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ABSTRACT
Continuous learning from an immense volume of data streams

becomes exceptionally critical in the internet era. However, data

streams often do not conform to the same distribution over time,

leading to a phenomenon called concept drift. Since a fixed static

model is unreliable for inferring concept-drifted data streams, es-

tablishing an adaptive mechanism for detecting concept drift is

crucial. Current methods for concept drift detection primarily as-

sume that the labels or error rates of downstream models are given

and/or underlying statistical properties exist in data streams. These

approaches, however, struggle to address high-dimensional data

streams with intricate irregular distribution shifts, which are more

prevalent in real-world scenarios. In this paper, we propose MCD-

DD, a novel concept drift detection method based on maximum

concept discrepancy, inspired by the maximum mean discrepancy.

Our method can adaptively identify varying forms of concept drift

by contrastive learning of concept embeddings without relying on

labels or statistical properties. With thorough experiments under

synthetic and real-world scenarios, we demonstrate that the pro-

posed method outperforms existing baselines in identifying concept

drifts and enables qualitative analysis with high explainability.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background and Motivation
Continuously learning from evolving data streams is crucial for

numerous online services to derive real-time insights [7, 58, 59].
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However, in many real-world scenarios, data streams from different

times may exhibit distinct characteristics [30, 47, 57]. For instance, a

previously stable weather pattern might incrementally change due

to global warming with unprecedented high temperatures, leading

to unpredictable fluctuations in temperature, wind speed, and hu-

midity. This phenomenon is called concept drift in data streams [35],

indicating that data at different times follows distinct probabil-

ity distributions. Developing methods for continuously detecting

whether a data stream has undergone concept drift is imperative,

since it is impractical to employ consistent modeling to the concept-

drifted data streams (e.g., a weather prediction model needs to be

updated after unprecedented temperature changes are observed).

Current methods for detecting concept drift online fall into two

categories: error rate-based or data distribution-based [4, 17, 45]. A

common tactic involves constructing a hypothesis test statistic to de-

termine whether error rates of downstream models or data samples

from different periods adhere to the same probability distribution

under a certain significance level. While this approach is favored

for its interpretability and strong statistical foundation, distinguish-

ing between natural fluctuations and actual drifts poses challenges,

especially in the context of complex, evolving data streams. The

sparsity, noise, and high dimensionality commonly observed in

real-world data streams can make statistical approaches ineffective.

Additionally, obtaining error rates of downstream models is not

always feasible, as true labels may not be readily available.

Meanwhile, in machine learning, kernel methods are commonly

used to map data into high-dimensional spaces [14], improving

its representation for downstream tasks such as classification and

clustering with more distinct separations in the projected space.

Likewise, kernel methods can be used to transform a set of sampled

data into a space where the existing concepts can be effectively

represented, facilitating the detection of potential concept drifts.

However, traditional kernels like the Gaussian kernel [24] are lim-

ited in their ability to detect concept drifts. They are designed with

a deterministic mapping function, making them ill-suited for the

ever-changing distributions of data streams. While deep kernels of-

fer more flexibility [34, 55], adapting them to address concurrently

evolving concepts, especially in unsupervised settings, remains

a significant challenge. The computational costs associated with

updating these kernels repeatedly can be prohibitive.

1.2 Main Idea and Challenges
Detecting concept drifts from data streams presents numerous chal-

lenges, mainly centered around the representation of ever-changing

data distributions (i.e., concept representation) and the measure-

ment of their differences (i.e., drift quantification). It also necessi-

tates the continuous monitoring of the dynamic shifts in data distri-

butions as they evolve, which is crucial for accurately identifying
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arbitrary drifts (i.e., online updates). Furthermore, in real-world sce-

narios, there is often a lack of ground truth labels for concept drifts

as well as downstream tasks, making an unsupervised approach

(i.e., data distribution-based) preferable to a supervised approach

(i.e., error rate-based) in practice. To address these objectives, we

propose a novel method for continuously identifying concept drifts

in an unsupervised and online manner, that can effectively handle

arbitrary data distributions with high interpretability.

The main idea of this work is to employ a new measure Max-
imum Concept Discrepancy for concept drift detection, inspired

by the maximum mean discrepancy [44] with a kernel function.

Through a deep neural network, we encode a set of sample data

points in a short time period into a compact representation that

captures the concept observed during the period. We leverage con-

trastive learning accompanied by time-aware sampling strategies to

learn the embedding space of concepts. This entails the generation

of positive sample pairs drawn from temporally proximate distri-

butions and that of negative sample pairs from temporally distant

distributions, while also introducing controlled perturbations. The

embedding space is continuously updated to bring positive samples

closer together and push negative samples further apart. Concept

drifts are then identified by evaluating the discrepancy between

the representations of concepts in consecutive time periods. In ad-

dition, the maximum concept discrepancy between two concepts

can be bounded with a statistical significance. It can function as a

theoretical threshold for detecting concept drifts, providing high

interpretability and practicality for our method. In consequence,

our method is capable of continuously identifying various types of

concept drift from data streams without any supervision. It effec-

tively addresses the aforementioned challenges for concept drift

detection while keeping the advantages of both online statistical

approaches and offline deep kernel-based approaches.

1.3 Summary
As a concrete implementation of our main idea, we propose an

algorithm MCD-DD (Maximum Concept Discrepancy-based Drift
Detector), aiming at unsupervised online concept drift detection

from data streams. The main contributions of this work can be

summarized as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to propose

a dynamically updated measure, maximum concept discrepancy,
for unsupervised online concept drift detection.

• We propose a novel method MCD-DD equipped with the sample

set encoder and drift detector, optimized by contrastive objective

with time-aware sampling strategies. For reproducibility, the

source code of MCD-DD is publicly available
1
.

• Theoretical analysis of learning the maximum concept discrep-

ancy provides its statistical interpretation and complexity.

• Comprehensive experiments are conducted on 11 data sets with

varying complexities of drifts. MCD-DD achieves state-of-the-

art results in three performance metrics and demonstrates better

interpretability in qualitative analysis, compared with baselines.

1
https://github.com/LiangYiAnita/mcd-dd

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Concept Drift Detection
Concept drift detection is essential in employing a model robustly

in data streams [1, 4, 19, 35]. Error rate-based drift detection is

the most commonly used supervised method for detecting concept

drift [6, 15, 33, 42, 56]. This approach continuously monitors the

performance of downstream models in data streams. It relies on a

trained predictive model and assesses whether concept drift has

occurred by examining the consistency of the model’s predictive

performance over different time intervals [4]. For an unsupervised

approach [20], it is common to conduct statistical tests on the two

samples from different periods to determine whether they originate

from the same concept [8, 23, 29, 34, 39], called data distribution-

based detection, which is the scope of this work. While some error

rate-based detectors [6, 38] can be adopted for this setting, it is not

straightforward to apply them to multivariate data streams. It is

also worth noting that some recent works try variants for concept

drift detection with a pre-trained model [9, 62], active learning [63],

imbalanced [31] or resource-constrained [52] streaming settings.

2.2 Contrastive Learning in Data Streams
Contrastive learning, as an effective self-supervised learning par-

adigm [10], is widely applied in various detection tasks in data

streams [52, 54, 61]. The nature of data streams with scarce or de-

layed labels and lack of external supervision leads to the adoption of

continual learning with contrastive losses. The pseudo-labeling for

preparing positive and negative samples is a critical design factor

and its strategy ranges from model confidence-based [61], learn-

able focuses [54], to class prototype [52] tailored for downstream

tasks. Despite the advancements in contrastive learning, current

techniques have yet to be explored for learning separable embed-

dings of probability distributions representing varying concepts or

for application in two-sample tests with statistical bounds, both of

which are addressed in this study.

