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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 Y7, ..., Y, with ¥; : [0, 1] — R, has a change
in mean, one can use a functional version of the CUSUM-test statistic, that is
the statistic

: (1)

1< ko
T = Al v-n oy
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where || - || denotes the L? norm. In the case of functional data, such a test
statistic as well as variants thereof, have been studied by [Horvath, Kokoszka,|
land Rice| [2014], |Sharipov, Tewes, and Wendler| [2016], |Aue et al.| [2018].

The CUSUM test statistic is a nonlinear functional of the partial sum
process (Z,(t)):e[o,1), where the latter is given by

Lnt]
Zn(t) =n~Y? Z Y;, forte[0,1].
i=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 7;,, one
needs a bootstrap version of the partial sum process (Zy(t)):c[o,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
[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 T;, under the null hypothesis of no change and
to deduce critical values. Recall that the FSB builds upon the Karhunen-Loeve
representation of Y; 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{*, Y5, ..., Y*. 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,|
land 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 Z,(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 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




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 := (X,)nez taking values
in the Hilbert space H of square integrable functions from [0, 1] to R equipped
with the inner product (f,g) = fol f®)gt)dt, f,g € H and the norm ||f| =
VA, ). We denote by EX,, € H the expectation and for h € Z by C;, =
E(X, —EXy) ® (Xn+n —EXp) the lag h autocovariance operator of the process
X, where the tensor operator is defined as z ® y = (z,-)y for z,y € H. For
a nuclear (trace class) operator L, |L||; denotes the nuclear norm and ||L|| gs
the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, if L is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator. Assume that
> hez IChlln < oo, which implies that A possesses the spectral density operator

1 )
Fu= Py ZChe_m“’, w € (—m, ],
heZ

which is continuous in w and bounded; see [Panaretos and Tavakoli| [2013] and
Hoérmann, Kidzinski and Hallin (2013).
We assume that the observations Y7, ..., Y, at hand are obtained as

)X for i < k*
o X;+p fori>k*

for some (unknown) k* € {1,...,n—1} and for some constant y € R. Our interest
is focused on the problem of testing the null-hypotheses of mean stationarity,
that is,

110: 12 =0

against the alternative of a single change-point,
IIli ﬂi# 0.

Under the null-hypothesis, we have Y; = X;, so the fully functional CUSUM-test
statistic can be rewritten as

k n
1 k
= s, gl 22 2

(2)

= Imax
1<k<n

Zu(k/m) ~ £ 2,1

1 k k n
1Sk \/HHZX_; n; ’

with Z,(t) = n~1/? EZLZJ X;. It is known that, under different regularity condi-
tions on the underlying functional process { Xy, t € Z}, the partial sum processes



(Zn(t))tejo,1) converges to a H-valued Brownian motion W. More precisely, un-
der Assumption of Section 3, we have the weak convergence result

(Z"(t))te[o,l] = (W<t))te[0,1]’ (3)

as n — oo; 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

T, = sup |[W(t) - tW(1)]. (4)

te[0,1]

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

(Cw(z),y) = > Cov((Xo,z),(X;,1))

j=—o0

= 27TZZfr,s(O)<vT7x><v57y>7 (5)

r=1s=1

for any x,y € H. The complex-valued functions f, s appearing in are the
cross-spectral densities of the two score processes {&,,¢t € Z} and {&s 4.t € Z},
where §;; = (X;,v;) and vj, j = 1,2,... denote the (up to a sign chosen)
orthonormalized eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalue A;, 7 =1,2,..., of
the lag zero autocovariance operator Cy = E(X; — EXp) ® (Xy — EXy). We
assume that these eigenvalues are in descending order, that is, A\;y > Ay > A3 > ...
and that they are all distinct. Notice that for r,s € N,

1

T or

frs(w) Z Cov(€o.rs&n,s) exp(—ihw) = (Fu,(vy), vs).

h=—o00

The weak convergence result allows for the implementation of an asymp-
totic valid testing procedure by rejecting Hy at some chosen level « € (0, 1), if
T, > C1_,. Here C;_, denotes the 1 — a upper quantile of the distribution of
maxyeo,1] [|W(t) —tW(1)||. However, C;_, 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 JF,, of the underlying process,
i.e., on the infinite dimensional matrix of cross spectral densities ( frys(w))r’s oN*
Moreover, in finite samples, the limiting Gaussian approximation may not
properly capture all aspects of the distribution of 7},. 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 (Z,(t)):e[0,1] and of the test statistic 7}, under the
null hypothesis of no change.



For any m € N consider the m-dimensional vector of scores

§s(m) = (Es1,6a2, -, &sm) |, LEZ.

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

&i(m) =Y Aj(m)&—j(m) + er(m), tEZ, (6)
j=1
where {e;(m) = (e1(m), ea(m), ..., em(m))",t € Z} is a m-dimensional, white

noise process with mean zero and covariance matrix ¥.(m). We write for short
er(m) ~ WN(0,X.(m)). {4;(m),j € N} is a sequence of m x m coefficient ma-
trices satisfying >y [|4;(m)|[r < co. Truncating the well-known Karhunen-
Loeve representation we can write

m
X = Zﬁj,tvj + Ut m,
=1

where Uy, = Z;’;mﬂ &;,tv;. In the above decomposition, we consider X ,, :=
Z;nzl &;tv; as the main "driving force” of the random element X; and treat
the "remainder” Uy ,, as a noise term; see Paparoditis| [2018]. The following
algorithm describes the FSB procedure applied for change-point detection when
the test statistic 7}, is used.

Bootstrap Proposal:

Step 1: Select a non-negative integer m and denote by
fs(m) = (58,1758,27 e 7§s,m)—r7 t= ]-7 27 ey,

the vector of estimated scores, f}s = (Xs,7;), where U; denotes the es-
timated (up to a sign) orthonormalized eigenfunction associated to the

estimated eigenvalue /A\j, j=1,2,...,m, of the sample lag zero autoco-
variance operator Co =n~t Y (X; — X) ® (X; — X).

