria typically perform well, especially in data-generating processes with a large break.
With serial correlation in the error term, the BIC criteria tend to overestimate the number of
breakpoints, whereas the LWZ criterion tends to perform well in the Fixed AR and AR model
specifications.

We use the BIC and LWZ information criterion for each model specification and binning
frequency, and set the minimum state length to ℎ = 2.5 Myr. Table 1 displays the estimated
number of breakpoints, indicating a tendency towards a high number of breakpoints, increasing
with the data frequency.

Bin size Mean Fixed AR AR

BIC LWZ BIC LWZ BIC LWZ

5 19 17 17 7 15 5
10 17 17 14 7 14 3
25 17 14 12 6 8 3
50 17 14 10 0 7 0
75 17 14 6 0 5 0
100 17 12 6 0 5 0

Table 1: The number of breakpoints estimated using BIC and LWZ criterion for all models and binning
frequencies considered. The minimum state length is set to ℎ = 2.5 Myr and the maximum number of
breakpoints is 26.

The results in Table 1 show that the LWZ criterion suggests using a smaller number of
breakpoints in the range from 3 to 7 in the higher frequency data in the Fixed AR and AR
models. Furthermore, using binned data with too low or too high frequencies can affect the
properties of the time series, as mentioned in Section 4.1. This analysis leads to statistical
evidence for more than 5 breakpoints. We consider 1 to 15 breakpoints estimated using the 25
kyr binned data and the Fixed AR model in Appendix B.1. To maintain comparability with the
findings of Westerhold et al. (2020), our subsequent analysis focuses on examining 3, 5, and 7
breakpoints.
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4.4 Comparing the model specifications

In this Section, we compare the model specifications used to estimate breakpoints. We fix the
number of breakpoints in the estimation process to 𝑚 ∈ {3, 5, 7} leading to 4, 6, and 8 states.
Then, using the R-package mbreaks (Nguyen et al., 2023), we estimate the breakpoints and
corresponding 95% confidence intervals. In each estimation, we used a minimum state length
of 2.5 Myr, allowing us to estimate relatively short climate states. The estimated breakpoints for
all binning frequencies and model specifications are tabulated along with their 95% confidence
intervals in the tables in Appendices C.3, C.4, and C.5 for 3, 5, and 7 breakpoints, respectively.
As expected, the estimated confidence intervals around the breakpoints are often asymmetrical.
Bai and Perron (2003) advocate the use of asymmetric confidence intervals as these provide
better coverage rates when the data is non-stationary.

To facilitate comparison of model specifications, we fix the frequency of the binned data to
25 kyr. Figure 3 shows the results and the 𝛿18O data for 3, 5, and 7 breakpoints. Considering 3
breakpoints, the Mean and Fixed AR models both lead to estimated breakpoints at approximately
46.5 Ma, 34 Ma, and 13.9 Ma, aligning very well with the breakpoints identified by Westerhold
et al. (2020). The AR model specification results in estimated breakpoints at 34 Ma, 13.9 Ma,
and 2.6 Ma. The estimated breakpoints from the three model specifications align closely in
the case of 5 breakpoints. The breakpoints from the 3 breakpoints case are preserved, and
the confidence intervals for the Mean and the Fixed AR models are narrower. The estimated
breakpoints align almost perfectly with those identified by Westerhold et al. (2020), and hence we
can strongly corroborate their findings. When considering the 7 breakpoint case, the estimated
breakpoints from the 5 breakpoints case are preserved. Both the Mean and Fixed AR models
lead to additional estimated breakpoints around 39.7 Ma and 9.8 Ma, while the AR model leads
to additional breakpoints at 53.3 Ma and 17.9 Ma. Further extending this analysis, Appendix
B.1 shows the results of the estimation of 1 to 15 breakpoints in the Fixed AR model. The
results show that the breakpoints identified by Westerhold et al. (2020) appear in all estimations
that include 5 or more breakpoints.

As a robustness check, we re-estimate the model specifications for 5 breakpoints using the 25
kyr binned data reversed with respect to the time dimension, i.e., letting the time run backwards.
The results are shown in Appendix B.2. We find that the results of the Mean and Fixed AR
models are robust to reversing the time frame with almost unchanged estimated breakpoints.
Conversely, the AR model leads to estimated breakpoints in the more recent part of the sample,
resulting in breakpoints at 16.9 Ma and 9.7 Ma, which differ from those identified by Westerhold
et al. (2020).
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(b) 5 Breakpoints

010203040506070

Age (Ma)

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

4

5

δ1
8
O

(‰
)

IcehouseCoolhouse IICoolhouse IWarmhouse IIHothouseWarmhouse I

MeanMeanMeanMeanMeanMeanMean

Fixed ARFixed ARFixed ARFixed ARFixed ARFixed ARFixed AR

ARARARARARARAR

Data (δ18O) Westerhold

(c) 7 Breakpoints

Figure 3: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using the Mean, Fixed AR, and AR model specifica-
tions on 25 kyr binned data for 3, 5, and 7 breakpoints. The black dots represent estimated breakpoints,
while coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence intervals. The results overlay the 𝛿18O data
from Westerhold et al. (2020) and their climate states.
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4.5 Comparing the binning frequency
This section examines the robustness of the estimated breakpoints across various frequencies
of binned data. Initially, we fix the number of breakpoints to 5 and compare the estimated
breakpoints using binned data of frequencies 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100 kyr. The results are
presented in Figure 4, with subfigures showing the results for the Mean, Fixed AR, and AR
models.

For the Mean model in Figure 4a, it is evident that the estimated breakpoints generally remain
at the same dates throughout as the binned data frequency decreases step-by-step from 5 kyr to
100 kyr. The width of the 95% confidence intervals increases as the frequency decreases, which
can be attributed to the resultant decrease in the actual number of observations available for
estimation at the lower frequencies. All the breakpoints align with those identified by Westerhold
et al. (2020). A similar pattern of alignment is observed in the Fixed AR model, as depicted in
Figure 4b.