2.3 Maximun Mean Discrepancy
The utilization of Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) has been

widespread, primarily serving to map data into high-dimensional

spaces and thereby enhancing separability for downstream tasks [28].

MMD has been also actively applied for designing generative mod-

els [13, 32] and detecting whether two samples originate from the

same distribution [22] with the Gaussian kernel function [23] or the

deep kernels [34] to achieve greater flexibility and expressiveness.

The idea of Maximum Concept Discrepancy (MCD) in this study

draws inspiration from MMD-based approaches but is specifically

tailored for unsupervised online concept drift detection by integrat-

ing a deep encoder for sample sets to represent data distributions

and continuous learning strategies to dynamically optimize the

projected space encompassing varying concepts.

3 PRELIMINARIES
3.1 Concept Drift
Concept drift is a phenomenon referring to the arbitrary changes

in the statistical properties of a target domain of data over time.

Formally, concept drift at time 𝑡 is defined as the change in the

https://github.com/LiangYiAnita/mcd-dd
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Figure 1: Unsupervised online concept drift detection over
sliding windowW with sub-windows S.

joint probability of data points 𝑋 and labels 𝑦 at time 𝑡 , denoted

as 𝑃𝑡 (𝑋,𝑦) ≠ 𝑃𝑡+1 (𝑋,𝑦). Concept drift primarily originates from

one of the following three sources [35]: (i) 𝑃𝑡 (𝑌 |𝑋 ) ≠ 𝑃𝑡+1 (𝑌 |𝑋 ),
when the conditional distribution of the target variable 𝑌 given

the covariate 𝑋 undergoes drift; (ii) 𝑃𝑡 (𝑋 ) ≠ 𝑃𝑡+1 (𝑋 ), when the

distribution of the covariate experiences drift; and (iii) combination

of (i) and (ii). In addition to varying sources, concept drift can also

be distinguished into four types based on the specific nature of the

drift occurrence: sudden, reoccurring, gradual, and incremental. For

additional references, we direct readers to recent surveys [1, 4, 35].

This work aims to develop an unsupervised method for detecting

various types of drift caused by the source described in (ii).

3.2 Problem Setting
Given a continuously evolving data stream X = {𝑥𝑡 }∞𝑡=0, we main-

tain the latest context of the data stream by employing a sliding win-
dowW𝑡 of size𝑊 updated by a slide of size 𝑆 (i.e.,W𝑡 = {𝑥𝑡−𝑖 }𝑊 −1

𝑖=0

and S𝑡 = {𝑥𝑡−𝑖 }𝑆−1𝑖=0
). The window and slide sizes can be defined

either in terms of the number of data points or a time period.

Then, a windowW𝑡 consists of non-overlapping slides indexed

by 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 where 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 = 𝑊 /𝑆 is the number of slides in

a window (i.e., W𝑡 =
⋃𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑗=1
S
𝑗
𝑡 and S

𝑗
𝑡 = {𝑥𝑡−(𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏− 𝑗 )∗𝑆−𝑖 }𝑆−1𝑖=0

).

In the rest of the paper, we use the term sub-window instead of

slide for consistency. It is worth noting that the context within a

sub-window is set to be sufficiently compact to ensure that the data

points it contains adhere to the same underlying distribution.

For every sliding window in X, the problem of unsupervised

online concept drift detection is to identify whether the concept

drift has occurred in a new sub-window S𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑡 compared with the

existing data points in the current window W𝑡 \ S𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑡 , without

using any labels for drifts and downstream tasks (see Figure 1).

3.3 MaximumMean Discrepancy
Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [44] is a statistical measure

that compares two probability distributions through a kernel, espe-

cially when the distributions are unknown and only samples are

available. MMD evaluates the distance between the mean embed-

dings of two distributions in the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space

(RKHS) H [5]. Given 𝑋 ∼ 𝑃 , 𝑌 ∼ 𝑄 , and a kernel 𝑓 (·), we have:
MMD(𝑃,𝑄) = sup

𝑓 ∈H,∥ 𝑓 ∥H≤1
∥E[𝑓 (𝑋 )] − E[𝑓 (𝑌 )] ∥2 . (1)

When we have samples {𝑋𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 from probability distribution 𝑃 and

{𝑌𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 from probability distribution 𝑄 , the empirical Maximum

Mean Discrepancy (MMD) can be written as:

MMD(𝑃,𝑄) = sup

𝑓 ∈H,∥ 𝑓 ∥H≤1
∥ 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −
1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 )] ∥2 . (2)

Algorithm 1 Overall Procedure of MCD-DD

Input: Data stream X = {𝑥𝑡 }∞𝑡=0, a sample set encoder set-enc()
with an encoding function 𝑓 (·).

1: Initialize the parameter 𝜃 of 𝑓 (·) and the MCD threshold 𝜎

2: for every sliding windowW𝑡 in X do
3: /* 1. Drift Detection */

4: Obtain sample sets𝑀 𝑗
for S

𝑗
𝑡 ⊂ W𝑡

5: Obtain concept representations {ℎ 𝑗 = set-enc(𝑀 𝑗 )}𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑗=1

6: Report drifted if 𝑀𝐶𝐷 (𝑃𝑡 (S𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑡 ), 𝑃𝑡 (S𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏−1
𝑡 )) > 𝜎

7: /* 2. Encoder Update */

8: Obatin positive, weak/strong negative samples

9: Calculate the loss L by Eq. (14)

10: Update 𝜃 by L
11: Update 𝜎 from the positive samples

12: end for

4 PROPOSED METHOD
4.1 Overview
The proposed method MCD-DD exploits maximum concept discrep-
ancy for detecting concept drift, enabled by a deep encoder for

data distribution embedding and contrastive learning for effective

unsupervised training. The overall procedure of MCD-DD is illus-

trated in Figure 2 and outlined in Algorithm 1. For each new sliding

window, MCD-DD follows the prequential evaluation scheme (i.e.,

test-and-train) [18]. First, MCD-DD samples sets of data points

in sub-windows and embeds them through a sample set encoder.

The discrepancy between sample sets from adjacent sub-windows

is calculated, and if it exceeds a threshold, MCD-DD asserts that

concept drift has occurred between them. Second, the sample set en-

coder is updated by considering the sliding window as the context

for learning the latest concepts. Specifically, we treat sample sets

from the same sub-window as positive pairs and construct negative

pairs by leveraging temporal gaps between sub-windows and noise

augmentation to distort the original distribution. In the meantime,

MCD-DD dynamically adjusts the threshold for drift detection in

the next sliding window by analyzing the positive sample pairs.

Finally, the encoder is updated by aiming to minimize the distance

between embeddings of positive sample pairs while simultaneously

maximizing the distance between those of negative pairs.

4.2 Sample Set Encoder
We use a set of data points sampled in each sub-window to estimate

its data distribution that represents a concept in the sub-window.

