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Abstract Change-points in functional time series can be detected using the
CUSUM-statistic, which is a non-linear functional of the partial sum process.
Various methods have been proposed to obtain critical values for this statistic.
In this paper we use the functional autoregressive sieve bootstrap to imitate the
behavior of the partial sum process and we show that this procedure asymp-
totically correct estimates critical values under the null hypothesis. We also
establish the consistency of the corresponding bootstrap based test under lo-
cal alternatives. The finite sample performance of the procedure is studied via
simulations under the null -hypothesis and under the alternative.
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1 Introduction

There are two main approaches to do statistical inference for functional time
series. One approach is to apply some form of dimension reduction and then
use methods developed for multivariate time series analysis. Alternatively, one
might use a fully functional approach. To be more specific and in order to test
if a time series of observed functions Y1, ..., Yn with Yt : [0, 1] → R, has a change
in mean, one can use a functional version of the CUSUM-test statistic, that is
the statistic

Tn = max
k=1,...,n−1

1√
n

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

Yi −
k

n

n∑
i=1

Yi

∥∥∥, (1)

∗The research was supported by German Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsge-
meinschaft - DFG), project WE 5988/5 Graduelle Strukturänderungen in funktionalen Daten.
We thank Greg Rice for providing the R code for the method by Aue, Rice, and Sönmez [2018]
we have used for comparison with our method.
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where ∥ · ∥ denotes the L2 norm. In the case of functional data, such a test
statistic as well as variants thereof, have been studied by Horváth, Kokoszka,
and Rice [2014], Sharipov, Tewes, and Wendler [2016], Aue et al. [2018].

The CUSUM test statistic (1) is a nonlinear functional of the partial sum
process (Zn(t))t∈[0,1], where the latter is given by

Zn(t) = n−1/2

⌊nt⌋∑
i=1

Yi, for t ∈ [0, 1].

It turns out that it is difficult to obtain critical values for the test statistic, so re-
sampling methods also have been proposed (among other approaches). For func-
tional time series, different bootstrap methods have been proposed that intent
to properly mimic the temporal dependence structure of the random variables:
Politis and Romano applied the stationary bootstrap to Hilbert-space-valued
processes, Dehling, Sharipov, and Wendler [2015] considered the nonovelap-
ping block bootstrap , Franke and Nyarige [2019] and Zhu and Politis [2017]
investigated properties of residual-based bootstrap procedures for first order
functional autoregression and Paparoditis [2018] developed a functional sieve
bootstrap approach. See Shang [2018] for an overview of bootstrap methods
applied to stationary functional time series.

However, to obtain critical values for the change-point test statistic Tn, one
needs a bootstrap version of the partial sum process (Zn(t))t∈[0,1]. In this con-
text, Sharipov et al. [2016] studied a sequential non-overlapping block boot-
strap, Dette, Kokot, and Aue [2020] a block multiplier bootstrap and Wegner
and Wendler [2024] a dependent wild bootstrap approach. In this paper we
investigate the capability of the functional sieve bootstrap (FSB) when applied
to estimate the distribution of Tn under the null hypothesis of no change and
to deduce critical values. Recall that the FSB builds upon the Karhunen-Loeve
representation of Yt and uses a finite set of (static) functional principal compo-
nents (scores), the temporal dependence of which is mimicked via fitting a finite
order vector autoregressive (VAR) model to the corresponding (estimated) vec-
tor time series of scores. The vector time series of scores is then bootstrapped
using the fitted VAR model and the procedure delivers fully functional pseudo
observations Y ∗

1 , Y
∗
2 , . . . , Y

∗
n . To achieve consistency, however, the number of

principal components (scores) used as well as the order of the VAR model fit-
ted, both have to grow to infinity with the sample size in order to properly
capture the infinite dimensionality of the process of scores as well as the infinite
past of the temporal dependence. Note that the FSB (like its finite dimensional
analogue, the AR-sieve bootstrap) can be valid for approximating the distribu-
tion of a statistic of interest even if the process of scores does not follow a linear
model as long as the limit distribution of this statistic only depends on the first
and second order moments of the underlying process. A theoretical justification
of this statement in the finite dimensional case in given in Kreiss, Paparoditis,
and Politis [2011].

The aim of this paper is to justify theoretically the use of the FSB applied
to estimate the random behavior of the partial sum process Zn(t), t ∈ [0, 1].
This will allow for the use of this bootstrap approach in order to deduce critical
values of the CUSUM based test statistic (1) in a fully functional context. In
Section 2 we will introduce some notation and discuss the related testing prob-
lem. The main theoretical results under the null-hypothesis as well as under
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local alternatives are presented in Section 3. In the following Section 4, the
finite sample performance of the FSB applied to the CUSUM-test is investi-
gated in the context of a simulation study. Comparisons to some alternative
approaches to obtain critical values and to perform the same test also are made.
Technical proofs are deferred to Section 5.

2 Notation and Test Statistic

We consider a strictly stationary stochastic process X := (Xn)n∈Z taking values
in the Hilbert space H of square integrable functions from [0, 1] to R equipped

with the inner product ⟨f, g⟩ =
∫ 1

0
f(t)g(t)dt, f, g ∈ H and the norm ∥f∥ =√

⟨f, f⟩. We denote by EXn ∈ H the expectation and for h ∈ Z by Ch =
E(Xn −EX0)⊗ (Xn+h −EX0) the lag h autocovariance operator of the process
X , where the tensor operator is defined as x ⊗ y = ⟨x, ·⟩y for x, y ∈ H. For
a nuclear (trace class) operator L, ∥L∥N denotes the nuclear norm and ∥L∥HS

the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, if L is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Assume that∑
h∈Z ∥Ch∥N < ∞, which implies that X possesses the spectral density operator

Fω =
1

2π

∑
h∈Z

Che−ihω, ω ∈ (−π, π],

which is continuous in ω and bounded; see Panaretos and Tavakoli [2013] and
Hörmann, Kidzinski and Hallin (2013).

We assume that the observations Y1, ..., Yn at hand are obtained as

Yi =

{
Xi for i ≤ k⋆

Xi + µ for i > k⋆

for some (unknown) k⋆ ∈ {1, ..., n−1} and for some constant µ ∈ R. Our interest
is focused on the problem of testing the null-hypotheses of mean stationarity,
that is,

H0 : µ = 0

against the alternative of a single change-point,

H1 : µ ̸= 0.

Under the null-hypothesis, we have Yi = Xi, so the fully functional CUSUM-test
statistic can be rewritten as

Tn = max
1≤k<n

1√
n

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

Yi −
k

n

n∑
j=1

Yj

∥∥∥
= max

1≤k<n

1√
n

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

Xi −
k

n

n∑
j=1

Xj

∥∥∥ = max
1≤k<n

∥∥∥Zn(k/n)−
k

n
Zn(1)

∥∥∥ (2)

with Zn(t) = n−1/2
∑⌊nt⌋

i=1 Xi. It is known that, under different regularity condi-
tions on the underlying functional process {Xt, t ∈ Z}, the partial sum processes
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(Zn(t))t∈[0,1] converges to a H-valued Brownian motion W . More precisely, un-
der Assumption 3.1 of Section 3, we have the weak convergence result(

Zn(t)
)
t∈[0,1]

⇒
(
W (t)

)
t∈[0,1]

, (3)

as n → ∞; see Theorem 1.2 of Jirak [2013]. Other authors have proved such a
result under other short-range dependence conditions, see e.g. Chen and White
[1998]. By the continuous mapping theorem, it then follows that under the null
hypothesis

Tn ⇒ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥W (t)− tW (1)∥. (4)

Here the Brownian motion {W (t), t ∈ [0, 1]} in H is characterized by the covari-
ance operator CW : H → H of W (1), which satisfies

⟨CW (x), y⟩ =
∞∑

j=−∞
Cov(⟨X0, x⟩, ⟨Xj , y⟩)

= 2π

∞∑
r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩, (5)

for any x, y ∈ H. The complex-valued functions fr,s appearing in (5) are the
cross-spectral densities of the two score processes {ξr,t, t ∈ Z} and {ξs,t, t ∈ Z},
where ξj,t = ⟨Xt, vj⟩ and vj , j = 1, 2, . . . denote the (up to a sign chosen)
orthonormalized eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalue λj , j = 1, 2, . . ., of
the lag zero autocovariance operator C0 = E(Xt − EX0) ⊗ (Xt − EX0). We
assume that these eigenvalues are in descending order, that is, λ1 > λ2 > λ3 > ...
and that they are all distinct. Notice that for r, s ∈ N,

fr,s(ω) =
1

2π

∞∑
h=−∞

Cov(ξ0,r, ξh,s) exp(−ihω) = ⟨Fω(vr), vs⟩.

The weak convergence result (4) allows for the implementation of an asymp-
totic valid testing procedure by rejecting H0 at some chosen level α ∈ (0, 1), if
Tn ≥ C1−α. Here C1−α denotes the 1− α upper quantile of the distribution of
maxt∈[0,1] ∥W (t)− tW (1)∥. However, C1−α is difficult to obtain in practice due
to the fact that the limiting Brownian motion has a covariance structure which
depends on the unknown spectral density operator Fω of the underlying process,
i.e., on the infinite dimensional matrix of cross spectral densities

(
fr,s(ω)

)
r,s∈N.

Moreover, in finite samples, the limiting Gaussian approximation (4) may not
properly capture all aspects of the distribution of Tn. These facts motivate the
use of alternative, more specifically, bootstrap methods to deduce critical values
of the test.

3 Functional Sieve Bootstrap for Change-Point
Detection

3.1 The FSB procedure

We first elaborate on the FSB procedure applied to mimic the random behavior
of the partial sum process (Zn(t))t∈[0,1] and of the test statistic Tn under the
null hypothesis of no change.
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For any m ∈ N consider the m-dimensional vector of scores

ξs(m) = (ξs,1, ξs,2, . . . , ξs,m)⊤, t ∈ Z.