Figure 4c presents the findings for the AR model, which exhibits more sensitivity to the
frequency of the binned data. At higher frequencies, the breakpoints tend to appear in the more
recent parts of the sample. At the 25 kyr frequency, the breakpoints correspond closely with
those determined by Westerhold et al. (2020). However, as the frequency decreases further, the
breakpoints are estimated to be in the older parts of the sample period.

In Appendix B.3, the analysis for 3 breakpoints is presented. For the Mean model, the
confidence intervals become wide and even overlap at the lower frequencies, but the breakpoints
themselves remain at approximately 46.3 Ma, 34 Ma, and 13.1 Ma. This is also the case for
the Fixed AR model at frequencies 5, 10, and 25 kyr. However, at low frequencies, it becomes
more unclear, and for the 100 kyr frequency, the confidence intervals of the first breakpoint
reach outside the sample window. For the AR model, the estimated breakpoints for the higher
frequency binned data coincide with the three final breakpoints by Westerhold et al. (2020),
while for the lower frequency data, the estimated breakpoints appear in the older part of the
sample.

For the seven-breakpoint estimation plotted in Appendix B.4, both the Mean and Fixed
AR models generally corroborate the breakpoints identified by Westerhold et al. (2020), with
additional breakpoints estimated at approximately 39.6 Ma and 10 Ma. In the AR model, most
breakpoints coincide with those identified by Westerhold et al. (2020), with an exception around
at the transition between Hothouse and Warmhouse II. Moreover, the additional breakpoints are
estimated to be around 53 Ma and 17 Ma for the lower binning frequencies.

To summarise, the results of the Mean and Fixed AR models show robustness across different
binning frequencies, while the AR model seems more sensitive towards varying the binning
frequency. We therefore advocate to consider the Mean and Fixed AR models for the estimation
of breakpoints in the 𝛿18O time series presented by Westerhold et al. (2020). Furthermore, we
advocate to use the frequencies 10 and 25 kyr as they present the most consistent outcomes.
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(a) Mean model
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(b) Fixed AR model
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(c) AR model

Figure 4: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using binned data with frequencies of 5, 10, 25, 50, 75,
and 100 kyr from top to bottom, fixing the number of breakpoints to 5 for each model specification. The
black dots represent estimated breakpoints, while coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence
intervals. The results overlay the 𝛿18O data from Westerhold et al. (2020) and their climate states.
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5 Conclusion

In this study, we propose a statistical approach to the estimation of breakpoints between climate
states in the Cenozoic Era. We analyse the 67.1 million-year record of 𝛿18O, which acts as
a temperature proxy, presented by Westerhold et al. (2020). The authors of the study used
recurrence analysis to identify five breakpoints, thus defining six climate states. We employ
the well-established econometric tools developed by Bai and Perron (1998, 2003). Within this
framework, we consider three model specifications: a state-dependent mean model, an extended
version with a state-independent autoregressive (AR) term, and a further extension with a state-
dependent AR term. All models incorporate an error term with state-dependent variances.
The first model corresponds to modelling an abrupt break in the mean of 𝛿18O. The state-
independent AR term in the second model allows for more gradual transitions between states.
The final model introduces fully state-dependent autoregressive dynamics. Our approach allows
for the construction of confidence intervals for the breakpoints, thereby providing a measure of
estimation uncertainty. Furthermore, it allows for testing for the number of breakpoints in the
time series.

The estimation of the models requires evenly time-stamped data, and therefore, we apply
mean binning. We consider multiple binning frequencies: 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100 kyr. We use
the double maximum test to provide statistical evidence for at least one breakpoint in the time
series. Then, we use information criteria to estimate the number of breakpoints. The results
vary depending on the model specification and the binning frequency. Based on the results of
our simulation study and using a binning frequency in the mid-range, we find statistical evidence
for more than 5 breakpoints in the time series.

To maintain comparability with the findings of Westerhold et al. (2020), we focus mainly
on 3, 5, and 7 breakpoints in our analysis. Fixing the number of breakpoints to 5, the resulting
breakpoint estimates closely align with those identified by Westerhold et al. (2020) across various
binning frequencies and model specifications, demonstrating the robustness of the approach.
These results corroborate the dating of the transitions between climate states of Westerhold et al.
(2020) with time series analysis. Considering 7 breakpoints, we find evidence that Warmhouse
II and Coolhouse II can be split into two sub-periods. The two splits are also preserved when
considering more than 7 breakpoints in the Fixed AR model as shown in Appendix B.1.

In a simulation study, we demonstrate that the methodology of Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) is
applicable in time series exhibiting state-wise non-stationarity and switching between stationarity
and non-stationarity, even when incorporating serial correlation in the error term. This finding
is notable, since the binned 𝛿18O data exhibit non-stationarity in a state-wise manner. As a
caveat, the estimated confidence intervals around the breakpoints are only adequate in the first
two model specifications. Our examination of information criteria for estimating the number
of breakpoints shows varying effectiveness across models in the simulation study. However,
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the model specification with a state-independent AR term shows promising results in both the
accuracy of breakpoint estimation and the coverage rates of confidence intervals. Moreover,
using the BIC and LWZ criterion in this model specification leads to high accuracy in estimating
the number of breakpoints.

There are many directions in which our work could be extended in future, given the unresolved
issues in statistical analysis of paleoclimate time series. It is evident that the binning method
used in this study results in a considerable loss of information. In a follow-up project outlined
in Bennedsen et al. (2024), we propose a continuous-time state-space framework for analysing
the time series data by Westerhold et al. (2020), taking their breakpoints as given. This
framework handles unevenly time-stamped data, multiple observations at the same time stamp,
and measurement errors. Our future research will aim to incorporate the methodology by Bai
and Perron (1998, 2003) in a state-space framework, enabling utilisation of irregularly spaced
and multivariate datasets when estimating breakpoints.
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Foster, G. L., Goddéris, Y., Huber, B. T., Ivany, L. C., Turner, S. K., Lunt, D. J., McElwain,
J. C., Mills, B. J. W., Otto-Bliesner, B. L., Ridgwell, A., and Zhang, Y. G. (2020). Past
climates inform our future. Science, 370(6517):eaay3701.