Specifically, for a given sub-window S
𝑗
𝑡 ⊂ W𝑡 , we perform sampling

without replacement from it to obtain a sample set of size𝑚:

𝑀 𝑗 = {𝑥𝑖 ∈ S𝑗𝑡 }
𝑚
𝑖=1 . (3)

The sample set is passed to a sample set encoder, denoted as

set-enc(). It translates the probability distribution 𝑃𝑡 (S𝑗𝑡 ) of the
sub-window into the compact representation in the projected space,

which we call concept representation h𝑗
of S

𝑗
𝑡 :

h𝑗 = set-enc(𝑀 𝑗 ) = 1

𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖

𝑓 (𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝑀 𝑗 ), (4)

where 𝑓 (·) is an encoding model with a deep neural network.
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Figure 2: Overall procedure of MCD-DD. Sub-windows are encoded and compared to derive MCD for drift detection.

4.3 Drift Detector
For each sub-window S

𝑗
𝑡 in a sliding window W𝑡 , we obtain the

concept representations {ℎ 𝑗 }𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑗=1
by the sample set encoder. Then,

to effectively quantify the distance between the concept representa-

tions from two adjacent sub-windows, we introduce a new measure

Maximum Concept Discrepancy (MCD) inspired by MMD:

MCD(𝑃,𝑄 ) = sup

∥𝑓 ∥2≤𝐿
∥E[ 𝑓 (𝑋 ) ] − E[ 𝑓 (𝑌 ) ] ∥2, (5)

where the function 𝑓 (·) is approximated by a deep neural network

and is constrained to be Lipschitz continuous [21]. This ensures the

convergence of optimizing 𝑓 and prevents MCD from becoming

infinitely large. Moreover, it makes MCD between two sets of inde-

pendent data from the same distribution bounded, providing the

theoretical foundation for our drift detection.

When we have samples 𝑀 𝑗 ∼ 𝑃 and 𝑀 𝑗 ′ ∼ 𝑄 by Eq. (3), the

empirical MCD can be derived from Eq. (5) and Eq. (4) as:

MCD(𝑃,𝑄 ) = sup

∥𝑓 ∥2≤𝐿
∥ 1

𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝑀 𝑗 ) − 1

𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝑀 𝑗 ′ ) ] ∥2 .

= sup

∥𝑓 ∥2≤𝐿
∥h𝑗 − h𝑗 ′ ∥2

(6)

Based on MCD, if the discrepancy between the data distributions

of two adjacent sub-windows exceeds a given threshold 𝜎 ,

MCD(𝑃𝑡 (S𝑗𝑡 ), 𝑃𝑡 (S
𝑗−1
𝑡 ) ) = ∥h𝑗 − h𝑗−1 ∥2 > 𝜎, (7)

then we determine that a concept drift happened between them:

𝑃𝑡 (S𝑗𝑡 ) ≠ 𝑃𝑡 (S𝑗−1𝑡 ) . (8)

The threshold 𝜎 can be controlled dynamically using a bootstrap-

ping strategy, allowing it to adjust to the varying distances between

sample sets within the same concept. By analyzing the historical

collection of MCD values between sample sets in the same sub-

windows (i.e., those with identical data distributions), we adjust the

threshold 𝜎 for each sliding window within a predefined statistical

significance level (e.g., 0.05). It is worth noting that this historical

MCD information can be obtained during the optimization of the

encoder without necessitating additional computations.

4.4 Optimization
To optimize the sample set encoder, we employ contrastive learn-

ing [27] to enhance the separability of various concepts. The pri-

mary challenge lies in determining positive and negative sample

pairs that are to be closer and further apart, respectively. This chal-

lenge is particularly pronounced in unsupervised scenarios, where

we lack any prior information regarding the underlying concepts

and true drifts. In MCD-DD, we exploit the concept of temporal co-

herence [43, 53], which is a fundamental characteristic observed in

temporal data. It suggests that data points that are close in time are

more likely to exhibit similar characteristics. We exploit this insight

to create positive and negative samples used for optimization.

4.4.1 Preparing Positive Samples. MCD-DD generates a posi-

tive sample pair by choosing two sets of data points from the same

sub-window, assuming that these sets follow the same distributions.

In each sub-window S𝑡 𝑗 , MCD-DD conducts sampling similar to

Eq. (3) to select two sets of data points, which we treat as positive

sample pairs. These pairs are denoted as𝑀
𝑗

𝑝1
and𝑀

𝑗

𝑝2
. To generate

a diverse set of positive sample pairs, we repeat this sampling

process 𝑘 times, resulting in {𝑀 𝑗,𝑖

𝑝1
}𝑘
𝑖=1

and {𝑀 𝑗,𝑖

𝑝2
}𝑘
𝑖=1

. Subsequently,

the sample set encoder in Eq. (4) computes the embeddings for the

𝑘 positive sample pairs, yielding {h𝑗,𝑖

𝑝1
}𝑘
𝑖=1

and {h𝑗,𝑖

𝑝2
}𝑘
𝑖=1

.

4.4.2 Preparing Negative Samples. MCD-DD generates a neg-

ative sample pair to learn diversity in concept drift. Specifically,

MCD-DD selects two sets of data points respectively from the differ-

ent sub-windows that are temporally distant, whose distributions

are likely to differ. MCD-DD also employs an efficient data augmen-

tation technique to improve the generalization of negative pairs by

introducing noise to each sampled data point:

𝑥 ′ = 𝑥 + 𝛿, (9)

where the noise 𝛿 is generated from a standard probability distribu-

tion (e.g., the Gaussian distribution𝐺 (𝜇, 𝜖)). By incorporating these
two principles, temporal gap (i.e., drift diversity) and noise augmen-
tation (i.e., concept diversity), we prepare two types of negative

sample pairs.

Weak negative samples: The first type of negative samples in-

volves sampling pairs of data points from the same sub-windows

but adding a small degree of noise into one of the sets. Specifically,
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given a sub-window S𝑡 𝑗 , the 𝑘 weak negative sample pairs are

prepared:

{𝑀 𝑗,𝑖

𝑤𝑛1
}𝑘𝑖=1 and {𝑀 𝑗,𝑖

𝑤𝑛2
+ 𝛿1}𝑘𝑖=1, (10)

where 𝛿1 ∼ 𝐺 (0, 𝜖𝑠𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑙 ) and 𝐺 is a Gaussian distribution. Finally,

the corresponding two set sample embeddings are derived:

{h𝑗,𝑖

𝑤𝑛1
}𝑘𝑖=1 and {h𝑗,𝑖

𝑤𝑛2
}𝑘𝑖=1 . (11)

Strong negative samples: The second type of negative samples

involves sampling pairs of data points from the two sub-windows

that are temporally distant and more substantial noise is added to

one of the sets. Specifically, given a sub-window S𝑡 𝑗 and S𝑡 𝑗
′
, the

𝑘 strong negative sample pairs are prepared:

{𝑀 𝑗,𝑖

𝑠𝑛1
}𝑘𝑖=1 and {𝑀 𝑗 ′,𝑖

𝑠𝑛2
+ 𝛿2}𝑘𝑖=1, (12)

where 𝛿2 ∼ 𝐺 (0, 𝜖𝑏𝑖𝑔). Similarly, the corresponding two set sam-

ple embeddings are derived:

{h𝑗,𝑖

𝑠𝑛1
}𝑘𝑖=1 and {h𝑗 ′,𝑖

𝑠𝑛2
}𝑘𝑖=1 . (13)

Note that the temporal gap between two sub-windows can be

adjusted within the context of a window (i.e., 1 ≤ | 𝑗− 𝑗 ′ | ≤ 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏−1).
By default, MCD-DD adopts the largest temporal gap by setting

𝑗 = 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 and 𝑗 ′ = 1 so as to maximize the likelihood that the

samples within each window exhibit distinct data distributions.

