
Change-Point Detection and Data Segmentation Chapter:

The Multiple Change-in-Gaussian-Mean Problem

Paul Fearnhead∗ Piotr Fryzlewicz†

May 14, 2024

Abstract

A manuscript version of the chapter “The Multiple Change-in-Gaussian-Mean Prob-
lem” from the book “Change-Point Detection and Data Segmentation” by Fearnhead
and Fryzlewicz, currently in preparation. All R code and data to accompany this chap-
ter and the book are gradually being made available through https://github.com/

pfryz/cpdds.
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In Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), we were concerned with the problem of testing for,
and detecting, a single change-point in the mean of a noisy univariate data sequence. In
this chapter, we deal with the task of detecting potentially multiple change-points.

The main added challenges of the multiple change-point problem in comparison with the
AMOC problem studied in Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022) are estimating the number of
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change-points, and computing the estimate of the number and locations of change-points in
a computationally efficient way. The increased computational challenge should not surprise,
as we now have a multivariate optimisation problem to solve. In addition, it may be more
difficult to estimate the change-point locations with the same accuracy as in the AMOC
problem, the intuitive reason being that the presence of a change-point may, depending
on the method of detection and the landscape of the signal, adversely impact location
estimation for its neighbour. These aspects make the multiple change-point problem much
harder than the AMOC setting of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022).

One way of appreciating the additional difficulty is that in the multiple change-point prob-
lem, the space of all possible piecewise-constant signals is so large that it is often unclear
what sorts of tools are the most appropriate to perform detection in a given noisy dataset.
For example, suppose we were to localise the problem, in the sense of only considering a
subsample of the data, in the hope of detecting at most a single change-point in it, using a
tool available to us from the AMOC setting (such as the CUSUM statistic). If we took a
subsample that was too large, we might end up with a stretch of the data containing mul-
tiple change-points, which could make our AMOC detection tool suboptimal. Conversely,
if we localised with too small a window, our detection power might suffer and we could end
up not having enough data points to detect any change-points, even if present. This may
suggest that it could be beneficial to look for an optimal window size to localise with, but
this optimal size may vary from one part of the signal to the next, as the change-points
may be spread unevenly across the domain of the signal.

The multiple change-point detection problem can logically be split into two sub-problems:
estimating the number, and estimating the locations of the change-points. Some methods
available in the existing literature have been designed to solve these two sub-problems at
once, some explicitly separate them, and some can be represented in either of these ways
and return the same output with either representation. For any given approach, having
separate implementations of solutions to these two sub-problems may be helpful as this
then enables flexible pairing, across different approaches, of modules for model choice (i.e.
estimation of the number of change-points) and location estimation.

This chapter covers a basic setting in which we assume that we have observations of a
univariate piecewise-constant signal plus independent, identically distributed, zero-mean
Gaussian noise, that is

Xi = fi + εi, i = 1, . . . , n, (1)

with the following properties.

1. The signal vector f = (f1, . . . , fn)
T is deterministic and piecewise-constant, with N0

(0 ≤ N0 ≤ n − 1) change-points, denoted τ01 , . . . , τ
0
N0

, for which fτ0j
̸= fτ0j +1. For

notational completeness, we let τ00 = 0, τ0N0+1 = n.

2. The noise vector ε = (ε1, . . . , εn)
T is a realisation of the n-variate normal distribution

with E(ε) = 0n and Var(ε) = σ2In, where 0n is a vector of zeros of length n, the
matrix In is the identity matrix of dimension n× n, and σ2 is a positive constant.

Occasionally, in this chapter we will be making references to works whose results apply to
larger classes of distributions for εi, which include N(0, σ2) as a special case.

Our main task in this chapter is the estimation of the number N0 of change-points, if
unknown, and the estimation of their locations τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

; these will always be assumed
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unknown. There are some pedagogical advantages in beginning our exploration of esti-
mation in multiple change-point problems with the simple stochastic model (1). Being
arguably the simplest model for multiple change-points, it has seen the most development
in the literature, so it offers the widest possible background for a discussion of the different
methodological approaches to estimation.

As illustrated in Section 2.5 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), most change-point detec-
tion approaches are sensitive to the degree of serial dependence in the noise in the input
data, and need a good estimate of the dependence structure to perform well. Under the
assumption of the absence of serial correlation (which we make here), its estimation can
obviously be skipped, which enables us to attribute the performance of each change-point
detection method to the quality of the detection algorithm itself rather than to the accuracy
with which it estimates the dependence structure of the noise. The variance parameter σ2

in model (1) has to be assumed unknown in practical applications. How to estimate σ2,
where this is needed, will be discussed in the respective sections below; see also Section 7.

Model (1) is a useful testing ground for change-point detection methodologies in the sense
that if a method does not perform well in the setting of (1) despite its simplicity, it is unlikely
to perform well in more complex stochastic settings (e.g. ones involving correlated or non-
Gaussian noise, or outliers). Even the simple model (1) can easily pose serious challenges for
the state of the art in estimation, especially in situations in which the number N0 of change-
points is large, the change-points are located close to each other, or the signal-to-noise ratio
is small.

Finally, another way in which model (1) is relevant is that some problems can be reduced
to the setting of (1) by a data transformation, e.g. by performing a variance-stabilising
transformation or local pre-averaging of the input data, or by fitting a statistical model in
a more complex setting and working with the residuals.

1 Impact of Loss Function and Typical Forms of Assump-
tions and Results

Not every estimation method that produces piecewise-constant estimates of f in model
(1) is useful for the task of consistently estimating the change-points in f . In particular,
some piecewise-constant estimation methods are consistent for f in the mean-square sense,
and can therefore be seen as “signal approximators”, rather than change-point detectors.
Examples of such approaches include the fused lasso (Tibshirani et al., 2005) and the taut
string methods (Davies and Kovac, 2001). Both of these penalise the least-squares fit to
the data with a penalty on the sum of the absolute first differences of the signal (the L1

penalty); we cover L1-penalised methods in more detail in Section 6. Another example is
the wavelet thresholding or shrinkage approach using orthogonal Haar wavelets (Donoho
and Johnstone, 1994); see e.g. Vidakovic (1999) for an accessible introduction to the use of
wavelets in statistics.

In this chapter, we will mainly be focusing on methods that aim to estimate N0 and the
locations of all change-points as accurately as possible. Many of the methods described will
come with large-sample consistency results stating that under certain assumptions on the
minimum spacing between change-points and the minimummagnitudes of the corresponding
jumps in f , for n large enough and on an event set whose probability tends to one with n,
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the number N0 of change-points is estimated exactly (i.e., N̂ = N0) and, if N0 ≥ 1, the
change-point location estimators are guaranteed to lie within certain maximum distances
from the corresponding true locations. As a minimum consistency requirement, the largest
of these distances must be of order o(n).

As argued in Section 1.2 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), in the AMOC setting with i.i.d.
Gaussian noise, if the true change-point location is away from either edge of the data by a
distance of ≍ n (throughout the book, we use f ≍ g to mean ∃ C,D > 0 C|g| < |f | < D|g|),
and if the jump size is bounded away from zero as n increases, then the error in estimating
the change-point location is Op(1). (Recall that Vn = Op(an) means for all δ > 0, there
exist M,N such that for all n > N we have P (|Vn/an| > M) < δ.) This best-possible
rate carries over to the multiple change-point setting if the distances between any pair of
consecutive change-points are ≍ n, and if the minimum jump size is bounded away from
zero as n increases. A heuristic argument as to why this is true is that there are estimation
procedures in the multiple change-point setting that attempt to “isolate” change-points as
they detect them, i.e. to break up the N0-dimensional estimation problem into a sequence
of N0 one-dimensional problems, and for each of these the error rate for location is Op(1)
as argued in Section 1.2 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022). Some of these estimation
methods will be reviewed later in this chapter.

From the discussion in Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), it is easy to see that it is impossible
to rule out asymptotic underestimation of N0 without some assumptions on the minimum
distance between change-points and the minimum jump size. This phenomenon happens
even in the AMOC setting, not to mention in the more challenging setting of multiple
change-points. A heuristic argument is as follows. Consider the non-centrality parameter,
ν, in formula (3) of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022) for the distribution of the test statistic
for a change-point under the alternative of a change, and suppose for simplicity that the
location of a possible change-point is known to be τ01 . The power of the test, and hence the
probability of correctly detecting the change-point at τ01 if there is one at that location, is
P (χ2

1(ν) > k), as described in formula (4) of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022). We must
have k → ∞ for consistency in case there is no change-point at τ01 . However, if, for example,
ν is bounded from above as n → ∞, then P (χ2

1(ν) > k) ̸→ 1 as n → ∞ and hence we do
not estimate N0 consistently if N0 = 1. When is ν bounded from above in n? From formula
(3) of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), this will happen (assuming a fixed jump size ∆) if
either τ01 or n− τ01 does not grow with n, or in other words if the segment size to the left or
to the right of the change-point does not increase with n. This illustrates the importance of
minimum-distance assumptions. Similar considerations apply to the minimum jump size,
both in the AMOC and in the multiple change-point setting.

Finally, in addition to convergence in probability, we note that some authors study almost-
sure convergence properties of change-point location estimators, but we leave a more detailed
discussion of this interesting point to one of the later chapters.

2 Relationship to Model Choice in Linear Modelling: Simi-
larities and Differences

In this section, we interpret the multiple change-point problem as a problem of model choice
in linear regression. We start by representing the signal vector f in the Euclidean space Rn
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as a linear combination of basis vectors ej , each of which contains only one change-point
and is normalised in such a way that it sums to zero and square-sums to one. More formally,
we define

eji =


√

n−j
nj i = 1, . . . , j,

−
√

j
n(n−j) i = j + 1, . . . , n,

0 otherwise,

(2)

for j = 1, . . . , n− 1. In addition, define e0 with

e0i =

√
1

n
, i = 1, . . . , n.

The reader may wonder why we do not define the ej ’s as vectors of the form (−1, . . . ,−1, 1, . . . , 1)
or (0, . . . , 0, 1, . . . , 1): this is to ensure that

∑n
i=1 e

j
i = 0 and

∑n
i=1(e

j
i )

2 = 1, a common re-
quirement in the linear model selection literature which ensures that the sample correlation
between each pair ej1 , ej2 can simply be computed as ⟨ej1 , ej2⟩, their inner product. As an
example, a selection of the basis vectors ej for n = 250 is shown in Figure 1.

With this notation in place, we can represent the signal vector f as

f = β0 e
0 +

∑
j∈S0

βj e
j , (3)

where S0 =
{
τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

}
is the set of change-point locations. This is obviously equivalent

to
f = β0 e

0 +
∑
j∈S0

βj e
j +

∑
j∈Sc

0

0 · ej ,

with Sc
0 = {1, . . . , n− 1} \ S0, or

f = β0 e
0 +

n−1∑
j=1

βj e
j ,

where βj = 0 for j ∈ Sc
0. An illustration of the representation (3) is in Figure 2.

Due to the particular normalisation of the ej vectors, the standard setting, in which the
jump sizes corresponding to each change-point are fixed in n, translates to the condition
that c1 ≤ |βj |/

√
n ≤ c2, j ∈ S0, for two positive constants c1, c2. With this representation,

our multiple change-point problem is equivalent to the following: given the linear regression
problem

X = β0 e
0 +

n−1∑
j=1

βj e
j + ε, (4)

identify the set S0 = {j : βj ̸= 0, j > 0}, i.e. the set of change-point locations
{
τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

}
.

Therefore, the multiple change-point detection problem can be interpreted as a sparse vari-
able selection problem, in a “high-dimensional” setting in which the dimensionality of the
parameter space equals the number of observations n and the cardinality of the set S0 of
the relevant variables equals N0, presumed to be much smaller than n.

The variable selection problem in sparse high-dimensional linear regression has been studied
extensively in the literature, and various methodologies for the recovery of the set of non-
zero variables have been proposed. We note in particular such techniques as the lasso
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Figure 1: Basis vectors ej for n = 250 and j = 10, 20, . . . , 240.

(Tibshirani, 1996), the adaptive lasso (Zou, 2006), the elastic net (Zou and Hastie, 2005)
and the Dantzig selector (Candes and Tao, 2007). We say that a variable selection technique
has a sign consistency property if it recovers, with probability tending to one as the number
of observations increases, the set S0, with the correct signs of the constituent βj ’s.

Any sign consistency result must rely on the design matrix satisfying certain properties.
Indeed, if two columns of the design matrix were identical, no method would be able to
identify which of the two covariates in question (if either) contributes to the response. This
intuition agrees, for example, with Lounici (2008), whose result shows that the lasso has
the sign consistency property if the maximum correlation between two different columns is
less than 1/7, while a similar result for the Dantzig selector requires it to be less than 1/3.

However, the unusual property of the design matrix in the linear model (4) is that it is, in
a certain sense, asymptotically collinear. As an example, take two neighbouring columns
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Figure 2: Example signal of length 250 with change-points at locations 60, 180 (solid black).
Basis vectors times the linear model coefficients that make up the signal: β0e

0 (dashed red),
β60e

60 (dashed green), β180e
180 (dashed blue).

ej , ej+1 of the design matrix (where j ≥ 1). The correlation between them is

⟨ej , ej+1⟩
⟨ej , ej⟩1/2⟨ej+1, ej+1⟩1/2

= ⟨ej , ej+1⟩ = 1

n

(
j

√
(n− j)(n− j − 1)

j(j + 1)

−

√
j(n− j − 1)

(n− j)(j + 1)
+ (n− j)

√
j(j + 1)

(n− j)(n− j − 1)

)
.

Taking j = αn, where α is a constant in (0, 1), the dominant term in the above is

1

n

(
αn

√
(1− α)2

α2
−

√
α(1− α)

(1− α)α
+ (1− α)n

√
α2

(1− α)2

)
= 1− 1

n
.

Therefore, a large portion of the design matrix exhibits asymptotically perfect collinearity
between neighbouring columns.
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Essentially, this asymptotic collinearity property means that our design matrix {ej}n−1
j=0

violates the assumptions required for the sign consistency of any variable selection method
when applied to problem (4). This means that unless σ2 → 0 with n, i.e. we are in the
(asymptotically) noiseless setting, or if some of the βj ’s for j ∈ S0 are larger than O(

√
n),

i.e. the corresponding jump sizes increase in n, it is impossible for any method to detect the
change-point locations exactly. This makes sense as we know from Section 1.2 of Fearnhead
and Fryzlewicz (2022) that error-free detection of exact change-point locations is impossible
unless the noise variance σ2 tends to zero with the sample size n or the relevant jump size
increases.

The “variable selection” point of view on multiple change-point detection is pursued e.g. in
Harchaoui and Lévy-Leduc (2010), where this viewpoint is enabled by moving from a fused-
lasso (Tibshirani et al., 2005) formulation of a multiple change-point detection problem to
a standard lasso formulation. We describe this in more detail in Section 6.

3 Estimators Defined as Optima

One traditional route to solving the multiple change-point detection problem (1) is to
identify it with the problem of fitting a piecewise-constant function to the data X =
(X1, . . . , Xn)

T . If the numberN0 of change-points is known, in the i.i.d. Gaussian model (1),
such a fit can be carried out via ordinary least squares, which for a Gaussian model is equiv-
alent to maximum likelihood estimation. This results in an N0-dimensional optimisation
problem. Having solved it and obtained the fit, the change-points in the piecewise-constant
estimate serve as estimates of the change-point locations τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

.

This optimisation-based approach to the multiple change-point problem extends to the
case of unknown number N0 of change-points via penalised cost approaches. In these, the
estimator is defined as the minimum of a criterion which can be decomposed as a measure
of fit to the data plus a penalty. The role of the penalty is to discourage solutions with
particularly many change-points (the exact fit to the data is given by the solution f̂ = X,
which is of no use as a statistical estimator).

The theoretical consistency analysis is then typically done for this theoretical minimum.
Computing the minimum is a different matter entirely. This section covers the conceptual,
theoretical and computational aspects of unpenalised (for N0 known) and penalised (for N0

unknown) cost approaches to multiple change-point detection.

3.1 Estimating Change-point Locations When N0 Is Known

In this section, we assume that N0 > 0 is known: if not, then we can estimate it consistently
as outlined in the following sections. For any {k1, . . . , km} ⊆ {1, . . . , n− 1}, define

Sn(k1, . . . , km) =
m+1∑
r=1

k(r)∑
i=k(r−1)+1

(Xi − X̄(k(r−1)+1):k(r))
2, (5)

where k(0) = 0, k(m+1) = n, 0 < k(1) < . . . k(m) < n are the ordered versions of k1, . . . , km,

and X̄a:b =
1

b−a+1

∑b
i=aXi, the mean of the data Xa, . . . , Xb. Consider

(τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0) = arg min
l1<...<lN0

Sn(l1, . . . , lN0), (6)
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with the convention τ̂0 = 0, τ̂N0+1 = n. Let q̂j = τ̂j/n.

The estimators (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0) are the least-squares estimators of the change-point locations.
As mentioned above, they are also the maximum likelihood estimators if the noise {εi}ni=1 is
i.i.d. standard normal. In this section, we do not discuss the computation of (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0);
this will be covered in Section 3.6. On the face of it, the computation of (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0)
may appear to be a difficult problem: the parameter space is discrete and constrained,
and the minimisation is N0-dimensional. Fortunately, as we will discover in Section 3.6,
there are fast algorithms for computing this multivariate minimum. In this section, we
are concerned with the stochastic behaviour of (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0) as a theoretically formulated
argument-minimum, regardless of how easy or fast it is to compute it.

Yao and Au (1989) describe the behaviour of (q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) for continuously distributed, i.i.d.
noise {εi}ni=1 such that E(εi) = 0 and E(ε6i ) < ∞, which includes the i.i.d. standard normal
case, the main focus of this chapter. This section summarises this discussion. We first
quote and discuss a result that states that the estimators (q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) are consistent for
(q01, . . . , q

0
N0

) (where q0j is a rescaled-time version of τ0j and is formally defined in Theorem
3.1 below), but with no mention of the rates of convergence just yet. We have the following
result, adapted from Yao and Au (1989).

Theorem 3.1 Let the i.i.d. noise {εi}ni=1 be such that E(εi) = 0 and E(ε6i ) < ∞. Assume
τ0j = [nq0j ], where [·] denotes the nearest integer to its argument, and 0 = q00 < q01 < . . . <

q0N0
< q0N0+1 = 1 are fixed in the rescaled-time interval [0, 1] as n → ∞. Assume also that

|fτ0j − fτ0j +1| > 0 remains constant with n for each j = 1, . . . , N0. Then

|q̂j − q0j | = op(1), (7)

for 1 ≤ j ≤ N0, as n → ∞.

We recall that Vn = op(an) means that for all δ > 0, we have limn→∞ P (|Vn/an| > δ) = 0.

In the statement of Theorem 3.1, the concept of “rescaled time” refers to the fact that we
are scaling the true change-point locations τ0j by n to create q0j , thereby embedding the true
domain {1, 2, . . . , n} in (0, 1], and examining the convergence of the change-point location
estimators q̂j in the new domain (0, 1]. This is because apart from trivial situations (such
as the variance σ2 of the innovations converging to zero with n), it is impossible for τ̂j to
converge to τ0j : we saw in Section 1.2 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022) that the error of
τ̂j as a location estimator is at least Op(1).

Theorem 3.1 is a bare-bones consistency result for the change-point location estimators q̂j .
Indeed, (7) can be viewed as a basic sanity check and if it were not to hold, the estimators
q̂j could not be regarded as useful. The key ideas of the proofs of Theorem 3.1 and the
following Theorem 3.2 are in Section 3.2, intended for the more theoretically-minded reader.

We now improve on the result of Theorem 3.1 with the following result, also from Yao and
Au (1989).

Theorem 3.2 Let the i.i.d. noise {εi}ni=1 be such that E(εi) = 0 and E(ε6i ) < ∞. Assume
τ0j = [nq0j ], where [·] denote the nearest integer to its argument, and 0 = q00 < q01 < . . . <

q0N0
< q0N0+1 = 1 are fixed in the rescaled-time interval [0, 1] as n → ∞. Assume also that

|fτ0j − fτ0j +1| > 0 remains constant with n for each j = 1, . . . , N0. Then

n|q̂j − q0j | = Op(1), (8)
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for 1 ≤ j ≤ N0, as n → ∞.

We remark that the result of Theorem 3.2 is optimal in the sense that the rate n|q̂j − q0j | =
Op(1) could not be improved even if the noise {εi}ni=1 were i.i.d. Gaussian, and even if we
were in the AMOC setting (as we saw in Section 1.2 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022)).
Therefore, we can see that Gaussianity is not needed for optimality in this sense and that
the finiteness of the sixth moment suffices.

To better appreciate the result of Theorem 3.2, we consider an example illustrating how
the error in estimating the change-point locations changes as we vary n.

Figure 3 shows the blocks signal from Donoho and Johnstone (1994), sampled at n =
500 points. The signal has 11 change-points. It is contaminated with i.i.d. Gaussian
noise with mean zero and variance σ2 = 100. We up-sample the signal to lengths n =
500, 1000, 2000, 4000, 8000, 16000 and for each length, we estimate the N0 = 11 change-
point locations via the least-squares fit in formula (6). We repeat over 250 realisations of
the Gaussian noise. As is evident from the right-hand box plots in Figure 3, the empirical
distribution of the quantity maxj=1,...,11 |τ0j − τ̂j | appears to settle on a limiting distribution.
This is consistent with the message of Theorem 3.2, which states that this distance should
behave like n−1 in rescaled time, and therefore be of a constant order (with respect to n)
on the original time scale, as n gets larger. The exact limiting distribution of the maximum
absolute distance between the estimated change-points and the truth is a complicated ran-
dom function of the jump sizes and jump signs, and can be obtained from Theorem 1 in
Yao and Au (1989). We omit this result here. An important observation, though, is that
increasing the number of data points between successive change-points increases the power
of detecting that there is a change, but does not impact the accuracy of the estimate of
the location. The latter is primarily determined by the pattern of the data close to the
change-point.

In the above example, we computed the argument minimum in (6) via the Segment Neigh-
bourhood approach (Auger and Lawrence, 1989). In R, for a data vector stored in x, this
can be carried out via the calls

library(changepoint)

cpts(cpt.mean(x, "None", method = "SegNeigh", Q = 12))

In the above, Q should be set to the number of segments, N0 +1. Computation for change-
point estimators defined as optima is covered in more detail in Section 3.6.

3.2 (*) Estimating Change-point Locations When N0 Is Known – Theo-
retical Details

This section collects some key fact and arguments used in the proofs of Theorems 3.1 and
3.2.

Key ideas of the proof of Theorem 3.1. The main idea of the proof is simple, and the
proof is, in essence, by contradiction. It is possible to get lower bounds on Sn(l1, . . . , lN0)
in terms of other values of Sn(· · · ) by allowing for more than N0 change-points: as adding
change-points to the set (l1, . . . , lN0) can only reduce Sn(· · · ). If (7) did not hold, then the
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Figure 3: Left: The blocks signal for n = 500 (black), its noisy realisation (grey) and
the 11 best change-point estimates via the least-squares criterion (red). Right: box plots
of the distribution of maxj=1,...,11 |τ0j − τ̂j | over 250 simulated sample paths, for lengths
n = 500, 1000, 2000, 4000, 8000, 16000.

value of Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) at the estimated change-points could be lower-bounded by such an
other value of Sn(· · · ), which included as one of its summands the sum of squares

re∑
i=rs

(Xi − X̄rs:re)
2,

where rs = [n(q0j − ν)] + 1 and re = [n(q0j + ν)], for some j = 1, . . . , N0 and a (small)

fixed constant ν ∈ (0, 1). The fact that the interval [rs, re] included the change-point q0j
would cause this sum of squares to be “large”: of order ≍ n. This in turn would cause
this lower bound for Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) to be substantially larger than Sn(τ

0
1 , . . . , τ

0
N0

). This
demonstrates the impossibility of Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) being minimised at points not satisfying
(7), and therefore leads us to deduce that (7) must hold.

There is one more aspect of this result that is worth discussing here. Namely, in the
reasoning outlined above, how can we be sure that the behaviour of the noise {εi}ni=1 will not
be such that the lower bound for Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) considered above is spuriously smaller than
Sn(τ

0
1 , . . . , τ

0
N0

), or at least approaches it, which would cause this reasoning to break down?
The answer lies in the following lemma shown in Yao and Au (1989), which is a weaker
version of the sharp Gaussian Lemma 3.2 but applying to a wider class of distributions:
centred with a finite 2mth moment.

Lemma 3.1 Suppose ϵ1, . . . , ϵn are i.i.d. with common mean 0 and such that E(ϵ2mi ) < ∞
for some positive integer m. Then as n → ∞,

max
0≤i<j≤n

(ϵi+1 + . . .+ ϵj)
2/(j − i) = Op(n

2/m).

Lemma 3.1 ensures that with a high probability, in the a contrario sketch proof outlined
above, the lower bound on Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) does not fluctuate “too much” and therefore still
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remains significantly above Sn(τ
0
1 , . . . , τ

0
N0

). Lemma 3.1 is fairly crude and the main tool
in its proof is Markov’s inequality. What may come as a surprise is that even the crude
Lemma 3.1 is sufficient to ensure consistency of the change-point location estimators (not
only for noise with more general distributions than the Gaussian, but also, as we will see
next, with optimal rates).

Looking ahead, the sharp result in Lemma 3.2, whose proof is fairly complicated, will later
improve the bound from Lemma 3.1 for the Gaussian distribution. We will see that we will
need the sharpness of Lemma 3.2 to correctly estimate the number N0 of change-points
via Schwarz Information Criterion (SIC). The sharpness of Lemma 3.2 needed to estimate
N0 well for Gaussian noise, contrasted with the relative looseness of Lemma 3.1 sufficient
to estimate the change-point locations optimally, and for more general noise distributions,
may signal that estimating the number of change-points is a more difficult problem than
estimating their locations.