Observe that {ξt(m), t ∈ Z} obeys a so-called vector autoregressive (VAR) rep-
resentation, see Cheng and Pourahmadi [1993] and Paparoditis [2018], that is,

ξt(m) =

∞∑
j=1

Aj(m)ξt−j(m) + et(m), t ∈ Z, (6)

where {et(m) = (e1(m), e2(m), . . . , em(m))⊤, t ∈ Z} is a m-dimensional, white
noise process with mean zero and covariance matrix Σe(m). We write for short
et(m) ∼ WN(0,Σe(m)). {Aj(m), j ∈ N} is a sequence of m×m coefficient ma-
trices satisfying

∑
j∈N ∥Aj(m)||F < ∞. Truncating the well-known Karhunen-

Loeve representation we can write

Xt =
m∑
j=1

ξj,tvj + Ut,m,

where Ut,m =
∑∞

j=m+1 ξj,tvj . In the above decomposition, we consider Xt,m :=∑m
j=1 ξj,tvj as the main ”driving force” of the random element Xt and treat

the ”remainder” Ut,m as a noise term; see Paparoditis [2018]. The following
algorithm describes the FSB procedure applied for change-point detection when
the test statistic Tn is used.

Bootstrap Proposal:

Step 1: Select a non-negative integer m and denote by

ξ̂s(m) = (ξ̂s,1, ξ̂s,2, . . . , ξ̂s,m)⊤, t = 1, 2, . . . , n,

the vector of estimated scores, ξ̂j,s = ⟨Xs, v̂j⟩, where v̂j denotes the es-
timated (up to a sign) orthonormalized eigenfunction associated to the

estimated eigenvalue λ̂j , j = 1, 2, . . . ,m, of the sample lag zero autoco-

variance operator Ĉ0 = n−1
∑n

t=1(Xt − X̄)⊗ (Xt − X̄).

Step 2: Select an order p and fit to the estimated series of scores ξ̂t(m),
t = 1, 2, . . . , n, the VAR(p) model

ξ̂t(m) =

p∑
j=1

Âj(m)ξ̂t−j(m) + êt(m),

t = p + 1, p + 2, . . . , n, where Âj(m), j = 1, 2, . . . , p, are the Yule-Walker
estimators; see Brockwell and Davis (1991), Chapter 11.

Step 3: Generate pseudo random elements X∗
1 , X

∗
2 , . . . , X

∗
n, as

X∗
t = X∗

t,m + U∗
t,m,

where the two functional components X∗
t,m and U∗

t,m appearing above are
generated as follows:
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(i) X∗
t,m =

∑m
j=1 ξ

∗
j,tv̂j with ξ∗j,t the jth component of the vector ξ∗t (m) =

(ξ∗1,t, ξ
∗
2,t, . . . , ξ

∗
m,t)

⊤,

ξ∗t (m) =

p∑
j=1

Âj(m)ξ∗t−j(m) + e∗t (m),

with e∗t (m) pseudo innovations generated by i.i.d. resampling from
the empirical distribution function of the centered residuals. That is,
define ẽt(m) = êt(m)− e(m), where e(m) = (n− p)−1

∑n
t=p+1 êt(m)

and let I1, ...., In be i.i.d. uniformly on {p + 1, ..., n}. Then set
e∗t (m) = ẽIt(m).

(ii) U∗
t,m is obtained by i.i.d. resampling from the set of estimated and

centered ”functional remainders” Ût,m − Um, t = 1, 2, . . . , n, where

Ût,m = Xt − X̂t,m, X̂t,m =
∑m

j=1 ξ̂j,tv̂j and Um = n−1
∑n

t=1 Ût,m.

Step 4: Define T ∗
n,m as the bootstrap analogue of Tn, that is,

T ∗
n,m = max

1≤k<n

1√
n

∥∥ k∑
s=1

X∗
s − k

n

n∑
s=1

X∗
s

∥∥.
Step 5: Denote by C∗

1−α the upper α-percentage point of the distribution
of T ∗

n,m, that is, P ∗(T ∗
n,m ≥ C∗

1−α) = α. Reject the hypothesis H0, if

Tn ≥ C∗
1−α.

As it is common for the bootstrap, the critical value C∗
1−α given in Step 5

can be estimated by means of Monte Carlo.

3.2 Bootstrap validity under H0

To investigate the asymptotic behavior of the FSB procedure some assumptions
have to be made regarding the stochastic structure of {Xt, t ∈ Z} and the
behavior of the tuning parameters m and p. To state these assumptions we
make use of the fourth order cumulant operator of the functional process X
which is defined for any h1, h2, h3 ∈ Z, as

cum(Xh1 , Xh2 , Xh3 , X0) = E[(Xh1 ⊗Xh2)⊗ (Xh3 ⊗X0)]

− E[Xh1 ⊗Xh2 ]⊗ E[Xh3 ⊗X0]− E[Xh1 ⊗Xh3 ]⊗op E[Xh2 ⊗X0]

− E[Xh1 ⊗X0]⊗⊤ E[Xh2 ⊗X3]

In the above expression and for linear operators Lj : H → H, j = 1, 2, 3, the
following definitions are used: L1 ⊗op L2(L3) := L1L3L

∗
2 and L1 ⊗⊤

op L2(L3) :=

L1L
⊤
3 L

⊤
2 , where L∗ is the adjoint operator and L⊤ the transposed operator of

L; see Rademacher, Kreiß, and Paparoditis [2024] for more details.
We start with the following assumption which summarizes our requirements

on the properties of the underlying functional process and which uses the no-
tion of Lp–M approximability; see Berkes, Horváth, and Rice [2013]. To elab-
orate, suppose that for the functional process {Xt, t ∈ Z} the random ele-
ment Xt admits the representation Xt = f(εt, εt−1, . . .), where the εt’s are
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i.i.d. random elements in H, f is some measurable function f : H∞ → H and
E∥Xt∥p < ∞ for some p ∈ N. Then, if for {ε̃t, t ∈ Z} an independent copy of

{εt, t ∈ Z} and X
(M)
t = f(εt, εt−1, . . . , εt−M−1, ε̃t−M , ε̃t−M−1, . . .), the condi-

tion
∑∞

k=1

(
E∥Xk −X

(M)
k ∥p

)1/p
< ∞ is satisfied, the process X is called Lp–M

approximable.

Assumption 3.1.

(i) X = {Xt, t ∈ Z} is purely nondeterministic, L4-M approximable process
satisfying ∑

h∈Z
(1 + |h|)∥Ch∥N < ∞,

and ∑
h1,h2,h3∈Z

∥Cumh1,h2,h3
∥N < ∞,

where Cumh1,h2,h3
= cum(Xh1

, Xh2
, Xh3

, X0) is the fourth order cumu-
lant operator of X .

(ii) The spectral density operator Fω of the process X is of full rank, that is,
ker(Fω) = 0, for all ω ∈ [0, π].

(iii) For any m ∈ N, let G(m)
e be the marginal distribution function of et(m)

(which by part (i) of the assumption does not depend on t). For any K ∈
N, K < m, denote by G

(m)
e,K the distribution function of the first K compo-

nents of the vector et(m), that is of the vector (e1(m), e2(m), . . . , eK(m))⊤.

Then, as m → ∞, G
(m)
e,K → Ge,K , where Ge,K is continuous.

Remark 3.1.

(i) Observe that γl1,l2(h) := Cov(ξl1,0, ξl2,h) = ⟨Ch(vl1), vl2⟩ and therefore,
Assumption 3.1(i) implies that∑
h∈Z

(1+|h|)|γl1,l2(h)| =
∑
h∈Z

(1+|h|)|⟨Ch(vl1), vl2⟩| ≤
∑
h∈Z

(1+|h|)∥Ch∥N < ∞,

for all l1, l2 ∈ N.

(ii) Let cum(ξl1,h1
, ξl2,h2

, ξl3,h3
, ξl4,0) be the fourth order cumulant of the scores

processes {ξlj ,t, t ∈ Z}, l1, l2, l3, l4 ∈ N. Then, Assumption 3.1(ii) implies
that ∑

h1,h2,h3∈Z
|cum(ξl1,h1 , ξl2,h2 , ξl3,h3 , ξl4,0)| < ∞.

This follows because,∣∣cum(ξl1,t1 ,ξl2,t2 , ξl3,t3 , ξl4,t4)
∣∣

=
∣∣cum(⟨Xt1 , vl1⟩, ⟨Xt2 , vl2⟩, ⟨Xt3 , vl3⟩, ⟨Xt4 , vl4⟩)

∣∣
= |⟨cum(Xt1 , Xt2 , Xt3 , Xt4), (vl1 ⊗ vl2)⊗ (vl3 ⊗ vl4)⟩|
≤

∥∥cum(Xt1 , Xt2 , Xt3 , Xt4)
∥∥
N

∥∥(vl1 ⊗ vl2)⊗ (vl3 ⊗ vl4)
∥∥

=
∥∥cum(Xt1 , Xt2 , Xt3 , Xt4)

∥∥
N
.
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(iii) Notice that when the dimension m of the vector autoregressive represen-
tation (6) increases through adding new elements (scores) to the vector
ξt(m), the corresponding vector of white noise innovations et(m) may
entirely change. Part (iii) of Assumption 3.1 ensures that despite such
changes, the distribution function of any fixed number of the first compo-
nents of the vector of white noise innovations converges to a continuous
distribution function as m increases to infinity.

Additional to Assumption 3.1, the parameters m and p involved in the FSB
algorithm have to increase to infinity at a controlled rate, as the sample size n in-
creases to infinity. Recall thatm determines the number of principal components
used to approximate the infinite dimensional score process ξs = (ξ1,s, ξ2,s, . . .)