4.4.3 Learning Objective. By putting the positive, weak nega-

tive, and strong negative samples altogether, the final loss for the

sample set encoder is formulated in the form of InfoNCE loss [37]:

L = log

𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏∑︁
𝑗=1

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 exp(MCD

𝑗,𝑘
𝑝 )∑𝑘

𝑖=1 (exp(MCD
𝑗,𝑘
𝑝 ) + exp(MCD

𝑗,𝑘
𝑤𝑛 ) + exp(MCD

𝑗,𝑘
𝑠𝑛 ) )

+𝜆
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

( | |∇𝑥𝑖 𝑓 (𝑥𝑖 ) | |2 − 𝐿)2,

(14)

where MCD
𝑘
𝑝 = | |h𝑗,𝑘

𝑝1
− h𝑗,𝑘

𝑝2
| |2, MCD

𝑘
𝑤𝑛 = | |h𝑗,𝑘

𝑤𝑛1
− h𝑗,𝑘

𝑤𝑛2
| |2, and

MCD
𝑘
𝑠𝑛 = | |h𝑗,𝑘

𝑠𝑛1
−h𝑗 ′,𝑘

𝑠𝑛2
| |2 are MCD values between the probability

distributions of two sub-windows chosen for each sample type.

The last term is the gradient penalty to ensure the L-Lipschitz

continuity [26] of the encoding model 𝑓 (·) where 𝐿 is a constant

and the coefficient 𝜆 is the regularization parameter.

5 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS
5.1 Upper Bound of MCD
Given two sample sets of data points drawn from the same distri-

bution, we study the upper bound of MCD between the two sets,

which can serve as a theoretical threshold for detecting concept

drifts in two sub-windows for MCD-DD.

Theorem 1. Assume that the sets {𝑋𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 and {𝑌𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 are inde-
pendently and identically distributed (i.i.d.), both drawn from the

probability distribution 𝑝 (𝑥) with a mean 𝜇 and variance 𝜎 . If 𝑓 is a

Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant 𝐿, we have:

𝑃 ( | 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −
1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 ) | ) > 𝐺 (1 − 𝛼

2

)
√︂

2

𝑛
𝐿𝜎 ) ≤ 𝛼, (15)

where 𝐺 (·) is the standard Gaussian distribution function. There-

fore, for a given significance level 𝛼 , 𝐺 (1 − 𝛼
2
)
√︃

2

𝑛𝐿𝜎 is an upper

bound for the MCD | 1𝑛
∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −

1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 ) |.

Proof. By the Central Limit Theorem,
1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 )−

1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 )

converges to the Guassain distribution. Moreover, we have:

𝐸 ( 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −
1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 ) ) = 0. (16)

Since 𝑓 is a 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous function, we have:

𝑉𝑎𝑟 ( 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −
1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 ) ) ≤ 2𝐿2𝜎2

𝑛
. (17)

Whenwe approximate the distribution of
1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 )−

1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 )

as the Gaussian distribution, we have:

𝑃 ( | 1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑋𝑖 ) −
1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓 (𝑌𝑖 ) | > 𝐺 (1 − 𝛼

2

)
√︂

2

𝑛
𝐿𝜎 ) ≤ 𝛼. (18)

□

Therefore, for the null hypothesis 𝐻0: {𝑋𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 and {𝑌𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 are
drawn from the same probability distribution, given a significance

level 𝛼 ,𝐺 (1 − 𝛼
2
)
√︃

2

𝑛𝐿𝜎 can serve as the threshold for rejecting 𝐻0.

In the scenario where {𝑋𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 and {𝑌𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 are multivariate random

variables, hypothesis testing can similarly be conducted using the

chi-squared distribution.

This theoretical bound can serve as a guide to set the threshold

in a hypothesis testing framework. However, deriving the exact

rejection threshold analytically may not always be feasible. As

suggested in Section 4.3, the empirical threshold for rejecting the

null hypothesis can be used by estimating statistics of historical

MCD values meeting the hypothesis with a pre-defined significance.

5.2 Complexity of MCD-DD
We analyze the time complexity of MCD-DD mainly for sampling,

training, and inference. Recall that we use a sliding window with

𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 sub-windows, 𝑘 sets of𝑚 samples, and an encoder with the

parameter size 𝑝 and training epochs 𝑒 . Since we sample in each

sub-window, the time complexity for constructing positive and

negative samples is O(𝑚𝑘𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 ). The time complexity for training

the encoder is O(𝑚𝑘𝑒𝑝). For inference, since we need to calculate

the differences of sample sets in each sub-window sequentially,

the time complexity is 𝑂 (𝑚𝑘𝑁 2

𝑠𝑢𝑏
). Finally, the total complexity is

𝑂 (𝑚𝑘 (𝑁 2

𝑠𝑢𝑏
+ 𝑒𝑝)). Since typically 𝑝 ≫ 𝑒,𝑚, 𝑘, 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 , the time com-

plexity of MCD-DD is mostly controlled by the encoder complexity.

6 EXPERIMENTS
We conducted thorough experiments to evaluate the performance

of MCD-DD on 7 synthetic data sets and 4 real-world data sets. The

results are briefly summarized as follows.

• MCD-DD outperforms existing baselines in detecting concept

drifts in terms of Precision, F1, and MCC scores and shows high

interpretablity with varying drift types (Section 6.2).

• Through ablation analysis, the three sampling strategies intro-

duced in contrastive learning for MCD are demonstrated to be

effective (Section 6.3).
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Table 1: Description of data streams used for evaluating drift detection performance.

Stream Category Data Set Composition Instances Dimension Drift Type(s)

Synthetic (Primary)

GM_Sud Gaussian Mixture 30,000 5 Sudden

GM_Rec Gaussian Mixture 30,000 5 Reoccurring

GM_Grad Gaussian Mixture 30,000 5 Gradual

GM_Inc Gaussian Mixture 30,000 5 Incremental

Synthetic (Complex)

GamLog_Sud Gamma, Lognormal 30,000 5 Sudden

LogGamWei_Sud Lognormal, Gamma, Weibull 30,000 20 Sudden

GamGM_SudGrad Gamma,Gaussian Mixture 30,000 20 Sudden, Gradual

Real-World

INSECTS_Sud Mosquito sensors with varying temperatures 52,848 33 Sudden

INSECTS_Grad Mosquito sensors with varying temperatures 24,150 33 Gradual

INSECTS_IncreRec Mosquito sensors with varying temperatures 79,986 33 Incremental, Reoccurring

EEG EEG readings for open/closed eye states 14,980 14 Sudden, Reoccurring

• The hyperparameters for MCD-DD are reasonably set by default

and robust to the performance in most cases (Section 6.4).

• Visualizations of concept embeddings (Section 6.5) and threshold

changes (Section 6.6) show the empirical efficacy of MCD-DD.

6.1 Experiment Setting
6.1.1 Data Sets. As summarized in Table 1, we used both synthetic
and real-world data sets, each with known drift points.

