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Abstract

We study the detection of a change in the spatial covariance matrix of n independent
sub-Gaussian random variables of dimension p. Our first contribution is to show that
log log(8n) is the exact minimax testing rate for a change in variance when p = 1,
thereby giving a complete characterization of the problem for univariate data. Our
second contribution is to derive a lower bound on the minimax testing rate under
the operator norm, taking a certain notion of sparsity into account. In the low- to
moderate-dimensional region of the parameter space, we are able to match the lower
bound from above with an optimal test based on sparse eigenvalues. In the remaining
region of the parameter space, where the dimensionality is high, the minimax lower
bound implies that changepoint testing is very difficult. As our third contribution, we
propose a computationally feasible variant of the optimal multivariate test for a change
in covariance, which is also adaptive to the nominal noise level and the sparsity level of
the change.

1 Introduction

Changepoint analysis, the problem of detecting or locating one or more distributional
changes in a data sequence, has received renewed attention during the last decade. This
surge in interest can be primarily attributed to its myriad applications in conjunction with
the increasing availability of data. Distributional changes are of interest in several sci-
ences as they can be interpreted as regime shifts. Examples include Economics (Andrews,
1993), Political Science (Djuve et al., 2020), Peace Research (Cunen et al., 2020) and Cli-
mate Research (Reeves et al., 2007), to mention a few. Another noteworthy application of
changepoint analysis is condition monitoring, such as industrial (Pouliezos and Stavrakakis,
1994) or medical (Stival et al., 2023), where a changepoint may indicate a critical fault or
abnormal behavior.

Several theoretical contributions regarding the minimax properties of changepoint prob-
lems have been made in the past five years. Importantly, these contributions offer critical
insight into the inherent difficulty of changepoint problems and serve as natural benchmarks
for statistical methods. Most existing minimax results in the changepoint literature relate
to changes in the mean vector. For instance, Liu et al. (2021) derive the exact minimax rate
of testing for a single (possibly sparse) change in the mean vector with Gaussian noise, while
Li et al. (2023) derive the minimax rate of testing in the more difficult scenario when the
tails of the noise are either sub-Weibull or polynomially decaying. Other worthy mentions
are the works of Enikeeva and Harchaoui (2019); Wang et al. (2020); Pilliat et al. (2023)
and Verzelen et al. (2023), all focusing on changes in the mean vector.

The story is somewhat different for problems involving variance or covariance changes.
By a covariance change, we refer to a change in the spatial covariance matrix of the data,
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which for univariate data is simply a change in the variance. Such problems are funda-
mentally distinct from mean-change problems, as a covariance change alters the noise level
of the data, unlike a change in the mean. To practitioners, covariance shifts are arguably
of no less interest than mean shifts, as a covariance change entails a shift in either the
variability of individual time series or their inter-dependencies. In finance, for example,
the covariance between assets is of critical importance for portfolio construction (see, for
instance, ŞErban et al. 2007 and Engle et al. 1990). In neuroscience, covariance and pre-
cision matrices are used quantify the functional connectivity between different regions of
the brain, such as in Varoquaux et al. (2010); Cribben et al. (2013) and Jeong et al. (2016).
Despite the large number of proposed methods for covariance changepoint detection, such as
those of Aue et al. (2009); Galeano and Wied (2014) and Li and Li (2023), the fundamental
difficulty of such problems have yet to be fully explored in the changepoint literature.

Two exceptions are the recent works of Wang et al. (2021) and Enikeeva et al. (2023).
The former derive a finite sample minimax lower bound on the signal strength at which
no statistical method can reasonably estimate the location of a change in covariance in
independent multivariate sub-Gaussian data. The lower bound does not cover the whole
region of the parameter space, and does not capture the dependence on the sample size, nor
any notion of sparsity. The latter paper considers a different setting with low rank VAR
processes, and derive the asymptotic minimax testing rate for a change in the transition
matrix of the observed process. In the sequel, we will only compare our results with those
of Wang et al. (2021), as the setting investigated in Enikeeva et al. (2023) is too different
from ours to obtain any meaningful comparisons. To best the author’s knowledge, no
other contributions have been made to characterize the statistical hardness of changepoint
problems with a covariance change.

For stationary models, the inherent statistical hardness of variance and covariance re-
lated problems have been much more studied than for changepoint models. The works most
related to ours are that of Berthet and Rigollet (2013) and Cai et al. (2015). The former
propose a test for a sparse perturbation in the covariance matrix of i.i.d. Gaussian data
based on s-sparse eigenvalues, and the latter show that this test is minimax rate optimal in
the region of the parameter space where the signal strength is small or moderate. The cur-
rent work builds upon the ideas and techniques in these two papers, although our problem
setting, being a two sample problem, is fundamentally different than theirs. For other recent
works, we refer to Cai et al. (2013), Cai et al. (2016) and Butucea and Zgheib (2016).

In this paper, we investigate the minimax rate of testing for a change in the spatial
covariance matrix of sequence of n ≥ 2 independent, centered, sub-Gaussian observations
of dimension p. We first consider the univariate case where p = 1, in which case the spatial
covariance matrix is simply the variance, under the assumption that the variance-rescaled
data have bounded densities and the sub-Gaussian norm of the data is of the same order
as the variance. Given a sequence of random variables X1, . . . ,Xn, we wish to test the null
hypothesis that the sequence of variances E(X2

i ) is constant versus the alternative that

E(X2
i ) =

{
σ21, if i ≤ t0,

σ22, if i ≥ t0 + 1,

for some unknown changepoint location 1 ≤ t0 ≤ n− 1 and unknown pre- and post-change
variances σ21 , σ

2
2 > 0. A novelty of this work is to recognize that the difficulty of this problem
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is governed by a signal strength parameter ρ that measures the quantity

min(t0, n− t0)

( ∣∣σ21 − σ22
∣∣

min(σ21 , σ
2
2)

)
∧
( ∣∣σ21 − σ22

∣∣
min(σ21 , σ

2
2)

)2

.

Here, the symbol ∧ indicates the minimum value. The first factor min(t0, n − t0) is the
effective sample size of the problem, which is equal to the smallest of the number of obser-
vations before and after the change. The second factor measures the absolute size of the
variance change relative to the smallest of the pre- and post-change variances.

The minimax rate of testing, denoted ρ∗(n), is a function of n for which the worst-
case sum of Type I and Type II errors of any test can be made arbitrarily large whenever
ρ ≤ cρ∗(n), and arbitrarily small for some test whenever ρ ≥ Cρ∗(n), by choosing the
constants c, C > 0 appropriately. The first contribution of this paper is to show that

ρ∗(n) ≍ log log(8n),

thereby giving a complete characterization of this problem, which is done in Section 2. As
an aside, the optimal test constructed to reach the minimax rate is conceptually simple,
computationally efficient and easy to implement.

Next we consider multivariate data, assuming that the variance-rescaled data have
bounded densities and the sub-Gaussian norm of the data is of the same order as the
variance, now along any one-dimensional subspace of Rp. Given a sequence X1, . . . ,Xn

of p-dimensional random variables, we wish to test the null hypothesis that E(XiX
⊤
i ) is

constant and positive definite versus the alternative that

E(XiX
⊤
i ) =

{
Σ1, if i ≤ t0,

Σ2, if i ≥ t0 + 1,

for some unknown changepoint location 1 ≤ t0 ≤ n− 1, where Σ1 6= Σ2 are positive definite
and unknown. The size of the change under the alternative is measured in terms of the
operator norm of the matrix Σ1 − Σ2. Since Σ1 − Σ2 is symmetric, its operator norm is
given by

‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op = sup
v∈Sp−1

|v⊤(Σ1 −Σ2)v|, (1)

where Sp−1 denotes the Euclidian unit sphere in Rp. The right hand side of (1) is the largest
absolute change in the variance of the data along some one-dimensional axis of variation.
If an axis maximizing the change in variance is spanned by a vector with at most s nonzero
entries, we say that the change in covariance is s-sparse. That is, whenever the s-sparse
eigenvalue

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) = sup
v∈Sp−1

s

|v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v|

agrees with the operator norm of Σ1 − Σ2. Here, Sp−1
s denotes the subspace of the Eu-

clidian unit sphere containing only vectors with at most s nonzero entries. As an exam-
ple, the change in covariance is s-sparse whenever Σ2 = Σ1 + vv⊤, and v has no more
than s nonzero entries. Similar notions of sparsity are used in e.g. Cai et al. (2015) and
Berthet and Rigollet (2013).
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As a natural extension to the univariate setting, we define the signal strength parameter
ρ to measure the quantity

min(t0, n− t0)

(
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)
∧
(

‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op
σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)2

.

Here, σ2 = ‖Σ1‖op ∨ ‖Σ2‖op denotes the largest of the operator norms of the pre- and
post-change covariance matrices. As before, the factor min(t0, n− t0) is the effective sample
size, while the second factor measures the operator norm of the change relative to the
difference between the nominal noise level and the magnitude of the change. As the second
contribution of this paper, we show that the worst-case sum of Type I and Type II errors
of any test can be made arbitrarily large whenever

ρ ≤ c
{
s log

(ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n)

}
, (2)

by choosing c > 0 appropriately small. This is done in Section 3.
In a large region of the parameter space we match the minimax lower bound in (2) from

above with an optimal test statistic. Specifically, this is the low- to moderate dimensional re-
gion where the effective sample size min(t0, n−t0) is no less than C {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)},
where the constant C > 0 depends only on the desired testing level. In the high-dimensional
region, where the effective sample size is even smaller, the lower bound still has interesting
implications, even though the lower bound is not matched. In this region, the lower bound
in (2) implies that the worst-case sum of Type I and Type II errors of any test can be made
arbitrarily large whenever

sup
v∈Sp−1

s

v⊤Σ1v

v⊤Σ2v
∨ v⊤Σ2v

v⊤Σ1v
≤ 1 + c

s log
( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n)

min(t0, n− t0)
, (3)

by choosing the constant c > 0 appropriately small. The left hand side of (3) is the maximal
ratio of the pre- and post-change variances along any subspace of Rp spanned by an s-sparse
vector. When min(t0, n − t0) is constant, the maximal ratio of the pre- and post-change
variances must be of order s log(ep/s)∨ log log(8n) for changepoint detection to be possible,
corresponding a stringent requirement on the signal strength of the changepoint.

The optimal test statistic that we use to match the minimax lower bound in (2) is based
on s-sparse eigenvalues of empirical covariance matrices, which are known to be NP-hard
to compute. As the third contribution of this paper, we propose a computationally feasible,
near-optimal test for a change in covariance that is adaptive to the sparsity and noise level of
the data. The test is constructed via a convex relaxation of the sparse eigenvalue problem,
which has a computational cost that is polynomial in p. This is done in Section 4.

The proofs of our main results are given in Section 5, while auxiliary lemmas and proofs
are given in the Supplementary Material. We use the following notation throughout the
paper. For any set A, we let A∁ denote the complement of A with respect to a universe
U ⊇ A determined from context. For any d ∈ N we let [d] = {1, 2, . . . , d}. For any pair
x, y ∈ R we let x ∨ y = max{x, y} and x ∧ y = min{x, y}. Further, we let ⌊x⌋ denote the
largest integer no larger than x and ⌈x⌉ the smallest integer no smaller than x. We also
write x . y if x ≤ Cy for some context-dependent absolute constant C > 0, and we write
x ≍ y if y . x holds as well. For any vector v = (v(1), . . . , v(d))⊤ ∈ Rd and p ≥ 1, we let
‖v‖p denote the ℓp-norm of v given by ‖v‖p = {|v(1)|p + . . . + |v(d)|p}1/p. Moreover, we
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let ‖v‖∞ = maxi∈[d]{v(i)} denote the ℓ∞ norm of v, and we let ‖v‖0 denote the ℓ0 ”norm”

of v, which is given by number of nonzero elements in v. For any matrix A ∈ Rd1×d2 and
p ∈ {0}∪[1,∞], we let ‖A‖p denote the ℓp norm of the vector formed by the entries of A. We

define the operator norm of A as ‖A‖op = supv∈Sd2−1 ‖Ax‖2, where Sd denotes the Euclidian
d-sphere. Moreover, if A is symmetric, we define the largest absolute s-sparse eigenvalue
of A as λsmax(A) = sup

v∈Sd2−1
s

|v⊤Av|, where Sds = {v ∈ Sd; ‖v‖0 ≤ s} denotes the s-sparse

Euclidian unit sphere. We also write A < 0 to mean that A is positive semi-definite. For
any random variable X taking values in R, we let ‖X‖Ψ2

= inf
{
t > 0 : E exp(X2/t2) ≤ 2

}

denote the Orlicz-Ψ2 norm of X, and we say that X is sub-Gaussian if ‖X‖Ψ2
< ∞. For

any Rd-valued random variable X, we let ‖X‖Ψ2
= supv∈Sd−1

∥∥v⊤X
∥∥
Ψ2

denote the Orlicz-

Ψ2 norm of X, saying that X is sub-Gaussian if ‖X‖Ψ2
< ∞. For any two probability

measures P and Q on some measurable space (X ,A), we define the total variation distance
to be TV(P,Q) = supA∈A |P(A)−Q(A)|. If P is absolutely continuous with respect to Q,
we define the Chi-square divergence to be χ2(P ‖ Q) =

∫
X (dP

2/dQ2)dQ − 1. Throughout
we let P denote a generic probability measure determined from context, with associated
expectation operator E. When the probability measure is specified, say to be P , we let the
expectation operator EP and related functionals such as CovP (·) be with respect to P .

2 Results for univariate data

In this section we assume the observations X1, . . . ,Xn to have dimension p = 1, in which
case the covariance of Xi is simply the variance. We make the following assumption on the
distribution of the Xi.

Assumption 1.

A: The Xi are independent and mean-zero.

B: For some w > 0 and all i ∈ [n], the density of Xi/(EX
2
i )

1/2 is bounded above by w.

C: For some u > 0 and all i ∈ [n], it holds that ‖Xi‖2Ψ2
≤ uEX2

i .

Note that Assumption 1.B guarantees that X2
i is bounded away from zero with high

probability, needed for variance estimation, while Assumption 1.C ensures that the sub-
Gaussian norm of the data is of the same order as the variance.