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

§lm) = 3 Aj(m)& 5 (m) +E(m),

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

Step 3: Generate pseudo random elements X7, X5,..., X}, as
Xi=Xim + Ui

where the two functional components Xy, and U/, appearing above are
generated as follows:



(i) X = Z;ﬂ:l &7 405 with £, the jth component of the vector & (m) =
(5?{,157 g;,b s ag’:n,t)Tv

P
&(m) = A(m)&;_;(m) + €5 (m),
j=1

with ej(m) pseudo innovations generated by i.i.d. resampling from
the empirical distribution function of the centered residuals. That is,
define €,(m) = &;(m) —e(m), where €(m) = (n —p)~! D iepi1 €t(m)
and let Iy,...., I, be iid. uniformly on {p + 1,...,n}. Then set
e;(m) = eg,(m).

(ii) Uy, is obtained by i.i.d. resampling from the set of estimated and

centered ”functional remainders” Uy, — Uy, t = 1,2,...,n, where
-~ _ - . _ m = o~ 77 -1 n o ir
Ut,m =X; — Xt,ma Xt,m = Zj:l gj,tvj and U, =n Zt:l Ut,m-

Step 4: Define T}, ,, as the bootstrap analogue of T;,, that is,

1, < k&

n,m 1Ignkafn \/EHSX:; s n; s

Step 5: Denote by Cj_,, the upper a-percentage point of the distribution
of T)y .., that is, P*(T}; ., > CY_,) = a. Reject the hypothesis Ho, if

n,m?

T, >Cr_,..

As it is common for the bootstrap, the critical value Cj_,, given in Step 5
can be estimated by means of Monte Carlo.

3.2 Bootstrap validity under H,

To investigate the asymptotic behavior of the FSB procedure some assumptions
have to be made regarding the stochastic structure of {X;, ¢ € 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 hq, ho, hg € Z, as

cum(Xn, , Xny, Xnyy Xo) = E[(Xp, @ Xp,) @ (Xn, @ Xo)]
— E[Xp, @ Xp,] ® E[Xp, ® Xo] — E[Xp, ® Xny] ®op E[Xn, @ X0
— E[Xn, ® Xo] ®" E[Xp, ® X;]

In the above expression and for linear operators L; : H — H, j = 1,2,3, the
following definitions are used: L1 ®,p Lo(L3) := L1LsL3 and Ly ®;|’p Lo(L3) =
Lng—L;7 where L* is the adjoint operator and LT the transposed operator of
L; see Rademacher, Kreif, 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, Horvath, and Rice| [2013]. To elab-
orate, suppose that for the functional process {X;,t € Z} the random ele-
ment X; admits the representation X; = f(e¢,&4-1,...), where the &¢’s are



ii.d. random elements in H, f is some measurable function f : H>*® — H and
E||X.||” < oo for some p € N. Then, if for {&;,t € Z} an independent copy of
{et,t € Z} and Xt(M) = f(et,Et—1y- - Et—M—1,Et—M,Et—M—1,---), the condi-
tion -7 (E|| Xk — XIEM)HP)UP < o0 is satisfied, the process X is called LP—M
approximable.

Assumption 3.1.
(i) X ={Xy,t € Z} is purely nondeterministic, L*-M approzimable process
satisfying

D (L4 [RDIChlln < o0,
hez

and

Z chmhlah27h3||N < 00,
hi,ho,h3€Z

where Cump, hy ny = cum(Xn,, Xn,, Xny, Xo) is the fourth order cumu-
lant operator of X.

(#i) The spectral density operator F,, of the process X is of full rank, that is,
ker(Fy) =0, for all w € [0,7].

(iii) For any m € N, let G be the marginal distribution function of e;(m)
(which by part (i) of the assumption does not depend on t). For any K €
N, K < m, denote by GS}L{) the distribution function of the first K compo-
nents of the vector e;(m), that is of the vector (e1(m), ea(m), ..., ex(m))".

Then, as m — oo, G’g}z{) — Ge, i, where Ge i 15 continuous.

Remark 3.1.

(i) Observe that vy, 1,(h) := Cov(&, 0,&1,.n) = (Ch(vi,),vi,) and therefore,
Assumption [3.1|(i) implies that

> AR [ ()] =Y A+HBDC(vr,), ) (AR Chlly < o0,

hEZ h€EZ h€EZ

for allly,ls € N.

(11) Let cum(&ly hy» Elahas Els.hss Els,0) be the fourth order cumulant of the scores
processes {&;¢,t € L}, l1,12,13,14 € N. Then, Assumption (m) implies
that

Z ‘Cum(fll,hla§l2,h2a€l3,h3a€l4,0)| < o0.

hi,h2,h3€Z

This follows because,

|Cum(€ll,t1)flz,tg?flg,t37€l4,t4)|

= |cum(<Xt1,vll>, ( Xty Vin), (Xts, Vig), <Xt4,vl4>)|

= [{cum(Xs,, Xty Xtg, Xty)s (i, @ vp,) @ (Vi3 @ v1,))]

< ||Cum(Xt1,Xt2,Xt3,Xt4)HN||(’Ull ®v,) @ (v, ® vl4)H
)

= chm(th,th,Xtm X, HN



(i) Notice that when the dimension m of the vector autoregressive represen-
tation (@) increases through adding new elements (scores) to the vector
& (m), the corresponding vector of white noise innovations ei(m) may
entirely change. Part (iii) of Assumption ensures that despite such
changes, the distribution function of any fized 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 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 that m determines the number of principal components
used to approximate the infinite dimensional score process &s = (€15, &2 s, - - )T,
while p determines the finite order of the VAR process used to approximate the
infinite order VAR representation @ 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
A, »(m) of the VAR(p) process have to be estimated and that the corresponding
estimates are based on the estimated scores EA]S and not on the unobserved ran-
dom variables §; 5, 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:

o2
(Z) p1/2 :0(1)'

7
(i) ﬁ\/zgﬁ:l 04]»_2 — 0, where a1 = A\ — A2 and o; = min{\;_; —
)\j,)\jTAj+1} forj:2,3,...,m,

(iii) 6.t Z;iijHAj(m)HF — 0, where 6, > 0 is the lower bound of the
spectral density matriz fe of the m-dimensional score process {&,t € Z}.

(iv) Let Ap,rn = (flj,p(m),j =1,2,...,p) be the estimators of (A;,(m),j =
1,2...,p), obtained by the same method as /Alj’p(m) but based on the time
series of true scores £1,&a,...,&,. Then, m*p?||Ap.m — Ap.mllr = Op(1).