The synthetic data sets are further divided into primary drift
tasks and complex drift tasks, based on the complexity of drift detec-

tion. The primary drift tasks involve drifts created by altering the

weights in Gaussian mixture models, leading to distinct distribu-

tion changes in low-dimensional data streams. Conversely, complex

drift tasks include more challenging, higher-overlap distributions

like Gamma, Lognormal, and Weibull, and consider multiple drift

occurrences in higher-dimensional streams. A more comprehensive

data generation process is provided in AppendixA.1.1.

Concept drift in real-world data sets tends to occur with more

arbitrary and complex causes and thus presents greater predictive

challenges. We selected real data sets known for their drift locations

and types. INSECTS [46] introduces data sets with multiple types of

drift through varying environmental temperatures to collect sensor

reading values monitoring mosquitos. EEG [41] is a collection of

EEG measurements of eye states recorded via camera, where open

and closed eye states represent two different EEG distributions caus-

ing concept drift. Both data sets are widely used in relevant work

considering concept drifts in real-world scenarios [36, 60]. Further

details on the real-world data sets can be found in AppendixA.1.2.

For all data sets, a sliding window is employed from the begin-

ning of each data set to simulate data streams. The sub-windows

where the true drift initiates or is present are assigned a label of

"Drift", while others are designated as "No Drift", formulating drift

detection to a binary classification to facilitate evaluation.

6.1.2 Compared Algorithms. We chose popular drift detection

algorithms that can be adopted for unsupervised and online concept
drift detection; (1) Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (KS Test) [39]: assess-
ing whether one-dimensional distributions differ by calculating

the supremum of the differences between their empirical distribu-

tions. For the multi-dimensional data, p-values were aggregated

using the Bonferroni correction. (2) Maximum Mean Discrepancy
with a Gaussian Kernel (MMD-GK) [23]: a kernel-based method for

multi-dimensional two-sample testing that quantifies the disparity

between two distributions by measuring their mean embeddings

within the RKHS. In our experiments, we employ a Gaussian kernel

to compute an unbiased estimate of the disparity. (3) Least-Squares
Density Difference (LSDD) [8]: employing a linear-in-parameters

Gaussian kernel function to estimate the distance between the

probability density functions of two samples. (4) Maximum Mean
Discrepancy with a Deep Kernel (MMD-DK) [34]: enhancing the tra-

ditional MMD approach by incorporating a deep kernel, where the

kernel function is optimized using a subset of the data to maximize

the test power. The detailed implementation and evaluation setting

for the compared algorithms are provided in Appendix A.2

6.1.3 Evaluation Metrics. We used Precision, F1-score, and the

Matthews Correlation Coefficient (MCC) [11] as metrics to gauge

performance. Precision evaluates the proportion of true drifts cor-

rectly identified among all detected drifts, serving as a critical metric

for assessing the effectiveness of a detector in avoiding false posi-

tives. The F1-score, a harmonic mean of precision and recall, serves

as a balanced measure of a detector’s effectiveness in identifying

true drifts while considering both false positives and false negatives.

The MCC[11], which encompasses all quadrants of the confusion

matrix, is particularly reliable in scenarios involving rare but critical

events, notably in cases of concept drift. We conducted 20 runs for

each experiment and reported the average with standard deviations.

6.2 Drift Detection Accuracy
6.2.1 SyntheticData Sets. As shown in Table 2,MCD-DD achieved

the highest precision across all simulated data sets, with the scores

being almost all 1 or very close to 1, demonstrating its Eagle Eye
capability in drift point detection. Moreover, except for data sets

with incremental drift, our method outperformed others in terms

of F1-score and MCC as well.

Visualization of MCD in each window: In Figure 3, We further

analyzed the concept drift capability of MCD-DD. We calculated

MCD values between the most recent data distributions in each new

sub-window (𝑆
𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑡 ) and all preceding data distributions within the

same window (𝑆
𝑁1

𝑡 to 𝑆
𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏−1
𝑡 ). The horizontal axis represents the

locations of 𝑆
𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏

𝑡 at each time step 𝑡 , and the vertical axis encom-

passes preceding sub-windows in the same window. Then, each

cell indicates the learned MCD between sub-window pairs. For var-

ious types of concept drift, the heatmap patterns exhibit distinctive

shapes: sudden drift manifests as lower triangular patterns starting
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Table 2: Overall performance comparison (the best and second best results are in bold and underlined, respectively).

MCD-DD KS MMD-GK LSDD MMD-DK
Data set Pre. F1 MCC Pre. F1 MCC Pre. F1 MCC Pre. F1 MCC Pre. F1 MCC

GM_Sud
1.00

(±0.00)
1.00

(±0.00)
1.00

(±0.00)
0.25

(±0.00)
0.40

(±0.00)
0.49

(±0.00)
0.32

(±0.07)
0.48

(±0.08)
0.56

(±0.06)
0.17

(±0.04)
0.30

(±0.05)
0.40

(±0.05)
0.25

(±0.12)
0.38

(±0.15)
0.47

(±0.12)
GM_Rec

1.00
(±0.00)

0.79
(±0.11)

0.81
(±0.10)

0.40

(±0.00)
0.50

(±0.00)
0.50

(±0.00)
0.64

(±0.08)
0.78

(±0.06)
0.79

(±0.05)
0.60

(±0.16)
0.74

(±0.12)
0.76

(±0.10)
0.37

(±0.11)
0.51

(±0.12)
0.54

(±0.13)
GM_Grad

1.00
(±0.00)

0.79

(±0.06)
0.79

(±0.06)
0.78

(±0.00)
0.78

(±0.00)
0.76

(±0.00)
0.80

(±0.05)
0.89

(±0.03)
0.88

(±0.03)
0.79

(±0.06)
0.78

(±0.03)
0.77

(±0.03)
0.70

(±0.11)
0.79

(±0.08)
0.78

(±0.09)
GM_Inc

0.99
(±0.04)

0.44

(±0.09)
0.51

(±0.07)
0.38

(±0.00)
0.33

(±0.00)
0.27

(±0.00)
0.64

(±0.05)
0.71

(±0.03)
0.67

(±0.04)
0.57

(±0.06)
0.65

(±0.05)
0.61

(±0.06)
0.44

(±0.18)
0.37

(±0.13)
0.31

(±0.15)
GamLog_Sud

1.00
(±0.00)

1.00
(±0.00)

1.00
(±0.00)

0.13

(±0.00)
0.22

(±0.00)
0.34

(±0.00)
0.11

(±0.01)
0.20

(±0.02)
0.31

(±0.02)
0.11

(±0.02)
0.20

(±0.03)
0.32

(±0.03)
0.18

(±0.06)
0.30

(±0.08)
0.40

(±0.07)
LogGamWei_Sud

0.98
(±0.07)

0.94
(±0.12)

0.95
(±0.11)

0.40

(±0.00)
0.57

(±0.00)
0.62

(±0.00)
0.31

(±0.06)
0.46

(±0.06)
0.54

(±0.05)
0.26

(±0.10)
0.41

(±0.10)
0.49

(±0.09)
0.29

(±0.07)
0.44

(±0.08)
0.52

(±0.06)
GamGM_SudGrad

0.98
(±0.04)

0.99
(±0.02)

0.99
(±0.02)

0.88

(±0.00)
0.93

(±0.00)
0.93

(±0.00)
0.66

(±0.05)
0.79

(±0.04)
0.79

(±0.03)
0.57

(±0.07)
0.72

(±0.06)
0.73

(±0.05)
0.61

(±0.11)
0.75

(±0.09)
0.76

(±0.08)
INSECTS_Sud

0.55
(±0.06)