Westerhold, T., Marwan, N., Drury, A. J., Liebrand, D., Agnini, C., Anagnostou, E., Barnet,
J. S. K., Bohaty, S. M., Vleeschouwer, D. D., Florindo, F., Frederichs, T., Hodell, D. A.,
Holbourn, A. E., Kroon, D., Lauretano, V., Littler, K., Lourens, L. J., Lyle, M., Pälike, H.,
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Appendix

A Simulation study
A.1 Serially uncorrelated error term
In this appendix, we assess whether the methodology by Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) can be used
to accurately estimate the number and timing of breakpoints in a state-wise non-stationary time
series. We conduct 1000 simulations for each data-generating process (DGP) each with a sample
size of 500. All the DGPs considered have the following form,

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑐1 + 𝜑1𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝜀𝑡 , 𝜀𝑡
i.i.d.∼ N

(
0, 𝜎2

)
for 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇/2

𝑦𝑡 = 𝑐2 + 𝜑2𝑦𝑡−1 + 𝜀𝑡 , 𝜀𝑡
i.i.d.∼ N

(
0, 𝜎2

)
for 𝑡 > 𝑇/2. (8)

Hence, we consider a single breakpoint in the middle of the sample interval, namely at 𝑡 = 250.
We examine eight DGPs, each specified and described in Table 2.

DGP 𝜎 𝑐1 𝑐2 𝜑1 𝜑2 Description

1 1 0.1 0.2 1 1 Small break in the drift term of a RW
2 1 0.1 1 1 1 Large break in the drift term of a RW
3 1 0.1 1 0.95 0.95 Large break in the intercept and a fixed AR-coefficient
4 1 0.1 1 0.95 1 Break in the intercept and small break in the AR-coefficient
5 1 0.1 1 0.5 1 Break in the intercept and large break in the AR-coefficient
6 1 1 1 1 1 RW with a drift without a breakpoint
7 0.5 0.1 1 1 1 Large break in the drift of a RW with low variance
8 1 0.1 1 0.5 0.5 Large break in the intercept and a low fixed AR-coefficient

Table 2: Data-generating processes for the simulation study and short descriptions.

The DGPs range from random walk models with a break in the drift term to models with breaks
in both the intercept and the AR coefficient. For comparison, we include a random walk without
breakpoints as the sixth model. For each of the DGPs, we are interested in the performance of the
methodology by Bai and Perron (1998, 2003) to estimate the breakpoint and confidence intervals.
The model specifications, i.e., the Mean, Fixed AR and AR models, from Section 3.2 are applied,
and we use the implementation outlined in Section 4.2. We use the R-package mbreaks by Nguyen
et al. (2023), and we impose a single breakpoint in the estimation. The left and right panels of
figures 5 through 12 display realisations of the DGP and density plots of the estimated breakpoints
for each of the models, respectively. The results are summarised in Table 3 which provides the
mean of the estimated breakpoints, and medians of the lower and upper boundaries of the estimated
95% CIs are tabulated along with their coverage rates for each model and DGP.

In the first DGP, a random walk with a small drift term break, we observe that the mean of the
estimated breakpoints is later than the true breakpoint in all model specifications. Additionally,
the density plots exhibit asymmetry around the true breakpoint, which is expected given the low
magnitude of the break in the drift term. In the second DGP with a larger drift term break,
the estimated breakpoints exhibit a narrower and more bell-shaped density. The mean estimated
breakpoints for the Fixed AR and AR models slightly precede the true breakpoint. However,
the Mean model performs poorly with the mean of the estimated breakpoints far from the true
breakpoint.
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DGP Mean Fixed AR AR

BP est. Lower Upper Coverage BP est. Lower Upper Coverage BP est. Lower Upper Coverage

1 301 174 655 57.1% 251 216 336 43.4% 290 240 316 22.7%
2 333 -386 332 95.4% 249 237 262 93% 249 236 256 77.2%
3 263 253 284 41.4% 256 239 260 89.9% 251 241 260 85.9%
4 340 -190 340 97.5% 249 239 260 95.8% 249 238 250 65.8%
5 340 -114 340 97.1% 250 239 258 97% 250 241 250 72.9%
6 249 -3325 3976 × 253 142 371 × 254 202 312 ×
7 333 -282 330 92% 249 246 253 97.8% 249 246 253 96%
8 249 237 264 95.1% 248 236 263 95.2% 248 236 263 94.5%

Table 3: Mean of the estimated breakpoints and medians of the lower and upper boundary of the estimated confidence
intervals, along with the coverage rates for each model specification and DGP. DGP 6 is simulated without a breakpoint,
so the coverage rate is irrelevant and indicated by ×.

In the third DGP, both the Fixed AR and AR models produce mean estimated breakpoints
slightly later than the true breakpoint. The Mean model exhibits better performance in this DGP
than in the second DGP. The fourth DGP has a break in the intercept and the AR-coefficient from
0.95 to 1, resulting in a state-wise non-stationary model. This change leads to breakpoint estimates
very close to the true breakpoint, except in the Mean model. A similar outcome is observed in the
fifth DGP, which features a larger increase in the AR-coefficient.

In the sixth DGP, which is defined without any breakpoints, the Mean model estimates break-
points near the midpoint of the sample period, while the other two specifications yield inconclusive
results. In the seventh DGP, the AR and Fixed AR models produce estimates close to the true
breakpoint. However, the Mean model continues to produce breakpoint estimates far from the true
value. Examining the eighth DGP, the three models perform almost equally well.