Consider next the bootstrap partial sum process (Z,, ,,(t))¢c[o,1), Where

Lnt]
Zim(®) =Y X;
i=1

and for n € N, the pseudo time series X7, X5,..., X, is generated as in Step

3 of the bootstrap algorithm proposed. The following weak convergence result
can then be established.



Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions and [3-3, it holds true that, as n — oo,
Zy m = W, in probability,

where W is a Brownian motion in H and the covariance operator of W (1)
coincides with the covariance operator Cy given in @

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

doo (Tt 1> Ty) — 0, in probability,

n,m>

as n — 00, where d, denotes Kolmogorov’s distance between the distributions
of the random variables 7}, , and T, respectively. This result establishes the
asymptotic validity of the FSB procedure for consistently estimating the distri-
bution of the test statistic T}, provided this statistic obeys the limiting behavior
described in equation . Together with the continuity of the distribution of

the random variable T;,, this result also implies that,
P(T, >Ci_,) — «,

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

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
Xi,..., X, and denote the observed time series by Y7, Y5,...Y,,, where Y; has
a change of order O(1/n") at some unknown time point k*, that is,

Xi+n""p  fore>k*.

Here p € H with u # 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 (Z,,, x (t)):e[0,1], With Z,, x (t) =
n 2 (X B X)) T (Znx (8)ieoa) = W as n — oo and (7)) with r = 1/2
is satisfied, then the following holds true for the observed functional time series
5/17 }/2’ MR Yn7

k
1 _
x| > (¥ V)| = s W0 - W +g@ull. - (®)

where Y, =n~! 3" |V, and

t(1—1t*) fort <¢*
g(t) =19 . .
(1 —t) for t > t*.

The above result follows by the continuous mapping theorem and Corollary 2
of |Sharipov et al.|[2016].



Now, let Z} y be the bootstrap version of the partial sum defined by

Lnt)

nY \FZ

where the bootstrap pseudo observations Y7*, Yy, ..., Y, are generated by apply-
ing to the observed functional time series Y7, Y3, ..., Y, the same FSB procedure
as the one used to generate X{, X3,..., X/ in Section 3.1. We then have the
following result. B

If (7) holds with » < 1/2, then maxj—1, . » ﬁ” Zle(Yi —Y)| converges
to the same limit as under the null hypothesis. Furthermore, for r > 1/2,
maxi=1,...n 75 | Loy (i = V)l = oo

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

(Z:’aY(t))te[OJ] = W

and

9)

T;;m: a ,anZ

in probability.

[W(t) —tw(1)],

tel0,1]

By comparing @[) with and one sees that the FSB procedure manages
to consistently estimate the distribution of the test statistic T, under validity
of the null hypothesis even under the sequence of local alternatives @ . This
immediately implies consistency of the change-point test T}, based on the boot-
strap critical values Cj_, 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 (Y )nen satisfying (7] . ) with r € (4, 2) , it holds true that, in probability,

lim P(T, >Cy_,)=1.

n—oo

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.

10



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

1
Xpia(t) = C / SEX0(5)ds + ensa (1),
0

where (€, )nen 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|l| 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

1
Xo(t) = C / StXo(s)ds + .1 () + 12 (1),
0

where (€, )nen and (0, )nen 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 21x21 matrix A with
independent, centered Gaussian entries and Var[A4;;] = (ij)~! is generated and
standardized to have spectral norm 1. Then the vector-valued process

Zn = €n + Aep_y

is simulated for an i.i.d. sequence (€, )nen of centered Gaussian random vectors
with Var(e, ;) = i~'. We then created a FMA(1) process (X, )nen by using the
entries of Z,, as Fourier coefficients of X,,. 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

Ya(t) = X, (t) for n < 100
U X)) +C forn > 1017

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 and

11



Table 1: Empirical rejection frequencies under the null hypothesis for theoretical
sizes a = 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.

a=10% a=5% a=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
a = 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.

a=10% a=5% a=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.
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Figure 2: Size-corrected empirical power for a FAR(1)-process with C = 0.49
and innovations having y2-distributed marginals, jump of size 0.15 after 100 of
the n = 200 observations.

empirical power

size corrected power, AR1 with Chi2 innovations

Q
—

02 04 06 08

0.0

—_ MQ
) é.___‘_..— =¥
.=
I X~
e
—O—— sieve bootstrap
1 — —o— — block bootstrap
+=- %=+  Asymptotic
T T T T ]
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
size

13



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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Proofs

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

01, ..., O are the estimated eigenfunctions corresponding to the estimated
eigenvalues A\; > Ay > ... > A, of the sample covariance operator

&(m) = (éj’hj =1,..,m)", where éj,t = (X, 0;), is the m-dimensional
vector of estimated scores.

R o . .
Xem =2 521 &e0j and Upm = Xy — Xymy t=1,.0m.

t'm 18 drawn with replacement from the set
{(Ut,m - %Z?Zl Us,m)at = 1, ,’/l}

flj_,p(m)7 j =1,...,p are estimates of AR-matrices from p-th order VAR-

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

residuals &, (m) = & (m) — ?:1 Ajp(m)é_j(m), t=p+1,p+2,...n
& = (& )i=1,...m» t = 1,2,...,n, is a m-dimensional, FSB generated
pseudo time series, where & = ?:1 Ajp(m)&_; +ef, t =1,..,n. €
is drawn iid from the centered residuals: ef = (&1, p — 725 Y-, 41 €sp)-
I, ..., I, are the same independent and uniformly on {p + 1,...,n} dis-
tributed random variables as used for the construction of e;.

