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Statistical inference for time series such as curve estimation for time-
varying models or testing for existence of change-point have garnered sig-
nificant attention. However, these works are generally restricted to the as-
sumption of independence and/or stationarity at its best. The main obstacle is
that the existing Gaussian approximation results for non-stationary processes
only provide an existential proof and thus they are difficult to apply. In this
paper, we provide two clear paths to construct such a Gaussian approximation
for non-stationary series. While the first one is theoretically more natural, the
second one is practically implementable. Our Gaussian approximation results
are applicable for a very large class of non-stationary time series, obtain opti-
mal rates and yet have good applicability. Building on such approximations,
we also show theoretical results for change-point detection and simultaneous
inference in presence of non-stationary errors. Finally we substantiate our
theoretical results with simulation studies and real data analysis.

1. Introduction. Statistical inference for time series is an important topic that has gar-
nered significant attention over the past several decades. There is a well-developed asymp-
totic theory of Gaussian approximation for stationary processes that in turn yields a solid
foundation for doing asymptotic inference. However, in practice, non-stationary time series
processes are more ubiquitous, and unfortunately, similar Gaussian approximation tools for
non-stationary processes are either not sharp enough or difficult to apply. Our main goal in
this paper is to establish optimal KMT-type Gaussian approximations for non-stationary time
series that also provide an explicit construction strategy and thus enable asymptotic inference
for such series.

We now discuss some motivations for theoretical development for non-stationary time
series. Stationarity is an idealized assumption for any real-life series observed over a long
period of time. In the parlance of analyzing such long series, when parametric models are
used, typically this translates to systematic deviation of the parameters. Even without such a
parametric guide, one can observe intrinsic changes in how the dependence evolves over time.
Apart from these, different external factors such as recession, war, politics, pandemic etc.
affect time series and can introduce abrupt paradigm shifts. Such shifts could be of different
types- either a shift in mean, or shock events that change a process that was varying slowly or
in a more stationary way. These two approaches are captured in the literature of time-varying
models and change-point analyses respectively.

The literature of time-varying models tries to address this issue by allowing model param-
eters to vary smoothly over time. See [35], [36], [52], [53], [65], [90], [109], [16] among oth-
ers. The inference questions arise naturally while choosing a time-varying model in contrast
of a time-constant one. Such hypothesis testing frameworks are discussed in [110], [111],
[20], [12], [75], [63], [79], [85], [3] and [64]. Moving from pointwise inference, [115], [102],
[57] discussed obtaining more challenging simultaneous confidence bands. Such simultane-
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change-point testing.
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ous inference requires Gaussian approximation beyond the central limit theorem, and moti-
vates for KMT-type Gaussian approximations as spelled out in (1.1). The second approach-
the analysis of change-points, originated in quality control literature ([80, 81]), but has since
become an integral part of a wide variety of fields, among them economics ([84]), finance
([2]), climatology ([91]) and engineering ([97]). Building on estimation techniques, these
problems discuss different types of inference problems such as the existence of change-point
or creating confidence bands for means of different pieces etc. The test statistic for testing ex-
istence of change-points may be viewed as two-sample tests adjusted for the unknown break
location, thus leading to max-type procedures. Such tests also need a Gaussian approximation
as mentioned in (1.1) to provide correct cut-off. For some useful references on these see [6]
and [21] among others. Structural break estimation can also be viewed as a model selection
problem; see [26], [70] and [94]. See also [5] and [54] for excellent reviews on change-point
inference literature.

However, in both of these paradigms, typically the error process is assumed to be stationary
and thus the techniques involved do not go beyond what we already know for stationary
series. In other words, the non-stationarity has generally been reflected only in the signal and
not in the noise process. This posits a challenging but a fundamental problem. The literature
on inference for non-stationary time series is sparse due to difficulty of obtaining a sharp,
explicit Gaussian approximation. The existing results are either not as sharp as those for
stationary processes, or are difficult to construct.

We now proceed to mathematically introduce the problem. For independent and identically
distributed Xi with E(Xi) = 0,E(|Xi|p)<∞, p > 2, Komlós, Major and Tusnády [59, 60]
obtained an optimal Gaussian approximation: for Si :=

∑i
j=1Xj ,

max
1≤j≤n

|S′
j −B(E(S2

j ))|= oa.s.(τn),(1.1)

where E(S2
j ) = jE(X2

1 ), B(·) is the standard Brownian motion and S′
n is constructed on a

richer space; such that (Si)i≥1 =D (S′
i)i≥1, and the approximation rate τn = n1/p is optimal

when only finite pth moment is assumed. Henceforth, throughout this paper, we will assume
p > 2 unless specified explicitly. The Gaussian approximation (1.1) substantially generalizes
the Central Limit Theorem Sn/

√
n⇒N(0,E(X2

1 )), and it allows for a systematic study of
statistical properties of estimators based on independent data. The optimal rate of n1/p was
matched for a large class of stationary time series in the seminal work by Berkes, Liu and
Wu [9]. In the latter work, they assume the stationary causal representation for Xi, and are
able to replace E(S2

j ) = jE(X2
1 ) in (1.1) by jσ2∞ where σ2∞ =

∑
i∈ZE(X0Xi) is the long-

run variance of the time series. One can see that σ2∞ = limn→∞E(S2
n)/n and thus Si being

approximated by a Gaussian process with variance iσ2∞ makes intuitive sense from the idea
of preserving a second order property. Unfortunately, for a non-stationary process, one does
not have the notion of such a long-run variance and thus the existing Gaussian approximation
results are somewhat abstract and unclear.

To characterize the non-stationary process (Xt), we view Xt as outputs from a physical
system with the following causal representation:

(1.2) Xt = gt(Ft), with Ft = (. . . , εt−1, εt),

where (εi)i∈Z are i. i. d. inputs of this system and gt : R∞ → R are measurable functions.
A Gaussian approximation for such non-stationary processes was obtained by [103], with a
suboptimal rate and only for 2 < p ≤ 4. On the other hand, for inferential procedures it is
important to establish an approximation for the process (Si)ni=1. They did provide a regular-
ization Gj =

∑j
i=1Σ

1/2
i Zi, where Σi = Var(

∑∞
k=i(E(Xk|Fi)− E(Xk|Fi−1))) and Zi are

i.i.d. Gaussian; however, Σi’s are not naturally estimable quantities. This result was improved
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upon by [58], who obtained optimal rate n1/p rate for all p > 2. However, even their approx-
imating Gaussian process is not regularized as it only provides approximation for blocks of
partial sums, and not all Sj as (1.1) does. Moreover, the variance of the approximating Gaus-
sian process was difficult to interpret and connect with that of the original process. Recently,
[74] used a local long-run covariance matrix as a proxy to the variance of the approximat-
ing Brownian motion. Their proof relies on martingale embedding strategy of [31] to bound
Wasserstein distance of the partial sums and their Gaussian analogues. Nonetheless, their rate
is sub-optimal.

Keeping the main goal of regularizing the approximating Gaussian process, we note that,
it is possible to preserve the second order property without the notion of long-run vari-
ance if the approximating (of Sj) Gaussian process can be written as Gi =

∑
j≤i Yi with

E(S2
i ) = E(G2

i ). We start with one such approximation which ensures this; in fact we are
able to establish a Gaussian approximation that ensures Cov(Xi,Xj) = Cov(Yi, Yj) which
entails E(S2

i ) = E(G2
i ). Assumption of Gaussianity is frequently used in many areas of statis-

tics where, as further specification, one puts a covariance structure on (Xi). Our Gaussian
approximation provides theoretical validation that for non-stationary process, one can still
obtain an approximating Gaussian process that matches the covariance at a modular level. To
the best of our knowledge, such covariance-matching Gaussian approximations, despite being
quite natural for non-stationary processes, are rarely discussed in the literature. In particular,
for a possible non-stationarity in covariance, such second-order preserving approximation
seems to be a first such result that additionally maintains optimal rate.

Our first result is applicable in situations where the practitioner knows the covariance
structure of the observed processes. However, for general non-stationary processes with un-
known covariance structure, the practical implementation with this novel Gaussian approx-
imation remains somewhat challenging. Our second set of Gaussian approximation results
first embed the approximating Gaussian process in a Brownian motion with evolving vari-
ance and then regularize the latter. As expected, the variance generally does not increase
linearly as it does in [9] for the stationary case. However, in our approximation Sj is ap-
proximated by a Brownian motion valued at E(S2

j ), which is same as (1.1). Unlike [74], the
variance of our approximating Gaussian process is simply E(S2

i ), which immediately sug-
gests intuitive estimators of that variance.

Next we address the issue of estimating the variance of the approximating Gaussian pro-
cesses. We first derive a block version of our theoretical Gaussian approximation which in
turn yields a conditional Gaussian approximation where estimated block variances are used
to construct the variances of the approximating theoretical Gaussian process. We are able
to achieve n1/4+ε rate here which is nearly optimal when variances are to be estimated.
This also means that to achieve such results, assumptions on only slightly higher than 4-
th moments suffice. Here, we also reflect on an alternative estimation procedure, and show
that our "Block-based Running Variance (BRV)" estimate gives better rates for all p > 2.
Finally, we apply our results to three prominent inference problems, namely the inference
problem related to existence of change-point, the simultaneous confidence bands for non-
stationary time series and asymptotic distribution of wavelet coefficient process. As men-
tioned above already, stationarity and/or Gaussianity were standard assumptions in all these
literature throughout and this paper erases this barrier and establishes theoretical guarantees
for a much larger class of time series.

Our main contributions are summarized below.

• We obtain the sharp KMT-type Gaussian approximations of the order n1/p for non-
stationary time series with minimal conditions. In particular,
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– in our first result, we observe a novel Gaussian approximation which matches the co-
variance structure. Despite being intuitively very natural for non-stationary processes,
ours is probably the first such approximation result in the literature.

– We also explore a second type of Gaussian approximation which involves embedding a
Brownian motion much like [9] or [58]. Crucially, we recover the sharp n1/p rate modulo
a logarithmic factor without the lower bound assumption of block variance needed in
[58].

• We discuss estimation of the running variance of the approximating Brownian motion and
show consistency of such estimators using uniform deviation inequalities. Such maximal
deviation bounds for quadratic forms based on non-stationary processes may be of inde-
pendent interest.

• Finally, we show applications of such Gaussian approximation through the lens of three
prominent inference problems, namely the inference problem related to change-point, the
simultaneous confidence bands for non-stationary time series and asymptotic distributions
of wavelet coefficient processes. As mentioned above already, stationarity and/or Gaus-
sianity were standard assumptions in all these literature throughout and this paper over-
comes these limitations to arrive at much more general results.

• We also provide some simulations to corroborate our Gaussian approximations and an
analysis of an interesting dataset that highlights our applications.

1.1. Organization of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion 2.2, we discuss a functional dependence measure that allows us to encode dependence
in a mathematically tractable way for a large class of non-stationary time series. We also
discuss other general assumptions there. Sections 2.3 and 2.4 discuss the two Gaussian ap-
proximations, which are the main theoretical contributions of our paper. Next, Section 3 is
used to describe the block-bootstrap Gaussian approximation and related results, featuring a
result on a novel deviation inequality for non-stationary quadratic forms. We discuss three
important inference problems in Section 4. The hypothesis testing related to test existence of
change-point is discussed in 4.1. Subsequently, we discuss simultaneous confidence bands
for non-stationary time series, which is deferred to Subsection 4.2. Finally, the discussion on
wavelet coefficient process is deferred till Section 4.3. Next, we use Section 5 to demonstrate
through simulations that we achieve better approximations with the regularization spelt out in
theoretical results than the prototypical block-sum variance. We also show extensive simula-
tion results for the first two of the above-mentioned applications. For space constraint, some
of these simulations are deferred to Appendix Section 12. Finally, we show advantage of our
theory and estimates by analyzing a recent archaeological dataset in Section 6. All the proofs
are postponed to Appendix Sections 8, 9, 10 and 11.

1.2. Notation. For a random variable Y , write Y ∈ Lp, p > 0, if ∥Y ∥p := E(|Y |p)1/p <
∞. For L2 norm write ∥ · ∥= ∥ · ∥2. Throughout the text, we use C for constants that might
take different values in different lines unless otherwise specified. For two positive sequences
an and bn, if an/bn → 0, write an = o(bn). Write an ≲ bn or an =O(bn) if an ≤Cbn for all
sufficiently large n and some constant C <∞. Similarly for a sequence of random variables
(Xn)n≥1 and a positive sequence yn, if Xn/yn → 0 in probability, we write Xn = oP(yn),
and if Xn/yn is stochastically bounded, we write Xn =OP(yn).

2. Gaussian approximation results. Before we proceed to discuss the Gaussian ap-
proximation results for a general class of non-stationary time series, we first provide a concise
introduction of similar results for independent random variables. Note that in principle such
Gaussian approximations for random variables (Xi)

n
i=1 require a common, possibly enriched
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probability space (Φc,Ac,Pc) on which the approximating Gaussian processes and random
variables (Xc

i )1≤i≤n =D (Xi)1≤i≤n can be defined. In order for better readability, we omit
this technicality and simply state our results in terms of the original random variables Xi’s.

2.1. Gaussian approximation for independent random variables. For i.i.d. random vari-
ables, the mentioned result (1.1) by [59, 60] represented the culmination of a series of results
on strong invariance principle starting from [32] and [30]. Subsequently, the seminal paper
by Sakhanenko [96] essentially generalized the KMT-type Gaussian approximation for in-
dependent but possibly not identically distributed random variables. The following theorem
follows easily from [96].

THEOREM 2.1. Let (Xi)1≤i≤n be independent but possibly not identically distributed
random variables with E(Xi) = 0 and for a p > 2, max1≤i≤n ∥Xi∥p =O(1), and there exists
γ ≥ 2 such that

(2.1)
n∑

i=1

E[min{|Xi|γ/nγ/p, |Xi|2/n2/p}] = o(1).

Then, there exists a Brownian motion B(·), such that the following holds

(2.2) max
1≤i≤n

|Si −B(E(S2
i ))|= oP(n

1/p).

The readers can look into [106, 107] and [108] for a review of similar approximations for
independent but possibly non-identically distributed random variables. For time series, [9]
represents the optimal result for stationary processes in this direction, while [58] shows an
optimal existential result for non-stationary multivariate processes. However, [58] does not
provide any result about the covariance structure of the approximating Gaussian processes,
apart from them having independent increments. However, in the search for an explicit co-
variance regularization of the Gaussian approximations, it is natural to conjecture that the ap-
proximating Gaussian processes have the same second-order structure as that of the original
non-stationary processXt. To deal with such results, we need to characterize the dependency
set-up of the wide class of the non-stationary processes we consider in (1.2). This structural
premise is laid out in the next section.

2.2. Functional dependence measure for non-stationary processes. To deal with the de-
pendency structure of a non-stationary process, we employ the framework of functional de-
pendence measure [101]. We will work with (1.2), which is quite general and arises naturally
from writing the joint distribution of (X1, . . . ,Xn) in terms of compositions of conditional
quantile functions of i.i.d. uniform random variables. With this system, given k ≥ 0, a time
lag, we measure the dependence from how much the outputs Xi of this system will change if
we replace the input information at time i− k with an i.i.d. copy ε′i−k. For p≥ 1, define the
uniform functional dependence

δp(k) := sup
i
(E|Xi −Xi,{i−k}|p)1/p, where Xi,{i−k} = gi(. . . , εi−k−1, ε

′
i−k, εi−k+1, . . . , εi)

(2.3)

is a coupled version of Xi. We will assume E(Xi) = 0. Note that (E|Xi − Xi,{i−k}|p)1/p
encapsulates the dependence of Xi in εi−k. Since Xi is a non-stationary process, the phys-
ical mechanism process gi is allowed to be different for every i. Thus we have defined the
functional dependence measure in a uniform manner, by taking supremum over all i. This



6

measure (2.3) is directly related to the data-generating mechanism, and we will express our
dependence condition in terms of

Θi,p =

∞∑
k=i

δp(k) , i≥ 0.(2.4)

Observe that supi ∥Xi∥p ≤Θ0,p. With this framework, we are able to conveniently propose
conditions on temporal dependence for the non-stationary time series models we will use.

2.3. Gaussian approximation maintaining covariance structure. As discussed in Section
2.2, to state our Gaussian approximation result, we need to properly control the temporal
decay by putting mild assumptions on Θi,p. In particular, we will need that Θi,p decays with
a polynomial rate.

CONDITION 2.1. Consider (1.2). Suppose that Θ0,p <∞ for some p > 2. Assume there
exists A> 1 and constant C > 0, such that the uniform dependency-adjusted norm

µp,A := sup
i≥0

(i+ 1)AΘi,p ≤C <∞.(2.5)

Condition 2.1 is satisfied by a large class of processes. Some examples are mentioned in
Section 2.5. The assumption Θ0,p <∞ can be interpreted as the cumulative dependence of
(Xi)i≥k on εk being finite. If it fails, the process can be long-range dependent, and in such
cases the Brownian motion approximations of the partial sum processes may fail. Since the
process (Xi)i is non-stationary, in order to better control its distributional behavior, we need
a uniform integrability condition:

CONDITION 2.2. For the same p as in Condition 2.1, the series (|Xi|p) satisfies the
truncated uniform integrability condition:

For any fixed a > 0, sup
i

E
(
|Xi|pI{|Xi|p≥an}

)
→ 0 as n→∞.

The classical uniform integrability condition for (|Xt|p)t is supiE(|Xi|pI{|Xi|p≥k})→ 0
as k→ ∞. Note that Condition 2.2 is weaker. To avoid degeneracy we will also require a
mild non-singularity condition on the block variance of the original process (Xt).

CONDITION 2.3. For all sequences (mn) ∈ N with mn →∞ and mn < n, the process
(Xi) satisfies that limn→∞min1≤i≤n−mn

∥Xi + . . .+Xi+mn
∥2 =∞.

This non-singularity condition is a very natural one. A simple counter-example may be
given for the case where absence of such assumption entails failure of even the Central Limit
Theorem. For t ∈N, consider the process Xt = εt − εt−1, and εi are i.i.d.non-Gaussian with
mean 0 and variance σ2 > 0. Then for n ∈ N, clearly Si = εi − ε0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and thus
both Condition 2.3 and Central Limit Theorem Sn/∥Sn∥ ⇒N(0,1) fails to hold. With this
condition, we begin by presenting a Gaussian approximation for the truncated partial sum
process

(2.6) S⊕
i :=

i∑
j=1

(X⊕
j −E(X⊕

j )), where X⊕
i = Tn1/p(Xi), i= 1, · · · , n,

with Tb(w) =max{min{w, b},−b}. The following is the first main result of this paper.
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THEOREM 2.2. Let p > 2. For the process (Xt)t, assume Conditions 2.2, 2.3, and 2.1
with

(2.7) A>A0 := max

{
p2 − p− 2 + (p− 2)

√
p2 + 10p+ 1

4p
,1

}
.

Then there exists a Gaussian process Yt with Cov(Xs,Xt) = Cov(Ys, Yt), such that

(2.8) max
1≤i≤n

|Si −
i∑

j=1

Yj |= oP(n
1/p
√

logn).

In fact, there also exists a Gaussian process Y ⊕
t , with Cov(Y ⊕

s , Y
⊕
t ) = Cov(X⊕

s ,X
⊕
t ), such

that

(2.9) max
1≤i≤n

|Si −
i∑

j=1

Y ⊕
j |= oP(n

1/p).