⊤,
while p determines the finite order of the VAR process used to approximate the
infinite order VAR representation (6). In order to capture this infinity dimen-
sional nature of both components, the parameters m and p have to increase
to infinity with the sample size n. This however, has to be done in a proper
way which has to take into account a number of issues including the dependence
characteristics of the underlying process X , the fact that the parameter matrices
Aj,p(m) of the VAR(p) process have to be estimated and that the corresponding

estimates are based on the estimated scores ξ̂j,s and not on the unobserved ran-
dom variables ξj,s, j = 1, 2 . . . ,m, s = 1, 2, . . . , n. Our requirements concerning
this part of the FSB algorithm are summarized in the following assumption;
also see Paparoditis [2018].

Assumption 3.2. The sequences m = m(n) and p = p(n) increase to infinity
as n increases to infinity such that:

(i) m3/2

p1/2
= O(1).

(ii)
p7√
nλ2

m

√∑m
j=1 α

−2
j → 0, where α1 = λ1 − λ2 and αj = min{λj−1 −

λj , λj − λj+1} for j = 2, 3, . . . ,m.

(iii) δ−1
m

∑∞
j=p+1 j∥Aj(m)∥F → 0, where δm > 0 is the lower bound of the

spectral density matrix fξ of the m-dimensional score process {ξt, t ∈ Z}.

(iv) Let Ãp,m = (Ãj,p(m), j = 1, 2, . . . , p) be the estimators of (Aj,p(m), j =

1, 2 . . . , p), obtained by the same method as Âj,p(m) but based on the time

series of true scores ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξn. Then, m4p2∥Ãp,m −Ap,m∥F = OP (1).

Consider next the bootstrap partial sum process (Z∗
n,m(t))t∈[0,1], where

Z∗
n,m(t) = n−1/2

⌊nt⌋∑
i=1

X∗
i

and for n ∈ N, the pseudo time series X∗
1 , X

∗
2 , . . . , X

∗
n, is generated as in Step

3 of the bootstrap algorithm proposed. The following weak convergence result
can then be established.
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Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, it holds true that, as n → ∞,

Z∗
n,m ⇒ W, in probability,

where W is a Brownian motion in H and the covariance operator of W (1)
coincides with the covariance operator CW given in (5).

Theorem 3.1 together with the continuous mapping theorem implies that,
under the assumptions made,

d∞
(
T ∗
n,m, Tn

)
→ 0, in probability,

as n → ∞, where d∞ denotes Kolmogorov’s distance between the distributions
of the random variables T ∗

n,m and Tn, respectively. This result establishes the
asymptotic validity of the FSB procedure for consistently estimating the distri-
bution of the test statistic Tn provided this statistic obeys the limiting behavior
described in equation (4). Together with the continuity of the distribution of
the random variable Tn, this result also implies that,

P (Tn ≥ C∗
1−α) → α,

in probability, as n → ∞. This result shows that the bootstrap based test
achieves (asymptotically) the desired level α.

3.3 Consistency under local alternatives

Let us now discuss the local power properties of the FSB based testing procedure
presented in Section 3.2. For this consider unobserved functional time series
X1, . . . , Xn and denote the observed time series by Y1, Y2, . . . Yn, where Yi has
a change of order O(1/nr) at some unknown time point k∗, that is,

Yi =

{
Xi for i ≤ k∗

Xi + n−rµ for i > k∗.
(7)

Here µ ∈ H with µ ̸= 0, r ∈ (0, 1) and k∗ = ⌊nt∗⌋ for some fixed t∗ ∈ (0, 1).
Notice that the testing problem becomes more difficult as n increases to infinity,
since the magnitude of the change shrinks to zero when the sample size increases.
As before, consider then the partial sum process (Zn,X(t))t∈[0,1], with Zn,X(t) =

n−1/2
∑⌊nt⌋

i=1 (Xi−EXi). If (Zn,X(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ W as n → ∞ and (7) with r = 1/2
is satisfied, then the following holds true for the observed functional time series
Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn,

max
k=1,...,n

1√
n

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

(Yi − Ȳ )
∥∥∥ ⇒ sup

t∈[0,1]

∥∥W (t)− tW (1) + g(t)µ
∥∥, (8)

where Y n = n−1
∑n

i=1 Yi and

g(t) =

{
t(1− t∗) for t ≤ t∗

t∗(1− t) for t > t∗.

The above result follows by the continuous mapping theorem and Corollary 2
of Sharipov et al. [2016].
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Now, let Z∗
n,Y be the bootstrap version of the partial sum defined by

Z∗
n,Y (t) =

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
i=1

Y ∗
i ,

where the bootstrap pseudo observations Y ∗
1 , Y

∗
2 , . . . , Y

∗
n are generated by apply-

ing to the observed functional time series Y1, Y2, . . . , Yn the same FSB procedure
as the one used to generate X∗

1 , X
∗
2 , . . . , X

∗
n in Section 3.1. We then have the

following result.
If (7) holds with r < 1/2, then maxk=1,...,n

1√
n
∥
∑k

i=1(Yi − Ȳ )∥ converges

to the same limit as under the null hypothesis. Furthermore, for r > 1/2,

maxk=1,...,n
1√
n
∥
∑k

i=1(Yi − Ȳ )∥ → ∞.

Theorem 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 and the validity of Model
(7) with r > 1/4, we have that(

Z∗
n,Y (t)

)
t∈[0,1]

⇒ W

and

T ∗
n,m := max

k=1,...,n

1√
n

∥∥∥ k∑
i=1

(Y ∗
i − Ȳ ∗)

∥∥∥ ⇒ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥W (t)− tW (1)
∥∥, (9)

in probability.

By comparing (9) with (8) and (3) one sees that the FSB procedure manages
to consistently estimate the distribution of the test statistic Tn under validity
of the null hypothesis even under the sequence of local alternatives (7) . This
immediately implies consistency of the change-point test Tn based on the boot-
strap critical values C∗

1−α for the same class of local alternatives. This is the
content of the following corollary.

Corollary 3.1. Under the Assumption of Theorem 3.1 and for a functional time
series (Yn)n∈N satisfying (7) with r ∈ ( 14 ,

1
2 ) , it holds true that, in probability,

lim
n→∞

P (Tn ≥ C∗
1−α) = 1.

4 Numerical Results

In this section we compare the size and the power of the CUSUM-test with
critical values obtained using different methods: The sequential FSB procedure
introduced in this paper, the sequential non-overlapping block bootstrap con-
sidered in Sharipov et al. [2016] and a testing procedure based on estimation of
parameters involved in the limit distribution which has been proposed by Aue
et al. [2018].

For all three methods, tuning parameters have to be chosen. For the FSB,
we choose the number of principal components m and the order p of the VAR-
model as outlined in Paparoditis and Shang [2023]. For the block bootstrap, we
choose the block length by adapting a method by Rice and Shang [2017], see
also Wegner and Wendler [2021]. This method is also applied for the procedure
as proposed by Aue et al. [2018], who also kindly provided their R-codes.
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Different stochastic models are used to create the functional observations.
In particular, a functional first order (FAR) model with Brownian bridge inno-
vations as in Sharipov et al. [2016], a FAR(1) process with squared Brownian
bridges as innovations, and a functional moving average (FMA) process of order
1 as in Aue and Klepsch [2017] have been used. In all scenarios, the results are
based on sample sizes n = 100 and n = 200, 2000 simulation runs and 1000
bootstrap samples.

First, we generate FAR(1) processes by

Xn+1(t) = C

∫ 1

0

stXn(s)ds+ ϵn+1(t),

where (ϵn)n∈N is a independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) series of Brownian
bridges. The strength of the dependence is regulated by the parameter C which
we choose either as 0.245 or as 0.490. For this model, the FSB procedure keeps
the size best, see Tables 1 and 2, while the block bootstrap and the asymptotic
method lead to oversized tests.

Next, we study the behaviour for non-Gaussian FAR(1)-processes generated
by

Xn+1(t) = C

∫ 1

0

stXn(s)ds+ ϵ2n+1(t) + η2(t),

where (ϵn)n∈N and (ηn)n∈N are independent i.i.d. sequences of Brownian bridges
and C = 0.490. For this time series, again the FSB method holds the size, while
the rejection frequency especially for the asymptotic method is to high.

Finally, we simulate a FMA process of order 1 which is constructed like in
Aue and Klepsch [2017]: First, for every simulation run a 21×21 matrix A with
independent, centered Gaussian entries and Var[Aij ] = (ij)−1 is generated and
standardized to have spectral norm 1. Then the vector-valued process

Zn = ϵn +Aϵn−1

is simulated for an i.i.d. sequence (ϵn)n∈N of centered Gaussian random vectors
with Var(ϵn,i) = i−1. We then created a FMA(1) process (Xn)n∈N by using the
entries of Zn as Fourier coefficients of Xn. In this case, both bootstrap methods
are oversized for n = 100, while the asymptotic method is not. For n = 200,
the empirical size of all three methods is close to the nominal size. In summary,
we see that the FSB has a better behavior under the null-hypothesis in most
situations.

To simulate the behavior under the alternative, we generate n = 200 obser-
vations by

Yn(t) =

{
Xn(t) for n ≤ 100

Xn(t) + C for n ≥ 101
,

where C is chosen as 0.15 for the FAR-processes and as 0.3 for the FMA process.
We adjusted the critical values such that the size under the null-hypothesis
would be exactly the nominal level, so that we get the size-corrected power
under the alternative. While the difference in the power of the three methods is
not very pronounced, the other two methods lead to slightly higher power, see
Figures 1, 2 and 3.
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Table 1: Empirical rejection frequencies under the null hypothesis for theoretical
sizes α = 10%, 5%, 1%, sample size n = 100 and different models. FSB refers to
the functional sieve bootstrap, NBB to the non-ovelapping block bootstrap and
Asymptotic to the method based on estimation of the asymptotic distribution.