X = Z;n=1 &40+ Ul 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 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 (X;)ien be a series of random
variables, v > 2. Suppose it exists a function g(F,.,) (depending on the joint
distribution function F, ., of Xq41,...; Xa+n) satzsfymg

9(Far) + 9(Fagrg) < g(Fapyt) Ya>ag, 1<k<k+1 (10)

such that B[||Sanll”] < 92% (Fa.n), then

E(MY,,) < logy(2n)” 92" (Fa,n)

where Sqn = E?i;bﬂ Xi and Mgy = ax | Sakll-

Theorem 5.2 (Theorem B of [Serfling [1970]). Let v > 2 and use the same
notation as in Theorem. Suppose that E|S, ,|Y < g"/2(n), for alla > ay and
all n > 1, where g(n) is nondecreasing, 2g(n) < g(2n), and g(n)/g(n +1) — 1
as m — oo. Then there exists a finite constant K (which may depend on v, g
and the joint distributions of the X,s) such that

E(M,,) < Kg*/*(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:

o {&,s € Z} is a m-dimensional process which obeys a vector autoregressive
representation as &, i.e.,

ZA 63 _7"’59 (11)

where the set of m x m coefficient matrices {A;(m), j € N} is the same as
in @ but the innovations ¢, are i.i.d. sequence with mean zero, variance
¥ (m) and distribution function G.. That is, in contrast to the innovations
e+ in ([6)), the innovations €; in are i.i.d., which implies that {&,, s € Z}
is a linear, m-dimensional VAR(co) process.

e {¢(F,s € Z} is a m-dimensional process, where & is generated as

P
Z ft]—i—et.

Here A, ,, = (A1 ,(m), ..., Am,(m)) is as A, ,, but with regard to the true

series &, t = 1,2,...,n and et is obtained by resampling from centered
residuals: € = &, — &, with & = (& — Z LA p(m)€&_j and € = (n —
p) ' i1 €& Ty, Iy are the same independent and uniformly on
{p+1,...,n} distributed random variables as used for the construction of
e;.

15



e {£°,5 € Z} is a RY dimensional process which satisfies the following condi-
tion: For each m € N, it holds true that the m-dimensional vector process
{&(m),t € Z}, where & (m) consists of the first m components of the
infinite dimensional vector &7, coincides with the m-dimensional process
{&,t € Z} given in .

Define next,

(1) Z;zr,'m(t) = ﬁ ZiitlJ Z;nzl gl-t_svlv with gs = (gisa o 75;%3)’1‘ S Rm7

(11) Zn,m(t) = ﬁ Zé[;itlJ Z;Zl gl,svlv with gs = (él,s» T 7gm,s)T S Rmv

(i) Zg(t) = <= S S0, & o, with €2 = (€5, €5, )T € RY.

Using

Zy () = Z(t) + (Znn(t) = Z5 (1)) + (Z,] (1)

)

nm(t))

the assertion of the theorem follows from the following lemmas.

Lemma 5.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem it holds true, as n — oo,
that .

sup || Z;; (1) = Z,F . (0)]| = 0.

te[0,1] ’ ’
Lemma 5.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem it holds true, it is possible
(after enlarging the probability space if needed) to define copies Z;fn’m of Z;{m
and Zc,n,m of Zn,m, such that

P

sup (| Z;5 1, (8) = Znm(8)]| = 0
t€(0,1]

as n — oQ.

Lemma 5.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem it holds true, as n — oo,
that R P

sup || Zn,m(t) — Z;(t)|| = 0.

te[0,1]

Lemma 5.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem it holds true as n — oo,
that

(Zn(1)teo,) = W,

where W is the Brownian motion given in Theorem [3.]

16



Proof of Lemma Using the definition of Z; , and Z , we write

[nt] m

Z;kL, () Z+ 7722 gls@l+U:,m7£l_‘:svl)

[nt] m [nt]

\FZZ&M &£ & o) + ZU

s=1 =1

[nt] m [nt] m [nt]
f2251s ZZﬁls flsvﬂ'fz

s=1[=1 slll

= Vim () + Dy (8) + By, (1)

We will show convergence to zero for V. ,,, D}, , and R}, ,,, separately. For V¥
and R}, ., we will use Theorem comblned with the results of |Paparoditis
[2018], Lemma 6.8 and Lemma 6.6.

Consider V7 .. 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| [201§].

nm \/*ZZSZS

s=1[=1

. m R 1 n o n i
E[[Vy (D)%) < Z]Ellvz — |- - DT e

r=1s=1
1 & 1
e S P
j=1 r=1s=1
where I, = E[£7¢:" | the autocovariance matrix function of the process {£}.

For the last inequality, we used from [Paparoditis| [2018], that,

m

> Elltr—ul® < Op( ( Z

=1 j=1

—_

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

at+n m m at+n a+n
* (A 1 - * iy
Bl Y Mg —ulP<O(230a7?) D D Il = g8 (Fu)
s=a+1 =1 j=1 r=a+1 s=a+1
Next, check (10]) for v = 2:

9(Far) + 9(Fatr)

1 a+k a+k 1 (a+k)+l  (a+k)+l
*Z AP DN N L eE) DLV DENED'D ||F?f—s||
n n

j=1 r=a+1 s=a+1 j=1 r=(a+k)+1 s=(a+k)+

17



at+k a+k (a+k)+1 (a+k)+1

1 & )
- ﬁz N DN T SR D | v
=t r=atls=atl r=(a+k)+1 s=(a+k)+1
1 a+k+l a+k+1
SC%Z Z Z IT5_oll = 9(Fakt1)
Jj=1 r=a+1 s=a+1
By Theorem [5.1]]
k m(n)
<
1I<nkaé{n I z_; 12; gl s ] 10%2(2”) g(Fo,n)

L AAD DA

that is,
k m(n)
E[ sup ||V,),.(t) gsvl_vl
[tE[O,l} Vim®IF] = 1<k< 1/2 ; ; ! 1]
k m(n)
= 1@%“2 lzlas o — )l
LT D DS
r=1s=1
< log,(2n)%0p( g Z 10g2(2n) Op(— —~7 Z aj—z)7
J=1 =

and this converges to zero for n — oo, because we have by our assumptions that

LS ST < Op(1) and 1/ X a7 = Op(1) -

Consider Rj, ,,,. We proceed similar as for V7 in order to define g. In
particular, we have

Ry m(1) = 1/2 Z s,m d,
B[R (DI* < Z 1T, 1? + 21|,
s=1

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

s=1 sl

n
E|l Z s, m||2 < 22 HUS mH2 + 2n||U 12 = 22 ||U5 mH2 + 27"”7 ZUa m|?
s=1
< 22 1Tsml® + 2n(;II Z Usmll?) = 42 1051
s=1 s=1 s=1
< 16nCollars (X 19; = vsl)* + X oy = v;12),
j=1 j=1