Key ideas of the proof of Theorem 3.2. For the result to hold, it is enough to show,
for any fixed δ > 0, that there exists M > 0 such that P (n|q̂j − q0j | > M) < δ for n large
enough. There are in essence two sets of results that are used in the proof of Theorem 3.2:

1. The result of Theorem 3.1.

2. What Yao and Au (1989) refer to as the strong law of large numbers, which ensures
that there exist C > 0 and integer M > 0 such that the event Ej(n,C,M):

|X̄[nq0s ]:([nq
0
s ]+i)| < C for i = 1, . . . , [nq0s+1]− [nq0s ], s = 0, . . . , N0,

|X̄([nq0s+1]−i):[nq0s+1]
| < C for i = 1, . . . , [nq0s+1]− [nq0s ], s = 0, . . . , N0,

|X̄([nq0j ]−i):[nq0j ]
− fτ0j

| < δ1 for i = M, . . . , [nq0j ]− [nq0j−1],

|X̄[nq0j ]:([nq
0
j ]+i) − fτ0j+1

| < δ1 for i = M, . . . , [nq0j+1]− [nq0j ], (9)

where δ1 is a particular small (fixed, signal-dependent) constant, has a probability
larger than 1 − δ/4 for n large enough. The conditions (9) collectively ensure that
the input data, for n sufficiently large, is “well-behaved” with an arbitrarily high
probability, in a certain uniform sense. More specifically, the first two conditions in
(9) ensure that the averages of the data to the left and to the right of each change-
point are uniformly bounded by a constant, while the last two conditions ask that
the averages of the data to the left and to the right of the jth change-point (the
change-point singled out in the statement of the theorem) are within a certain specific
signal-dependent distance of the corresponding population means, provided that the
spans of these averages are at least M ; the constant M can be arbitrary here, as
long as it exists and is fixed (i.e. independent of n). Similar conditions ensuring that
the input data is well-behaved are commonplace in consistency proofs in the change-
point literature. This should not surprise: for example, if the data were not to be
well-behaved in the sense of having a cluster of, say, particularly high values, any
change-point procedure might be inclined to spuriously detect extra change-points
delineating the cluster. Of course, clusters of particularly high values can occur even
under Gaussianity, but the probability of such an extreme event is low – hence the
requirement that (9) should hold with a probability that is “high” but less than one.
It would be unrealistic to request that (9), or a similar set of conditions, should hold
with probability one.
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It is insightful to examine, at this point, what exactly is meant by an increasing sample
size n in the results of this section. From the “rescaled time” discussion in Section 3.1, we
can unambiguously deduce that we operate in a stochastic regime in which ≍ n data points
are collected between each pair of consecutive change-points. However, one theoretically
important question to ask is whether, as n increases, we “throw away” all existing data
points between each pair of consecutive change-points and replace them by new, independent
data with length increased by one, or whether we simply add one more new data point to the
existing sequence of observations between each pair of consecutive change-points. Although
this is not an issue that is discussed in full in Yao and Au (1989), the steps taken in the
proof suggests a setting in which as n increases, a new data point gets added to the existing
data between each pair of consecutive change-points.

The main logic of the proof is that from the constraints that describe the set Ej(n,C,M)
(formula (9)), it is possible to show the following. Let

B(n, δ2) = {(l1/n, · · · , lN0/n) : 0 < l1 < . . . < lN0 < n, |lj/n− q0j | < δ2},

for a suitably chosen, sufficiently small, δ2, and

Bj(n, δ2,M) = {(l1/n, · · · , lN0/n) ∈ B(n, δ2) : lj − nq0j < −M}.

By Theorem 3.1, (q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ∈ B(n, δ2) with probability larger than 1 − δ/4 for large n.
It is claimed that (q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ∈ Bj(n, δ2,M) with probability less than δ/4 for large n.
Assuming that this claim holds, we have, for large n,

P (n(q̂j − q0j ) < −M) ≤ P ((q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ̸∈ B(n, δ2))

+ P ((q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ∈ Bj(n, δ2,M))

< δ/4 + δ/4 = δ/2.

Similarly, it can be shown that P (n(q̂j − q0j ) > M) < δ/2 for large n, and so P (n|q̂j − q0j | >
M) < δ for large n. To prove the claim, for every (l1/n, · · · , lN0/n) ∈ Bj(n, δ2,M), let
(l′1/n, · · · , l′N0

/n) ∈ B(n, δ2) be such that l′s = ls for s ̸= j and l′j = [nq0j ].

After some fairly elementary algebra (we omit the details here), the constraints in the set
Ej(n,C,M) permit us to establish that

min
(l1/n,··· ,lN0

/n)∈Bj(n,δ2,M)
{Sn(l1, . . . , lN0)− Sn(l

′
1, . . . , l

′
N0

)}

≥ 1

16
|fτ0j − fτ0j +1|2 min

(l1/n,··· ,lN0
/n)∈Bj(n,δ2,M)

([nq0j ]− lj)

≥ 1

16
|fτ0j − fτ0j +1|2M > 0,

which implies that (q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ̸∈ Bj(n, δ2,M). Therefore, for large n,

P ((q̂1, . . . , q̂N0) ∈ Bj(n, δ2,M)) ≤ 1− P (Ej(n,C,M)) < δ/4.

This proves the claim and thus the Theorem.
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3.3 When N0 Is Unknown: General Principles of Penalised Estimation

In many cases of practical interest, the number N0 of change-points will not be known to the
analyst and will need to be estimated from the data along with the change-point locations.
In this section, we discuss general principles behind constructing criteria, penalised for
model complexity, whose minimisation will yield estimators of both N0 and (τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

).

We saw in Section 3.1 that for a known N0, a valid way to obtain estimators of the change-
point locations (τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

) was to minimise the least-squares criterion Sn(l1, . . . , lN0).
Some of the criteria for unknown N0 outlined in the next sections also use Sn(·) as a
building block, while some others use the likelihood of the unknown true model parame-
ters θ0 := (N0, (τ

0
1 , . . . , τ

0
N0

), σ2, (fτ01 , . . . , fτ0N0
, fn)). Let a candidate model parameter be

denoted by θ = (N ′, (l1, . . . , lN ′), σ̃2, (f̃l1 , . . . , f̃lN′ , f̃n)). The likelihood of θ given the data
in model (1) is

L(θ|X1, . . . , Xn) = (2πσ̃2)−n/2 exp

−
∑N ′+1

j=1

∑lj
i=lj−1+1(Xi − f̃lj )

2

2σ̃2

 .

Taking the logarithm, multiplying by −1 and removing any additive terms that do not
depend on θ, we obtain the negative log-likelihood −l(·), defined by

−l(θ|X1, . . . , Xn) =
n

2
log σ̃2 +

∑N ′+1
j=1

∑lj
i=lj−1+1(Xi − f̃lj )

2

2σ̃2
. (10)

Both Sn(·) and −l(·) are measures of fit to the data of a particular candidate model. But
while their minimisation can be used to estimate the change-point locations for a fixed N ′,
an estimate of N0 cannot be obtained by minimising these criteria alone. This is because,
heuristically speaking, the fit of a model to the data improves as its putative number of
change-point increases. For example, for the least-squares measure Sn(·), we generally have
(except some trivial cases in which we have equality)

min
l1<...<lN′

Sn(l1, · · · , lN ′) > min
l1<...<lN′′

Sn(l1, · · · , lN ′′)

for N ′ < N ′′, as on the right-hand side we are taking the minimum over a larger model
class. Therefore, the absolute minimum of Sn(·) is achieved for N ′ = n − 1 and lj = j,
or in other words when “every point is a change-point”, in which case Sn(l1, . . . , lN ′) = 0.
Clearly, this is not a sensible statistical model, as it in no way generates additional insight.
A very similar argument can be made for the negative log-likelihood, −l(·).
For this reason, for the analyst wishing to estimate both N0 and (τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

) via minimising
a model cost function, a natural and valid approach is to consider model cost functions of
the form

fit to data + penalty, (11)

where the “fit to data” part measures the quality of fit of a model candidate (the reader
is invited to think of Sn(·) or −l(·) here) and the “penalty” term penalises more complex
models, e.g. ones containing more change-points, or containing change-points in particular
configurations which are deemed unlikely (e.g. being located close to one another). In this
approach, the preferred model is one that minimises a given criterion of the form (11).
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Many readers will be familiar with the penalised approach to model selection in other
statistical contexts (e.g. model selection in linear regression). In change-point problems,
the most frequently used penalties are proportional to the number of estimated change-
points, that is they are of the form N ′ρ(n), where ρ(·) is a particular function of the sample
size (and possibly σ2, if known). However, more complex penalties exist and we review a
selection of the most popular ones later in this chapter.

All methods of this form reviewed in this book will use either Sn(·) or −l(·) as the “fit to
data” term. We now briefly discuss their particular features as well as the similarities and
differences between them. If a particular component of the parameter vector θ does not
appear in the penalty, it can be replaced in −l(·) by its unconstrained maximum likelihood
estimator conditioned on those elements of the parameter vector θ that do appear in the
penalty. For example, in Schwarz Information Criterion reviewed in detail in Section 3.4
below, the penalty is of the formN ′ log(n), and we therefore make the following replacements
in the criterion −l(·) +N ′ log(n):

(l1, . . . , lN ′) ⇝ arg min
l1<...<lN′

Sn(l1, . . . , lN ′),

σ̃2 ⇝ σ̂2
N ′ ,

f̃lj ⇝ X̄(lj−1+1):lj ,

where the quantities on the right-hand sides of these expressions are the MLEs of the
quantities on the left under the assumption that the number of change-points equals N ′; in
particular,

σ̂2
N ′ = n−1 min

l1<...<lN′
Sn(l1, . . . , lN ′).

This replacement, and the removal of an additive constant which makes no difference to the
minimisation, reduce the −l(·) function in this particular case to n

2 log(σ̂
2
N ′). This causes

Schwarz Information Criterion to have the form n
2 log(σ̂

2
N ′) + N ′ log(n). There is more

material on under what conditions Schwarz Information Criterion leads to consistent model
selection in Section 3.4.

On the face of it, Schwarz Information Criterion is a criterion for the estimation of N0 only,
rather than the change-point locations, as these do not explicitly feature in the expression
n
2 log(σ̂

2
N ′) + N ′ log(n). However, to obtain this expression, we implicitly had to estimate

the change-point locations for each N ′ separately by argminl1<...<lN′ Sn(l1, . . . , lN ′). This
specific observation leads us to make the following more general statement.

Note 3.1 In penalised problems of the form −l(·)+penalty (or Sn(·)+penalty, respectively),
if the penalty depends on the number of change-points, but not on their locations, joint
estimation of the number and locations of change-points can be achieved by following the
workflow below:

1. estimate the change-point locations for each postulated number N ′ of change-points
separately via conditional MLE, by minimising −l(·), without a penalty, under the
assumption that the number of change-points equals N ′ (which is equivalent to the
minimisation of Sn(·) in the signal + i.i.d. Gaussian noise setting, under the as-
sumption that the number of change-points equals N ′);
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2. estimate the number N0 of change-points by minimising −l(·) + penalty (or Sn(·) +
penalty, respectively); in these expressions, substitute the unknown change-point loca-
tions by their MLEs obtained in the previous step.

This provides a convenient separation of the joint estimation of the number and locations
of change-points, for penalties which only depend on the former but not the latter, into
unpenalised estimation of the locations for each number first, and then penalised estimation
of the number.

The above discussion concerns the case of σ2 = Var(εi) being unknown. It is also useful to
study the change-point problem (1) in the case of σ2 being known, the main reason being
that even if it is unknown, it can typically be estimated fairly accurately, at least when
the number N0 of change-points is not very large in relation to the sample size n. This
can be achieved, for example, by using the Median Absolute Deviation (Hampel, 1974) or
Inter-Quartile Range (Rousseeuw and Croux, 1993) estimators suitable for Gaussian data
on the input sequence {2−1/2(Xi+1 −Xi)}n−1

i=1 . Here, the rationale is that most elements of
this sequence (more precisely, those for which both Xi and Xi+1 are taken from the same
segment of constancy) will have mean zero and variance σ2, and therefore robust estimators
of σ2 should be accurate. There is more on the estimation of σ2 in Section 7.

Let us now investigate how the minimisation of −l(·) + penalty will simplify in the case
of σ2 being known. From formula (10), disregarding the (now assumed known) additive
term n

2 log σ̃2 = n
2 log σ2, we can see that the minimisation of −l(·) + penalty is equivalent

to the minimisation of Sn(·) + 2σ2penalty. This establishes the equivalence, up to the
multiplicative factor of 2σ2, of the likelihood and least-squares approaches in the case of σ2

known.

We conclude this section with definitions of a solution path in change-point problems. Note

3.1 implies that it is of interest to store sets of change-point estimates (τ̂
(N ′)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′)
N ′ ) for

N ′ = 1, . . . , NU , whereNU is a certain upper bound. We refer to the list (τ̂
(N ′)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′)
N ′ )NU

N ′=1

as the solution path to a given change-point problem associated with a particular estima-
tion method. We refer to a solution path as complete if NU is the largest possible, i.e.
NU = n− 1.

We refer to an estimation method as nested if for each N ′ < N ′′ we have (τ̂
(N ′)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′)
N ′ ) ⊂

(τ̂
(N ′′)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′′)
N ′′ ). Estimation methods based on penalised optimisation are typically not

nested; heuristically, the reason for this is that estimation (via optimisation) for N ′ pos-
tulated change-points is conducted separately from estimation for N ′′ postulated change-
points, so there is no algorithmic link between the two solution sets and hence no reason
for one to be a subset of the other. However, some other methods introduced later in
the chapter will have the nested property. For a nested estimation method, denote for
N ′ = 1, . . . , NU ,

τ̂
(N ′)
j(N ′) = (τ̂

(N ′)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′)
N ′ ) \ (τ̂ (N

′−1)
1 , . . . , τ̂

(N ′−1)
N ′−1 ),

the additional estimated change-point when we go from N ′ − 1 to N ′ estimated change-

points. The ordered set {τ̂ (N
′)

j(N ′)}
NU
N ′=0 is then referred to as the nested solution path of the

nested estimation method under consideration, and it is said to be complete if NU = n− 1.
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3.4 When N0 Is Unknown: Schwarz Information Criterion

Yao (1988) proposes to estimate the number N0 of change-points via Schwarz (a.k.a. the
Bayesian) Information Criterion (Schwarz, 1978). As motivated in Section 3.3, the criterion
is

SIC(N ′) =
n

2
log(σ̂2

N ′) +N ′ log(n), (12)

where σ̂2
N ′ is the Maximum Likelihood Estimator of σ2 (see formula (13) below), and the

estimator is
N̂SIC = arg min

N ′∈{0,...,NU}
SIC(N ′),

where NU is a given fixed upper bound for N0. It is instructive to understand the properties
of this estimator and how to demonstrate them. For each N ′ ≤ NU , let τ̂1,N ′ , . . . , τ̂N ′,N ′ be
the values of τ1, . . . , τN ′ that minimise Sn(τ1, . . . , τN ′). We have

σ̂2
N ′ =

1

n
Sn(τ̂1,N ′ , . . . , τ̂N ′,N ′). (13)

Before proceeding, we remark that if N̂SIC = N0 (which, under certain assumptions, is the
case with probability tending to 1 with n, as the rest of this section demonstrates), the
change-point location estimators τ̂1,N̂SIC

, . . . , τ̂N̂SIC,N̂SIC
are exactly the same as the analo-

gous estimators obtained for N0 known, defined in formula (6). This illustrates more con-
cretely the statement made in Section 3.3 that Schwarz Information Criterion is a method
for estimating not only N0 but also, implicitly, the change-point locations. Yao (1988)
proves the following result.

Theorem 3.3 Assume N0 ≤ NU and τ0j /n → qj ∈ (0, 1) for j = 1, . . . , N0 as n → ∞.
Assume also that |fτ0j − fτ0j +1| > 0 remains constant with n for each j = 1, . . . , N0. Then

P (N̂SIC = N0) → 1

as n → ∞.

Before outlining the proof of Theorem 3.3, we discuss a few key aspects of its formulation.
The asymptotic regime assumed in Theorem 3.3 is that the change-point locations τ0j are

asymptotically fixed in rescaled time, which means that each sequence τ0j /n has a fixed limit
in the interval (0, 1). The significance of this assumption is twofold: firstly, that the spacing
between each pair of consecutive true change-points is of asymptotic order ≍ n, which is
the largest possible, since the length of the data sample is n. Secondly, this trivially implies
that the true number N0 of change-points is bounded as a function of n. The assumption of
a “known” upper bound (here: NU ) on the size of the model is common in model selectors
that use SIC, as, classically, it is a criterion for model choice from among a finite set of
models (Schwarz, 1978). Finally, Theorem 3.3 requires that the size of each jump remains
constant with n, rather than being allowed to decrease with n at a certain speed.

We now digress slightly to discuss the nature and usefulness of asymptotic results in change-
point problems, such as that in Theorem 3.3. Of course, asymptotic considerations of this
type have to be taken with a pinch of salt by the applied user. To start with, in most
scenarios involving a posteriori change-point detection, there is only one dataset (of length
n) available for analysis, so there is no increasing n regime to speak of in the first place. And
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even if there were, it would be unrealistic to expect that any change-points remain fixed in
rescaled time – this would require data sampling between each pair of consecutive change-
points each time n increased, and would therefore preclude typical time series scenarios in
which new data were added only at the end of the sample as n increased.

Still, we would argue that asymptotic results of this type can be of some use. Firstly, they
offer a basic minimum standard (some readers may like to think of a basic “sanity check”
here): we would likely be wary of an estimator that was not able to achieve consistency even
in this idealised setting, in which results of this type are possible and achievable. Secondly,
consistency results of this type may be useful for comparing estimators; for example, if
estimator A of change-point locations were shown theoretically to be more accurate, or
work under less strict assumptions, than estimator B, we might find it easier to justify our
preference for A in practice.

Finally, asymptotic results in change-point problems can provide a practically useful math-
ematical abstraction of reality. For example, one possible lead from Theorem 3.3 is that
SIC may be an accurate model selector in change-point problems in which the data at
hand exhibit relatively infrequent change-points. Section 9 shows how this observation can
manifest itself in practice.

The statement of Theorem 3.3, that P (N̂SIC = N0) → 1 as n → ∞, is typical of results on
the accuracy of model selectors in change-point problems. In fact, as will become apparent
from the proof, even more can be said in this and typically in other cases: the proof will
identify a specific subset of Ω, the sample space, on which N̂SIC = N0. The subset will
be one in which the noise ε behaves “reasonably” in the sense that a certain suitably rich
collection of linear transformations of ε uniformly does not exhibit extreme behaviour in a
certain precisely defined sense.

Key ideas of the proof of Theorem 3.3. As with many other proofs of the validity
of Schwarz Information Criterion, the argument here is split into two parts, consisting in
showing why the events (14) and (15) below are impossible, other than on an event set
whose probability tends to zero with n:

N̂SIC < N0, (14)

N̂SIC > N0. (15)

Before we discuss the above two parts of the proof, we firstly explain how to understand the
low-probability event on which N̂SIC ̸= N0. Clearly, if a particular realisation of the noise
vector ε is in some sense extreme, then we cannot expect most model selection criterions
including SIC to identify the correct number of change-points. For example, imagine that
the values of ε1, . . . , εm for a certain m < n randomly happen to be extremely high, much
higher than the values of εm+1, . . . , εn. Take f = 0n. Chances are that many model
selection criterions, SIC included, will mistake this random fluctuation for signal, and will
spuriously identify a change-point at location m, even though the true signal f contains no
change-points.

Fortunately, as part of the proof of Theorem 3.3, Yao (1988) shows a key lemma, which
is important in two ways: (a) it shows that the probability of “extreme” behaviour of the
noise ε (such as that described in the toy example of the previous paragraph) tends to zero
with n uniformly in a certain strong sense (more on this below), and (b) it is (practically)
sufficient for us to be outside this set of extreme noise behaviour to guarantee N̂SIC = N0
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as n → ∞. This key lemma appears as Lemma 3.2 below.

Lemma 3.2 Suppose ϵ1, . . . , ϵn are i.i.d. normal with common mean 0 and variance σ2.
Then for any δ > 0, as n → ∞,

P

(
max

0≤i<j≤n
(ϵi+1 + . . .+ ϵj)

2/(j − i) > 2(1 + δ)σ2 log n

)
→ 0.

This is a remarkable result, and we now explain why. Lemma 3.2 shows that outside a set
whose probability tends to zero with n, all normalised partial sums of an i.i.d. N(0, σ2)
sequence ϵ1, . . . , ϵn of the form

zi,j =
ϵi+1 + . . .+ ϵj

(j − i)1/2

are bounded in absolute value by σ
√

2(1 + δ) log n, for any positive δ (obviously, the smaller
the δ, the higher the probability that the bound does not hold). Each variable zi,j is
again distributed as N(0, σ2), and there are n2 of them. To understand why the bound
of σ

√
2(1 + δ) log n may come as a surprise, let us step back and understand the lowest

possible constant a for which

P ( max
1≤i≤n

|ϵi| > σ
√
a log n) → 0. (16)

Setting a = 2 clearly works: using the simple Bonferroni bound and a well-known Mills
ratio inequality for the Gaussian distribution, we have

P ( max
1≤i≤n

|ϵi| > σ
√
2 log n) ≤

n∑
i=1

P (|ϵi| > σ
√
2 log n) ≤ 2n

σ
√
2 log n

ϕ(
√
2 log n),

where ϕ() is the pdf of the standard normal. This simplifies to 2
σ
√
2 log n

, which tends to

0 with n. Using more advanced techniques (see e.g. Example 2.29 and Exercise 2.11 in
Wainwright (2019)), it can be shown that no constant a < 2 leads to (16) being satisfied,
and therefore a = 2 is the lowest constant for which (16) holds. Now, Lemma 3.2 tells
us that the bound σ

√
2(1 + δ) log n for all n2 variables |zi,j | is only very slightly higher

than the lowest possible bound σ
√
2 log n for the n variables |ϵi|. Clearly, if all zi,j were

independent, then by the above discussion, the lowest possible bound for all the |zi,j |’s would
have to be σ

√
2 log (n2) = σ

√
4 log n ≫ σ

√
2(1 + δ) log n (bear in mind that any positive δ

is permitted, and we therefore think of δ being small). However, the particular dependence
structure in the ensemble of variables {zi,j}ni,j=1 causes the bound for this ensemble to be

“only” σ
√

2(1 + δ) log n. For completeness, we note that similar bounds for more general
sub-Gaussian distributions were independently obtained later by Shao (1995).

We now outline the two parts of the proof of Theorem 3.3: showing the impossibility of
(14) and of (15).

Showing the impossibility of N̂SIC < N0. If we were to have N̂SIC < N0, there would
be at least one true change-point, say τ0r for 1 ≤ r ≤ N0, with no estimated change-points
in its neighbourhood [rs, re]. We could choose rs, re such that re − rs ≍ n due to the
assumption that τ0j /n → qj . Consider the quantity σ̂2

N̂SIC
, defined in (13) and needed in
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the evaluation of SIC(N̂SIC), defined in (12). The presence of the change-point τ0r ∈ [rs, re]
would cause the contribution of the sum of squares

re∑
i=rs

(Xi − X̄rs:re)
2

to σ̂2
N̂SIC

, see formulae (5) and (13), to be, stochastically, much larger than σ2(re − rs +1).

As re − rs ≍ n, this increased contribution would take place over a relatively long interval,
and therefore the remaining components of the sum of squares (5) would not be able to
compensate for it and as a result, σ̂2

N̂SIC
would end up much larger than σ2. This would in

turn mean that SIC(N ′) could not be minimised at N̂SIC , which leads to a contradiction.

To formalise this reasoning, Yao (1988) shows two lemmas, which we give below without
proofs.

Lemma 3.3 As n → ∞, we have 0 ≤
∑n

i=1 ε
2
i − nσ̂2

N0
= Op(log n).

This lemma says that at the true number of change-points N0, the estimator σ̂2
N0

is close

to and bounded from above by 1
n

∑n
i=1 ε

2
i in probability.

Lemma 3.4 For every N < N0, there exists ν > 0 such that P (σ̂2
N > σ2 + ν) → 1 as

n → ∞.

This lemma says that if N < N0, the estimator σ̂2
N is significantly larger than σ2 in proba-

bility. Yao (1988) then argues that by Lemma 3.3, σ̂2
N0

→ σ2 in probability, so by Lemma

3.4 and the definition of SIC(N), P (N̂SIC ≥ N0) → 1.

Even though this is not discussed in Yao (1988), it is worth taking a look at other penalty
values that would lead to similar conclusions. Suppose that we extend SIC to the more
general form

ICp(n)(N
′) =

n

2
log(σ̂2

N ′) +N ′p(n), (17)

where p(n) is a general function of n (not necessarily log n). With ICp(n) in place of SIC,
by the above discussion, for N < N0 (for the ν from Lemma 3.4 and with probability
approaching 1), we would have

ICp(n)(N)− ICp(n)(N0) ≥
n

2
log
(
1 +

ν

2σ2

)
+ (N −N0)p(n), (18)

which is guaranteed to be positive (uniformly over N , since N0 is finite) as long as p(n) =
o(n).

Showing the impossibility of N̂SIC > N0. In typical proofs of the consistency of SIC,
showing the impossibility of this side inequality is usually more involved than the other side.
This is fundamentally because it can be difficult to exclude the possibility that N̂SIC is “close
to but larger than N0”. This could potentially be caused by σ̂2

N being so much below σ2 for
N > N0 that the penalty (which increases in N) would not be able to compensate for this
drop. Fortunately, with a high probability, this does not happen: if N is larger than but
close to N0, σ̂

2
N still does not underestimate σ2 by too much. Heuristically, this is for the

following reason. Suppose we have already estimated the N0 true change-points accurately,
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but we also add a small number of spuriously estimated change-points, and denote the
overall number by N . In these circumstances, σ̂2

N would be slightly smaller than σ̂2
N0

(the
latter being a good estimator of σ2), but not by much, as the extra spurious estimated
change-points (being located, by definition, over a section of the data where the signal is
constant) would not induce much difference in the residual sum of squares, a key ingredient
of σ̂2

N .

More formally, to quantify the magnitude of σ̂2
N for N > N0 with the precision required

to show the impossibility of N̂SIC > N0, Yao (1988) introduces the Lemma below, whose
proof is considerably more involved than the proof of Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4.

Lemma 3.5 For every N (N0 < N ≤ NU ) and for any ν > 0, with probability approaching
1,

0 ≤
n∑

i=1

ε2i − nσ̂2
N ≤ {ν + (N −N0 − 1)2(1 + ν)}σ2 log n.

This lemma says that for N > N0, as long as N ≤ NU , a pre-set upper bound, the estimator
σ̂2
N is lower bounded by the quantity

1

n

n∑
i=1

ε2i − {ν + (N −N0 − 1)2(1 + ν)}σ
2

n
log n.

In other words, Lemma 3.5 ensures that σ̂2
N , for N0 < N ≤ NU , is not too small, and

therefore that there is no danger of SIC(N) being minimised at N > N0. More specifically,
with Lemma 3.5 in place, Yao (1988) shows the impossibility of N̂SIC > N0 as follows. Note
that

∑n
i=1 ε

2
i > n(σ2 − ν) with probability approaching 1 for any ν > 0. By Lemmas 3.3

and 3.5, for N0 < N ≤ NU , for any ν > 0, with probability approaching 1,

2{SIC(N)− SIC(N0)} ≥ n log σ̂2
N − n log

{
n∑

i=1

ε2i /n

}
+ 2(N −N0) log n

= n log

{
1−

∑n
i=1 ε

2
i − nσ̂2

N∑n
i=1 ε

2
i

}
+ 2(N −N0) log n

≥ n log

{
1− {ν + (N −N0 − 1)2(1 + ν)}σ2 log n

n(σ2 − ν)

}
+ 2(N −N0) log n,

which, using log(1− x) > (1 + ν)(−x) for small x > 0, is greater than

−(1 + ν)
{ν + (N −N0 − 1)2(1 + ν)}σ2 log n

σ2 − ν
+ 2(N −N0) log n, (19)

for large n. Since (19) is positive for sufficiently small ν > 0 (as it is positive for ν = 0 and
continuous at that point), we have P (SIC(N)− SIC(N0) > 0) → 1, completing the proof.