α = 10% α = 5% α = 1%

FAR(1) with Brownian bridges C = 0.245
FSB 0.088 0.041 0.005
NBB 0.113 0.058 0.008
Asymptotic 0.112 0.045 0.005

FAR(1) with Brownian bridges C = 0.490
FSB 0.092 0.039 0.006
NBB 0.132 0.062 0.015
Asymptotic 0.131 0.055 0.009

FAR(1) with squared Brownian bridges
FSB 0.089 0.039 0.003
NBB 0.114 0.055 0.008
Asymptotic 0.130 0.064 0.006

FMA(1)
FSB 0.117 0.055 0.004
NBB 0.111 0.048 0.010
Asymptotic 0.082 0.042 0.010

Table 2: Empirical rejection frequencies under the hypothesis for theoretical size
α = 10%, 5%, 1%, sample size n = 200 and the different models considered.
FSB refers to the functional sieve bootstrap, NBB to the non-ovelapping block
bootstrap and Asymptotic to the method based on estimation of the asymptotic
distribution.

α = 10% α = 5% α = 1%

FAR(1) with Brownian bridges C = 0.245
FSB 0.107 0.051 0.009
NBB 0.121 0.063 0.008
Asymptotic 0.113 0.062 0.010

FAR(1) with Brownian bridges C = 0.490
FSB 0.094 0.039 0.007
NBB 0.122 0.058 0.012
Asymptotic 0.122 0.058 0.011

FAR(1) with squared Brownian bridges
FSB 0.096 0.048 0.009
NBB 0.120 0.056 0.010
Asymptotic 0.123 0.061 0.010

FMA(1)
FSB 0.095 0.041 0.006
NBB 0.098 0.047 0.012
Asymptotic 0.093 0.046 0.012
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Figure 1: Size-corrected empirical power for a FAR(1)-process with C = 0.49
and Gaussian innovations, jump of size 0.15 after 100 of the n = 200 observa-
tions.

size corrected power, AR1 process

size

em
pi

ric
al

 p
ow

er

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

●

●

●

●

●

sieve bootstrap
block bootstrap
Asymptotic

Figure 2: Size-corrected empirical power for a FAR(1)-process with C = 0.49
and innovations having χ2-distributed marginals, jump of size 0.15 after 100 of
the n = 200 observations.
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Figure 3: Size-corrected empirical power for a FMA(1)-process with Gaussian
innovations, jump of size 0.3 after 100 of the n = 200 observations..
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5 Proofs

We recall the following notation which will be used in the sequel:

• v̂1, ..., v̂m are the estimated eigenfunctions corresponding to the estimated
eigenvalues λ̂1 > λ̂2 > ... > λ̂m of the sample covariance operator

• ξ̂t(m) = (ξ̂j,t, j = 1, ...,m)⊤, where ξ̂j,t = ⟨Xt, v̂j⟩, is the m-dimensional
vector of estimated scores.

• X̂t,m =
∑m

j=1 ξ̂j,tv̂j and Ût,m = Xt − X̂t,m, t = 1, ..., n.

• U∗
t,m is drawn with replacement from the set

{(Ût,m − 1
n

∑n
s=1 Ûs,m), t = 1, ..., n}

• Âj,p(m), j = 1, ..., p are estimates of AR-matrices from p-th order VAR-

process fitted to the vector time series ξ̂t, t = 1, 2 . . . , n.

• residuals ϵ̂t,p(m) = ξ̂t(m)−
∑p

j=1 Âj,p(m)ξ̂t−j(m), t = p+ 1, p+ 2, ..., n

• ξ∗t = (ξ∗j,t)j=1,...,m, t = 1, 2, . . . , n, is a m-dimensional, FSB generated

pseudo time series, where ξ∗t =
∑p

j=1 Âj,p(m)ξ∗t−j + e∗t , t = 1, ..., n. e∗t
is drawn iid from the centered residuals: e∗t = (êIt,p − 1

n−p

∑n
s=p+1 ês,p).

I1, ...., In are the same independent and uniformly on {p + 1, ..., n} dis-
tributed random variables as used for the construction of e⋆t .

• X∗
t =

∑m
j=1 ξ

∗
j,tv̂j + U∗

t,m, t = 1, 2, . . . , n is the FSB generated functional
time series.

For simplicity and if it is clear from the context, we avoid in the following
the notation y(m) for a m-dimensional vector and simply write y.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1: We will make use of the following two theorems due
to Serfling [1970], which we give here for easy of reference.

Theorem 5.1 (Theorem A of Serfling [1970]). Let (Xi)i∈N be a series of random
variables, ν ≥ 2. Suppose it exists a function g(Fa,n) (depending on the joint
distribution function Fa,n of Xa+1, ..., Xa+n) satisfying

g(Fa,k) + g(Fa+k,l) ≤ g(Fa,k+l) ∀a ≥ a0, 1 ≤ k ≤ k + l (10)

such that E[∥Sa,n∥ν ] ≤ g
1
2ν(Fa,n), then

E(Mν
a,n) ≤ log2(2n)

νg
1
2ν(Fa,n)

where Sa,n =
∑a+n

i=a+1 Xi and Ma,n = max
1≤k≤n

∥Sa,k∥.

Theorem 5.2 (Theorem B of Serfling [1970]). Let ν > 2 and use the same
notation as in Theorem 5.1. Suppose that E|Sa,n|ν ≤ gν/2(n), for all a ≥ a0 and
all n ≥ 1, where g(n) is nondecreasing, 2g(n) ≤ g(2n), and g(n)/g(n + 1) → 1
as n → ∞. Then there exists a finite constant K (which may depend on ν, g
and the joint distributions of the X ′

ts) such that

E(Mν
a,n) ≤ Kgν/2(n).

Note that these results were formulated for real-valued random variables by
Serfling [1970], but the proofs carry over to normed spaces without any changes.

Define the following fictitious processes:

• {ξ̃s, s ∈ Z} is a m-dimensional process which obeys a vector autoregressive
representation as ξs, i.e.,

ξ̃s =

∞∑
j=1

Aj(m)ξ̃s−j + εs (11)

where the set of m×m coefficient matrices {Aj(m), j ∈ N} is the same as
in (6) but the innovations εs are i.i.d. sequence with mean zero, variance
Σe(m) and distribution functionGe. That is, in contrast to the innovations
et in (6), the innovations εt in (11) are i.i.d., which implies that {ξ̃s, s ∈ Z}
is a linear, m-dimensional VAR(∞) process.

• {ξ+s , s ∈ Z} is a m-dimensional process, where ξ+t is generated as

ξ+t =

p∑
j=1

Ãj,p(m)ξ+t−j + ϵ+t .

Here Ãp,m = (A1,p(m), ..., Ap,p(m)) is as Âp,m but with regard to the true
series ξt, t = 1, 2, . . . , n and ϵ+t is obtained by resampling from centered
residuals: ϵ+t = ϵ̃It − ¯̃ϵn with ϵ̃t = (ξt −

∑p
j=1 Ãj,p(m)ξt−j and ¯̃ϵ = (n −

p)−1
∑n

t=p+1 ϵ̃t. I1, ...., In are the same independent and uniformly on
{p+ 1, ..., n} distributed random variables as used for the construction of
e⋆t .
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• {ξ◦s , s ∈ Z} is a RN dimensional process which satisfies the following condi-
tion: For each m ∈ N, it holds true that the m-dimensional vector process
{ξ◦t (m), t ∈ Z}, where ξ◦t (m) consists of the first m components of the
infinite dimensional vector ξ◦t , coincides with the m-dimensional process
{ξ̃t, t ∈ Z} given in (11).

Define next,

(i) Z+
n,m(t) = 1√

n

∑⌊nt⌋
s=1

∑m
l=1 ξ

+
l,svl, with ξ+s = (ξ+1,s, · · · , ξ+m,s)

T ∈ Rm,

(ii) Z̃n,m(t) = 1√
n

∑⌊nt⌋
s=1

∑m
l=1 ξ̃l,svl, with ξ̃s = (ξ̃1,s, · · · , ξ̃m,s)

T ∈ Rm,

(iii) Z◦
n(t) =

1√
n

∑⌊nt⌋
s=1

∑∞
l=1 ξ

◦
l,svl, with ξ◦s = (ξ◦1,s, ξ

◦
2,s, · · · )T ∈ RN.

Using

Z∗
n,m(t) = Z◦

n(t) + (Z̃n,m(t)− Z◦
n(t)) + (Z+

n,m(t)− Z̃n,m(t))

+(Z∗
n,m(t)− Z+

n,m(t)),

the assertion of the theorem follows from the following lemmas.

Lemma 5.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 it holds true, as n → ∞,
that

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z∗
n,m(t)− Z+

n,m(t)∥ P→ 0.

Lemma 5.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 it holds true, it is possible
(after enlarging the probability space if needed) to define copies Z+

c,n,m of Z+
n,m

and Z̃c,n,m of Z̃n,m, such that

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z+
n,m(t)− Z̃n,m(t)∥ P→ 0

as n → ∞.

Lemma 5.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 it holds true, as n → ∞,
that

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z̃n,m(t)− Z◦
n(t)∥

P→ 0.

Lemma 5.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 it holds true as n → ∞,
that

(Z◦
n(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ W,

where W is the Brownian motion given in Theorem 3.1.
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Proof of Lemma 5.1: Using the definition of Z∗
n,m and Z+

n,m, we write

Z∗
n,m(t)− Z+

n,m(t) =
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(ξ∗l,sv̂l + U∗
s,m − ξ+l,svl)

=
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(ξ∗l,sv̂l − ξ+l,svl ± ξ∗l,svl) +
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

U∗
s,m

=
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl) +
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(ξ∗l,s − ξ+l,s)vl +
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

U∗
s,m

=: V ∗
n,m(t) +D∗

n,m(t) +R∗
n,m(t)

We will show convergence to zero for V ∗
n,m, D∗

n,m and R∗
n,m separately. For V ∗

n,m

and R∗
n,m, we will use Theorem 5.1 combined with the results of Paparoditis

[2018], Lemma 6.8 and Lemma 6.6.
Consider V ∗

n,m. Recall that m and p depend on n. We will sometimes write
m(n) and p(n) in the following. First, we define the function g from Theorem
5.1, using calculations as in Lemma 6.8 of Paparoditis [2018].