18



as in Lemma 6.6 of [Paparoditis| [2018]. So, it holds for any a > 0 and for v = 2
that

a+n m m
El Y Ul <1600 Collas (3 15— vil)* + 3 113 — vj12).
s=a+1 j=1 j=1

Next, check . We have,

m m

9(Fa) + 9(Fasr) =16k(|Coll s ((Z 19 — v 1)* + > llo; — UjHQ)

j=1 j=1
. m m
+ 160 Collars (O 18 = vl + 3 l1oy = vil1?)
2 2
=16(k + 1) Coll s (( Dt = i)+ 3 ).

j=1 =1

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

m . m A 1 m 7
1Collus ( (s = el + 3 1oy —yl?) <0 7 2 07”)
j=1 j=1 j=1

so we can conclude with the help of Theorem [5.1] that

. 2
E||t§[g>1]Rn,m(t)H} E[| max nmz U

k

= 2< ?
E\|1r<nl?é( U: m|| < logy(2n)7g(Fo.n)

1 R m A m .
—— 1og2<2n>216n||co||ﬂs(<z o = vl + D 1oy = vsll?)
2

m(n)

(n)
_ 1 _
<log,(2n)*O 1/2 E ; %) 10g2(2n) Op( A E o 2)

and this is independent of ¢ and converges to zero for n — co.
Consider next Dy, ,,,. To handle this term, we proceed differently. We will
show that for arbitrary ¢ € [0, 1], respectively 1 < k < n, it holds that,

[nt] m k. m
G = S (G - G
s=1 [=1 s=1 =1

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

[nt] m [nt] m
* 1 *
B0, (07 =~ S SOWEIE(E — )+ - > Y TEEHE - €)'
r,s=11=1 r,s=11=1

= D), ([nt]) + D2, (nt))
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For simpler notation, we write k = |nt], 1 < k < n. Starting with D&zn, we
upper bound the expression:

S TR - &)

11l=1

M=

D(l)

n,m

T8

~ ~ - T
I] Wy p(m) 37 (m) (‘IlerS*T,P(m) - \I'lJrsfnp(m)) I (12)

3|\|>—‘

iM?

iMs ai-
[]e EM8

T
M- |
NE

>~ > 1 (Bl (m) (65, (m) = ey (m)) Wi s ()L (13)

ﬁ
T
Il
-
<
Il
~
Il
<

Here, X760, = Ele}
coefﬁcAlent matrl(ies of the power series A;}n (z), respectively, A;}n(z), |z] <1,
with W ,(m) = Yo p(m) = L.

We will handle terms and separately.

12
< [IEE(m ||FZHZIT‘I’14: HF* Z HZI (Vs p(m) = Wi p(m)) | 1

rsl

< [[Be(m)llr Z | Zl}r‘i’z,p(m)IIFZ I Zlf@z,p(m) — Uy p(m)|r < Op(1)
=0 j=1 1=0 j=1

€1 pCa p] and W ,(m), respectively, ¥, ,(m) j = 1,2, ..., are the

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

k m oo
|||F = 0 S T (Bl ) (6 (m) — ey ()| m)

r,s=1 j=1 [=0

<\/E||6rp m)|IPE| €}, (m) — ,p(m)||2-;Ilzll}r‘i’z,p(m)ll-;Ilzll}r\i’z,p(m)ll
0 = v

<Op(1) <Op(1)

uniformly in m (and p). We will now show that E[[|} ,(m)—¢f (m)]|] converges
to zero in probability.

E[Ile* (m) — & p(m)]%]

érp(m) = Erp(m)||* + 4(|[En(m)|I” + [[én(m)|1?)
r p+1
Z I1€-(m) — &(m)||? (14)
n p7 =p+1

LS IS Ayl (m) — A g2 (15)

r=p+1 j=1

+4([lén(m)[* + [lén(m)lI?) (16)
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For , note that
— & (m)]? < Z 112 ZHU] —v]f?

r=p+1 r=p+1
o _2\ n—00
= Op(n Zl Oé] ) 0
‘7:

Next,

<2ZHAJP ||2 Z Hfr j —&r— J( )”
r=p+1
Z €~ (m)|I?

+ 2Z 14;.p(m) = Ajp (m) || —
j=1 gl

n

e (m >\|2<2||— S P2y A S b

7’ p+1 j=1 r=p+1
m(n) 1 o) 2\ n—00
=O0p(—— =+ — a;?) "= 0
n—p(n) n =

as in the proof of Lemma 6.5 (Paparoditis| [2018]). That ||€,(m)]||?, convergence
to zero can be shown similarly. Thus, we get that — 0 asn — oc.
Combining the results for ([14)), and (16), we achieve that [|(2)|| — 0 inde-
pendently of k£ and thus it follows that Dfllzn (k) — 0 in probability for arbitrary
1 <k < n. The convergence of D,(f)m (k) can be shown in a similar way, which
then proves the desired convergence of Dy,

Proof of Lemma RecallZ,f, is based on £ and Zn.m on &, where

oo

5= W, (m)el_; and &, 72@ m)es_j,

Jj=0

with m x m coeflicient matrices ¥;, and ¥; in the power series expansion of

A;ﬂln(z) = (Im — ?:1 Aj,p(m)zj)_l and A (2) = (In — Z]Oil Ajp(m)z?) 71,
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|z| <1, respectively, and @04, =¥y = [,,. We write

=2 (Tip(m) = i(m)el; + 3 Wim)(el; — )
§=0 §=0
+Z\I/j(m)(€s_j *Es_j) (17)
§=0
where €, = ey, is a pseudo random variable generated by i.i.d. resampling
from the centered set of n — p random variables e,41, €p12,

..., €y, Where 5 =
ijl Aj(m)&s—;, also see @ Using and k = [nt], we get

iy
HM3

m k. m [e'S)
Z G = = 30 DI (Wyp(m) — Wy 0m))el

sfjvl
s=11=1 ;=0
1 k m 0o
_ + _z
+ 7;;Il;qj](m)(ea—J ES_J)UZ
1 kK m 9]
+ ﬁ ZIlZ\PJ(m)(ES*J ES*J)Ul
s=1[=1 7=0
= D), (k) + D2, (k) + D), (k), (18)
with an obvious notation for bgf)m(k), i =1,2,3. Then
~ T
E(|DSY, (k)|* = Z ZZIT‘I’Z (M) (Yigs—rp(m) = Vipsrp(m)) 1
r,s=1j=1 [=0
(19)

k m oo
S S )R () ()