Overall, the Fixed AR and AR models tend to perform well in non-stationary scenarios,
estimating breakpoints close to the true breakpoints. The methodology, however, appears to
struggle with accurately estimating the true breakpoint in cases of minor changes between states
and large error term variance. In contrast, the Mean model does not perform well in DGPs featuring
gradual changes, aligning with theoretical expectations as detailed in Bai and Perron (2003).

The coverage rate of a CI is the proportion of times the CI covers the true breakpoint at 𝑡 = 250.
We find that the CIs of the Mean model are generally very wide and have varying coverage. In the
Fixed AR and AR models, the CIs are typically narrower. The coverage rates are best in the DGPs
with large differences between the states as seen in DGPs 4, 5, 7 and 8 using the Fixed AR model
specification, which is in line with the findings of Bai and Perron (2003). For the AR model, the
coverage rates are only close to the desired 95% in the seventh and eighth DGP, indicating that the
CIs are inadequate in most of the DGPs considered.

Table 4 shows the mean number of breakpoints estimated for each DGP and method, along with
the proportion of correctly estimated breakpoints. The difficulty in accurately estimating gradual
changes using the Mean model, is also evident when estimating the number of breakpoints. This
model specification leads to overestimating the number of breakpoints in all DGPs considered
except the DGP 8, where it performs well. The BIC criterion in the Fixed AR specification
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performs very well, with an estimated number of breakpoints equal to the true number in most
simulations in DGP 2-8. The LWZ criterion performs almost equally well except in the third DGP,
while the KT criterion vastly overestimates the number of breakpoints in DGP 1-7. In the AR
model, the information criteria all perform well in DGPs 2-8 except for the third DGP where the
LWZ criterion underestimates the number of breakpoints.

DGP Mean Fixed AR AR

BIC LWZ KT BIC LWZ KT BIC LWZ KT

1 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 0.2 (15%) 0.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 0.1 (6%) 0.0 (0%) 0.0 (3%)
2 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (97%) 0.8 (82%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (94%) 0.5 (46%) 1.0 (93%)
3 2.9 (0%) 2.7 (4%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (94%) 0.2 (16%) 2.9 (0%) 0.9 (85%) 0.0 (0%) 0.7 (70%)
4 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (98%) 1.0 (98%) 2.8 (0%) 1.0 (99%) 0.9 (92%) 1.0 (99%)
5 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (99%) 1.0 (97%) 2.7 (0%) 1.0 (99%) 1.0 (100%) 1.0 (99%)
6 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 0.0 (98%) 0.0 (100%) 3.0 (0%) 0.0 (100%) 0.0 (100%) 0.0 (100%)
7 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (99%) 1.0 (100%) 3.0 (0%) 1.0 (98%) 1.0 (100%) 1.0 (98%)
8 1.5 (63%) 1.0 (98%) 1.3 (72%) 1.0 (99%) 1.0 (100%) 1.3 (73%) 1.0 (100%) 1.0 (98%) 1.0 (100%)

Table 4: Means of the estimated number of breakpoints for each model specification across different DGPs, rounded
to one decimal. Percentages indicate the proportion of estimates equal to the true number of breakpoints.
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Figure 5: DGP 1: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 6: DGP 2: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 7: DGP 3: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 8: DGP 4: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 9: DGP 5: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 10: DGP 6: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 11: DGP 7: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.

0 100 200 300 400 500
t

−2

0

2

4

6

y t

Example 1

Example 2

Example 3

Example 4

Example 5

Breakpoint

200 220 240 260 280 300
t

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12

D
en

si
ty

fo
r

B
P

Mean

Fixed AR

AR

Breakpoint

Figure 12: DGP 8: Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.

A.2 Serially correlated error term

A possible extension of the simulation study outlined in Equation (8) is allowing the error term to
exhibit serial correlation. We use the same DGPs as before, but generate {𝜀𝑡}𝑇𝑡=1 as follows,

𝜀𝑡 = 𝜓𝜀𝑡−1 + 𝜃𝜂𝑡−1 + 𝜂𝑡 , 𝜂𝑡
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 𝜎2

𝜂 ) ∀𝑡. (9)
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We conduct 1000 simulations for each, with a sample size of 500. Here, we consider DGPs 2, 3, 4,
5, 7, and 8 as outlined in Table 2 and refer to these DGPs in the serially correlated cases as models
2𝑠, 3𝑠, 4𝑠, 5𝑠, 7𝑠, and 8𝑠. We set 𝜓 = 𝜃 = 0.5 and the standard deviation 𝜎𝜂, such that the standard
deviation of 𝜀𝑡 corresponds to the 𝜎 in Table 2. This is accomplished as follows,

Var (𝜀𝑡) = Var (𝜓𝜀𝑡−1 + 𝜃𝜂𝑡−1 + 𝜂𝑡)
= 𝜓2 Var (𝜀𝑡−1) + 𝜃2 Var (𝜂𝑡−1) + 2𝜓𝜃 Cov (𝜀𝑡−1, 𝜂𝑡−1) + Var (𝜂𝑡) .
= 𝜓2 Var (𝜀𝑡−1) + 𝜃2𝜎2

𝜂 + 2𝜓𝜃𝜎2
𝜂 + 𝜎2

𝜂 ,

since 𝜀𝑡−1 and 𝜂𝑡−1 have zero means and that E [𝜀𝑡𝜂𝑡] = 𝜙E [𝜀𝑡−1𝜂𝑡] + 𝜃E [𝜂𝑡𝜂𝑡−1] + E
[
𝜂2
𝑡

]
= 𝜎2

𝜂 .
Given stationarity of the process, which implies 𝜎2 = Var (𝜀𝑡) for all 𝑡, we derive,

𝜎2
𝜂 = 𝜎2 1 − 𝜓2

1 + 𝜃2 + 2𝜓𝜃
.