V ∗
n,m(1) =

1√
n

n∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl)

E[∥V ∗
n,m(1)∥2] ≤

m∑
l=1

E∥v̂l − vl∥2 ·
1

n

n∑
r=1

n∑
s=1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥F

≤ C
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

1

n

n∑
r=1

n∑
s=1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥F

where Γ∗
r−s = E[ξ∗r ξ∗

T

s ] the autocovariance matrix function of the process {ξ∗t }.
For the last inequality, we used from Paparoditis [2018], that,

m∑
l=1

E∥v̂l − vl∥2 ≤ OP (
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j ).

With the same arguments we get for any a ≥ 0, that,

E∥
a+n∑

s=a+1

m∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl)∥2 ≤ C
( 1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

) a+n∑
r=a+1

a+n∑
s=a+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥ =: g

1
2ν(Fa,n)

Next, check (10) for ν = 2:

g(Fa,k) + g(Fa+k,l)

=C
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

a+k∑
r=a+1

a+k∑
s=a+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥+ C

1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

(a+k)+l∑
r=(a+k)+1

(a+k)+l∑
s=(a+k)+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥
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= C
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

( a+k∑
r=a+1

a+k∑
s=a+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥+

(a+k)+l∑
r=(a+k)+1

(a+k)+l∑
s=(a+k)+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥

)

≤ C
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

a+k+l∑
r=a+1

a+k+l∑
s=a+1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥ = g(Fa,k+l)

By Theorem 5.1,

E[ max
1≤k≤n

∥
k∑

s=1

m(n)∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl)∥2] ≤ log2(2n)
2g(F0, n)

= log2(2n)
2C

1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j ·

n∑
r=1

n∑
s=1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥,

that is,

E[ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥V ∗
n,m(t)∥2] = E[ max

1≤k≤n
∥ 1

n1/2

k∑
s=1

m(n)∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl)∥2]

=
1

n
E[ max

1≤k≤n
∥

k∑
s=1

m(n)∑
l=1

ξ∗l,s(v̂l − vl)∥2]

≤ 1

n
log2(2n)

2C
1

n

m∑
j=1

α−2
j

n∑
r=1

n∑
s=1

∥Γ∗
r−s∥

≤ log2(2n)
2OP (

1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j ) =

1

n1/2
log2(2n)

2OP (
1

n1/2

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j ),

and this converges to zero for n → ∞, because we have by our assumptions that
1
n

∑n
r=1

∑n
s=1 ∥Γ∗

r−s∥ ≤ OP (1) and 1/
√
n
∑m(n)

j=1 α−2
j = OP (1) .

Consider R∗
n,m. We proceed similar as for V ∗

n,m in order to define g. In
particular, we have

R∗
n,m(1) =

1

n1/2

n∑
s=1

U∗
s,m, and,

E∥R∗
n,m(1)∥2 ≤ 2

n

n∑
s=1

∥Ûs,m∥2 + 2∥ ¯̂Un∥2,

by the definition of U∗
s,m in Step 3 of the bootstrap algorithm. Then,

E∥
n∑

s=1

U∗
s,m∥2 ≤ 2

n∑
s=1

∥Ûs,m∥2 + 2n∥ ¯̂Un∥2 = 2

n∑
s=1

∥Ûs,m∥2 + 2n∥ 1
n

n∑
s=1

Ûs,m∥2

≤ 2

n∑
s=1

∥Ûs,m∥2 + 2n(
1

n
∥

n∑
s=1

Ûs,m∥2) = 4

n∑
s=1

∥Ûs,m∥2

≤ 16n∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)
,
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as in Lemma 6.6 of Paparoditis [2018]. So, it holds for any a ≥ 0 and for ν = 2
that

E∥
a+n∑

s=a+1

U∗
s,m∥2 ≤ 16n∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)
.

Next, check (10). We have,

g(Fa,k) + g(Fa+k,l) =16k∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)

+ 16l∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)

=16(k + l)∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)
.

From the proof of Lemma 6.6 of Paparoditis [2018], we have that

∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)
≤ Op(

1

n1/2

m∑
j=1

α−2
j ),

so we can conclude with the help of Theorem 5.1 that

E∥ sup
t∈[0,1]

R∗
n,m(t)∥2] = E∥ max

1≤k≤n

1

n1/2

k∑
s=1

U∗
s,m∥2

=
1

n
E∥ max

1≤k≤n

k∑
s=1

U∗
s,m∥2 ≤ log2(2n)

2g(F0,n)

=
1

n
log2(2n)

216n∥Ĉ0∥HS

(
(

m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥)2 +
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2
)

≤ log2(2n)
2Op(

1

n1/2

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j ) =

1

n1/4
log2(2n)

2OP (
1

n1/4

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j ),

and this is independent of t and converges to zero for n → ∞.
Consider next D∗

n,m. To handle this term, we proceed differently. We will
show that for arbitrary t ∈ [0, 1], respectively 1 ≤ k ≤ n, it holds that,

1

n1/2

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(ξ∗l,s − ξ+l,s)vl =
1

n1/2

k∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(ξ∗l,s − ξ+l,s)vl

converges to zero in probability. To do so, we will follow the lines of the proof
of Lemma 6.7 (Paparoditis [2018]). We have,

E∥D∗
n,m(t)∥2 =

1

n

⌊nt⌋∑
r,s=1

m∑
l=1

ITl E[ξ∗r (ξ∗s − ξ+s )
T]Il +

1

n

⌊nt⌋∑
r,s=1

m∑
l=1

ITl E[ξ+r (ξ+s − ξ∗s )
T]Il

=: D(1)
n,m(⌊nt⌋) +D(2)

n,m(⌊nt⌋)
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For simpler notation, we write k = ⌊nt⌋, 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Starting with D
(1)
n,m, we

upper bound the expression:

D(1)
n,m(k) =

1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
l=1

ITl E[ξ∗r (ξ∗s − ξ+s )
T]Il

=
1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)Σ∗
ϵ (m)

(
Ψ̂l+s−r,p(m)− Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)

)T

Ij (12)

+
1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)E[ϵ∗r,p(m)
(
ϵ∗t,p(m)− ϵ+t,p(m)

)
]Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)TIj (13)

Here, Σ∗
ϵδt,s = E[ϵ∗t,pϵ∗

T

s,p] and Ψ̃j,p(m), respectively, Ψ̂j,p(m) j = 1, 2, ..., are the

coefficient matrices of the power series Â−1
p,m(z), respectively, Ã−1

p,m(z), |z| ≤ 1,

with Ψ̂0,p(m) = Ψ̃0,p(m) = Im.
We will handle terms (12) and (13) separately.

∥(12)∥F

≤ ∥Σ∗
ϵ (m)∥F

∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)∥F
1

n

k∑
r,s=1

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj
(
Ψ̂l+s−r,p(m)− Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)

)
∥F

≤ ∥Σϵ(m)∥F
∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)∥F
∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)− Ψ̃l,p(m)∥F ≤ OP (1)

since Lemma 6.1 and 6.5 of Paparoditis [2018] hold uniformly in m (and p).

∥(13)∥F = ∥ 1
n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)E[ϵ∗r,p(m)
(
ϵ∗t,p(m)− ϵ+t,p(m)

)
]Ψ̃T

l+s−r,p(m)∥F

≤
√
E∥ϵ∗r,p(m)∥2E∥ϵ∗t,p(m)− ϵ+t,p(m)∥2 ·

∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψ̂l,p(m)∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤OP (1)

·
∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψ̃l,p(m)∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤OP (1)

uniformly inm (and p). We will now show that E[∥ϵ∗r,p(m)−ϵ+r,p(m)∥2] converges
to zero in probability.

E[∥ϵ∗r,p(m)− ϵ+r,p(m)∥2]

≤ 2

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥ϵ̂r,p(m)− ϵ̃r,p(m)∥2 + 4
(
∥¯̂ϵn(m)∥2 + ∥¯̃ϵn(m)∥2

)
≤ 4

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥ξ̂r(m)− ξr(m)∥2 (14)

+
4

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥
p∑

j=1

Âj,p(m)ξ̂r−j(m)− Ãj,p(m)ξr−j(m)∥2 (15)

+ 4
(
∥¯̂ϵn(m)∥2 + ∥¯̃ϵn(m)∥2

)
(16)
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For (14), note that

1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥ξ̂r(m)− ξr(m)∥2 ≤ 1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥Xr∥2
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j − vj∥2

= OP (
1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j )

n→∞→ 0

Next,

(15) ≤ 2

p∑
j=1

∥Âj,p(m)∥2 1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥ξ̂r−j(m)− ξr−j(m)∥

+ 2

p∑
j=1

∥Âj,p(m)− Ãj,p(m)∥2 1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

∥ξr−j(m)∥2

≤ OP (1) · OP (
1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j )

+OP

(
(p(n)λ−1

m(n)

√
m(n) + p(n)2)2

√√√√ 1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j

)
· OP (

m(n)

n− p(n)
)

≤ OP (
1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j ) +OP

(
λ−2
m(n)

1

n
m(n)p(n)

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j

)
n→∞→ 0

by Lemma 6.1 and 6.3 (Paparoditis [2018]). And finally, for the last part

∥¯̂ϵn(m)∥2 ≤ 2∥ 1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

ξ̂r∥2 + 2∥
p∑

j=1

Âj,p(m)
1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

ξ̂r−j∥2

= OP

( m(n)

n− p(n)
+

1

n

m(n)∑
j=1

α−2
j

) n→∞→ 0

as in the proof of Lemma 6.5 (Paparoditis [2018]). That ∥¯̃ϵn(m)∥2, convergence
to zero can be shown similarly. Thus, we get that (16) → 0 as n → ∞.
Combining the results for (14), (15) and (16), we achieve that ∥(2)∥ → 0 inde-

pendently of k and thus it follows that D
(1)
n,m(k) → 0 in probability for arbitrary

1 ≤ k ≤ n. The convergence of D
(2)
n,m(k) can be shown in a similar way, which

then proves the desired convergence of D∗
n,m.