T
m *‘Ijl—&-s—r,p(m)) I;

(20)

For we have by setting ¥, = ‘i’j+s =0 for j + s <0, that
|”F < = (m ||FZ IIZI i(m)ll

1 & &

ﬁ Z Z ‘I’l+s rp )_\IlerS*T(m))HF

k—1 k— |S| m ~
< ||E+ Z I ZIT\IJZ Z T|| ZIZT Vjps(m) = Wjps(m))|lr
s=—k+1 =

< 2|I=F (m)||r Z | le\i’z(m)l\p Z 1> 17 (Fy(m)
=0 j=1

=0 j=1

—¥y(m))|lr = Op(1)op(1),

by Lemma 6.1 and 6.5 of (Paparoditis| [2018]). By the same arguments it follows
that is op(1), too
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For Dﬁfzn(k) we have

E|DE), (k)]

k m 0o
- % > 2T wmE(e, (m) — &) (6, (m) — &) Wi (m)'T; (21)

r,s=1j=11=0

Observe that

E(eh,(m)—&) (6,(m)—5,) " = E?(m)—%E[é?p(m)é:H%p > (er—e)(es—e)
t=p+1
Now
er (m)&' :L Y € — € et—eT
Elep(m)é, | — ( ) )

and ||| £o, Ile]l £ 0, as in the proof of Lemma while,

— Z ere) +7 Z Z (Ajp(m) — Aj(m))&—je/

t p+1 —p-‘rl t p+1j=1

-
m))&e—je,

t p+1j=p+1
= El,n + E2,n + E3,n7

with an obvious notation for E; ,,, i = 1,2,3. Observe that ||E1,, — X.(m)| r R

0, while

p p
[ B2l S Z Z [ Ajp(m) — Ajp(m)|1% Z 16— jef |2
j=1

r=p+1 \ j=1

< Op(m™2p~*?) = o(1),

oo

1Bs,nll < O(mp™ >~ jllA;(m)||r = o(1),

Jj=p+1
as in the proof of Lemma 6.4 in [Paparoditis| [2018]. Hence
- \T
IE(ep(m) = &) (ef,(m) = &) " |lr = op(1),

from which we conclude using

@D < IE(etym) — &) k) =) e (303K wm) D
<o)

by Lemma 6.1 and 6.5 of Paparoditis [2018], that D), (k) = op(1).
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Consider next D,([?’zn (k). We will show that there are copies (u;);ez of (€5)jez

and (wj)jez of (€)jez , such that

[’I’Lt m

t601] H\fZZIz Z‘I’ ) (ws-j _us—j)UlH Lo (22)

s=11=1 =

From this, the statement of the Lemma will follow.

For the construction of the copies (u;)jez and (w;);jez, we use Mallows
metric do. Recall the definition of this metric according to which, for two random
vectors X and Y with E[|X|[|? < co and E[|[Y[|? < 0o, da(X,Y) := inf {E|| X —

Y2 }1/ , 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, £(X) denotes the law of X. We refer to Bickel and
Freedman (1981), Section 8, for more details on the ds metric and its properties.
We also write for simplicity da(X,Y) = do(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 ii.d. random vectors satisfying
w, ~ G and u; ~ GU™ and such that do(wy,u1) = v/E|w; —uy||? holds
true. Here éé’”) denotes the empirical distribution function of the centered n—p
random variables ey 1, €pq2,. .., e,. Observe that do(wi,u1) = dg(é’&m), GS’”).
We first establish that

da(GU™ GU™) = 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
w(m) = (up(m),uz(m),..., um(m))" for the m-dimensional vector having dis-
tribution function G™ and w(m) = (wy(m), wa(m), ..., wy,(m))" for the m-
dimensional vector having distribution function G‘gm) Notice that for any m € N
it holds true that

OSZE(ej,t( Z Z jSZ)\j:C<OO.

Jj+1

This implies that for any e > 0, M, € Nexists, such that 337",/ E(ej+(m))? <
€ for all m > M.. Recall that m — oo as n — oo and let n be large enough such
that m > M,.. 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 Ggm) and GS”) respectively, that

do(GO™), GO mf{Enw m)[*}'?
m

mf{Zij )= u(m)? + Y E(w;(m) - uj(m))?)}

j=M:+1
smf{im(wj(m)—uj(m)) V2ia S Euy(m)?) 2
Jj=1 j=M+1
+{2 ) E(ui(m)*}?, (24)
j=M:+1
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where the infimum in the first term of is taken overall pairs (w(M.), u(M.))
of M.-dimensional random vectors such that w(M,) ~ CAT’S?\Z[ and u(M,) ~

Gimj& Notice that the last term of is smaller than 2¢ while the term

before the last one takes with a probability approaching one as n — oo, a

value which does not exceed 2e. To see this, observe that E(w;(m))? = (n —

P) 7 A I (e (m) = €)(er(m) =€) I; = E(uj(m))® + Op((n — p) ™), that

is,

Z E(w Z E(e;(m))* + Op(m/(n —p)~*) < e+ op(1).
j=M:+1 j=M.+1

The first term of equals dg(égjﬁe,G;n]\i), which can be bounded by

do(Ghy, GEy,) < do(GUy, Gen,) + da(GL) G, ).

By Assumption iii), Gin}\} — Ge,p. — 0 as n — oo . Furthermore, Gi"}& —
G m. — 0, in probability. This holds true since

[E(GI, (@) = Gepr, ()] = |G, (@ +8) = Gearr, ()]
\G (z+€) — Ger, (x4 €)| + |Ge,pr. (x + ) — Genr, (@)
<bup|Gle\zf (x) — |+|GeM z+€) = Gen, (z)] = 0,

by the assumed continuity of Ge a. and the fact that ||€]] — 0, in probability.