The testing problem at hand is to determine whether the sequence of variances Var(Xi)
is constant (the null hypothesis) or piece-wise constant with a single changepoint (the
alternative hypothesis). Writing X = (X1, . . . ,Xn)

⊤, we formalize the testing problem by
defining two sets of parameter spaces for Cov(X), corresponding to each of the hypotheses.
Fix any noise level σ > 0. For the null hypothesis, we define

Θ0(n, σ) =
{
σ2In×n

}
,

which is a singleton set. For any t0 ∈ [n− 1] and ρ > 0, define

Θ(t0)(n, ρ) =

{
Diag

(
{Vi}∈[n]

)
∈ Rn×n ; Vi = σ21 > 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ t0,

Vi = σ22 > 0 for t+ 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

min(t0, n− t0)

(∣∣σ21 − σ22
∣∣

σ21 ∧ σ22

)
∧
(∣∣σ21 − σ22

∣∣
σ21 ∧ σ22

)2

= ρ



 , (4)
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The set Θ(t0)(n, ρ) is the space of covariance matrices of X for which there is a change
in variance at observation t0 with signal strength ρ, and is non-empty for all combinations
of n ≥ 2, t0 ∈ [n − 1] and ρ > 0. The signal strength defined in (4) depends on the
ratio between the absolute change in variance and the smallest of the pre- and post-change
variances. Interestingly, the signal strength depends quadratically on this ratio for weak
signal strengths, and linearly for strong signal strengths. The signal strength is normalized
by the effective sample size min(t0, n − t0) to ensure a common signal strength parameter
across different changepoint locations. As our alternative hypothesis parameter space, we
take

Θ(n, ρ) =

n−1⋃

t0=1

Θ(t0)(n, ρ).

We consider the problem of testing between H0 : Cov(X) ∈ Θ0(n, σ) and H1 : Cov(X) ∈
Θ(n, ρ). Let P(w, u) denote the class of distributions of X = (X1, . . . ,Xn)

⊤ for which the
Xi satisfy Assumption 1 with w, u > 0, and define

P0(n,w, u, σ) = {P ∈ P(w, u) ; CovP (X) ∈ Θ0(n, σ)}, (5)

P(n,w, u, ρ) = {P ∈ P(w, u) ; CovP (X) ∈ Θ(n, ρ)}, (6)

i.e. the sub-classes of P(w, u) in accordance with the null hypothesis and the alternative
hypothesis, respectively. Let Ψ denote the class of measurable functions ψ : Rn 7→ {0, 1}.
We define the minimax testing error M(ρ) by

M(ρ) = M(ρ, n, σ,w, u) = inf
ψ∈Ψ

{
sup

P∈P0(n,w,u,σ)
EPψ(X) + sup

P∈P(n,w,u,ρ)
EP (1− ψ(X))

}
,

which measures the optimal ”worst-case” performance of all testing procedures over the
parameter space and the class of distributions satisfying Assumption 1. Our goal is to
identify the minimax rate of testing, i.e. the boundary between feasible and unfeasible
testing problems, defined as follows.

Definition 1. Fix any w, u > 0. We say that ρ∗(n) = ρ∗(n, σ,w, u) is the minimax rate of
testing if the following conditions are satisfied:

A: For any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists some cδ > 0 depending only on δ, such that
M(cρ∗(n), n, σ, w, u) ≥ 1− δ for any c ∈ (0, cδ).

B: For any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists some Cδ > 0 depending only on δ, such that
M(Cρ∗(n), n, σ, w, u) ≤ δ for any C ∈ (Cδ ,∞).

The first main result of this paper is the following.

Theorem 1. For any fixed w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and any fixed u > 0 sufficiently large, the minimax

rate of testing is given by

ρ∗(n) ≍ log log(8n).

Note that the minimax rate of testing in Theorem 1 does not depend on the noise level
σ2 specified in the alternative hypothesis. In fact, we could also have taken ∪σ>0Θ0(σ, n) as
the null hypothesis parameter space, obtaining the same result. We consider the restrictions
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on w and u to be artefacts of our proofs, as they are needed to ensure that Assumption 1
is satisfied for Gaussian data, which is the distribution used to prove the lower bound in
Theorem 1.

Theorem 1 shows an interesting similarity between the change-in-variance problem and
the change-in-mean problem for univariate data. The signal strength of a single change in
mean from µ1 to µ2 at observation t0 with noise level σ2 is given by min(t0, n − t0)(µ1 −
µ2)

2σ−2 (see Liu et al., 2021), and the minimax rate of testing is given by log log(8n) for
this problem as well.

However, it is important to realize that the above minimax result for the change-in-
variance problem is not a consequence or corollary of existing results for mean changes.
Indeed, the two problems are fundamentally different, as a change in variance alters the noise
level of the data, unlike a change in the mean. In practice, this complicates the construction
of a test statistic for a change in variance, as any variance estimate will typically have a
variance depending on the very quantity it estimates. For instance, if t0 were known, a
natural estimate of the pre-change variance σ21 would be σ̂21 = n−1

∑t0
i=1X

2
i , which has

variance 2σ41/t0 whenever the Xi are independently Gaussian.
A noteworthy distinction between the change-in-variance and change-in-mean problems

is the forms of the signal strengths. For the change-in-variance problem, the signal strength
in (4) depends quadratically on a variance ratio for weak signals, and linearly for strong
signals. Meanwhile, the signal strength for the change-in-mean problem does not exhibit
such a phase transition. This discrepancy is intuitively explained by the sub-exponential
tails of X2

i being heavier than the tails of Xi, the former only exhibiting sub-Gaussian
behaviour near the center of the distribution.

2.1 Upper bound

To show Theorem 1, we first consider the upper bound, for which an optimal test statistic
is needed. Since we are only interested in testing for the presence of a changepoint, our
approach is to apply location-specific tests over a sparse grid of candidate changepoint
locations (as opposed to testing all candidate changepoint locations). If the changepoint
location were known to be between t and n− t+1, a natural approach would be to use the
variance ratio statistic given by

St =
σ̂21,t
σ̂22,t

∨
σ̂22,t
σ̂21,t

− 1,

where σ̂21,t and σ̂2t,t are the empirical variances of X1, . . . ,Xt and Xn−t+1, . . . ,Xn, respec-
tively, given by

σ̂21,t =
1

t

t∑

i=1

X2
i , σ̂22,t =

1

t

t∑

i=1

X2
n−i+1.

Under the null hypothesis, St is a ratio of two sub-Exponential random variables with
Orlicz-1 norms of the same order. Since also Xi/{EX2

i }1/2 has a bounded density for each
i, both the lower and upper tails of σ̂21,t and σ̂

2
2,t can be well controlled, allowing for high-

probability control on the tails of St. Under the alternative hypothesis, St grows linearly
with the signal strength, since both σ̂21,t and σ̂22,t are unbiased estimators of the pre- and
post-change variances, respectively. A natural testing procedure is therefore to reject the
null hypothesis for large values of St.
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However, the true changepoint location t0 under the alternative is unknown, which
motivates the application of the aforementioned testing procedure across a range of values
of t. To attain the level of precision needed to reach the minimax testing rate, we use the
geometrically increasing grid in Liu et al. (2021), given by

T =
{
20, 21, . . . , 2⌊log2(n/2)⌋

}
, (7)

The main advantage of T is its small size, having a cardinality of order log n. Still, due
to the spacing of T , the signal strength of the data is preserved for at least one t ∈ T ,
regardless of the true changepoint location t0. Given a tuning parameter λ > 0, our testing
procedure for a change in variance is given by

ψ(X) = ψλ(X) = max
t∈T

1

{
St > λ

(√
log log(8n)

t
∨ log log(8n)

t

)}
. (8)

The following theorem gives the theoretical performance of the testing procedure defined
in (8).

Proposition 1. Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, w > 0 and u > 0. Let P0(n, σ,w, u) and

P(n, ρ,w, u) be as in (5) and (6), respectively. Then for some constant λ0 > 0 depending

only on δ, w and u, the testing procedure in (8) satisfies

sup
P∈P0(n,σ,w,u)

EPψ(X) + sup
P∈P(n,ρ,w,u)

EP (1− ψ(X)) ≤ δ,

whenever λ ≥ λ0 and ρ ≥ C log log(8n), where C is a constant depending only on λ, δ, w
and u.

Some remarks are in order. Firstly, the explicit values of constants in Proposition 1
can be found in the proof, although we note that these have not been optimized. Secondly,
we remark that these constants do not depend on σ, meaning that the testing procedure
in (8) is adaptive to the nominal noise level of the data. The test can therefore be used
to test the composite null hypothesis H0 : V ∈ ∪σ>0Θ0(n, σ) versus the alternative H1

without altering the tuning parameter λ. Lastly, we remark that the testing procedure in
(8) is easy to implement and has computational cost. Indeed, the test is simply a ratio of
empirical variances evaluated over a grid. Since the empirical variances can be computed
from cumulative sums of the squared Xi, the computational cost of the testing procedure
is of order n.

2.2 Lower bound

The following lower bound matches the upper bound on ρ∗(n) implied by Proposition 1.

Proposition 2. For any fixed δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and sufficiently large

u > 0, there exists some cδ > 0 depending only on δ, such that M(ρ) ≥ 1 − δ whenever

ρ ≤ c log log(8n) and c ∈ (0, cδ).

Proposition 2 is shown by bounding the Chi square divergence between two probability
measures P0 and P on Rn, where P0 is consistent with the null hypothesis and P is consis-
tent with the alternative. Specifically, P0 is the distribution of X = (X1, . . . ,Xn)

⊤ when
Xi ∼ N(0, σ2) independently for i = 1, . . . , n, and P is the distribution of X induced
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by sampling the changepoint location t0 uniformly from {20, 21, . . . , 2⌊log2(n/2)⌋}, and con-
ditionally on t0, sampling Xi ∼ N(0, σ2 − κ) independently for i ≤ t0 and Xi ∼ N(0, σ2)
independently for i > t0. The scaling factor κ < σ2 is chosen so that Cov(X|t0) ∈ Θ(n, ρ)
for all t0.

3 Results for multivariate data

In this section we turn to multivariate data, assuming now that the data X1, . . . ,Xn are p-
dimensional with p ≥ 1. Similar to the univariate case, we impose the following assumption
on the distribution of the Xi.

Assumption 2.

A: The Xi are independent and mean-zero.

B: For some u > 0 and all i ∈ [n], it holds that ‖Xi‖2Ψ2
≤ u‖EXiX

⊤
i ‖op.

The testing problem at hand is to determine whether the sequence of covariances EXiX
⊤
i

is constant (the null hypothesis), or piece-wise constant with a single change point (the alter-
native hypothesis). Write X = (X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤ shorthand for the stacked vector consisting
of all the Xi. We define two sets of parameter spaces for Cov(X), corresponding to each
of the hypotheses. Let PD(p) denote the positive definite cone, consisting of all symmetric
and positive definite p×p matrices. As the parameter space for the null hypothesis, for any
σ > 0 we define

Θ0(p, n, σ) =
{
Diag

(
{Σ}i∈[n]

)
∈ Rpn×pn ; Σ ∈ PD(p) , ‖Σ‖op = σ2

}
.

Recall that we say a symmetric matrix is s-sparse if its operator norm agrees with its
s-sparse largest absolute eigenvalue, i.e.

sup
v∈Sp−1

s

|v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v| = sup
v∈Sp−1

|v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v|.

Now let M(p, s) denote the space of s-sparse matrices in Rp×p. For any t0 ∈ [n− 1], s ∈ [p]
and ρ > 0, we define Θ(t0)(p, n, s, σ, ρ) to be the set given by

{
Diag

(
{Vi}i∈[n]

)
∈ Rpn×pn, Vi = Σ1 ∈ PD(p) for 1 ≤ i ≤ t0,

Vi = Σ2 ∈ PD(p) for t0 + 1 ≤ i ≤ n, ‖Σ1‖op ∨ ‖Σ2‖op ≤ σ2,

Σ1 − Σ2 ∈M(p, s),

min(t0, n− t0)

(
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)
∧
(

‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op
σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)2

= ρ



 . (9)

The set Θ(t0)(p, n, s, σ, ρ) contains the space of covariance matrices of X with signal strength
ρ and nominal noise level at most σ2, for which there is an s-sparse change in covariance
at time t0, and is non-empty for all combinations of n ≥ 2, p ≥ 1, s ∈ [p], t0 ∈ [n − 1],
σ > 0, and ρ > 0. Here, n and p determine the sample size and dimension of the problem,
while ρ and s determine the signal strength and the sparsity level, respectively. The signal

9



strength is given by the operator norm of the covariance change, normalized by the inverse
difference between the noise level of the data and the norm of the covariance change. As
in the univariate setting, the signal strength is normalized by the effective sample size
min(t0, n − t0), ensuring a common signal strength parameter across different changepoint
locations. As our alternative hypothesis parameter space, we take

Θ(p, n, s, σ, ρ) =

n−1⋃

t0=1

Θ(t0)(p, n, s, σ, ρ).

We consider the problem of testing between H0 : Cov(X) ∈ Θ0(p, n, σ) and H1 :
Cov(X) ∈ Θ(p, n, s, σ, ρ). Let P(u) denote the set of distributions X = (X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤

for which the Xi satisfy Assumption 2 with u > 0, and define

P0(p, n, u, σ) = {P ∈ P(u) ; CovP (X) ∈ Θ0(p, n, σ)}, (10)

P(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ) = {P ∈ P(u) ; CovP (X) ∈ Θ(p, n, s, σ, ρ)}, (11)

i.e. the sub-classes of P(u) in accordance with the null hypothesis and the alternative
hypothesis, respectively. Let Ψ denote the class of measurable functions ψ : Rpn 7→ {0, 1}.
We define the minimax testing error M(ρ) = M(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ) by

M(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ) = inf
ψ∈Ψ

{
sup

P∈P0(p,n,u,σ)
EPψ(X) + sup

P∈P(p,n,s,u,σ,ρ)
EP (1− ψ(X))

}
.

3.1 A lower bound on the minimax testing error

The following result gives a lower bound on the minimax testing error.

Proposition 3. Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, s ∈ [p] and sufficiently large u > 0. Then there

exists some cδ > 0 depending only on δ, such that M(ρ) ≥ 1− δ whenever

ρ ≤ c {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} and c ∈ (0, cδ).

Proposition 3 implies that no changepoint procedure can discriminate between H0 and
H1 with a worst-case testing error less than any fixed δ ∈ (0, 1) whenever the signal strength
defined in (9) is smaller than s log(ep/s)∨log log(8n) by a sufficiently small factor. This lower
bound is increasing sub-linearly in the sparsity s, reducing to log(ep)∨log log(8n) when s = 1
and growing to as much as p∨log log(8n) when s = p. Note that the constant in Proposition
3 does not depend on the noise level σ. In fact, we could also have taken ∪σ>0Θ0(p, n, σ)
as the null hypothesis parameter space and ∪σ>0Θ(p, n, s, σ, ρ) as the alternative, obtaining
the same result.