0.59
(±0.07)

0.55
(±0.08)

0.38

(±0.00)
0.53

(±0.00)
0.53

(±0.00)
0.38

(±0.02)
0.53

(±0.02)
0.53

(±0.02)
0.33

(±0.02)
0.49

(±0.02)
0.48

(±0.02)
0.38

(±0.06)
0.51

(±0.07)
0.48

(±0.08)
INSECTS_Grad

0.18
(±0.15)

0.28
(±0.23)

0.32
(±0.28)

0.06

(±0.00)
0.11

(±0.00)
0.22

(±0.00)
0.06

(±0.00)
0.12

(±0.01)
0.23

(±0.01)
0.05

(±0.01)
0.10

(±0.01)
0.21

(±0.01)
0.06

(±0.04)
0.11

(±0.08)
0.18

(±0.14)
INSECTS_IncreRec

0.26
(±0.05)

0.37
(±0.07)

0.40
(±0.07)

0.08

(±0.00)
0.15

(±0.00)
0.24

(±0.00)
0.08

(±0.00)
0.15

(±0.00)
0.24

(±0.00)
0.08

(±0.00)
0.14

(±0.00)
0.23

(±0.00)
0.10

(±0.01)
0.18

(±0.02)
0.25

(±0.04)
EEG

0.43

(±0.14)
0.23

(±0.10)
0.12

(±0.09)
0.25

(±0.00)
0.40

(±0.00)
-0.05

(±0.00)
0.47

(±0.00)
0.63

(±0.00)
-0.11

(±0.00)
0.25

(±0.00)
0.40

(±0.00)
-0.00

(±0.00)
0.48

(±0.00)
0.64

(±0.00)
0.03

(±0.04)
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(d) GM_Inc.
Figure 3: Heatmaps of MCD between sub-windows for primary synthetic data sets with drift indicators (red lines and arrows).
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Figure 4: Heatmap for INSECTS_Sud with drift indicators.

at the drift point, reoccurring drift as two lower triangles, grad-

ual drift progressively forms lower triangular patterns from top to

bottom, and incremental drift results in fainter lower triangles due

to more subtle distributional changes. We further investigated the

model’s performance with even more subtle and slower incremental

drifts and real-world data sets in Appendix A.3. These demonstra-

tions highlight the interpretive strength of MCD-DD in capturing

the dynamics of drift occurrences.

6.2.2 Real-world Data Sets. As shown in Table 2, MCD-DD

demonstrated superior performances over other baseline algorithms

across a variety of drift scenarios within the INSECTS, including
INSECTS_Sud (sudden drift), INSECTS_Grad (gradual drift), and

INSECTS_IncreRec (incremental drift and reoccurring). Figure 4

shows the heatmap of MCD for INSECTS_Sud. These results high-

light MCD-DD’s robust capability in effectively detecting and adapt-

ing to different types of drift phenomena, ranging from abrupt

changes to slow evolutions and cyclic variations. Despite exhibiting

slightly weaker performance than MMD-DK when applied to the

EEG, known for its high frequency of sudden drifts, it is noteworthy

that MCD-DD still consistently achieved the highest MCC value.

MCD-DD MCD-DD-WN MCD-DD-SN MCD-DD-(WN,SN)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Precision

GM_Sud
GM_Rec

GM_Grad
GM_Inc

GamLog_Sud
LogGamWei_Sud

GamGM_SudGrad
INSECTS_Sud

INSECTS_Grad
INSECTS_IncreRec

EEG

Figure 5: Ablation study of contrastive learning strategies.

6.3 Ablation Study
We conducted ablation studies on the strategies for obtaining posi-

tive and negative sample pairs. Specifically, we evaluated the per-

formance of MCD-DD under various configurations: the complete

MCD-DD setup, MCD-DD without weak negative sample pairs (i.e.,

MCD-DD-WN), MCD-DD without strong negative sample pairs

(i.e., MCD-DD-SN), and MCD-DD utilizing only positive sample

pairs, eliminating all negative samples (i.e., MCD-DD-(WN,SN)).

Figure 5 shows the results of precision, while the results of other

metrics showed similar trends (Appendix A.3). In summary, MCD-

DD achieved the highest precision across all data sets and the
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Figure 6: Sensitivity analysis results (default in red box).
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Figure 7: Sensitivity analysis results for real-world data sets.

absence of each type of negative sample pairs leads to lower perfor-

mances in most cases. Specifically, removing weak negative sample

pairs resulted in diminished effectiveness in detecting gradual, sub-

tle concept drifts, like GM_Rec and EEG. Eliminating strong nega-

tive sample pairs adversely affected performance in more challeng-

ing drift detection scenarios (e.g., high overlap distributions, incre-

mental drift), even failing to identify any drifts GamLog_Sud, along

with notably poor performances in GM_Inc and INSECTS_Grad.

Retaining only positive sample pairs yielded comparable results

in simpler tasks but significantly underperformed in more com-

plex simulated and real-world data sets compared to strategies

incorporating negative sample pairs. These ablation study find-

ings demonstrate the efficacy of the sampling strategies proposed

particularly in dealing with complex drift scenarios.

6.4 Sensitivity Analysis
6.4.1 Effects of main Hyperparameters. We conducted a sen-

sitivity analysis of the main hyperparameters used in MCD-DD:

the sliding window size𝑊 , the number of samples 𝑘 , the degree of

Table 3: Window processing time (sec) over encoder sizes.

Hidden Size Sampling Time Training Time Inference Time

50 0.0067 0.2106 0.0112

100 0.0065 0.2248 0.0117

150 0.0065 0.2297 0.0103

200 0.0069 0.2302 0.0120

250 0.0071 0.2456 0.0120

300 0.0067 0.2518 0.0121
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Figure 8: Detection accuracy over encoder sizes.
noise 𝜖 , and the regularization coefficient 𝜆. Figure 6 shows the MCC

results on the synthetic data sets, and the results of other metrics

showed similar trends. For𝑊 we varied it from half to two times

the default value. Figure 6a demonstrates that MCD-DD shows

comparable performances over varying window sizes with the peak

performances at window sizes around the default value. Since the

window size determines the context of current concepts used for

training the encoder, the smaller size is preferable in practice for

efficiency, as long as it includes temporally distant different distri-

butions. Regarding the number 𝑘 of sampling in each sub-window,

Figure 6b shows that the higher number of sampling leads to in-

creased performance. Nevertheless, sampling frequencies beyond

the default value (𝑘 = 10) lead to only marginal improvements. In

constructing negative sample pairs, the perturbation degree 𝛿 with

𝜖
small

and 𝜖
big

controls the relative degrees of noise for weak and

strong negative samples. Figure 6c indicates that too low or too

high ratios of small and big noise perform poorly, particularly in

challenging cases (e.g., GamLog_Sud and LogGamWei_Sud). The

default ratios of 1 : 10 were demonstrated to be the most optimal

in most cases. Finally, regarding the regularization coefficient 𝜆 for

gradient penalty to ensure 𝐿-Lipschitz continuity in the optimiza-

tion, Figure 6d shows that either too light or too heavy penalties

can reduce the model’s effectiveness on challenging cases, making

𝜆 = 1 a suitable choice.

Figure 7 shows the sensitivity analysis results on real-world

data sets, demonstrating similar trends with the synthetic data sets.