Proof of Lemma 5.2: RecallZ+
n,m is based on ξ+s and Z̃n,m on ξ̃s, where

ξ+s =

∞∑
j=0

Ψ̃j,p(m)ϵ+s−j and ξ̃s =

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)εs−j ,

with m × m coefficient matrices Ψ̃j,p and Ψj in the power series expansion of

Ã−1
p,m(z) = (Im −

∑p
j=1 Ãj,p(m)zj)−1 and A−1

m (z) = (Im −
∑∞

j=1 Aj,p(m)zj)−1,
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|z| ≤ 1, respectively, and Ψ̃0,p = Ψ0 = Im. We write

ξ+s − ξ̃s =

∞∑
j=0

(
Ψ̃j,p(m)−Ψj(m)

)
ϵ+s−j +

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ϵ+s−j − ε̃s−j

)
+

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ε̃s−j − εs−j

)
(17)

where ε̃r = eIr is a pseudo random variable generated by i.i.d. resampling
from the centered set of n − p random variables ep+1, ep+2, . . . , en, where es =
ξs −

∑∞
j=1 Aj(m)ξs−j , also see (6). Using (17) and k = ⌊nt⌋, we get

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

(
ξ+l,s − ξ̃l,s

)
vl =

1√
n

k∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

Il

∞∑
j=0

(
Ψ̃j,p(m)−Ψj(m)

)
ϵ+s−jvl

+
1√
n

k∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

Il

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ϵ+s−j − ε̃s−j

)
vl

+
1√
n

k∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

Il

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ε̃s−j − εs−j

)
vl

= D̃(1)
n,m(k) + D̃(2)

n,m(k) + D̃(3)
n,m(k), (18)

with an obvious notation for D̃
(i)
n,m(k), i = 1, 2, 3. Then

E∥D(1)
n,m(k)∥2 =

1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψ̃l(m)Σ+
ϵ,p(m)

(
Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)−Ψl+s−r,p(m)

)T
Ij

(19)

− 1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψl(m)Σ+
ϵ,p(m)

(
Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)−Ψl+s−r,p(m)

)T
Ij

(20)

For (19) we have by setting Ψj+s = Ψ̃j+s = 0 for j + s < 0, that

∥(19)∥F ≤ ∥Σ+
ϵ (m)∥F

∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

IjΨ̃l(m)∥F

× 1

n

k∑
r,s=1

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj
(
Ψ̃l+s−r,p(m)−Ψl+s−r(m)

)
∥F

≤ ∥Σ+
ϵ (m)∥F

∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

I⊤j Ψ̃l(m)∥F
k−1∑

s=−k+1

k − |s|
n

∥
m∑
l=1

I⊤l (Ψ̃j+s(m)−Ψj+s(m))∥F

≤ 2∥Σ+
ϵ (m)∥F

∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

IjΨ̃l(m)∥F
∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj
(
Ψ̃l(m)−Ψl(m)

)
∥F = OP (1)oP (1),

by Lemma 6.1 and 6.5 of (Paparoditis [2018]). By the same arguments it follows
that (20) is oP (1), too.
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For D
(2)
n,m(k) we have

E∥D(2)
n,m(k)∥2

=
1

n

k∑
r,s=1

m∑
j=1

∞∑
l=0

ITj Ψl(m)E
(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)⊤
Ψl+s−r(m)TIj (21)

Observe that

E
(
ϵ+r,p(m)−ε̃r

)(
ϵ+r,p(m)−ε̃r

)⊤
= Σ+

ϵ (m)−2E[ϵ+r,p(m)ε̃⊤r ]+
1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

(et−ē)(et−ē)⊤.

Now

E[ϵ+r,p(m)ε̃⊤r ] =
1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

(ϵ̃t − ¯̃ϵ)(et − ē)⊤,

and ∥¯̃ϵ∥ P→ 0, ∥ē∥ P→ 0, as in the proof of Lemma 5.1, while,

1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

ϵ̃te
⊤
t =

1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

ete
⊤
t +

1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

p∑
j=1

(Ãj,p(m)−Aj(m))ξt−je
⊤
t

+
1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∞∑
j=p+1

Aj(m))ξt−je
⊤
t

= E1,n + E2,n + E3,n,

with an obvious notation for Ei,n, i = 1, 2, 3. Observe that ∥E1,n−Σe(m)∥F
P→

0, while

∥E2,n∥ ≤ 1

n− p

n∑
r=p+1

√√√√ p∑
j=1

∥Ãj,p(m)−Aj,p(m)∥2F

√√√√ p∑
j=1

∥ξr−je⊤t ∥2

≤ OP (m
−3p−3/2) = o(1),

∥E3,n∥ ≤ O(mp−1
∞∑

j=p+1

j∥Aj(m)∥F = o(1),

as in the proof of Lemma 6.4 in Paparoditis [2018]. Hence

∥E
(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)⊤∥F = oP (1),

from which we conclude using

∥(21)∥F ≤ ∥E
(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)(
ϵ+r,p(m)− ε̃r

)⊤∥F( ∞∑
l=0

∥
m∑
j=1

ITj Ψl(m)∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤O(1)

)2

,

by Lemma 6.1 and 6.5 of Paparoditis [2018], that D
(2)
n,m(k) = oP (1).

23



Consider nextD
(3)
n,m(k). We will show that there are copies (uj)j∈Z of (εj)j∈Z

and (wj)j∈Z of (ε̃)j∈Z , such that

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥ 1√
n

[nt]∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

I⊤l

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ws−j − us−j

)
vl

∥∥∥ P−→ 0. (22)

From this, the statement of the Lemma will follow.
For the construction of the copies (uj)j∈Z and (wj)j∈Z, we use Mallows

metric d2. Recall the definition of this metric according to which, for two random
vectors X and Y with E∥X∥2 < ∞ and E∥Y ∥2 < ∞, d2(X,Y ) := inf

{
E∥X −

Y ∥2
}1/2

, where the infimum is taken over all pairs of random vectors (W,U)
with finite second moments, such that L(W ) = L(X) and L(U) = L(Y ). Here
and for a random vector X, L(X) denotes the law of X. We refer to Bickel and
Freedman (1981), Section 8, for more details on the d2 metric and its properties.
We also write for simplicity d2(X,Y ) = d2(FX , FY ), where FX and FY denote
the distribution functions of X and Y , respectively. Now, on a sufficiently
rich probability space, let (wt, ut), t ∈ Z, be i.i.d. random vectors satisfying

wt ∼ Ĝ
(m)
e and ut ∼ G

(m)
e and such that d2(w1, u1) =

√
E∥w1 − u1∥2 holds

true. Here Ĝ
(m)
e denotes the empirical distribution function of the centered n−p

random variables ep+1, ep+2, . . . , en. Observe that d2(w1, u1) = d2(Ĝ
(m)
e , G

(m)
e ).

We first establish that

d2(Ĝ
(m)
e , G(m)

e ) → 0, in probability. (23)

For this we introduce some additional notation in order to make clear the de-
pendence of the random variables considered on m. In particular, we write
u(m) = (u1(m), u2(m), . . . , um(m))⊤ for the m-dimensional vector having dis-

tribution function G
(m)
e and w(m) = (w1(m), w2(m), . . . , wm(m))⊤ for the m-

dimensional vector having distribution function Ĝ
(m)
e Notice that for any m ∈ N

it holds true that

0 ≤
m∑
j+1

E(ej,t(m))2 ≤
m∑
j=1

E(ξ2j,t) =
m∑
j=1

λj ≤
∞∑
j=1

λj = C < ∞.

This implies that for any ϵ > 0,Mϵ ∈ N exists, such that
∑m

j=Mϵ+1 E(ej,t(m))2 <
ϵ for all m > Mϵ. Recall that m → ∞ as n → ∞ and let n be large enough such
that m > Mϵ. We then have, keeping in mind that the infimum is taken overall
pairs of random vectors (w(m), u(m)) such that u(m) and w(m) have marginal

distributions G
(m)
e and Ĝ

(m)
e , respectively, that

d2(Ĝ
(m)
e , G(m)

e ) = inf
{
E∥w(m)− u(m)∥2

}1/2

= inf
{ Mϵ∑

j=1

E(wj(m)− uj(m))2 +

m∑
j=Mϵ+1

E(wj(m)− uj(m))2)
}1/2

≤ inf
{ Mϵ∑

j=1

E(wj(m)− uj(m))2
}1/2

+ {2
m∑

j=Mϵ+1

E(wj(m))2}1/2

+ {2
m∑

j=Mϵ+1

E(uj(m))2}1/2, (24)
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where the infimum in the first term of (24) is taken overall pairs (w(Mϵ), u(Mϵ))

of Mϵ-dimensional random vectors such that w(Mϵ) ∼ Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

and u(Mϵ) ∼
G

(m)
e,Mϵ

. Notice that the last term of (24) is smaller than 2ϵ while the term
before the last one takes with a probability approaching one as n → ∞, a
value which does not exceed 2ϵ. To see this, observe that E(wj(m))2 = (n −
p)−1

∑n
t=p+1 I

⊤
j (et(m) − e)(et(m) − e)⊤Ij = E(uj(m))2 + OP ((n − p)−1), that

is,

m∑
j=Mϵ+1

E(wj(m))2 =

m∑
j=Mϵ+1

E(ej(m))2 +OP (m/(n− p)−1) ≤ ϵ+ oP (1).