In the sequel, we will match the minimax lower bound in Proposition 3 from above
for all changepoints whose location t0 satisfies min(t0, n − t0) & s log

(ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n),

which we call the low- to moderate-dimensional region of the parameter space. For high-
dimensional problems where min(t0, n − t0) . log

( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n), Proposition 3 has

interesting implications, even though the lower bound there is not matched from above.
Indeed, due to Lemma 10 in the Supplementary Material, Proposition 3 implies that for
any test to discriminate between H0 and H1 with minimax testing error smaller than some
δ ∈ (0, 1), a necessary condition is that

sup
v∈Sp−1

s

v⊤Σ1v

v⊤Σ2v
∨ v⊤Σ2v

v⊤Σ1v
≥ 1 + c

γ

∆
∨
√
c
γ

∆
, (12)

10



for some absolute constant c > 0 depending only on δ, where γ = γ(p, n, s) = s log
( ep
s

)
∨

log log(8n) and ∆ = ∆(n, t0) = min(t0, n − t0) is the effective sample size. The left hand
side of (12) is the largest relative change in the variance of the data along some subspace
of Rp spanned by an s-sparse vector. In the asymptotic regime where n, s or p diverge, the
right hand side of (12) diverges if (and only if) ∆/γ → 0. If ∆ is fixed, the right hand side
of (12) grows at the rate of γ = s log

( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n). In this case, the relative change in

variance along some axis of variation must change by a factor of order γ for changepoint
detection to be possible, amounting to a very stringent requirement, especially when s or p
become large. To see this, consider for instance the case where s = p, in which the necessary
relative change must be of order at least p for any test to successfully discriminate between
H0 and H1 over the whole parameter space.

The proof of Proposition 3 builds upon the techniques used in the proof of Proposition 2.
The main strategy is to bound the Chi square divergence between two probability measures
P0 and P on Rpn, where P0 is consistent with the null hypothesis and P is consistent with the
alternative. Specifically, P0 is the distribution ofX = (X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤ whenXi ∼ Np(0, σ
2I)

independently for all i. Moreover, P is the mixture distribution of (X1, . . . ,Xn), which
conditional on the changepoint location t0 and the pre-change covariance matrix Σ satisfies
Xi ∼ Np(0,Σ) independently for i ≤ t0 and Xi ∼ Np(0, σ

2I) independently for i ≥ t0+1. To
generate t0 and Σ, we sample t0 uniformly from {20, 21, . . . , 2⌊log2(n/2)⌋}, and independently
sample Σ = σ2I −κuu⊤, where κ < σ2 is deterministic chosen to satisfy the signal strength
condition, and u is suitably sampled from the s-sparse unit sphere Sp−1

s . Here, the stochastic
choice of t0 contributes with the log log(8n) term in the lower bound, while the stochastic
choice of u contributes with the s log(ep/s) term.

Let us compare Proposition 3 to the minimax result in Wang et al. (2021). Their result
concerns changepoint location estimation, which is a slightly different than the testing
problem considered in this paper. Wang et al. assume that ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op ≤ σ2/4, where

σ2 denotes the maximum sub-Gaussian norm of the Xi. The latter assumption implicitly
restricts the effective sample size to satisfy min(t0, n − t0) & p. Within this setup, they
show that consistent estimation of a changepoint location is impossible as long as

min(t0, n− t0)
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖2op

σ4
. p. (13)

Under the assumption that ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op ≤ σ2/4, the left hand side of (13) agrees with the
signal strength defined in (9), up to absolute constants. Thus, Proposition 3 significantly
refines the minimax result in Wang et al. (2021) by accounting for the dependence on both
the sparsity and the sample size.

Next we compare the lower bound in Proposition 3 to the minimax testing rate for
changes in the mean vector. Assuming independent data, consider testing the null hypoth-
esis

H0,mean : Xi ∼ Np(µ, σ
2I), for i ∈ [n],

where µ ∈ Rp is unknown, versus the alternative H1,mean that

Xi ∼
{
Np(µ1, σ

2I) for 1 ≤ i ≤ t0,

Np(µ2, σ
2I) for t0 + 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

where ‖µ1 − µ2‖0 = s is fixed and µ1, µ2 ∈ Rp and t0 ∈ [n − 1] are unknown. Given any
δ ∈ (0, 1), Liu et al. (2021) show that no test can discriminate between H0,mean and H1,mean
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with minimax testing error less than δ whenever

∆
‖µ1 − µ2‖2

σ2
.

{√
p log log(8n), if s ≥

√
p log log(8n),

s log
(
ep log log(8n)

s2

)
∨ log log(8n), if s <

√
p log log(8n),

(14)

where ∆ = min(t0, n− t0). Within the mean-change model, the regime s <
√
p log log(8n)

is called a sparse regime, and s ≥
√
p log log(8n) is called a dense regime. In comparison,

Proposition 3 implies that no test can discriminate between H0 and H1 with minimax
testing error less than δ whenever

∆

(
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)
∧
(

‖Σ1 −Σ2‖op
σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)2

. s log
(ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n), (15)

where ∆ is defined as above. Interestingly, the minimax testing rate for a change in the
mean features a phase transition between the dense and sparse regimes, resulting in an
elbow effect in the minimax rate in (14). Such a phase transition is not present for the
covariance changepoint problem, in which no phase transition occurs with respect to the
sparsity s. A different phase transition occurs, however, in the effect of the variance ratio
in the left hand side of (15), being linear for large values of the variance ratio and quadratic
for smaller values.

3.2 Upper bound on the minimax testing error

In this section we present a test statistic that attains the minimax testing rate for low- to
moderate-dimensional problems, thereby matching the minimax lower bound from Section
3.1 in this region of the parameter space. To keep the presentation simple, we assume both
the variance parameter σ2 and the sparsity s under the alternative to be known. Note that
these assumptions can be removed, which is done in the next subsection. As in Section
2.1, our approach is to apply location-specific tests over a grid of candidate changepoint
locations. To detect changepoints between t and n − t + 1, we construct the following
statistic:

St,s = λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t), (16)

where

Σ̂1,t =

t∑

i=1

XiX
⊤
i , Σ̂2,t =

t∑

i=1

Xn−i+1X
⊤
n−i+1. (17)

The statistic St,s measures the absolute difference between the empirical covariance ma-
trices of X1, . . . ,Xt and Xn−t+1, . . . ,Xn in terms of the largest absolute s-sparse eigenvalue.
When s = p, the statistic St,s is reminiscent of the Covariance CUSUM statistic defined
in Wang et al. (2021). Due to the sub-Gaussianity of the Xi, high-probability control over
the tails of St,s can be obtained under the null hypothesis using standard concentration in-
equalities for empirical covariance matrices. Meanwhile, under the alternative hypothesis,
St,s grows linearly with the signal strength, as both Σ̂1,t and Σ̂2,t are unbiased estimators of
the pre- and post-change covariances, respectively. A natural testing procedure is therefore
to reject the null hypothesis for large values of St,s. To guarantee statistical power over all
possible changepoint locations, we apply St,s over the grid T given in (7).

12



Given a tuning parameter λ > 0, our testing procedure for a change in covariance is
given by

ψ(X) = ψλ(X) = max
t∈T

1

{
St,s > λσ2r(p, n, s, t)

}
, (18)

where

r(p, n, s, t) =

√
s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)

t
∨ s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)

t
. (19)

The following theorem gives the theoretical performance of the test in Equation (18).

Proposition 4. Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, s ∈ [p] and u > 0. Let P0 ∈ P0(p, n, u, σ) and

P ∈ P(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ), where ρ ≥ C {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} for some C > 0 and the sets

P0(p, n, u, σ) and P(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ) are defined in (10) and (11), respectively. Then there

exists some λ0 > 0 depending only on δ and u, such that the testing procedure in (18) with
λ ≥ λ0 satisfies

EP0ψ(X) + EP (1− ψ(X)) ≤ δ,

as long as C ≥ 8λ2 and the distribution P under the alternative additionally satisfies

min(t0, n− t0)
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖2op

σ4
≥ C {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} , (20)

where t0,Σ1 and Σ2 respectively denote the changepoint location and pre- and post-change

covariance matrices of the Xi implied by P .

Up to absolute constants, Proposition 4 matches the minimax lower bound in Proposi-
tion 3 in the low- to moderate-dimensional region of the alternative parameter space where
min(t0, n − t0) ≥ C {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)}. Here, C is the constant from Proposition
4 depending only on the desired testing level δ ∈ (0, 1) and the ratio between the sub-
Gaussian norm and the variance of the Xi. Indeed, in this region, Proposition 3 implies
that the minimax testing error is at least 1− δ whenever

min(t0, n− t0)
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖2op

σ4
≤ c {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} ,

and the constant c > 0 is sufficiently small.

3.3 Adaptivity to noise level and sparsity

The testing procedure in (18) is minimax rate optimal in a large region of the parameter
space, but requires knowledge of the sparsity s and variance parameter σ2. In this section
we present a modified test statistic that is adaptive to these quantities. Since the test in
(18) is only guaranteed to detect an s-sparse change in covariance when the effective sample
size is of the same order as γ = γ(p, n, s) = s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n), a natural estimate of
the (scaled) variance of St,s is given by

σ̂2s = λsmax(Σ̂
(1)) ∧ λsmax(Σ̂

(2)), (21)

where Σ̂(i) = Σ̂i,⌈γ(p,n,s)⌉, the latter being defined in Equation (17). Here, the first and
last ⌈γ(p, n, s)⌉ data points contribute to the variance estimate, as no changepoints in these
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segments can be guaranteed to be detected by our testing procedure anyway. Given a tuning
parameter λ > 0, our adaptive test is defined by

ψadaptive(X) = ψadaptive,λ(X) = max
t∈T

max
s∈S

1

{
St,s > λσ̂2sr(p, n, s, t)

}
, (22)

where St,s is given in (16), r(p, n, s, t) is given in (19), T is given in (7) and

S =
{
20, 21, . . . , 2⌊log2(p)⌋

}
(23)

is a geometric grid of candidate sparsities. Note that this geometric grid is sufficient to
retain power over all possible sparsities s ∈ [p]. Unlike the test in (18), the test in (22) is
adaptive to the noise level by using an estimate for the noise level, and is adaptive to the
sparsity level by testing over all sparsities in the grid S.

For the theoretical analysis of the testing procedure in (22), we impose the following
assumption, which is slightly stronger than Assumption 2:

Assumption 3.

A: The Xi are independent and mean-zero.

B: For some w > 0, all i ∈ [n] and all v ∈ Sp−1, the random variable
v⊤Xi/{E(v⊤XiX

⊤
i v)}1/2 has a continuous density bounded above by w.

C: For some u > 0, all i ∈ [n], and all v ∈ Sp−1, we have
‖v⊤Xi‖2Ψ2

≤ uE{(v⊤Xi)
2}.

Assumption 3.B ensures that σ̂2s is bounded away from zero with high probability, while
Assumption 3.C ensures that the sub-Gaussian norm of the data, along any axis of variation,
is of the same order as the variance. In particular, this allows testing procedure to adapt to
models in which λsmax(EXiX

⊤
i ) is of smaller order than ‖EXiX

⊤
i ‖op. The following theorem

gives the theoretical performance of ψadaptive.

Proposition 5. Assume that X1, . . . ,Xn satisfy Assumption 3 for some w, u > 0. Let E0

denote the expectation operator with respect to the distribution of X = (X⊤
1 , . . . ,X

⊤
n )

⊤ when

Cov(Xi) is constant and positive definite, and let E1 denote the expectation operator when

Cov(Xi) = Σ1 for i ≤ t0 and Cov(Xi) = Σ2 for i > t0, where Σ1 and Σ2 are some positive

definite matrices.

Given any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists some λ0 > 0 depending only on δ, w and u, such that

the test in (22) with λ ≥ λ0 satisfies

E0ψadaptive(X) + E1 (1− ψadaptive(X)) ≤ δ

as long as

min(t0, n− t0)

(
λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)

)2

≥ C {s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} , (24)

for some s ∈ [p], where C > 0 is some positive constant depending only on λ, δ, w and u.

Note that the theoretical performance of the adaptive testing procedure in (22) is
stronger than that of the testing procedure in (18), since the condition in Equation (24) is
weaker than the condition in Equation (20). This is due to the adaptivity of (22) to both
the sparsity and noise level of the data.
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4 An adaptive and computationally tractable multivariate

changepoint procedure

4.1 A convex relaxation of the k-sparse eigenvalue problem

The testing procedures presented in the previous section have provably strong theoretical
performance, but are computationally intractable for all but small values of p. Indeed, a
key ingredient in these tests is the s-sparse eigenvalue of Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t, which has dimension
p × p. Seeing as the sparse eigenvalue is NP hard to compute in general (Magdon-Ismail,
2017), the changepoint testing procedures in the previous section are thus prohibitively
computationally costly unless p is very small.

As a remedy to the large computational cost, the s-sparse eigenvalue can be approxi-
mated by a convex relaxation of the implicit optimization problem, as is done in Berthet and Rigollet
(2013) for testing for a rank one perturbation in an isotropic covariance matrix. A similar
approach is also taken in Wang and Samworth (2017), where a sparse eigenvector is of inter-
est, but is costly to compute. Following Berthet and Rigollet (2013) and d’Aspremont et al.
(2007), we can reformulate the sparse eigenvalue problem as follows. For any symmetric
matrix A ∈ Rp×p, recalling that

λsmax(A) = sup
v∈Sp−1

s

|v⊤Av|, (25)

we can for any v ∈ Sp−1
s make a change of variables Z = vv⊤. Noticing that v⊤Av =

Tr(Avv⊤) = Tr(AZ), Tr(Z) = 1, rank(Z) = 1, ‖Z‖0 ≤ s2 and Z < 0, the optimization
problem in (25) can be rewritten as

λsmax(A) = sup
Z∈M(p,s)

|Tr(AZ)|, (26)

where

M(p, s) =
{
Z ∈ Rp×p ; Z < 0, rank(Z) = 1,Tr(Z) = 1, ‖Z‖0 ≤ s2

}
.

The optimization problem in (26) features two sources of non-convexity; the ℓ0 constraint
and the rank constraint. To relax the ℓ0 constraint, notice that ‖Z‖1 ≤ s whenever Tr(Z) =
1 and ‖Z‖0 ≤ s2, since ‖Z‖1 ≤ s ‖Z‖2 = sTr(Z)1/2 = sTr(v⊤v)1/2 = s. Thus, a convex
relaxation of the ℓ0 constraint is given by ‖Z‖1 ≤ s. For the rank constraint, however,
there is no obvious convex relaxation. By simply dropping the rank constraint, a convex
relaxation of the optimization problem in (26) is given by

λ̂smax(A) = sup
Z∈N(p,s)

|Tr(AZ)|, (27)

where N(p, s) = {Z ∈ Rp×p ; Z < 0,Tr(Z) = 1, ‖Z‖1 ≤ s}. As a convex problem, it can be
solved efficiently using e.g. interior point methods (see Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004) or
first order methods (see Bach et al., 2010), the latter in polynomial time in p.