While the default values for𝑊 are not annotated in the figure given

the varying lengths of each data set, it is found that setting𝑊 to

10% of the total length of each data set is a suitable choice.

6.4.2 Effects of Encoder Size. We also conducted a sensitivity

analysis of the encoder on processing time (Table 3) and detection

accuracy (Figure 8) by varying its hidden size from 50 to 300. The

results indicate that, in general, the encoder’s hidden size does
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Figure 9: Comparative visualization of discriminative embedding capabilities for complex distributions.
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Figure 10: Changes of drift detection threshold 𝜎 over time.

not have a significant impact on performance. However, particu-

larly in the data streams with complex drifts (e.g., GamLog_Sud or

GamGM_SudGrad), the encoder with too low or too high hidden

sizes degrades the detection accuracy owing to lacking expressive-

ness or overfitting in representing the complex concepts.

6.5 Qualitative Analysis
To more vividly showcase how MCD-DD maps original data distri-

butions to the appropriate embedding space, facilitating the identifi-

cation of varying distribution changes, we visualized the embedding

spaces generated from the compared algorithms in two-dimensional

space by t-SNE [48]. The seven challenging distributions used to

generate data points are detailed in Appendix A.4. In Figure 9, points

in each t-SNE plot demonstrate the representations of a set of data,

including 500 data points. Different colors represent their different

underlying probability distributions. Figure 9a demonstrates the

difficulty of distinguishing distributions in the original space, show-

ing highly intermingled clusters. Figure 9b shows that the Gaussian

kernel mapping used by MMD-GK uniformly distributes all dis-

tributions across the space, aligning with the outcomes of prior

studies [34]. While the deep kernel by MMD-DK achieved more sep-

arable embeddings, as shown in Figure 9c, MCD-DD exhibits even

better separation, particularly in handling more complex distribu-

tions. This aspect justifies the superior performance of MCD-DD

in concept drift detection across various scenarios.

6.6 Drift Detection Threshold Analysis
As discussed in Section 4.3, the drift detection threshold 𝜎 of MCD-

DD is dynamically controlled by tracking the historical MCD values

with a predefined statistical significance level (e.g., 0.05). To further

understand its dynamicity, we analyzed the changes in the threshold

over sliding windows in synthetic data sets with different drift types.

Figure 10 shows that the thresholds were consistent over time in

most cases, indicating that MCD is optimized robustly to varying

drift types. GM_Grad notably exhibited a significant increase in the

threshold values after the first drift was observed around 10,000,

but it quickly converged to a constant value and the corresponding

detection accuracy remained high as shown in Section 6.2.

7 CONCLUSION
We proposed MCD-DD, an unsupervised online concept drift detec-

tion method, exploiting a new measure called maximum concept

discrepancy. MCD-DD leverages contrastive learning to obtain qual-

ity concept representations from sampled data points and optimize

the maximum concept discrepancy. It is facilitated by sampling

strategies based on temporal consistency and perturbations for

robust optimization. The theoretical analysis demonstrated that

MCD-DD can also be used within the hypothesis testing framework.

Experimental results on multiple synthetic and real-world data sets

showed that the proposed method achieves superior detection ac-

curacy and higher interpretability than existing baselines.

For future work, we consider exploiting MCD histories learned

throughout data streams. It can provide a systematic understand-

ing of the patterns, duration, and strengths of concept drifts, as

glimpsed in the heatmap visualization analyses. Further, assum-

ing partial concept labels are available, adopting weak supervision

philosophy can be promising. Estimating the degree of differences

between partially labeled concepts can function as pseudo-labels

to help us optimize the encoder more effectively.
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A APPENDIX
A.1 Data Sets
A.1.1 Synthetic Data Sets. The synthetic data sets used for

model performance evaluation feature two types of drifts: primary
and complex. Primary drift tasks involve concept drifts that are

relatively easy to distinguish within the data stream. Complex drift

tasks, however, present higher distribution similarity, increased

dimensionality, and a greater number of drift events, making them

more challenging to discern.

For primary tasks, drift is simulated by adjusting theweighting of

two Gaussian distributions, 𝐺1 and 𝐺2. Both distributions conform

to a 5-dimensional Gaussian distribution with a mean vector 𝜇 =

[20, 20, 20, 20, 20] and covariance matrices Σ1 = 10
2I and Σ2 =

50
2I, where I denotes the identity matrix. These distributions form

the basis for diverse Gaussian mixtures, with the weighting factor

𝑝 controlling the proportion of each distribution in the mixture.

The mixture model is represented by the equation: N(𝜇, Σ1) × 𝑝 +
N(𝜇, Σ2) × (1 − 𝑝). Each primary drift task involves a data set of

30,000 instances. Within this framework, different types of primary

drift tasks are simulated by varying 𝑝:

Primary Task 1-GM_Sud: Initially, 𝑝 is set to 0.2. To induce

a sudden drift at the 21,000th instance, 𝑝 is shifted to 0.8, signifi-

cantly changing the mixture’s composition and simulating a sudden

change in the underlying data structure.

Primary Task 2-GM_Rec: Initially, 𝑝 is set to 0.8, giving promi-

nence to𝐺1. At the 15,000th instance, 𝑝 changes to 0.2, thus shifting

the mixture’s balance towards𝐺2. Finally, at the 25,000th instance,

𝑝 returns to 0.8, reinstating the initial distribution emphasis. This

pattern creates a reoccurring drift in the data stream.

Primary Task 3-GM_Inc: Initially set at 0.2, the weighting fac-
tor 𝑝 undergoes specific adjustments to introduce incremental drifts

at predetermined intervals within the data set. Specifically, 𝑝 lin-

early increases from 0.2 to 0.8 between the 12,000th and 12,600th

instances, then decreases back to 0.2 between the 18,000th and

19,200th instances, and finally increases again to 0.8 between the

24,000th and 25,200th instances. Outside these intervals, 𝑝 remains

constant, ensuring no drift occurs in the intervening segments. This

design results in multiple incremental drifts across the data set.

These linear transitions facilitate incremental drifts, modifying

the data distribution across two Gaussian components.

Primary Task 4-GM_Grad: In the gradual drift task, 𝑝 fluctu-

ates between 0.2 and 0.8. The drift periods where 𝑝 = 0.8 occur dur-

ing the intervals (10000, 11000), (12001, 15000), and (18000, 21000).

Conversely, in the intervening periods (11001,12000), (15001,18000),

and (21001,24000), 𝑝 reverts to 0.2. This oscillation creates a gradual

drift pattern by alternating phases of drift and stability.

Complex drift tasks, conversely, involve a mixture of distribu-

tions like Gamma, Lognormal, and Weibull. These distributions

exhibit substantial overlap in their probability density functions

and possess similar statistical characteristics, leading to lower dis-

criminability and making the detection of drifts more challenging.

These tasks are further compounded by introducing multiple drifts

of different natures within the data stream. Also, each complex drift

task involves a data set of 30,000 instances, where every dimension

conforms to the same distribution pattern, ensuring consistency

across the multidimensional data space.

Complex Task 1-GamLog_Sud: Initially, data is generated from
a Gamma distribution (Gamma(1.5, 20)) across 5 dimensions. At

the 21,000th instance, there is a sudden shift to a 5-dimensional

Log-normal distribution with parameters 𝜇 = log(30) − 0.5 and

𝜎 = 0.5. This transition represents a complex and sudden drift,

with the overlap between the two distributions making the drift

challenging to identify.