This adjustment ensures the comparability of the results between the two error term types.
In Figures 13 through 18, we plot examples of realisations and frequency plots of the estimated

breakpoints using each of the models while imposing a single breakpoint in the estimation. The
results are summarised in Table 5 which provides mean of the estimated breakpoints and medians
of the lower and upper boundary of the estimated confidence intervals, along with the coverage rates
for each model specification and DGP. Generally speaking, the mean of the estimated breakpoints
are further from the true breakpoint and the CIs become wider compared to the results from the
corresponding DGPs without serial correlation. It is evident that serial correlation in the error
term makes it more difficult to estimate the dating of breaks. However, we find that the Fixed AR
and AR models perform well for DGPs 7𝑠, which also has a large difference between the states
and low variance. This is in line with the theoretical framework by Bai and Perron (2003), who
note that the estimated break dates are consistent even in the presence of serial correlation. Also,
the Fixed AR model performs well in DGPs 2𝑠, 4𝑠 and 5𝑠 with mean of the estimated breakpoints
close to the true breakpoint and reasonably wide confidence intervals with acceptable coverage
rates. The results of the AR model are less conclusive.

DGP Mean Fixed AR AR

BP est. Lower Upper Coverage BP est. Lower Upper Coverage BP est. Lower Upper Coverage

2𝑠 332 -1400 335 95.9% 247 188 312 95.7% 261 190 299 79.9%
3𝑠 266 60 787 90.6% 285 -112 656 97.2% 276 156 421 77.1%
4𝑠 340 -776 339 94.9% 252 197 301 96.9% 264 195 277 84.9%
5𝑠 342 -329 340 96.2% 256 196 266 96.4% 259 192 250 70.8%
7𝑠 333 -1708 329 92.3% 249 230 270 97.6% 251 230 267 92.8%
8𝑠 250 122 370 98.3% 245 -5 492 99.8% 247 23 490 97.4%

Table 5: Mean of the estimated breakpoints and medians of the lower and upper boundary of the estimated confidence
intervals, along with the coverage rates for each model specification and DGP.

For the Mean and Fixed AR models, the coverage rates generally are close to the desired 95%
and even higher in some DGPs. However, the CIs are also extremely wide, reaching outside the
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sample window in many DGPs. The CIs seem reasonable in the Fixed AR model for DGPs 2𝑠,
4𝑠, 5𝑠, and 7𝑠, where the coverage rates are close to 95% and the medians of the lower and upper
bounds of the CIs are not too extreme. The CIs for the AR model are generally wider than in the
version without serial correlation in the error term. In the AR model, the coverage rates are lower
than the desired 95%, but it seems that DGPs with large breaks have higher coverage rates. The
relatively poor performance is in line with the theoretical framework by Bai and Perron (2003).
The authors note that the construction of the CIs rely on having no serial correlation in the error
term if a lagged dependent variable is included as a regressor, which has coefficients that are
subject to breakpoints.

DGP Mean Fixed AR AR

BIC LWZ KT BIC LWZ KT BIC LWZ KT

2𝑠 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.9 (32%) 0.9 (70%) 2.9 (0%) 1.8 (37%) 0.7 (61%) 1.9 (33%)
3𝑠 3.0 (0%) 2.8 (2%) 3.0 (0%) 0.7 (33%) 0.0 (0%) 2.7 (3%) 0.3 (19%) 0.0 (0%) 0.4 (17%)
4𝑠 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.7 (45%) 1.0 (85%) 2.8 (1%) 1.6 (51%) 0.8 (79%) 1.6 (47%)
5𝑠 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.8 (5%) 1.1 (85%) 2.8 (0%) 1.7 (40%) 1.0 (92%) 1.6 (49%)
7𝑠 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 3.0 (0%) 1.9 (34%) 1.1 (89%) 3.0 (0%) 1.9 (34%) 1.0 (96%) 1.9 (32%)
8𝑠 2.2 (21%) 1.2 (78%) 2.2 (23%) 0.4 (35%) 0.0 (0%) 1.9 (36%) 0.0 (4%) 0.0 (0%) 0.0 (3%)

Table 6: Means of the estimated number of breakpoints for each model specification across different DGPs, rounded
to one decimal. Percentages indicate the proportion of estimates equal to the true number of breakpoints.

Table 6 shows the mean number of breakpoints estimated for each DGP and method, along
with the proportion of correctly estimated breakpoints. In the Mean model, all information
criteria overestimate the number of breakpoints. An important exception is the eighth DGP, where
the performance is better, as in the case without serial correlation. In the Fixed AR and AR
model specifications, the LWZ criterion generally performs well, while both the BIC and the KT
criteria generally overestimate the number of breakpoints. However, the LWZ criterion leads to
underestimating the number of breakpoints in DGPs 3𝑠 and 8𝑠. These two DGPs are characterised
by fixed AR-coefficients which are lower than one. This implies that these two processes do not
exhibit an autoregressive unit root. Hence, it seems that the LWZ criterion performs well in cases
of state-wise unit roots or switching between stationary and non-stationary states.

Compared to the findings in the DGPs without serial correlation, it is clear that the proportion of
correct estimates are lower for most DGPs and model specifications. Overall, the best performing
criterion seems to be the LWZ criterion in the Fixed AR and AR models, while the Mean model
typically leads to overestimating the number of breakpoints.
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Figure 13: DGP 2𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 14: DGP 3𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 15: DGP 4𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 16: DGP 5𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 17: DGP 7𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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Figure 18: DGP 8𝑠 : Left: Five process realisations. Right: The densities of the estimated breakpoints for each specification.
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B Graphs

B.1 1 to 15 breakpoints
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Figure 19: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using the Fixed AR model for 1 to 15 breakpoints on 25 kyr binned
data. This is estimated using a minimum state length of 1 Myr. The black dots represent estimated breakpoints, while
coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence intervals. The results overlay the 𝛿18O data from Westerhold
et al. (2020) and their climate states.