Let us again pick up the discussion of the more general penalty ICp(n) defined in (18). For
what other values of p(n) could we obtain the conclusion that the equivalent of (19) is
positive, and therefore that N̂SICp(n)

> N0 is impossible?

Clearly, from (19), p(n) = log n is practically the smallest penalty that works, but it is
interesting to observe that anything larger than that would also do the job. Therefore,
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combining this discussion with the restriction on p(n) obtained through formula (18), we
can see that p(n) in the region

p(n) ∈ [log n, p̄(n)], (20)

where p̄(n) is any sequence satisfying p̄(n) = o(n), permits the same proof of consistency
for N0 of the ICp(n) criterion as the one we saw in this section for the classical SIC criterion.
From this discussion, we can also see that the classical SIC penalty p(n) = log n is funda-
mentally the smallest penalty for which this argument for consistency works, and, from this
point of view, the classical SIC leads to the smallest permitted amount of penalisation.

It is interesting to observe that the smallest permitted penalty (here: p(n) = log n) is also
the most desirable, because it gives us the highest power in detecting change-points. This
is despite the fact that often, consistency proofs for the number of change-points can be
substantially simplified for penalties higher than the lowest permitted one. For an example
of a simpler consistency proof than that of Theorem 3.3 – because it uses a larger penalty
– see Fryzlewicz (2014), Theorem 3.3.

Yao and Au (1989) show how to adapt the penalty to estimate N0 consistently for noise for
which only a finite number of moments are finite. Lee (1995) generalises SIC to situations
in which the minimum spacing between consecutive change-points is smaller than in Yao
(1988).

3.5 When N0 Is Unknown: Penalised Approaches Derived from Other
Information Criteria

Unless specified otherwise, estimation of the relevant quantities throughout this section is
performed via the minimisation of the criteria with respect to their parameters.

Akaike Information Criterion. Besides the Bayesian (Schwarz) Information Criterion, the
other arguably the most commonly used model selection criterion in statistics generally is
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC). To estimate the number N0 of change-points via AIC,
define

AIC(N ′) =
n

2
log(σ̂2

N ′) + 2N ′, (21)

which leads to the AIC estimator

N̂AIC = arg min
N ′∈{0,...,NU}

AIC(N ′).

For the purpose of model selection in change-point problems, AIC appears to have been
used less extensively than SIC in the literature. A contributing factor to this relative lack of
popularity may be the well-documented lack of statistical consistency of the AIC criterion
in selecting the true model in other problems, such as linear model choice in regression.
Indeed, condition (20) excludes the AIC penalty from the range of penalties that lead to
consistency for N0. In practice, since AIC penalises models with more change-points less
heavily than SIC, we can expect it to overestimate the number of changes – and substantial
over-estimation is often seen in practice. For Gaussian models, AIC is equivalent to Mallows’
Cp (Birgé and Massart, 2001; Boisbunon et al., 2014).

Modified Bayesian Information Criterion. Zhang and Siegmund (2007) propose the so-
called modified BIC (mBIC), constructed as follows. Assume a Bayesian set-up in which we
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place the uniform prior on the number of change-points, on their locations, on their sizes,
and on the overall mean of the signal f . Assume further that Var(εi) is known to be 1. Then
Theorem 1 in Zhang and Siegmund (2007) shows that the log Bayes factor of a model with
N ′ change-point versus the no-change-point model is asymptotically equal to the maximised
log-likelihood under a model with N ′ change-points (that is, the log-likelihood of the most
likely model with N ′ change-points), minus the following term, which can be interpreted as
the mBIC penalty.

mBICpen(N
′, q1, . . . , qN ′) =

1

2

3N ′ log n+

N ′+1∑
j=1

log(qj − qj−1)

 , (22)

where 0 = q0 < q1 < . . . < qN ′ < qN ′+1 = 1 are the postulated change-point locations
rescaled to lie in the interval [0, 1], i.e. qj = τj/n. Therefore, unlike the standard BIC
(SIC) penalty discussed in Section 3.4, the mBIC penalty penalises not just the number of
change-points, but also their relative locations.

As done in Zhang and Siegmund (2007), it is interesting to investigate how the second,
location-dependent term behaves in two extreme cases: for rescaled change-point locations
placed at equal intervals over [0, 1], and clustered together as closely as possible (e.g. τ1 =
nq1 = 1, . . . , τN ′ = nqN ′ = N ′). Simple algebra shows that in the former case, we have

N ′+1∑
j=1

log(qj − qj−1) = −(N ′ + 1) log(N ′ + 1), (23)

whereas in the latter case, we have

N ′+1∑
j=1

log(qj − qj−1) ≈ −N ′ log n, (24)

which leads to, in this special case, mBICpen(N
′, q1, . . . , qN ′) = SIC(N ′) = N ′ log(n).

As, typically, N ′ log n > (N ′ + 1) log(N ′ + 1), the mBIC penalty penalises change-points
located close to each other less severely than it penalises uniformly spread ones. This is
somehow counter-intuitive. This particular aspect of the penalty is not discussed in Zhang
and Siegmund (2007). However, the authors mention that change-points located too close
to each other are precluded by their assumption regarding the minimum distance between
each pair of consecutive change-points, which is assumed to be ≍ n. This leads them to
conclude that the case described in formula (23) is the prevalent one, and therefore it is
the first term in (22) that typically dominates, which makes the mBIC penalty close to
3
2N

′ log n. However, they also remark that log n is such a slowly-growing function that the
second term in (22) “can still make a significant contribution to the penalty”. An extension
to the case of an unknown Var(εi) is also described. Du et al. (2016) propose a related,
empirical Bayes approach to change-point estimation in a marginal likelihood framework,
which, disregarding any information supplied by the prior, also leads to a penalty which
prefers change-point estimates located close to each other.

In practice, Zhang and Siegmund (2007) propose to estimate a change-point solution path
via an algorithm related to Circular Binary Segmentation (Olshen et al., 2004), and only
use mBIC to choose from among the candidate models along the thus-constructed solution
path. This way of proceeding goes some way towards mitigating the preference of mBIC
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for models with change-points located close to each other (among models with the same
numbers of change-points): this potential issue will be of no consequence if the solution
path includes no such models. Our experience is that, if we directly use the mBIC, that is
we use it also to find the best segmentation with a given number of change-points, then it
performs less well due to its preference to fit shorter segments to the data.

Minimum Description Length. Davis et al. (2006) propose to use the Minimum Description
Length (MDL) principle to find segments of homogeneity within a piecewise-stationary
autoregressive process. Based on this work, we examine how this model selection principle
simplifies in our signal + Gaussian i.i.d. noise setting. Heuristically speaking, the code
length of a model is the number of bits used to encode the parameters, plus the number
of bits used to encode the residuals. We refer to Rissanen (1989, 2007) for the basics
of information-theoretic encoding of random variables and parameters, which we do not
reproduce here. To encode the parameters of the model, we need to include the following
components.

• The postulated number N ′ of change-points. To encode an unbounded integer N ′,
approximately log2(N

′+1) bits are required. We note that Davis et al. (2006) propose
to use log2N

′, but this technically cannot be correct if the search for the number of
models is to permit a model with N ′ = 0 (which it does in Davis et al. (2006)),
as log2 0 = −∞, so the procedure would always end up selecting the null model.
Davis (2019, personal communication) clarifies that this term should equal, in our
notation, log2(N

′ + 1). We also note that despite being naturally bounded by n− 1,
the postulated number N ′ of change-points is treated as unbounded here as in practice
we usually have N ′ ≪ n, so typical values for N ′ are far from this upper bound.

• The postulated segment lengths. Each of the N ′ + 1 segment lengths is naturally
bounded by n (and this upper bound can easily be approached in practice). Therefore,
each of the first N ′ segments requires log2 n bits to be encoded. We do not need to
encode the length of the final segment as the segment lengths add up to n. Therefore
encoding the segment lengths requires N ′ log2 n bits.

• The maximum likelihood estimates of σ2 and fτ0j +1. To encode the maximum likeli-

hood estimates of the signal variance σ2 and the signal levels fτ0j +1 for j = 0, . . . , N ′,

we use a result by Rissanen (1989) which states that maximum likelihood estimates
of a real parameter computed from n′ observations can be effectively encoded with
1
2 log2 n

′ bits. The signal level fτ0j +1 is estimated on a data stretch of length lj+1 − lj ,

where lj are the postulated change-point locations. The signal variance σ2 is es-
timated on the entire dataset. Therefore to encode these parameters, we require
1
2

∑N ′

j=0 log2(lj+1 − lj) +
1
2 log2 n bits.

• The residuals from each fitted model. From Shannon’s results in information theory,
Rissanen (1989) shows that the code length of the residuals is given by the negative
of the log-likelihood (where the base 2 logarithm is used) of the corresponding fitted
model.

Putting together the above pieces, ignoring the additive constants in the same way as it
is done in Schwarz Information Criterion (Yao, 1988), and switching to base e for the
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logarithm, which is equivalent to just multiplying the criterion by a constant, we obtain the
MDL criterion as

MDL(N ′, l1 < . . . < lN ′) =
n

2
log(σ̂2

N ′) + log(N ′ + 1) +N ′ log n

+
1

2

N ′∑
j=0

log(lj+1 − lj)

=:
n

2
log(σ̂2

N ′) +MDLpen(N
′, l1 < . . . < lN ′).

As with the other penalties described in this section, we note that the MDL criterion can also
be used for the selection of N ′ only, for any (other) solution path algorithm that produces
change-point location estimators for any given N ′.

If the MDL criterion is used to selectN ′ as well as the change-point locations, it is interesting
to observe that from the concavity of the logarithm, as with the mBIC criterion described
earlier, the MDL also encourages estimated change-points that cluster together, rather than
being spread out.

Finally, we note that the thus-defined MDL penalty is uniformly larger than the SIC penalty
defined earlier. If we compare it to mBIC, using qj = lj/n, it is easy to see that

mBICpen(N
′, q1, . . . , qN ′)−MDLpen(N

′, l1 < . . . < lN ′) = − log(N ′ + 1) + f(n),

where the f(n) term does not depend on the postulated number of change-points N ′ – so
from the point of view of minimisation, the log(N ′+1) term is the only term that separates
the two penalties.

Potts functional. Boysen et al. (2009) consider minimisation of what they refer to as the
Potts functional, defined by

Hγ(f
′,X) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − f ′
i)

2 + γ|J(f ′)|, (25)

where J(f ′) = {i : 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1, f ′
i ̸= f ′

i+1} is the set of change-points in the candidate
fit f ′, and | · | is the cardinality of its argument (denoted by N ′ earlier in this chapter).
Theoretically, one of the requirements on γ is that γn/ log n → ∞; however, in practical
terms, the authors recommend that γ be set to 2.5 σ̂2 log n/n, where σ̂2 is a consistent
estimator of σ. This, however, means that this approach is very closely related to SIC: by
the arguments outlined in Section 3.3, if σ2 were assumed known, in the notation of Section
3.1, SIC for the estimation of the number and the locations of change-points would be

SIC(N ′, l1 < . . . < lN ′) =
1

n
Sn(l1, . . . , lN ′) + 2σ2N ′ log n/n, (26)

which agrees with (25) except the penalty uses the multiplicative constant of 2, rather than
2.5 (if σ2 were unknown, it would be advisable to use the likelihood form of SIC as in
formula (12), which does not require the knowledge of σ2, or alternatively use a consistent
estimator of σ2 in (26), which would bring (25) and (26) in even closer agreement).

We conclude this section with pointers to other material on penalised model selection in
this monograph. A future chapter of this book will describe penalised model selection in
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parametric multiple change-point problems involving settings beyond the Gaussian i.i.d.
model. Section 6 later in this chapter describes L1-penalised methods for model selection
in multiple change-point problems; the reason for the separate treatment of this material
is the distinct computational nature of these methods, which tend to be closely linked to
the lasso problem. Finally, Section 8 covers methods in which the penalties themselves are
chosen from the data.

3.6 Computation for Estimators Defined as Optima

Segment Neighbourhood

We now turn to the problem of how we can calculate the estimators we have described. First
we return to estimators that assume N0 is known, such as the one based on minimising the
residual sum of squares

(τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0) = arg min
l1<...<lN0

Sn(l1, . . . , lN0), (27)

where the residual sum of squares function Sn(l1, . . . , lm) is defined in formula (5).

A naive approach to calculating (τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N0) would be to evaluate Sn(l1, . . . , lN0) for all
possible choices of l1 < l2 < · · · < lN0 . However, the computation involved is O(nN0),
which is impracticable for moderate to large values of N0. Fortunately there are dynamic
programming algorithms that can solve the minimisation problem (27) with a cost that is
O(N0n

2).

These algorithms can be applied to a broader class of optimisation problems than just
minimising the residual sum of squares (27), including many change-point estimators based
on maximising some form of log-likelihood. To make this generality clear, we will introduce
segment cost functions, C(X1:n, k, l), for l > k, which can be viewed as some measure of fit,
such as based on a negative log-likelihood, for fitting data from time k + 1 to time l as a
single segment. For the residual sum of squares,

C(X1:n, k, l) =
l∑

i=k+1

(Xi − X̄(k+1):l)
2.

In most cases these cost functions will depend on the data X1:n just through the data within
the segment, X(k+1):l; though this is not needed for the algorithms we will describe to work.

We require that the minimisation problem we wish to solve involves minimising a sum of
the segment costs. That is, we wish to minimise, for some specified m,

Qn(l1, . . . , lm) =
m+1∑
j=1

C(X1:n, lj−1, lj),

where as above we require 0 < l1 < l2, . . . < lm < n and we set l0 = 0 and lm+1 = n.

It is helpful to consider a wider class of minimisation problems,

Qt(l1, . . . , lm) =
m∑
j=1

C(X1:n, lj−1, lj) + C(X1:n, lm, t),
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where we now consider only segmenting the data up to time t and require lm < t. Denote
the minimum of this function as

Qt,m = min
l1<...<lm<t

Qt(l1, . . . , lm).

If m ≥ t then, as there is no possible segmentation of t data points into m + 1 segments,
we set Qt,m = ∞.

Define these constants, Qt,m, for all t = 1, . . . , n and m = 1, . . . , N0. The Segment Neigh-
bourhood algorithm (Auger and Lawrence, 1989) is based on the idea that if we are forced
to place the last change-point before t at some location (k, say), then there is a simple
recursion for the minimum cost of segmenting the data with this additional constraint. To
see this let

Qt,m,k = min
l1<...<lm−1<k

Qt(l1, . . . , lm−1, k).

Then we have for m ≥ 1
Qt,m,k = Qk,m−1 + C(X1:n, k, t),

the minimum cost of fitting the data X1:k with m− 1 change-points, plus the segment cost
for the data X(k+1):t. Thus we can calculate Qt,m by considering each possible value for k
and taking the minimum of the costs

Qt,m = min
k

Qt,m,k = min
k

{Qk,m−1 + C(X1:n, k, t)}. (28)

Finally, it is trivial to calculate Qt,m when m = 0 as Qt,0 = C(X1:n, 0, t). Thus we can
calculate Qt,0 for t = 1, . . . , n, and then solve (28) in turn for increasing m = 1, . . . , N0 and,
for each m, for t = m+ 1, . . . , n.

Once we have solved the recursion it is simple to extract the optimal set of change-points.
The optimal location of the last change-point for a segmentation with m change-points is
just

τ̂m = argmin
k

{Qk,m−1 + C(X1:n, k, n)}.

Then we can recurse backwards in time, so that if the optimal location of the jth change-
point is τ̂j then, for j > 1, the optimal location of the (j − 1)th change-point is

τ̂j−1 = argmin
k

{Qk,j−2 + C(X1:n, k, τ̂j)}.

It is straightforward to calculate the computational complexity of this algorithm. One
implementation is to calculate and store C(X1:n, k, l) for all 0 < k < l ≤ n – which for most
models will have an O(n2) cost for both space and time. For each value of t and m, solving
(28) involves O(t) calculations, thus solving the recursion for any m will have an O(n2)
computational cost. As the recursions need to be solved for m = 1, . . . , N0 this leads to an
overall computational cost of O(N0n

2). Furthermore it is often possible to implement the
algorithm with the same time complexity, but without storing all segment costs if needed
(see Maidstone et al., 2017).

One nice feature of the Segment Neighbourhood algorithm is that it not only gives the
optimal location of the change-points for a segmentation with N0 change-points, but also
for those with 1, 2, . . . , N0 − 1. Thus, if the number of change-points is unknown, we can
run Segment Neighbourhood to find the best segmentations with 1, 2, . . . , NU change-points
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for some suitable chosen upper bound, NU , on the number of change-points we think are
present. We can then estimate N0 from this solution path of best segmentations that
minimise our cost for differing numbers of change-points, using an appropriate criterion
such as one of the information criteria discussed in Section 3.3, or one of the adaptive
procedures that we will introduce in Section 8. However, if we intend to estimate N0

using an information criterion that is linear in the number of change-points, there is a more
efficient dynamic programming approach that can jointly estimate the number and locations
of the change-points under such a criterion: Optimal Partitioning.

Optimal Partitioning

As described in Section 3.3, when we do not know the number of change-points, N0, we can
estimate it by minimising an information criterion. For example, a common information
criterion for the change-in-mean problem is Schwarz Information Criterion under a model
where the variance is assumed known (which is equivalent to using the criterion defined in
Equation 26). This is

SIC(m; l1, . . . , lm) =
1

σ2
Sn(l1, . . . , lm) +m(2 log n), (29)

where Sn(l1, . . . , lm) is the residual sum of squares for the segmentation with change-points
at l1 < · · · < lm.

Using the notation introduced earlier in this section, Qn,m = minSn(l1, . . . , lm), and we can
re-write the criterion as estimating the number of change-points by the value that minimises
(1/σ2)Qn,m +m(2 log n). As discussed above, we can calculate this by using the Segment
Neighbourhood algorithm to find Qn,m for m = 0, 1, . . . , Nmax for some suitable choice of
Nmax. However, it turns out that there is a faster algorithm that we can use to directly
minimise (29) with respect to both the number and location of the change-points.

This algorithm, called Optimal Partitioning (Jackson et al., 2005), is a dynamic program-
ming algorithm that can be used to minimise functions of the form

Qn,λ(m; l1, . . . , lm) =
m+1∑
j=1

C(X1:n, lj−1, lj) +mλ (30)

with respect to both the number of change-points, m, and their locations, l1 < · · · < lm.
This is often called a penalised cost, and the key is that it involves a term that is the sum
of segment costs plus a penalty that is linear in the number of change-points.

For any t = 1, . . . , n and λ > 0 it is helpful to define

Qt,λ = min
m;l1<···<lm<t


m∑
j=1

C(X1:n, lj−1, lj) + C(X1:n, lm, t) +mλ

 ,

the minimum value of the penalised cost for segmenting the data up to time t. This definition
is a slight abuse of notation, given our earlier definition of Qn,m, but the context should
mean that this causes no confusion.

The idea of Optimal Partitioning is that we can derive, and solve, a recursion for Qt,λ.
As with Segment Neighbourhood, we first consider fixing the location of the most recent
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change-point prior to t. If this is fixed at k, it is immediate that the minimum penalised cost
for segmenting the data to time t given the last change is at k will be Qk,λ+C(X1:n, k, t)+λ.
Thus we have

Qt,λ = min

{
C(X1:n, 0, t), min

k=1,...,t−1
{Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t) + λ}

}
.

Here the first term on the right-hand side corresponds to no change-points, and the remain-
ing terms correspond to one or more change-points with the most recent change being at
time k. If we define Q0,λ = −λ this can be simplified to

Qt,λ = min
k=0,...,t−1

{Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t) + λ} . (31)

This recursion can be solved for t = 1, . . . , n. Once it has been solved it is straightforward
to obtain the estimated change-point locations. To describe this it is simplest to denote the
change-points in reverse order, so τ̂1 > τ̂2 > · · · > τ̂m. The location of the last change-point
will be

τ̂1 = argmin {Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t) + λ} .

Then if we have estimated the jth to last change-point, τ̂j > 0 we set

τ̂j+1 = arg min
k=0,...,τ̂j−1

{Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, τ̂j) + λ} .

We repeat this until we obtain τ̂m+1 = 0, which corresponds to no earlier change-points.

The advantage of Optimal Partitioning over Segment Neighbourhood is that it has a lower
computational complexity. For most models calculating C(X1:n, k, t) can be done with cost
O(1) regardless of k and t (for example after storing appropriate summaries of the data as
discussed in Section 1.2 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022)). Assuming this is the case,
then solving the Optimal Partitioning recursion (31) for one value of t has complexity that
is linear in t. As we need to solve the recursion for t = 1, . . . , n this leads to an O(n2)
computational complexity.

When minimising the penalised cost, the choice of λ can greatly affect the number of
estimated change-points and hence how accurate the estimated segmentation is. Whilst
there are default choice for λ, for example based on various information criteria described in
Sections 3.3–3.5, these can perform poorly in real applications when the strong assumptions
that are required by the theory supporting the information criteria does not hold. In such
situations it is recommended to compare how the segmentations vary as we vary λ. This
can be done efficiently using the CROPS algorithm of Haynes et al. (2017b).

Pruning

If we consider the Optimal Partitioning recursion, then at time t we are minimising over
terms, Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t) + λ, which we will call the conditional cost for the most recent
change at k. Figure 4 shows example data and a plot of this conditional cost minus its
minimum value. For this example, t = 200 and the data has had a change at time 160. We
notice that for locations of the most recent change-point, k, prior to 160 the conditional
cost tends to increase as k decreases. This is intuitive as the conditional cost includes a
segment from k to time 200, and these will ignore the change in the data. The increasing
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Figure 4: Plot of simulated data and underlying mean (left) and plot of conditional cost
(see the text for the definition of this term) in the Optimal Partitioning recursion (right).
The conditional cost has been shifted so its minimum is at 0, and the horizontal red line is
at λ and determines the condition for the PELT pruning.

conditional cost is indicative of the increasing evidence that there has been a change-point
since time k.

A natural question is whether we could use such information to speed up the Optimal
Partitioning algorithm. That is, if the conditional cost at some location k is sufficiently
high, does that mean that k can never be the best choice of the most recent change-point
for future time-steps, regardless of what the future data is? If this was the case we could
“prune” k and reduce the set of possible most recent change-points we search over at future
steps of the algorithm.

Killick et al. (2012) show that in many instances this is the case. In particular if the
segment cost is such that adding change-points can only ever reduce the unpenalised cost,
then we can prune any k for which the conditional cost is greater than λ above the minimum
conditional cost. This corresponds to all time-points, k, for which the conditional cost is
above the red line in the right-hand plot of Figure 4.

The intuition behind this pruning rule is that at any future time-point, regardless of the
future data, there would be a smaller cost of adding the most recent change at the current
time-point than having the most recent change at k. To prove this formally, let the current
step of the algorithm be t, the value that we are considering pruning being k, and T being
any future time-point. Then the conditional cost at time T with a most recent change-point
at k is

Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, T ) + λ.

Now our assumption on the cost means that C(X1:n, k, T ) ≥ C(X1:n, k, t)+C(X1:n, t, T ) as
adding any change-point, in this case at time t, can only reduce the unpenalised cost. Thus
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we have

Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, T ) + λ ≥ Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t) + C(X1:n, t, T ) + λ.

The conditional cost at time T of a most recent change at t is just

Qt,λ + C(X1:n, t, T ) + λ = min
l

{Ql,λ + C(X1:n, l, t)}+ λ+ C(X1:n, t, T ) + λ,

where we have just plugged in the expresssion for Qt,λ. This will be smaller than the
conditional cost at time T of a change at k if and only if

min
l

{Ql,λ + C(X1:n, l, t)}+ λ ≤ Qk,λ + C(X1:n, k, t).

The left-hand side is the minimum conditional cost at time t plus λ. Thus if the conditional
cost at time t of a most recent change at k is above this value, k can never be the best
choice of most recent change-point at future time points, hence it can be pruned.

Killick et al. (2012) introduce an algorithm, PELT, that implements this pruning rule.
They show that it can give substantial improvements in computational speed over Optimal
Partitioning, particular if the data has segments that are short relative to the length of
data. In fact they show that if we consider a data generating mechanism where, on average,
the segment lengths are constant as we increase n (and hence the number of change-points
increases linearly with n) then PELT can have an expected computational complexity that
is linear in n.

The intuition behind this result comes from Figure 4, as we consider most recent changes
that are older than the actual most recent change-point, the conditional cost tends to
increase linearly. Thus the PELT pruning step will often only keep candidate values for
the most recent change-point that are close to or more recent than the actual most recent
change-point. Thus, on average the computational cost of one step of the algorithm will be
of the order of the length of a segment rather than proportional to t.

4 Binary Segmentation and Other Hierarchical Methods

In the preceding sections, we described an approach to change-point detection in which the
estimator was formulated as the theoretical minimum of a criterion. An algorithm was then
needed to compute the minimum. By contrast, the estimators described in this section will
already be defined as algorithms to begin with.

This section focuses on hierarchical methods for change-point detection, i.e. methods for
which the corresponding algorithms either:

• first look at the data as a whole to identify change-point candidate(s) considered to
be the most prominent, and then gradually narrow their focus to smaller and smaller
sections of the data to propose less prominent change-point candidates – we will refer
to these types of techniques as top-down; or

• start at the finest level of resolution of the data, where they remove from consideration
locations considered to be the least likely change-points, and then gradually broaden
their focus to bigger and bigger sections of the data to propose ever more prominent
change-point candidates – these types of techniques will be referred to as bottom-up.
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In either case, hierarchical methods gradually add ever less likely change-point candidates
(top-down methods), or remove ever more likely ones (bottom-up methods), and therefore
naturally arrange the change-point candidates in their implied order of importance. This
means that they tend to yield nested solution paths to the multiple change-point problem,
in the sense defined in Section 3.3.

Model selection, i.e. deciding which set of change-point candidates along the solution path
should be preferred, will also be discussed for each method separately.

4.1 Binary Segmentation

Arguably the simplest hierarchical, top-down method for multiple change-point detection
is binary segmentation. Before we describe it in simple algorithmic terms, one necessary
building block that needs introducing is a more general definition of the CUSUM statistics
compared to that introduced in Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022). The reason for the
generalisation is that the CUSUM statistic Ct (and the signed CUSUM C∗

t ) operated on
the entire data sequence, i.e. on the time domain [1, n]. In this section, we will need
CUSUMs that can be applied on arbitrary intervals [s, e] ⊆ [1, n] (we will use the term
interval to denote an interval subset of the integers [1, n]).