Here it is important to note that, although (2.9) has a better rate than (2.8), the approximat-
ing process has covariance structure matched with the truncated value of the original process
Xi. However, we still present this result since it shows that theoretically it is possible to
achieve the optimal n1/p rate without the stronger non-singularity condition as [58]. Proving
such a result also necessisates novel techniques which are different compared to both [58]
and [9].

Finally, if one were to assume non-singularity condition as written below, we show that it
is possible to achieve n1/p rate even with the approximating process matching covariances
exactly with the original (Xt) process.

CONDITION 2.4. The series (Xi) satisfies the following condition: There exists a con-
stant c > 0 and l0 ∈N, such that for all l≥ l0, min1≤j≤n−l+1 ∥Xj + . . .+Xj+l−1∥2/l≥ c.

At the cost of making this extra assumption, we are also able to improve the decay rate
condition on Θi,p from that in Theorem 2.2, matching exactly the optimal cut-off given in
[58].

THEOREM 2.3. Assume the process (Xt)t≥1 satisfies Conditions 2.2, 2.4 and 2.1 with

A>A′
0 := max

{
p2 − 4 + (p− 2)

√
p2 + 20p+ 4

8p
,1

}
.(2.10)

Then, there exists a Gaussian process (Yt) with Cov(Ys, Yt) := Cov(Xs,Xt), such that

(2.11) max
1≤i≤n

|Si −
i∑

j=1

Yj |= oP(n
1/p).

2.4. Gaussian approximation with independent increments. In addition to having a nat-
ural interpretation, the Gaussian approximations in the previous Section 2.3 also enjoy appli-
cability when information about the covariance structure of the original process is available,
such as for stationary processes [104] or processes from a defined parametric structure. How-
ever, for a general non-stationary processes, the precise correlation structure of Xt process
may not be available, and therefore simulating the Yt process becomes a challenge. There-
fore, it is important to investigate if we can further obtain a Gaussian approximation of the
form (2.2), i.e. involving Brownian motion with independent increments, where the involved
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E(S2
i ) is estimable. The following two theorems address these issues and yield Gaussian ap-

proximations with this desired structure. Our first result is analogous to Theorem 2.2. How-
ever, in this result, we no longer require any non-singularity condition, and yet we almost
recover the optimal n1/p rate (up to a log factor). Again, we recover the exact optimal rate if
our Gaussian approximation involves the moments of the truncated process.

THEOREM 2.4. For the process (Xt)t≥1, assume Conditions 2.2 and 2.1 with A > A0;
see (2.7). Then there exists a Brownian motion B(·), such that

(2.12) max
1≤j≤n

|Sj −B(E(S⊕2

j ))|= oP(n
1/p).

Further, it holds that

(2.13) max
1≤j≤n

|Sj −B(E(S2
j ))|= oP(n

1/p
√

logn).

A similar remark to the one following Theorem 2.2 is in order. Note that, in Theorem
2.4, again using the moments of the original process in the Gaussian approximation entails
a penalty of

√
logn in our rate. However, it turns out that under the more stringent non-

singularity condition of Theorem 2.3, we are not only able to recover the optimal rate of n1/p

from using the Xt process itself, but also able to relax the decay rate.

THEOREM 2.5. Under conditions of Theorem 2.3, there exists a Brownian motion B(·)
such that

(2.14) max
1≤j≤n

∣∣Sj −B(E(S2
j ))
∣∣= oP(n

1/p).

REMARK 2.1. Necessity of the truncated uniform integrability Condition 2.2: We show
that the uniform integrability condition is necessary as otherwise the Gaussian approxima-
tion might fail. Let n > 2. Let X1,X2, . . . be independent with P(Xi = ±(i + 1)1/p) =
1/(i + 1) and P(Xi = ±1) = 1/2 − 1/(i + 1). Note that, Condition 2.2 is violated since
max1≤i≤nE[|Xi|pI{|Xi|p > n/2}] = 2. For the sake of contradiction, suppose the Gaussian
approximation (2.14) holds, which implies

(2.15) max
1≤i≤n

|Xi − (B(E(S2
i ))−B(E(S2

i−1)))|= oP(n
1/p).

SinceXi’s are independent, and max1≤i≤nE(X2
i )≤ 22/p+1, therefore, by property of incre-

ments of Brownian motion, max1≤i≤n |B(E(S2
i ))−B(E(S2

i−1))|=OP((logn)
1/2). Thus, if

one assumes that (2.15) is true, then we will have max1≤i≤n |Xi|= oP(n
1/p). Now we show

that the latter is false. Clearly, |Xi| ≤ n1/p/2 w.p. 1 if i≤ n/2p − 1, and therefore

P
(
max
1≤i≤n

|Xi|>
n1/p

2

)
= 1−

n∏
i=⌈n/2p⌉∨1

P
(
|Xi| ≤

n1/p

2

)
≥ 1−

(
1− 2

n+ 1

)n(1− 1

2p−1 )

→ 1− e2
2−p−2,

as n→∞. This contradiction shows that Theorem 2.5 fails to hold. This vouches for the ne-
cessity of our uniform integrability condition; clearly, the reason the Gaussian approximation
fails to hold in this example is due to Condition 2.2 not being satisfied. It can be noted that,
in this example, Theorem 2.1 does not apply; (2.1) can be verified to be violated in this case.
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2.5. Examples. We now show some examples of non-stationary time series which sat-
isfy Condition 2.1. For t ∈ Z, let Ft = (. . . , εt−1, εt), where εt are i.i.d. random variables.
Consider the model

(2.16) Xt = g(θt,Ft), 1≤ t≤ n,

where θt ∈ Γ, a parameter space, and g(·,Ft) : Γ→ R is a progressively measurable func-
tion such that the process Xt(θ) = g(θ,Ft) is well-defined. We can view (2.16) as a general
modulated stationary process. [1] and [113] considered the special case of multiplicative
modulated stationary processes with a linear form. Define the functional dependence mea-
sures as

δΓp (k) := sup
θ∈Γ

∥g(θ,Ft)− g(θ,Ft,{t−k})∥p ≥ sup
t

∥g(θt,Ft)− g(θt,Ft,{t−k})∥p =: δXp (k).

(2.17)

Thus, we only need to assume that ΘΓ
i,p :=

∑∞
k=i δ

Γ
p (k) satisfies Condition (2.1). We mention

a couple of examples from the general class of non-stationary processes satisfied by (2.16).

2.5.1. Cyclostationary process. Taking θt = ϕt mod T in (2.16) for some period T , and
{ϕt}Tt=1 ∈ Γ, yields cyclostationary process. These can be thought of as generalizations of
stationary processes, incorporating periodicity in its properties, and were introduced as a
model of communications systems in [7] and [38]. Apart from communication and signal de-
tection, cyclostationary processes have enjoyed wide use in econometrics [82], atmospheric
sciences [10] and across many other disciplines- the reader is encouraged to look into [40],
[77], and the references therein for an introduction and a comprehensive list of all its appli-
cations. Despite this huge literature, there is no unified asymptotic distributional theory for
the cyclostationary processes. Our Gaussian approximation result allows a systematic study
of asymptotic distributions of statistics of such processes.

2.5.2. Locally stationary process. In (2.16), let Γ = [0,1]. Assume that g is stochastic
Lipschitz continuous for some constant L> 0, such that for all θ, θ′,

(2.18) ∥g(θ,Ft)− g(θ′,Ft)∥p ≤ L|θ− θ′|.

Then, the processes Xt,n := g(t/n,Ft) are locally stationary in view of the approximation

∥Xt,n −Xt(θ)∥p ≤ L|t/n− θ| if t/n ∈ (θ−∆, θ+∆) for some ∆> 0.

Dahlhaus [23, 24] introduced locally stationary processes in terms of time-varying spectrum.
[92] provided a general asymptotic theory for such processes. For further examples, see [112].

Consider the special case of locally stationary version of Volterra processes, defined as
follows:

(2.19) Xt =
∑

0≤j1<...<ji

a(j1, . . . , ji,
t

n
) εt−j1 . . . εt−ji ,

where εi’s are i.i.d. with mean 0, ∥ε0∥p <∞, p > 2, and a : Ri × [0,1]→ R are called i-th
order Volterra kernels. Then elementary calculations show that for a constant cp depending
only on p,
(2.20)

δp(l)
2 ≤ cp∥ε0∥2ip sup

k
Ak,l,i, where Ak,l,i =

∑
0≤j1<...<ji, l∈{j1,...,ji}

a2(j1, . . . , ji,
k

n
)<∞.
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2.6. Outline of the proof of theorems. Our proofs are quite involved and are given in
Sections 8 and 9. In particular, Theorems 2.2 and 2.4 are based on similar assumptions (in
fact Theorem 2.4 works with a weaker set of conditions); and in the same vein, Theorems
2.3 and 2.5 require exactly the same conditions. Therefore, these two pairs of theorems are
proven with each other. In particular, all the four theorems follow a general recipe of the
proof outlined below.

• Truncation: In Proposition 8.1, we truncate our process at level n1/p in order to exploit
the uniform integrability condition, which is necessary due to non-stationarity.

• m-dependence: In the second step, we use the m-dependence approximation in Propo-
sition 8.2 where m increases with n. This limits the arbitrary non-stationary dependency
structure to those only up tom lags, and enables us to treat our series much like a stationary
time series. We provide an optimal choice of m so that the error rate of n1/p is achieved.

• Blocking: Our blocking step in Proposition 8.3 is quite different from that in [58] as well
as [9]; we consider a two-step blocking, with an inner layer of blocks of size m being then
combined into an outer layer of blocks of size 3. This enables us to do the required math-
ematical manipulation to obtain an explicit form of the variance in terms of m-dependent
processes.

• Conditional and Unconditional Gaussian approximation: With the blocking step as
mentioned above, we condition on the shared ε’s between the outer blocks (that occur at
both the boundaries of each block). This results in conditional independence and thus we
can use [96]’s Theorem 1. Then we lift the conditioning random variables (the boundary
ε’s) by taking another expectation over them, and apply the Theorem 1 from [96] again to
obtain the unconditional Gaussian approximation.

• Regularization of Variance: From the variance in terms of m-dependent blocked pro-
cesses as mentioned above, in order to obtain the variance approximation in a practically
usable form as mentioned in the theorem, in this step we approximate it by E((S⊕

i )
2) or

by variances of sum of blocks in terms of original random process.
• Final Gaussian approximation: In this final step, we connect the approximated variance
E((S⊕

i )
2) to the new Gaussian process (Yi)

n
i=1 (for Theorems 2.2 and 2.3), via Proposi-

tions 8.5 and 8.6, or to the final variance E(S2
i ) (for Theorems 2.4 and 2.5).

3. Estimating the variance of the approximating Gaussian process. In this section,
we address estimating the variance of the approximating process. It is well-known in the time
series literature that S2

i is a poor estimate for E(S2
i ). The usual practice is to use a kernel

function or a particular weighing-mechanism. Such methods have been used throughout the
literature to estimate spectral density matrices for one-dimensional or low-dimensional cases.
For stationary processes, we recommend works by Newey and West [78], Priestley [89] and
Liu and Wu [68] among others for a comprehensive review of research in this direction. As a
special case of kernel-based estimates, blocking techniques have been particularly popular in
this area. Carlstein [18] used non-overlapping blocks to consistently estimate E(S2

i ) for a sta-
tionary process. From a bootstrap perspective, Politis and Romano [86] uses non-overlapping
blocks of random sizes to define a ‘stationary bootstrap’. Using the ‘flat-top kernel’ methods
of [87], [88] obtains O(n1/3) for the expected optimal block size for the stationary bootstrap.
For detailed discussion, readers are encouraged to look into Lahiri [62], which combines
ideas from [46], [18], [19] and many others to deduce various resampling schemes for esti-
mating the variance of a stationary process.

The blocking method has been quite popular in the literature as a proof technique for
obtaining optimal Gaussian approximations. See [58], [103] and [66] for relevant references.
Naturally, since the statements of our Theorems 2.2-2.5 do not involve any blocks, one may
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question if we can reach the optimal rate by expressing the variance directly in terms of some
blocking mechanism. In the next section, we will provide a result that answers the above
question in affirmative. The blocking mechanism we use is somewhat related to the Non-
overlapping Block Bootstrap (NBB) method proposed in Chapter 2 of [62]. We describe the
scheme in the following. Usually the block length m is taken so as m→∞ with m/n→ 0.
Define for 1≤ a, k, j ≤ ⌈n/m⌉,
(3.1)

Ba :=

am∧n∑
i=(a−1)m+1

Xi; Tk =

k∑
a=1

B2
a + 2

k−1∑
a=1

BaBa+1; Rj := I{j/m /∈N}
j∑

i=⌊j/m⌋m+1

Xi.

Note that Sj =
∑k

a=1Ba+Rj , where k = ⌊j/m⌋. We shall estimate E(S2
j ) by the following

‘Block-based Running Variance’ (BRV) estimator Tj where

(3.2) Tj := T⌊j/m⌋ +R2
j + 2B⌊j/m⌋Rj for all 1≤ j ≤ n

simultaneously. Since Tj’s may be negative, so instead of Brownian motion we use two-
sided Brownian motion. A two-sided Brownian motion is defined as W(t) = B1(t)1t≥0 +
B2(−t)1t<0, where B1 and B2 are two independent standard Brownian motions starting at 0.

Next, we provide some theoretical properties of the BRV estimator Tj . In particular, we
bound the uniform deviation probability of Tj . Such a deviation inequality for non-stationary
processes is novel to the best of our knowledge. Thus we state it as a standalone result.

3.1. A maximal quadratic large deviation bound. Quadratic large deviation bounds have
a long history that started with the seminal work by Hanson and Wright [47] and Wright
[100]. See [95] for an extensive overview. These are popularly referred as Hanson-Wright
type inequalities in the literature. Subsequent work by [8], [56] and others established mod-
erate deviation principles for quadratic forms of stationary Gaussian processes. Moving be-
yond sub-Gaussianity, Xiao and Wu [104] and Zhang and Wu [112] generalized the Hanson-
Wright inequality for stationary process with finite polynomial moments and locally station-
ary processes, respectively. In this section we aim to (i) develop a maximal inequality i.e.,
derive tail probability bounds for the maximal partial sum, and (ii) relax the stationarity as-
sumption by providing a result for the general non-stationary processes. Our proof is similar
to the Theorem 6.1 of [112]; however, it differs in a crucial step. Since we aim to provide a
maximal inequality, we use Borovkov’s version of Nagaev inequality ([11]), instead of the
usual bound of [76]. This, in particular, changes the treatment of a few important terms in our
proof compared to that in [112]. Moreover, we also tackle the case when 2 < p ≤ 4, some-
thing that is usually absent from other Hanson-Wright type inequalities in the literature.

THEOREM 3.1. Let p > 2. Assume Condition 2.1 holds for Θi,p. LetQn =
∑

1≤s≤t≤n as,tXsXt,
with as,t = 0 if |s− t|>Dn for some Dn ≤ n, and sup |as,t| ≤ 1. Denote
(3.3)

Rk =

k∑
j=1

(Vj −E(Vj)), where Vk =
(kDn)∧n∑

t=(k−1)Dn+1

∑
1≤s≤t

as,tXsXt, for 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/Dn⌉.

Then there exists constants Cp, depending only on p, such that for all x > 0,
(3.4)

P
(

max
1≤k≤⌈n/Dn⌉

|Rk| ≥ x

)
≤

{
Cpx

−p/2nDp/4
n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cpx
−p/2nDp/2−1

n µpp,A +Cp exp
(
− Cpx2

nDnµ4
4,A

)
, p > 4.
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The proof is given in Appendix Section 10.1. We emphasize that to avoid notational cum-
bersomeness, in (3.4) we have used same notation Cp to denote multiple constants, each
depending solely on p.

REMARK 3.1. In view of (2.6), δ⊕p (j)≤ δp(j) is satisfied by the functional dependence
measure of the truncated process. Therefore, Theorem 3.1 also holds for Xs replaced by
X⊕

s −E(X⊕
s ).

REMARK 3.2. The bound in Theorem 3.1 should be contrasted with the bound obtained
in Theorem 6 of [112]. In fact, our proof works for A > 1/2− 1/q and matches their non-
uniform bound for the corresponding case. A similar argument can be followed to yield a
bound for a process satisfying µp,A <∞ for some general A. In view of our maximal in-
equality holding true for general non-stationary process, Theorem 3.1 is a more general
result than those found in the literature.

3.2. Gaussian approximation rate with estimated variance. Theorem 3.1 is useful in ar-
riving at the estimation error of Ti as an estimate of E(S2

i ). To begin with, note that Ti/2
can be written in the form (3.3) with as,t = 1/2 when s = t, and in general |as,t|= 0 when
|s− t| ≥ 2m and sup |as,t| ≤ 1. Thus, taking Dn = 2m, Theorem 3.1 implies that,

(3.5) max
1≤k≤⌊n/m⌋

∣∣∣∣ k∑
j=1

(B2
j + 2BjBj+1 −E[B2

j + 2BjBj+1])

∣∣∣∣=OP(n
max{2/p,1/2}m1/2).

Moreover, by Lemma 8.2, max1≤j≤⌊n/m⌋E[max1≤k≤m |Xmj+1+. . .+Xmj+k|p] =O(mp/2).
Hence,

(3.6) max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣Ti − ⌊i/m⌋∑
j=1

(B2
j + 2BjBj+1)

∣∣∣∣=OP(n
max{2/p,1/2}m1/2).

by Markov’s inequality. Note that (3.6) takes care of the stochastic error of Ti as an estimate
of E(S2

i ) for 1≤ i≤ n. For the bias part, we need to control the order of the cross-product
terms E(BiBj) for i ̸= j. The following lemma, whose proof we give in Section 10.2, is thus
necessitated.

LEMMA 3.1. Let Condition 2.1 hold with A> 1. Then for Bj as defined in (3.1), it holds
that

max
1≤k≤⌊n/m⌋

|E(BkBk+1)|=O(1), max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

∑
i:|i−k|≥2

|E(BiBk)|=O(m1−A).(3.7)

Observe that (3.7) readily yields

(3.8) max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣E(S2
i )−

⌊i/m⌋∑
j=1

E(B2
j + 2BjBj+1)

∣∣∣∣=O(nm−A).

Now, (3.5), (3.6) and (3.8) can be summarized into the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Assume p > 2 and let Condition 2.1 hold for Θi,p with A> 1. Recall
Bj from (3.1), for a general m ∈N. Then the following holds:

(3.9) max
1≤i≤n

|Ti −E(S2
i )|=OP(n

max{2/p,1/2}m1/2 + nm−A).
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In particular, with m≍ nζ1 , where ζ1 =min{1,2− 4/p}/(1 + 2A), (3.9) implies

(3.10) max
1≤i≤n

|W(Ti)−B1(E(S2
i ))|=OP∗(n(1−Aζ1)/2

√
logn),

where P∗ refers to the conditional distribution after observing X1, . . . ,Xn, and B1(·) is the
same Brownian motion defining the positive half-line of W(·).

Our choice of m balances the bias (nm−A) and the stochastic error (nmax{2/p,1/2}m1/2)
together, and yields the rate in (3.10) by increment property of Brownian motions. However,
the approximation rate in (3.10) is worse than what we obtain in Section 2. But this also
means that one can only assume moments slightly higher than 4 and still achieve this rate.
More importantly, a natural question is if we can relax our decay condition in Theorem 2.4
when we are allowed to assume p finite moments but want to achieve this comparatively
large approximation rate. In other words, at the cost of sub-optimal rate, which anyway is the
best for the empirical version, can we allow decay rate A to be smaller? In what follows, we
answer this question in affirmative.