Also, Var(G(m) (x))) < 1/(4n) — 0, which shows that G(m) —Geym, — 0, in
probability. For the second moments of w(M,) and u(Me) we have

n

> (elm) = &)(en — (m)e) ) B,

t=p+1

1

n—p

Ew(M)w(M.)T = En, (

and
Eu(Mo)u(M.)" = Ep, Se(m)Eyy,

where E)y, is the M, x m matrix Ey, = (IM€,0M€Xm) with Ips. the M. x M,
unit matrix and Ops, xm @ M. X m matrix of zeros. Then,

||Ew(M6)w(M€)T - Eu(Me)u(Me>T |+

n

Z (er —e)(e,—&)" — Ee(m)HF £o.

t=p+1

-bp
Therefore by Lemma 8.3 of Bickel and Freedman (1981), we conclude that
dy (GST]\LBI,G?}V)[)) — 0, in probability,
that means we can define copies (u;);ez of (€;)jez and (w;) ez of (£;) ez with

Elljuy — wy[?] — 0.
Consider next . For every u € [0, 1], we consider the sequence

ZIlT Z U,i(m)(ws—j —us—j)vi(u), s=1,...,n
=1 j=0
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of real-valued random variables and will apply Theorem 1 of [Wul [2007]. For
this, we consider the filtration (F,)nen with F,, = o((uk, wr)k<n) (the sigma
algebra generated by (ug, wg)k<n). Now

2 = [[BLY LD W)y = ny)oi(w)| o]
—E[Y 1Y W) (g — ) (w)[Foa] |
=1 7=0
_ H S W, (m) (w uo)vl(u)H2 < S W (m)|| pVE]wo — w02
=1 =1

and consequently > °° (0,2 < C\/E|lwg— up|[?]. With Theorem 1 of Wu
[2007], we have

[nt] m [e'e)

2] s 5 2 S o e

s=11=1 ;=0

[nt] m

ZI; i U;(m)(we—j — us,j)vl(u)HZ}du

s=11=1 ;=0

! 1
< E| sup H—
/0 Le[o,l] Vvn
S CE”’[UO — U0||2 —0

This completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma [5.3t We write

[nt] oo [nt] m [nt] oo

Zo(t) = Znm(t) = % Z fo,svz - % Z Zél,svl = % Z Z & sl

s=11=1 s=11=1 s=11l=m+1

Note that Var(§7,) = A — 0 as I — oo, where \; is the [-th largest eigenvalue
of Cyp = E[X; ® X;] . Using Markov’s inequality we have

1 |nt] o)

. 1 4
P(sup [|Z;(t) — Znm(@)|| >€) < =E( sup ||—= LU
(sup [|Z,(2) Ol >e) =5 (tE[OI,)l] ||\/ﬁ >N gl

te(0,1] s=11l=m+1

k oo k oo
1 1 o a1 1 .
marls IRy, 2 ) = GEGm 1752, 2 dl)

s=11l=m+1 s=11l=m+1

We apply Theorem Using the notation v, (h) = Cov(&§7,, ) and i, 1, (h) =
Cov(&}, o,&p,.), we have that

1 a+n [ee] 1 a+n [e%e]
—El oY goult= 3 > > (o, o) (v, o)
s=a+1l=m+1 S1,..,84a=a+11q,..., ly=m+1

x E(flol 7515521525233’53521754)
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a+n
1

=EEDY S sz = s0lbaos - 59)

.,84=a+11y,la=m+1

IN

+ |711,lz(83 — 51)| 71, 1, (54 — 52)]
+ 71515 (84 = 81)[ 711,15 (83 — 52)]

1€, 6750 o )
= Sl,n + SQ,n + SS,n + S4,na

with an obvious notation for S; ,,, i =1,...,4. Using
a+n n—1
Z |711,l2(81 - S2)| = Z (n— |h/|)‘fyl1;l2(h)|7
s1,82=a+1 h=—n-+1

we get that n ™2 B[ Y2007 S & vt is for any a € N bounded by

SO o)

l=m+1 h=—n+1

2 3 (S8 a-mmbami)

l1,la=m+1 h=—n+1
1 a+n a+n—sy

+ ﬁ Z Z Z |Cuml1,ll7lz,l2(51752’83)|7 (25)

l1,lo=m+1 s4=a+1 s1,s2,s3=a+1—s4

where cumy, i, 1,,1,(81,52,83) = cum(&f 5,87, 4,280 550 6n.6,)- Notice that for
any m € N, by

(X The) 2 Y (Thea®l) ron @0
l=m+1 hEZ l1,lo=m+1 heZ

where C'= 377, 300 o ez lcumiy iy 1,1, (51, 82, 83)| < oo and, therefore,
g(n) satisfies the conditions of Theorem By the same theorem we then have
for a constant K > 0, that

E( max |n~ 1/22 Z flgvzH < Kg*(n) =0,

1<k<n
s=11l=m+1

as n — 0o because limy, 00 Y2 1 >,z [vi(h)] =0 and
2
hmn_,oo le,lzzm-‘rl (ZhEZ |’>/l1,lz (h)‘) =0.

Proof of Lemma Recall the definition of Z7:

[nt] ~o 00 [nt]
ZZEZ sVl = Z Zgl sVl
s=1 =1 =1 f
and define
LntJ

i 1

=1

3
@
I
—
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By Theorem 3.2 of Billingsley| [1968] (Z(t))ic[0,1) = W holds true if we show
that

D) (Z; 1(t)eco1) = Wi as n — oo for any L € N fixed. Here, Wy is a
Brownian Motion in H with covariance operator C,, 1, s.t.

< le'y *QWZZJCTS ”UT, Us,y>

r=1s=1

IT) Wy =W as L — o0

)
hm limsup P( sup |Z, (t) — Z;(t)] >¢) =0 Ve >0.

L—00 n—oo te[0,1]

l Recall that the first L components of {£2} equal the L-dimensional process
{€,(L)}. Use &, for £,(L) in the following. Rewrite Zy 1, in the following way:

L |nt] [nt]
ZSL Z Zflsvl le IZ@W le
1:1 s=1
:.Ln(t)

with I, &, Ln(t) € RE. Recall that

ESZZ\I]J’(L)Esfj‘FEs—ZA fs jtes
j=1

We show that
(Ln(t))tepo,1) = Br (27)

where By is a Brownian Motion in RY with covariance matrix 'z, I'; =
27(frs(0))r s=1,...,- For this, we use Theorem A.l of |Aue et al| [2018]. Ac-
cording to this theorem, holds true if

3 (ElIE — €D < 00

r>1

where £ = Z;Zl W;(L)es—j + €4, is a truncated version of £. We have

- - r 1/2
(BNE, — &)%) (EHZ@ (L)esmy = 3 i(L)eas?)
j=1

1/2 o
By Bwas) < Y B @)
j=r+1 Jj=r+1
Z 19, (L) | 7 (Elles—s11?) "/ = |S(L) || Z 1%, (L)]|
j=r+1 Jj=r+1
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where ¥, (L) = E[sssj]. Thus