For any input sequence X = (X1, . . . , Xn)
′ and e > b ≥ s with m = |[s, e]| = e− s+ 1, we

define the signed CUSUM statistic C∗
s,b,e(X), and the CUSUM statistic Cs,b,e(X) for X on

the interval [s, e] by

C∗
s,b,e(X) =

√
e− b

m(b− s+ 1)

b∑
t=s

Xt −

√
b− s+ 1

m(e− b)

e∑
t=b+1

Xt

=

√
(b− s+ 1)(e− b)

m
(X̄s:b − X̄(b+1):e), (32)

Cs,b,e(X) = |C∗
s,b,e(X)|. (33)

Remember that the CUSUM statistic is giving the evidence for a change at b, in this case
based just on the data Xs:e. This evidence is in terms of a suitably re-scaled difference
of the empirical mean of the data before and after b. Larger values correspond to greater
evidence for a change.

The binary segmentation algorithm is best defined recursively and hence described by pseu-
docode. The main function is described as follows.

1: function Binary Segmentation(s, e, ζn)
2: if e− s < 1 then
3: STOP
4: else
5: b0 := argmaxb∈{s,...,e−1}Cs,b,e(X)
6: if Cs,b0,e(X) ≥ ζn then
7: add b0 to the set of change-point candidates
8: Binary Segmentation(s, b0, ζn)
9: Binary Segmentation(b0 + 1, e, ζn)

10: else
11: STOP
12: end if
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13: end if
14: end function

With the above definition in place, the standard binary segmentation procedure is launched
by the call Binary Segmentation(1, n, ζn), where ζn is a threshold parameter. If ζn = 0,
then the above function acts in the “solution path” mode: no judgment is made as to
whether the successively proposed change-points are significant or not. For this mode to
be useful in change-point detection, a model selection procedure needs to be applied at
a later stage. The same principle applies in the case in which ζn is positive but small
– smaller than the level required for consistent model selection. If ζn > 0 and has been
set at an appropriate level, the binary segmentation routine can combine solution path
generation and model selection. We discuss model selection for binary segmentation and
suitable choices of ζn later on.

The main idea of binary segmentation is very simple: at the start, we search for the single
most prominent change-point, by proceeding in the same way as in the AMOC setting
described in Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022). If ζn = 0, or if C1,b0,n(X) ≥ ζn, we save the
location of this change-point candidate and proceed in the same way to the left and to the
right of it, thereby “zooming in” on smaller and smaller sections of the data. On any given
current interval [s, e], we stop if the interval is too short for us to proceed (e− s < 1) or if
we do not discover significant change-points (Cs,b0,e(X) < ζn). On completion, we execute
one of the following steps.

• In the solution path mode (ζn = 0 or small), we sort the thus-obtained set of change-
point candidates in decreasing order of their corresponding detection CUSUMs to
create the solution path

PBS =
(
(bi), C(si),(bi),(ei)(X)

)n−1

i=1
,

where the ordering (bi) is such that

C(s1),(b1),(e1)(X) ≥ . . . ≥ C(sn−1),(bn−1),(en−1)(X).

The solution path PBS is then passed onto a model selection routine (more details
below).

• In the model selection mode (ζn > 0 and set appropriately), we return the obtained
set of change-point candidates as the final set of change-point location estimates; it is
good practice to sort it in increasing order beforehand.

For the solution path mode, any existing model selection tool can, in principle, be used to
choose the model based on the solution path PBS . This is done by choosing from among
the nested sequence of models

M0 = ∅
M1 = {(b1)}
· · ·
Mn−1 = {(b1), . . . , (bn−1)}
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One natural option would be to use SIC, i.e. choose the model that minimises

SIC(N ′, (b1), . . . , (bN ′)) =
n

2
log

{
1

n
Sn((b1), . . . , (bN ′))

}
+N ′ log(n), (34)

over N ′ ∈ {0, . . . , NU}, where NU is a pre-determined upper bound for the number of
change-points.

It is easy to think of binary segmentation as an appealing algorithm: to start with, it is
conceptually simple and easy to explain and to code – its naturally recursive structure
suggests recursion as an appropriate programming device. Binary segmentation breaks up
the difficult multivariate problem of finding possibly multiple change-points into a series
of one-dimensional (and hence easier) problems: observe that the only task of the Binary
Segmentation routine is to find the single most prominent change-point on its current
domain of execution, before calling itself on the two implied children intervals. (The prop-
erty of binary segmentation whereby it fits the “best” single-change-point model on each
current interval [s, e], i.e. the model that maximises the CUSUM Cs,b,e(X) over b, can be
describes as its greediness, a term used in algorithmic science to describe algorithms that
make locally optimal choices at each stage.) Another advantage of binary segmentation is
that it is relatively fast: a typical execution, in which successive change-point candidates
are found in the middle part of each current interval (i.e. away from its edges) passes the
entire dataset O(log(n)) times and hence takes O(n log(n)) operations. Finally, an appeal-
ing feature of binary segmentation is the generality of its principle – it is possible to replace
the CUSUM test with any other test appropriate for a given type of change. However, care
is needed as early iterations of binary segmentation involved detecting a single change for
intervals of data which may contain multiple changes. As we saw, for example, in Section
2.4 of Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022) for detecting a change in slope, some methods for
detecting a single change can perform poorly when there are actually multiple changes –
for example, detecting the change in the wrong position even for data where the signal for
the true change locations is strong. A future chapter of this book will return to this issue,
and describe an approach that overcomes this drawback of binary segmentation.

This latter issue shows that binary segmentation should only be used for change-point
detection methods that if applied to data without noise but with multiple change-points,
would detect one of these change-points. That is that the maximum of the CUSUM statistic
will be at a value b that corresponds to a true change-point. This can be shown to be the
case for detecting changes in mean with the CUSUM statistic. However even in this case,
the fact the binary segmentation can involve detecting a single change-point on intervals of
data which may contain multiple changes can affect its accuracy. We now illustrate this.

To begin with, consider the left panel of Figure 5. Starting with the whole data domain
[1, 200], the CUSUM fitted by binary segmentation on [1, 200] clearly indicates b = 100 as
the first change-point candidate. This is unsurprising as the two change-points at times 20
and 180 appear to be secondary in importance to the change-point at time 100, so overall
the signal is, in a way, not far from a signal with just one change-point at 100; hence
fitting the single-change-point model to the entire data would not be “very wrong” in this
particular instance.

Let us contrast this with the situation in the right panel of Figure 5. Here, visually, there
does not appear to be one dominant change-point, and it is unclear how to approximate the
signal well by a signal with only a single change-point. This, coupled with the fact that the
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Figure 5: Both panels: signal (red), its noisy realisation X (grey), corresponding CUSUM
statistic C1,b,200(X) as a function of b (black).

noise level is relatively large, causes the CUSUM statistic to miss all of the change-points:
the maximum of the CUSUM is attained around time t = 30, far from any of the actual
change-points. In this instance, fitting the best single-change-point model to the entire data
is not a good idea, and provides an example of how binary segmentation can be led onto
the wrong track. As we will see in Section 4.2, the detection failure here is not because the
problem may be inherently difficult for any method to detect the change-points correctly
(it is not the case); the root of the failure of binary segmentation is that it considers the
whole data sample at once, which “averages away” the interesting features of the data. As
we will see in Section 4.2, in this example it is a better idea to focus on smaller sections
of the data with more prominent presence of the features of interest, for example X1:100 or
X81:120, which binary segmentation is unable to do.

Authors such as Vostrikova (1981) and Venkatraman (1993) provide theoretically interesting
consistency results regarding binary segmentation, but we do not reproduce them here: the
most important messages that we want to convey are that it is a particularly simple and
fast algorithm, but that it can fail unless the change-points have a natural ordering in terms
of prominence/importance, i.e. unless there is one dominant change-point on every current
interval under consideration. However, our practical experience with problems of this type
suggests that whether or not this holds for a given dataset may be difficult to determine a
priori. Methods described in the following sections have been designed to mitigate, in one
way or another, this weakness of binary segmentation.

The fact that binary segmentation discovers change-points one by one has one other im-
portant consequence: the best binary segmentation fit with N ′ change-points (that is, the
fit corresponding to the first N ′ elements of the binary segmentation solution path) is not
guaranteed to be the same as the least-squares fit to the data of a piecewise-constant func-
tion with N ′ change-points. However, the least-squares fits to the data are not nested in
the sense that the best N ′ + 1 change-point locations are not guaranteed to be a superset
of the best N ′ change-point locations, which may have computational speed consequences

36



when one wishes to compare least-squares model fits for a range of proposed change-point
numbers. By contrast, most algorithms that add change-points one by one (such as binary
segmentation) produce nested solution paths which can by construction be traversed quickly
when one wishes to compare different model fits.

4.2 Wild Binary Segmentation

In the situation from the right-hand plot of Figure 5, rather than starting with a CUSUM
taken over the entire data sample, it would have been more advisable to “zoom in” on the
three-change-point feature of interest in the middle part of the signal, by taking the CUSUM
statistic over a shorter interval containing this feature. Figure 6 shows the CUSUM statistic
taken over the interval [66, 135], its endpoints being much closer to the change-points at
80, 100 and 120 than those of the original CUSUM over [1, 200]. As the section of the
signal on the interval [66, 135] can be approximated relatively well by a signal with a single
change-point, it is not surprising to see that the CUSUM computed over [66, 135] brings
out the location of one of the change-points, the middle one, very well.

If this observation were to be built into a change-point detection algorithm, the obvious
first issue to face is that the analyst (more often than not) has little knowledge of where
any features of interest may be located, so it is unclear which parts of the signal to zoom
in on. The main idea underlying Wild Binary Segmentation (WBS; Fryzlewicz (2014)) is
to take the CUSUM statistic over each of a “representative sample” of intervals of varying
lengths and locations within [1, n], in the hope that some of these intervals will align well
with the features of interest in the signal (as illustrated in Figure 6) and therefore the
CUSUMs computed on those will be informative for change-point locations. At each stage
of the procedure, WBS works with the largest CUSUM (over the collection of all intervals
drawn) and chooses the next change-point candidate as the argument-maximum of this
largest CUSUM.

To define WBS, we denote by FM1
n a set of M1 ≥ M intervals [sm, em], m = 1, . . . ,M1,

produced in either of the two following ways.

1. (Random grid.) Their start- and endpoints are drawn uniformly at random, indepen-
dently with replacement, from the set {1, . . . , n}. In this random setting we draw M
intervals and therefore M1 = M .

2. (Deterministic grid.) Construct an equispaced gridK = {i/(K−1) : i = 0, . . . ,K−1}
on [0, 1] such that the number of gridpoints is the smallest integer K for which M1 =
K(K − 1)/2, the number of all intervals with start- and endpoints in K, is such that
M1 ≥ M . Transform the gridK to an integer grid on [1, n] through the transformation
i/(K − 1) → [(n− 1)i/(K − 1) + 1], where [·] is rounding to the nearest integer. Take
[sm, em] to be all intervals with start- and endpoints on the thus-transformed grid.

Other ways of choosing the intervals – mixed random plus deterministic, random but drawn
from a distribution different than uniform, a different deterministic scheme such as that of
Seeded Binary Segmentation (Kovacs et al., 2023) – are also acceptable as long as they
ensure the property that, with a high probability, each true change-point is well covered
by at least one interval which does not contain any other true change-points. This can
typically be achieved by (a) ensuring that the number of intervals is sufficiently large and
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Figure 6: Signal (red), its noisy realisation X (grey), corresponding CUSUM statistic
C1,b,200(X) as a function of b (black) and the CUSUM statistic C66,b,135(X) as a func-
tion of b (blue).

(b) that the start- and end-points of the intervals cover the domain of the data sufficiently
densely.

In either of the above cases (random or deterministic grid), we are guaranteed at least
M intervals, where M is decided by the user. Version 2.2 of the R package breakfast

(Anastasiou et al., 2022) uses M = 10000 by default. An appropriate choice of M is key:
on the whole, the larger the value of M , the more accurate but slower the procedure.
Theoretical lower bounds on M are available, but, unsurprisingly, they depend on the
minimum spacing between neighbouring change-points, which the analyst typically does
not have access to. Naturally, if n is so small that the M requested by the user is larger
than or equal to the number of all intervals on [1, n], then WBS simply uses all those.

Using pseudocode, the main function of the WBS algorithm, with model selection performed
via thresholding with threshold ζn (as with binary segmentation, if ζn = 0 or is positive but
small, then the procedure acts in the solution path mode), is defined in the following way.
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1: function WBS(s, e, ζn)
2: if e− s < 1 then
3: STOP
4: else
5: Ms,e := set of those indices m for which [sm, em] ∈ FM1

n is such that [sm, em] ⊆
[s, e]

6: (m0, bm0) := argmaxm∈Ms,e,b∈{sm,...,em−1}Csm,b,em(X)
7: if Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0

(X) ≥ ζn then
8: add bm0 to the set of change-point candidates [with the additional side infor-

mation (m0, sm0 , em0 , Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0
(X))]

9: WBS(s, bm0 , ζn)
10: WBS(bm0 + 1, e, ζn)
11: else
12: STOP
13: end if
14: end if
15: end function

The WBS procedure is launched by the call WBS(1, n, ζn).

The recursive calls in lines 9 and 10 of the WBS algorithm may create an impression that
the intervals on which WBS performs computation have to be re-drawn, but this is not
the case: all recursive calls use the same set of intervals drawn prior to the launch of the
WBS routine, and the same set of CUSUM statistics computed (once, prior to the start of
the recursive mechanism) on these interevals. Therefore, WBS can equally be implemented
non-recursively as follows.

1: function WBS.NONREC(ζn)
2: while FM1

n non-empty do
3: M := set of those indices m for which [sm, em] ∈ FM1

n

4: (m0, bm0) := argmaxm∈M,b∈{sm,...,em−1}Csm,b,em(X)
5: if Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0

(X) ≥ ζn then
6: add bm0 to the set of change-point candidates [with the additional side infor-

mation (m0, sm0 , em0 , Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0
(X))]

7: remove from FM1
n those m for which bm0 ∈ {sm, . . . , em − 1}

8: else
9: STOP

10: end if
11: end while
12: end function

Suppose we wish to use WBS to estimate the locations of significant change-points, as
opposed to merely producing a solution path of all possible models. It is clear that we
should use ζn > 0, but what values of ζn are appropriate? One natural requirement is
that ζn is large enough to control the probability of false alarms, in the sense that if the
signal f contains no change-points, the WBS estimator also returns no change-points with a
suitably high probability. Let us examine how high Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0

(X) can possibly get (with
a high probability) given that f ≡ 0 (the same bound will apply in the more general case
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f ≡ const, as the CUSUM statistic ignores additive constants). Trivially, it is clear that

Csm0 ,bm0 ,em0
(X) ≤ max

1≤s≤b<e≤n
Cs,b,e(X).

We wish to choose ζn such that

P

(
max

1≤s≤b<e≤n
Cs,b,e(X) > ζn

)
is small. Perhaps the simplest, albeit suboptimal, bound is provided by the Bonferroni cor-
rection. We first observe that for a fixed triple (s, b, e), the quantity Cs,b,e(X) is distributed
as |N(0, σ2)|. This is easy to establish directly: C∗

s,b,e(X) is clearly normally distributed as
a linear combination of the data points, and considering its expectation and variance yields
the above fact. Using the Bonferroni correction and Mill’s ratio inequality for the Gaussian
distribution, we can therefore bound

P

(
max

1≤s≤b<e≤n
Cs,b,e(X) > ζn

)
≤

∑
1≤s≤b<e≤n

P (Cs,b,e(X) > ζn)

≤ n32(1− Φ(ζn/σ))

≤ Cn3 exp{−ζ2n/(2σ
2)},

where Φ() is the standard normal cdf, and C is a certain positive constant. This upper
bound converges to zero as n → ∞ as long as ζn = σ

√
C0 log n with C0 > 6. As the

Bonferroni correction is, in this case, very loose (because of the strong dependence between
Cs,b,e(X) for neighbouring values of (s, b, e)), the constant C0 = 6 can be expected to be
too high in practice. On the other hand, the discussion in Section 3.4 implies that the C0 in
ζn = σ

√
C0 log n must exceed 2 for P (max1≤s≤b<e≤nCs,b,e(X)) to have any hope of tending

to 0. To summarise, it is a good strategy to look for a suitable value of C0 in the region
(2, 6]. In Fryzlewicz (2014), in which σ is estimated via the Median Absolute Deviation
(MAD) estimator with {2−1/2(Xt+1 − Xt)}T−1

t=1 on input (see Section 7 for more on the
MAD estimator and on estimating the noise variance in general), two particular values of
C0 are considered and tested numerically on a variety of signals: C0 = 2 (it is concluded
that this constant value is too low in practice and tends to lead to the overestimation of the
number of change-points) and C0 = 3.38 (which appears too high in practice and tends to
underestimate the number of change-points). A good universal choice of C0 is, at the time
of writing, still an open question. For more details on this problem, and partial solutions,
we refer the reader to Fang et al. (2020), and to Corollary 1 in Anastasiou and Fryzlewicz
(2022).

Fryzlewicz (2014) also explores the use of WBS with an information criterion referred to
as the strengthened SIC. This is close to the standard SIC, and we do not elaborate on its
form here. Conceptually, WBS with an information criterion as the model selector proceeds
similarly to binary segmentation (see Section 4.1): first, a solution path is executed via the
call WBS(1, n, 0). Next, the change-point candidates are sorted in decreasing order of
their corresponding detection CUSUMs to create the solution path

PBS =
(
(bi), C(si),(bi),(ei)(X)

)M2

i=1
,

whereM2 ≤ M . Finally, SIC is applied on the resulting nested sequence of model candidates
in the same way as in formula (34). A different model selection procedure for WBS, termed
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Steepest Drop to Low Levels (Fryzlewicz, 2020), directly processes the WBS solution path
and is covered in Section 8.2.

In WBS, if M is large enough, each true change-point is guaranteed (with probability
approaching one in n) to be contained within at least one of the intervals [sm, em] which
contains only that single change-point, and to be sufficiently distanced from either sm or
em, i.e. to sit sufficiently deeply within the interior of [sm, em]. This alone provides suitable
guarantees for the size of the largest maximum of the CUSUM statistics, and is enough
to yield theoretical and practical advantages of WBS over binary segmentation, as similar
guarantees are unavailable in the latter method. However, WBS, as defined here, is still
not rate-optimal in terms of the permitted minimum distance between change-points. The
fundamental reason for this is the fact that the interval of the largest CUSUM, selected by
WBS at each stage, is not necessarily guaranteed to contain a single change-point only, and
therefore the CUSUM spanned on that interval is not necessarily the best possible estimator
for the change-point location. The Narrowest-Over-Threshold (NOT) localisation approach
described in Baranowski et al. (2019) overcomes this issue by preferring the shortest intervals
on which the contrast statistics (such as CUSUMs) are deemed to be significant. However,
NOT applies to more general models than the multiple mean shift model considered in this
chapter and will therefore be covered in a future chapter.

In WBS, the collection FM1
n is drawn only once at the start of the procedure. In a signal

with many change-points, this may potentially mean that WBS can “run out of intervals”,
if there are still undetected change-points but no intervals left to operate on. This can be
referred to as data-nonadaptivity of WBS with respect to interval choice, and there is no
mechanism in WBS itself to remedy this.

A solution to this problem is proposed in Fryzlewicz (2020) by the method termed “Wild
Binary Segmentation 2” (WBS2), in which intervals are drawn afresh on each interval
on which the procedure currently operates (which can be seen as a data-adaptive interval
drawing scheme). This ensures that there is always a supply of intervals to work with. While
this can in principle lead to an increase in the computational cost over WBS, Fryzlewicz
(2020) notes that each interval draw in WBS2 requires of the order of 100 or 1000 intervals,
which is 100-10 times fewer than the corresponding default value in WBS used in the R
package breakfast.

Conceptually, WBS is a modular procedure in the sense that it is relatively straightforward
to see how it can be extended to the multiple mean-shift problem in noise settings other
than i.i.d. Gaussian: the CUSUM statistic Cs,b,e can be replaced, for example, by a suitable
generalised likelihood ratio test. This preserves the construction principle of WBS whereby
it fits simple single-change-point models on subsamples of the data, and combines the results
to create a multi-change-point fit on the entire sample. Plain binary segmentation is equally
easy to extend conceptually to more complex settings; therefore, part of the appeal of the
methods belonging to the binary segmentation family is that they can potentially be applied
to multiple change detection e.g. in high-dimensional regression models or network data –
topics we will return to in a future chapter of this book.

4.3 From the Bottom Up: Tail-Greedy Unbalanced Haar

Both binary segmentation and WBS are top-down hierarchical methodologies, successively
subdividing the data by the next most likely change-point candidate. An alternative direc-
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tion may be to proceed from the bottom up, by successively merging regions of the data
considered the least likely to contain change-points. This principle is formalised in the Tail-
Greedy Unbalanced Haar (TGUH) approach of Fryzlewicz (2018), which can be described
as a hierarchical agglomeration technique. As the generic notation for TGUH can get a
little involved, we introduce this algorithm on an example, rather than in its generality.

Suppose that n = 6, and our input data vector is (X1, X2, . . . , X6). We initially look at all
pairwise differences between consecutive data points, i.e. 2−1/2(Xi −Xi+1) for i = 1, . . . , 5.
The 2−1/2 is a normalisation factor which helps ensure that the data transformation we
have just begun ends up being an orthonormal transformation (rotation) of the input data,
conditioning on the order of merges taking place.

Having formed the pairwise differences, we then look for a certain number of the pairwise
differences that are the smallest in absolute value. In general, at this first stage of the
procedure, we would be looking for ⌈ρn⌉ smallest differences, where ρ is a given fixed
constant ∈ (0, 1) (best thought of as being small), n is the sample size (in our example, we
have n = 6) and ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling operator.

The reason we are looking for the smallest differences (and this principle will continue
throughout the algorithm) is to be able to identify the regions in the data that are the least
likely to contain change-points. Of course, the fact that, for example, 2−1/2|X3−X4| is small
does not mean there is no change-point at time t = 3: the test we are carrying out, involving
just one observation to the left (X3) and to the right (X4) of the postulated change-point
(t = 3) has very little power. However, as we will see later, as the algorithm progresses,
we will be obtaining more and more powerful tests for the presence of change-points in the
data.

For the sake of the example, suppose that ρ = 0.25 so that ⌈ρn⌉ = 2 and that the two
smallest differences in absolute value are, in this order, 2−1/2|X3−X4| and 2−1/2|X4−X5|.
Note that the second smallest difference, 2−1/2|X4 −X5|, uses one of the data points (X4)
already used by the first smallest difference. For this reason, we do not accept 2−1/2|X4−X5|
and look for the next smallest difference: suppose this is given by 2−1/2|X5 −X6|. We save
those two smallest differences (now without the absolute values) as the so-called “detail”
coefficients: they explain the deviations from constancy between, respectively, (X3, X4) and
(X5, X6). We use the d notation to denote detail:

d
(1,1)
3,3,4 = 2−1/2(X3 −X4),

d
(1,2)
5,5,6 = 2−1/2(X5 −X6).

In the notation d
(j,k)
p,q,r, j is the index of the stage, or one complete pass through the data,

that the given detail coefficient is computed at; k indexes the detail coefficients (starting
from the smallest in absolute value) extracted within a single stage; p is the start of the

support of the data that enters d
(j,k)
p,q,r, r is its end, and q is the index of the final data point

that enters d
(j,k)
p,q,r with the positive sign (as opposed to negative).

We now “merge” the corresponding portions of the data: (X3, X4) and (X5, X6), that is we
replace them by the scaled averages of the data at those locations:

s3,4 = 2−1/2(X3 +X4),

s5,6 = 2−1/2(X5 +X6).
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The letter s has been chosen to represent the “smoothing” of the data provided by the
averages. In the sp,r notation, p and r represent the start and the end of the relevant support
of the data, respectively. Note the orthonormality (the property of being orthogonal vectors
of Euclidean length 1) of the filter used to compute each detail coefficient, 2−1/2(1,−1),
and the filter for the corresponding smooth coefficient, 2−1/2(1, 1). This orthonormality
will hold throughout the algorithm and is important both for the theoretical analysis of
the algorithm, and so that the detail coefficients can be interpreted as (signed) CUSUM
statistics; we expand on both these points below. In the next stages of the algorithm, X3

and X4 will always be considered together as part of a single merged region, and the same
will be true of X5 and X6.

Summarising, after the first stage (a stage is understood as a complete pass through the
data which computes all possible scaled pairwise differences) we have the following.

After Stage 1

detail coefficients d
(1,1)
3,3,4, d

(1,2)
5,5,6

remaining data {X1, X2, 2
−1/2(X3 +X4), 2

−1/2(X5 +X6)}

We are now ready for the second stage of the algorithm: the second pass through the data
in which we again compute all the scaled pairwise differences of the remaining data, and
retain the smallest ones.

Do we need to adjust some of our differencing weights to account for the fact that we
now compare data averages taken over regions of different sizes? The answer is yes, and
to understand why this is so, we now introduce the general principle of constructing an
arbitrary scaled difference. We will use the following example to illustrate this general
principle.

At some point in the second pass through the data, we will need to compute the scaled
difference between X2 and its right-hand neighbour, 2−1/2(X3 + X4). The difference will
take the general form

aX2 + b2−1/2(X3 +X4), (35)

and we will show how to find the values of a and b. The following general guiding principles
will enable us to determine a and b.

Principle 1. If the data values over the section over which the scaled difference is being
computed are all constant, the value of the scaled difference should be zero.

For us, this means that if (X2, X3, X4) = (1, 1, 1) (or any other sequence of three
equal values bar zero), the linear combination in (35) should return zero. From this,
we obtain the condition

a+
√
2b = 0.

The thought behind this principle is that the scaled differences record local deviations
of the data from constancy. If the data is locally constant, the corresponding scaled
difference should be zero.
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Principle 2. a > 0, b < 0. This is merely a convention: the left-hand neighbour in each
pairwise scaled difference enters with the positive sign. Equally, we could use the
opposite rule (as long as we did so consistently), but this would in no way change our
findings.

Principle 3. a2+b2 = 1. This is to preserve the orthonormality of the data transformation
we are building, conditional on the order of the merges taking place. The importance
of this conditional orthonormality was briefly mentioned earlier and we will return to
it later on.

Principles 1, 2 and 3 always uniquely determine the values of a and b; in our particular
example, we obtain

a =
√

2/3,

b = −1/
√
3.

In the second pass of the data, using Principles 1, 2 and 3, we construct the scaled differences
between the following pairs of neighbouring entries of the remaining data:

• X1 and X2,

• X2 and 2−1/2(X3 +X4),

• 2−1/2(X3 +X4) and 2−1/2(X5 +X6).