THEOREM 3.2. Let p > 2. Assume that the decay Condition 2.1 holds with A> 1. Fur-
ther grant the truncated uniform integrability Condition 2.2. Then there exists a Brownian
motion B(·) such that

(3.11) max
1≤j≤n

∣∣Sj −B(E(S2
j ))
∣∣= oP(n

(1−Aζ1)/2
√

logn).

REMARK 3.3. Note that in (3.11) we no longer need the lower bound (2.10).

3.3. Gaussian approximation without cross product blocks. Having explored the asymp-
totic properties of BRV estimator Tj as an estimate of E(S2

j ) for 1≤ j ≤ n, let us discuss a
natural variant of Tj . Interestingly, in Tj we have included the cross-product terms BiBi+1,
as opposed to another possible estimate T −

i which can be defined without them:

(3.12) T −
i =

⌊i/m⌋∑
j=1

B2
j +R2

i .

An application of Theorem 3.1 and (3.7) similar to that in Proposition 3.1 show T −
i satisfies

(3.13) max
1≤i≤n

|T −
i −E(S2

i )|=OP(n
max{2/p,1/2}m1/2 + nm−1)

under Condition 2.1. The above bound is worse than (3.9) and it is minimized at m ≍ nζ2 ,
ζ2 =min{1,2− 4/p}/3. Since A> 1, ζ2 < ζ1, and therefore

(3.14) max
1≤i≤n

|W(T −
i )−B(E(S2

i ))|=OP∗(n(1−ζ2)/2
√

logn).

Thus the conditional version (3.10) using T −
i is also worse.

Following the idea of the moving or overlapping block bootstrap method (cf. [61] and [67],
Zhou [114] and Mies and Steland [74]), consider the following estimate of E(S2

i ) by

(3.15) T ⋄
i =

i∑
t=m

1

m

(
t∑

s=t−m+1

Xs

)2

.

A treatment similar to Proposition 3.1 shows that T ⋄
i satisfies (3.13) as well. Thus, Ti has the

best rate for estimating the variance of the Brownian motion among the three estimators dis-
cussed here. It should be noted that [74] analyzes a different variance for the approximating
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Gaussian process (defined as a local long-range variance σ2loci), and T ⋄
i has been proposed in

that context. However, we point out that for fast enough decay, their rate of Gaussian approx-
imation max1≤i≤n |Sc

i −B(σ2loci)|= oP(n
p/(3p−2)

√
logn) is suboptimal in n.

4. Applications of Gaussian approximations. In this section, we are interested in ob-
taining Gaussian approximations of functionals of the form

W (t) :=

n∑
i=1

eiwi(t),

where wi(·) : [0,1]→R are weight functions and (ei)1≤i≤n are real-valued, mean-zero, pos-
sibly non-stationary processes. Such quantities are ubiquitous in various statistics of change
point estimation, wavelet transform, and forming a simultaneous confidence band, among
others. One can employ (2.13) of Theorem 2.4 to deal with such quantities. A similar treat-
ment is included in [102]. Let

(4.1) W ⋄(t) =

n∑
i=1

wi(t)
(
B(E(S2

i ))−B(E(S2
i−1))

)
be the Gaussian process that we want to use to approximate W (t), where Si =

∑i
j=1 ej . Let

(4.2) Ωn = sup
t∈(0,1)

{|w1(t)|+
n∑

i=2

|wi(t)−wi−1(t)|}

be the maximum variation of the weights wi(t). Then,

sup
t∈(0,1)

|W (t)−W ⋄(t)| ≤Ωn max
1≤i≤n

|Si −B(E(S2
i ))|=ΩnoP(n

1/p
√

logn).(4.3)

In the following, we detail three applications - testing for change-point, simultaneous confi-
dence band building, and wavelet transform - using the above analysis. Each of these analysis
requires providing a rate of Ωn depending on certain conditions.

4.1. Change point detection. Assume Xi = µi + Zi, i= 1, . . . , n, where (Zi) is a mean
zero non-stationary process. We want to test for the existence of change point in means, that
is we want to test for H0 : µi = µ0 for all i versus the alternative hypothesis

(4.4) H1 : µi = µ0 + δI{i > τ} holds for some 1< τ < n and δ ̸= 0.

We propose a CUSUM-based testing procedure with test statistic

(4.5) Un := max
t∈(0,1)

|
∑
i≤nt

(Xi − X̄)|/
√
n,

where we reject our null hypothesis if Un is larger than some suitable cut-off value. Under
the null hypothesis, we can write Un = maxt∈(0,1) |Un,t|, where Un,t :=

∑n
i=1wi(t)Zi and

the weights wi(t) = ((1− 1/n)I{i≤ nt} − (1/n)I{i > nt})/
√
n. Let

Vn = max
t∈(0,1)

Vn,t, where Vn,t :=
n∑

i=1

wi(t)
(
B(E(S2

i ))−B(E(S2
i−1))

)
.

By (4.3), we have |Un−Vn|= oP(1) since Ωn = (2−1/n)/
√
n and Ωnn

1/p
√
logn→ 0.
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4.2. Simultaneous confidence band. In this section, we discuss construction of simulta-
neous confidence band for a time-varying signal-plus-noise model with possibly irregularly
spaced observed data and possibly non-stationary noise. Let 0 = t0 < t1 < t2 < . . . < tn−1 <
tn < tn+1 = 1 be an n-length grid on [0,1]. Consider

(4.6) Xi = µ(ti) +Zi, i= 1, . . . , n,

where µ(·) ∈ C3[0,1]. The case ti = i/n has been thoroughly analyzed in the literature for
stationary and i.i.d.set-up, such as [33], [13] and [102]. Here we let ti = F−1(i/n), where
F (t) =

∫ t
0 f(u)du for some density f ∈ C3[0,1]. We will estimate the trend function from

observed data (Xi) using the local linear estimate, and denote the result by µ̂hn
(·), where hn

is the bandwidth parameter. Define

(4.7) Sj(t) =

n∑
i=1

(t− ti)
jK((t− ti)/hn).

Theorem 4.1 below provides a Gaussian approximation for the local linear estimate

µ̂hn
(t) :=

n∑
i=1

whn
(t, i)Xi, where whn

(t, i) =K

(
t− ti
hn

)
S2(t)− (t− ti)S1(t)

S2(t)S0(t)− S2
1(t)

.(4.8)

Assume that K is a smooth symmetric kernel with bounded support [−ω,ω], satisfying:
(4.9)∫

R
ΨK(u; δ)du=O(δ) as δ→ 0, where ΨK(u; δ) = sup{|K(y)−K(u)| : |y− u| ≤ δ} .

THEOREM 4.1. Assume µ,f ∈ C3[0,1] and, for some constants C1,C2 > 0, C1 ≤ f(t)≤
C2 for all t ∈ [0,1]. Then under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4 for Zi, there exists Brow-
nian motion B(·) such that with Qhn

(t) =
∑n

i=1whn
(t, i)Yi, where Yi = B(E(S2

i )) −
B(E(S2

i−1)), the following is true:

(4.10) sup
t∈[ωhn,1−ωhn]

∣∣µ̂hn
(t)− µ(t)− h2nβµ

′′(t)−Qhn
(t)
∣∣= oP(h

−1
n n1/p−1

√
logn),

for any hn → 0 satisfying h4n =O(n1/p−1) and nhn →∞ with β =
∫
u2K(u)du/2.

PROOF. We apply Theorem 2.4 to (Zi)
n
i=1. Note that Qhn

(t) is obtained by fitting the
same local linear regression with bandwidth hn to (Yi)

n
i=1. By the argument in Theorem 3.1

in [34], E[µ̂hn
(t)]− µ(t) = h2nµ

′′(t)β +O(h3n + n−1h−1
n ). Then (4.10) follows by applying

(4.3) to µ̂hn
(t)− E[µ̂hn

(t)]−Qhn
(t) and noting that Ωn =O(1/(nhn)) using Lemma 11.1

and C1 ≤ f(·)≤C2.

4.2.1. Bias correction. Using (4.10) to construct simultaneous confidence band requires
estimation of µ′′(t). Following [48], we use the jackknife-based bias corrected estimator

(4.11) µ̃hn
(t) = 2µ̂hn

(t)− µ̂hn

√
2(t).

Using (4.11) is asymptotically equivalent to using the kernelK∗(x) = 2K(x)−K(x/
√
2)/

√
2;

see [115], [102] and [57] among others. Based on (4.11) one can observe E[µ̃hn
(t)]−µ(t) =

O(h3n + n−1h−1
n ). Thus one can get rid of the h2nµ

′′(t) term from the left-hand side of the
(4.11) to obtain

(4.12) sup
t∈[ωhn,1−ωhn]

|µ̃hn
(ti)− µ(ti)− Q̃hn

(ti)|= oP(h
−1
n n1/p−1

√
logn).
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4.2.2. Choice of bandwidth hn. Since our Gaussian approximation Theorem 2.4 holds
with n1/4 rate for p≥ 4, A>A0, for this subsection, assume p= 4. Ignoring the log factors,
we obtain a rate of OP(n

−3/4/hn) from (4.10), which readily allows a large range of hn:

(4.13) n−3/4 ≤ hn ≤ n−3/16.

In particular, (4.13) allows for hn ≍ n−1/5, which is the mean-square error optimal band-
width. As equation (4.12) suggests, Q̃hn

is a good simultaneous approximation for µ̃hn
− µ

in distribution. Therefore, for our bootstrap algorithm, Q̃hn
is generated based on (Yi), which

is simulated from our Gaussian approximation where we estimate E(S2
i ) by Ti ’s formed by

Zi as in (3.1). Using this, for 0 < α < 1, we can calculate q1−α, the empirical (1 − α)-th
quantile of max1≤i≤n |Q̃hn

(i/n)|. Thus, given significance level α, the simultaneous confi-
dence level for µ(·) can be constructed as

(4.14) [µ̃hn
(t)− q1−α, µ̃hn

(t) + q1−α], t ∈ [0,1].

4.3. Wavelet coefficient process. Wavelet transform is a way of representing a time se-
ries locally both in time and frequency windows. Mathematically speaking, wavelength co-
efficients are simply the coefficients when the signal (Xi)1≤i≤n is decomposed in terms of
some orthonormal basis of L2(R). The simplest discrete wavelet transform used is called the
Haar Transform [45]. Assume the signal length is n= 2k. Then the j-th level Haar Wavelet
coefficients with j ≤ k are
(4.15)

Wj,t =

2j∑
l=1

hj,lX2jt−l+1 , t= 1, . . . ,2k−j , where hj,l =

{
−2−j/2 if 1≤ l≤ 2j−1,

2−j/2 if 2j−1 < l≤ 2j .

Donoho [29] used wavelet methods to perform non-parametric signal estimation via soft
thresholding; however their threshold value crucially depends on the assumptions of the noise
process being i.i.d. Gaussian. Johnstone and Silverman [55] and von Sachs and MacGibbon
[99] extended the results for correlated Gaussian and locally stationary noise processes re-
spectively. Recently, [73] considered locally stationary wavelet processes as the noise pro-
cesses for estimation of signal. Stationarity assumption also features crucially in the wavelet
variance estimation mechanism of Percival and Mondal [83]. Here we allow the signal
(Xi)1≤i≤n to be possibly non-stationary, and focus on applying our Theorem 2.4 to pro-
vide a Gaussian approximation result for the wavelet coefficient process Wj,t. Note that Wj,t

can be written as
∑n

i=1wi(j, t)Xi, where wi(j, t) = hj,2jt−i+1. Let

W ⋄
j,t =

n∑
i=1

wi(j, t)(B(E(S2
i ))−B(E(S2

i−1))).

With Ωn as defined as in (4.2), it can be easily seen that Ωn =O(2−j/2). Thus, using (4.3),
we get,

(4.16) max
j∗≤j≤k

max
1≤t≤n/2j

|Wj,t −W ⋄
j,t|= oP(2

−j∗/2n1/p
√

logn).

To ensure a uniform Gaussian approximation, we require the highest resolution level j∗ to
satisfy:

(4.17) j∗ −
2

log 2

(
1

p
logn+

1

2
log logn

)
→∞.

In particular, it holds if j∗ ≥ c logn for some constant c > 2/(p log 2). Similar analysis can
be performed for the more general Daubechies wavelet filters (Daubechies [25]), with better
smoothness properties. The uniform Gaussian approximation (4.16) allows an asymptotic
distributional theory for statistics based on wavelet transforms of non-stationary processes.
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5. Simulation. This section presents a simulation study for some of our results in Sec-
tions 2, 3 and 4 while some more are postponed to the Appendix Section 12. Our aims are
as follows. In Section 5.1, we start off by investigating the accuracy of the two kinds of
theoretical Gaussian approximations in Sections 2.3 and 2.4. We postpone inspecting the ac-
curacy of our bootstrap Gaussian approximations for finite sample to appendix Section 12.1,
In particular, in Section 3.3, having argued that excluding the cross-product terms results in
a worse rate and a less accurate approximation compared to (3.10), we compare their finite
sample accuracy for some simple cases. Moving on to showing simulation-based evidences
for our applications, in Section 5.2, we explore the empirical coverage of our simultaneous
confidence band procedure discussed in Section 4.2 under different settings. We again defer
analysing the performance of the CUSUM-based testing procedure for existence of change-
point, as discussed in Section 4.1 to Appendix Section 12.3.

5.1. Empirical accuracy of theoretical Gaussian approximations. Consider two models:

5.1. Model 5.1: Xt = θXt−1 + εt, θ ∈ {0.9,−0.9}.

5.2. Model 5.2: Xt = θtXt−1 + εt, θt = θ if t≤ n/2, θt =−θ if t > n/2, θ ∈ {0.9,−0.9}.
We will start off by letting εt

i.i.d.∼ t4/
√
2 for both the Models. Observe that, with N(0,1)

innovations, (Xt)
n
t=1 is already a Gaussian process for both Models 5.1 and 5.2, and therefore

the approximation error is trivially zero. This motivates the use of some other mean-zero error
for this model. We will initially consider a small sample of size n= 100. For each of the set-
up, we will compare the quantiles of the following three random variables:

UX := max
1≤i≤n

Si, U1 = max
1≤i≤n

B(E(S2
i )), U2 = max

1≤i≤n

i∑
j=1

Yi,

where (Yt)nt=1 is a centered Gaussian process with same covariance structure as (Xt)
n
t=1. The

true quantiles are estimated by sample quantiles based on 103 repetitions. Figures 1 and 2 de-
picts the QQ-plots of U1 and U2 against UX . Clearly, when compared with U1 which involves
Brownian motion, our Gaussian approximation of Section 2.3 maintaining covariance struc-
ture, performs much better for such a small sample size n = 100. However, as we increase

Figure 1: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the two kinds of Gaussian approximation
X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.1 with t4 innovations: with independent increments, and with the approxi-
mation maintaining covariance structure.
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Figure 2: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the two kinds of Gaussian approximation
X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.2 with t4 innovations: with independent increments, and with the approxi-
mation maintaining covariance structure.

n, both the approximations being theoretically valid with optimal rate of convergence, their
performances become comparable. To show this empirically, we consider two more compli-
cated non-stationary models.

5.3. Let w1 = 0.75, . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/4

,−0.75, . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/4

,0.75, . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/4

,−0.75, . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/4

, w2 = (sin(8πt/n))nt=1, and

Xt = θtXt−1 + εt, θt = θwit, X0 = 0 , i ∈ {1,2}, θ ∈ {−0.8,0.8}.

5.4. Xt = sin(Yt), where Yt ∼ Model 5.3.

To further show the efficacy of our approximation, we consider a skewed error for Model 5.3
with i.i.d. χ2

1 − 1 errors. We consider i.i.d. N(0,1) innovations for Model 5.4. Note that due
to the sin transformation, Model 5.4 is no longer Gaussian. The corresponding QQ-plots are
shown in Figures 3 and 4. It can be seen that both Gaussian approximations show excellent
accuracy for a somewhat increased sample size n= 200. In fact, in some of the set-ups, the
more natural Gaussian approximation retains an advantage over the Gaussian approximation
involving the Brownian motion.

5.2. Simulation for simultaneous confidence bands. In this subsection, we will explore
the empirical coverage probabilities for our 95% SCBs constructed as in (4.14). We will use
the Jackknife-based bias corrected version of the local linear estimate, as in (4.11). We gen-
erate data from the model (4.6) with µ(t) = 0.5cos(2πt− 0.7) + 0.3exp(−t), with ti = i/n

for i= 1, . . . , n. We consider the two models (5.3) and (5.4) with innovations εt ∼ t6
√

2/3
for our error generating process Zt, and consider the two weighing schemes for each model
with θ ∈ {−0.8,−0.4,0.4,0.8} in (5.3). We will estimate the mean curve using the Epanech-
nikov kernel K(x) = 3

4(1 − x2)I{|x| ≤ 1}. For each of these model, we consider data of
sizes n= 600 and 800, and bandwidths hn = 0.11,0.13 and 0.15. For each such setting, we
perform 1000 replications each with 500 bootstrap samples of size n each. Following our the-
oretical result in Theorem 4.1 as well as the discussion at Section 3.2.5 of [34], the variance of
local linear estimator is comparatively high on the boundary points, which affects coverage.
Thus, we report as empirical coverage the percentage of times the estimated SCB contains
the true µ(t) curve in the interval [0.05,0.95]. Generally speaking, the coverage probabilities
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Figure 3: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the two kinds of Gaussian approximation
X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.3 with χ21 − 1 innovations: with independent increments, and with the ap-
proximation maintaining covariance structure.

Figure 4: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the two kinds of Gaussian approximation
X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.4 with N(0,1) innovations: with independent increments, and with the ap-
proximation maintaining covariance structure.

in Tables 1 and 2 are reasonably close to the nominal level 0.95. Moreover, the bandwidths
do not seem to have too large an effect on the coverage probability.

Weights : w = (0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . . ,0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . .) Weights: w = sin(8πt/n)

n hn θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8 θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8

600 0.11 0.922 0.949 0.929 0.913 0.930 0.951 0.959 0.916

0.13 0.946 0.952 0.951 0.938 0.951 0.956 0.963 0.950

0.15 0.950 0.963 0.951 0.950 0.956 0.964 0.964 0.959

800 0.11 0.948 0.963 0.954 0.932 0.952 0.962 0.951 0.952

0.13 0.954 0.963 0.960 0.956 0.958 0.966 0.958 0.962

0.15 0.955 0.965 0.965 0.953 0.959 0.966 0.971 0.970

TABLE 1
Empirical coverage probabilities of SCB of Xt from Model (4.6) where Zt ∼ Model 5.3 with normalized t6

error.
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Weights : w = (0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . . ,0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . .) Weights: w = sin(8πt/n)

n hn θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8 θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8

600 0.11 0.940 0.951 0.943 0.946 0.941 0.954 0.958 0.938

0.13 0.957 0.951 0.947 0.951 0.953 0.951 0.962 0.950

0.15 0.950 0.962 0.954 0.942 0.959 0.959 0.958 0.957

800 0.11 0.943 0.967 0.956 0.941 0.953 0.959 0.971 0.938

0.13 0.953 0.961 0.967 0.953 0.956 0.958 0.961 0.952

0.15 0.946 0.965 0.968 0.949 0.966 0.958 0.959 0.963
TABLE 2

Empirical coverage probabilities of SCB of Xt from Model (4.6) where Zt ∼ Model 5.4 with t6 error.