The first term of (24) equals d2(Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

, G
(m)
e,Mϵ

), which can be bounded by

d2(Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

, G
(m)
e,Mϵ

) ≤ d2(Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

, Ge,Mϵ
) + d2(G

(m)
e,Mϵ

, Ge,Mϵ
).

By Assumption 3.1(iii), G
(m)
e,Mϵ

−Ge,Mϵ → 0 as n → ∞ . Furthermore, Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

−
Ge,Mϵ → 0, in probability. This holds true since∣∣E(Ĝ(m)

e,Mϵ
(x))−Ge,Mϵ(x)

∣∣ = ∣∣G(m)
e,Mϵ

(x+ e)−Ge,Mϵ(x)
∣∣

≤
∣∣G(m)

e,Mϵ
(x+ e)−Ge,Mϵ

(x+ e)
∣∣+ ∣∣Ge,Mϵ

(x+ e)−Ge,Mϵ
(x)

∣∣
≤ sup

x

∣∣G(m)
e,Mϵ

(x)−Ge,Mϵ
(x)

∣∣+ ∣∣Ge,Mϵ
(x+ e)−Ge,Mϵ

(x)
∣∣ → 0,

by the assumed continuity of Ge,Mϵ and the fact that ∥e∥ → 0, in probability.

Also, Var(Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

(x))) ≤ 1/(4n) → 0, which shows that Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

− Ge,Mϵ → 0, in
probability. For the second moments of w(Mϵ) and u(Mϵ) we have

Ew(Mϵ)w(Mϵ)
⊤ = EMϵ

( 1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

(et(m)− ē)(et − (m)ē)⊤
)
E⊤

Mϵ

and
Eu(Mϵ)u(Mϵ)

⊤ = EMϵ
Σe(m)E⊤

Mϵ
,

where EMϵ
is the Mϵ ×m matrix EMϵ

=
(
IMϵ

, 0Mϵ×m

)
with IMϵ

the Mϵ ×Mϵ

unit matrix and 0Mϵ×m a Mϵ ×m matrix of zeros. Then,

∥Ew(Mϵ)w(Mϵ)
⊤ − Eu(Mϵ)u(Mϵ)

⊤∥F

≤ C
∥∥ 1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

(et − ē)(et − ē)⊤ − Σe(m)
∥∥
F

P→ 0.

Therefore by Lemma 8.3 of Bickel and Freedman (1981), we conclude that

d2(Ĝ
(m)
e,Mϵ

, G
(m)
e,Mϵ

)) → 0, in probability,

that means we can define copies (uj)j∈Z of (εj)j∈Z and (wj)j∈Z of (ε̃j)j∈Z with
E[∥u1 − w1∥2] → 0.

Consider next (22). For every u ∈ [0, 1], we consider the sequence

m∑
l=1

I⊤l

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)(ws−j − us−j)vl(u), s = 1, ..., n

25



of real-valued random variables and will apply Theorem 1 of Wu [2007]. For
this, we consider the filtration (Fn)n∈N with Fn = σ((uk, wk)k≤n) (the sigma
algebra generated by (uk, wk)k≤n). Now

θn,2 =
∥∥∥E[ m∑

l=1

I⊤l

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)(wn−j − un−j)vl(u)
∣∣F0

]
− E

[ m∑
l=1

I⊤l

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)(wn−j − un−j)vl(u)
∣∣F−1

]∥∥∥
2

=
∥∥∥ m∑

l=1

I⊤l Ψn(m)(w0 − u0)vl(u)
∥∥∥
2
≤

m∑
l=1

∥∥I⊤l Ψn(m)
∥∥
F

√
E∥w0 − u0∥2

and consequently
∑∞

n=0 θn,2 ≤ C
√
E∥w0 − u0∥2]. With Theorem 1 of Wu

[2007], we have

E
[

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥ 1√
n

[nt]∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

Il

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ws−j − us−j

)
vl

∥∥∥2]

≤
∫ 1

0

E
[

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥ 1√
n

[nt]∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

Il

∞∑
j=0

Ψj(m)
(
ws−j − us−j

)
vl(u)

∥∥∥2]du
≤ CE∥w0 − u0∥2 → 0

This completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 5.3: We write

Z◦
n(t)− Z̃n,m(t) =

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

∞∑
l=1

ξ◦l,svl −
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

m∑
l=1

ξ̃l,svl =
1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl

Note that Var(ξ◦l,s) = λl → 0 as l → ∞, where λl is the l-th largest eigenvalue
of C0 = E[Xt ⊗Xt] . Using Markov’s inequality we have

P( sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z◦
n(t)− Z̃n,m(t)∥ > ε) ≤ 1

ϵ4
E
(

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥ 1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl∥
)4

=
1

ϵ4
E
(
max

1≤k≤n
∥ 1√

n

k∑
s=1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl∥
)4

=
1

ϵ4
E
(
max

1≤k≤n
∥ 1√

n

k∑
s=1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl∥4
)

We apply Theorem 5.2. Using the notation γl(h) = Cov(ξ◦l,0, ξ
◦
l,h) and γl1,l2(h) =

Cov(ξ◦l1,0, ξ
◦
l2,h

), we have that

1

n2
E∥

a+n∑
s=a+1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl∥4 =
1

n2

a+n∑
s1,...,s4=a+1

∞∑
l1,...,l4=m+1

⟨vl1 , vl2⟩⟨vl3 , vl4⟩

× E
(
ξ◦l1,s1ξ

◦
l2,s2ξ

◦
l3,s3ξ

◦
l4,s4

)
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≤ 1

n2

a+n∑
s1,...,s4=a+1

∞∑
l1,l2=m+1

{
|γl1(s2 − s1)||γl2(s4 − s3)|

+ |γl1,l2(s3 − s1)||γl1,l2(s4 − s2)|
+ |γl1,l2(s4 − s1)||γl1,l2(s3 − s2)|

+ |cum(ξ◦l1,s1 , ξ
◦
l1,s2 , ξ

◦
l2,s3 , ξ

◦
l2,s4)|

}
= S1,n + S2,n + S3,n + S4,n,

with an obvious notation for Si,n, i = 1, . . . , 4. Using

a+n∑
s1,s2=a+1

|γl1,l2(s1 − s2)| =
n−1∑

h=−n+1

(n− |h|)|γl1,l2(h)|,

we get that n−2E∥
∑a+n

s=a+1

∑∞
l=m+1 ξ

◦
l,svl∥4 is for any a ∈ N bounded by

g2(n) :=
( ∞∑

l=m+1

n−1∑
h=−n+1

(1− |h|/n)|γl(h)|
)2

+ 2

∞∑
l1,l2=m+1

( n−1∑
h=−n+1

(1− |h|/n)|γl1,l2(h)|
)2

+
1

n2

∞∑
l1,l2=m+1

a+n∑
s4=a+1

a+n−s4∑
s1,s2,s3=a+1−s4

|cuml1,l1,l2,l2(s1, s2, s3)|, (25)

where cuml1,l1,l2,l2(s1, s2, s3) = cum(ξ◦l1,0, ξ
◦
l1,s1

, ξ◦l2,s3 , ξ
◦
l2,s4

). Notice that for
any m ∈ N, by

g2(n) ≤
( ∞∑

l=m+1

∑
h∈Z

|γl(h)|
)2

+ 2

∞∑
l1,l2=m+1

(∑
h∈Z

|γl1,l2(h)|
)2

+ Cn−1, (26)

where C =
∑∞

l1,l2=m+1

∑
s1,s2,s3∈Z |cuml1,l1,l2,l2(s1, s2, s3)| < ∞ and, therefore,

g(n) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 5.2. By the same theorem we then have
for a constant K > 0, that

E
(
max

1≤k≤n
∥n−1/2

k∑
s=1

∞∑
l=m+1

ξ◦l,svl∥4
)
≤ Kg2(n) → 0,

as n → ∞ because limn→∞
∑∞

l=m+1

∑
h∈Z |γl(h)| = 0 and

limn→∞
∑∞

l1,l2=m+1

(∑
h∈Z |γl1,l2(h)|

)2

= 0.

Proof of Lemma 5.4: Recall the definition of Z◦
n:

Z◦
n(t) =

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

∞∑
l=1

ξ◦l,svl =

∞∑
l=1

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

ξ◦l,svl

and define

Z◦
n,m(t) :=

m∑
l=1

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

ξ◦l,svl
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By Theorem 3.2 of Billingsley [1968] (Z◦
n(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ W holds true if we show

that

I) (Z◦
n,L(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ WL as n → ∞ for any L ∈ N fixed. Here, WL is a

Brownian Motion in H with covariance operator Cω,L, s.t.

⟨Cω,Lx, y⟩ = 2π

L∑
r=1

L∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩

II) WL ⇒ W as L → ∞

III)
lim

L→∞
lim sup
n→∞

P( sup
t∈[0,1]

|Z◦
n,L(t)− Z◦

n(t)| > ε) = 0 ∀ε > 0.