Recall that ρ = 0.25 and there are 4 remaining data regions, so we only need to record
⌈0.25 · 4⌉ = 1 smallest (in absolute value) scaled difference. For the sake of the example,
suppose the smallest difference is given by∣∣∣∣∣

√
2

3
X2 −

√
1

6
(X3 +X4)

∣∣∣∣∣ .
We therefore record

d
(2,1)
2,2,4 =

√
2

3
X2 −

√
1

6
(X3 +X4).

How to compute the corresponding smooth coefficient s2,4? To this end, recall that we need
to take the inner product of the data {X2, 2

−1/2(X3 + X4)} with a filter orthonormal to
the detail filter (

√
2/3,−

√
1/3). This orthonormal filter (we take the version with positive

signs) is given by (
√
1/3,

√
2/3). We therefore compute

s2,4 =

√
1

3
X2 +

√
2

3
2−1/2(X3 +X4) =

X2 +X3 +X4√
3

.

The form of the smooth coefficient is not a coincidence: by simple algebra, it is possible to
show that we always have

sp,r =
Xp + . . .+Xr√

r − p+ 1
,

for all values of p < r.

In summary, we are in the following situation after two stages of the algorithm.
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After Stage 2

detail coefficients d
(1,1)
3,3,4, d

(1,2)
5,5,6, d

(2,1)
2,2,4

remaining data {X1, 3
−1/2(X2 +X3 +X4), 2

−1/2(X5 +X6)}

Fast-forwarding through the next stage, suppose the next merge to take place is between
X1 and 3−1/2(X2 +X3 +X4), after which we have the following.

After Stage 3

detail coefficients d
(1,1)
3,3,4, d

(1,2)
5,5,6, d

(2,1)
2,2,4, d

(3,1)
1,1,4

remaining data {4−1/2(X1 +X2 +X3 +X4), 2
−1/2(X5 +X6)}

We now only have two regions to merge, so, naturally, the last merge must be between the
data regions 4−1/2(X1 + X2 + X3 + X4) and 2−1/2(X5 + X6). Effectively, the top-down
algorithm is estimating that if there is only one change-point in the data, it will be at
location τ̂ = 4, as the data points X1, . . . , X4 have merged prior to the final outstanding
merge, and so have X5, X6. Of course, whether or not there is a real change-point at τ = 4
is a matter for significance testing, and we return to this question later. We therefore end
up with the following decomposition.

After [final] Stage 4

detail coefficients d
(1,1)
3,3,4, d

(1,2)
5,5,6, d

(2,1)
2,2,4, d

(3,1)
1,1,4, d

(4,1)
1,4,6

remaining data 6−1/2(X1 +X2 +X3 +X4 +X5 +X6) =: s1,6

It is, of course, not a coincidence, that we end up with six coefficients (five detail coefficients
plus a single smooth), for a data input for length six. This is because the transformation we
have carried out is, conditional on the order of merges, a rotation of the data, and preserves
the entirety of the information contained in the original sequence (X1, . . . , X6). Expressing
this mathematically, we have 

d
(1,1)
3,3,4

d
(1,2)
5,5,6

d
(2,1)
2,2,4

d
(3,1)
1,1,4

d
(4,1)
1,4,6

s1,6


= A



X1

X2

X3

X4

X5

X6

 ,

where A is an orthogonal (orthonormal) matrix, i.e. a matrix for which AT = A−1. If
(X1, . . . , X6)

T were seen as a point in a six-dimensional Euclidean space, thenA(X1, . . . , X6)
T

would be its rotation about the origin. Note, however, that the matrix A was not given to
us at the start of the transformation, but got constructed in the process of the transforma-
tion, as dictated by the choice of the merges. Therefore, the bottom-up transformation just
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introduced can be seen as a conditionally orthonormal transformation of the data, in which
the rotation A is chosen in a data-adaptive way.

Because the detail coefficients are chosen “adaptively” to be always as small as possible,
and recalling that rotations preserve the L2 norm of the input vector (in the sense that
∥x∥22 = ∥Ax∥22 where ∥x∥2 is the L2 norm of x), it must be the case that the largest detail
coefficients tend to appear towards the final stages of the transformation, hopefully encoding
the locations of the change-points in the data, if any are present. In a way, this bottom-
up transformation can be thought of as a localised, multiscale version of the principal
component analysis: they both share the aim of compressing the information contained in
the data in as few coefficients as possible.

Following Principles 1, 2 and 3 introduced earlier, it is easy to derive the explicit form of

the final detail coefficient d
(4,1)
1,4,6:

d
(4,1)
1,4,6 =

√
1

12

4∑
i=1

Xi −
√

1

3

6∑
i=5

Xi. (36)

Using this representation, from formula (32), it is straightforward to see that d
(4,1)
1,4,6 is simply

equal to C∗
1,4,6(X), the signed CUSUM statistic spanned on the entire dataset, with a break

at index 4. In fact, more is true: we always have

d(·,·)p,q,r = C∗
p,q,r. (37)

In other words, the detail coefficients all take the form of a signed CUSUM statistic. How-
ever, unlike in top-down approaches, in (36) we did not arrive at the decision to test√

1
12

∑4
i=1Xi versus

√
1
3

∑6
i=5Xi by maximising |C∗

1,b,6(X)| over b; we obtained b = 4

through the bottom-up merging process described earlier. While the top-down maximi-
sation of |C∗

1,b,6(X)| over b would have been optimal (in the Gaussian model (1)) in the
presence of a single change-point, intuitively, the bottom-up merging approach, being more
localised, could be preferable in the presence of multiple change-points delineating more
local, finer features in the signal.

Having introduced the bottom-up transformation, we now discuss some of its aspects, start-
ing with its name. The term “tail-greedy” originates from the fact that we are simulta-
neously extracting (up to) ⌈ραj,n⌉ detail coefficients that are the smallest in magnitude
(where αj,n is the number of data regions remaining after j − 1 passes through the data),
and hence target the entire lower tail of the distribution of their magnitudes. We discuss
the importance of tail-greediness below. The term “unbalanced Haar” comes from the fact

that the detail coefficients d
(j,k)
p,q,r resemble the Haar wavelet coefficients of the data; however,

the difference is that the classical Haar wavelet coefficients are balanced in the sense that
q− p+1 = r− q. As we saw above, this is not necessarily true of d

(j,k)
p,q,r, and hence the label

“unbalanced”.

Returning to the identity (37), the fact that the detail coefficients d
(j,k)
p,q,r have the form

of signed CUSUM statistics provides a direct route to change-point model selection with

TGUH. Fryzlewicz (2018) suggests thresholding the d
(j,k)
p,q,r coefficients with a suitable thresh-

old of magnitude O(
√
log n). Other model selection techniques, such as SIC, involving

|d(j,k)p,q,r| sorted in decreasing order, can also be used by following the workflow described in
Sections 4.1 and 4.2.
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The tail-greediness of the TGUH algorithm brings in two ingredients. One is an upper
bound on the computational complexity of the TGUH decomposition, coming from the fact
that there are at most a logarithmic number of stages j, which leads to the O(n log2(n))
upper bound on the computational complexity of the TGUH decomposition. The other
automatic implication of the tail-greediness of TGUH is the L2 consistency of the estimator

of f constructed by thresholding the detail coefficients d
(j,k)
p,q,r with an appropriate threshold

and taking the inverse TGUH transformation. This is an important result as it directly
implies that it is possible to post-process this L2-consistent estimator into one that is
consistent for the number N0 and locations τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

of change-points in f . Details are
provided in Fryzlewicz (2018).

5 Moving Sum and Isolation Approaches

In the presence of multiple change-points, one natural idea is to sequentially consider smaller
sections of the data, on a moving-window basis, in the hope that each of them only contains
at most a single change-point. The main motivation behind this is that as we saw in
Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022), it is usually easier to detect and estimate the location
of a change-point if there is only one present in the data than if there are more than
one. We will refer to approaches that align with this way of thinking as isolation-based
methodologies, as the key idea here is to attempt to isolate potential change-points from
their neighbours (if any). We review two such approaches in some detail: one based on
“moving sums” (MOSUM), and the other on the idea of “isolation followed by detection”
(Isolate-Detect).

5.1 MOSUM

Eichinger and Kirch (2018) describe the use of the Moving SUM (MOSUM) methodology to
the problem of multiple change-point detection in the mean. In its simplest form, it consists
of repeated application to the data, on a moving window-basis, of a contrast statistic of the
form

Mτ,b = (2b)−1/2

(
τ∑

i=τ−b+1

Xi −
τ+b∑

i=τ+1

Xi

)
, (38)

where b represents the bandwidth parameter. The MOSUM statistic Mτ,b is applied for
τ = b, . . . , n− b. In Meier et al. (2021), a CUSUM-type boundary extension is proposed for
τ = 1, . . . , b− 1 and τ = n− b+ 1, . . . , n− 1. For τ = 1, . . . , b− 1, this takes the form

Mτ,b =

√
2b

τ(2b− τ)

τ∑
i=1

(X̄1:2b −Xi)

and is mirrored for τ = n− b+ 1, . . . , n− 1.

As with the (signed) CUSUM statistic, large positive or negative values ofMτ,b are indicative
of the presence of a change-point in the interval [τ − b+ 1, τ + b]. In the following, we will
call Mτ,b the signed MOSUM statistic, and |Mτ,b| the MOSUM statistic. Thus tests for
changes will be based on whether the MOSUM statistic exceeds a given threshold λ, i.e.
whether |Mτ,b| > λ.
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Figure 7: Example simulated data and associated MOSUM statistics. Data (black line) and
true mean function (red line) simulated with one change-point (top left) and two change-
points (top right). The corresponding MOSUM statistics, for a bandwidth b = 100, are
shown below each data plot. The MOSUM statistics for the data (black line) and the
mean function (dashed red line) and an example threshold (horizontal blue line). For the
data with one change-point, there are two contiguous regions where the MOSUM statistics
exceed the threshold (dark blue lines close to x-axis). For the data with two change-points
we would estimate a single change-point at the maximum of the MOSUM statistics (vertical
blue dashed line).

Unlike in the CUSUM statistic, for a fixed interval [τ − b + 1, τ + b], the simplest version
of MOSUM only does a single test, one in which the mean of the data over [τ − b+ 1, τ ] is
compared to that over [τ +1, τ + b]; these two intervals are of the same length. The reason
why it is not considered essential to perform more tests over [τ − b + 1, τ + b] (as would
be the case if CUSUM were to be applied over this interval) is that the testing interval
[τ − b+1, τ + b] will be moved along the domain of the data, which will lead to more tests.
(However, there is no reason why the CUSUM statistic could not be applied in a similar
fashion on a moving-window basis, leading to more tests on any one interval.)

To gain intuition behind the MOSUM method, it is helpful to look at MOSUM statistics
for some data. First consider the left-hand plots in Figure 7, corresponding to data with a
single change at t = 200. We plot the MOSUM statistics for the mean function (i.e. the
ideal case where there is no noise) and for the data. The former is non-zero for values where
the MOSUM window contains that change, and has its maximum at the location of the
change-point. The MOSUM statistics for the data are then a noisy version of this.

The idea of the MOSUM test is that we can set a threshold for the MOSUM statistics, and
we would detect a change-point if the MOSUM statistics exceeds the threshold. However a
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single change will appear in the windows of multiple MOSUM statistics, and would lead to
multiple statistics exceeding the thresholds. If we observed the mean without noise, then
we see that a change would lead to a single contiguous region of time where the statistics
exceeded the threshold. This suggests constructing such regions of time, estimating a single
change within each such region, with the change-point location at the value of time within
that region where the MOSUM statistic is largest.

However, if we look at the MOSUM statistics for the data in this example we can see that
such an approach may lead to false positives. Due to the noise in the data, and hence
the corresponding noise in the MOSUM statistics, a single change may lead to multiple
disjoint regions where the statistics exceed the threshold: in the bottom-left plot of Figure
7 we see that the single change-point results in two contiguous regions of time where the
MOSUM statistics for the data exceed the threshold. To avoid this, MOSUM algorithms
have heuristic rules to prune regions. These are discussed in Meier et al. (2021). One
approach is to use the property that multiple regions associated with the same change-
point are likely to be very close together. This suggests merging regions that are within a
certain distance of each other – and then estimating a single change within each remaining
region.

Thus the general idea is to monitor the MOSUM statistics, calculate regions where these
statistics are greater than some threshold, and then estimate a single change-point within
each such region. One drawback with this approach is shown in the right-hand plots of
Figure 7, where we show MOSUM statistics for data with two changes. In this case the
changes are closer together than the bandwidth. This means that we get just one contiguous
region where the MOSUM statistics are greater than the threshold (both for the statistics
calculated for the mean function and for the data). Thus we would underestimate the
number of changes. Furthermore in this case it also means that the estimated change-point
location is poor: for this particular realisation, it is estimated roughly half way between
the two changes. This problem is related to the choice of bandwidth, and shows that if we
have too large a bandwidth so that two change-points lie within the same window used by
the MOSUM statistics, we may not be able to detect both changes. Below, we will see this
issue appear in the conditions for the theory of the MOSUM approach. We can avoid this
problem by choosing a small enough bandwidth, but that can lose power at detecting small
changes. Thus for MOSUM methods, the choice of bandwidth is of particular importance,
and we discuss this in more detail later.

Based on the above intuition, Eichinger and Kirch (2018) describe the following algorithm
for the estimation of the number N0 and locations τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

of change-points via the
MOSUM method.

1. Fix the bandwidth parameter b, a significance threshold λ and a gap-correction pa-
rameter 0 < η < 1/2.

2. Calculate Mτ,b for τ = b, . . . , n− b.

3. Identify T := {τ : |Mτ,b| > λ}.

4. Represent T = T1 ⊔ . . . ⊔ TK , where Tj are intervals in {1, . . . , n} such that their
lengths are maximum possible, and where ⊔ denotes disjoint union.

5. For any pair of consecutive intervals Tj = [sj , ej ], Tj+1 = [sj+1, ej+1], if there is a gap
between them that is of length < ηb, merge them into a single interval Tj = [sj , ej+1],

49



set K := K − 1 and relabel the resulting intervals as T1, . . . , TK . Do this iteratively
until there is no longer such a pair of neighbouring intervals.

6. Set N̂ = K.

7. For each j = 1, . . . , N̂ , define

τ̂j = argmax
τ∈Tj

|Mτ,b|.

Step 4 of the algorithm is calculating the contiguous regions of time where the MOSUM
statistics exceed the threshold, and Step 5 performs the merging of nearby regions. Steps
6 and 7 then estimate the number of change-points as the number of regions, with their
locations set to the location of the largest MOSUM statistic within each region.

Eichinger and Kirch (2018) are using the following statistic

Mb = max
τ=b,...,n−b

|Mτ,b|

to test for the presence of change-points in f . They show the following result, which we give
in a simplified version (only for i.i.d. Gaussian noise with a known variance).

Theorem 5.1 Let the null hypothesis hold, i.e. N0 = 0. If b is such that n/b → ∞ and
log3 n/b → 0, then

α(n/b)Mb − β(n/b) → Γ

in distribution, where Γ is the Gumbel distribution with cdf F (x) = exp(−2 exp(−x)) and

α(x) =
√
2 log(x),

β(x) = 2 log(x) +
1

2
log log(x) + log(3/2)− 1

2
log π.

To investigate the power of their test under the alternative N0 ≥ 1, Eichinger and Kirch
(2018) require that true change-points are separated at least by a distance of 2b, so that
each statistic Mτ,b is computed over a portion of the data containing at most one true
change-point. Under this and some other assumptions related to the minimum jump size,
the authors show that their test has asymptotic power one.

We now summarise a consistency result from Eichinger and Kirch (2018) regarding the
estimated number and locations of change-points, again simplified for Gaussian i.i.d. noise
with a known variance.

Theorem 5.2 Let the true change-point locations be separated from the adjacent locations,
and from the edges of the data, by the distance larger than 2b, where b is as in formula (38).
Let the true jump sizes satisfy

1

min1≤j≤N0(fτ0j +1 − fτ0j
)2

= op(b log
−1(n/b)). (39)

Let λ, the significance threshold, be of the form

λ = σDn(b, ζn),
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where Dn(b, ζn) is a particular sequence in which the leading term is
√
2 log(n/b) (we refer

the reader to the paper for details). We then have

P (N̂ = N0) → 1,

P

(
max

1≤j≤N0

|τ̂jI(j ≤ N̂)− τ0j | ≥ b

)
→ 0.

Eichinger and Kirch (2018) also provide additional results regarding the accuracy of es-
timated change-point locations. For example, if the number of change-points does not
increase with the sample size, and if δ−2

n b−1 → 0, they show that

max
1≤j≤N0

|τ̂jI(j ≤ N̂)− τ0j | = Op(δ
−2
n ),

where δn is the lower bound on the jump sizes; this rate in general cannot be improved as
explained in Fearnhead and Fryzlewicz (2022) in the AMOC setting.

To complete the summary of the theoretical analysis in Eichinger and Kirch (2018), we
quote their non-asymptotic result given specifically for the i.i.d. noise setting, again with a
known variance σ2. The result is below.

Theorem 5.3 Let the true change-point locations be separated from the adjacent locations,
and from the edges of the data, by the distance larger than 2b, where b is as in formula (38).
Let the threshold λ be of the form λ = σcn, where

cn >
√
4 log(n)√

2cn ≤ ηδn
√
b−

√
8 log(n).

Then, for some constant C > 0,

P

(
N̂ = N0; max

1≤j≤N0

|τ̂j − τ0j | < b

)
≥ 1− C/n.

The above result provides a relatively clear recipe for the choice of the threshold λ.

As mentioned above, the choice of bandwidth, b, is particularly important. To further
investigate the impact of this choice, we show the results of the MOSUM procedure on two
simulated data sets in Figure 8. We consider two data sets, one with 3 change-points each
100 observations apart, and the other with 7 changes each 50 observations apart. We show
the MOSUM statistics for b = 100, b = 50 and b = 25 in each case.

There are a couple of observations to make. First we see the potential for loss of power as
we reduce the bandwidth, in that the magnitudes of the MOSUM statistics are lower as
we reduce b. Against this, we see the problem if we have windows that include multiple
changes: we see evidence for changes, but it becomes difficult to correctly identify how
many change-points there are. In this case we see that the bandwidth suggested by the
conditions on e.g. Theorem 5.2, of half the segment length, produces the best results.

In practice this can lead to two practical issues. First we will rarely know what is the
minimum segment length, and thus what is an optimal choice of b. Second, in most applica-
tions, segments will vary in length, possibly substantially. Thus choosing a bandwidth that
is optimal for one change-point, may mean that the method has little power to detect other
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Figure 8: The MOSUM statistic, and associated estimated change-points, for different
choices of b and for two datasets: three equally spaced change-points (left-hand column)
and seven equally spaced change-points (right-hand column) in data of length n = 400.
Data (black line) and mean function (red line) is shown in the top-row. Other rows show
the MOSUM statistics (black line), estimated change-point location (red vertical dashed
lines) and threshold used (blue horizontal line), for b = 100 (second row), b = 50 (third
row) and b = 25 (fourth row).
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Figure 9: The MOSUM statistic, and associated estimated change-points, for different
choices of b. Top left plot shows data (black line) and mean function (red line) is shown in
the top-row. Other plots show the MOSUM statistics (black line), estimated change-point
location (red vertical dashed lines) and threshold used (blue horizontal line), for b = 100
(top right), b = 50 (bottom left) and b = 25 (bottom right).

changes. A large bandwidth may help us detect a small change that is surrounded by large
segments, but will make it hard to detect multiple change-points that are close together; or
a small bandwidth may help us to detect large changes that are close together but will lose
power for detecting smaller changes. This can be seen in Figure 9, where we implement the
MOSUM statistic with different values of b for data with a small change at t = 200 and two
bigger changes at t = 400 and t = 450. A large bandwidth is unable to detect both of the
latter changes, whereas a small bandwidth is unable to detect the first change.

To overcome the challenges of choosing a good bandwidth, and that different changes may
need different bandwidth choices, we could try and combine results from applying the
MOSUM method for a number of different b values. See Cho and Kirch (2022), Levajkovic
and Messer (2023) and Meier et al. (2021). Also there are alternative ways of estimating
change-points from the MOSUM statistic, that may overcome some of the problems with
detecting multiple changes when we use too large a value for b, see Meier et al. (2021).

There are two further comments to make on MOSUM, with regard to how it compares to
other methods. First, the choice of bandwidth sets an implicit minimum segment length for
the method – in the sense that the MOSUM approach will not be able to detect changes
within a certain distance of each other. If the true segments are all greater than this mini-
mum length, then this implicit assumption can be beneficial, as it can reduce false positives
that are close to true changes. This feature is important when interpreting simulation
results comparing with methods that do not impose a minimum segment length.
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Figure 10: The absolute MOSUM statistic of the noisy signal from Figure 6, with bandwidth
b = 10, padded with zeros at both edges. Red: the significance threshold

√
4 log(200).

The second is that the seemingly optimal choice of bandwidth for MOSUM is half the
segment length. However this choice is not using all the information in the data about the
change – which would come from a window that uses all data from the segments on either
side of the change. Other methods have the opportunity to use all this information. For
example methods that estimate changes by minimising a penalised cost jointly estimate
all changes, and in some sense are deciding on whether there is a change at some time
t based on all relevant data given the estimates of where other changes occur. Binary
Segmentation also adapts the windows it looks at based on previously estimated changes.
Similarly, Wild Binary Segmentation is able to sample windows of data that include all, or
most of the segments either side of the change. However, these alternative methods have
their own drawbacks: binary segmentation can struggle due to analysing windows of data
that contain multiple changes; and Wild Binary Segmentation’s performance can depend
on how many and which windows of data are chosen.

To see the potential loss of power, consider performance of MOSUM on the noisy signal from
Figure 6. We choose the most favourable value of b, equal to half the minimum distance
between each pair of consecutive change-points; therefore b = 10. Figure 10 shows that the
MOSUM statistic on this signal appears to correctly peak around times 80, 100 and 120,
which correspond to the true change-point locations. However, even the lowest permitted
significance threshold is too high for the procedure to judge the peaks as significant. This
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is in contrast to the performance for e.g. Wild Binary Segmentation, which was able to
detect the changes, with high probability, provided it sampled appropriately large windows
around each change.

5.2 Isolate-Detect

The Isolate-Detect method of Anastasiou and Fryzlewicz (2022) is a pseudo-sequential pro-
cedure whose basic idea is that the CUSUM statistic is successively computed on X1:kλn

for some integer λn, for k = 1, 2, . . ., until detection takes place or until the entire dataset
has been considered in this way. Detection is defined as the CUSUM exceeding a certain
threshold ζn. On detection, the procedure restarts anew

(Version 1) either from the location just after the CUSUM-maximising estimated change-
point location, or

(Version 2) from the end of the interval on which the detection took place.

Both versions have their pros and cons. In version 1, the procedure restarts from as early
as it is able to. This gives it as much data as possible to carry out further scanning of the
dataset. However, the price to pay is that if the estimated location of the first change-point
falls before its true location, the procedure will then again examine a section of the data
containing the same true change-point. This may lead to double detection, or may impact
the accuracy in estimating the change-point that follows.

By contrast, in version 2, the procedure deliberately “cuts out” from further scanning the
portion of the data between the estimated location of the first change-point and the end of
the interval on which it was detected. This is to ensure that the same change-point does
not get detected again, and (under suitable assumptions on the signal strength, on an event
with a high probability) to guarantee that the detection of the following change-point (if
any) takes place on an interval that does not contain any other change-points. It is this
“isolate and detect” mechanism that gives the procedure its name.

The complete Isolate-Detect methodology is more complex: the authors advocate alternate
application from the left and from the right, and various model selection criteria beyond
thresholding are proposed. However, the main message is that under certain assumptions
on the signal strength and the minimum spacing between change-points, it is possible to
guarantee, with probability tending to one with the sample size, that with a suitable thresh-
old ζn, each detection interval (in version 2 above) contains only one true change-point, and
that the number and locations of change-points get estimated consistently.

To contrast Isolate-Detect and MOSUM, we return to the signal example from Figure 6,
and plot, in Figure 11, the CUSUM statistic on X1:90 as well as the CUSUM statistic on
X71:90; note that C71,80,90(X) = M80,10. With the location of the first true change-point
at 80, observe that the maximum of C1,80,90(X), occurring at τ̂1 = 82, is much larger than
that of C71,80,90(X), due to the fact that the inspection starts much earlier. While this
in itself does not mean it is a “better” detection statistics (because significance thresholds
will be different in the Isolate-Detect and MOSUM methods), Table 1 in Fang et al. (2020)
suggests that C1,b,90(X) would have led to detection at 5% significance level.

It is simplest version, the Isolate-Detect methods would then continue its inspection by
successively considering CUSUM statistics as follows:
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Figure 11: Black: noisy signal X. Blue: C1,b,90(X). Red: C71,b,90(X). Dashed brown: 80,
the location of the first true change-point.

(Version 1) on X83:(82+kλn), or

(Version 2) on X90:(89+kλn).

The Isolate-Detect methodology also applies to other signal classes (e.g. piecewise polyno-
mials); see Anastasiou and Fryzlewicz (2022) for details.

6 L1-penalised Methods

Given the multiple change-point model (1) and the problem of estimating f , let f ′ be a
candidate solution. In this section, we will need to quantify the behaviour of the first
difference of f ′, and for this purpose we introduce some notation first. For any vector
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v = (v1, . . . , vn)
T , we define

∆v = (v2 − v1, . . . , vn − vn−1)
T

∥v∥p =

(
n∑

i=1

|vi|p
)1/p

, 1 ≤ p < ∞

∥v∥∞ = max
i=1,...,n

|vi|

∥v∥0 = |{i : vi ̸= 0}|,

with | · | denoting the cardinality of a set. For p ≥ 1, not necessarily finite, ∥v∥p is the lp
norm of the vector v, while ∥v∥0 is not a norm, but it is still a frequently used functional
quantifying the magnitude (understood in the sense of non-zeroness) of v. The residual
sum of squares in (5) is defined as a function of the postulated change-point locations, but
we can alternatively define the residual sum of squares with respect to any candidate fit f ′

as

S̄n(f
′) =

n∑
i=1

(Xi − f ′
i)

2.

A similar reparametrisation of the minus log-likelihood function −l(·) is possible. Many of
the penalised estimators of the number N0 and the locations τ01 , . . . , τ

0
N0

of change-points –
or, equivalently, of f – introduced in Sections 3.3–3.5 had one of the two forms,

f̂LS,0 = argmin
f ′

{S̄n(f
′) + 2σ2Cn∥∆f ′∥0} (penalised least squares), or

f̂LL,0 = argmin
f ′

{
n

2
log

(
1

n
S̄n(f

′)

)
+ Cn∥∆f ′∥0

}
(penalised minus log-likelihood),

for a certain sequence of constants Cn; for example, we had Cn = log n in SIC.