6. Real data application: analysis of Lake Chichancanab sediment density data.
The Maya civilization, arguably one of the most important pre-Columbian mesoamerican
civilizations, underwent a collapse during the last classical period of their history, circa 900-
1100 AD [4, 27, 42, 105]. A severe drought has been hinted at as a primary reason behind this
collapse [37, 44, 98], despite the Mayans primarily inhabiting a seasonally dry tropical forest
([43]). Drought has also been explored as a possible cause of a comparatively less-studied
preclassical Maya collapse in 150-200 AD ([41]). [50, 51, 49] analyzed the sediment core
density dataset from the Lake Chichancanab in the Yucatan peninsula to analyze the onset
pattern of droughts during the Maya civilization. An age-depth model of radiocarbon dating
is used to estimate the calendar age of depth of each sediment. The total number of data
points is n= 564, and the corresponding years range from 858 BC to 1994 AD.

We first test the existence of a change-point for this dataset as described in subsection
4.1. For this we choose m= 20. The p-value of our test ψn1 comes out to be 0.09, and thus
we fail to reject non-existence of a change-point. [41] posited that between 800 and 1000
AD, the Yucatan peninsula was hit by a massive drought, triggering the Mayan collapse.
However in light of our findings, such a hypothesis seems unlikely. Next we move on to
building a simultaneous confidence band as in (4.14), which we will subsequently use to test
the existence of certain trend. For the local linear estimates (Figures 5b), we select h= 0.1.
The residual plots 5a of Xi − µ̂L(ti) where µ̂L is the locally linear estimate, suggest that the
error process is indeed non-stationary. [49] concluded that the Yucatan peninsula experienced
two drought cycles of period 208 and 50 years. This hypothesis has been very influential in
shaping academic discussion not only around classical Mayan collapse ([71], [98]) but also in
dialogues involving climate change ([28]). In order to test this hypothesis, we fit the following
trend function to our data:

(6.1) µ(t) = α0t+αT
1 fS(2πtθ1) +αT

2 fS(2πtθ2),

where θ1 = 208/N and θ2 = 50/N with N=range of the years in observation, and fS(x) =
(sin(x), cos(x))T . Figure 5b shows that based on our 95% SCB, we cannot accept the trend
of (6.1). [17] argued that [51, 49] used interpolation to turn the irregularly spaced data-points
into a regularly spaced one before applying their methods, and the obtained periodicity might
have been the superficial result of such method.

7. Discussion. This paper develops an optimal Gaussian approximation for non-
stationary univariate time series, that besides being optimal, also provides a clear instructive
way as to how one can construct such approximations for practical applications. Our results
match the best possible rates from other literature on non-stationary time series [59, 60, 9, 58]
etc. with relaxed assumptions.

Our first result is an approximation result that preserves the population second order prop-
erties in the approximating Gaussian analogue. Our second, and probably more practically
usable result states that the approximating Gaussian process can be embedded in a Brownian
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: (a) Plot of the residual Xi − µ̂i. (b) 95% SCB in blue and the fitted local linear estimate in
red. The fitted line (6.1) is in dashed green.

motion with evolving variances. A major difficulty in constructing approximating Gaussian
processes was the non-availability of the notion of a long-run covariance, and our paper set-
tles this question while maintaining the sharp rate. This work lays out an asymptotic frame-
work which can be used in many areas of non-stationary time series, such as complex non-
linear and non-stationary econometric models with smooth or abrupt changes. Moreover, one
can further explore beyond just temporal dependence and wish to obtain similar results for
complex spatial, spatio-temporal or tensor processes where non-stationarity is quite intrinsic.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Gaussian approximation for non-stationary time series with optimal
rate and explicit construction ” (; .pdf) contains all proofs in Sections 8, 9, 10 and 11, and
some additional simulation results in Section 12.
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1

ONLINE SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Gaussian approximation for non-stationary time series with optimal
rate and explicit construction ” (; .pdf) contains all proofs in Sections 8, 9, 10 and 11, and
some additional simulation results in Section 12.

8. Appendix A: Proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 2.4. Since both Theorems 2.2 and 2.4
require similar sets of assumptions, we will prove them together. Further, Theorem 2.4 does
not require the non-singularity Condition 2.3 for (Xt)t≥1. Therefore, we begin by proving
this result.

8.1. Proof of Theorem 2.4. Recall A0 from (2.7). Define, in the light of the form of Θi,p

in Condition 2.5 with A>A0,

L=
2− f1 + f2 +

√
f3 + f22

2pf4
,(8.1)

α=
2+ f1 + f2 +

√
f3 + f22

2 + 2p+ 2A
,

with

f1(p,A) = p(3 +A),

f2(p,A) = p2(1 +A),

f3(p,A) = 4− 4p(A− 1)− p2(7A2 + 6A+ 3) + 2p3(A2 − 1),

f4(p,A) = p(A+ 1)2 − 2.

Specifically, with A>A0, our choice of L and α satisfies the following relations, which will
be used in our proofs:

1

2
− 1

p
− LA

2
< 0,(8.2)

L
(α
2
− 1
)
+ 1− α

p
< 0,(8.3)

p < α< 2(1 + p+ pA)/3,(8.4)

1/p− 1/α+L−L(A+ 1)p/α= 0.(8.5)

These relations feature crucially in our proof, enabling us to read off certain terms as o(1).
In particular, they are important in proving the following three results. We will employ the
following lemma, which uses the uniform integrability condition to control the p-th moment
of the truncated process.

LEMMA 8.1. Assume Conditions 2.1 and 2.2 for the sequence (Xi). Then,

sup
i

E(|Tn1/p(Xi)|α) = o(nα/p−1).

PROOF. Note that, for a fixed a > 0, an application of Condition 2.2 entails

lim
n→∞

n1−α/p sup
i

E(|Tn1/p(Xi)|α) = lim
n→∞

n1−α/p sup
i

E(|Tn1/p(Xi)|α(I{|Xi|p ≤ an}

+ I{|Xi|p > an}))
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≤ aα/p−1 sup
i

E(|Xi|p) + lim
n→∞

sup
i
nP(|Xi|p > an)

≤ aα/p−1 sup
i

E(|Xi|p).(8.6)

Since supiE(|Xi|p) = O(1) by Condition 2.1, and a can be chosen arbitrarily small, (8.6)
completes the proof.

8.1.1. Key lemma. In this section, first we provide a bound on the p-th moment of maxi-
mal partial sums.

LEMMA 8.2. Consider Condition 2.1 for Xt from (1.2). Let p≥ 2. Then for any m≥ 1,
it holds that

(8.7) sup
a

∥ max
1≤k≤m

|Xa+1 + . . .+Xa+k|∥p ≤
p√
p− 1

m1/2Θ0,p.

PROOF. Let us denote the projection operator Pk(X) = E(X|Fk) − E(X|Fk−1), Rk =∑k
i=1Xa+i and Rk,s =

∑k
i=1Pa+i−sXa+i, s≥ 0. Note that Rk =

∑∞
s=0Rk,s. For fixed s≥

0, (Pa+i−sXa+i)1≤i≤m form martingale differences, and therefore, Burkholder’s inequality
([93], Theorem 2.1) entails that

∥Rm,s∥2p = ∥
m∑
i=1

Pa+i−sXa+i∥2p ≤ (p− 1)

m∑
i=1

∥Pa+i−sXa+i∥2p ≤ (p− 1)mδp(s)
2.

where the last assertion follows from Theorem 1 of [101] and the uniform definition of our
functional dependence measure. Finally, Doob’s maximal inequality implies that

∥ max
1≤k≤m

|Rk|∥p ≤
∞∑
s=0

∥ max
1≤k≤m

|Rk,s|∥p ≤
∞∑
s=0

p

p− 1
∥Rm,s∥p ≤

p√
p− 1

m1/2Θ0,p,(8.8)

which completes the proof of (8.7).

Next, we present a lemma which is one of the main ingredients of our proof. In this result,
we raise the partial sums of the truncated, m-dependent processes to a power α > p, and
our specific choice of α allows us to provide a sharp upper bound. We will use this lemma
throughout our proof to infer certain quantities are o(1).

LEMMA 8.3. Assume Conditions 2.1 and 2.2, along with (8.2), (8.3), (8.4) and (8.5) for
A, L and α. Let m= ⌊nL⌋ and let

R̃s,t = X̃s+1 + . . .+ X̃s+t,

where X̃i is as defined in (8.22). Then

sup
s

E
[
max
1≤t≤m

|R̃s,t|α
]
= o(mnα/p−1).(8.9)

REMARK 8.1. Lemma 8.3 and its proof should be contrasted with Lemma 7.3 of [58],
where one requires a sequence tn converging slowly to zero in both the definition of m and
the truncated processX⊕

i . In contrast, our Condition 2.2 with the help of Lemma 8.1 enables
us to circumvent the need of such sequences.
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PROOF. In the following, ≲ includes constants depending on p and A, emanating from
µp,A =O(1) from Condition 2.1. Let δ⊕p (·) and δ̃p(·) denote the functional dependence mea-
sure defined for the truncated and the m-dependent processes, respectively. Since the func-
tional dependence measure (2.3) is defined in a uniform manner, we can ignore the sups term
and apply the Rosenthal-type bound in [69] to obtain

∥ max
1≤t≤m

|R̃s,t|∥α ≲m1/2

 m∑
j=1

δ̃2(j) +

∞∑
m+1

δ̃α(j) + sup
i

∥Tn1/p(Xi)∥


+m1/α

 m∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j) + sup
i

∥Tn1/p(Xi)∥α


≲ I + II + III + IV,(8.10)

where

I =m1/2

( m∑
j=1

δ̃2(j) + sup
i

∥Xi∥
)
,

II =m1/2
∞∑

j=m+1

δ̃α(j),

III =m1/α
m∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j),

IV =m1/α sup
i

∥Tn1/p(Xi)∥α.

For I , we note that δ̃2(j)≤ δ⊕2 (j)≤ δ2(j), and supi ∥Xi∥ ≤Θ0,2. Thus I =O(m1/2), which
yields, using (8.3),

(8.11)
n1−α/p

m
Iα = o(1).

For both II and III , we start by observing that

(δ̃α(j))
α ≤

(
δ⊕α (j)

)α
= sup

i
E
(
|Tn1/p(Xi)− Tn1/p(Xi,{i−j})|α

)
≤ nα/p sup

i
E
(∣∣∣∣min

(
2,

|Xi −Xi,i−j |
n1/p

)∣∣∣∣α)
≤ 2αnα/p−1δp(j)

p,(8.12)

since min(2α, |x|α)≤ 2α|x|p. Hence, for II we use (8.12) to get,

II ≤ 2m1/2n1/p−1/α
∞∑

j=m+1

δp(j)
p/α ≤ 2m1/2n1/p−1/α

∞∑
l=⌊log2 m⌋

2l+1−1∑
j=2l

δp(j)
p/α

≲m1/2n1/p−1/α
∞∑

l=⌊log2 m⌋

2l(1−p/α)Θ
p/α
2l,p

≲m1/2n1/p−1/αm1−p/α−pA/α =O(m1/2)
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using (8.5). Thus (8.3) leads to

(8.13)
n1−α/p

m
IIα = o(1).

In light of (8.12), for III , we proceed as following

m∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α ≤

⌈log2(m)⌉∑
l=1

2l+1−1∑
j=2l

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α

≲
⌈log2(m)⌉∑

l=1

2l(3/2−1/α−p/α)Θ
p/α
2l,p =O(1) (Using (8.4)).(8.14)

Fix J . Using δ̃α(j)α ≤ δ⊕α (j)
α ≤ C supiE(|Tn1/p(Xi)|α) in conjunction with Lemma 8.1

yields

(8.15) n1−α/p(j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j))
α = o(1),

for each 1≤ j ≤ J . Thus, using (8.12) along with (8.14) and (8.15),

lim
n→∞

n1−α/p

m
IIIα = lim

n→∞
n1−α/p

 ∞∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j)

α

≤ lim
n→∞

cαn
1−α/p

 J∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j)

α

+ cα

 ∞∑
j=J+1

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α

α

= cα

 ∞∑
j=J+1

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α

α

,

which, in view of (8.14), implies

(8.16) lim
n→∞

n1/α−1/p

m
IIIα ≤ cα lim

J→∞

 ∞∑
j=J+1

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α

α

= 0.

Finally, for IV , using Lemma 8.1, one obtains

n1−α/p

m
IV α = n1−α/p sup

i
∥Tn1/p(Xi)∥αα = o(1).(8.17)

The proof is now completed combining (8.11), (8.13), (8.16) and (8.17).

Now we are ready to prove our first Gaussian approximation result.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4. The proof can be divided broadly in seven steps, which we
discuss in the following sections. In the following, we will use C to denote a generic positive
constant. The value of this constant can change from line to line.

8.1.2. Truncation. Recall S⊕
i from (2.6). In this section we derive a result showing the

effectiveness of the truncated partial sum process in optimally approximating the original
partial sum process (Si)i≥1.
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PROPOSITION 8.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.4, max1≤i≤n |Si − S⊕
i | =

oP(n
1/p).

PROOF. Note that by the truncated uniform integrability Condition 2.2,

(8.18) max
1≤j≤n

P(|Xj |> n1/p)≤ 1

n
max
1≤j≤n

E
(
|Xj |pI|Xj |≥n1/p

)
= o(n−1).

Thus,

P( max
1≤i≤n

|Si −
i∑

j=1

X⊕
i |> 0)≤ P( max

1≤j≤n
|Xj |> n1/p)≤ n max

1≤j≤n
P(|Xj |> n1/p)→ 0.

Hence,

(8.19) max
1≤i≤n

|Si −
i∑

j=1

X⊕
i |= oP(1).

Next, note that by (8.18),

Xi −X⊕
i = (Xi − n1/p)I{Xi > n1/p}+ (Xi + n1/p)I{Xi <−n1/p}.

This immediately implies

|Xi −X⊕
i | ≤ |Xi|I{|Xi|> n1/p} ≤ n1/p−1|Xi|pI{|Xi|> n1/p},

which, upon invoking Condition 2.2, yields

(8.20) max
1≤i≤n

|E(Xi −X⊕
i )|= o(n1/p−1).

Therefore,

(8.21) max
1≤i≤n

|E(Si −
i∑

j=1

X⊕
j )| ≤

n∑
j=1

|E(Xj −X⊕
j )| ≤ n max

1≤j≤n
|E(Xj −X⊕

j )|= o(n1/p),

which by (8.19) and (8.21) completes the proof.

8.1.3. m-dependence. m-dependence approximation is a useful tool which allows us to
handle the truncated process in terms of the innovations εi. This technique has been studied
extensively in the literature; see for example [66] and [9]. For a suitably chosen m, one looks
at the conditional mean E(Xi|εi, . . . , εi−m). More formally, let m = ⌊nL⌋. Define the m-
dependent partial sum process

S̃i =

i∑
j=1

X̃j , where X̃j = E(X⊕
j |εj , . . . , εj−m)−E(X⊕

j ).(8.22)

We will need the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 8.2. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.4, max1≤i≤n |S⊕
i − S̃i| =

oP(n
1/p).

PROOF. Using Lemma A1 of [66] (although the lemma holds for stationary random vari-
ables, however the proof can be verified to be readily applicable to the non-stationary case)
and (8.2), we have

(8.23) ∥ max
1≤i≤n

|S⊕
i − S̃i|∥p ≤Cn1/2Θ1+m,p = o(n1/p),

which completes the proof.
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8.1.4. Blocking. We will form blocks of sums of m-dependent process obtained above.
Such blocking will make it easier to control the dependency structure of our process, resulting
in optimal error bounds. For the same choice of m as in Section 8.1.3 , and for 1 ≤ i ≤ n,
denote

(8.24) li =

⌈
⌈i/m⌉

3

⌉
.

For k = 1, . . . , ⌈n/m⌉, consider blocks of m-dependent processes

B̃k =

(km)∧n∑
j=(k−1)m+1

X̃j .

Similarly for our original process we will define blocks

(8.25) Bk =

(km)∧n∑
j=(k−1)m+1

Xj .

For the blocking approximation we approximate the partial sum process S̃i by

S⋄
i =

li∑
l=1

3l∧⌈n/m⌉∑
k=3l−2

B̃k.

The following proposition justifies the blocking approximation.

PROPOSITION 8.3. Under conditions of Theorem 2.4, max1≤i≤n |S̃i − S⋄
i |= oP(n

1/p).

PROOF. For 1 ≤ k ≤ n and l > k, let S̃k,l =
∑l

j=k+1 X̃j with Sk,k = 0. Note that, for
δ > 0,

P( max
1≤i≤n

|S̃i − S⋄
i |> n1/pδ)≤ ln max

1≤l≤ln
P
(

max
3lm≤j≤3(l+1)m

|S̃3lm,j |> n1/pδ

)

≤C
n

3m
max
1≤l≤ln

E(max3lm≤j≤3(l+1)m |S̃3lm,j |α)
δαnα/p

= o(1). (By Lemma 8.3)

Therefore, max1≤i≤n |S̃i − S⋄
i |= oP(n

1/p).

8.1.5. Conditional Gaussian approximation. The blocking step in Section 8.1.4 yields
us m-dependent blocks. The dependence between these blocks is induced by the shared in-
novations εi’s along the border. In this subsection, we condition on these shared εi’s and
apply Theorem 1 of [96] to obtain a conditional Gaussian approximation.

In order to properly explain the conditioning argument, we require some notation. Let
η = (. . . ,η−3,η0,η3, . . .), where ηk = (ε(k−1)m+1, . . . , εkm). We will use an argument con-
ditioning via η. To facilitate such arguments, denote by a an arbitrary deterministic sequence
(. . . ,a−3,a0,a3, . . .) with ak = (a(k−1)m+1, . . . , akm).
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Let g̃i be measurable functions such that we can write X̃i = g̃i(εi−m, . . . , εi). Recall ln
from (8.24). For 1≤ k ≤ ln, define the random functions,

B̃3k−2(a3k−3) =

(3k−2)m∑
i=(3k−3)m+1

g̃i(ai−m, . . . , a(3k−3)m, ε(3k−3)m+1, . . . , εi),

B̃3k−1 =

(3k−1)m∑
i=(3k−2)m+1

g̃i(εi−m, . . . , ε(3k−2)m, . . . , εi),

B̃3k(a3k) =

3km∑
i=(3k−1)m+1

g̃i(εi−m, . . . , ε(3k−1)m, a(3k−1)m+1, . . . , ai).

For 1≤ l≤ ln, let

M3l(a3l) = E(B̃3l(a3l)),

M3l−2(a3l−3) = E(B̃3l−2(a3l−3)), and

Y a
l := Yl(a3l−3,a3l) = B̃3l−2(a3l−3)−M3l−2(a3l−3) + B̃3l−1 + B̃3l(a3l)−M3l(a3l).