I): Recall that the first L components of {ξ◦s} equal the L-dimensional process

{ξ̃s(L)}. Use ξ̃s for ξ̃s(L) in the following. Rewrite Z◦
n,L in the following way:

Z◦
n,L(t) =

L∑
l=1

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

ξ◦l,svl =

L∑
l=1

I
T

l

1√
n

⌊nt⌋∑
s=1

ξ̃s︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Ln(t)

vl =

L∑
l=1

I
T

l Ln(t)vl

with Il, ξ̃s, Ln(t) ∈ RL. Recall that

ξ̃s =

∞∑
j=1

Ψj(L)εs−j + εs =

∞∑
j=1

Aj(L)ξ̃s−j + εs

We show that

(Ln(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ BL (27)

where BL is a Brownian Motion in RL with covariance matrix ΓL, ΓL =
2π(fr,s(0))r,s=1,...,L. For this, we use Theorem A.1 of Aue et al. [2018]. Ac-
cording to this theorem, (27) holds true if∑

r≥1

(
E[∥ξ̃s − ξ̃(r)s ∥2]

)1/2
< ∞

where ξ̃
(r)
s =

∑r
j=1 Ψj(L)εs−j + εs, is a truncated version of ξ̃s. We have

(
E∥ξ̃s − ξ̃(r)s ∥2

)1/2
=

(
E∥

∞∑
j=1

Ψj(L)εs−j −
r∑

j=1

Ψj(L)εs−j∥2
)1/2

=
(
E∥

∞∑
j=r+1

Ψj(L)εs−j∥2
)1/2

≤
∞∑

j=r+1

(
E[∥Ψj(L)εs−j∥2

)1/2
=

∞∑
j=r+1

∥Ψj(L)∥F
(
E∥εs−j∥2

)1/2
= ∥Σε(L)∥F

∞∑
j=r+1

∥Ψj(L)∥F ,
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where Σε(L) = E[εsε
T

s ]. Thus∑
r≥1

(
E∥ξ̃s − ξ̃(r)s ∥2

)1/2 ≤ ∥Σε(L)∥F
∑
r≥1

∞∑
j=r+1

∥Ψj(L)∥F

≤ ∥Σε(L)∥F
∞∑
j=1

j∥Ψj(L)∥F < ∞

by Lemma 6.1 of Paparoditis [2018]. Thus we get (Ln(t))t∈[0,1] ⇒ BL and

(

L∑
l=1

I
T

l Ln(t)vl) ⇒ WL

with a Brownian motion WL that has the covariance operator ⟨WL(x), y⟩ =

2π
∑L

r=1

∑L
s=1 fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩.

II): We have that

∥
L∑

r=1

L∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩ −
∞∑
r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩∥HS

≤ ∥
L∑

r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩ −
∞∑
r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩∥HS

+ ∥
∞∑
r=1

L∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩ −
∞∑
r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩∥HS

+ ∥
∞∑

r=m+1

∞∑
s=L+1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩ −
∞∑
r=1

∞∑
s=1

fr,s(0)⟨vr, x⟩⟨vs, y⟩∥HS
L→∞→ 0;

see the last step in the proof of Prop. 3.2 (Paparoditis [2018]).
III): By Markov’s inequality it suffices to show that

lim
L→∞

lim sup
n→∞

E[
(

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z◦
n,L(t)− Z◦

n(t)∥
)4
] = 0.

For this we argue as in the proof of Lemma 5.3 and get the bound

E[
(

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥Z◦
n,L(t)− Z◦

n(t)∥
)4
] ≤ E

(
max

1≤k≤n
∥ 1√

n

k∑
s=1

∞∑
l=L+1

ξ◦l,svl∥4
)
≤ Kg2L(n),

where, similarly to (25), the function g2L(n) is given here by,

g2(n) :=
( ∞∑

l=L+1

n−1∑
h=−n+1

(1− |h|/n)|γl(h)|
)2

+ 2

∞∑
l1,l2=L+1

( n−1∑
h=−n+1

(1− |h|/n)|γl1,l2(h)|
)2

+
1

n2

∞∑
l1,l2=L+1

a+n∑
s4=a+1

a+n−s4∑
s1,s2,s3=a+1−s4

|cuml1,l1,l2,l2(s1, s2, s3)|,
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Since

lim
n→∞

g2L(n) =
( ∞∑

l=L+1

∑
h∈Z

|γl(h)|
)2

+ 2

∞∑
l1,l2=L+1

(∑
h∈Z

|γl1,l2(h)|
)2

,

and the limit on the right hand side above goes to zero as L → ∞, the proof of
Lemma 5.4 is complete.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 : Before we start with the proof, let’s introduce some
notation: As only Y1, ..., Yn are observed (not X1, ..., Xn), estimates have to be
based on this observations. To make this clear, we write

• Ĉ0,Y for the sample covariance operator based on Y1, ..., Yn

• v̂j,Y and λ̂j,Y for its eigenvectors and eigenvalues

• ξ̂t,Y for score vectors with ξ̂j,t,Y = ⟨Yt, v̂j,Y ⟩

• Âj,m,Y estimated autoregressive matrices based on Y1, ..., Yn

and so on. However, as the distribution of Yi, i = 1, .., n is changing with n, we
still use the original notation for true quantities related to the distribution of
X1, ..., Xn:

• C0: covariance operator of X1

• vj and λj : eigenvectors and eigenvalues of C0

• ξt,Y : score vectors with ξj,t,Y = ⟨Yt, vj⟩

• ξt: score vectors with ξj,t = ⟨Xt, vj⟩

• Aj,m autoregressive matrices for process (ξt)t∈N

Lemma 5.5. Under the assumtions of Theorem 3.2 , we have

E
∥∥∥Ĉ0,Y − Ĉ0,X

∥∥∥2
HS

= O
(
n−min{4r,1+2r})

Proof. A short calculation gives Yi − Ȳ = Xi − X̄ + ci,n with ci,n = −n−k∗

n1+r for

i ≤ k∗ and ci,n = − k∗

n1+r for i > k∗. So we can conclude that

Ĉ0,Y − Ĉ0,X =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Yi − Ȳ )⊗ (Yi − Ȳ )− 1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄)⊗ (Xi − X̄)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄)⊗ ci,nµ+
1

n

n∑
i=1

ci,nµ⊗ (Xi − X̄) +
1

n

n∑
i=1

ci,nµ⊗ ci,nµ

The last summand is deterministic and of order O(n−2r), as |ci,n| ≤ n−r. For
the first summand, we have

1

n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄)⊗ ci,nµ =
n− k∗

n2+r

( k∗∑
i=1

Xi

)
⊗ µ+

k∗

n2+r

( n∑
i=k∗+1

Xi

)
⊗ µ
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so

E
∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄)⊗ ci,nµ
∥∥∥2
HS

≤ C

n2+2r
E
∥∥∥ k∗∑

i=1

Xi

∥∥∥2 + C

n2+2r
E
∥∥∥ n∑

i=k∗+1

Xi

∥∥∥2 = O(n1+2c)

as E[∥
∑n

i=1 Xi∥2] = O(n). The second summand can be treated in the same
way.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 The statement of the theorem can be proved along the
lines of Theorem 3.1. We have to check that Lemmas 6.3, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8 of
Paparoditis [2018] which are used in the proof still hold.

The proof of Lemma 6.3 of Paparoditis [2018] is based Hörmann and Kokoszka
[2010]. First note that Theorem 3.1 of Hörmann and Kokoszka [2010] still holds,
because by this Theorem applied to X1, X2, ... and by our Lemma 5.5, we have

E
∥∥Ĉ0,Y − C0

∥∥2 ≤ 2E
∥∥Ĉ0,Y − Ĉ0,X

∥∥2 + 2E
∥∥Ĉ0,X − C0

∥∥2 = O
( 1

n

)
.

Using Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, Lemma 6.3 of Paparoditis [2018] follows for the
estimators Âj,m,Y the same way as before.

For Lemma 6.5 of Paparoditis [2018], only parts (iii) and (iv) have to be
generalized. Part (iii) does still hold because Lemma 6.3 does still hold. For part

(iv), we have to bound 1
n−p

∑n
t=p+1 ∥ξ̂t,Y −ξt∥ and 1

n−p

∑n
t=p+1 ∥ξ̂t−p,Y −ξt−p∥.

We will only treat the first sum in detail

1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥ξ̂t−p,Y − ξt−p∥2 =
1

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt, v̂j,Y ⟩ − ⟨Xt, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2

≤ 2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt, v̂j,Y ⟩ − ⟨Yt, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2

+
2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt, vj⟩ − ⟨Xt, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2

=
2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt, v̂j,Y − vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2 + 2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt −Xt, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2.

For the first summand, we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and obtain

2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt, v̂j,Y − vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2 ≤ 2

n− p

∑
t=p−1

∥Yt∥
m∑
j=1

∥v̂j,Y − vj∥2.

As in the proof of Lemma 6.3 of Paparoditis [2018], we have
∑m

j=1 ∥v̂j,Y −vj∥2 =

OP (n
−1

∑m
j=1 α

−2
j ). For the second summand, we use that Yi −Xi = n−rµ for
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i > k∗ and Yi −Xi = 0 otherwise, so

2

n− p

n∑
t=p+1

∥(⟨Yt −Xt, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2

=
2

n2r(n− p)

n∑
t=k∗+1

∥(⟨µ, vj⟩)j=1,..,m∥2 = O(n−2r).

Thus 1
n−p

∑n
t=p+1 ∥ξ̂t−p,Y − ξt−p∥2 = OP (max{n−2r, n−1

∑m
j=1 α

−2
j )}. By As-

sumption 3.2 it holds p
n

∑m
j=1 α

−2
j → 0 and p

n2r → 0 and the rest of the proof of
statement 4 of Lemma 6.5 (Paparoditis [2018]) works in exactly the same way
as before.

Lemma 6.6 of Paparoditis [2018] also holds, one has to use Lemma 5.5 in the
proof to bound ∥Ĉ0,y − C0∥. Lemma 6.7 of Paparoditis [2018] is still true for
D∗

n,m based on Y1, ..., Yn, because we still can use Lemma 6.5. Lemma 6.8 of Pa-

paroditis [2018] is also valid, because
∑m

j=1 ∥v̂j,Y − vj∥2 = OP (n
−1

∑m
j=1 α

−2
j ).

This completes the proof.
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