Before the recent computational advances, described in Section 3.6, which permitted fast
computation of estimators in which the penalty was a linear function of ∥∆f ′∥0, the fastest
available algorithms were capable of computing estimators penalised in this way in com-
putational time O(n2). To reduce this complexity, several authors explored the idea of
replacing the ∥∆f ′∥0 term in the penalty with penalties linear in the L1 norm of ∆f ′, also
referred to as the total variation (Rudin et al., 1992) or the fused lasso penalty (Tibshirani
et al., 2005), the reason being that ∥∆f ′∥1 is a convex relaxation of ∥∆f ′∥0, which meant
there was hope of achieving fast computation. For example, Friedman et al. (2007) propose
a fast descent-fusion-smoothing algorithm for finding solutions to the L1-penalised problem

f̂LS,1 = argmin
f ′

{S̄n(f
′) + 2σ2Cn∥∆f ′∥1} (40)

in the context of signal approximation (i.e. without the change-point detection context in
mind). This algorithm is shown to offer substantial computational gains with respect to
the quadratic programming approach considered in Tibshirani et al. (2005).

We now briefly review the relevant literature related to L1-penalisation in the context of
change-point detection. Harchaoui and Lévy-Leduc (2010) rewrite the problem (40) in the
form

ĝ = argmin
g′

n∑
i=1

(
Xi −

i∑
k=1

g′k

)2

+ 2σ2Cn∥g′∥1, (41)
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where g′1 = f ′
1 and g′i = f ′

i − f ′
i−1 for i > 1. This re-parametrisation means that they move

to the context of sparse regression in which most g′i’s are zero and any that are not, with
the exception of g′1, correspond to change-points in the candidate function f ′. This change
of variables enables them to use an adaptation of the LARS algorithm of Efron et al. (2004)
to obtain a solution in computational time O(N3

U +NUn log n), where NU is a known upper
bound on the number of change-points. Harchaoui and Lévy-Leduc (2010) provide partial
consistency results for their proposed estimator, which include uniform convergence of the
estimated change-point locations to the truth at near-optimal rates under the assumption
that the number of change-points N0 is estimated accurately with probability tending to
one, as well as convergence to zero of an asymmetric version of the Haussdorf distance
between the estimated change-point locations and the truth if the number of change-points
is over-estimated. Note, however, that the authors do not specify how to estimate the
number of change-points in this framework; we argue later in this section why the L1-
penalised approach may be suboptimal for this task. Related consistency results appear in
the unpublished work Rojas and Wahlberg (2014).

The “taut string” method for finding the unique solution to (40) proceeds as follows. Con-
sider the integrated process

X0
t = 2

t∑
s=1

Xs, t = 0, . . . , n,

with the convention that the sum is zero if the lower summation limit is larger than the
upper. Consider the upper and lower bounds on X0

t defined by, respectively,

Lt = X0
t − 2σ2Cn

Ut = X0
t + 2σ2Cn.

Take a piece of string attached at one end at the point (0, 0) and at the other end at (n,X0
n),

and constrained to lie between Lt and Ut. The string, pulled until it is taut, is denoted
by S0

t . Mammen and van de Geer (1997) show that the first difference of S0
t essentially

(disregarding the edge effects) minimises criterion (40). Davies and Kovac (2001), which is
where the name “taut string” appears to originate from and where this algorithm is looked
at from the perspective of local peak/trough detection, also provide a brief history of related
algorithms in other statistical contexts (albeit not in the context of change-point detection).
Their work gives the computational complexity of the taut string algorithm as O(n).

There is a separate strand of literature which explores the conditions under which solutions
to the problem (40) identify the change-point locations exactly, i.e. with no error, which
appears to be motivated by an earlier analogous discussion for the lasso. Papers in this
category include Rinaldo (2009) (with a subsequent correction published on the author’s web
page) and Qian and Jia (2016). This necessarily happens under rather strong conditions,
as we saw earlier that error-free recovery is in normal circumstances impossible. For this
reason, we do not discuss these results here.

We now provide a simple heuristic argument for why the L1-penalised approach may not be
optimal in the context of change-point detection. Consider again the problem (40), which
minimises the criterion

F(f ′) = S̄n(f
′) + 2σ2Cn∥∆f ′∥1.

Let the true signal f have a single change-point, e.g. fi = 0 for i = 1, . . . n/2 and fi = 1
thereafter. Note that the minimisation of F(f ′) in no way discourages solutions with many
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Figure 12: The challenge of estimating the number of change-points with L1 penalisation.
Simulated data with a change in mean from 0 to 2 at time 50. The left-hand plot shows the
best fitting model with a single change at the true change-point location. The right-hand
plot shows a better fitting model with a “staircase” effect around the change-point: the
fitted mean increases monotonically. The L1 penalty for the models in both plots is the
same, so the right-hand fit will be preferred as it has used its additional flexibility to fit to
the noise around the change-point.

change-points. For example, consider a candidate signal f ′, which is non-decreasing (as is
the true signal f) but in such a way that it forms a “staircase” starting at or around 0,
and ending up at or around 1; if ∥∆f ′∥1 ≤ ∥∆f∥1 = 1 (note that ∥∆f ′∥1 is simply the sum
of all jump sizes for the non-decreasing signal f ′), then chances are that we will be able
to choose the locations of the change-points in f ′ so that it will provide a better fit to the
data than f itself, or in other words we will have S̄n(f

′) < S̄n(f). It is easy to imagine this
happening especially given that we do not have an a priori restriction on the number or
locations of change-points in f ′. As a consequence, this will lead to F(f ′) < F(f) and we
will end up preferring a solution with multiple change-points, in a situation in which there
is only one true one. An example of this problem is shown in Figure 12. The key point here
is that the L1 penalty 2σ2Cn∥∆f ′∥1 is insufficiently discouraging of solutions with many
change-points. A related discussion under the heading of a “staircase problem” appears in
Rojas and Wahlberg (2014).

In light of this issue, consistent estimation of the number of change-points via L1 penal-
isation necessarily requires further steps beyond merely minimising (40). With this in
mind, a number of authors propose post-processing algorithms for solutions to this min-
imisation problem, which hopefully sift out the spurious change-points and only retain the
significant ones. Lin et al. (2017) propose a generic post-processing procedure for any
L2-consistent, piecewise-constant estimator of ft, including in particular the one discussed
here, which yields consistency for the estimators of τ0i under certain assumptions on the
distances between the change-points and the jump sizes. Similar results for general “trend
filtering” (Tibshirani, 2014) estimators appear in Guntuboyina et al. (2020). A related
post-processing device is proposed in Zhang and Chatterjee (2023).
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Figure 13: Example of estimating change-points using the MAD estimator of the noise
variance. The left-hand plot shows data simulated with independent standard Gaussian
noise and two change-points. The MAD estimator, σ̂2 of the noise variance is 0.94, and
an estimator based on minimising the residual sum of squares plus a 2σ̂2 log(n) penalty
for each change-point correctly identifies the changes (red line shows fitted mean). The
right-hand plot shows data simulated with Laplacian noise with variance 1. In this case
the MAD estimator, σ̂2 of the noise variance is 0.64. The estimated change-points based
on minimising the same penalised residual sum of squares leads to over-estimating the
number of change-points due to the under-estimation of the noise variance (red line). In
this example, estimating the noise variance after a preliminary estimate of the mean using
a moving median filter with bandwidth h = 32 gives an over-estimate of the noise variance
of 1.14. Using this value we correctly estimate the change-points (green line).

7 Estimating the Noise Variance

All methods we have introduced involve some threshold or penalty that impacts on the
number of change-points that we estimate. Apart from methods that choose the change-
points based on the SIC under a model with unknown variance (see Section 3.4), these
require an estimate of the noise variance of the data.

How can we estimate the noise variance? If we knew the change-point locations this would
be straightforward, as we could estimate it based on the variance of the residuals of the
data from the segment means. Whilst we can estimate the change-point locations, this
requires us to know the noise variance. Also an iterative approach where we guess the noise
variance, estimate the change-points, used the fitted model to estimate the noise variance
and then re-estimate the change-points with this new estimated noise variance, often works
poorly. An incorrect initial guess can often lead to a fit to the data with the wrong number
of change-points so as to get a residual variance that is close to our initial guess.

The common way around this is to consider the first difference of the data, that is Yi =
Xi+1 − Xi, for i = 1, . . . , n − 1. Unless there is a change-point between i and i + 1, then
Xi and Xi+1 are independent random variables with the same mean and variance σ2. Thus
Yi would have mean 0 and variance 2σ2. There will be some Yi values which have non-zero
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mean because there is a change-point at i, but assuming these are rare we can estimate
the variance of Yi using some robust estimator. The most common estimate is the so-
called MAD estimator (Rousseeuw and Croux, 1993). This calculates the Median Absolute
Deviation of Y1:n−1 from its median, and then re-scales this value to give an estimator of
the standard deviation of Yi under the assumption that they are normally-distributed. We
then re-scale this by dividing by

√
2 to get an estimate of σ. Thus our estimator is

σ̂ =
1√
2
MAD(Y1:n−1),

where
MAD(Y1:n−1) = c×median(Y1:n−1 −median(Y1:n−1)),

with c = 1.483, such that 1/c is the median of the absolute value of a standard Gaussian
random variable.

This estimator works well providing the frequency of change-points is low, and that the
i.i.d. Gaussian assumption for the noise holds. However, care should be taken as the latter
assumption is often violated in practice. If the noise of the data is auto-correlated then, if
there is no change-point between i and i+ 1,

Var(Yi) = Var(Xi+1 −Xi) = Var(Xi+1) + Var(Xi)− 2Cov(Xi+1, Xi) = 2σ2(1− ρ1),

where ρ1 is the lag-1 autocorrelation of the noise. This will lead to under-estimation of the
noise variance by a factor (1−ρ1). Similarly, even if the noise is independent, if it is heavier
tailed than Gaussian the choice of c = 1.483 in the definition of the MAD estimator will be
inappropriate and will also lead to under-estimating the noise variance. In both cases this
can lead to over-estimation of the number of change-points.

To see this in practice we simulated data with n = 300 and two change-points, at 100
and 200 respectively. We then considered two scenarios, one with independent standard
Gaussian noise, and one with independent Laplacian noise with variance 1. In each case
we estimated the noise variance using the MAD estimator, and then estimated the change-
points by minimising a penalised version of the residual sum of squares with a penalty
2σ̂ log(n). An example of the result is given in Figure 13. Whilst we correctly estimate the
change-points in the Gaussian case, we under-estimate the noise variance substantially in
the Laplacian noise case, leading to substantial over-estimation of the number of change-
points. To check this is as a result of mis-estimation of the noise variance, as opposed to the
heavier-tailed noise, we also estimated the change-points using the correct noise variance –
and correctly estimated the two change-points.

This example is consistent across multiple simulations. Over 100 simulations, for the Gaus-
sian noise case we correctly estimated there were 2 change-points in 99 cases. For the
Laplacian noise case we only correctly estimated there were 2 change-points in 29 cases,
and on average estimated close to 5 change-points per dataset. Estimating the change-
points with the Laplacian noise but using the true noise variance led to us estimating the
correct number of change-points 63 times, with an average of just under 3 changes detected
per dataset. This points to some of the loss of accuracy being due to the noise being heavier-
tailed than our change-point method assumes, but that mostly is due to the tendency to
under-estimate the noise variance.

An alternative approach, that avoids these problems, is to use a non-parametric method to
estimate the mean function, and then to estimate σ2 based on the variance of the residuals
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from the estimated mean. A natural non-parametric estimator is given by the moving
median filter. That is we fix a bandwidth h and estimate the mean at time i by the median
of the data within h of i. Provided h is smaller than the minimum segment length, the
empirical median of the data window around i should approximate the mean at i, as more
than half the data-points considered when estimating the mean at i will be from the segment
containing i. The challenge is choosing h small enough to satisfy this constraint, but large
enough that the estimate of the mean function is reasonably accurate. For our simulation
study above, estimating the variance for the Laplacian noise case by this approach with
h = 32 gave estimates of the change-points that were identical to those obtained using the
true noise variance in all 100 simulations.

We discuss this issue further in Section 10.

8 Adaptive Estimation of N0 Based on Output of Solution
Path

The main model selection approaches described in this chapter so far can be referred to
as non-adaptive, in the sense that their tuning parameters do not get chosen based on
the data. For example, the thresholding approach, applicable (amongst others) in (wild)
binary segmentation, used the “universal” threshold of the form Cσ

√
log(n), in which the

only data-dependent parameter is the data length n (the constant C does not change across
datasets), and potentially an estimate of σ as described in the previous section. Similarly, in
the penalised approach, the SIC penalty is of the form N ′ log(n), where again the postulated
number of change-points N ′ in the functional form of the penalty is the same regardless of
the dataset to which the penalty is applied.

However, there are some approaches in the literature, referred to as adaptive here, which
attempt to infer the amount of regularisation in the multiple change-point problem from the
data. More specifically, most of them work by examining the shape of the goodness-of-fit
of each proposed change-point model as a function of the postulated number of change-
points. In these approaches, briefly reviewed below, the goodness-of-fit of each postulated
change-point model tends to be measured by either the residual sum of squares (or more
generally: by the minus log-likelihood) or by a CUSUM-based measure of prominence of
each additional change-point added to the model. In one way or another, these adaptive
methods look for a “drop” or a “bend” in the thus-constructed goodness-of-fit as a function
of the number of change-points, indicating that once all the relevant change-points have
been added to the model, the increase in the goodness-of-fit coming from any additional
change-point tails off, leading to a “broken stick”/“bent elbow” shape of the goodness-
of-fit. Therefore, any model selection criterion that attempts to exploit this phenomenon
can be informally referred to as an “elbow criterion”, a term that occasionally appears in
the literature in other contexts related to tuning parameter selection. We describe two
automated implementations of this idea, but an example where we attempt to detect the
“elbow” by eye is given in Section 10.5.

8.1 Dimension Jump, Slope Estimation and Lavielle’s Formalisation

Birgé and Massart (2001) and Birgé and Massart (2006) propose the adaptive choice of
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what they refer to as the minimal penalty, in the context of penalised Gaussian model
selection in which the cost function is the L2 risk, via an algorithm referred to in later
works as “dimension jump”. The main idea of dimension jump is as follows. Consider a
family of penalties of the form CDm/n, where Dm is the dimensionality of the space of
candidate models (in our context, this can simply be thought of as the postulated number
of change-points). Heuristically, too small a choice of the constant C when minimising the
corresponding penalised L2 risk criterion will lead to models with a lot of change-points,
whereas a large choice (or indeed too large a choice) will reduce this considerably. Therefore
the dimension jump approach looks at the graph of the function C/σ2 7→ Dm̂ and chooses
the constant C that corresponds to the largest jump in this function, hoping that this will
locate the “sweet spot” between penalties that are too small and those that are too large.

In the approach termed “slope estimation” (Lebarbier, 2005) the observation is that the
optimal penalty for Gaussian model selection under the L2 risk, in the sense of Birgé
and Massart (2006), depends on the unknown parameter σ2. For any postulated number
of change-points N ′, let f̂N ′

t be the best fit to the data in the L2 sense that contains
exactly N ′ change-points. For N ′ large enough, the function N ′ 7→ n−1

∑n
t=1(Xt − f̂N ′

t )2

is approximately linear with slope −σ2/n, which can in principle be used to estimate σ2

and then be plugged into the optimal penalty; Lebarbier (2005) does this via the dimension
jump approach, but Arlot (2019) advocates robust regression. More specifically, Lebarbier
(2005)’s criterion is formed of the least-squares cost plus a penalty of the form

Lebpen(N
′) =

N ′ + 1

n
σ2

(
c1 log

(
n

N ′ + 1
+ c2

))
.

It is interesting to observe that this penalty, in contrast to the majority of the literature,
is not linear in the number of change-points. It is formulated for a known σ2 and uses
two general constants c1, c2. Based on a simulation study, Lebarbier proposes the universal
choice (c1, c2) = (2, 5).

Besides Lebarbier (2005), specific algorithmic ideas regarding the implementation of dimen-
sion jump and slope estimation in the context of the multiple change-point problem appear,
amongst others, in Baudry et al. (2012). Arlot (2019) is a comprehensive review article on
minimal penalties and the slope heuristics, which describes these two approaches and their
variants in detail, including an unpublished two-stage refinement by Rozenholc, branded
“statistical base jumping”.

Lavielle (2005), motivated by the problem of selecting a suitable penalty constant from
the data, proposes a heuristic algorithm for estimating the number of change-points, which
examines the second differential of the empirical loss of the piecewise-constant model fit
as a function of the number of change-points. The approach requires the provision of the
maximum number of change-points and a threshold parameter whose value appears critical
to the success of the procedure; the theoretical properties of the method are not investigated.

8.2 Steepest Drop to Low Levels

Another formalisation of the “elbow criterion” is given by the Steepest Drop to Low Levels
(SDLL) criterion of Fryzlewicz (2020). To undestand its mechanics, consider initially two
noisy datasets simulated as below.

mscale <- c(rep(0, 150), rep(5, 30), rep(4, 120))
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set.seed(1)

noise <- rnorm(300)

mscale.easy <- mscale + 2 * noise

mscale.difficult <- mscale + 3 * noise

In the above code snippet, mscale is an abbreviation for ‘multiscale’; indeed, the change-
points in the mscale signal appear to live on two different scales – the change-point at
150 is more prominent than the change-point at 180. One challenge for a change-point
detection procedure here will be to choose between a model with 1 and 2 change-points,
based on a noisy realisation of mscale. The sample paths denoted by mscale.easy and
mscale.difficult are shown in Figure 14.

The input to the SDLL model selection procedure is a Wild Binary Segmentation or a Wild
Binary Segmentation 2 solution path, as defined in Section 4.2. Recall that a solution path
is simply a sequence of CUSUM statistics, computed for each of a representative sample of
intervals [sm, em] ⊆ [1, n], and sorted in decreasing order. In the first example, we compute
the WBS2 solution path of mscale.easy and mscale.difficult, using a deterministic grid
of intervals for our computation of the CUSUM statistics, as described in Section 4.2, with
M = 1000.

The right-hand plots of Figure 14 show the 15 largest elements of the WBS2 solution path
of mscale.easy and mscale.difficult on a logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale is
appropriate here as CUSUMs are multiplicative in nature (in the sense that the CUSUM of
twice the signal is twice the CUSUM of the original signal) and the SDLL criterion will be
comparing the differences between them – so we need to log them first.

Denote the sorted CUSUMs (in decreasing order) by (C(si),(bi),(ei))
M
i=1, where M is suitably

large, as dictated by the WBS or WBS2 solution path algorithm. SDLL proceeds in two
stages, described below.

1. Testing for the presence of any change-points. To achieve this, C(s1),(b1),(e1) is com-
pared to a threshold of the form λ1 = C1

√
log n, for a suitably chosen C1. If

C(s1),(b1),(e1) < λ1, the procedure estimates N̂ = 0 and stops. Otherwise, the pro-
cedure moves onto the next stage below.

2. Estimation of the number of change-points. This proceeds in the following steps.

(a) Take differences in the consecutive logged sorted CUSUMs, i.e. form

Di = log(C(si),(bi),(ei))− log(C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1)). (42)

Under the assumptions outlined in Fryzlewicz (2020), those CUSUMs C(si),(bi),(ei)

for which (bi) estimates a true change-point are of order n1/2, whilst the remain-
ing ones are O(log1/2 n). (This also suggests that we should only consider Di in
(42) for which C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1) ≥ C2 log

1/2 n.) Therefore, as long as both loga-
rithmic terms forming part ofDi correspond to change-point-detecting CUSUMs,
Di will be of order O(1). If log(C(si),(bi),(ei)) is a change-point-detecting CUSUM
but log(C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1)) is not, then Di = O(log n). Finally, if both logarith-
mic terms correspond to non-change-point detecting CUSUMs, then we again
have Di = O(1). Hence, for n large enough, the position i of the largest differ-
ence Di should indicate the number of change-points N0 as Di is only unbounded
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Figure 14: Left column: a noisy signal X (black) generated as mscale.easy (top) and
mscale.difficult (bottom; see definition within text). Change-points estimated via SDLL
as implemented in breakfast::model.sdll, acting on the WBS2 solution path, in blue.
True change-points marked as dashed red lines, note each blue line overlaps with a dashed
red. Right column: logged CUSUMs corresponding to the 15 largest elements of the WBS2
solution path of X. The brown dashed line shows where SDLL identifies the “steepest drop
to low levels”, thereby estimating the number of change-points.
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Figure 15: Left column: a noisy signal X (black) in which the true piecewise-constant
mean oscillates between 0 and 1 at nine change-points marked by the dashed red lines;
the standard deviation of the noise is 0.8 (top) and 1 (bottom). Change-points estimated
via SDLL as implemented in breakfast::model.sdll, acting on the WBS2 solution path,
in blue (nine estimated change-points in the top signal; seven in the bottom one). Right
column: logged CUSUMs corresponding to the 15 largest elements of the WBS2 solution
path of X. The brown dashed line shows where SDLL identifies the “steepest drop to low
levels”, thereby estimating the number of change-points.
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in n when C(si),(bi),(ei) is a change-point-detecting CUSUM (i.e. is of order n1/2)

but C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1) is not (i.e. is of order log
1/2 n).

(b) However, in practice, for a finite and not-necessarily-large n, it may be the case
that DN0 is not the largest difference. For example, the inspection of the right-
hand plots of Figure 14 shows that the largest difference in the logged CUSUMs
is between the 1st and the 2nd CUSUM, which would point to a single change-
point model, while we know that there are in fact two change-points in the mean
of mscale. Therefore, we will look for DN0 among the largest differences as
outlined below. We first sort the differences Di in decreasing order to create
D(i). In our running example, we have D(1) = D1 and D(2) = D2.

(c) Examine D(i) in the order i = 1, 2, . . .. We know that D(i) = DN0 would imply
that the next CUSUM, C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1) is not a change-point-detecting one,

and is therefore of order log1/2 n. Therefore, for each i, we check the “low levels”
condition C(si+1),(bi+1),(ei+1) ≤ C1 log

1/2 n. If it is not satisfied, by implication
we cannot have D(i) = DN0 for the current value of i, and we then move on to
consider the next i, until the low levels condition is satisfied. In other words,
we are not merely looking for the “steepest drop” in the sequence of sorted
CUSUMs (which in our example is between CUSUMs indexed 1 and 2) but
for the “Steepest Drop to Low Levels”, which in the mscale.easy example is
located between CUSUMs 2 and 3. We take the i at which we stop to be the
SDLL estimate of N0.

It remains to choose the two constants C1 and C2.

C1: A natural idea is to set C1 so that type I error is controlled at the desired level, i.e.
if the truth has no change-points, the procedure returns N̂ = 0 with a required high
probability. The R package breakfast implements this for significance levels 0.05 and
0.1.

C2: This is set to 0.3
√
2σ̂MAD by default, where σ̂MAD is a Median Absolute Deviation

estimate of σ, suitable for the Gaussian distribution, computed with 2−1/2(Xi+1−Xi)
on input. The constant determines the number of sorted CUSUMs considered by
SDLL so provides an indirect upper bound on the number of change-points. This is
the less important parameter to be chosen: it simply defines the range of operation
of the SDLL procedure.

SDLL uses the threshold λ1 in a different way than simply testing each CUSUM in the
solution path against λ1 and estimating N0 as the number of CUSUMs that exceed λ1. The
key property of SDLL is that because it orders model candidates by the size of the “drops”,
i.e. differences between consecutive logged sorted CUSUMs, it often puts very different
models in competition with each other. For example, SDLL may be considering models in
the order: a model with 0 change-points, then a model with 2 change-points, then a model
with 17 change-points. Therefore, the role of the threshold λ1 is relatively “easy” as it
frequently has to decide between models that are remote, e.g. in this case, perhaps between
the model with 2 and the model with 17 change-points. This makes SDLL relatively robust
with respect to the choice of λ1.

The applicability of SDLL goes beyond solution paths generated by WBS or WBS2: it can
be used with any other device for generating solution paths. The R package breakfast

67



combines SDLL also with the Tail-Greedy Unbalanced Haar, the Narrowest-Over-Threshold
and the Isolate-Detect solution paths. However, we note that WBS and WBS2 may be
particularly suitable for SDLL as these two methods are based on the principle of explicitly
selecting the largest available CUSUM in each step. This means that the change-point-
detecting CUSUMs are “the largest possible” in WBS(2), and because the non-change-
point-detecting CUSUMs are uniformly bounded from above uniformly over all solution
path approaches, the WBS(2) solution path promotes the maximisation of the gap between
the change-point-detecting and the remaining CUSUMs, which is conducive to SDLL’s
success.

Continuing the running example involving the mscale signal and its two noisy observed
versions, we can see from Figure 14 that SDLL correctly identifies two change-points in
the mscale.easy signal, while mistaking the less prominent change-point for noise in the
mscale.difficult signal.

How does SDLL behave for signals without an obvious multiscale structure, in which all
change-points have similar importance? To see an example of this, we consider the setting
shown in Figure 15, where the signal has a teeth-like structure: the N0 = 9 change-points
appear at equal intervals and the level of the signal oscillates between two values. We
can see that SDLL is still able to identify the correct number of change-points in the less
noisy setting. In the noisier setting, the two least prominent change-points (although in the
noiseless signal, all change-points have equal importance, noise obscures some change-points
more than others) fail to be identified by SDLL.

9 Software: Speed, Design and Accuracy

It would be impossible for us to offer a thorough comparative numerical review of the state
of the art in multiple change-point detection software, even for the simple piecewise constant
mean plus i.i.d. Gaussian noise model studied in this chapter. Some methods may have less
visibility than others, and we may be simply unaware of them. Some may be available in
languages other than R, our preferred language for examples in this book. Different methods
may have different objectives, making fair comparison difficult, or even impossible. Finally,
any such review would quickly become out of date with the appearance of any new, better
methods, or with tweaks to or re-implementations of the existing methodologies, which
occur all the time.

At the time of writing, there are a number of recommendable comprehensive reviews on
the multiple change-point detection problem, some of which devote more space to software
than others. In particular, we would like to point the reader to Truong et al. (2020), van
den Burg and Williams (2020) and Fearnhead and Rigaill (2020).

Rather than providing a similar review, our aim in this section is different: we would
like to share with the applied user our practical experience with multiple change-point
detection methods in the mean-shift model with i.i.d. Gaussian noise, by flagging up some
important issues to bear in mind when using any method, and highlighting some of the
characteristics of a selection of methods covered in this chapter. Throughout this section,
we will occasionally be highlighting what we see as “best practice” – in the design of
multiple change-point detection methods, in their evaluation, and in their use. We will
be mainly basing our illustrations on the R packages breakfast and changepoint (both
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Figure 16: The well-log data after removal of outliers – see Section 10.

available from the CRAN repository). This is, of course, a highly subjective and limited
choice (these packages have been created in our respective research groups), but even this
limited selection will serve to illustrate the issues we raise in this section. To keep discussion
of software in one place, we include a couple of methods that will be introduced in later
chapters.