(8.26)

In the rest of this sub-section, unless otherwise specified, we will treat a as fixed. Note
that in Y a

l ’s, we have combined three blocks together to combine an "outer" layer of blocks.
Further, due to our conditioning (by η = a), Y a

l ’s are independent. The corresponding mean
and variance functionals, for 1≤ k ≤ ln, are respectively,

Mk(a) =

k∑
l=1

[M3l−2(a3l−3) +M3l(a3l)],(8.27)

Qk(a) =

k∑
l=1

Vl(a3l−3,a3l),(8.28)

where Vl(a3l−3,a3l) is the variance of Y a
l . Note that E(Y a

l ) = 0. Let C3l−1(η3l−2) =

E[B̃3l−1|η3l−2]. We will decompose Vl as follows:

Vl(a3l−3,a3l)

= E(Yl(a3l−3,a3l)
2)

= E
[
(E[Yl(a3l−3,a3l)|η3l−2,η3l−1]−E[Yl(a3l−3,a3l)|η3l−2])

2
]
+E

[
(E[Yl(a3l−3,a3l)|η3l−2])

2
]

= E
[(
B̃3l−1 −C3l−1(η3l−2) + B̃3l(a3l)−M3l(a3l)

)2]
+E

[(
B̃3l−2(a3l−3)−M3l−2(a3l−3) +C3l−1(η3l−2)

)2]
:= Ṽ2l(a3l) + Ṽ2l−1(a3l−3).

Let

(8.29) V 0
l (a3l) = Ṽ2l(a3l) + Ṽ2l+1(a3l).
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Then, for all t ∈N,

(8.30)
t∑

l=1

Vl(a3l−3,a3l) = Ṽ1(a0) +

t−1∑
l=1

V 0
l (a3l) + Ṽ2t(a3t).

Let, for α satisfying (8.2)-(8.5),

Lα(a, x) =

ln∑
l=1

Emin{|Yl(a3l−3,a3l)/x|α, |Yl(a3l−3,a3l)/x|2}

≤
ln∑
l=1

E [|Yl(a3l−3,a3l)/x|α] .

Then by Theorem 1 of [96], there exists a probability space (Ωa,Aa,Pa) where we can de-
fine random variables (Rl(a))1≤l≤ln =D (Yl(a3l−3,a3l))1≤l≤ln , and Brownian motion Ba,
such that

(8.31) P
(
max
1≤i≤n

|Γi(a)−Ba(Qli(a))| ≥ cαx

)
≤ Lα(a, x), where Γi(a) =

li∑
j=1

Rj(a).

Here c > 0 is an absolute constant. Now we will incorporate the randomness coming from η
in our conditional Gaussian approximation (8.31). Using x= n1/p and Lemma 8.3,

E(Lα(η, x))≤
n1−α/p

m
C max

1≤l≤n−3m
E[|S̃l,3m+l|α] = o(1).

Thus, we have,

(8.32) max
1≤i≤n

|Γi(η)−Bη(Qli(η))|= oP(n
1/p).

Similar to [9], the probability space for the above in-probability convergence is

(Ω∗,A∗,P∗) = (Ω,A,P)×
∏
τ∈Ω

(
Ωη(τ),Aη(τ),Pη(τ)

)
,

where (Ω,A,P) is the probability space on which the random variables (εi)i∈Z are defined
and, for a set A⊂Ω∗ with A ∈A∗, the probability measure P∗ is defined as

P∗(A) =

∫
Ω
Pη(ω) (Aω)P(dω),

where Aω is the ω-section of A. Here we recall that, for each a, (Ωa,Aa,Pa) is the proba-
bility space carrying Ba and Rl(a) given η = a. On the probability space (Ω∗,A∗,P∗), the
random variable Rl(η) is defined as Rl(η)(ω, θ(·)) = Rl(η(ω))(θ(ω)), where (ω, θ(·)) ∈
Ω∗, θ(·) is an element in

∏
τ∈ΩΩη(τ) and θ(τ) ∈ Ωη(τ), τ ∈ Ω. The other random processes

Mli(η) and Bη (Qli(η)) can be similarly defined.

8.1.6. Unconditional Gaussian approximation. In this subsection, we lift the condition
on the shared innovations and work with Γi(η) and Qli(η). Again, given a, using (8.30), for
i.i.d. standard normal random variables (Za

k )
ln
k=1, let

ωk(a) :=

k−1∑
l=1

√
V 0
l (a3l)Z

a
l , and Rk(a) =

√
Ṽ1(a0)Z

a
0 +

√
Ṽ2k(a3k)Z

a
k ,



9

such that we can write

Ba(Qk(a)) = ωk(a) +Rk(a).

For 1≤ k ≤ ln, denote Zη
k := Zk to be the i.i.d. standard normal random variables indepen-

dent of ε’s, and define

(8.33) Φi =

li−1∑
k=1

√
V 0
k (η3k)Zk.

Note that (Φi|{η = a})i≥1 =D (ωli(a))i≥1. Hence it holds (Φi)i≥1 =D (ωli(η))i≥1. By
Jensen’s inequality and Lemma 8.3, we have

(8.34) max
1≤k≤ln

∥Ṽ2k(η3k)∥α/2 = o(mnα/p−1),

which implies, for C > 0,

P( max
1≤k≤ln

|Ṽ2k(η3k)| ≥Cn2/p)≤
ln∑

k=1

P(|Ṽ2k(η3k)| ≥Cn2/p)≤C−α/2 n

3m
n−α/p∥Ṽ2k(η3k)∥α/2

= o(1).

Therefore,

(8.35) max
1≤k≤ln

|Ṽ2k(η3k)|= oP(n
2/p).

Similarly, |Ṽ1(η0)|= oP(n
2/p). Thus,

(8.36) max
1≤i≤n

|Bη(Qli(η))− ωli(η)|= oP(n
1/p).

From (8.32) and (8.36), we have

(8.37) max
1≤i≤n

|Γi(η)− ωli(η)|= oP(n
1/p).

Recall (8.27). We have the following distributional equality

(8.38) (Γi(η) +Mli(η))1≤i≤n =D (S⋄
i )1≤i≤n.

In view of (8.37) and (8.38), we need to prove Gaussian approximation for Φi +Mli(η). For
1≤ i≤ n let

(8.39) S♮
i =

li∑
l=1

Ãl, where Ãl =
√
V 0
l (η3l)Zl +M3l(η3l) +M3l+1(η3l),1≤ l≤ ln.

Note that by the same argument as in (8.34) and (8.35), we have
(8.40)
max
1≤i≤n

|Φi +Mli(η)− S♮
i |= max

1≤i≤n
|
√
V 0
li
(η3l)Zli −M3li+1(η3l) +M1(η0)|= oP(n

1/p).

Hence, by Theorem 1 of [96] (ignoring the technicalities of enriched space), on the same
probability space on which Ãl’s are defined, we have a standard Brownian motion B(·) such
that

(8.41) max
1≤i≤n

|S♮
i −B(σ2i )|= oP(n

1/p), where σ2i =
li∑
l=1

∥Ãl∥2.
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8.1.7. Approximation of the variance. In this final step of our proof, we aim to provide
an approximation to σ2i in terms of the variance of the truncated random process X⊕

i . To that
end, we start from the expression of V 0

l (a3l) in equation (8.29):

V 0
l (a3l) = ∥B̃3l−1∥2 + ∥B̃3l(a3l)∥2 −M2

3l(a3l) + ∥B̃3l+1(a3l)∥2

−M2
3l+1(a3l)− ∥C3l−1(η3l−2)∥2 + ∥C3l+2(η3l+1)∥2

+ 2E(B̃3l−1B̃3l(a3l)) + 2E(B̃3l+1(a3l)C3l+2(η3l+1)).(8.42)

Using (8.42) in view of the definition of Al in (8.39) yields,

ṽl := ∥Ãl∥2 = ∥B̃3l−1∥2 + ∥B̃3l∥2 + ∥B̃3l+1∥2

+ 2E(B̃3l−1B̃3l) + 2E(B̃3lB̃3l+1) + 2E(B̃3l+1B̃3l+2)

− ∥C3l−1(η3l−2)∥2 + ∥C3l+2(η3l+1)∥2.(8.43)

Hence,

σ2i =

li∑
l=1

(∥B̃3l−1∥2 + ∥B̃3l∥2 + ∥B̃2
3l+1∥+ 2E[B̃3l−1B̃3l + B̃3lB̃3l+1 + B̃3l+1B̃3l+2])

− ∥C2(η1)∥2 + ∥C3li+2(η3li+1)∥2.

We define the functional dependence measure for the process X̃i as

δ̃p(k) = sup
i

∥X̃i − X̃i,i−k∥p,

where p > 2 is same as in the statement of Theorem 2.4. We can easily have the following
simple relation:

(8.44) δ̃p(k)≤ δp(k).

Lemma 3.1, Lemma 8.2 and (8.44) along with observing that max1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉E(B2
k) =O(m)

yields

max
1≤i≤n

|∥S̃i∥2 − σ2i |=O(m) = o(n(α/p−1)/(α/2−1)),

in view of (8.3). This implies

(8.45) max
1≤i≤n

|B(σ2i )−B(∥S̃i∥2)|= oP(n
(α/p−1)/(α−2)

√
logn) = oP(n

1/p).

Now, using ∥S⊕
n − S̃n∥ ≤

√
nΘm,2 ≤

√
nΘm,p and (8.2), we obtain,

|∥S⊕
i ∥

2 − ∥S̃i∥2| ≤ ∥S⊕
i − S̃i∥∥S⊕

i + S̃i∥ ≤ nΘm,pΘ0,p =O(nm−A) = o(n2/p/ logn).

Therefore,

(8.46) max
1≤i≤n

|B(∥S̃i∥2)−B(∥S⊕
i ∥

2)|= oP(n
1/p),

which completes the proof of (2.12) in view of Propositions 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, and equations
(8.32), (8.37), (8.38), (8.40), (8.41), (8.45) and (8.46).
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8.1.8. Connecting ∥S⊕
i ∥2 to ∥Si∥2. The crux of the proof in this section relies on the

following fundamental lemma connecting the variance of the truncated process to that in
terms of the original process.

LEMMA 8.4. Let Tn1/p(Xi) and S⊕
i be defined as in (2.6). Also assume Conditions 2.1

and 2.2 for the process (Xt)t≥1. Then,

(8.47) max
1≤i≤n

|E(S2
i )−E((S⊕

i )
2)|= o(n2/p).

PROOF. In view of our truncated uniform integrability Condition 2.2, one obtains,

(8.48) max
1≤i≤n

(

i∑
t=1

E[X⊕
t ])2 = n2(n1/p−1)2o(1) = o(n2/p).

Thus, it is enough to show that max1≤i≤n |E(S2
i −(

∑i
t=1X

⊕
t )2)|= o(n2/p). Writing E(S2

i −
(
∑i

t=1X
⊕
t )2) =

∑i
s=1

∑i
t=1E[XsXt −X⊕

s X
⊕
t ], observe that

(8.49) |E(XsXt)−E(X⊕
s X

⊕
t )| ≤ |E[(Xt −X⊕

t )Xs]|+ |E[X⊕
t (Xs −X⊕

s )]| := I + II.

Since (8.49) is symmetric in s and t, we can assume without loss of generality that s≥ t. Re-
call the causal representation (1.2) forXs. Denote byXs,{t} = gs(εs, εs−1, . . . , εt+1, ε

′
t, ε

′
t−1, . . .),

where ε′l, εi are i.i.d. for all l, i ∈ Z. Such coupling has also been used in [22] to obtain weaker
conditions for [9]’s result. Since Xs,{t} is independent of Xt, hence for the term I in (8.49),
Hölder’s inequality along with Condition 2.2 yields,

E[(Xt −X⊕
t )Xs] = E[(Xt −X⊕

t )(Xs −Xs,{t})]≤ ∥Xt −X⊕
t ∥ p

p−1
∥Xs −Xs,{t}∥p

≤Cn2/p−1Θs−t,po(1),(8.50)

where the last inequality follows from an application of Theorem 1(iii) of [101]. Note that
here and also in the subsequent equations, the o(1) term is independent of s, t and i, since
our Condition 2.2 is defined uniformly for all t≥ 1.

Now we will tackle the term II in (8.49). For simplicity, let us denote the remainder term
Xs −X⊕

s by rn1/p(Xs). Again via Hölder inequality we obtain,

|E[X⊕
t (Xs −X⊕

s )]|= |E[X⊕
t (rn1/p(Xs)− rn1/p(Xs,{t}))]|

≤ ∥X⊕
t ∥p∥rn1/p(Xs)− rn1/p(Xs,{t})∥ p

p−1
.(8.51)

Now, in the light of Hölder’s inequality and Condition 2.2, we have,

E[|rn1/p(Xs)− rn1/p(Xs,{t})|
p

p−1 ]≤ E
[
|Xs −Xs,{t}|

p

p−1

(
I{|Xs| ≥ n1/p}+

I{|Xs,{t}| ≥ n1/p}
)]

≤
(
E[∥Xs −Xs,{t}∥p]

) 1

p−1 ∥I{|Xs| ≥ n1/p}

+ I{|Xs,{t}| ≥ n1/p}∥ p−1

p−2

≤CΘ
p

p−1

s−t,pn
2−p

p−1 o(1).(8.52)
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Therefore, using supt≥1 ∥X⊕
t ∥p ≤Θ0,p, (8.49), (8.50) and (8.51) in conjunction with (8.52)

yields, for a fixed 1≤ i≤ n,

i∑
s=1

i∑
t=1

|E(XsXt)−E(X⊕
s X

⊕
t )| ≤Co(1)Θ0,p

i∑
s=1

i∑
t=1

Θ|s−t|,pn
2/p−1.

This, in view of Θi,p =O(i−A) for A> 1, immediately implies that,

max
1≤i≤n

|E(S2
i )−E((S⊕

i )
2)| ≤CΘ0,pO(1)n2/po(1) = o(n2/p),

which completes the proof of the lemma.

The proof of (2.13) is immediate using Theorem 2.4, Lemma 8.4 and increment property of
Brownian motion.

8.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. Before we state the proof of Theorem 2.2, we state and prove
a couple of lemmas which are heavily used in the subsequent proofs.

Lemma 8.5 concerns approximating a Gaussian process (Yt)t≥1 by its orthogonal projec-
tions on sum of consecutive blocks of size m. On the other hand, given a Brownian motion
B(·) and a process (Xt)t≥1, Lemma 8.6 constructs a Gaussian process (Yt)t≥1, such that the
(Yt)t≥1 has the same covariance structure as (Xt)t≥1, and partial sums of (Yt)t≥1 are approx-
imated by the Brownian motion B(·) computed at variances of certain projections of (Xt).

LEMMA 8.5. Let (Xt)
n
t=1 satisfy Conditions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3; consider m = mn ∈ N

satisfying m/n→ 0 and m→ ∞ as n→ ∞. Further let (Yt) be a mean-zero Gaussian
process with Cov(Ys, Yt) = Cov(Xs,Xt). Denote SY

i =
∑i

j=1 Yj with SY
0 := 0. Let Ξk =

SY
(km)∧n − SY

(k−1)m be the block sums, 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉, and let the k-th order projection be
defined as

ξk = E[SY
n |Ξk, . . . ,Ξ1]−E[SY

n |Ξk−1, . . . ,Ξ1], k ≥ 2, and ξ1 := E[SY
n |Ξ1].

Then it holds that

max
1≤i≤n

|SY
i −

⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

ξk|=OP(
√
m logn).(8.53)

Further, recall Bk from (8.25), defined using m considered in this lemma. Let ⨿k = E[ξ2k],
1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉. Then, it holds uniformly in k that,

⨿k = uk,k + 2uk+1,k +u
T

kU
−1
k,kuk −u

T

k−1U
−1
k−1,k−1uk−1 +O(m1−A), where Uk,k =Var


B1

B2
...
Bk


(8.54)

and uk,l = E[BkBl], uk = (uk+1,1, . . . , uk+1,k)
T with u0 = u⌈n/m⌉ = 0.
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PROOF. We will require repeated use of results from conditional mean of normal distri-
butions. For 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉, we can write

(8.55) Var


B1

B2
...
Bk

Bk+1 + . . .+B⌈n/m⌉

=

(
Uk,k uk + rk

uT
k + rTk ∥Bk+1 + . . .+B⌈n/m⌉∥2

)
,

where rk =
∑⌈n/m⌉

i=k+2(ui,1, . . . , ui,k)
T , k < ⌈n/m⌉− 1 with r⌈n/m⌉−1 = r⌈n/m⌉ = 0. Observe

that, by Lemma 3.1, it holds uniformly in k that

|
∑

i:|i−k|≥2

ui,k|=O(m1−A), |uk+1,k|=O(1), and |rTk uk|=O(m1−A).(8.56)

Define the additional remainder part of the partial sum: R(km)∧n = 0 for 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉, and

Ri =
∑(m⌈i/m⌉)∧n

j=i+1 Yj for 1 ≤ i < n such that i/m /∈ N. Note that, by the telescopic nature
of the definition of ξk, we have

⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

ξk = E[SY
n |Ξ⌈i/m⌉, . . . ,Ξ1] =

⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

Ξk +E
[ ⌈n/m⌉∑
k=⌈i/m⌉+1

Ξk|Ξ⌈i/m⌉, . . . ,Ξ1

]
.

Moreover, define the k-dimensional column vector Γk = (Ξ1, . . . ,Ξk)
T , then

E
[ ⌈n/m⌉∑
k=⌈i/m⌉+1

Ξk|Ξ⌈i/m⌉, . . . ,Ξ1

]
= (uT

⌈i/m⌉ + rT⌈i/m⌉)U
−1
⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉Γ⌈i/m⌉

follows from noting that the vector (Ξ1, . . . ,Ξ⌈i/m⌉,
∑⌈n/m⌉

k=⌈i/m⌉+1Ξk)
T follows a ⌈i/m⌉+ 1

dimensional centered multivariate normal distribution with covariance matrix given by (8.55)
(Theorem 3.2.4. of [72]). Note that we can write SY

i =
∑⌈i/m⌉

k=1 Ξk −Ri for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n.
Therefore, using

Var
(
uT
kU

−1
k,kΓk

)
= uT

kU
−1
k,kuk,

we have

∥
⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

ξk − SY
i ∥2 ≤ 2E[R2

i ] + 2(uT
⌈i/m⌉ + rT⌈i/m⌉)U

−1
⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉(u⌈i/m⌉ + r⌈i/m⌉).(8.57)

Observe that, there exists constant c > 0 such that uniformly in k,

(8.58) λmin(Uk,k)≥ min
1≤l≤k

[Var(Bl)−
∑

j ̸=l,1≤j≤k

|E(BlBj)|]≥ min
1≤l≤k

Var(Bl)− c→∞,

where the first inequality is by Gershgorin circle theorem and the second inequality follows
by invoking Lemma 3.1 and noting that

∑k
j,l,|j−l|=1 |E[BlBj ]|=O(1), and

∑k
j,l:|j−l|≥2 |E[BlBj ]|=

O(m1−A). The limit assertion is due to Condition 2.3. Finally, via (8.56), we note that

max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

(uk + rk)
T (uk + rk) =O(1).

Thus, (8.58) implies

(u⌈i/m⌉ + r⌈i/m⌉)
TU−1

⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉(u⌈i/m⌉ + r⌈i/m⌉)

≤λmax(U
−1
⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉)(u⌈i/m⌉ + r⌈i/m⌉)

T (u⌈i/m⌉ + r⌈i/m⌉) =O(1).(8.59)



14

This directly yields, in view of (8.57), (8.59) and max1≤i≤nE[R2
i ]≤CmΘ2

0,2,

max
1≤i≤n

∥
⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

ξk − SY
i ∥2 =O(m),(8.60)

which implies (8.53) via the elementary inequality P(W > t)≤ 2e−t2/2σ2

forW ∼N(0, σ2).
For proving (8.54), (8.55) implies for 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉,

ξk =Ξk + (uT
k + rTk )U

−1
k,kΓk − (uT

k−1 + rTk−1)U
−1
k−1,k−1Γk−1

=
(
(uT

k + rTk )U
−1
k,k + (−(uT

k−1 + rTk−1)U
−1
k−1,k−1 | 1)

)
Γk,(8.61)

where (−(uT
k−1 + rTk−1)U

−1
k−1,k−1 | 1) is a k-dimensional row vector with last entry 1. Ob-

serve that

Cov
(
Ξk, u

T
k−1U

−1
k−1,k−1Γk−1

)
= uT

k−1U
−1
k−1,k−1uk−1, and Uk,k =

(
Uk−1,k−1 uk−1

uT
k−1 uk,k

)
.