Due to the results in Bach et al. (2010), formalized in Lemma 11 in the Supplementary
Material, we have

λsmax(A) ≤ λ̂smax(A) ≤ s ‖A‖∞ ,

which allows for high-probability control over the relaxed sparse eigenvalue of Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t.

15



4.2 The testing procedure

We now modify the adaptive changepoint test from Section 3.3 by using the convex relax-
ation of the s-sparse largest absolute eigenvalue. Replacing the s-sparse largest absolute
eigenvalue in (16) with the convex relaxation defined in (27), we define

Ŝt,s = λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t), (28)

where the Σ̂i,t for i = 1, 2 are defined in (17). Due to slightly larger deviation bounds on

Ŝt,s under the null, one can only guarantee detection of a changepoint whose location t0
satisfies min(t0, n − t0) ≥ β, where β = β(p, n, s) = s2{log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)}. Hence, a
natural estimate of the noise level using the ”convexified” sparse eigenvalue is given by

σ̂2s,con = λ̂smax(Σ̂1,⌈β⌉) ∧ λ̂smax(Σ̂2,⌈β⌉). (29)

Here, the first and last ⌈β⌉ data points are used to estimate the noise level of the data, as no
changepoints in these segments can be guaranteed to be detected by our testing procedure
anyway.

Our modified adaptive test is defined by

ψ̂adaptive(X) = ψ̂adaptive,λ(X) = max
t∈T

max
s∈S

1

{
Ŝt,s > λσ̂2s,conh(p, n, s, t)

}
, (30)

where Ŝt,s is given in (28), T is given in (7) and S is given in (23), and

h(p, n, s, t) = s

{√
log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)

t
∨ log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)

t

}
. (31)

The following theorem gives the theoretical performance of ψ̂adaptive.

Proposition 6. Assume that X1, . . . ,Xn satisfy Assumption 3 for some w, u > 0. Let E0

denote the expectation operator with respect to the distribution of X = (X⊤
1 , . . . ,X

⊤
n )

⊤ when

Cov(Xi) is constant, and let E1 denote the expectation operator when Cov(Xi) = Σ1 for

i ≤ t0 and Cov(Xi) = Σ2 for i > t0, where Σ1 and Σ2 are some positive definite matrices.

Given any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists some λ0 > 0 depending only on δ, w and u, such that

the test in (30) with λ ≥ λ0 satisfies

E0ψ̂adaptive(X) + E1

(
1− ψ̂adaptive(X)

)
≤ δ

as long as

min(t0, n − t0)

(
λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ1)

)2

≥ Cs2 {log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)} , (32)

for some s ∈ [p], where C > 0 is some constant depending only on λ, δ, w and u.

The signal strength condition (32) in Proposition 6 is larger than that in Proposition
5 by a factor of at least s, ignoring absolute constants. Thus, the computationally feasible
testing procedure in (30) is near-optimal when the sparsity s is small. Notice, however,
that the testing procedure in (22) is computationally feasible when the set of permitted
sparsities in (23) is reduced to S = {p}, as the sparse eigenvalue reduces to the operator
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norm in this case. The test in (30) can therefore be augmented with the test in (22), still
maintaining low computational cost. Then, Proposition 6 still holds (possibly with different
absolute constants) when the right hand side of (32) is replaced by p∨ log log(8n) for s = p,
making the combined testing procedure near-optimal also when s is close to p.
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5 Proofs of main results

5.1 Proofs of results from Section 2

Proof of Proposition 1. Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, and w, u > 0. Write X = (X1, . . . ,Xn)
⊤

for the random vector in Rn consisting of the observed data.
We first control the Type I error under the null hypothesis. Assume that the distribution

of X belongs to the class P0(n,w, u, σ) given in Equation (5), so that Var(Xi) = σ2 for all
i ∈ [n]. Consider the events

E1 =
⋂

i=1,2

⋂

t∈T

{
σ̂2i,t ≥ σ2c1

}
,

E2 =
⋂

i=1,2

⋂

t∈T

{
∣∣σ̂2i,t − σ2

∣∣ ≤ σ2c2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)}
,

where c1 = δ2(16w)−2(2eπ)−1, c2 = c0 {2 + log (8/δ)} ∨ 1 and c0 is the absolute constant
in Lemma 2, depending only on u. Define E = E1 ∩ E2. Then Lemma 3 implies that
P(E) ≥ 1− δ/2.

We claim that St ≤ λ

(
log log(8n)

t ∨
√

log log(8n)
t

)
for all t ∈ T on E whenever λ > 0 is

chosen sufficiently large. To see this, observe that

σ̂22,t
σ̂21,t

− 1 =
σ̂22,t − σ̂21,t

σ̂21,t

≤ 2c2
c1

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
,

on E , for any t ∈ T . Since the same holds true for σ̂21,t/σ̂
2
2,t− 1, the claim holds by choosing

λ ≥ 2c2/c1. Since the distribution of X was arbitrarily chosen from P0(n,w, u, σ), it follows
that

sup
P∈P0(n,w,u,σ)

EP (ψλ(X)) ≤ δ/2,

for any such λ.
Next, we consider the Type II error. Let λ remain unchanged, and assume now that

the distribution of X belongs to the class P(n,w, u, ρ) given in Equation (6), where ρ ≥
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C log log(8n) and

C >
{
4λ+ 8c0

√
log(8/δ)

}2
∨ 4c23
c21

{
λ+ (4c0 ∨ 1)

√
log(8/δ)

}2
,

where c0 is the absolute constant from Lemma 2, depending only on u, while c1 is as before
and c3 = 1 + c0 log(8/δ). Note that C only depends on λ, δ, w and u. Let t0 ∈ [n − 1],
σ21 and σ22 respectively be the changepoint location and pre- and post-change variances of
the Xi, so that Var(Xi) = σ21 for i ≤ t0 and Var(Xi) = σ22 for i > t0, for some σ21, σ

2
2 > 0.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that σ22 > σ21 and t0 ≤ n− t0.
By the definition of T , there exists some t ∈ T such that t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0. For this t,

define the events

E3 =
{
σ̂22,t ≥ σ22

(
c1 ∨

[
1− c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}])}

E4 =
{
σ̂21,t ≤ σ21

[
1 + c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}]}
,

where c0 and c1 are as before. Now set E = E3 ∩ E4, and note that P (E) ≥ 1− δ/2 due to
Lemma 4. We first show that ψλ(X) = 1 on the event E whenever t ≥ (16c20 ∨ 1) log(8/δ).
On E , we have

St ≥
σ̂22,t
σ̂21,t

− 1

≥
σ22

(
1− c0

√
log(8/δ)

t

)

σ21

(
1 + c0

√
log(8/δ)

t

) − 1

≥ σ22
σ21

(
1− 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

t

)
− 1.

Now, since Cov(X) ∈ Θ(n, ρ), we have that

σ22
σ21

− 1 ≥ C1/2


 log log(8n)

t0
∨
√

log log(8n)

t0




≥ 1

2
C1/2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)

where we used that t ≥ t0/2. It follows that

σ22
σ21

≥ 1 +
C1/2

2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
,

and therefore

St ≥
(
1 +

C1/2

2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

))(
1− 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

t

)
− 1.
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On the event E . Since 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

t ≤ 1/2, we thus have

St ≥
1

4
C1/2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
− 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

t
.

It follows that

St − λ

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)

≥
(
1

4
C1/2 − λ

)(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
− 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

t
,

≥
(
1

4
C1/2 − λ− 2c0

√
log(8/δ)

)
1√
t

> 0,

on the event E , where we used that C1/2/4 − λ > 0 in the second inequality and C1/2 >
4λ + 8c0

√
log(8/δ) in the third. We conclude that ψλ(X) = 1 on E whenever t ≥ (16c20 ∨

1) log(8/δ).
Assume now that t ≤ (16c20 ∨ 1) log(8/δ). On E , we have

St ≥
σ̂22,t
σ̂21,t

− 1

≥ c1
c3

σ22
σ21

− 1,

where c3 = 1 + c0 log(8/δ). As before, we have

σ22
σ21

− 1 ≥ 1

2
C1/2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
,

and thus

St − λ

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)

≥
(
c1
2c3

C1/2 − λ

)(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)
− 1

≥
(
c1
2c3

C1/2 − λ

)
t−1/2 − 1

≥
(
c1
2c3

C1/2 − λ

){
(16c20 ∨ 1) log(8/δ)

}−1/2 − 1, (33)

where we in the second inequality used that log log(8n) ≥ 1, and last inequality used that
c1C

1/2/(2c3) − λ > 0 and t ≤ (16c20 ∨ 1) log(8/δ). Due to the definition of C, the right
hand side of (33) is positive, and therefore ψλ(X) = 1 holds on the event E also when
t ≤ (16c20 ∨ 1) log(8/δ).

19



Since the distribution of X was chosen arbitrarily from P(n,w, u, ρ), it follows that

sup
P∈P(n,w,u,ρ)

EP (1− ψλ(X)) ≤ δ/2,

and the proof is complete.

Proof of Proposition 2. Fix any σ > 0, w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and u > 0 sufficiently large. To prove
Proposition 2 we will impose a prior on the alternative hypothesis parameter space and
bound the total variation distance between the null distribution and the mixture distribution
induced by the prior. Since w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and u is sufficiently large, we can take the distri-
bution of the Xi to be Gaussian. Given any 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, it then suffices by Lemma 13 to find
an absolute constant c > 0 and a probability measure ν with supp(ν) ⊆ Θ(n, c log log(8n))
such that χ2(f1, f0) ≤ η, where f0 and f1 are the densities of X ∼ Nn(0, V ) when V = σ2I
and V ∼ ν, respectively.

Fix 0 < c ≤ 1, to be specified later, and set ρ = c log log(8n). Define ν to be the
distribution of V ∈ Rn×n generated according to the following process:

1. Let ∆ = 2l, where l is sampled uniformly from the set {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌊log2(n/2)⌋}}.

2. Given ∆, set V = V (∆) = Diag({Vj}nj=1), where Vj = σ21 = σ2 − κ for j ≤ ∆ and

Vj = σ22 = σ2 for j > ∆, where κ = κ(∆) is defined by

κ =




σ2 ρ

∆+ρ , if ∆ ≤ ρ

σ2
√
ρ√

∆+
√
ρ
, otherwise.

In the sampling process above, σ21 < σ22 are the pre- and post-change variances, respectively.
One can easily verify that

min(∆, n−∆)

(∣∣σ21 − σ22
∣∣

σ21 ∧ σ22

)
∧
(∣∣σ21 − σ22

∣∣
σ21 ∧ σ22

)2

= ρ,

given any ∆, where σ21 = σ21(∆), and hence supp(ν) ⊆ Θ(n, ρ).
Let f0 denote the density of Nn(0, σ

2In) and f1 denote the density of the mixture
distribution Nn(0, V ) when V ∼ ν. For any positive definite matrix M , let φM (·) denote
the density of N(0,M), so that f0(·) = φσ2I(·) and f1(·) = EV∼ν {φV (·)}. We have that

χ2(f1, f0) + 1 = Ex∼f0

{
f1(x)

2

f0(x)2

}

= Ex∼f0

[
[EV∼ν {φV (x)}]2

φ2
σ2I

(x)

]

= Ex∼f0

[
E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν {φV1(x)φV2(x)}

φ2
σ2I

(x)

]
.

Here, V1 = V (∆1) and V2 = V (∆2) denote independent samples from ν. By Fubini’s
Theorem we thus have

χ2(f1, f0) + 1 = E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗νEx∼f0

{
φV1(x)φV2(x)

φ2
σ2I

(x)

}
.
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By Lemma 9, it follows that

χ2(f1, f0) + 1 ≤ E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp

[
1

2

{√
∆−
∆+

(∆+α
2
+)

1/2(∆−α
2
−)

1/2 ∧∆−α−

}]
,

where αi = κi(σ
2−κi)−1, using subscripts + and − to indicate the index of the largest and

smallest value of the ∆i, respectively, for i = 1, 2. Here, (∆i, κi) are there variables from
from Step 1 and 2 for generating Vi for i = 1, 2. Due to the definition of κ, we have that
∆−α− = ρ whenever ∆− ≤ ρ. If on the other hand ∆− ≥ ρ, then we also have ∆+ ≥ ρ, in
which case ∆iα

2
i = ρ for i = 1, 2. Hence,

χ2(f1, f0) + 1 ≤ E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp
(
1

2
ρ

)
1 {∆− ≤ ρ} (34)

+ E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp
(
2−|l1−l2|/2−1ρ

)
,

where li = log2(∆i) for i = 1, 2. We bound the two terms on the right hand side of (34)
separately. For the first term, we have

E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp
(
1

2
ρ

)
1 {∆− ≤ ρ} ≤ log(8n)c/2P [l1 ≤ log2 {c log log(8n)}] . (35)

Now choose c ≤ log(16/η)−1/2 ∧ 1. Then if log log(8n) < c−1, the right hand side of (35)
is zero since c log log(8n) < 1. If we instead have log log(8n) ≥ c−1, the right hand size of
(35) is bounded above by

log(8n)c/2
1 + ⌊log2{c log log(8n)}⌋

1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋

≤
[

sup
n∈N; n≥2

log(8n)1/2 {1 + ⌊log2 log log(8n)⌋}
1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋

]
log(8n)(c−1)/2

≤ 2 log(8n)(c−1)/2

= 2exp

{
c− 1

2
log log(8n)

}

≤ 2 exp

(
c− 1

2c

)
≤ 4 exp

(
− 1

2c

)
≤ η/4,

where we used the fact that c ≤ log(16/η)−1 in the last inequality.
Now we bound the second term in the right hand side of (34). We have

E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp
(
2−|l1−l2|/2−1ρ

)
(36)

= El1,l2 exp
{ c
2
log log(8n)

}
1 {|l1 − l2| = 0}

+ El1,l2 exp
{
2−|l1−l2|/2−1c log log(8n)

}
1 {0 < |l1 − l2| ≤ (η/18) log log(8n)}

+ El1,l2 exp
{
2−|l1−l2|/2−1c log log(8n)

}
1 {|l1 − l2| > (η/18) log log(8n)} .

Note that l1, l2 are sampled independently and uniformly from an integer interval with
cardinality a(n) = ⌊log2(n/2)⌋ + 1, from which it follows that P(|l1 − l2| = x) ≤ 2a(n)−1
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for any x ∈ N∪ {0}. We claim that the first term at the right hand side of (36) is bounded
above by

{(
1 +

η

4

)
Pl1,l2(|l1 − l2| = 0)

}
∨ η

4
,

provided that c is lowered (if necessary) to satisfy c ≤ η log(1 + η/4)/6 ∧ 1. Indeed, for
n ≥ exp{exp(12/η)}/8, we have

El1,l2 exp
{ c
2
log log(8n)

}
1 {|l1 − l2| = 0} ≤ log(8n)c/2

1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋

≤ η

12
sup

n∈N; n≥2

log(8n)1/2 log log(8n)

1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋
≤ η

4
.