Our running examples in this section will include the well-log data, available from https:

//github.com/pfryz/cpdds. We use a version of the data after removing outliers (a future
chapter of this book will discuss how to estimate change-points in the presence of outliers,
and the original data will be analysed there). The time series plot of the subsequent data
is shown in Figure 16. We will use this dataset (as well as some other, simulated ones)
to illustrate some of the issues under discussion here. Our generic task in this section is
to form a judgment, to the best of our ability, as to the existence and locations of (any)
change-points in the input data, if modelled using the piecewise-constant mean plus i.i.d.
Gaussian noise framework studied in this chapter. In the case of the well-log data, this will
also lead us to reflect on the appropriateness of the i.i.d. assumption.
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9.1 Speed Considerations

There are some speed-related issues to bear in mind when applying, or preparing to apply,
a multiple change-point detection method; we list some of them below.

1. While many methods come with theoretical bounds on their computational complex-
ity, the importance of these bounds to the applied user will often be secondary to the
actual computation times. With this in mind, before running a change-point study,
it is worth checking the actual computation times for the longest signals in the study,
for typical values of the tuning parameters of the given method. We do it for the
well-log data, as well as for two longer simulated signals (one with no change-points
and the other with frequent change-points) below.

2. The language and style of implementation tend to have a significant impact on exe-
cution times. For example, implementations that use R only tend to be slower than
those with the computationally intensive parts written in C and wrapped into R. Also,
loop-rich implementations in R tend not to be as fast as those that rely on vector,
matrix and list manipulation. If the speed of a method is unsatisfactory, it may be
due to the language or programming style in which it was implemented, in which
case it may with some effort be improved. Another possible route to improvement is
parallelisation: some methods are more amenable to it than others.

3. The speed of many methods depends on their tuning parameters. For example, in Wild
Binary Segmentation (Section 4.2) and related methods which combine change-point
fits over many sub-samples of the data, the computational effort increases with the
(minimum) number M of the sub-samples drawn. Similarly, in the PELT algorithm
(Section 3.6), higher penalty values tend to lead to longer execution times as they
lead to fewer detections, so there are fewer opportunities to save time by pruning. By
the same token, for the same penalty value, PELT will execute faster for signals with
frequent change-points. From this point of view, it is useful to distinguish between the
impact on the method’s execution times of (a) its parameter values and (b) the input
data. While the execution times of many methods display some degree of sensitivity
to their tuning parameters, not all are sensitive, in this sense, to the input data other
than through its length.

To illustrate these and other speed-related issues, we run the following multiple change-point
detection methods from the R packages breakfast (version 2.3), changepoint (version
2.2.4) and mosum (version 1.2.7). In each execution below, the input dataset is stored in
data.

1. The PELT method, described in Section 3.6, from the R package changepoint, version
2.2.4. The execution is

cpt.mean(data, pen.val = 2 * sigma.est^2 * log(length(data)),

penalty = "Manual", method = "PELT")

where sigma.est is the Median Absolute Deviation estimator of σ described in Section
7, that is sigma.est <- mad(diff(data))/sqrt(2).
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2. The CROPS algorithm, referenced in Section 3.6, from the same R package. This
computes the segmentations for a range of penalties, here all penalties from 2σ̂2 log(n)
to 40σ̂2 log(n). The execution is

cpt.mean(data, penalty = "CROPS",

pen.value = 2 * sigma.est^2 * log(length(data)) * c(1,20),

method = "PELT")

3. The MOSUM method, described in Section 5.1, from the R package mosum, version
1.2.7. The execution is

mosum(data, G = ceiling(log(length(data))))

The G parameter specifies the bandwidth; Eichinger and Kirch (2018) give log(n) as
the lowest permitted order of magnitude of the bandwidth. Henceforth, we label this
method MOSUM(1), to differentiate it from the next version of MOSUM below.

4. The MOSUM method with execution

mosum(data, G = round(length(data)^(2/3)))

henceforth labelled MOSUM(2).

5. The WBS method, described in Section 4.2, from the R package breakfast, version
2.3. This computes the entire solution path of Wild Binary Segmentation, with M =
10000 systematically drawn intervals. The execution is

s.wbs <- sol.wbs(data)

6. The WBS2 method, described in Section 4.2, from the same R package. This computes
the entire solution path of Wild Binary Segmentation 2, withM = 1000 systematically
drawn intervals at each recursive stage. The execution is

s.wbs2 <- sol.wbs2(data)

7. The mean-shift version of the NOT method (Baranowski et al., 2019), which will
be introduced in a future chapter of this book (as it is appropriate for settings that
go beyond the mean-shift setting of this chapter), from the same R package. This
computes the entire solution path of the Narrowest-Over-Threshold method, with
M = 10000 systematically drawn intervals. The execution is

s.not <- sol.not(data)
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8. The TGUH method, described in Section 4.3, from the same R package. This com-
putes the entire solution path of the Tail-Greedy Unbalanced Haar method, with the
ρ parameter (see Section 4.3 for details) set to 0.01. The execution is

s.tguh <- sol.tguh(data)

9. The strengthened SIC model (sSIC) selection method applied on the NOT solution
path (the same R package). How to apply an information-criterion-based model se-
lection criterion on any nested solution path is described in Section 4.1; for details
of sSIC see Fryzlewicz (2014). The execution (which by default sets the maximum
number of change-points to 25) is

model.ic(s.not)

10. The thresholding model selection applied to the TGUH solution path (the same R
package), which retains those change-points for which the local CUSUMs in the nested
solution path are (in absolute value) less than
1.15 * sigma.est * sqrt(2 * log(length(data))). The execution is

model.thresh(s.tguh)

11. The SDLL model selection applied to the WBS2 solution path (the same R package).
See Section 8.2 for details of the SDLL model selection. The execution is

model.sdll(s.wbs2)

We try each of these executions with three different choices of data:

A. The well-log data of Figure 16.

B. A signal of length 10000, with no change-points: rnorm(10000).

C. A signal of length 10000, with frequently occurring change-points:

rep(c(rep(c(0, 1), each = 10)), 10000/20) + rnorm(10000)/5

Table 1 reports execution times for each of these methods and choices of data, but they
should be read with a health warning: they will be different on a different machine, and
they will likely change in any future versions of the two packages. However, their relative
magnitudes will serve to illustrate some of the issues under discussion here.

Although the results for both versions of the MOSUM method appear lightning-fast, we
need to remember that they both compute the MOSUM solution for one particular, fixed
bandwidth. The MOSUM method for any fixed bandwidth will naturally have reduced
detection power for a change-point landscape that does not align with the bandwidth chosen.
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method well-log no change-points frequent change-points

PELT 6 229 14
CROPS 225 552 3556

MOSUM(1) 1 2 3
MOSUM(2) 1 2 2

WBS 54 130 132
WBS2 4618 13297 12114
NOT 69 134 135
TGUH 200 580 554

sSIC 80 77 74
thresholding 1 1 5

SDLL 1 1 5

Table 1: Execution times, in 10−3 sec., for the various method-signal combinations, averaged
over 10 executions. For the simulated signals, the 10 executions are for 10 independently
simulated realisations. R 4.2.3 on macOS Monterey, iMac from late 2015.

For example, a narrow bandwidth will struggle to detect weak change-points surrounded by
long stretches of signal constancy (in this setting, a narrower bandwidth might be useful),
whereas a wide bandwidth will struggle to detect frequent change-points (where a wider
bandwidth might succeed). Cho and Kirch (2022) adapt MOSUM to combine detection
results across a range of bandwidths.

The results for the PELT method are an example of how the character of the input data can
impact execution times. The method is very fast for signals with frequent change-points, but
the absence of change-points can slow it down. This is because its computational savings
occur in pruning, which does not happen when change-points are not being detected. We
return to this issue in a future chapter of this book, where we describe an alternative
method, FPOP, that is an implementation of dynamic programming that is fast even in the
no change-point case.

It is interesting to see that the timing of the CROPS method, relative to that of PELT, varies
significantly with the data set. This depends on the number of different segmentations, i.e.
corresponding to different numbers of change-points, that are optimal as we vary the penalty
over the range we are considering. The cost of running CROPS will be roughly equal to the
cost of running PELT times the number of different segmentations that are optimal over
the range of penalty that is being considered.

The WBS, WBS2, NOT and TGUH solution paths are examples of algorithms whose ex-
ecution times are practically unaffected by the form of the input data other than through
its length. WBS and NOT are much faster than TGUH and WBS2 in part because the
latter two are implented in pure R, whereas the key components of the former two are
implemented in C. In addition WBS2 is implemented via recursion, which leads to easy-
to-understand code, but introduces computational inefficiencies, as parts of the data are
unnecessarily processed anew at each recursive stage.

To obtain a single set of change-point estimates from the WBS, WBS2, NOT or TGUH
solution paths, it is necessary to input them into a model selection procedure, and it can
be seen that those based on thresholding or SDLL are much faster than that based on
the sSIC information criterion, which is partly due to computational inefficiencies in the
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implementation of sSIC, and partly to its natural complexity.

9.2 Design and Functionality

User preferences will inevitably vary when it comes to the functionalities of the different
multiple change-point detection packages and routines available. The purpose of this section
is to highlight some of the aspects of this side of change-point detection software that we
found important in our own data-analytic work.

Availability of reliable default parameters. The availability of reliable default parameters in
a multiple change-point detection routine may be of particular importance to non-expert
users, or users who wish to gather initial experience with a new method quickly, or “auto-
mated” users (i.e. other programmes rather than humans). By way of examples, we saw in
Section 9.1 how the various methods of the breakfast package (version 2.2) can be used
with only data on input; the same applies to the call

breakfast(data)

which computes a number of multiple change-point estimators at once, each with its own
default parameters. The function cpt.mean from the changepoint package (version 2.2.4)
is different as it defaults to the AMOC setting, as well as assuming σ = 1. To run it by
default for the purpose of multiple change-point detection with an unknown σ, a suitable
wrapper needs to be written first. An example of such a wrapper is below.

cpt.mean.pelt.mad <- function(data) {

sigma.est <- mad(diff(data))/sqrt(2)

cpt.mean(data/sigma.est, method = "PELT")

}

Interpretable parameterisation. Some users will inevitably wish to have a full control over
the change-point fit, and will therefore appreciate working with routines whose parameters
play a clear and useful role, are easy to interpret, easy to adjust, are independent of each
other, and cover the whole family of change-point fits available. We discuss below some
commonly used parameters from this angle.

The minimum segment length. This controls the length of the minimum interval be-
tween two consecutive change-points in a fit. Methods that implement this constraint
can do so at the solution path or model selection stage. What is, however, frequently
missing from help files is a precise description of how imposing this constraint reduces
the quality of the fit if there is strong evidence in the data against this constraint:
e.g. will some “obvious” change-points have to be removed? If so, which ones?

As an example of its application, consider the well-log data of Figure 16. The execution

cpt.mean(data, penalty = "Manual",

pen.value = 0, method = "PELT", minseglen = 200)
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Figure 17: The well-log data (black) and the least-squares change-point estimates with
minimum segment length 200.

uses the PELT algorithm to compute the least-squares fit under the sole constraint
that the minimum segment length should be 200. The resulting change-point esti-
mates are shown in Figure 17. We can see that, visually, the change-points considered
the most prominent by the algorithm align perfectly with their estimates, but any
(also visually obvious) neighbouring change-points distanced by less than 200 time
units from those estimated perfectly, are necessarily mis-estimated so that the mini-
mum segment constraint is respected. Care is needed when comparing the statistical
performance of methods with different minimum segment length parameters on simu-
lated data – as whether or not the minimum segment length restriction is appropriate
for the simulated data will often be the primary driver as to which method is more
accurate.

The penalty – form or value. As described in detail in Section 3, penalisation is a com-
mon method of model selection in multiple change-point problems, and routines such
as cpt.mean (R package changepoint) or model.ic (R package breakfast) enable
the user to control, to some extent, the penalty value used. Despite the deserved
popularity of penalisation, one possible warning to issue here is that the penalty pa-
rameter may not necessarily be an intuitive one to use by the non-expert analyst, as
it may be difficult to visualise the effect of any particular penalty value. The reason
for this is that the penalty only appears in an explicit form in the minimisation prob-
lem, which does not have an explicit, formulaic solution. We recommend looking at
segmentations across different choices of penalty value if possible.

The threshold magnitude. Some multiple change-point approaches enable thresholding
as a way of selecting the change-point model. Examples include binary segmentation,
Wild Binary Segmentation (WBS) and WBS2, covered in Section 4. The criticism
made of the penalty parameter above applies also to thresholding – although the
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threshold is arguably a more explicit parameter than the penalty (as it applies directly
to the relevant CUSUM statistics or similar contrast rather than being an ingredient
of a minimisation problem), it may be unclear to the non-expert user what threshold
values are suitable for the problem at hand.

The number of change-points (maximum or exact). In an extension of the AMOC
setting, in some applications it may be desirable to limit the number of detected
change-points to a given number – either as an upper bound (when in addition model
selection e.g. via penalisation is used) or on an exact basis. This functionality is
present by default in approaches that return an entire solution path of change-point
candidates sorted by the order of importance, as it is done e.g. in the solution path
mode of the WBS method (see Section 4). As an example, the following code obtains
the 10 most important change-point location (arranged in increasing order of time,
not importance) for the WBS method in the breakfast package.

> sort(sol.wbs(data)$solution.path[1:10])

[1] 1045 1485 1644 1823 2004 2365 2425 2487 2548 2724

It is possible to achieve the equivalent functionality in the changepoint package as
follows.

> cpts(cpt.mean(data, penalty = "Manual",

method = "SegNeigh", Q = 11))

[1] 1045 1485 1644 1823 2004 2365 2425 2487 2547 2724

In the above, Q is the number of segments. It is interesting and reassuring to see that
the returned change-point locations show an almost perfect overlap between the two
approaches.

The maximum probability of over-estimating N0. This parameter comes in two dif-
ferent flavours: a type that can be referred to as “strong”, where the user specifies
a given small maximum probability of overestimating the number of change-points,
and “weak”, in which the user specifies the maximum probability of spuriously esti-
mating any change-points if there are none. Control of the strong type is available in
FDR-controlling approaches, which will be covered in a future chapter of this book.
Control of the weak type is available, for example, in the model.sdll routine from
the breakfast package (version 2.3). Consider the code

set.seed(1)

for (i in 1:100)

if (length(model.sdll(sol.wbs2(rnorm(1000)))$cpts > 0))

print("Spurious change-points found!")

This prints out the message in quotes each time any spurious change-points are es-
timated, out of 100 simulated sample paths of i.i.d. Gaussian noise of length 1000.
The code prints out the message 10 times, which delivers on the promise of the de-
fault setting in the model.sdll routine, which guarantees to keep the probability of
spurious detection to 10%.
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Ability to supply own estimators of σ. Many model selection methods for multiple change-
point problems rely on the estimation of σ2 to some degree of accuracy: this includes
thresholding, SDLL, and penalisation of the least-squares fit. On the face of it, σ or its
estimators are absent in penalisation approaches that penalise the minus log-likelihood
(rather than the residual sum of squares; see Section 3.3 for details), but this is only
because the minus log-likelihood part of these penalised criteria implicitly estimates the
residual variance for each candidate model fit, and the performance of the criterion may
be poor if that estimate is unsatisfactory. For model selection methods that do not have a
similar in-built mechanism for estimating σ, its estimate is required, and robust estimation
methods may be preferred to stop the estimator being affected by the presence of change-
points. Two options are the Median Absolute Deviation (Hampel, 1974) or Inter-Quartile
Range (Rousseeuw and Croux, 1993) estimators suitable for Gaussian data on the input
sequence {2−1/2(Xi+1 −Xi)}n−1

i=1 ; see Fryzlewicz (2020) and Kovacs et al. (2020) for a more
detailed discussion. There is more on the estimation of σ2 in Section 7.

Some multiple change-point routines use their own estimator of σ, some permit an estimate
or estimator of σ as an argument, and some rely on the user to standardise the data so that
the input data can be assumed to have a unit variance. We give below examples of each
scenario.

1. The breakfast function from the R package breakfast serves as an umbrella function
for individual solution path and model selection functions within the package, and
passes the input data onto them without worrying about the estimation of σ – this is
left to the individual functions (if required). Therefore the breakfast routine does
not permit the user to supply an estimator or estimate of σ.

2. The model.* routines from the breakfast permit the user to specify their estimate
of σ. For example, the model.thresh routine, which performs model selection via
thresholding, is specified as follows.

model.thresh(

cptpath.object,

sigma = stats::mad(diff(cptpath.object$x)/sqrt(2)),

th_const = 1.15)

In the above, the default estimate of σ is given, in sigma as the MAD estimator with
{2−1/2(Xi+1 −Xi)}n−1

i=1 on input.

3. The cpt.mean does not explicitly permit an estimate of σ. This can be circumvented
in one of two ways, as below.

(a) As outlined earlier, an estimate of σ can be passed as part of the penalty, for
example

sigma.est <- mad(diff(data))/sqrt(2)

cpt.mean(data, pen.val = 2 * sigma.est^2 * log(length(data)),

penalty = "Manual", method = "PELT")

(b) The data can be divided by sigma.est prior to being fed into cpt.mean.
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cpt.mean(data/sigma.est, pen.val = 2 * log(length(data)),

penalty = "Manual", method = "PELT")

For transparency, it is good practice to allow an explicit estimate of σ in change-point
detection routines, but its absence can always be circumvented as in cpt.mean.

Is the procedure deterministic or random? Versions of certain procedures can be randomised,
in the sense of returning possibly different output when run repeatedly on the same data.
An example is the Wild Binary Segmentation method when using the “random grid” option;
see Section 4.2. We now compare the deterministic and the random WBS on the well-log
data; the results are in Figure 18. The deterministic WBS detects 28 change-points, while
the lengths of the vertical lines sum up to 28.4, which can be interpreted to mean that the
random WBS detects 28.4 on average. Their estimated locations now make up a probability
distribution, in which the bar heights describe the estimated probability of a change-point
occurring at each possible location in the data.

Executing a random procedure such as this one can serve as an informal way of assessing
the uncertainty in estimating the change-point locations – though here we are assessing the
variability across the randomness in the algorithm rather than in the data. Looking across
different analyses of the data can indicate what change-points are consistently identified,
and which may be specific to a small subset of the analyses. We will discuss formal ways of
evaluating statistical uncertainty in change-point problems in a future chapter of this book.

Randomised procedures such as this one are the most useful if they are executed multiple
times and the outcomes pooled so the user can get an understanding of the entire sample
space of possible outcomes. If there are time resources to only execute a procedure once,
preference should be given to a deterministic procedure so avoid the unnecessary extra
randomness in the output, which can sometimes be substantial.

Nested or non-nested solutions? Multiple change-point detection methods can be cate-
gorised into nested and non-nested ones. In a nested method, a candidate solution set
{τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N1} is necessarily a subset of a candidate solution set {τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N2} if N1 ≤ N2, for
all N1, N2. In a non-nested method, this does not necessarily hold, and estimated change-
point locations can drop in and out of candidate solutions, as we increase/decrease the
number of postulate change-points.

A prime example of a non-nested method is the least-squares fits to the data, indexed by the
number of postulated change-points (or, equivalently, by the value of penalty), as computed,
for example, by the PELT method. As an example, consider the following execution.

cpts.full(cpt.mean(data, penalty = "CROPS",

pen.value = 2 * sigma.est^2 * log(length(data)) * c(1,20),

method = "PELT"))

This computes the least-squares fit to the well-log data for twenty different penalty values.
Consider the first four columns of the output, which show the estimated locations of the
first four detected change-points, as we increase the penalty.

[1,] 50 304 424 555 ...
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Figure 18: Results for the well-log data. Vertical lines: the proportion of times, over 1000
runs, that the randomised WBS with the strengthened SIC model selection detected a
change-point at each possible location. Triangle: the change-point locations estimated by
the deterministic WBS with the same model selection criterion.

[2,] 50 304 424 555 ...

...

[9,] 50 304 424 555 ...

[10,] 50 304 424 693 ...

[11,] 50 304 424 693 ...

[12,] 50 304 424 693 ...

[13,] 555 693 764 1009 ...

[14,] 555 693 764 1009 ...

[15,] 555 693 764 1009 ...

[16,] 304 424 1009 1045 ...

[17,] 555 1009 1045 1332 ...

[18,] 1009 1045 1332 1485 ...

...

Consider the estimated location 555 (Figure 19). It is interesting to see that it drops out
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Figure 19: Black: the well-log data between time indices 425 and 693. Red: location 555.

of the solution set at the 10th penalty value (row 10 of the above matrix), to return in row
13, drop out again in row 16, return in 17 and drop out permanently in row 18.

By contrast, nested procedures do not permit change-point candidates to drop out of/into
solutions sets as the postulated number of change-points (or alternatively: the threshold
magnitude or penalty value) is varied. Consider the WBS solution path on the well-log
data, computed as below.

> sol.wbs(data)$solution.path -> swbs

> which(swbs == 424)

[1] 13

> which(swbs == 693)

[1] 17

> which(swbs == 555)

[1] 43

It is interesting to see that location 555 also comes up in the WBS solution path, but
relatively late, and much later than its neighbours 424 and 693. This may justify hesitation,
on the part of the PELT fit, in including 555 in the model.

While it is natural that the least-squares fits do not result in nested change-point fits – as
there is nothing that links the solution sets for two different penalty values – some analysts
may prefer nested methods as they unambiguously order the change-point candidates in
terms of their perceived importance/prominence, which may facilitate the interpretation of
the output in some scenarios.

Ability to handle missing data.
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Often data is observed with missingness. For the change-in-mean model with i.i.d. data it is
simple to adapt methods to deal with datasets which include missing data. One can remove
the missing data and estimate the change-points for the remaining data points. Care is
needed to map the estimated change-points back to the original time-scale.

To make this precise, consider data X1:n. Assume there are n∗ data-points which are not
missing, and let X∗

1:n∗ be the set of observed data points. Define j1, . . . , jn∗ such that X∗
i =

Xji for i = 1, . . . , n∗. Then we can estimate change-point locations τ∗1 , . . . , τ
∗
m for X∗

1:n∗

using our favourite method. We then need to map these locations to the original time-scale
to get our change-points for X1:n. These will be τ1, . . . , τm with τi = jτ∗i . Unfortunately, at
the time of writing, neither of the two packages: breakfast or changepoint, are able to
do do this automatically.

9.3 Accuracy and Performance Considerations

This section covers a selection of accuracy-related aspects of multiple change-point detection
in the i.i.d. Gaussian setting. We discuss the difficulty in measuring accuracy and the impact
of the loss function, the importance of forming a view of the performance of a given method
across signal classes, and possible ways of improving the accuracy if the execution with
default parameter values is unsatisfactory.

Difficulty in measuring the accuracy of change-point detection. In addition to the statistical
difficulty in detecting multiple change-points, one additional layer of difficulty is convincing
oneself if the estimation result obtained is accurate. This is challenging partly by the
nature of the problem, as the object returned by a change-point estimation procedure is
fairly complex: it contains the estimate N̂ of the number of change-points, and, conditional
on it, the estimated locations τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N̂ . Different problems, and/or different users are
likely to have a preference for solutions that “get right” different aspects of this solution
object.

The lack of universal agreement as to what constitutes a successful estimate in a multiple
change-point problem is reflected in the fact that many different accuracy measures fea-
ture in the existing literature. We briefly report on three styles of reporting accuracy in
simulation studies below.

Distribution of N̂ plus an unconditional measure of location accuracy. A common
way of reporting on the accuracy of a multiple change-point method is to provide a
summary of the empirical distribution of N̂ −N0, which describes the accuracy of es-
timating the number of change-points, supplemented by an unconditional measure of
accuracy of the estimated locations. Examples of the latter include the mean-square
or mean absolute error of the function estimate f̂ obtained by taking the sample means
of the data between each pair of consecutive estimated change-points. Although this
has the advantage of attempting to separate the effects of number and location estima-
tion, the disadvantage is that the location accuracy measure averages over all sample
paths, therefore including sample paths with potentially very inaccurate estimates of
N0, which reduces its interpretability. Also, the accuracy of N̂ can mask whether the
change-points being found correspond to true changes. A method that misses two
changes but has two false positives may appear better than one that misses the same
two changes but has no false positives.
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Distribution of N̂ plus a conditional measure of location accuracy. To avoid the
pitfalls associated with reporting an averaged-out measure of location accuracy (see
directly above), some authors supplement the empirical distribution of N̂ −N0 with
a measure of location accuracy restricted to those sample paths for which N0 = N̂ .
However, the disadvantage is that for the more challenging signals, the number of
sample paths for which N0 = N̂ may be small or even zero, which reduces the use-
fulness of this combined measure. Also different methods being compared may have
different datasets for which N̂ = N0, which can cause a selection bias if one tends to
estimate the correct number of change-points on datasets for which estimating their
locations is harder. One simple alternative, not often seen in the literature, may be
to provide a separate measure of location accuracy for each value (or group of values)
of N0 − N̂ separately, i.e. fully condition the location estimation accuracy of the
number estimation accuracy. Alternatively we can separately compare location accu-
racy of some methods by running them conditional on knowing the true number of
change-points. This latter approach can separate accuracy of estimating the number
of change-points, which often relates to threshold or penalty choices, from accuracy
of estimating their location.

A single measure combining number and location accuracy. Some authors depart
from reporting the accuracy of number and location estimation separately, in favour of
a single measure describing both. One of the most popular single measures is the Haus-
dorff distance, defined as follows. Denote S0 = {τ01 , . . . , τ0N0

} and Ŝ = {τ̂1, . . . , τ̂N̂}.

dH(S0, Ŝ) = max

(
max
τ∈S0

min
τ̂∈Ŝ

|τ − τ̂ |,max
τ̂∈Ŝ

min
τ∈S0

|τ − τ̂ |
)
.

Effectively, the Hausdorff distance finds, for each true change-point, the closest es-
timated change-point, and for each estimated change-point, the closest true change-
point, and returns the largest of their distances. As well as penalising location mis-
estimation, this also penalises under-estimation of the number of change-points (as
then at least one of the true change-point does not have a close estimate) and their
over-estimation (as then at least one of the estimated change-points does not have a
true one nearby). While appealing, the Hausdorff distance does not work well in sit-
uations in which, for example, a true change-point has more than one close estimate,
as then dH(S0, Ŝ) can be deceptively low.

There are also measures in this category that involve an extra parameter, for ex-
ample by counting the proportion of true change-points that contain an estimated
change-point within a certain distance, and/or vice versa. This is more subjective
than measures that do not need an extra distance parameter (such as the Hausdorff
distance), but may be justified by the context; e.g. in certain applications an esti-
mated change-point may only be valuable if it falls within a certain prescribed distance
from a true change-point.