Therefore, in light of (8.56) and (8.58), (8.61) directly yields

⨿k = uk,k +uT
kU

−1
k,kuk −uT

k−1U
−1
k−1,k−1uk−1 + 2(−uT

k−1U
−1
k−1,k−1 | 1)uk +O(m1−A).

(8.62)

Write uk = (sTk | uk+1,k)
T , where sk = (uk+1,1, . . . , uk+1,k−1)

T . Then similar to (8.56),
|uT

k−1sk|=O(m1−A) holds uniformly in k. So, in light of (8.58), (8.62) can be re-written as
(8.54), which completes the proof.

Before moving onto the construction of Y c-processes, we need to introduce a few notation.
For w1, . . . ,wn

i.i.d.∼ N(0,1), define

(8.63) Y w
t := Yt(w1, . . . ,wt) = ∥Xt∥

( t∑
i=1

x
(t)
i wi

)
,

where x(1)1 = 1, and for i≤ t, x(t)i is obtained by solving the equation system
∑i

k=1 x
(i)
k x

(t)
k =

Corr(Xi,Xt). Observe that by construction, Cov(Y w
s , Y

w
t ) = Cov(Xs,Xt) for all 1≤ s, t≤

n. For m=mn →∞ with m/n→ 0, let us define

ξwk := E
[ n∑

i=1

Y w
i

∣∣∣∣( (jm)∧n∑
i=(j−1)m+1

Y w
i

)k

j=1

]
−E

[ n∑
i=1

Y w
i

∣∣∣∣( (jm)∧n∑
i=(j−1)m+1

Y w
i

)k−1

j=1

]
,

for 2≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉ with ξw1 := E[
∑n

i=1 Y
w
i |
∑m

i=1 Y
w
i ]. Further define real-valued α(k)

i ,1≤
k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉,1≤ i≤ km, such that it holds

(8.64)
k∑

j=1

ξwj =

(km)∧n∑
i=1

α
(k)
i wi, for 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉.

Note that the sequence (α
(k)
i ) satisfying (8.64) exists, since, by property of conditional ex-

pectation of multivariate normal distributions, ξwk can be written as linear combinations of
Y w
i ’s which, in turn, are linear combinations of wi’s themselves. Recall the definition of ⨿k

from Lemma 8.5. Observe that due to property of projection, ξk’s are uncorrelated and thus
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independent as well since they are jointly normally distributed. Moreover, E[ξk] = 0. There-
fore, by definition of ⨿k and (8.64), it follows that

k∑
j=1

⨿j =Var(

k∑
j=1

ξj) = Var(E
[ n∑

i=1

Y w
i

∣∣∣∣( (jm)∧n∑
i=(j−1)m+1

Y w
i

)k

j=1

]
)

= Var(

(km)∧n∑
i=1

α
(k)
i wi) =

(km)∧n∑
i=1

(α
(k)
i )2.

We emphasize that at the present level of construction, (Y c
t )

n
t=1 are not defined. However,

what is known is their distribution, and therefore (⨿k) and the sequence α(k)
i are also known.

Now Y c
t will be defined through this quantities in the following lemma.

LEMMA 8.6. Let B(·) be a Brownian motion, and (Xi)
n
i=1 be a stochastic process satis-

fying Conditions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. Let ⨿k be defined as in Lemma 8.5 with some m ∈N such
that m→∞, m/n→ 0 as n→∞. Consider the following algorithm of constructing a new
Gaussian process Y c

t :

• For 1 ≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉, write B(
∑k

j=1⨿j) :=
∑km

j=1α
(k)
i ηi, where η1, . . . , ηn are i.i.d.

N(0,1).
• For 1≤ i≤ n, define Y c

i := Yi(η1, . . . , ηi) as in (8.63).

Then it holds that

• For 1≤ i≤ n, Y c
i ∼N(0,Var(Xt)), and for 1≤ i ̸= j ≤ n, Cov(Y c

i , Y
c
j ) = Cov(Xi,Xj).

• max1≤i≤n |B(
∑⌈i/m⌉

j=1 ⨿j)−
∑i

j=1 Y
c
j |=OP(

√
m logn).

PROOF. The first assertion can be verified directly from our construction. For the sec-
ond assertion, let Ξc

l and ξcl be obtained from Y c
t as in Lemma 8.5. Then as in (8.64),

B(
∑⌈i/m⌉

l=1 ⨿l) can also be represented as
∑⌈i/m⌉

l=1 ξcl . Then the result follows from Lemma
8.5.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2. Consider the Brownian motion B(·) from the conclusion of
Theorem 2.4. We will use the samem as in the proof of Theorem 2.4. Let ⨿k be defined as in
Lemma 8.5 with the original process (Xt)

n
t=1. Denote Di :=

∑i
j=m⌊i/m⌋+1Xj if i/m /∈ N,

and Di = 0 otherwise. Observe that,

E(S2
i ) =

⌊i/m⌋∑
k=1

uk,k + 2

⌊i/m⌋−1∑
k=1

uk,k+1 +E[D2
i ] + 2E[B⌊i/m⌋Di] +Ψi,

where Ψi := 2
∑

k,l≤⌊i/m⌋:|k−l|≥2E[BkBl] + 2
∑⌊i/m⌋−1

k=1 E[BkDi] is the sum of all the
higher order cross-products. Observe that by Lemma 3.1,

|Ψi| ≤ 2⌈ n
m
⌉ max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

l:|k−l|≥2

E[BlBk]

∣∣∣∣∣∣=O(nm−A) uniformly in i.

On the other hand, from (8.54) in Lemma 8.5, it follows that,

⌈i/m⌉∑
j=1

⨿j =

⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

uk,k+2

⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

uk,k+1+uT
⌈i/m⌉U

−1
⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉u⌈i/m⌉+O(nm−A) uniformly in i.
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Therefore, an argument similar to (8.59) along with an application of Lemma 3.1 and Lemma
8.2 yields that

max
1≤i≤n

|
⌈i/m⌉∑
j=1

⨿j −E(S2
i )|

≤ max
1≤i≤n

(u⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉ +E[D2
i ] + 2|u⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉+1|+ 2|u⌈i/m⌉−1,⌈i/m⌉+1|+ 2|E[B⌊i/m⌋Di]|

+ |uT
⌈i/m⌉U

−1
⌈i/m⌉,⌈i/m⌉u⌈i/m⌉|) +O(nm−A)

=O(m+ nm−A) = o(n(α/p−1)/(α/2−1) + n2/p/ logn) = o(n2/p/ logn),

(8.65)

where the second equality is due to (8.3) and (8.2) respectively. This in turn implies, by the
increment of the Brownian motion, that

max
1≤i≤n

|B(E(S2
i ))−B(

⌈i/m⌉∑
j=1

⨿j)|= oP(n
1/p).

Lemma 8.6 and Theorem 2.4, along with another application of (8.3) complete the proof of
(2.8).

For (2.9), define ⨿⊕
k based on X⊕

t . Invoking (8.44), Lemma 8.5 and 8.6 hold when the
original process is X⊕

t . Therefore, following exactly the above argument, along with Theo-
rem 2.4 completes the proof.

9. Appendix B: Proofs of Theorems 2.3 and 2.5. Much like Theorems 2.4 and 2.2, we
will prove Theorem 2.5 first, and the proof of Theorem 2.3 will follow from it.

9.1. Proof of Theorem 2.5. RecallA′
0 from (2.10). Define, in the light of the form of Θi,p

in (2.5) with A′ >A′
0,

L′ =
f1 − f2 +A′√(p− 2)(f3 − 3p)

A′f4
,(9.1)

α′ =
(2p+ p2)A′ + p2 + 3p+ 2+

√
f5

2 + 2p+ 4A′ ,

with f1(p,A) =Ap2(A+ 1), f2(p,A) =A(2pA+ 3p− 2), f3(p,A) = p3(1 +A)2 + 6f1 +
4pA−2, f4(p,A) = 2p(2pA2+3pA+p−2) and f5(p,A) = p2(p2+4p−12)A2+2p(p3+
p2−4p−4)A+(p2−p−2)2. Our choice of L′ and α′ satisfies the following relations which
we use in our proof:

1

2
− 1

p
−L′A′ < 0,(9.2)

L′
(
α′

2
− 1

)
+ 1− α′

p
< 0,(9.3)

p < α′ < 2(1 + p+ pA′)/3,(9.4)

1/p− 1/α′ +L′ −L′(A′ + 1)p/α′ = 0.(9.5)

Note that with this new L′ and α′ along with choosing a new m = ⌊nL′⌋, proof of Lemma
8.1 and Lemma 8.3 goes through. We will also use the following lemma in a crucial step of
our proof.
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LEMMA 9.1. Under the assumption of Theorem 2.5,

(9.6) min
l≥1

{Θl,p + ln2/p−1}= o(n1/p−1/2).

PROOF. Let A′ > 1. Define B := (A′ + 1)/2 and choose l0 = n(1/2−1/p)/B . In light of
1<B <A′,

min
l≥0

{Θl,p + ln2/p−1} ≤Θl0,p + l0n
2/p−1 = (n1/2−1/p)−A′/B + (n1/2−1/p)1/B−2 = o(n1/p−1/2).

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.5. For the proof of Theorem 2.5, we proceed exactly as in The-
orem 2.4, with L and α therein replaced by L′ and α′, and equations (8.2)-(8.5) replaced
by equations (9.2)-(9.5). The arguments up until equation (8.41) go through verbatim with
m= ⌊nL′⌋. Thus the only part which requires our attention is the approximation of variance
step.

9.1.1. Variance regularization. Based on equation (8.43), define, for 1≤ l≤ ln,

vl := ∥B3l−1∥2 + ∥B3l∥2 + ∥B3l+1∥2 + 2E[B3l−1B3l] + 2E[B3lB3l+1] + 2E[B3l+1B3l+2]

− ∥C3l−1(η3l−2)∥2 + ∥C3l+2(η3l+1)∥2 + 2E[B1B3l + . . .+B3l−2B3l]

+ 2E[B1B3l+1 + . . .+B3l−1B3l+1] + 2E[B1B3l+2 + . . .+B3lB3l+2].
(9.7)

Let B⊕
k =

∑(km)∧n
j=(k−1)m+1(X

⊕
j −E(X⊕

j )), 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉. Note that uniformly over k,

∥B̃k −B⊕
k ∥ ≤

√
mΘm,2 ≤

√
mΘm,p.

Let the projection operator Pj be defined as Pj(·) = E[·|Fj ]−E[·|Fj−1]. Using the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, and B⊕

k =
∑k

j=−∞PjB
⊕
k , for k ≥ 1,

(9.8) |E(B̃2
k)−E(B⊕2

k )| ≤ ∥B̃k −B⊕
k ∥∥B̃k +B⊕

k ∥ ≤ 4mΘm,pΘ0,p.

Similarly,
(9.9)
|E(B̃kB̃k+1)−E(B⊕

k B
⊕
k+1)| ≤ ∥B⊕

k ∥∥B̃k+1−B⊕
k+1∥+∥B̃k+1∥∥B̃k−B⊕

k ∥ ≤ 4mΘm,pΘ0,p,

for 1 ≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉. Further, note that uniformly for all k, l ≥ 1 using uniform integrability
condition (2.2), we obtain

|E(XkXl −X⊕
k X

⊕
l )|=|E(XkXlImax{|Xk|,|Xl|}≤n1/p)−E(X⊕

k X
⊕
l )

+E(XkXlImax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p)|

=| −E(X⊕
k X

⊕
l Imax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p) +E(XkXlImax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p)|

≤|E(X⊕
k X

⊕
l Imax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p)|+ |E(XkXlImax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p)|

≤E
(
(|Xk|2 + |Xl|2)Imax{|Xk|,|Xl|}>n1/p

)
= o(n2/p−1).

In view of (8.44), (10.34) also holds for X⊕
k X

⊕
l . Noting that Condition 2.2 implies

supi |E(X⊕
i )|= o(n1/p−1), we have, for a fixed 0≤ j ≤ ⌈n/m⌉ − 1 and l≥ 0,

|E(B2
j+1 − (B⊕

j+1)
2)|=

∣∣∣∣ m∑
k=1

E(X2
jm+k − (X⊕

jm+k)
2)
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+

m∑
s ̸=t

E(Xjm+sXjm+t −X⊕
jm+sX

⊕
jm+t)−

(
E[

m∑
k=1

X⊕
jm+k]

)2 ∣∣∣∣
≤ o(mn2/p−1) +O(lmn2/p−1 +m

∞∑
s=l+1

∞∑
i=0

δp(i)δp(i+ s)),

where the last line follows from using the fact that there are ≤ m terms of the form
E(XkXk+s − X⊕

k X
⊕
k+s) for a fixed s ≤ m and applying (10.34) in the proof of Lemma

3.1. Note that
∞∑
j=l

∞∑
i=0

δp(i)δp(i+ j)≤Θ0,pΘl,p.

Hence,

|E(B2
j )−E((B⊕

j )
2)|=O(mn2/p−1 +mmin

l≥0
{ln2/p−1 +Θl+1,p})

=O(mmin
l≥1

{ln2/p−1 +Θl,p}).(9.10)

Similarly,

(9.11) |E(BjBj+1)−E(B⊕
j B

⊕
j+1)|=O(mmin

l≥1
{ln2/p−1 +Θl,p}).

Therefore, (9.8), (9.9), (9.10) and (9.11) together with Lemma 3.1 yields
(9.12)
|ṽl−vl|=O(mΘm,p+mmin

l≥1
{ln2/p−1+Θl,p}+m1−A′

) =O(m1−A′
+mmin

l≥1
{ln2/p−1+Θl,p}).

Applying Lemma 9.1 along with (9.12) leads to the following assertion:

(9.13) max
l

|ṽl − |vl||
m

≤max
l

|ṽl − vl|/m→ 0 as n→∞.

Recall ln from (8.24); (3.7) implies that

max
1≤l≤ln

∣∣∣∣E[B3l−1B3l] +E[B3lB3l+1] +E[B3l+1B3l+2] +E[B1B3l + . . .+B3l−2B3l]

+E[B1B3l+1 + . . .+B3l−1B3l+1] +E[B1B3l+2 + . . .+B3lB3l+2]

∣∣∣∣/m→ 0 as n→∞.

(9.14)

Hence, for large enough n, it follows from the regularity Condition 2.4 along with (9.14) that

inf
l

|vl|
3m

≥ inf
l

(
∥B3l−1∥2 + ∥B3l∥2 + ∥B3l+1∥2 + ∥C3l+2(η3l+1)∥2 − ∥C3l−1(η3l−1)∥2

− 2|E[B3l−1B3l] +E[B3lB3l+1] +E[B3l+1B3l+2] +E[B1B3l + . . .+B3l−2B3l]

+E[B1B3l+1 + . . .+B3l−1B3l+1] +E[B1B3l+2 + . . .+B3lB3l+2]|
)
/(3m)>

c

3
,(9.15)

where we have used ∥C3l−1(η3l−1)∥2 ≤ ∥B3l−1∥2 by Jensen’s inequality. Observe that
B(σ2n) can be represented as

∑ln
l=1

√
ṽlZ

∗
l for i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables

Z∗
1 , . . . ,Z

∗
ln

. We define the following Brownian motion:

Bn =

ln∑
l=1

√
|vl|Z∗

l .(9.16)
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Let

(9.17) Ψ2
n = ∥B(σ2n))−Bn∥2 =

ln∑
l=1

(
√
ṽl −

√
|vl|)2.

Using (9.15) and (9.13), for large enough n we have,

(9.18) inf
l

(
√
ṽl +

√
|vl|)2

3m
≥ inf

l

ṽl + |vl|
3m

≥ inf
l

2vl − |ṽl − vl|
3m

>
c

3
.

Therefore, from (9.12) and (9.18) one obtains for 1≤ l≤ ln,
(9.19)

sup
l
(
√
ṽl−

√
|vl|)2 =

(ṽl − |vl|)2/3m
(
√
ṽl +

√
|vl|)2/3m

=O

(
m1−2A′

+m

(
min
l≥1

{ln2/p−1 +Θl,p}
)2
)
.

Thus, Lemma 9.1 together with (9.2) implies

(9.20) Ψ2
n =O

(
nm−2A′

+ n

(
min
l≥1

{ln2/p−1 +Θl,p}
)2
)

= o(n2/p).

Note that B(σ2k)−Bk is a Gaussian process with independent increments. Therefore, using
Doob’s maximal inequality we have

(9.21) max
1≤i≤n

|B(σ2i )−Bi|= oP(n
1/p),

in view of (9.20). Next, definition of vl in (9.7) along with (3.7) implies

(9.22) |E(S2
i )−

li∑
l=1

|vl|| ≤ |E(S2
i )−

li∑
l=1

vl|=O(m) uniformly over 1≤ i≤ n,

which readily leads to

(9.23) max
1≤i≤n

|B(E(S2
i ))−Bi|= oP(n

1/p).

This completes the proof of (2.14) in view of Propositions 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, and equations (8.32),
(8.37), (8.38), (8.40), (8.41), (9.21) and (9.23).

9.2. Proof of Theorem 2.3.

PROOF. Now, we will construct a Gaussian process (Y c
t )

n
t=1 with the same covariance

structure (Xt)
n
t=1 such that (2.11) holds. We will use the same m as in the proof of Theorem

2.5. Recall ⨿k as defined in Lemma 8.5, and vl from (9.7). We will use the same notation as
in the proof of Theorem 2.2. First we define

vl = ∥B3l−1∥2 + ∥B3l∥2 + ∥B3l+1∥2 + 2E[B3l−1B3l] + 2E[B3lB3l+1] + 2E[B3l+1B3l+2]

− ∥C3l−1(η3l−2)∥2 + ∥C3l+2(η3l+1)∥2, 1≤ l≤ ln.

By the argument similar to (9.15) it follows that inf l |vl|/m > c for all sufficiently large n.
We define a new Brownian motion Hn :=

∑ln
l=1 |vl|1/2Z⋆

l with the same Z∗
l ’s as in definition

of Bn in (9.16). It follows similar to (9.18)-(9.21) that

(9.24) ∥Bn −Hn∥2 =
ln∑
l=1

(|vl|1/2 − |vl|1/2)2 =O(nm−2A′
) = o(n2/p),
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which yields max1≤i≤n |Bi −Hi|= oP(n
1/p). Next we define

τk := uk,k + 2uk+1,k +u
T

kU
−1
k,kuk −u

T

k−1U
−1
k−1,k−1uk−1 for 1≤ k ≤ ⌈n/m⌉.

In light of Lemma 8.5 and similar to the argument leading to (8.65), it can be observed that

max
1≤i≤n

|
li∑
l=1

vl −
⌈i/m⌉∑
k=1

τk|=O(m).(9.25)

Observe that due to Condition 2.4, min1≤l≤ln vl > 0 and min1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉ τk > 0 for all suffi-
ciently large n. This motivates us to define the following Gaussian process

Gn :=

⌈n/m⌉∑
l=1

|τl|1/2Z∗
l .