If we instead have n < exp{exp(12/η)}/8, then

El1,l2 exp
{ c
2
log log(8n)

}
1 {|l1 − l2| = 0} = exp

{ c
2
log log(8n)

}
Pl1,l2(|l1 − l2| = 0)

≤ exp

{
6c

η

}
Pl1,l2(|l1 − l2| = 0)

≤
(
1 +

η

4

)
Pl1,l2(|l1 − l2| = 0),

using that c ≤ η log(1 + η/4)/6 ∧ 1 in the last inequality.
For the second term at the right hand side of (36), using that c ≤ 1, we have

El1,l2 exp
(
2−|l1−l2|/2−1c log log(8n)

)
1 {0 < |l1 − l2| ≤ (η/18) log log(8n)}

≤ log(8n)1/2Pl1,l2 {0 < |l1 − l2| ≤ (η/18) log log(8n)}

≤(η/9) sup
n∈N;n≥2

log log(8n) log(8n)1/2

a(n)

≤η/4.

Now let bη = sup
n≥2

log log(8n)

log(8n)η log(2)/18 < ∞. Then for the second term on the right hand side of

(36), we have

El1,l2 exp
(
2−|l1−l2|/2 c

2
log log(8n)

)
1 {|l1 − l2| > (η/18) log log(8n)}

≤ exp

(
cbη
2

)
Pl1,l2 {|l1 − l2| > (η/18) log log(8n)}

≤
(
1 +

η

4

)
Pl1,l2 {|l1 − l2| > (η/18) log log(8n)} ,

by choosing c ≤ 2 log(1+η/4)
bη

. It follows that χ2(f1, f0) ≤ η whenever

c ≤ log(12/η)−1/2 ∧ η log(1 + η/4)/6 ∧ 2
log (1 + η/4)

bη
∧ 1,

and the proof is complete.
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5.2 Proofs of results from Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3. We use a similar strategy as in the proof of Proposition 2. Fix any
σ > 0, w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and u > 0 sufficiently large. Since w ≥ (2π)−1/2 and u is sufficiently
large, we can take the distribution of the Xi to be Gaussian. Given any 0 < η < 1, it
suffices by Lemma 13 to find an absolute constant c > 0 and a probability measure ν with
supp(ν) ⊆ Θ(p, n, s, σ, c{s log(ep/s)∨log log(8n)}) such that χ2(f1, f0) ≤ η, where f0 and f1
are the densities of X ∼ Nnp(0, V ) with some V ∈ Θ0(p, n, σ) fixed and V ∼ ν, respectively.

Fix c ≤ 1, to be specified later, and set ρ = ρ(p, n, s) = c{s log
( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n)}.

Define ν as the distribution of V generated according to the following process:

1. Let ∆ = 2l, where l is sampled uniformly from the set {0, 1, 2, . . . , ⌊log2(n/2)⌋} .

2. Independently of ∆, uniformly sample a subset I ⊆ [p] with cardinality s.

3. Independently of ∆, sample u = (u(1), . . . , u(p))⊤ ∈ Sp−1
s , where

u(i)
i.i.d.∼ Unif

{
−s−1/2, s−1/2

}
for i ∈ I and u(i) = 0 otherwise, and I is the subset

sampled in Step 2.

4. Given (∆, u), set V = V (∆, u) = Diag({Vj}nj=1), where Vj = Σ1 = σ2I − κuu⊤ for

j ≤ ∆ and Vj = Σ2 = σ2I for j > ∆, where κ = κ(∆, u) is defined by

κ =




σ2 ρ

∆+ρ , if ∆ ≤ ρ

σ2
√
ρ√

∆+
√
ρ
, otherwise.

One can easily check that Σ1 = σ2I − κuu⊤ and Σ2 = σ2I sampled according to the above
process are symmetric and positive definite, both with operator norm σ2. Moreover, since
u⊤(Σ2 −Σ1)u = u⊤(κuu⊤)u = κ = ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op, and u ∈ Sp−1

s , the change in covariance is
s-sparse. Moreover, the definition of κ implies that

min(t0, n− t0)

(
‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)
∧
(

‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op
σ2 − ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op

)2

= ρ,

given any ∆, and hence supp(ν) ⊆ Θ(p, n, s, σ, ρ).
Let f0 denote the density of Nnp(0, σ

2I) and let f1 denote the density of the mixture
distribution Nnp(0, V ) induced by sampling V ∼ ν. As in the proof of Proposition 2, Lemma
9 implies that

χ2(f1, f0) + 1

≤ E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp

[
1

2
〈u1, u2〉2

{√
∆−
∆+

(∆+α
2
+)

1/2(∆−α2
−)

1/2 ∧∆−α−

}]
,

where αi = κi(σ
2−κi)−1, using subscripts + and − to indicate the index of the largest and

smallest value of the ∆i, respectively, for i = 1, 2. Here, (∆i, κi) are there variables from
from Step 1 and 2 for generating Vi for i = 1, 2.

If ρ = c log log(8n), one can apply the same steps as in the proof of Proposition 2 to
obtain χ2(f1, f0) ≤ η by choosing c sufficiently small (depending only on η), since 〈u1, u2〉2 ≤
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1. On the other hand, if ρ = cs log (ep/s), observe that ∆−α− = ρ whenever ∆− ≤ ρ and
∆iα

2
i = ρ for i = 1, 2 otherwise, as ∆− ≥ ρ implies ∆+ ≥ ρ. It follows that

χ2(f1, f0) + 1 ≤ E(V1,V2)∼ν⊗ν exp
(
1

2
〈u1, u2〉2 ρ

)

= Eu1,u2 exp
{ c

2s
log
(ep
s

)
s2 〈u1, u2〉2

}
.

The distribution of s 〈u1, u2〉 equals that of
∑H

i=1Ri, where the Ri are independent
Rademacher random variables and H is a Hypergeometric random variable, independent of
the Ri, with parameters (p, s, s). By lowering c if necessary, it follows from Lemma 14 that
χ2(f1, f0) < η, and the proof is complete.

Proof of Proposition 4. Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1), σ > 0, s ∈ [p] and u > 0. Write X =
(X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤ for the random vector in Rpn consisting of the observed data.
We first control the Type I error under the null hypothesis. Assume that the distribution

of X belongs to the class P0(p, n, u, σ) given in Equation (10), so that Cov(Xi) = Σ for all
i ∈ [n] and some Σ with operator norm ‖Σ‖op = σ2. Note first that

λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ) + λsmax(Σ̂2,t − Σ), (37)

for any t ∈ T . Using Lemma 2, we have

P

{
max
i=1,2

λsmax(Σ̂i,t − Σ) ≥ c0cσ
2r(p, n, s, t)

}
≤ 2 exp {−c log log(8n)} ,

for any c ≥ 1 and t ∈ T , where r(p, n, s, t) is given in Equation (19) and c0 is the constant
from Lemma 2 depending only on u. If c ≥ 2 + log(4/δ), then by a union bound, the event

E =
⋃

t∈T

{
λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) < 2c0cσ

2r(p, n, s, t)
}

occurs with probability at least

P(E) ≥ 1− P(E∁)

≥ 1− 2
|T |

log(8n)c

≥ 1− 2
1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋

log(8n)c

≥ 1− δ/2,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that

c ≥ 2 + log(4/δ)

> sup
n∈N; n≥2

log {1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋} + log(4/δ)

log log(8n)
.

Now choose λ ≥ λ0 = 2c0 {2 + log(4/δ)}. On E , we then have

St,s − λσ2r(p, n, s, t) ≤ [2c0 {2 + log(4/δ)} − λ] σ2r(p, n, s, t) ≤ 0.
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It follows that

E (ψλ(X)) ≤ P(E∁) ≤ δ/2.

Next, we consider the Type II error. Let λ remain unchanged, and assume now that
the distribution of X belongs to the class P(p, n, s, u, σ, ρ) given in Equation (11), where
ρ ≥ C{s log(ep/s)∨log log(8n)} and C ≥ 8λ2. Let t0 ∈ [n−1], Σ1 and Σ2 respectively be the
changepoint location and pre- and post-change covariances of the Xi, so that Cov(Xi) = Σ1

for i ≤ t0 and Cov(Xi) = Σ2 for i > t0, and Σ1,Σ2 are some positive definite matrices
satisfying λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) = ‖Σ1 − Σ2‖op and ‖Σ1‖op ∨ ‖Σ2‖op ≤ σ2. Assume further that
Equation (20) is satisfied for t0,Σ1 and Σ2. Without loss of generality, we may assume that
min(t0, n − t0) = t0.

Note first that there exists some t ∈ T such that t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0. For this t, we have

λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≥ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)− 2 max
i=1,2

λsmax(Σ̂i,t −Σi),

Using similar arguments as above to bound the two terms at right hand side of Equation
(37), the event

E =

{
max
i=1,2

σ−2λsmax(Σ̂i,t − Σi) <
λ

2
r(p, n, s, t)

}

has probability at least 1− δ/2.
Now, due to the assumption in Equation (20), we have

σ−2λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≥ C1/2

√
s log

( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n)

t0

≥
√
C

2

√
s log

( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n)

t

Note also that since C ≥ 2, Equation (20) implies that t ≥ s log(ep/s)∨ log log(8n). To see
this, note that λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ λpmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ ‖Σ1‖op ∨ ‖Σ2‖op ≤ σ2, since Σ1 and Σ2

are positive definite. Since also s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n) > 1, and t ≥ t0/2, Equation (20)
cannot be true if t < s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n). It follows that

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≥ σ2
√
C

2
r(p, n, s, t).

On the event E , using that C ≥ 8λ2 we thus have

St,s − λσ2r(p, n, s, t) ≥
(√

C

2
− λ

)
σ2r(p, n, s, t) > 0,

which implies that

E (1− ψλ(X)) ≤ P(E∁)

≤ δ

2
,

and the proof is complete.
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Proof of Proposition 5. Fix any δ > 0, and assume that the observations X1, . . . ,Xn satisfy
Assumption 3 for some w, u > 0. Write X = (X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤ for the random vector in Rpn

consisting of the observed data.
We first control the Type I error under the null hypothesis. Assume that Cov(X) =

Diag({Σ}i∈[n]) for some positive definite covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p. Define the events

E5 =
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s
λsmax(Σ)

}
,

E6 =
⋂

t∈T

⋂

s∈S

{
λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ c5λ

s
max(Σ)r(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where σ̂2s is given in (21), S is given in (23), r(p, n, s, t) is given in (19), c4 = δ2(δ2 + 16δ +
64)−1(2eπw2)−1, c5 = 4c0 log(1 + 16/δ), and c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending
only on u > 0. Define the event E = E5 ∩ E6. By Lemma 5 we have P(E) ≥ 1− δ/2.

On E , we have

St,s
σ̂2s

≤ c5λ
s
max(Σ)r(p, n, s, t)

c4λsmax(Σ)

=
c5
c4
r(p, n, s, t),

for all t ∈ T and s ∈ S. Choosing λ ≥ λ0 = c5/c4, we thus obtain

Eφadaptive,λ(X) ≤ P(E∁)

≤ δ

2
.

Next we consider the Type II error. Let λ remain unchanged, and assume now that
Cov(Xi) = Σ1 for i ≤ t0 and Cov(Xi) = Σ2 for i > t0, where t0 ∈ [n − 1] and Σ1,Σ2 are
some positive definite matrices in Rp×p. Assume further that Σ1,Σ2 and t0 satisfy Equation
(24) for some s0 ∈ [p], where the constant C satisfies

C > 32(λc3 + c5)
2,

where c3 is defined below and c5 is as before.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that min(t0, n − t0) = t0. Note that there

exists some t ∈ T such that t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0 and some s ∈ S such that s0/2 ≤ s ≤ s0. Fixing
this s and t, we define the events

E7 =
{

σ̂2s
λsmax(Σ1) ∧ λsmax(Σ2)

≤ c3

}
,

E8 =
⋂

i=1,2

{
λsmax(Σ̂i,t − Σi) ≤

c5
2
λsmax(Σi)r(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where c3 = 1+ c0 log(1+ 4/δ) and c5 is as before. Define E = E7 ∩ E8. Due to Lemma 6, we
have that P(E) ≥ 1− δ/2. On E , we have

λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≥ λsmax(Σ1 −Σ2)− 2 max
i=1,2

λsmax(Σ̂i,t − Σi)

≥ λsmax(Σ1 −Σ2)− c5 {λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)} r(p, n, s, t).
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Now, due to the definition of s0/2 ≤ s ≤ s0 and Lemma 12, we know that

λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ 4λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2).

Since also t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0, it holds that

t

(
λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)

)2

≥ t

16

(
λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2)

λs0max(Σ1) ∨ λs0max(Σ2)

)2

≥ t0
32

(
λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2)

λs0max(Σ1) ∨ λs0max(Σ2)

)2

≥ C

32
{s0 log(ep/s0) ∨ log log(8n)}

≥ C

32
{s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} . (38)

Since C ≥ 32, the chain of inequalites preceding Equation (38) imply that t ≥ s log(ep/s)∨
log log(8n), since λsmax(Σ1 −Σ2) ≤ λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2), due to Lemma 12. It follows that

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≥
√
C

32
{λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)} r(p, n, s, t).

On the event E , we thus have

St,s − λσ̂2sr(p, n, s, t) ≥ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)− c5 {λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)} r(p, n, s, t)
− λc3 {λsmax(Σ1) ∧ λsmax(Σ2)} r(p, n, s, t)

≥
(√

C

32
− c5 − λc3

)
{λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)} r(p, n, s, t)

> 0,

since C > 32(λc3 + c5)
2. It follows that

E (1− ψadaptive,λ(X)) ≤ P(E∁)

≤ δ

2
,

and the proof is complete.

5.3 Proofs of results from Section 4

Proof of Proposition 6. The proof follows the same strategy as the proof of Proposition
5. Fix any δ > 0, and assume that the observations X1, . . . ,Xn satisfy Assumption 3 for
some w, u > 0. Write X = (X⊤

1 , . . . ,X
⊤
n )

⊤ for the random vector in Rpn consisting of the
observed data.

We first control the Type I error under the null hypothesis. Assume that Cov(X) =
Diag({Σ}i∈[n]) for some positive definite covariance matrix Σ ∈ Rp×p. Define the events

E9 =
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s,con
λsmax(Σ)

}
,

E10 =
⋂

t∈T

⋂

s∈S

{
λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ c6λ

s
max(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

}
,
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where σ̂2s,con is given in (29), Σ̂i,t is given in (17), T is given in (7), S is given in (23),
h(p, n, s, t) is given in (31), c4 = δ2(δ2 + 16δ + 64)−1(2eπw2)−1, c6 = c0{1 + log(4/δ)}, and
c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u > 0. Define the event E = E9 ∩ E10.
By Lemma 7 we have P(E) ≥ 1− δ/2.