Evaluating a new multiple change-point detection method. Suppose the user would like
to apply a particular, new to them, multiple change-point detection method to a real-
life problem in which the truth (i.e. the number and the locations of change-points) is
unknown. The user may have a particular loss function in mind (e.g. they may want to be
able to detect as many change-points as possible, but avoid overestimating their number,
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and hope to the detect them as close as possible to the true locations). To obtain a better
understanding of the performance of a new method, if resources permit, we would like to
emphasise the importance of running multi-tiered simulation studies before its application.

Ideally, such multi-tiered simulation studies would include signals of increasing complexity,
up to and including the kind of complexity the user expects to see in their real dataset. Here
is one possible workflow, which is naturally non-exhaustive, but we have found it helpful
in our own work. This assumes that the user has set the parameters of the method to the
best of their ability (or that the default values are used); we discuss this important point
later in this section.

1. Checking if the method performs as expected in trivial cases. For example, does the
method return the correct number and locations of change-points in piecewise-constant
signals without noise? Are all locations returned as change-points in linear signals
with a non-zero slope and no additional noise? Does the method execute correctly on
extremely short signals? Does it return correct results for signals with, visually, ex-
tremely obvious change-points? Such pre-tests are useful for identifying programming
errors in methods, and help identify “hidden” issues that are not well-documented
(e.g. an unreported upper bound on the estimated number of change-points).

2. Checking performance on constant signals. A good multiple change-point detection
method should be able to return N̂ = 0 if N0 = 0, with a high frequency. What
constitutes a high frequency is not always prescribed – some methods, which we
describe in more detail in a future chapter on change-point inference, have a tuning
parameter that permits the user to specify the nominal size, i.e. the probability that
N̂ ≥ 1 given N0 = 0 (however, this does not always imply correct finite-sample control
of the empirical size). Others are not parameterised in this way, but stem from theory
which guarantees that the probability that N̂ ≥ 1 given N0 = 0 tends to zero as
n → ∞. This, however, says nothing about the practical performance for a given
fixed n. These uncertainties make it important to evaluate empirically the behaviour
of a method of signals of varying lengths with N0 = 0, as a proxy of the method’s
tendency to over-estimate the true number of change-points. Another reason why
such an investigation may be useful is if the frequency with which N̂ ≥ 1 is too high,
it may be possible to correct it by adjusting the tuning parameter of the method, such
as the penalty or threshold value.

3. Does the method have particular strengths? Not all methods are equally appropriate
for all types of signals, and discovering the strengths and weaknesses of a method may
help in optimising its application. For example, some methods may be systematically
better than others in some of the following signal classes: signals with high or low
signal-to-noise ratios, signals with frequent or infrequent change-points, signals with
teeth- or stair-like structures, signals with a mix of prominent and weak change-points.
To briefly illustrate this point, we apply two different model selection methods to the
“teeth” signal shown in Figure 20 and stored in vector data.teeth. The model
selection methods are: strengthened SIC (Section 20) and SDLL (Section 8.2), both
applied on a solution path returned by the WBS2 method (Section 4.2). The R code
(which uses the breakfast package) together with its output is shown below.

> teeth <- rep(rep(c(0, 1), each = 10), 10)
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Figure 20: Noisy “teeth” signal.

> set.seed(1)

> data.teeth <- teeth + rnorm(200) * 1/2

> model.ic(sol.wbs2(data.teeth))

Change-point locations estimated by:

wbs2.ic : none

> model.sdll(sol.wbs2(data.teeth))

Change-point locations estimated by:

wbs2.sdll: 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 61, 67, 80, 91, 96, 105,

120, 130, 140, 150, 160, 170, 180, 190

The SDLL method estimates the correct number of change-points and their locations
with high accuracy, whereas the strengthened SIC estimates zero change-points – even
though if one assumes a change-point model, the change-point locations are relatively
obvious visually from Figure 20. This is related to the fact that SIC (and therefore
also the sSIC, which in its default execution is close to SIC) is better at estimating
infrequent change-points than frequent ones, whereas SDLL behaves particularly well
in frequent change-point scenarios (Fryzlewicz, 2020).

4. Data-guided simulations. To the extent possible, it is a good idea to apply the method
being tested to datasets that bear some similarity to the real dataset at hand. This
is, by definition, possible only partially (the user does not have a complete knowledge
of the true signal f , so it is not possible to simulate from it exactly), but carrying it
out even in a superficial manner can sometimes provide useful insight. Amongst other
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details such as the signal-to-noise ratio and the approximate or suspected number of
change-points, attention should be paid to the distribution of the noise. For example,
even if the assumption of the lack of serial independence and constant variance appears
appropriate, integer-valued data (for which the Gaussian assumption may only be
appropriate approximately) may lead to over-detection for some methods (we will
provide examples in a future chapter on change-point inference); it is therefore a good
idea to attempt to reproduce in the simulations the distribution of the noise from the
real data.

The more mathematically-minded readers may have a preference for judging a new method
by the theory available for it, e.g. by preferring a method with (near-)minimax-optimality
to one that does not provably exhibit it. Our view is that while theory can often provide
valuable insight, the ultimate proof of a change-point detection method is its practical per-
formance. Many (though not all) of the theoretical results available concern the asymptotic
behaviour of methods as n → ∞, and rely on assumptions that are difficult to verify in
practice. Further, lack of optimality results does not mean that a method does not exhibit
them, at least for certain signal classes – perhaps those results just have not been shown
yet.

If the default parameters fail – adjusting the tuning parameters. It may be the case that the
application of any method with its chosen (perhaps by default) parameter values produces
results that are unsatisfactory – either because of the difficulty of the problem, or perhaps
because the input violates some of the assumptions used by the method (such as the lack
of serial correlation in the noise, Gaussianity or constant variance). In such situations,
one obvious modification is to apply the same method with a different value of the tuning
parameter (such as the penalty of threshold), or perhaps with a whole range of tuning
parameters at once.

10 Example: Well-log Data

We now turn to a simple application of change-point methods to both demonstrate some
of the challenges in applying methods to data and to compare different methods. As we
will see, a key feature of this example is that, like most applications, the data does not fit
the simplifying modelling assumptions that are used to construct change-point estimators.
This means that default implementation of the methods tend to perform poorly, particularly
with regard to estimating the number of changes. However, often we can obtain reliable
estimates if methods are implemented in an appropriate manner for a given application.

We will analyse the well log data, first presented in Ruanaidh and Fitzgerald (1996) and
shown in Figure 21. This data comes from measurements from a probe that has been lowered
through a bore hole in the ground. As the probe moves through different rock strata, the
signal in the data will change to reflect the different properties of the rock. To detect the
different rock strata from the data involves fitting a standard change-in-mean model, where
we assume the mean of the data is piecewise constant, with each segment corresponding
to a different stratum of rock. This is a relatively simple change-point application, with
the changes being easy to detect by eye, but even in this case a routine application of
change-point algorithms can lead to poor results.
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We will first present some exploratory analysis of the data, and then consider and compare
different methods for detecting the changes.

10.1 Exploratory Data Analysis

We can gain some insight into the features of the noise in the data by a simple initial
analysis. To do this we first obtain a rough estimate of the signal in the data by running a
moving median filter (discussed in Section 7).

## input well-log data

data <- scan("https://raw.githubusercontent.com/pfryz/cpdds/main/data/oil.dat")

## (alternatively, download or clone the Github repo and scan the

## oil.dat file from a local location)

### moving median filter

n <- length(data)

h = 50

est <- rep(NA, n)

for (t in 1:n) {

est[t] <- median(data[max(1, t-h):min(n, t+h)])

}

### residuals of moving median filter

residuals <- data - est

The idea of this moving median filter is that we estimate the mean at time t by the median
of the data in a window around t. In the above code we have, somewhat arbitrarily, set the
window width to be 51, i.e. h = 25 time points before or after t. Provided h is less than
the shortest segment length, then, for any t, more than half the observations in the window
centered at t will be from the segment that contains t. Thus the median gives a simple but
reasonable estimate for the mean of the data at the time t.

Once we have our moving median estimator we can then construct residuals. Normal QQ-
plots of the residuals are shown in Figure 21, and show that the residuals have a much
heavier tail than a normal distribution. However if we remove the largest residuals, say
all residuals whose absolute value is greater than 7500, we see that the remaining residuals
have an excellent fit to a normal distribution. Henceforth we will call these data points,
associated with these large residuals, outliers. The final plot in Figure 21 shows the auto-
correlation of the residuals after we have removed the outliers. There is some significant
autocorrelation at small lags, but this is relatively modest, with e.g. the estimated lag-1
autocorrelation being ≈ 0.14.

From this initial analysis we see that this fits the assumptions of a change in mean in
Gaussian data well except for (i) some outliers, and (ii) slight auto-correlation in the noise.
We will focus on the challenge of dealing with outliers in a future chapter of this book.
Thus, here we will consider only (ii), and to avoid the impact of outliers we will remove
them.

## remove outliers

data.clean <- data[abs(residuals) < 7500]

residuals.clean <- residuals[abs(residuals) < 7500]
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Figure 21: Top left: the well log data (dots) and moving median estimator (light blue
line); the outliers that are identified based on the residuals from the moving median are in
red. Top right: normal QQ-plot of the residuals from the moving median filter. Bottom
left: normal QQ-plot of the residuals once outliers have been removed. Bottom right: auto-
correlation plot of residuals, after removal of outliers.

10.2 Penalised Cost Approach

Our first approach to estimating the change-points will be based on the ideas from Section
3, that is to find the change-points that minimise the residual sum of squares plus a penalty
for each change. We estimate the piecewise constant mean f1:n by minimising

min
f1:n

(
n∑

t=1

(Xt − ft)
2 + λ||∆f1:n||0

)
. (43)

This is equivalent to maximising a penalised Gaussian likelihood.

There are various functions in R to do this, and we will use cpt.mean from the changepoint
package, which implements the PELT algorithm of Section 3.6.

Before we can analyse the data we need to choose an appropriate value for the penalty, λ.
As detailed in Section 3, if the noise is independent and identically distributed Gaussian
with variance σ2 then λ = 2σ2 log n is the default choice, and leads to estimators of the
change points that have excellent theoretical properties. To use this choice of λ we need
to estimate the variance of the noise. A standard way of doing this is to use the MAD
estimator, see Section 7:

## MAD estimator of noise variance

sigma.mad <- mad(diff(data.clean))/sqrt(2)
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This gives an estimate of σ̂ ≈ 2100. An alternative, also discussed in Section 7 is to use the
residuals from a moving median estimator.

### estimator of noise variance from residuals

sigma <- sqrt(mean(residuals.clean^2))

This gives an estimate of σ̂ ≈ 2400.

Why is there so much difference in these two estimates of σ? The answer is likely to be due
to the non-independence of the noise. As if the lag-1 autocorrelation of the noise is ρ then
the variance of Xt − Xt−1 will be 2(1 − ρ)σ2. Thus even relatively small autocorrelation,
as we have for this data, can lead to the first estimator noticeably under-estimating the
variance of the noise. In the following we use the second estimate for σ, with σ̂ ≈ 2400.

To estimate the change points by minimising the penalised cost we use the commands

library("changepoint")

out.PELT1 <- cpt.mean(data.clean, penalty = "Manual",

method = "PELT",

pen.val = 2 * sigma^2 * log(length(data.clean)))

The argument penalty = "Manual" of cpt.mean is used as we are setting our own penalty,
and pen.val is the numerical value of the penalty. To see the list of estimated change
points we use cpts(out.PELT1), and there are 32 estimated change points and these are
plotted in Figure 22.

Clearly this default implementation has produced a poor segmentation of the data, with
too many change points. This is because, even for a simple application like here, the
strong assumptions on the log-likelihood we use to construct our cost, and that underpin
the default choice of the penalty, do not hold. However, Lavielle and Moulines (2000)
shows that minimising the residual sum of squares can give good estimates of the location
of changes if we have a good estimate of the number of changes. We can test this by
fixing the number of changes, and then minimising the residual sum of squares using the
Segment-Neighbourhood algorithm of Section 3.6. To implement this with the number of
change-points set to 13, which looks a reasonable estimate by eye, we use the commands:

out.SN13 <- cpt.mean(data.clean, method = "SegNeigh", Q = 14,

penalty = "None")

Here we set the argument Q to be the number of segments, that is one more than the number
of change-points.

We plot the resulting change-point estimates in Figure 22, and we can see that these esti-
mates do estimate the locations well. We will return how to implement this penalised cost
approach in a way that can also give a reliable esimate of the number and the locations of
the changes below. First we will compare with other change-point estimation methods.

10.3 Wild Binary Segmentation

To estimate the change-points using the Wild Binary Segmentation procedure, we use the
following.
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Figure 22: Results for estimating change point for the well log data, after removal of
outliers, based on minimising the residual sum of squares: data (black dots) and estimated
change points (vertical red dashed lines). Estimates with a penalty of λ = 2σ̂2 log n for each
change-point (top row); and estimates under the constraint of 13 change-points (bottom
row).

library("breakfast")

out.wbs <- sol.wbs(data.clean)

The output of this implementation of Wild Binary Segmentation is a solution path – that
is a list of putative change-point locations in order of the evidence for that change. We can
see the full solution path with

out.wbs$solution.path

The solution path immediately gives the set of estimated change-points if we know the
number of changes, N , as we just take the first N entries in the solution path.

The breakfast package gives a number of different methods to estimate the number of
changes. We will focus using the strengthened Schwarz criterion (Fryzlewicz, 2014). As
above, this also leads to a poor segmentation of the data with 28 changes; see Figure 23.
Using other estimates for the number changes, such as based on thresholding the CUSUM
statistic or using the steepest drop to low levels criterion, also leads to more estimated
changes than looks reasonable (respectively 29 and 30).

Two other aspects of Wild Binary Segmentation are of note. The first is that the algorithm
depends on the choice of a number of intervals of data. Changing these can give different
results. To see this, we can repeat the above the analysis but using more intervals

89



0 1000 2000 3000 400010
00

00
13

00
00

Time

R
es

po
ns

e

0 1000 2000 3000 400010
00

00
13

00
00

Time

R
es

po
ns

e

Figure 23: Estimates of changes from Wild Binary Segmentation. Estimates under the
strengthened Schwarz criterion for Wild Binary Segmentation with 10,000 intervals and
with 100,000 intervals (top); estimates of 13 changes for Wild Binary Segmentation with
10,000 intervals and those from minimising the residual sum of squares (bottom). Data is
shown by black dots; changes estimated by both methods (red dashed lines), just by Wild
Binary Segmentation with 10,000 intervals (dark green dashed lines), and just by the other
methods (light blue dashed lines).

out.wbs.slow <- sol.wbs(data.clean, M = 100000)

Here we have increased the number of intervals, indicated by the argument M, by a factor of
10 from the default choice. The resulting estimate changes, under the strengthened Schwarz
criterion, is slightly different as shown in the top plot of Figure 23. This includes two more
estimated changes, and one of the changes being in a slightly different location.

It is also interesting to compare the estimated changes by Wild Binary Segmentation with
those from the penalised cost approach. To see this we fix the number of changes to be 13,
and show the two sets of estimated changes in the bottom plot of Figure 23. Most changes
are estimated in the same location, and there are just two differences. One difference is a
minor difference in location: a change after observation 2547 versus after observation 2548;
the other is that Wild Binary Segmentation places a change near the start of data, and
the penalised cost places an additional change near the end. By construction the changes
estimated by the penalised cost method will have a lower residual sum of squares – as that
method’s estimates will always be the segmentation with smallest residual sum of squares
for the given number of changes. In this case the difference in fit is of the order of 40 times
the noise variance.
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Figure 24: Estimates of changes from MOSUM for a bandwidth of 100 (top) and 200
(bottom). Estimated change-points shown by vertical dashed lines. For the bottom plot we
show an example of a poor estimated location (blue vertical line) and a region of missed
changes (between green vertical lines) caused by too large a bandwidth.

10.4 MOSUM

We now turn to estimating the changes using MOSUM. One disadvantage of this approach
is that we need to specify a bandwidth. The MOSUM estimates with a bandwidth of 100
can be obtained using:

library("mosum")

out100 <- mosum(data.clean, G = 100)

where the argument G=100 specifies the bandwidth. This implementation of MOSUM uses
a data-driven estimate of the noise variance that can vary locally, based on the data in
the region around the change. (Though similar results are seen if we estimate the variance
globally as for other methods.)

Results for both this bandwidth and a bandwidth of 200 are shown in Figure 24. As with
other methods, we see that the MOSUM method overestimates the number of changes due
to the autocorrelation in the noise. It looks like this is less of an issue than for other
methods, but this is an artefact of the choice of bandwidth, and the fact that the MOSUM
methodology avoids estimating changes close to each other. For the bandwidth of 200 we
see that each estimated change is roughly 200 to 300 time-points apart from each other.
Further we can see the problem with estimates if we use too large a bandwidth. It has poor
localisation of one change, and misses two changes that are close to others, both due to the
method deterring estimates that are much closer than the bandwidth.

As with other methods, we can avoid the over-estimation of the number of changes by
inflating the threshold; the objective here is that is the changes that the MOSUM method
finds greatest evidence for should align with the changes one would detect by eye. To see
this, we show the estimates from MOSUM with a bandwidth of 100 but with an inflated
penalty (chosen by trial and error) in the top plot of Figure 25. In this case, we miss a change
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Figure 25: Estimates of changes from MOSUM with an inflated threshold. Results for a
bandwidth of 100 (top) and using a grid of bandwidths of size 25, 50, 100 and 200 (bottom).
Estimated change-points shown by vertical dashed lines.

due to too large a bandwidth. A more reliable set of estimates can be obtained by using
a grid of bandwidths, and using methods for merging results across different bandwidth
choices (together with an inflated penalty). See the bottom plot of Figure 25.

10.5 Robust Implementation

We have seen that for each of the penalised cost approach, Wild Binary Segmentation and
MOSUM, default implementations lead to estimates with too many changes. However, if
we can estimate the number of changes accurately then they all give good estimates for the
location of the changes. Here we consider how we can adapt the implementation of these
methods so that they can more reliably estimate the number of the changes. We will show
this whilst focussing on the penalised cost approach, but similar ideas will work for the
other methods.

First it is helpful to remind ourselves why default implementations lead to over-estimation
of the number changes. All methods have a threshold or penalty that, essentially, specifies
how much evidence for a change there needs to be before we add a change. The default
thresholds or penalties have been chosen under assumptions that the noise is i.i.d. Gaussian.
However if these assumptions do not hold then the default choices will be inappropriate. If
we have either heavier tailed noise, or positively auto-correlated noise, then it is more likely
that, by chance, we will see patterns in the data that look like a change.

For the well-log data, we saw that the assumptions of Gaussianity were reasonable, but that
there was some auto-correlation. By eye this can be particularly seen towards the end of
the data. It appears that even with relatively weak auto-correlation the default threshold
and penalty choices lead to substantial over-estimation of changes.

Ideally we would address this by developing a method that models the auto-correlation in
the data. We will show how this can be done in a future chapter of this book. But here
we will investigate whether we can tweak the implementation of a method that assumes
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i.i.d. Gaussian noise so that it gives reliable esimates. We will consider two approaches,
first inflating the penalty or threshold; the other comparing fits from segmentations with
different numbers of changes.

Lavielle and Moulines (2000) shows that estimating changes in mean using a penalised cost
like (43) can work well if we tune the penalty λ. Bardwell et al. (2019) suggest a simple
inflation of the penalty to account for auto-correlation in the noise, and this is to use a
penalty λ = 2cσ2 log(n), where

c = 1 + 2

∞∑
t=1

ρt,

and ρt is the auto-correlation of the noise at lag t. The intuition behind this inflation factor
is that the penalised cost involves terms associated with each segment of the form of

t∑
i=s+1

(
Xi −

1

t− s

t∑
i=s+1

Xi

)2

.

For i.i.d. noise the variance of such a term is (t − s − 1)σ2, whereas for auto-correlated
noise, if t− s is large (relative to range of auto-correlation in the noise), then the variance
of this term is c(t− s− 1)σ2. We will call cσ2 the long-run variance.

For our data, and the estimate of the auto-correlation of the residuals from the moving
median estimator, we can implement such a penalty as follows.

auto.cor <- acf(residuals.clean)

c <- 1 + 2 * sum(auto.cor$acf[2:9])

out.PELT2 <- cpt.mean(data.clean, penalty = "Manual",

method = "PELT",

pen.val = 2 * c * sigma^2 * log(length(data.clean)))

This leads to fewer, but still too many, estimated change points; see Figure 26. In part this
is because of the challenge in estimating σ and c. The problem here is that the moving
median estimator over-fits to the data and thus leads to an underestimate of σ and of c.
This over-fitting can be reduced slightly by using a larger window in the moving median
filter – an interested reader can repeat the above analysis using h = 50 in the moving
median filter.

An alternative approach, that we recommend when analysing a single data set, is to estimate
the change points by considering a range of penalties. For the least-squares fit, we can do
this in a computationally efficient manner using the CROPS algorithm (Haynes et al.,
2017a), and this can be implemented within the cpt.mean function.

out.CROPS <- cpt.mean(data.clean, penalty = "CROPS",

method = "PELT",

pen.val = 2 * sigma^2 * log(length(data.clean)) * c(1,20))

Here the input to pen.val is a vector of length 2 with the upper and lower value of penalties
to try. The output is then a list of segmentations – showing how the segmentations change
as we vary the penalty.
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Figure 26: Estimated change-points from a penalised cost approach with an inflated penalty
λ = 2cσ̂2 log(n), where cσ̂2 is an estimate of the long-run variance that accounts for the
auto-correlation in the noise. Data is shown by black dots and estimated changes by red
dashed lines.

As well as comparing these segmentations on the data we can look at summaries of how
the fit to the data changes with the number of change-points. There are two natural ways
of doing this, one is to plot the number of change-points, N , against the residual sum of
squares of a segmentation l1:N

N∑
k=0


lk+1∑

t=lk+1

Xt −
1

lk+1 − lk

lk+1∑
t=lk+1

Xi

2 ,

where l0 = 0 and lN+1 = n. The other is to plot N against the minimum penalty that gives
that estimate for N . In both cases we can then look for “elbows” in the plots and a value
of N that corresponds to an elbow is a natural estimate of the number of change-points.
The challenge with such a heuristic is that often there may be multiple elbows, and that
choosing one is somewhat subjective. In our case a plot of N against the residual sum of
squares gives a clear elbow at N = 11, which corresponds to a plausible segmentation; see
Figure 27.

We can produce a similar plot for other methods – and this plot would be almost identical.
To see this we show the plot of residual sum of squares against number of change-points for
Wild Binary Segmentation in Figure 27. It also gives an elbow at N = 11, and the resulting
estimated segmentation is almost identical to that shown for the penalised cost approach
(the only difference is the location of one change differing by one time-point).

11 Bibliographical Notes

An early compilation of references on the change-point problem, including the multiple
change-point case, is in Shaban (1980). Chernoff and Zacks (1964) and Yao (1984) adopt the
Bayesian viewpoint to estimate the local normal mean under a multiple change-point model.
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Figure 27: (Left) Residual sum of squares (in units of the estimated marginal variance of
the noise) against number of estimated change-points for the penalised cost approach (black)
and Wild Binary Segmentation (red). (Right) Estimated change-points for the penalised
cost method with the number of changes estimated as N = 11, corresponding to the elbow
of the left-hand plot.

The theory presented in this chapter for estimating the multiple change-point locations via
least-squares is based on Yao and Au (1989) in the known change-point number case and Yao
(1988) in the unknown change-point number case; the latter work also shows the consistency
of the SIC penalty for the number.

Binary segmentation is usually attributed to Vostrikova (1981); that work and Venkatraman
(1993) are the first or among the first to study the theoretical properties of this approach.
The MOSUM approach can be traced back to Bauer and Hackl (1978) and earlier papers
by the same authors.

Some relevant recent papers on the multiple change-point problem with i.i.d. Gaussian
noise (with possible extensions beyond this class) that do not appear in this chapter or are
only mentioned very briefly either for space reasons, and/or because they appeared after
the bulk of the chapter had been written, include Verzelen et al. (2023), who propose a
multiscale penalty that favours well-separated change-points and discusses its optimality
properties, Zou et al. (2020), who propose to estimate the number of change-points via
sample-splitting, Cho and Kirch (2022), who propose a localised SIC paired with MOSUM
and study its optimality properties, and Wang et al. (2020), who study the optimality of a
variant of Wild Binary Segmentation and an l0-penalised procedure.

Papers that promote the use of multiscale residual testing to detect change-points, such
as Frick et al. (2014) and Li and Munk (2016), are described in a future chapter of this
book on statistical inference in change-point problems, as the methods described therein are
equipped with devices for uncertainty quantification. We defer the description of the NOT
methodology (Baranowski et al., 2019) to another future chapter as it is mainly motivated
by and applicable to detecting changes in general piecewise-polynomial signal settings in
addition to piecewise-constant ones.

Recent years saw a proliferation of informative review papers on the multiple change-point
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problem. We mention in particular Jandhyala et al. (2013), Niu et al. (2016), Truong et al.
(2020), van den Burg and Williams (2020), Fearnhead and Rigaill (2020) and Cho and Kirch
(2024).

12 Summary

The following are some of the key messages from this chapter.

• The multiple change-point detection problem can be split into the estimation of the
number and the locations of change-points. Accurate estimation of the number of
change-points is more difficult than estimating their locations.

• There is a link between multiple change-point detection and variable selection in
linear regression; however, many commonly used methods for variable selection such
as variants of the lasso cannot be used successfully in the change-point detection
context as the design matrix does not satisfy the required decorrelation properties.

• One large class of multiple change-point estimators is estimators defined as optima. In
this class, if the number of change-points is known, locations can be estimated by fit-
ting a piecewise-constant function to data via least-squares. This leads to rate-optimal
location estimators under suitable assumptions on the spacings between change-points
and jump sizes.

• In order to estimate, additionally, the number of change-points in the optimisation
approach, the optimised criterion needs to include a penalty for over-fitting. Perhaps
the most commonly used penalty is SIC (also known as BIC), which can be shown
to lead to consistent estimation of the number of change-points under appropriate
assumptions. There are many other penalties, some of which penalise for change-
points being located too close to each other.

• Important advances have recently been made in the computation of estimators defined
as optima.

• Another large class of methods for estimating multiple change-points work by esti-
mating them one by one. The main difference between these methods relates to how
they search the data to find each next most likely change-point candidate. Amongst
others, Binary Segmentation and its descendants and relatives are in this class.

• Typical estimators of the number of change-points for methods in this class use thresh-
olding or penalisation.

• In multiple change-point detection, the term “solution path” refers to the sequence of
models, for a given search algorithm, with 0, 1, . . . , candidate change-points. Some
search algorithms produce nested, while others – non-nested solution paths.

• An important class of model selectors (i.e. estimators of the number of change-points)
act on the solution path and examine its certain features (such as “elbows” in the
residual sums of squares from model fits along the solution path) to propose the best
model. With a slight abuse of terminology, such methods are referred to as adaptive.
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• There are various important considerations to make when using multiple change-point
detection software; these include speed, design and functionality, and accuracy and
performance on similar data.
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