In light of (9.25) and (9.3), we obtain

(9.26) max
1≤i≤n

|Hi −Gi|=OP(
√
m logn) = oP(n

1/p).

Denote

Bn :=

⌈n/m⌉∑
k=1

⨿1/2
k Z∗

k .

We now show that Bn is a good enough approximation of Gn. By definition of τl it holds,
⨿l = τl +O(m1−A′

) uniformly for 1≤ l≤ ⌈n/m⌉; moreover, an argument similar to (9.15)
yields that inf l |τl|/m> c > 0 for all sufficiently large n. Thus an application of the argument
same as (9.18) and (9.19) implies that

(9.27) ∥Bn −Gn∥2 =
⌈n/m⌉∑
l=1

(⨿1/2
l − |τl|1/2)2 =O(nm−2A′

) = o(n2/p),

which in turn yields

(9.28) max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

|Bk −Gk|= oP(n
1/p),

using Doob’s maximal inequality.
We will construct our Gaussian approximation (Y c

t )
n
t=1 from Bk exactly as in Lemma 8.6.

In light of (9.28), (9.26) and (9.21), Lemma 8.6 completes the proof of (2.11).

10. Appendix C: Proofs of Section 3. In this section we provide the proofs of the two
main results of the estimation step. Firstly, we prove the maximal quadratic deviation in-
equality in Theorem 3.1.

10.1. Proof of Theorem 3.1. In order to prove this theorem, we require the following
lemmas. These results are well-known in the literature for p > 4 case; however we weaken
the condition on moments to allow p > 2. For the sake of completeness we state and prove
the results as we use it. In the following, we use Cp to denote a generic positive constant
depending solely on p, and C to denote an universal constant. Their values are subject to
change from line to line.

Our first lemma is the (one-dimensional) general version of Lemma D.6 of Supplement to
[112].
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LEMMA 10.1. Assume that the process (1.2) has E(Xt) = 0 and Θ0,p <∞ for some
p > 2. Let Dn ≤ n and ηk = (ε(k−1)Dn+1, . . . , εkDn

). For 1 ≤ k ≤ ⌈n/Dn⌉, define Vk as in
(3.3) and let Vk,h = E(Vk|ηk−h,ηk−h+1, . . . ,ηk). Then for h≥ 2,

(10.1) ∥Vk,h − Vk,h−1∥p/2 ≤

{
CpD1/2+2/p

n Θ0,p
∑(h+1)Dn

d=(h−2)Dn+1 δp(d), 2< p≤ 4,

CpDnΘ0,p
∑(h+1)Dn

d=(h−2)Dn+1 δp(d), p > 4.

PROOF. For a < b, let Fb
a = (εa, εa+1, . . . , εb). Define the backward projection operator

as Pb
aX = E(X|Fb

a)−E(X|Fb
a+1) with Pa

a (X) = E[X|εa]. Observe that for h≥ 2,

Vk,h − Vk,h−1 = E(Vk|ηk−h, . . . ,ηk)−E(Vk|ηk−h+1, . . . ,ηk) =

Dn∑
l=1

PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk.

Using Jensen’s inequality (see [101]; Theorem 1.(i)), one obtains

∥PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk∥p/2 ≤ I + II,(10.2)

where

I =

∥∥∥∥ (kDn)∧n∑
t=(k−1)Dn+1

(Xt −Xt,{(k−h−1)Dn+l})

t∑
s=(t−Dn)∨1

as,tXs

∥∥∥∥
p/2

,

(10.3)

II = ∥
(kDn)∧n∑

s=[(k−2)Dn+1]∨1

(Xs −Xs,{(k−h−1)Dn+l})

(s+Dn)∧n∑
t=s∨(k−1)Dn+1

as,tXt,{(k−h−1)Dn+l}∥p/2.

(10.4)

In order to tackle I , we start off by noting the following assertion. In view of Burkholder’s
inequality ([93]; Theorem 2.1), it follows that

∥
t∑

s=1

csXs∥p ≤
∞∑
r=0

∥
t∑

s=1

csPs
s−rXs∥p ≤Cp

∞∑
r=0

√√√√ t∑
s=1

∥csPs
s−rXs∥2p(10.5)

≤Cp

∞∑
r=0

√√√√ t∑
s=1

c2sδp(r)

=CpΘ0,p

√√√√ t∑
s=1

c2s,(10.6)

which entails, invoking Hölder’s inequality, that,

I ≤
(kDn)∧n∑

t=(k−1)Dn+1

∥Xt −Xt,{(k−h−1)Dn+l}∥p
∥∥∥∥ t∑
s=(t−Dn)∨1

as,tXs

∥∥∥∥
p

≤CpΘ0,p

√
Dn

(kDn)∧n∑
t=(k−1)Dn+1

δp(t− (k− h− 1)Dn − l).(10.7)
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Similarly,

II ≤CpΘ0,p

√
Dn

(kDn)∧n∑
t=(k−1)Dn+1

δp(t− (k− h− 1)Dn − l).(10.8)

Thus combining (10.7) and (10.8) with (10.2) yields,

∥PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk∥p/2 ≤CpΘ0,p

√
Dn

(kDn)∧n∑
t=(k−1)Dn+1

δp(t− (k− h− 1)Dn − l).(10.9)

Finally, for p > 4, Rio [93]’s version of Burkholder’s inequality (Theorem 2.1 of [93]) along
with (10.9) implies

∥Vk,h − Vk,h−1∥2p/2 ≤Cp

Dn∑
l=1

∥PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk∥
2
p/2 ≤C3

pΘ
2
0,pDn

Dn∑
l=1

 (h+1)Dn−l∑
d=(h−1)Dn−l+1

δp(d)

2

≤C3
pΘ

2
0,pD2

n

 (h+1)Dn∑
d=(h−2)Dn+1

δp(d)

2

,

which completes the proof for p > 4. For the case 2 < p ≤ 4, one proceeds using Theorem
3.2 of [14] as follows:

∥Vk,h − Vk,h−1∥
p/2
p/2 ≤CpE

( Dn∑
l=1

|PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk|
2

)p/4
(10.10)

≤Cp

Dn∑
l=1

E[|PkDn

(k−h−1)Dn+lVk|
p/2]

≤CpΘ
p/2
0,p D

p/4
n

Dn∑
l=1

 (h+1)Dn∑
d=(h−2)Dn+1

δp(d)

p/2

≤CpΘ
p/2
0,p D

1+p/4
n

 (h+1)Dn∑
d=(h−2)Dn+1

δp(d)

p/2

,

where we applied (|a1|+ . . .+ |an|)p/4 ≤ |a1|p/4+ . . .+ |an|p/4 for 2< p≤ 4. This completes
the proof.

Next we will use a version of (41), Proposition 8 of [104].

LEMMA 10.2. Grant the process (1.2) with E(Xt) = 0 and Θ0,p <∞ for some p > 2.
Then,

∥
n∑

s,t=1

as,t(XsXt −E(XsXt))∥p/2 ≤

{
CpCΘ2

0,pn
2/p, 2< p≤ 4

CpCΘ2
0,p

√
n, p≥ 4

(10.11)

where C =max{max1≤t≤n(
∑n

s=1 a
2
s,t)

1/2,max1≤s≤n(
∑n

t=1 a
2
s,t)

1/2}.
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PROOF. Let Q :=
∑n

s,t=1 as,tXsXt. Write Q−E(Q) =
∑n

r=−∞PrQ, where the projec-
tions Pr are defined as in the proof of Lemma 3.1. Now, Jensen’s inequality yields,

∥PrQ∥p/2 ≤ ∥
n∑

s,t=1

as,t
(
XsXt −Xs,{r}Xt,{r}

)
∥p/2 ≤ Ir + IIr,

where

Ir = ∥
n∑

s,t=1

as,t(Xs −Xs,{r})Xt∥p/2,(10.12)

IIr = ∥
n∑

s,t=1

as,tXs,{r}(Xt −Xt,{r})∥p/2.(10.13)

To tackle Ir, we employ Hölder’s inequality and (10.6), it follows that,

Ir ≤
n∑

s=1

∥Xs −Xs,{r}∥p∥
n∑

t=1

as,tXt∥p ≤CpΘ0,pC
n∑

s=1

δp(s− r).

The same bound applies to IIr. Now, for p > 4, Burkholder’s inequality ([93]) implies that

∥Q−E(Q)∥2p/2 ≤Cp

n∑
r=−∞

∥PrQ∥2p/2 ≤CpΘ
2
0,pC2

n∑
r=−∞

(
n∑

s=1

δp(s− r)

)2

≤CpΘ
4
0,pnC2.

As for 2 < p ≤ 4, invoking [15] along with elementary inequality (|a1| + . . . + |an|)p/4 ≤
|a1|p/4 + . . .+ |an|p/4, yields,

∥Q−E(Q)∥p/2p/2 ≤
∥∥∥∥
√√√√ n∑

r=−∞
|PrQ|2

∥∥∥∥p/2
p/2

≤ E

(
n∑

r=−∞
|PrQ|p/2

)

≤CpΘ
p/2
0,p C

p/2
n∑

r=−∞

(
n∑

s=1

δp(s− r)

)p/2

≤CpCp/2nΘp
0,p.

This completes the proof.

Finally, we will need a Fuk-Nagaev type inequality [39, 11]. In particular, we will use
[11]’s argument that the left-hand side P(|Sn| ≥ x) in Theorems 1-4 in [39] can be replaced
by P (max1≤i≤n |Si| ≥ x). This, in conjunction with Corollary 1.6 and 1.8 of [76], can be
summarized into the following result.

LEMMA 10.3. LetZ1, . . . ,Zn be independent zero-mean random variables with E[|Zi|p]<
∞ for p > 1. Let Si =

∑i
j=1Zj . Then, for any x > 0,

P
(
max
1≤i≤n

|Si| ≥ x

)
≤

{
Cpx

−p
∑n

i=1E[|Zi|p], 1< p≤ 2,

Cpx
−p
∑n

i=1E[|Zi|p] + exp
(
− x2

Cp

∑n
i=1 E[Z2

i ]

)
, p > 2.

(10.14)

Now we have all the technical tools required for the proof of Theorem 3.1.
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PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. Observe that Qn =
∑⌈n/Dn⌉

j=1 Vj . Let Un = ⌈n/Dn⌉. If Un =
1, the conclusion readily follows from Markov’s inequality. Therefore let Un ≥ 2.

Denote by ηk = (ε(k−1)Dn+1, . . . , εkDn
). Recall Vk from (3.3). Let Vk,τ = E[Vk|ηk, . . . ,ηk−τ ].

Let Ln = ⌊logUn/ log 2⌋. We will omit the subscript n from Un and Ln for presentation pur-
poses, their dependence on n being implicit. Let τl = 2l, 1≤ l≤ L− 1, and τL = U . Let

(10.15) Mk,l =

k∑
j=1

(Vj,τl − Vj,τl−1
), for 1≤ k ≤ U , and 1≤ l≤ L.

Define Dk =
∑k

j=1 Vj for 1≤ k ≤ U , and let Dk,τ = E[Dk|ηk, . . . ,ηk−τ ]. Note that

(10.16) Dk −E(Dk) =

k∑
j=1

(Vj − Vj,U ) +

L∑
l=2

Mk,l +

k∑
j=1

(Vj,2 −E(Vj,2)).

Thus,

max
1≤k≤U

|Dk −E(Dk)| ≤ max
1≤k≤U

|
k∑

j=1

(Vj − Vj,U )|+
L∑
l=2

max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l|

+ max
1≤k≤U

|
k∑

j=1

(Vj,2 −E(Vj,2))|.(10.17)

For the first term in the above sum, note that
(10.18)∥∥∥∥ max

1≤k≤U
|Dk −Dk,U |

∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤ ∥DU −DU,U∥p/2 +

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤U−1

∣∣∣∣∣
U∑

k=U−i

(Vk − Vk,U )

∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

.

Now, Vk − Vk,U =
∑∞

i=U+1(Vk,i − Vk,i−1). Since Vk,i − Vk,i−1 are martingale differences
with respect to σ(ηk−i,ηk−i+1, . . .), hence, using Doob’s Inequality we obtain,

(10.19)

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤U−1

∣∣∣∣∣
U∑

k=U−i

(Vk,j − Vk,j−1)

∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤Cp∥DU,j −DU,j−1∥p/2 .

Therefore, Lemma 10.1 along with Burkholder inequality ([14] for 2 < p < 4 along with
(|a1|+ . . .+ |an|)p/4 ≤ |a1|p/4 + . . .+ |an|p/4, and [93]’s version for p > 4) implies,

∥DU,j −DU,j−1∥p/2 ≤

{
CpU

2/pD1/2+2/p
n Θ0,p

∑(j+1)Dn

d=(j−1)Dn+1 δp(d), 2< p≤ 4,

Cp

√
UDnΘ0,p

∑(j+1)Dn

d=(j−1)Dn+1 δp(d), p > 4.

(10.20)

Therefore, using∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤U−1

∣∣∣∣∣
U∑

k=U−i

(Vk − Vk,U )

∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤
∞∑

j=U+1

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤U−1

∣∣∣∣∣
U∑

k=U−i

(Vk,j − Vk,j−1)

∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

,

we have,

(10.21)

∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤i≤U−1

∣∣∣∣∣
U∑

k=U−i

(Vk − Vk,U )

∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤

{
CpU

2/pD1/2+2/p
n µ2p,An

−A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp

√
UDnµ

2
p,An

−A, p > 4,
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where we have used Condition 2.1: ΘUDn+1,p ≤ C(UDn + 1)−Aµp,A ≤ Cn−Aµp,A. Pro-
ceeding similarly,

∥|DU −DU,U |∥p/2 ≤

{
CpU

2/pD1/2+2/p
n µ2p,An

−A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp

√
UDnµ

2
p,An

−A, p > 4.
.

Hence, by Markov’s inequality,

(10.22) P
(

max
1≤k≤U

|Dk −Dk,U | ≥ x

)
≤

{
Cpx

−p/2n1−Ap/2Dp/4
n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4

Cpx
−p/2np/4−Ap/2Dp/4

n µpp,A, p > 4.

For the second term in (10.17), define the following quantities:

Yh,l =

(hτl)∧U∑
j=(h−1)τl+1

(Vj,τl − Vj,τl−1
), 1≤ h≤ ⌈U/τl⌉ := U0,(10.23)

Re
s,l =

s∑
h even

Yh,l , R
o
k,l =

s∑
h odd

Yh,l, 1≤ s≤ U0.(10.24)

Further let {λj}1≤j≤L be a positive sequence that
∑L

l=1 λl ≤ 1. We will specify the choice
of λj later. For some s ∈N, denote by sl := sτl ∧U . Therefore,

P( max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l| ≥ 3λlx)≤ P( max
1≤s≤U0

|Re
s,l| ≥ λlx) + P( max

1≤s≤U0

|Ro
s,l| ≥ λlx)+

U0∑
s=1

P( max
sl+1≤j≤(s+1)l

|Mj,l −Msl,l| ≥ λlx).(10.25)

For the first two terms in (10.25), note that Yh1,l and Yh2,l are independent for |h1 − h2| ≥ 2.
Therefore, using Lemma 10.3, we obtain
(10.26)

P( max
1≤s≤U0

|Re
s,l| ≥ λlx)≤

Cp

∑
h even E[|Yh,l|p/2]

(λlx)p/2
, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp

∑
h even E[|Yh,l|p/2]

(λlx)p/2
+ 2exp

(
−Cp

(λlx)2∑
h even E[|Yh,l|2]

)
, p > 4.

An argument similar to (10.19) and (10.21) yields,

∥Yh,l∥p/2 ≤

{
Cpτ

2/p
l D1/2+2/p

n (τlDn)
−Aµ2p,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp
√
τlDn(τlDn)

−Aµ2p,A, p > 4.

Thus,

P( max
1≤s≤U0

|Re
s,l| ≥ λlx)

≤

Cp(λlx)
−p/2 U

τl
τ
1−Ap/2
l Dp/4+1−Ap/2

n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp(λlx)
−p/2 U

τl
τ
p/4−Ap/2
l Dp/2−Ap/2

n µpp,A + 2exp

(
−Cp

(λlx)2
U

τl
τlD2

n(τlDn)−2Aµ4
4,A

)
, p > 4

≤

{
Cp(λlx)

−p/2τ
−Ap/2
l nDp/4−Ap/2

n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp(λlx)
−p/2τ

p/4−Ap/2−1
l nDp/2−Ap/2−1

n µpp,A + 2exp
(
−Cp

(λlx)2(τlDn)2A

nDnµ4
4,A

)
, p > 4.

(10.27)
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A similar inequality holds for max1≤s≤U0
|Ro

s,l|. To tackle the third term
∑U0

s=1 P(maxsl+1≤j≤(s+1)l |Mj,l−
Msl,l| ≥ λlx) in (10.25), we employ an argument similar to (10.18) through (10.22). Write∥∥∥∥ max
sl+1≤j≤(s+1)l

|Mj,l −Msl,l|
∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤ ∥M(s+1)l,l −Msl,l∥p/2

+

∥∥∥∥ max
sl+2≤j≤(s+1)l

∣∣∣∣ (s+1)l∑
k=j

(Vk,τl − Vk,τl−1
)

∣∣∣∣∥∥∥∥
p/2

.

Using Doob’s Inequality,∥∥∥∥∥∥ max
sl+2≤j≤(s+1)l

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(s+1)l∑
k=j

(Vk,τl − Vk,τl−1
)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥∥
p/2

≤ p/2

p/2− 1
∥M(s+1)l,l −Msl,l∥p/2.

An argument similar to (10.20) yields,

∥M(s+1)l,l −Msl,l∥p/2 ≤

{
Cpτ

2/p
l D1/2+2/p

n (τlDn)
−Aµ2p,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp
√
τlDn(τlDn)

−Aµ2p,A, p > 4.

Therefore, applying Markov’s inequality we have

U0∑
s=1

P
(

max
sl+1≤j≤(s+1)l

|Mj,l −Msl,l| ≥ λlx

)

≤

{
Cp(λlx)

−p/2τ
−Ap/2
l nDp/4−Ap/2

n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp(λlx)
−p/2τ

p/4−Ap/2−1
l nDp/2−Ap/2−1

n µpp,A, p > 4.

(10.28)

Thus, combining (10.27) and (10.28) in (10.25), we get,

P( max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l| ≥ 3λlx)≤


Cp(λlx)

−p/2τ
−Ap/2
l nDp/4−Ap/2

n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cp(λlx)
−p/2τ

p/4−Ap/2−1
l nDp/2−Ap/2−1

n µpp,A

+2exp
(
−Cp

(λlx)2(τlDn)2A

nDnµ4
4,A

)
, p > 4.

(10.29)

Using (10.29), we have for the second term in (10.17),

P

(
L∑
l=2

max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l| ≥ 3x

)
≤

L∑
l=2

P( max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l| ≥ 3λlx)

≤

{
Cpx

−p/2nDp/4−Ap/2
n µpp,A · I1, 2< p≤ 4,

Cpx
−p/2nDp/2−Ap/2−1

n µpp,A · I2 + 4 · II, p > 4,
(10.30)

where

I1 =

L∑
l=2

λ
−p/2
l τ

−Ap/2
l ,

I2 =

L∑
l=2

λ
−p/2
l τ

p/4−Ap/2−1
l ,
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II =

L∑
l=2

exp

(
−Cp

(λlx)
2(τlDn)

2A

nDnµ44,A

)
.