On E , we have

Ŝt,s
σ̂2s,con

≤ c6λ
s
max(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

c4λsmax(Σ)

=
c6
c4
h(p, n, s, t),

for all t ∈ T and s ∈ S. Choosing λ ≥ λ0 = c6/c4, we thus obtain

Eφ̂adaptive,λ(X) ≤ P(E∁)

≤ δ

2
.

Next we consider the Type II error. Let λ remain unchanged, and assume now that
Cov(Xi) = Σ1 for i ≤ t0 and Cov(Xi) = Σ2 for i > t0, where t0 ∈ [n − 1] and Σ1,Σ2

are some positive definite matrices in Rp×p. Assume further that Σ1,Σ2 and t0 satisfy
Equation (32) for some s0 ∈ [p], where the constant C satisfies

C > 32(λc7 + c6)
2,

where c7 is defined below and c6 is as before.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that min(t0, n − t0) = t0. Note that there

exists some t ∈ T such that t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0 and some s ∈ S such that s0/2 ≤ s ≤ s0. Fixing
this s and t, we define the events

E11 =
{

σ̂2s,con
λsmax(Σ1) ∧ λsmax(Σ2)

≤ c7

}
,

E12 =
⋂

i=1,2

{
λ̂smax(Σ̂i,t − Σi) ≤

c6
2
λsmax(Σi)h(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where c7 = 1+ 2c0 log(8/δ) and c6 is as before. Define E = E11 ∩ E12. Due to Lemma 8, we
have that P(E) ≥ 1− δ/2. On E , we have

λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≥ λ̂smax(Σ1 − Σ2)− 2 max
i=1,2

λ̂smax(Σ̂i,t − Σi)

≥ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)− c6 {λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)}h(p, n, s, t).
Due to the definition of s0/2 ≤ s ≤ s0 and Lemma 12, we know that

λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ 4λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2).

Since also t0/2 ≤ t ≤ t0, it holds that

t

(
λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)

)2

≥ t

16

(
λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2)

λs0max(Σ1) ∨ λs0max(Σ2)

)2

≥ t0
32

(
λs0max(Σ1 − Σ2)

λs0max(Σ1) ∨ λs0max(Σ2)

)2

≥ C

32
s20 {log(ep/s0) ∨ log log(8n)}

≥ C

32
s2 {log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)} . (39)
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Since C ≥ 32, the chain of inequalites preceding Equation (39) imply that
t ≥ s2 {log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)}, since λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) can never exceed the maximum of
λsmax(Σ1) and λ

s
max(Σ2). It follows that

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≥
√
C

32
{λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)}h(p, n, s, t).

On the event E , we thus have

Ŝt,s − λσ̂2s,conh(p, n, s, t) ≥ λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)− c6 {λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)}h(p, n, s, t)
− λc7 {λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)}h(p, n, s, t)

≥
(√

C

32
− c6 − λc7

)
{λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2)}h(p, n, s, t)

> 0,

since C > 32(λc7 + c6)
2. It follows that

E

(
1− ψ̂adaptive,λ(X)

)
≤ P(E∁)

≤ δ

2
,

and the proof is complete.

6 Supplementary material

In the following, we will for any positive definite matrix V let φV (x) denote the density of
a multivariate Gaussian with mean zero and covariance matrix V . Moreover, we say that
a variable H follows a Hypergeometric distribution, denoted H ∼ Hyp(N,K, n), if H has
point mass function

P(H = i) =

(
K
i

)(
N−K
n−i

)
(N
n

) ,

for i = max(0, n +K − n), . . . ,min(n,K).

6.1 Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 1. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent random variables, and assume that each Xi/σ
has a continuous density bounded above by w for i = 1, . . . , n ∈ N and some w > 0. Let

S =
∑n

i=1X
2
i . Then for any x > 0 we have

P
(
S ≤ σ2x

)
≤ exp

[n
2

{
1 + log

(
2πw2

)
− log

(n
x

)}]
.

Proof. By a Chernoff bound, we have

P
(
S ≤ σ2x

)
≤ inf

λ<0
exp

(
−λσ2x

) n∏

i=1

MYi (λ) ,
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where MYi denotes the Moment Generating Function of Yi = X2
i . Now, the density fYi of

Yi satisfies fYi(y) ≤ y−1/2w/σ, which implies that

MYi(λ) =

∫ ∞

y=0

exp (λy) y−1/2w

σ
dy

=
1√
−λ

√
πw

σ
,

for λ < 0. Hence,

P
(
S ≤ σ2x

)
≤ inf

λ<0
exp

{
n

2
log

(
−πw

2

λσ2

)
− λσ2x

}
.

Set λ = −n
(
2σ2x

)−1
to obtain the desired result.

The following Lemma can be viewed as a unification of Proposition 4.2 in Berthet and Rigollet
(2013) and Theorem 1 in Koltchinskii and Lounici (2017).

Lemma 2. Fix any p ∈ N and s ∈ [p], and let Xi be centered and independent p-dimensional

sub-Gaussian random variables with EXiX
⊤
i = Σ, for i = 1, . . . , n and some Σ ∈ Rp×p.

Assume further that ‖Xi‖2Ψ2
≤ u ‖Σ‖op for all i and some u > 0. Let Σ̂ = n−1

∑n
i=1XiX

⊤
i .

There exists a constant c0 > 0 depending only on u, such that, for all x ≥ 1, we have

P

[
λsmax(Σ̂− Σ) ≥ c0 ‖Σ‖op

{√
s log(ep/s)

n
∨ s log(ep/s)

n
∨
√
x

n
∨ x

n

}]
≤ e−x. (40)

Moreover, if
∥∥v⊤Xi

∥∥2
Ψ2

≤ u(v⊤Σv) for any v ∈ Sp−1, the factor ‖Σ‖op on the left hand side

of (40) can be replaced by λsmax(Σ).

Proof. The proof follows a similar strategy as the proof of Proposition 4.2 in Berthet and Rigollet
(2013), which is a slightly less general result. We begin by claiming that there exist a sub-
set N the unit sphere Sp−1 with cardinality at most

(
p
s

)
9s such that for any symmetric

A ∈ Rp×p, we have

λsmax(A) ≤ 2 max
v∈N

|v⊤Av|.

To show this, note first that

λsmax(A) = max
I⊆[p]
|I|=s

λsmax(AI),

where AI = {Ai,j}(i,j)∈I×I ∈ Rs×s is the sub-matrix of A in which the rows and columns

not contained in the index set I have been removed. Now, for any I ⊆ [p] such that |I| = s,
we have

λmax(AI) = sup
v∈Ss−1

|v⊤AIv|

= ‖AI‖op ,

where the last inequality follows from A being symmetric, in which case operator norm
agrees with the largest absolute eigenvalue of A. As in the proof of Theorem 4.4.5 in
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Vershynin (2018), as well as the results in Exercise 4.4.3 in the same book, there exists an
1/4-net NI of the unit sphere Ss−1 with cardinality at most 9s such that

‖AI‖op ≤ 2max
x∈NI

|x⊤AIx|.

For any vector v ∈ Rp and I ⊆ [p], let vI denote the sub-vector of v containing the i-th
entry of v if and only if i ∈ I. Now set

N =
⋃

I⊆[p],|I|=s

{
v ∈ Rp ; vI ∈ NI , vI∁ = 0

}
,

which has cardinality at most
(p
s

)
9s, proving the claim. It follows that

λsmax(Σ̂− Σ) ≤ 2max
v∈N

|v⊤(Σ̂− Σ)v|.

Now, for any v ∈ N we have

v⊤
(
Σ̂− Σ

)
v =

1

n

n∑

i=1

[(
v⊤Xi

)2
− E

{(
v⊤Xi

)2}]
. (41)

Since the Xi are sub-Gaussian, the summands on the right hand side of Equation (41)
are independent and mean-zero sub-Exponential random variables1, with Orlicz-1 norm

∥∥∥∥
(
v⊤Xi

)2∥∥∥∥
Ψ1

=
∥∥∥v⊤Xi

∥∥∥
2

Ψ2

≤ ‖Xi‖2Ψ2

≤ u ‖Σ‖op , (42)

where the first equality is due to Lemma 2.7.6 in Vershynin (2018). Since centering of a
sub-Gamma random variable preserves the Orlicz-1 norm up to a universial constant, it
follows that ‖v⊤(Σ̂ − Σ)v‖Ψ1 . u ‖Σ‖op. From Bernstein’s Inequality (Theorem 2.8.1 in
Vershynin 2018), we thus have

P

[∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

[(
v⊤Xi

)2
− E

{(
v⊤Xi

)2}]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ cu ‖Σ‖op

(√
t

n
∨ t

n

)]
≤ 2e−t,

for some absolute constant c ≥ 1 and any t > 0. By a union bound over all v ∈ N , we
obtain

P

{
λsmax(Σ̂− Σ) ≥ 2cu ‖Σ‖op

(√
t

n
∨ t

n

)}
≤ 2

(
p

s

)
9se−t

≤ 2 exp
{
4s log

(ep
s

)
− t
}
.

Now set t = 8s log(ep/s) ∨ 2(1 + log 2)x to obtain the first claim of the Lemma, letting
c0 = 16cu.

For the second claim, note that if
∥∥v⊤Xi

∥∥2
Ψ2

≤ u(v⊤Σv) for any v ∈ Sp−1, then then

the right hand side of the inequality in (42) may be replaced by u(v⊤Σv), which is bounded
above by λsmax(Σ) for any v ∈ Sp−1

s . The second claim then holds with the same constant
c0 as before.

1The Orlicz-1 norm ‖X‖Ψ1
of a real-valued random variable X is defined as ‖X‖Ψ1

= inf {λ ≥
0 ; E exp(|X|/λ) ≤ 2}, and X is said to be sub-Exponential if ‖X‖Ψ1

≤ ∞.
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Lemma 3. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be univariate random variables satisfying Assumption 1 for some

u > 0, and assume that Var(Xi) = σ2 > 0 for all i ∈ [n]. For any t, let σ̂21,t =
1
t

∑t
i=1X

2
i

and σ̂22,t =
1
t

∑t
i=1X

2
n−i+1. Let T be as in (7), and fix any δ ∈ (0, 1). Define the events

E1 =
⋂

i=1,2

⋂

t∈T

{
σ̂2i,t ≥ σ2c1

}
,

E2 =
⋂

i=1,2

⋂

t∈T

{
∣∣σ̂2i,t − σ2

∣∣ ≤ σ2c2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)}
,

where c1 = δ2(16w)−2(2eπ)−1, c2 = c0 {2 + log (8/δ)}∨1 and c0 is the constant from Lemma

2 depending only on u. Then we have P(E1 ∩ E2) ≥ 1− δ/2.

Proof. Observe that by Lemma 1, for we have

P

(
E∁
1

)
≤
∑

i=1,2

∑

t∈T
P
(
σ̂2i,t ≤ σ2c1

)

≤ 2

∞∑

k=0

(
δ

16

)2k

≤ δ

4
.

Moreover, using Lemma 2, we have

P

(
E∁
2

)
≤
∑

i=1,2

∑

t∈T
P

{
∣∣σ̂2i,t − σ2

∣∣ ≥ σ2c2

(
log log(8n)

t
∨
√

log log(8n)

t

)}

≤ 2 |T | exp {−(c2/c0) log log(8n)}

≤ 2
log2(n/2) + 1

log(8n)c2/c0

≤ δ

4
,

where we in the last inequality used the c2 and the fact that

{log log(8n)}−1 log{1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋} ≤ 2

and log log(8n) ≥ 1 for all n ≥ 2.

Lemma 4. For some t ∈ N, let X1, . . . ,Xt and Y1, . . . , Yt be two independent sets of

univariate random variables, each satisfying Assumption 1 for some w, u > 0. Assume that

Var(Xi) = σ21 and Var(Yi) = σ22 for all i ∈ [t] and some σ21, σ
2
2 > 0. Let σ̂21,t =

1
t

∑t
i=1X

2
i

and σ̂22,t =
1
t

∑t
i=1 Y

2
i . Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1) and define the events

E3 =
{
σ̂22,t ≥ σ22

(
c1 ∨

[
1− c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}])}

E4 =
{
σ̂21,t ≤ σ21

[
1 + c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}]}
,

where c1 = δ2(16w)−2(2eπ)−1 and c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u.
Then P (E3 ∩ E4) ≥ 1− δ/2.
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Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 3, we have

P
(
σ̂22,t ≤ c1σ

2
2

)
≤ δ

4
,

using Lemma 1. By Lemma 2, we also have

P

(
σ̂22,t ≤ σ22

[
1− c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}])
≤ δ

8
,

and

P

(
σ̂21,t ≥ σ21

[
1 + c0

{
log(8/δ)

t
∨
√

log(8/δ)

t

}])
≤ δ

8
.

It follows that P (E3 ∩ E4) ≥ 1− P

(
E∁
3

)
− P

(
E∁
4

)
≥ 1− δ/2.

Lemma 5. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be p-dimensional random variables satisfying Assumption 3 for

some w, u > 0. Assume further that EXiX
⊤
i = Σ for all i and some positive definite matrix

Σ ∈ Rp×p. For any s ∈ [p], let

σ̂2s = λsmax(Σ̂
(1)) ∧ λsmax(Σ̂

(1)),

where Σ̂(1) = γ−1
∑γ

i=1XiX
⊤
i , Σ̂

(2) = γ−1
∑n

i=n−γ+1XiX
⊤
i and γ = γ(p, n, s) =

⌈s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)⌉. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), define the events

E5 =
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s
λsmax(Σ)

}
,

E6 =
⋂

t∈T

⋂

s∈S

{
λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ c5λ

s
max(Σ)r(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where S is given in (23), r(p, n, s, t) is given in (19), c4 = δ2(δ2 + 16δ + 64)−1(2eπw2)−1,

c5 = 4c0 log(1+16/δ), and c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u > 0. Then

P (E5 ∩ E6) ≥ 1− δ/2.