3 (BIE - ED1H) T < s ||FZZ||\1/ e

r>1 r>1j=r+1

< |[B(L HFZJHW Jr < oo

by Lemma 6.1 of Paparoditis| [2018]. Thus we get (L, (t))¢cjo,1] = Br and

L

O La(tyn) = Wy

=1

with a Brownian motion Wy that has the covariance operator (Wp(z),y) =

27TZr 125 1fr8( )(vr, ) (s, y).

g): We have that

L L oo oo
||ZZ re UT7 Us‘ay>7Zzf7’,8(0)<v7“5I><U87y>||HS

L oo T:lijloo
ZZfrs UT‘a Usy ZZ ra Um U37 >||HS
r=1s=1 o; O:)

+||ZZfT6 (vr, ) (vs,y) — Z 7,5 (0)(vr, ©) (vs, Y) |5

[

f
r=1s=1 r=1s=
SIS
Z Z fre Urv Usa ZZ rs vra U97 >||HS ‘> 0;
r=m+1s=L+1 r=1s=1

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

Jim TimsupE[( sup [|Z7 . (1 —ze)))"Y =
]

L—=0oo nooo telo,1
For this we argue as in the proof of Lemma [5.3] and get the bound

E[( sup |25 1(t) — Za(®)]))"] < E( max IIfZ Z &ull*) < Kgi(n),

1<k:<
t€[0,1] " s=11=L+1

where, similarly to , the function g% (n) is given here by,

(XS b))’

l=L+1h=—n+1

> (X - pmbsm)

l1,lo=L+1 h=—n+1
1 a+n a+n—sa

+ ﬁ Z Z Z |Cumllvllyl2>l2(sla52733)|7

l1,lo=L+1 s4=a+1 s1,52,53=a+1—s4
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Since
e 2
g = (3 o) v Y (Sl
I=L+1 heZ Lio=L+1 heZ

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

Proof of Theorem : Before we start with the proof, let’s introduce some
notation: As only Y7, ..., Y, are observed (not Xi, ..., X,,), estimates have to be
based on this observations. To make this clear, we write

° CA’07y for the sample covariance operator based on Y7,...,Y,,
e 0;y and j\j_’y for its eigenvectors and eigenvalues

. g},y for score vectors with éﬂ,y = (Y3, 0;y)

° Aj,my estimated autoregressive matrices based on Y7, ..., Y,

and so on. However, as the distribution of Y;, i = 1, .., n is changing with n, we
still use the original notation for true quantities related to the distribution of
Xl, ceey an

e (Cy: covariance operator of X;

e v; and )\;: eigenvectors and eigenvalues of Cj
e { y: score vectors with &, v = (Y, v;)

o ¢ score vectors with &, = (X¢,v;)

e A; ., autoregressive matrices for process (&;)ien

Lemma 5.5. Under the assumtions of Theorem[3.9 , we have

~ ~ 2 .
2 euy — Cux|[,, = 0fa=mintnian)
HS

Proof. A short calculation gives V; — Y = X; — X + Cin With ¢; ,, = —’f;f: for

7 < k* and cim:—nlf—; for i > k*. So we can conclude that
. . 1 & _ _ 1 <& _ _
Coy —Cox =— Y,-Y Y,-Y)— — X;— X X, — X
0,Y 0,Xx n;( ) ® ( ) n;( )@ ( )

1 & . 1 '
n;:l(X X)®C,u+ng Cint @ (X X)+ng Ciynlh @ Cinpt

=1 i=1

The last summand is deterministic and of order O(n=2"), as |¢; | < n~". For
the first summand, we have

1 n

=Y (X = X) @ i = *(ZX)@HH (X x)en

i=1 i=k*+1
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SO

1 2
E’H - Xz -X 1,1 ‘
n Z;( ) ® cinp HS
- 2 1+2¢
= n2+2r n2+2rEH > Xi|| =0
S
as E[|| Y7, Xi]|?] = O(n). The second summand can be treated in the same
way. O

Proof of Theorem 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 Hormann and Kokoszka]
. First note that Theorem 3.1 of Hormann and Kokoszkal [2010] still holds,
because by this Theorem applied to X7, Xo, ... and by our Lemma we have

E[|Coy — Col*

A A 1
Coux|* +2E|Cox = Col* = 0()-

Using Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, Lemma 6.3 of Paparoditis| [2018] follows for the
estimators /lj,my 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 — Zt =p+1 H'ft y —&ll and = P Zt =p+1 ||§t py —&t—pll-
We will only treat the ﬁrst sum in detail

— Z le—py — & pllzfi Z 1Y, 05v) = (Xt 05))j=1,..m®

t P+1 t p+1

(Yo, 05.5) = (Y2, 05))j=1,.m?

t p+1
+7 Z 1((Ye,05) = (Xi,05))j=1,.m ?
t p+1
2 2 - 2
(Ve 05y = v3))j=t,m ™ + —— DY = X, 05)) =1,
t=p+1 pt:p+1

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

(Y2, 05,y — ;)= m||2<7 Z HYt”ZHUJY_vJ”

tp+1 tpl

As in the proof of Lemma 6.3 of Paparoditis| [2018], we have 37", |05,y —v; |? =
Op(n~1 27:1 a;z). For the second summand, we use that ¥; — X; =n~"p for
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i > k* and Y; — X; = 0 otherwise, so

2 n
- IV = Xi,03)) =1,
pt:p+1

= S )it ml? = O,

n?r(n—p), 4=,

Thus %—p Z?:p—&-l ||ét—p,Y —&—pl* = Op(max{n=>",n""! 27:1 aj_Q)}' By As-
sumption it holds £ E;nzl a;Q — 0 and -5 — 0 and the rest of the proof of

n2T
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 in the
proof to bound ||Cy,, — Col|. Lemma 6.7 of |Paparoditis [2018] is still true for
Dy, ,, based on Y1, ..., Y, because we still can use Lemma 6.5. Lemma 6.8 of Pa-
paroditis| [2018] is also valid, because > 7", [[0;y — v;l|> = Op(n=t Y71 a7 7).
This completes the proof.
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