B.2 Reversed time
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Figure 20: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using the Mean, Fixed AR, and AR model specifications for 5
breakpoints on 25 kyr binned data where the time frame is reversed. The black dots represent estimated breakpoints,
while coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence intervals. The results overlay the 𝛿18O data from Westerhold
et al. (2020) and their climate states.
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B.3 Comparing the frequency: 3 breakpoints
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(a) Mean model
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(b) Fixed AR model
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(c) AR model

Figure 21: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using binned data with frequencies of 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100
kyr from top to bottom, fixing the number of breakpoints to 3 for each model specification. The black dots represent
estimated breakpoints, while coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence intervals. The results overlay the
𝛿18O data from Westerhold et al. (2020) and their climate states.
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B.4 Comparing the frequency: 7 breakpoints
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(a) Mean model
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(b) Fixed AR model
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Figure 22: A comparison of estimated breakpoints using binned data with frequencies of 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100
kyr from top to bottom, fixing the number of breakpoints to 7 for each model specification. The black dots represent
estimated breakpoints, while coloured shaded rectangles indicate 95% confidence intervals. The results overlay the
𝛿18O data from Westerhold et al. (2020) and their climate states.
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C Tables
C.1 Summary statistics: State-wise and full sample

Bin size State Mean Sd. Max. Min. Data points

5 Icehouse 4.037 0.463 5.405 3.05 660
5 Coolhouse II 3.072 0.237 4.172 1.885 2120
5 Coolhouse I 2.239 0.233 2.991 1.266 4020
5 Warmhouse II 0.897 0.366 1.894 -0.254 2600
5 Hothouse -0.269 0.261 0.391 -2.014 1800
5 Warmhouse I 0.417 0.249 1.07 -0.215 2221
5 Full sample period 1.561 1.277 5.405 -2.014 13421
10 Icehouse 4.034 0.447 5.33 3.181 330
10 Coolhouse II 3.072 0.228 4.122 1.975 1060
10 Coolhouse I 2.239 0.221 2.877 1.324 2010
10 Warmhouse II 0.897 0.366 1.777 -0.254 1300
10 Hothouse -0.269 0.256 0.308 -2.014 900
10 Warmhouse I 0.417 0.245 0.977 -0.12 1111
10 Full sample period 1.561 1.276 5.33 -2.014 6711
25 Icehouse 4.033 0.401 5.158 3.258 132
25 Coolhouse II 3.073 0.213 3.793 2.087 424
25 Coolhouse I 2.239 0.202 2.749 1.391 804
25 Warmhouse II 0.898 0.358 1.688 0.01 520
25 Hothouse -0.269 0.245 0.218 -1.871 360
25 Warmhouse I 0.418 0.237 0.912 -0.065 445
25 Full sample period 1.561 1.273 5.158 -1.871 2685
50 Icehouse 4.042 0.359 4.757 3.264 66
50 Coolhouse II 3.072 0.206 3.72 2.156 212
50 Coolhouse I 2.24 0.188 2.713 1.567 402
50 Warmhouse II 0.898 0.354 1.656 0.182 260
50 Hothouse -0.268 0.233 0.197 -1.871 180
50 Warmhouse I 0.419 0.233 0.867 -0.042 223
50 Full sample period 1.562 1.271 4.757 -1.871 1343
75 Icehouse 4.041 0.351 4.753 3.283 44
75 Coolhouse II 3.068 0.214 3.652 2.072 142
75 Coolhouse I 2.239 0.181 2.717 1.691 268
75 Warmhouse II 0.894 0.351 1.553 0.156 173
75 Hothouse -0.26 0.203 0.167 -0.985 120
75 Warmhouse I 0.42 0.229 0.837 0.006 148
75 Full sample period 1.563 1.268 4.753 -0.985 895

100 Icehouse 4.047 0.344 4.673 3.4 33
100 Coolhouse II 3.073 0.201 3.625 2.353 106
100 Coolhouse I 2.241 0.175 2.685 1.739 201
100 Warmhouse II 0.898 0.349 1.601 0.228 130
100 Hothouse -0.263 0.203 0.155 -0.985 90
100 Warmhouse I 0.42 0.229 0.832 0.007 112
100 Full sample period 1.562 1.269 4.673 -0.985 672

Without binning Icehouse 4.064 0.533 5.53 2.66 3731
Without binning Coolhouse II 3.102 0.254 4.49 1.84 6282
Without binning Coolhouse I 2.251 0.242 3.263 1.026 6669
Without binning Warmhouse II 0.916 0.357 1.894 -0.254 1786
Without binning Hothouse -0.279 0.255 0.391 -2.46 3030
Without binning Warmhouse I 0.428 0.25 1.07 -0.215 2761
Without binning Full sample period 2.128 1.445 5.53 -2.46 24259

Table 7: Summary statistics of the binned data with bin sizes (5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100 kyr) and the 𝛿18O data
without binning for each of the states identified by Westerhold et al. (2020) and the full sample period.
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C.2 Double maximum test

Model UDMax 10% CV 5% CV 2.5% CV 1% CV

Mean 1522.778 8.78 10.17 11.52 13.74
Fixed AR 34.208 8.78 10.17 11.52 13.74
AR 75.619 11.69 13.27 14.69 16.79

Table 8: Test statistics from the double maximum test for each model specification, alongside the critical values.
They are estimated on the 25 kyr binned data, 𝜀 is set to 5%, and the maximum number of breakpoints is 8.