Proof. We first show that P(E∁
5) ≤ δ/4. Fix any s ∈ S, and let v ∈ Sp−1

s be an s-sparse
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vector satisfying v⊤Σv = λsmax(Σ).
2 By Lemma 1 and a union bound, we have that

P

(
E∁
5

)
= P

(
⋃

s∈S

{
σ̂2s

λsmax(Σ)
≤ c4

})

≤ 2
∑

s∈S
P

(
λsmax

(
γ−1

γ∑

i=1

XiX
⊤
i

)
≤ c4λ

s
max(Σ)

)

≤ 2
∑

s∈S
P

(
γ∑

i=1

(v⊤Xi)
2 ≤ γc4v

⊤Σv

)

≤ 2
∑

s∈S
exp

[
γ

2

{
1 + log

(
2πw2

)
− log

(
1

c4

)}]

≤ 2
∑

s∈S
exp

{
−1

2
s log

(ep
s

)
log

(
1

2ec4πw2

)}

≤ 2
∑

s∈S
exp

{
−1

2
s log

(
1

2ec4πw2

)}

≤ 2
∞∑

s=1

(2ec4πw
2)s/2

≤ 2

(2ec4πw2)−1/2 − 1

= δ/4,

where we in the third inequality used Assumption 3.B, and in the last equality used the
definition of c4. It follows that P(E5) ≥ 1− δ/4.

2Note that such a v always exists, since Sp−1
s = {v ∈ Sp−1 ; ‖v‖0 ≤ s} is a closed (and thus compact)

subset of Sp−1 for any s ∈ [p]. To see this, consider any sequence {vi} in Sp−1
s converging to some v ∈ Sp−1.

Suppose for contradiction that ‖v‖0 > s, and let 0 < ǫ < min{|v(j) : v(j) 6= 0}. There exists an i such that
‖vi − v‖2 < ǫ. In particular, since vi ∈ Sp−1

s and ‖v‖0 > s it must be that vi(j) = 0 and v(j) 6= 0 for some
j. For this j, we have |v(j)| = |v(j) − vi(j)| < ǫ, which is a contradiction.
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Now consider E6. Lemma 2 implies that

P
(
E∁
6

)
≤
∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S
P
{
λsmax

(
Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t

)
≥ c5λ

s
max(Σ)r(p, n, s, t)

}

≤ 2
∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S
P

{
λsmax

(
Σ̂1,t −Σ

)
≥ c5

2
λsmax(Σ)r(p, n, s, t)

}

≤ 2
∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S
exp

[
− c5
2c0

{s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)}
]

≤ 2
∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S
exp

[
− c5
4c0

{s log(ep/s) + log log(8n)}
]

≤ 2 |T | exp
{
− c5
4c0

log log(8n)

}∑

s∈S
exp

{
− c5
4c0

s log
(ep
s

)}

≤ 2
1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋
log(8n)c5/(4c0)

∞∑

s=1

exp

(
− c5
4c0

s

)

≤ sup
n∈N ; n≥2

1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋
log(8n)

2

exp
{
c5
4c0

}
− 1

≤ 4

exp
{
c5
4c0

}
− 1

= δ/4,

where we used that c5/(4c0) ≥ 1 in the third and second last inequalities and the definition
of c5 in the last. The proof is complete.

Lemma 6. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be p-dimensional random variables satisfying Assumption 3

for some w, u > 0. For some t ≤ ⌊n/2⌋, assume that EXiX
⊤
i = Σ1 for i ≤ t , and

EXiX
⊤
i = Σ2 for i ≥ n− t+1, where Σ1 and Σ2 are two positive definite matrices in Rp×p.

Let Σ̂1,t = t−1
∑t

i=1XiX
⊤
i and Σ̂2,t = t−1

∑n
i=n−t+1XiX

⊤
i , and for some s ∈ S define

σ̂2s = λsmax(Σ̂
(1)) ∧ λsmax(Σ̂

(1)),

where γ = γ(p, n, s) = ⌈s log(ep/s) ∨ log log(8n)⌉. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), define the events

E7 =
{

σ̂2s
λsmax(Σ1) ∧ λsmax(Σ2)

≤ c3

}
,

E8 =
⋂

i=1,2

{
λsmax(Σ̂i,t − Σi) ≤

c5
2
λsmax(Σi)r(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where r(p, n, s, t) is given in (19), c3 = 1 + c0 log(1 + 4/δ), and c5 = 4c0 log(1 + 16/δ), and
c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u > 0. Then P (E7 ∩ E8) ≥ 1− δ/2.

Proof. We first show that P(E∁
7 ) ≤ δ/4. Without loss of generality, assume that λsmax(Σ1) ≤
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λsmax(Σ2). We have

P

(
E∁
7

)
≤ P

{
λsmax(Σ̂

(1))

λsmax(Σ1)
≥ c3

}

= P

{
λsmax

(
γ−1

γ∑

i=1

XiX
⊤
i

)
≥ c3λ

s
max(Σ1)

}

≤ P

{
λsmax

(
γ−1

γ∑

i=1

XiX
⊤
i − Σ

)
≥ (c3 − 1)λsmax(Σ1)

}
.

Now we apply Lemma 2 with x = c−1
0 (c3 − 1)γ and c0 the constant from that Lemma to

obtain

P

{
σ̂2s

λsmax(Σ1)
≥ c3

}
≤ exp

{
−(c3 − 1)c−1

0 s log(ep/s)
}

≤ 1

exp
{
(c3 − 1)c−1

0

}
− 1

≤ δ

4
,

here using the definition of c3. It follows that P(E7) ≥ 1− δ/4.
Now consider E8. Similar to the proof of Lemma 5, we apply Lemma 2 to obtain

P(E∁
8 ) ≤ 2P

{
λsmax(Σ̂1,t − Σ) ≥ c5

2
λsmax(Σ1)r(p, n, s, t)

}

≤ 4

exp
{
c3
4c0

}
− 1

≤ δ/4,

using the definition of c5. The proof is complete.

Lemma 7. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be p-dimensional random variables satisfying Assumption 3 for

some w, u > 0. Assume further that EXiX
⊤
i = Σ for all i and some positive definite matrix

Σ ∈ Rp×p. For any s ∈ [p], let

σ̂2s,con = λ̂smax(Σ̂1,⌈β⌉) ∧ λ̂smax(Σ̂2,⌈β⌉),

where λ̂smax(·) is defined in (27), Σ̂i,t for i = 1, 2 is defined in (17) and β = β(p, n, s) =
s2{log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)}. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), define the events

E9 =
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s,con
λsmax(Σ)

}
,

E10 =
⋂

t∈T

⋂

s∈S

{
λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ c6λ

s
max(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where S is given in (23), h(p, n, s, t) is given in (31), c4 = δ2(δ2 + 16δ + 64)−1(2eπw2)−1,

c6 = c0{1+log(4/δ)}, and c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u > 0. Then

P (E9 ∩ E10) ≥ 1− δ/2.
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Proof. We first show that P(E∁
9) ≤ δ/4. Since λ̂smax(·) is a convex relaxation of the implicit

optimization problem giving λsmax(·), we have that

λ̂smax(A) ≥ λsmax(A)

for any symmetric matrix A. It follows that

P(E9) = P

[
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s,con
λsmax(Σ)

}]

≥ P

[
⋂

s∈S

{
c4 ≤

σ̂2s
λsmax(Σ)

}]

≥ 1− δ/4,

where σ̂2s is as defined in Lemma 5, and the last inequality follows from the same arguments
as in the proof of that Lemma.

Now consider E10. Note that by a union bound, we have

P(E∁
10) ≤

∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S
P

{
λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) > c6λ

s
max(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

}

For any t ∈ T and s ∈ S, Lemma 11 implies that

λ̂smax(Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t) ≤ s
∥∥∥Σ̂1,t − Σ̂2,t

∥∥∥
∞

≤ s
∥∥∥Σ̂1,t − Σ1

∥∥∥
∞

+ s
∥∥∥Σ̂2,t − Σ2

∥∥∥
∞

Now, let Yi,t,j,k denote the (j, k)-th element of Σ̂i,t − Σi, for i = 1, 2, and j, k ∈ [p], so that
e.g.

Y1,t,j,k =
1

t

t∑

i=1

{Xi(j)Xi(k)− EXi(j)Xi(k)} .

By symmetry, we have that

P(E∁
10) ≤ 2

∑

t∈T

∑

s∈S

∑

j∈[p]

∑

k∈[p]
P
{
|Y1,t,j,k| >

c6
2s
λsmax(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

}
.

Due to Lemma 2.7.7 in Vershynin (2018) and Assumption 3, we have that

‖Xi(j)Xi(k)‖Ψ1
≤ ‖Xi(j)‖Ψ2

‖Xi(k)‖Ψ2

≤ uλ1max(Σ)

≤ uλsmax(Σ),

for all i ∈ [n] and (j, k) ∈ [p]× [p].
From Bernstein’s Inequality (Theorem 2.8.1 in Vershynin 2018), we thus have

P

[
|Y1,t,j,k| ≥ cuλsmax(Σ)

(√
x

t
∨ x

t

)]
≤ 2e−x,
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for x > 0 and the same absolute constant c ≥ 1 as in Lemma 2. Taking x = 8tc6c
−1
0 {log(ep)∨

log log(8n)}, where c0 = 16cu is the constant from Lemma 2, we obtain

P

{
|Y1,t,j,k| >

c6
2s
λsmax(Σ)h(p, n, s, t)

}
≤ 2 exp

[
−8c6
c0

{log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)}
]

≤ 2 exp

[
−4c6
c0

{log(ep) + log log(8n)}
]
.

By a union bound, it follows that

P(E∁
10) ≤ 4|T | |S|p2 log(8n)−4c6/c0(ep)−4c6/c0 exp

{
−4c6
c0

log(ep)

}
.

Due to the definition of c6, we have 4c6/c0 ≥ 3. It follows that

P(E∁
10) ≤ 4e−3 1 + ⌊log2(n/2)⌋

log(8n)
log(8n)1−4c6/c0p−1 {1 + ⌊log2(p)⌋)}

≤ log(8n)1−4c6/c0

≤ log(16)1−4c6/c0

≤ δ/4,

where we third last inequality used that supp≥1 p−1(1 + ⌊log2 p⌋) = 1 and supn≥2{1 +
⌊log2(n/2)}/ log(8n) ≤ 2, and the definition of c6 in the last. The proof is complete.

Lemma 8. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be p-dimensional random variables satisfying Assumption 3 for

some w, u > 0. For some t ≤ ⌊n/2⌋, assume that EXiX
⊤
i = Σ1 for i ≤ t , and EXiX

⊤
i = Σ2

for i ≥ n− t+1, where Σ1 and Σ2 are two positive definite matrices in Rp×p and t ≤ ⌊n/2⌋.
For any fixed s ∈ [p], let

σ̂2s,con = λ̂smax(Σ̂1,⌈β⌉) ∧ λ̂smax(Σ̂2,⌈β⌉),

where λ̂smax(·) is defined in (27), Σ̂i,t for i = 1, 2 is defined in (17) and β = β(p, n, s) =
s2{log(ep) ∨ log log(8n)}. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), define the events

E11 =
{

σ̂2s,con
λsmax(Σ1) ∧ λsmax(Σ2)

≤ c7

}
,

E12 =
⋂

i=1,2

{
λ̂smax(Σ̂i,t − Σi) ≤

c6
2
λsmax(Σi)h(p, n, s, t)

}
,

where S is given in (23), h(p, n, s, t) is given in (31), c6 = c0{1 + log(4/δ)}, c7 = 1 +
2c0 log(8/δ), and c0 is the constant from Lemma 2 depending only on u > 0. Then

P (E11 ∩ E12) ≥ 1− δ/2.

Proof. We first show that P(E∁
11) ≤ δ/4. Without loss of generality, assume that λsmax(Σ1) ≤

λsmax(Σ2). We have

P

(
E∁
11

)
≤ P

{
λ̂smax

(
Σ̂1,⌈β⌉

)
≥ c7λ

s
max(Σ1)

}
.
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Now, Lemma 11 implies that

λ̂smax

(
Σ̂1,⌈β⌉

)
≤ s

∥∥∥Σ̂1,⌈β⌉
∥∥∥
∞
.

Let Yj,k denote the (j, k)-th element of Σ̂1,⌈β⌉, for j, k ∈ [p], so that

Yj,k =
1

⌈β⌉

⌈β⌉∑

i=1

Xi(j)Xi(k).

Due to Lemma 2.7.7 in Vershynin (2018) and Assumption 3, we have that

‖Xi(j)Xi(k)‖Ψ1
≤ ‖Xi(j)‖Ψ2

‖Xi(k)‖Ψ2

≤ uλ1max(Σ)

≤ uλsmax(Σ),

for all i ∈ [n] and j, k ∈ [p]. For any such j, k, we have

P {|Yj,k| > c7λ
s
max(Σ1)} ≤ P {|Yj,k − EYj,k| > c7λ

s
max(Σ1)− EYj,k}

≤ P {|Yj,k − EYj,k| > (c7 − 1)λsmax(Σ1)} ,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that EYj,k ≤ λ1max(Σ1) ≤ λsmax(Σ1).
From Bernstein’s Inequality (Theorem 2.8.1 in Vershynin 2018) we obtain

P

[
|Yj,k − EYj,k| ≥ cuλsmax(Σ1)

(√
x

⌈β⌉ ∨ x

⌈β⌉

)]
≤ 2e−x,

where c ≥ 1 is the same absolute constant as in the proof of Lemma 2. Setting x =
⌈β⌉(c7 − 1)/(cu) ≥ log(ep)(c7 − 1)/c0, where c0 = 16cu is the constant from Lemma 2, we
obtain

P {|Yj,k − EYj,k| > (c7 − 1)λsmax(Σ1)} ≤ 2(ep)
− c7−1

c0 .

By a union bound over all j, k ∈ [p], it follows that

P (E11) ≤
2p2

(ep)(c7−1)/c0

≤ 2 exp

(
−c7 − 1

c0

)

≤ δ

4
,

where we in the first inequality used that (c7 − 1)c0 ≥ 2 and that c7 ≥ c0 log(8/δ) in the
second.

Now consider E12. Using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 7, we obtain

P(E∁
12) ≤ δ/4,

and the proof is complete.
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Lemma 9. Let p ≥ 1, n ≥ 2. For i = 1, 2, let Vi ∈ Rpn×pn be given by Vi = Diag({Vj,i}nj=1),

where Vj,i = σ2I − κiuiu
⊤
i for j ≤ ∆i and Vj,i = σ2I for j > ∆i, where σ > 0, 1 ≤ ∆i ≤ n,

0 < κi < σ2 and ui ∈ Sp−1 for i = 1, 2. Assume that ∆1 ≤ ∆2. If X ∼ N(0, σ2I), then

E

{
φV1(X)φV2(X)

φ2
σ2I

(X)

}
≤ exp

[
1

2
〈u1, u2〉2

{√
∆1

∆2
(∆2α

2
2)

1/2(∆1α
2
1)

1/2 ∧∆1α1

}]
,

where αi = κi(σ
2 − κi)

−1 for i = 1, 2.