Complex Task 2-LogGamWei_Sud: The data stream, consist-

ing of 20 dimensions, initially follows a Log-normal distribution

(Lognormal(log(30) − 0.5, 0.5)). At the 15,000th instance, there

is a sudden drift to a Gamma distribution (Gamma(1.5, 20)), and
at the 24,000th instance, it transitions to a Weibull distribution

(Weibull(1.5, 20)). These successive drifts add higher complexity.

Complex Task 3-GamGM_SudGrad: This data stream con-

sists of 20 dimensions, each following the same distribution. Ini-

tially, the data follows a Gamma distribution (Gamma(2, 10)). At the
11,000th instance, a sudden drift occurs, transitioning the data to a

Gaussian mixture. Subsequently, the task experiences gradual drifts,

where the weighting factor 𝑝 alternates between 0.2 and 0.8 dur-

ing specific intervals. This alternation leads to shifting dominance

between two Gaussian distributions (N(20, 102) and N(20, 502)),
creating a complex pattern of both sudden and gradual drifts.

A.1.2 Real-World Data Sets. Here we provide detailed descrip-

tions of the real-world data sets employed to evaluate the per-

formance of our detector: INSECTS and EEG. These data sets are
instrumental in assessing how effectively the detector adapts to

real-world concept drift scenarios.

INSECTS: The INSECTS data sets consist of optical sensor read-
ings obtained from monitoring mosquitoes. Concept drifts are in-

duced by varying temperatures, which affect the insects’ activity

levels in alignment with their circadian rhythms. This data set offers

a dynamic setting of concept drifts. We utilized three specific data

sets from the collection, each representing one or more distinct

types of drift: (i) INSECTS_Sud: This subset exhibits five sudden
drifts, initiated at a temperature of 30°C, with a sudden shift to 20°C,

and subsequently to approximately 35°C among other changes.

The stream captures several rapid transitions in temperature, il-

lustrating sudden concept drifts throughout. (ii) INSECTS_Grad:
Illustrating both gradual and incremental drifts, this data set sim-

ulates a scenario where temperatures slowly transition over time,

presenting a nuanced evolution of environmental conditions. (iii)

INSECTS_IncreRec: Features a unique pattern of reoccurring

incremental drifts, where temperature gradually increases or de-

creases in cycles. This data set is pivotal for studying the model’s

performance in scenarios where drift patterns repeat over time,

challenging the detection mechanism with both incremental and

reoccurring drift phenomena.

EEG: The EEG data set encompasses multivariate time-series

data from a single continuous EEG recording using the Emotiv EEG

Neuroheadset over a span of 117 seconds. Eye states were captured

through video recording concurrent with the EEG data collection

and were subsequently annotated manually to indicate moments

of eye closure ("1") and eye opening ("0"). This data set provides a

sequential record of neurological activity, with values arranged in

the order they were measured, presenting a unique challenge for

detecting shifts in physiological states over time.
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(a) Heatmap of MCD for subtle and slow drifts.
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(b) Heatmap for INSECTS_Grad with drift indicators.
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(c) Heatmap for INSECTS_IncreRec with drift indicators.

Figure 11: Heatmaps of MCD for other data sets.
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Figure 12: Ablation study results of F1 and MCC.

Table 4: Performance with unidimensional streams.

MCD-DD ADWIN
Data set Pre. F1 MCC Pre. F1 MCC

INSECTS_Sud 0.585 0.503 0.472 0.667 0.244 0.332

A.2 Implementation Details
A.2.1 Implementation of compared algorithms. For MCD-

DD, we set𝑚 = 30 (or 50 for a larger sub-window size such as in

INSECTS_IncreRec), 𝑘 = 10, 𝜆 = 1, 𝜖𝑠𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑙 = 1, 𝜖𝑏𝑖𝑔 = 10, and 𝐿 = 1.

The encoder function was implemented as a two-layer MLP with

a ReLU activation function. For synthetic data sets, the two-layer

encoder features 100 units in both hidden and output layers. For

the INSECTS data set, reflecting its more complex drift types and

higher dimensionality, the encoder dimensions are increased to 200

(hidden) and 150 (output). For the EEG data set, which involves

smaller window sizes, the dimensions are adjusted to 150 (hidden)

and 100 (output). In all data sets, the encoder function has been

trained for a single epoch with a learning rate of 0.005 for every

sliding window. For the implementation of baselines, we referred

to alibi-detect [49] and used sufficiently high permutations (200)

for the statistical method and the default projection and the best

epochs for the learning-based method.

A.2.2 Evaluation Scheme. For a fair comparison, all algorithms

followed the prequential evaluation scheme [18] and used the same

sliding window with the window size𝑊 of 10% of the total length

of each data set and 𝑁𝑠𝑢𝑏 = 10. Each algorithm compares every

new sub-window with the preceding one in a window to identify

concept drift with a significance level of 0.05 if applicable.

A.2.3 Computing Platform. All experiments were conducted on

a Linux server equipped with an Intel Xeon CPU @ 2.20GHz, 12GB

RAM, and 226GB of storage where Ubuntu 22.04 LTS, Python 3.10,

and PyTorch 2.1.0+cu122 were installed. An NVIDIA Tesla V100-

SXM2-16GB GPU was used for the deep learning-based algorithms.

A.3 Additional Performance Analysis Results
For subtle and slow drift types, we have considered adaptively ad-

justing the training process to achieve better detection outcomes.

In this regard, an incremental drift was introduced by linearly

transitioning the weighting factor 𝑝 from 0.0 to 1.0 between the

15,000th and 24,000th instances. Specifically, for this incremental

drift scenario, a specialized training strategy was implemented that

alternates between exclusively using positive sample pairs and a

mix of both positive and negative sample pairs, aimed at better

adapting to and learning the nuanced shifts present. Keeping other

parameters constant, MCD-DD achieved a precision of 0.80, signifi-

cantly outperforming other baseline algorithms with a maximum

precision of 0.55. Similar to the visualization discussed in Section

6.2, Figure 11a illustrates the progression of MCD in this scenario.

In addition, Figures 11b and 11c show the heatmaps of MCD for

the other two types of INSECTS data sets. While it is challenging

to accurately identify the exact starting points for gradual and

incremental drifts in real data streams, the heatmap shows higher

MCD values around the true drift indicators (in the yellow boxes).

Figure 12 shows the ablation study results with F1 and MCC. Table

4 compares the performance of MCD-DD with ADWIN [6] adopted

for an unsupervised setting with unidimensional data stream.

A.4 Details of Qualitative Analysis
For the seven distributions, Dist1 is a normal distributionN(20, 102),
generating samples in a 5-dimensional space. Dist2 is a normal dis-

tribution with increased variance N(20, 502). Dist3 is a mixture

of two normal distributions, giving each sample a 50% probability

of originating from either N(20, 102) or N(20, 502). Dist4 is a uni-
form distribution spanning from 0 to 40, U(0, 40). Dist5 follows a
gamma distribution with shape and scale parameters set to 2 and

10, respectively, Gamma(2, 10). Dist6 utilizes a Weibull distribution

with shape and scale parameters of 2 and 20, Weibull(2, 20). Lastly,
Dist7 is a log-normal distribution chosen to approximate a mean

close to 20 by setting a standard deviation of 0.5 and a location

parameter 𝜇 to log(20) − 0.52

2
, Lognormal(𝜇, 0.52).
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