C.3 Estimated breakpoints: 3 breakpoints

Bin size BP index Mean Fixed AR AR

Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

5 1 46.34 (46.55, 46.0) 46.38 (46.52, 46.2) 33.76 (33.76, 33.74)
5 2 34.02 (34.03, 33.93) 34.16 (34.24, 34.1) 13.83 (13.88, 13.78)
5 3 13.1 (13.53, 13.09) 13.15 (13.45, 13.05) 2.75 (2.91, 2.73)

10 1 46.35 (46.51, 45.63) 45.73 (45.89, 45.45) 33.78 (33.78, 33.75)
10 2 34.03 (34.04, 33.93) 34.16 (34.27, 34.08) 13.84 (13.94, 13.74)
10 3 13.1 (13.54, 13.08) 13.16 (13.62, 13.02) 2.56 (2.62, 2.54)
25 1 46.37 (47.29, 43.84) 46.74 (47.16, 45.64) 33.77 (33.77, 33.67)
25 2 34.05 (34.07, 33.57) 34.25 (34.55, 34.02) 13.91 (14.09, 13.59)
25 3 13.12 (13.54, 13.07) 13.94 (14.36, 13.51) 2.62 (2.65, 2.6)
50 1 46.38 (49.33, 43.83) 47.13 (47.93, 43.93) 56.02 (56.67, 55.82)
50 2 34.1 (34.1, 32.85) 35.8 (36.35, 35.4) 48.83 (49.18, 43.34)
50 3 13.18 (16.13, 13.13) 13.98 (14.53, 13.28) 2.85 (2.85, 2.8)
75 1 46.4 (54.25, 41.76) 40.33 (41.23, 39.21) 55.97 (56.35, 55.68)
75 2 34.12 (34.12, 30.98) 13.99 (14.74, 11.3) 53.43 (53.88, 52.16)
75 3 13.25 (44.53, 13.17) 3.29 (4.56, 2.69) 49.17 (50.81, 49.09)
100 1 46.36 (62.81, 43.47) 58.33 (90.73, 56.93) 56.03 (56.33, 55.73)
100 2 34.2 (34.2, 27.92) 55.83 (56.33, 35.69) 53.44 (53.84, 52.34)
100 3 13.26 (54.24, 13.16) 3.59 (5.08, -0.3) 49.15 (50.85, 49.05)

Table 9: Estimated breakpoints and their 95% confidence intervals (in Ma) where the number of breakpoints is fixed
to 3, and all values are rounded to two decimals. Estimates for each method across bin sizes 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100
kyr.
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C.4 Estimated breakpoints: 5 breakpoints

Bin size BP index Mean Fixed AR AR

Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

5 1 55.97 (56.09, 55.89) 56 (56.09, 55.92) 33.75 (33.75, 33.72)
5 2 46.73 (46.85, 46.68) 46.73 (46.76, 46.68) 16.97 (17.37, 16.79)
5 3 34.02 (34.03, 33.92) 34.05 (34.08, 34.02) 13.83 (13.85, 13.78)
5 4 13.37 (13.4, 13.33) 13.42 (13.47, 13.35) 9.56 (9.59, 9.51)
5 5 2.74 (2.85, 2.72) 2.75 (3.11, 2.72) 3.37 (3.82, 3.36)

10 1 55.97 (56.15, 55.79) 55.99 (56.15, 55.88) 33.78 (33.78, 33.73)
10 2 46.74 (46.85, 46.65) 46.74 (46.78, 46.65) 17.89 (18.33, 17.65)
10 3 34.03 (34.04, 33.91) 34.16 (34.19, 34.1) 13.84 (13.86, 13.77)
10 4 13.38 (13.42, 13.32) 13.84 (13.91, 13.74) 9.61 (9.74, 9.47)
10 5 2.75 (2.83, 2.72) 2.76 (3.2, 2.73) 2.76 (2.9, 2.74)
25 1 55.98 (56.31, 55.11) 56.03 (56.58, 55.71) 55.83 (55.86, 55.68)
25 2 46.74 (47.31, 46.57) 46.74 (46.84, 46.47) 48.36 (48.64, 47.86)
25 3 34.05 (34.07, 33.53) 34.17 (34.25, 34.02) 33.77 (33.77, 33.7)
25 4 13.44 (13.56, 13.32) 13.91 (14.01, 13.69) 13.91 (14.09, 13.59)
25 5 2.77 (2.85, 2.67) 2.82 (3.12, 2.75) 2.62 (2.65, 2.6)
50 1 55.97 (56.22, 54.62) 56.02 (57.11, 55.37) 56.02 (56.67, 55.72)
50 2 46.73 (48.18, 46.48) 47.13 (47.28, 46.58) 48.83 (49.13, 40.49)
50 3 34.1 (34.1, 32.85) 34.25 (34.35, 33.95) 33.8 (33.8, 33.65)
50 4 13.88 (14.23, 13.68) 13.93 (14.08, 13.53) 17.02 (17.42, 16.77)
50 5 2.85 (3.0, 2.6) 3.25 (3.49, 3.1) 14.38 (14.63, 12.88)
75 1 55.97 (56.35, 53.8) 56.27 (57.47, 54.78) 55.97 (56.35, 55.53)
75 2 46.77 (50.66, 46.47) 47.14 (47.52, 46.47) 53.36 (53.65, 50.14)
75 3 34.12 (34.12, 30.98) 34.27 (34.5, 33.75) 34.12 (34.12, 33.9)
75 4 13.47 (13.92, 13.1) 13.99 (14.22, 13.25) 17.06 (17.44, 16.61)
75 5 2.92 (3.52, 2.54) 3.29 (3.67, 3.07) 14.59 (15.19, 14.37)
100 1 56.03 (56.43, 54.04) 56.23 (57.73, 54.54) 56.03 (56.33, 55.53)
100 2 46.76 (52.54, 46.36) 47.16 (47.76, 46.36) 53.44 (53.84, 52.14)
100 3 34.2 (34.2, 29.51) 34.3 (34.6, 33.5) 49.15 (50.85, 48.85)
100 4 13.96 (14.86, 13.56) 14.06 (14.26, 13.06) 34.2 (34.2, 33.9)
100 5 3.09 (4.39, 2.49) 3.59 (3.99, 3.39) 13.96 (15.85, 13.06)