Proof. We have that

E

{
φV1(X)φV2(X)

φ2
σ2I

(X)

}

= E

[
σ2np

det (V1)
1/2 det (V2)

1/2
exp

{
−1

2
X⊤ (V −1

1 + V −1
2 − 2σ−2I

)
X

}]
.

Since det(Vi) = σ2np
(
1− κi/σ

2
)∆i = σ2np(1 + αi)

∆i , for i = 1, 2, we obtain

E

{
φV1(X)φV2(X)

φσ2I(X)

}
= (1 + α1)

∆1/2(1 + α2)
∆2/2

· E
[
exp

{
−1

2
X⊤ (V −1

1 + V −1
2 − 2σ−2I

)
X

}]
.

Since V −1
i = Diag

({
V −1
j,i

}n
j=1

)
and V −1

j,i = σ−2
(
I + αiuiu

⊤
i 1 {j ≤ ∆i}

)
, we obtain

E

{
φV1(X)φV2(X)

φσ2I(X)

}
= (1 + α1)

∆1/2(1 + α2)
∆2/2

n∏

j=1

fj,

where

fj =





1 if j > ∆2

E exp
(
−1

2α2X
⊤u2u⊤2 X/σ

2
)

if ∆1 < j ≤ ∆2

E exp
{
−1

2X
⊤ (α1u1u

⊤
1 + α2u2u

⊤
2

)
X/σ2

}
if j ≤ ∆1.

For the case ∆1 < j ≤ ∆2, we have that fj = E exp
(
−α2

2 Z
2
)
= (1 + α2)

−1/2, where
Z ∼ N(0, 1). For the case 1 ≤ j ≤ ∆1 we have

Ij =E exp

(
−1

2
λ1Z

2
1 − 1

2
λ2Z

2
2

)
,

where Zi
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1) for i = 1, 2 and λ1, λ2 > 0 are the two (possibly) nonzero eigenvalues

of the matrix α1u1u
⊤
1 + α2u2u

⊤
2 , given by

λ1 =
α1 + α2 +

√
(α1 − α2)2 + 4α1α2 〈u1, u2〉2

2
,

λ2 =
α1 + α2 −

√
(α1 − α2)2 + 4α1α2 〈u1, u2〉2

2
.
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For 1 ≤ j ≤ ∆1, it thus follows that

fj = (1 + λ1)
−1/2 (1 + λ2)

−1/2

=
{
1 + α1 + α2 + α1α2

(
1− 〈u1, u2〉2

)}−1/2
.

We thus obtain

E

{
φV1(X)φV2(X)

φσ2I(X)

}
=





(1 + α1)(1 + α2)

1 + α1 + α2 + α1α2

(
1− 〈u1, u2〉2

)





∆1/2

≤
(
1 +

α1α2 〈u1, u2〉2
1 + α1 + α2

)∆1/2

≤ exp

(
1

2
∆1

α1α2 〈u1, u2〉2
1 + α1 + α2

)
.

Observing that

∆1
α1α2

1 + α1 + α2
≤
√

∆1

∆2
(∆2α2)

1/2 (∆1α1)
1/2 ∧∆1α1,

the proof is complete.

Lemma 10. Let n ≥ 2, p ∈ N and t0 ∈ [n− 1]. Let Σ1,Σ2 ∈ Rp×p be positive definite and

symmetric matrices, and let σ2 = ‖Σ1‖op ∨ ‖Σ2‖op. Define ∆ = ∆(t0, n) = min(t0, n − t0)

and γ = γ(p, n, s) = s log
( ep
s

)
∨ log log(8n). Assume further that

∆

(
λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

σ2 − λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

)
∧
(

λsmax(Σ1 −Σ2)

σ2 − λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2)

)2

≥ cγ, (43)

for some constant c > 0. Then we have

sup
v∈Sp−1

s

v⊤Σ1v

v⊤Σ2v
∨ v⊤Σ2v

v⊤Σ1v
≥ 1 + c

γ

∆
∨
√
c
γ

∆
. (44)

In particular, Equation (44) is a necessary condition for Equation (43) to hold.

Proof. Note first that (43) implies

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≥ aσ2, (45)

where a = cγ(∆ + cγ)−1 ∨ (cγ)1/2(
√
∆+

√
cγ)−1. Since Sp−1

s is a closed subset of the unit

sphere Sp−1, we can choose v ∈ Sp−1
s such that λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) = |v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v|. Assume

first that v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v > 0. It then follows from Equation (45) that

v⊤Σ1v − v⊤Σ2v ≥ aσ2.

In particular, since σ2 = ‖Σ1‖op we have that

v⊤Σ1v − av⊤Σ2v ≥ a ‖Σ1‖op
≥ av⊤Σ1v.
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Rearranging, we get

v⊤Σ1v

v⊤Σ2v
≥ 1

1− a
.

Similarly, if v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v < 0, we have

v⊤Σ2v

v⊤Σ1v
≥ 1

1− a
.

Inserting for a, we obtain the result.

In the following, we let Sym(p) denote the set of symmetric matrices in Rp×p. We also
let PSD(p) denote the set of positive semi-definite matrices in Rp×p.

The following Lemma is a formalization of results in Section 5 in Bach et al. (2010).

Lemma 11. Let A ∈ Rp×p be a symmetric matrix. Then we have

sup
Z∈N(p,s)

Tr(AZ) ≤ inf
Y ∈Sym(p)

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞

≤ inf
Y ∈Sym(p)

λmax(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞ ,

where N(p, s) = {Z ∈ PSD(p) ; Tr(Z) = 1, ‖Z‖1 ≤ s}.

Note that the result in Bach et al. (2010) is slightly stronger as equalities prevail through-
out in that paper. Since they do not prove the result, we prove the slightly weaker Lemma
11 here.

Proof. We show the following chain of inequalities in steps:

sup
Z∈N(p,s)

Tr(AZ) ≤ inf
λ≥0

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

Tr(AZ) + λ(s− ‖Z‖1) (46)

= inf
λ≥0

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

inf
Y ∈Sym(p)
‖Y ‖

∞
≤1

TrZ(A+ λY ) + sλ (47)

≤ inf
Y ∈Sym(p)

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞ (48)

= inf
Y ∈Sym(p)

λmax(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞ . (49)

Step 1. We begin by showing (46). For any Z ∈ N(p, s) we have Z ∈ PSD(p),
Tr(Z) = 1 and ‖Z‖1 ≤ s. It follows λ(s−‖Z‖1) ≥ 0 for any λ ≥ 0. Since we also have that
Z ∈ PSD(p) and Tr(Z) = 1, we obtain

sup
Z∈N(p,s)

Tr(AZ) ≤ sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

Tr(AZ) + λ(s− ‖Z‖1),

for any λ ≥ 0. Now take infimum over all λ ≥ 0 on both sides to obtain (46).
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Step 2. To show (47) it suffices to prove that

Tr(AZ) + λ(s− ‖Z‖1) = inf
Y ∈Sym(p)
‖Y ‖

∞
≤1

TrZ(A+ λY ) + sλ,

for any λ ≥ 0 and Z ∈ PSD(p) with Tr(Z) = 1. To this end, it suffices to show that

inf
Y ∈Sym(p)
‖Y ‖

∞
≤1

Tr(ZY ) = −‖Z‖1 . (50)

Note first that −‖Z‖1 = Tr(ZŶ ), where Ŷ is given by Ŷi,j = −sgn(Zi,j). In particular, Ŷ

is symmetric and ‖Ŷ ‖∞ ≤ 1. This shows that the right hand side of (50) is no smaller than
the left hand side. Conversely, for any Y satisfying ‖Y ‖∞ ≤ 1, we have

Tr(ZY ) =
∑

i∈[p]

∑

j∈[p]
Zi,jYji

≥ −
∑

i∈[p]

∑

j∈[p]
|Zi,j|

= −‖Z‖1 .

Taking an infimum over all such Y , we obtain (50).
Step 3. We now show (48). Fix any λ ≥ 0. For any Y ∈ Sym(p) with ‖Y ‖∞ = λ, we

have

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞ = sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ Y ) + sλ

= sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ λY ) + sλ

≥ sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

inf
Y ∈Sym(p)
‖Y ‖

∞
≤1

TrZ(A+ λY ) + sλ.

It follows that

inf
Y ∈Sym(p),
‖Y ‖

∞
=λ

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(A+ Y ) + s ‖Y ‖∞ ≥ sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

inf
Y ∈Sym(p)
‖Y ‖

∞
≤1

TrZ(A+ λY/λ) + sλ.

Taking an infimum over all λ ≥ 0, we arrive at (48).
Step 4. The equality in (49) follows from the well known fact that

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

TrZ(Y ) = λmax(Y ) = sup
v∈Sp−1

v⊤Y v,

for any symmetric Y ∈ Rp×p, which we prove here for completeness.
Let v ∈ Sp−1. Then

v⊤Y v = Tr(v⊤Y v)

= Tr(Y vv⊤).
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Now let Z = vv⊤, which is positive semidefinite and satisfies Tr(Z) = Tr(vv⊤) = v⊤v = 1.
Thus,

v⊤Y v ≤ sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

Tr(Y Z)

Since v was arbitrary, it follows that

sup
v∈Sp−1

v⊤Y v ≤ sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

Tr(Y Z).

Conversely, let Z ∈ PSD(p) satisfy Tr(Z) = 1. Since Z is symmetric, an eigendecom-
position yields Z = Q∆Q⊤, where Q = [q1, . . . , qp] some matrix in Rp×p with orthonormal
columns, and ∆ = Diag(λ1(Z), . . . , λp(Z)) is a diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues of Z
on its diagonal. We have

Tr(ZY ) = Tr(Y Z)

= Tr(Y Q∆Q⊤)

=

p∑

i=1

λi(Z)Tr(Y qiq
⊤
i )

=

p∑

i=1

λi(Z)Tr(q
⊤
i Y qi)

≤
p∑

i=1

λi(Z)λmax(Y )

≤ λmax(Y ),

where we in the penultimate inequality used that λi(Z) ≥ 0 for i ∈ [p] and the fact that∑p
i=1 λi(Z) = Tr(Z) = 1. Taking a supremum, we obtain

sup
Z∈PSD(p)
Tr(Z)=1

Tr(Y Z) ≤ sup
v∈Sp−1

v⊤Y v,

and we are done.

Lemma 12. Let Σ ∈ Rp×p be a symmetric positive definite matrix. Then λsmax(Σ) is

non-decreasing in s, and for any s0/2 ≤ s ≤ s0 ≤ p we have λs0max(Σ) ≤ 4λsmax(Σ). More-

over, if Σ1,Σ2 ∈ Rp×p are two symmetric positive definite matrices, then λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤
λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2) for any s ∈ [p].

Proof. For the first claim, note that Sp−1
s is an increasing set in s. The first claim then

follows immediately. For the second claim, note that since Σ is symmetric and positive
definite, we have

λs0max(Σ) = sup
v∈Sp−1

s0

|v⊤Σv|

= sup
v∈Sp−1

s0

v⊤Σv

= sup
v∈Sp−1

s0

∥∥∥Σ1/2v
∥∥∥
2

2
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for all s0, where Σ1/2 is a symmetric positive definite matrix satisfying Σ1/2Σ1/2 = Σ. It
follows that

√
λs0max(Σ) = sup

v∈Sp−1
s0

∥∥∥Σ1/2v
∥∥∥
2
.

For any v ∈ Sp−1
s0 , we may write v = v1 + v2, where v1, v2 ∈ Sp−1

s since s ≥ s0/2. Hence for
any v ∈ Sp−1

s0 , it follows that
∥∥∥Σ1/2v

∥∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥Σ1/2v1

∥∥∥
2
+
∥∥∥Σ1/2v2

∥∥∥
2

≤ 2 sup
vs∈Sp−1

s

∥∥∥Σ1/2vs

∥∥∥
2

= 2
√
λsmax(Σ).

As v was arbitrary, the second claim follows.
For the third claim, note that

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) = sup
s∈Sp−1

s

|v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v|

= sup
s∈Sp−1

s

{
v⊤(Σ1 − Σ2)v ∨ v⊤(Σ2 −Σ1)v

}
.

Since Σ1 and Σ2 are both positive definite, both v⊤Σ1v and v⊤Σ2v are positive. It follows
that

λsmax(Σ1 − Σ2) ≤ sup
s∈Sp−1

s

{
v⊤Σ1v ∨ v⊤Σ2v

}

= λsmax(Σ1) ∨ λsmax(Σ2),

and the proof is complete.

Lemma 13 (Liu et al. 2021, Supplementary Material, Lemma 8). Let Θ0 and Θ1 denote

general parameter spaces, and consider a family of distributions {Pθ}θ∈Θ on Rp, where

Θ = Θ0 ∪Θ1. Let ν0 and ν1 be two distributions supported on Θ0 and Θ1 respectively. For

r ∈ {0, 1}, define Qr to be the marginal distribution of the random variable X generated

hierarchically according to θ ∼ νr and X|θ ∼ Pθ. Then

inf
ψ∈Ψ

[
sup
θ∈Θ0

Eθψ(X) + sup
θ∈Θ1

Eθ {1− ψ(X)}
]
≥ max

{
1

2
exp(−α), 1 −

√
α

2

}
,

where Ψ is the set of measurable functions ψ : Rp 7→ {0, 1} and α = χ2(Q0 ‖ Q1).

Lemma 14 (Cai et al. 2015, Lemma 1). Let p ∈ N and s ∈ [p]. Let R1, . . . , Rs be inde-

pendently Rademacher distributed. Denote the symmetric random walk on Z stopped at the

h-th step by

G(h) =
h∑

i=1

Ri.

Let H ∼ Hyp(p, s, s) be independent of {Ri}i∈[s]. Then there exists a function g : (0, 1/36) 7→
(1,∞) with limx↓0 g(x) = 1 such that for any a < 1/36,

E exp
{a
s
log
(ep
s

)
G2(H)

}
≤ g(a).
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Gaël Varoquaux, Alexandre Gramfort, Jean-Baptiste Poline, and Bertrand Thirion. Brain
covariance selection: better individual functional connectivity models using population
prior. In Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on Neural Information Pro-

cessing Systems - Volume 2, NIPS’10, page 2334–2342, Red Hook, NY, USA, 2010. URL
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2010/file/db576a7d2453575f29eab4bac787b919

Ivor Cribben, Tor Wager, and Martin Lindquist. Detecting functional connectivity change
points for single-subject fmri data. Frontiers in Computational Neuroscience, 7, 2013.
ISSN 1662-5188. doi: 10.3389/fncom.2013.00143.

Seok-Oh Jeong, Chongwon Pae, and Hae-Jeong Park. Connectivity-based change point
detection for large-size functional networks. NeuroImage, 143:353–363, 2016. ISSN 1053-
8119. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.09.019.
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