Let λl = (1/l2)/(π2/3) for 1≤ l≤ L/2, and λl = (1/(L+1− l)2)/(π2/3) for L/2< l≤ L.
Clearly

∑L
l=1 λl ≤ 1. With our choice of λl and τl, elementary calculation using A> 1/2−

1/p and minl≥1 λ
2
l τ

2A
l > 0 shows that there exists a constant C such that

(10.31) I1 ≤C; I2 ≤C; II ≤C exp

(
−Cp

x2

µ44,AnD
1−2A
n

)
.

Putting (10.31) in (10.30), one obtains
(10.32)

P

(
L∑
l=2

max
1≤k≤U

|Mk,l| ≥ 3x

)
≤

Cpx
−p/2µpp,AnD

p/4
n , 2< p≤ 4,

Cpx
−p/2µpp,AnD

p/2−1
n +C exp

(
−Cp

x2

nD1−2A
n µ4

4,A

)
, p > 4.

Now finally we tackle the third term in (10.17). Note that as ηk’s are independent, hence
Vk,2 and Vk′,2 are independent if |k− k′|> 2. We again employ Lemma 10.3 and techniques
similar to (10.23), (10.24) and (10.26) to obtain,

P

 max
1≤k≤U

|
k∑

j=1

(Vj,2 −E(Vj,2))| ≥ x



≤


Cpx

−p/2
∑U

j=1E(|Vj,2 −E(Vj,2)|p/2), 2< p≤ 4,

Cpx
−p/2

∑U
j=1E(|Vj,2 −E(Vj,2)|p/2)+
2exp

(
−Cp

x2∑
j even E(|Vj,2−E(Vj,2)|2)

)
+ 2exp

(
−Cp

x2∑
j odd E(|Vj,2−E(Vj,2)|2)

)
, p > 4.

By conditional Jensen’s inequality and Lemma 10.2 (noting that C =O(
√
Dn)), we get

E(|Vj,2 −E(Vj,2)|p/2)≤ E(|Vj −E(Vj)|p/2)≤

Cp

(
D1/2+2/p

n

)p/2
µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

CpDp/2
n µpp,A, p > 4,

which yields
(10.33)

P

| max
1≤k≤U

k∑
j=1

(Vj,2 −E(Vj,2))| ≥ x

≤

{
Cpx

−p/2nDp/4
n µpp,A, 2< p≤ 4,

Cpx
−p/2nDp/2−1

n µpp,A + 4exp
(
−Cp

x2

nDnµ4
4,A

)
, p > 4.

Combining (10.22), (10.32) and (10.33), we have the result.

10.2. Proof of Lemma 3.1.

PROOF. Define the projection operator Pi as PiX = E[X|Fi]− E[X|Fi−1] where Fi =
σ(. . . , εi−1, εi). Note that for l > k,

|E(XkXl)|= |
∑
i∈Z

∑
j∈Z

E ((PiXk)(PjXl)) | ≤
∑
i∈Z

∥Pi(Xk)∥∥Pi(Xl)∥

≤
k∑

i=∞
δp(k− i)δp(l− i) =

∞∑
i=0

δp(i)δp(i+ l− k).(10.34)
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Using (10.34) repeatedly,

max
1≤k≤⌊ n

m
⌋
|E(BkBk+1)|

≤
2m∑
j=0

(m− |m− j|)
∞∑
i=0

δp(i)δp(i+ j)

≤
∞∑
i=0

δp(i) (Θi+1,p +Θi+2,p + . . .+Θi+2m−1,p)

≤
∞∑
i=0

δp(i)

2m−1∑
j=1

Θj,p =Θ0,p

2m−1∑
j=1

Θj,p = µp,AO

2m−1∑
j=1

(j + 1)−A

=O(1),

since A> 1 in Condition 2.1. Moreover, for fixed i, j, via an exact same argument as above,
one obtains,

|E(BiBj)| ≤Θ0,p

|i−j+1|m−1∑
k=|i−j−1|m+1

Θk,p.(10.35)

Then (10.35) in conjunction with (2.5) directly implies that

max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

∑
i:|i−k|≥2

|E(BiBk)| ≤Θ0,p max
1≤k≤⌈n/m⌉

k−2∑
i=1

(i+2)m−1∑
j=im+1

Θj,p

≤ 2Θ0,p

∞∑
j=m+1

Θj,p =O(m1−A).(10.36)

This completes the proof of (3.7).

10.3. Proof of Theorem 3.2. We will define L and α as in the proof of Theorem 2.4.
Let ν =min{(1 +A)/(2 + 4A), (1 + 4A/p)/(2 + 4A)}. The theorem follows trivially from
Theorem 2.4 if A > A0. Thus let A ≤ A0. Specifically, with 1 < A ≤ A0, our choice of L
and α satisfies the following, which will be used in our proofs:

1

2
− ν − LA

2
< 0,(10.37)

L
(α
2
− 1
)
+ 1− αν < 0,(10.38)

α≥max{p,2(1 + p+ pA)/3},(10.39)

1/p− 1/α+L−L(A+ 1)p/α= 0.(10.40)

We will need a slightly different version of Lemma 8.3. To avoid confusion, we state and
prove it separately. In the following C will denote a constant whose value will depend on p
and A, and whose value might change from line to line.

LEMMA 10.4. Assume Conditions 2.1 and 2.2, along with (10.37), (10.38), (10.39) and
(10.40) for A, L and α. Let m= ⌊nL⌋ and let

R̃s,t = X̃s + . . .+ X̃t,
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where X̃i is as defined in (8.22). Then

max
s

E
[
max
1≤t≤m

|R̃s,t|α
]
= o(mnαν−1).(10.41)

PROOF. The proof of this lemma is almost same as that of Lemma 8.3. The only point of
differences are the use of (10.38) instead of (8.3), as well as a different treatment of the term
III in (8.10). The latter difference is necessitated as we no longer have α< 2(1+p+pA)/3
as we had in (8.4).

In fact for term III we will proceed as follows. For the case α > 2(1 + p+ pA)/3, using
(10.39), and using same argument as (8.14), one obtains

III =m1/α
m∑
j=1

j1/2−1/αδ̃α(j)≤Cm1/αn1/p−1/α

⌈log2 m⌉∑
l=1

2l+1−1∑
j=2l

j1/2−1/αδp(j)
p/α

≤Cm1/αn1/p−1/α

⌈log2 m⌉∑
l=1

2l(3/2−1/α−p/α)O(2−lAp/α)

≤Cm3/2−p/α−Ap/αn1/p−1/α =m1/2,(10.42)

where the last equality follows from (10.40). Therefore, in view of (10.38), we obtain

(10.43)
n1−αν

m
IIIα = n1−ανm−1O(mα/2) = o(1).

In case α= 2(1 + p+ pA)/3, same treatment as (10.42) yields,

III ≤Cm1/αn1/p−1/α log2m≤CLm1/αn1/p−1/α log2 n.(10.44)

One immediately obtains,

n1−αν

m
IIIα = L(log2 n)n

α/p−ανO(1) = o(1),(10.45)

where the last assertion is due to ν > 1/p. This completes the proof of this lemma.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. The proof follows mostly along the lines of the proof of The-
orem 2.4, with S⊕

i and S̃i defined as in that proof. We list below the points of differences
from that proof.

• As above, use (10.37) and Lemma 10.4 instead of whenever (8.2) and Lemma 8.3 is used
in the proof of Theorem 2.4.

• Proposition 8.2 now holds with a rate of nν .
• Proposition 8.3 also holds with a rate of nν . For the proof, we will investigate
P(max1≤i≤n |S̃i − S⊕

i |> n1/4δ).
• Instead of (8.32), we will reach a rate of nν using x= nν and Lemma 10.4 in the previous

step.
• Investigate P(max1≤k≤ln |Ṽ2k(η3k)| ≥ cn2ν) to obtain a rate of nν instead of (8.35).

11. Appendix D: Additional lemma for Theorem 4.1. Here we will prove a technical
lemma required to bound the total variation of the weights for the local linear estimate. This
lemma also helps control the bias of the estimate µ̂hn

(t).
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LEMMA 11.1 (Consistency). Let Sj(t) be defined as in (4.7). Then with hn → 0 and
nhn →∞, under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, it holds that

(11.1) sup
t∈[ωhn,1−ωhn]

∣∣∣∣ Sj(t)

nhj+1
n f(t)

∣∣∣∣=mj + o(1), for j = 0,1,2,

with m0 = 1, m1 = 0 and m2 = 2β =
∫
u2K(u)du. Moreover, for Ωn in (4.2) with whn

(t, i)
as in (4.8), it holds that Ωn =O(n−1h−1

n ).

PROOF. Observe that

Sj(t) =

∫ n

0

(
F−1(

⌊1 + u⌋
n

)− t

)j

K

(
F−1(⌊1 + u⌋/n)− t

hn

)
du.

Let mj =
∫
vjK(v)dv. Note that m0 = 1,m1 = 0 and m2 = 2β. Consider the corresponding

smoothed version

S̃j(t) =

∫ n

0

(
F−1(

u

n
)− t

)j
K

(
F−1(u/n)− t

hn

)
du.

Let v = (F−1(u/n) − t)/hn. Also let g be such that g(v) = (F−1(⌊1 + u⌋/n) − t)/hn.
Clearly, since C1 ≤ f(t)≤C2 for all t, therefore, |g(v)− v|=O(n−1h−1

n ) for all t. Now, by
change of variables techniques and noting that t ∈ [ωhn,1− ωhn], it holds that

Sj(t)− S̃j(t) = nhj+1
n

∫ ω

−ω

[
(g(v))jK(g(v))− vjK(v)

]
f(vhn + t)dv.

For j = 0, Sj(t)− S̃j(t) =O(hjn) follows from (4.9) directly. For j = 1,2, note that (g(v))j−
vj =O(n−1h−1

n ) since v ∈ [−ω,ω]. Therefore, again invoking (4.9) yields that

Sj(t)− S̃j(t) =O(hjn).(11.2)

Finally, observing f(vhn + t) = f(t) +O(vhn),

S̃j(t) = nhj+1
n

∫ ω

−ω
vjK(v)f(vhn + t)dv = nhj+1

n mjf(t) +O(nhj+2
n ),

since c≤ f(t)≤C. Thus, using hn → 0 and nhn →∞, it holds that

Sj(t) =

∫ n

0
(F−1(

u

n
)− t)jK(

F−1(u/n)− t

hn
) du+O(hjn) = nf(t)hj+1

n (mj + o(1)).

which completes the proof of (11.1). To observe Ωn = O(n−1h−1
n ), note that for fixed t,

wn(t, i) = 0 unless ti ∈ [t− ωhn, t+ ωhn], and therefore in (4.8), |t− ti|=O(hn). Putting
the approximations of Sj(t) in (4.8), and noting that K is bounded, one obtains |wn(t,1)|=
O(n−1h−1

n ). On the other hand,
∑n

i=2 |wi(t)− wi−1(t)| can be bounded by O(n−1h−1
n ) +

O(1/(nhn)
2) by noting that |

∑n
i=1((t− ti)K((t− ti)/hn)− (t− ti−1)K((t− ti−1)/hn)|=

O(hn). This completes the proof.

12. Appendix E: Additional simulations for Section 5.
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12.1. Empirical accuracy of the Gaussian approximation with estimated variance. For
the strongly dependent settings with θ = −0.8 and 0.8, we will explore the finite-sample
accuracy of our Gaussian approximation when the variance of the Brownian motion is esti-
mated using bootstrap. For a particular model, we take n= 600 andm= ⌊n1/3⌋, and simulate
B = 1000 many samples, each of size n to estimate U1 := max1≤i≤n Si. Next we randomly
generate a data of size n from that model, and simulate B many bootstrap samples of

Û2 := max
1≤i≤n

W(Ti), Û3 := max
1≤i≤n

W(T −
i ), Û4 := max

1≤i≤n
W(T ⋄

i ),

where “ˆ” in Ûi, i= 2,3,4 emphasize their dependence on the randomly generated data based
on which bootstrap is performed. Figures 6 and 7 depict typical QQ-plots of Û2, Û3 and Û4

against UX for εt ∼N(0,1), where the “typical” is used to emphasize that Ûi’s are generated
via bootstrap based on one typical draw of (Xi)

n
i=1 from the corresponding models. We note

that as expected from our theoretical discussion, Ti yields much better approximation to the
quantiles of max1≤i≤n Si compared to T −

i and T ⋄
i .

Figure 6: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the bootstrap Gaussian approximation quantiles
based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.3 with N(0,1) innovations, with and without cross-product terms.

12.2. Empirical accuracy for Gaussian approximation. In this section we further explore
the performance of the Models 5.3 and 5.4. In addition to N(0,1) innovations, we will also
consider suitably normalized t6 innovations (subsequently we will omit "normalized" while
describing the errors). Figures 8-9 depict the “typical” Q-Q plots of 1000 data-based boot-
strap samples of B(Ti), W(T −

i ) and B(T ⋄
i ) against the theoretical quantiles of max1≤i≤n Si

(based on 1000 monte carlo samples) for different settings. The conclusions reflect those of
Figures 6 and 7, and justify our use of Ti as a plug-in estimate for E(S2

i ).

12.3. Change-point detection. In the simulation below, we consider the following
model:

12.5. Xt = δt + εt , εt ∼ Model 5.3 , δt = δI{t > n/2}.

For power calculation, we vary δ ∈ {0.1,0.2, . . . ,1}. Note that δ = 0 leads to the type-1-error.
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Figure 7: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the bootstrap Gaussian approximation quantiles
based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.4 with N(0,1) innovations, with and without cross-product terms.

Figure 8: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the bootstrap Gaussian approximation quantiles
based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model (5.3) with t6 innovations, with and without cross-product terms.

12.3.1. Simulation based on theoretical cut-offs. The discussion in Section 4.1 enables
us to define an approximately valid level-α test ψn, which we identify as an oracle test, as
follows:

ψn := I{Un > cα},where cα := inf
r
{P(V > r)≤ α}, and V = max

1≤i≤n

∣∣B(E(S2
i ))− i

nB(E(S
2
n))
∣∣

√
n

.

In our simulation we theoretically calculate (E(S2
i ))

n
i=1 for i.i.d. εt ∼N(0,1), and estimate

cα based on 1000 Monte-Carlo simulations of V . For each δ, power is estimated based on
1000 many samples of each size n, where we vary n ∈ {300,600}. The type-I error and
estimated power are shown in the Table 3. As expected, the type-I error of the test is at the
nominal level, and even though ψn seems slightly conservative, power grows quickly as n
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Figure 9: Comparison of theoretical quantiles with the bootstrap Gaussian approximation quantiles
based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model (5.4) with t6 innovations, with and without cross-product terms.

and δ increases. Note that for θ =−0.8 and 0.8, the dependence is strong, and this results in
slightly lesser power compared to other cases.

Weights : w = 0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . . ,0.75, . . . ,−0.75, . . . Weights: w = sin(8πt/n)

n= 300 n= 600 n= 300 n= 600

θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8 θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8 θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8 θ =−0.8 θ =−0.4 θ = 0.4 θ = 0.8

Cutoff 2.409 1.46 1.614 2.414 2.574 1.551 1.588 2.482 2.717 1.508 1.441 2.833 2.86 1.505 1.518 2.84

Type-1 error 0.055 0.066 0.027 0.047 0.035 0.051 0.046 0.042 0.043 0.044 0.059 0.024 0.048 0.036 0.047 0.048

Power: δ = 0.1 0.048 0.120 0.059 0.057 0.065 0.137 0.117 0.065 0.046 0.121 0.117 0.028 0.056 0.177 0.150 0.059

Power: δ = 0.2 0.110 0.283 0.200 0.100 0.129 0.435 0.431 0.195 0.083 0.263 0.305 0.073 0.135 0.486 0.497 0.149

Power: δ = 0.3 0.244 0.592 0.419 0.212 0.337 0.838 0.812 0.418 0.145 0.515 0.587 0.128 0.287 0.851 0.863 0.287

Power: δ = 0.4 0.378 0.810 0.730 0.358 0.601 0.972 0.979 0.668 0.280 0.813 0.819 0.227 0.491 0.976 0.984 0.495

Power: δ = 0.5 0.527 0.944 0.915 0.571 0.852 0.999 0.999 0.844 0.425 0.952 0.953 0.391 0.705 0.998 0.999 0.725

Power: δ = 0.6 0.704 0.994 0.982 0.735 0.946 1 1 0.964 0.617 0.991 0.994 0.549 0.875 1 1 0.863

Power: δ = 0.7 0.847 0.999 0.999 0.866 0.994 1 1 0.994 0.722 0.998 0.999 0.693 0.968 1 1 0.965

Power: δ = 0.8 0.929 1 1 0.954 0.998 1 1 0.999 0.838 0.999 1 0.831 0.991 1 1 0.990

Power: δ = 0.9 0.977 1 1 0.986 1 1 1 1 0.922 1 1 0.908 0.999 1 1 0.998

Power: δ = 1 0.996 1 1 0.996 1 1 1 1 0.967 1 1 0.951 0.999 1 1 0.999

TABLE 3
Type-I error and power of test ψn for X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 12.5.

12.3.2. Simulation based on Bootstrap. Following our discussion in Section 3 as well as
Section 12.1, we can estimate E(S2

i ) by Ti as in (3.1), T −
i as in (3.12) and T ⋄

i as in (3.15)
respectively, to yield three bootstrap-based tests. We will numerically compare the efficacy
of the these bootstrap procedures in approximating the CUSUM test statistics. In order to
estimate the asymptotic distribution under H0, we estimate Ti, T −

i and T ⋄
i by plugging in

Xi − µ̂i instead of Zi, where µ̂i = τ−1
∑τ

j=1XjI{i≤ τ}+ (n− τ)−1
∑n

j=τ+1XjI{i > τ},
with τ = argmaxt|

∑t
i=1(Xt − X̄)|/

√
n. Similar to Figures 6 and 7, Figures 10 and 11

depict "typical" QQ-plots of the CUSUM test statistic calculated from bootstrap samples
based on Ti, T −

i and T ⋄
i respectively, against the CUSUM statistic calculated from original

random sample {X1, . . . ,Xn}, with Ti generally providing the best approximation in line
with our arguments in Section 3.3.

12.4. Change-point detection: simulation based on Bootstrap. In this section we further
explore the performance of the bootstrap-based test as described in Section 12.3.2 for t6
innovations. We consider Xt ∼ Model 5.3 and 5.4 respectively. Figures 12-13 show the plots
corresponding to Figures 10 and 11 for each of the models 5.3 and 5.4.
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Figure 10: Comparison of theoretical quantiles of CUSUM statistic Un with quantiles of bootstrap
Gaussian approximation of CUSUM quantiles based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.3 with N(0,1) inno-
vations, with and without cross-product terms.

Figure 11: Comparison of theoretical quantiles of CUSUM statistic Un with quantiles of bootstrap
Gaussian approximation of CUSUM quantiles based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model 5.4 with N(0,1) inno-
vations, with and without cross-product terms.
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Figure 12: Comparison of theoretical quantiles of CUSUM statistic Un with quantiles of bootstrap
Gaussian approximation of CUSUM quantiles based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model (5.3) with t6 innova-
tions, with and without cross-product terms.

Figure 13: Comparison of theoretical quantiles of CUSUM statistic Un with quantiles of bootstrap
Gaussian approximation of CUSUM quantiles based on X1, . . . ,Xn ∼ Model (5.4) with t6 innova-
tions, with and without cross-product terms.
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