Table 10: Estimated breakpoints and their 95% confidence intervals (in Ma) where the number of breakpoints is
fixed to 5, and all values are rounded to two decimals. The table shows estimates for each method across bin sizes 5,
10, 25, 50, 75, and 100 kyr.
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C.5 Estimated breakpoints: 7 breakpoints

Bin size BP index Mean Fixed AR AR

Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

5 1 55.97 (56.06, 55.88) 56 (56.05, 55.93) 60.84 (60.87, 60.8)
5 2 47.05 (47.1, 46.97) 47.12 (47.14, 47.06) 58.14 (58.27, 57.91)
5 3 39.65 (39.7, 39.51) 39.65 (39.69, 39.58) 33.75 (33.75, 33.72)
5 4 33.99 (34.01, 33.95) 34.02 (34.05, 33.99) 16.97 (17.37, 16.79)
5 5 13.82 (13.84, 13.76) 13.83 (13.88, 13.75) 13.83 (13.85, 13.78)
5 6 9.56 (9.63, 9.46) 9.6 (9.77, 9.41) 9.56 (9.59, 9.51)
5 7 2.74 (2.88, 2.73) 2.75 (3.0, 2.73) 3.37 (3.82, 3.36)

10 1 55.97 (56.12, 55.77) 55.99 (56.08, 55.88) 55.83 (55.9, 55.72)
10 2 46.99 (47.01, 46.84) 47.13 (47.16, 47.02) 46.74 (46.75, 46.67)
10 3 39.66 (39.74, 39.55) 39.66 (39.71, 39.55) 42.39 (42.52, 41.88)
10 4 34 (34.03, 33.93) 34.03 (34.07, 33.97) 33.78 (33.8, 33.73)
10 5 13.83 (13.85, 13.73) 13.84 (13.9, 13.73) 13.84 (13.87, 13.77)
10 6 9.57 (9.68, 9.46) 9.61 (9.79, 9.37) 9.61 (9.74, 9.47)
10 7 2.75 (2.85, 2.73) 2.76 (3.06, 2.74) 2.76 (2.9, 2.74)
25 1 55.98 (56.21, 55.08) 56.03 (56.31, 55.71) 55.83 (55.86, 55.63)
25 2 47.06 (47.14, 46.74) 47.14 (47.19, 46.84) 53.34 (53.59, 52.61)
25 3 39.67 (40.1, 39.37) 39.67 (39.8, 39.42) 48.84 (49.11, 48.41)
25 4 34 (34.05, 33.75) 34.05 (34.12, 33.9) 33.77 (33.77, 33.67)
25 5 13.84 (13.86, 13.61) 13.91 (13.96, 13.64) 17.91 (18.44, 17.56)
25 6 9.59 (9.84, 9.44) 10.02 (10.29, 9.74) 13.94 (14.04, 13.66)
25 7 2.77 (2.87, 2.72) 2.82 (3.05, 2.77) 2.62 (2.65, 2.6)
50 1 55.97 (56.12, 54.57) 56.02 (56.52, 55.42) 56.02 (56.32, 55.62)
50 2 47.08 (47.28, 46.63) 47.13 (47.18, 46.53) 53.42 (53.72, 50.28)
50 3 39.69 (40.54, 39.09) 40.29 (40.59, 39.89) 49.13 (49.83, 48.48)
50 4 34.05 (34.1, 33.55) 34.1 (34.2, 33.8) 33.8 (33.8, 33.6)
50 5 13.88 (13.93, 13.48) 13.93 (14.03, 13.53) 17.02 (17.42, 16.73)
50 6 9.64 (10.13, 9.34) 10.04 (10.53, 9.64) 14.38 (14.53, 13.38)
50 7 2.85 (3.05, 2.75) 2.85 (3.0, 2.75) 2.85 (2.95, 2.75)
75 1 55.97 (56.2, 53.73) 56.2 (56.8, 55.08) 55.97 (56.35, 55.38)
75 2 47.07 (47.37, 46.47) 47.14 (47.37, 46.32) 53.43 (53.88, 51.86)
75 3 39.74 (41.31, 38.76) 40.33 (40.78, 39.51) 49.17 (50.44, 48.79)
75 4 34.05 (34.12, 33.15) 34.12 (34.35, 33.67) 34.12 (34.12, 33.82)
75 5 13.92 (13.99, 13.32) 13.99 (14.14, 13.25) 17.06 (18.11, 16.16)
75 6 9.88 (10.78, 9.5) 10.1 (11.0, 9.05) 13.99 (14.14, 13.47)
75 7 2.92 (3.74, 2.77) 3.29 (3.67, 3.14) 3.29 (3.74, 3.07)
100 1 56.03 (56.23, 53.84) 56.23 (57.03, 54.74) 56.03 (56.33, 55.34)
100 2 47.06 (47.66, 46.26) 47.16 (47.36, 46.16) 53.44 (53.84, 51.95)
100 3 39.78 (41.88, 38.09) 40.28 (41.08, 39.18) 49.15 (50.85, 48.65)
100 4 34.1 (34.2, 32.9) 34.3 (34.6, 33.6) 34.2 (34.2, 33.8)
100 5 13.96 (14.16, 13.16) 18.45 (22.03, 12.76) 17.05 (17.35, 16.35)
100 6 9.77 (10.67, 8.77) 14.06 (14.16, 13.66) 14.46 (14.66, 13.86)
100 7 2.99 (4.99, 2.89) 3.59 (3.99, 3.39) 3.59 (4.09, 3.19)

Table 11: Estimated breakpoints and their 95% confidence intervals (in Ma) where the number of breakpoints is
fixed to 7, and all values are rounded to two decimals. The table shows estimates for each model across bin sizes 5,
10, 25, 50, 75, and 100 kyr.
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