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Abstract

Tests for the equality of copulas between two samples, utilizing the empirical Bernstein copula
process, are introduced and studied. Three statistics are proposed, and their asymptotic properties are
established. Furthermore, the empirical Bernstein copula process is investigated in association with
subsampling methods and the multiplier bootstrap. Through a simulation study, it is demonstrated
that the Bernstein tests significantly outperform the tests based on the empirical copula.
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1 Introduction

Copulas play a crucial role in characterizing the complete dependence structure between random vari-

ables, making them indispensable in various fields such as statistics, finance, and actuarial science. They

have gained widespread recognition and are considered as a fundamental tool. One noteworthy related

topic is the testing of copula function equality between different groups, which has seen growing inter-

est in recent years due to its practical implications, see Rémillard and Scaillet (2009), Bouzebda et al.

(2011), Bouzebda and El Faouzi (2012), and Seo (2021). In particular, the identification of similarities

in dependence structures holds significant relevance across diverse domains. For instance, Dupuis et al.

(2009) have demonstrated that the dependence structures between credit default swaps and equity returns

can differ significantly. Additionally, Szolgay et al. (2016) conducted an exploration into the homogeneity

of dependence structures pertaining to flood peaks and their corresponding volumes, both within different

flood types and across various catchments.
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However, the underlying copula function is often unknown, necessitating the adoption of an appro-

priate parametric model or, more commonly, a nonparametric approach. Among nonparametric esti-

mators, the empirical copula, developed by Rüschendorf (1976), stands as the most popular. A mul-

titude of nonparametric tests, including the equality tests mentioned in the previous paragraph, have

been built upon this approach in the literature. One major drawback of the empirical copula esti-

mator is its discreteness, which violates the continuity of the copula function when the marginals are

continuous. This limitation becomes more pronounced when the sample size is relatively small. To

address this issue, several smooth estimators have been introduced. For instance, Hall and Neumeyer

(2006) and Morettin et al. (2010) explored wavelet-smoothed empirical copula, while Fermanian et al.

(2004), Chen and Huang (2007) and Omelka et al. (2009) investigated kernel-smoothed empirical cop-

ula. For a comprehensive overview of nonparametric estimation of copula and copula density, refer

to Charpentier et al. (2007).

We employ the empirical Bernstein copula, a trending smooth estimator for the copula function, as our

choice for conducting the equality test. This selection is motivated by two main factors. Firstly, estimation

based on Bernstein polynomials is known to be asymptotically bias-free at boundary points, as compared

to kernel-based methods that often suffer from excess bias near the boundaries (see, Sancetta and Satchell

(2004), Janssen et al. (2012), Leblanc (2012), Belalia (2016), and Belalia et al. (2017)). A comprehensive

discussion on boundary bias for kernel-based methods can be found in Chen and Huang (2007). Secondly,

the empirical Bernstein copula is a polynomial and therefore possesses all partial derivatives, which are

crucial for constructing our two resampling methods. Furthermore, as noted by Neumann et al. (2019), “in

practice, it may not be most important which smoothing method to choose, while it is recommendable

to smooth at all.” The empirical Bernstein copula offers a favourable balance between simplicity and

effectiveness when compared to other nonparametric estimators.

In the context of hypothesis testing relying on nonparametric estimators, standard Monte Carlo pro-

cedures often encounter challenges, as elaborated in Section 3. To ensure the generation of valid p-values,

the widely accepted approach is the application of the multiplier bootstrap method, known for its ef-

fectiveness and promising performance. Expanding on this understanding, we introduce a multivariate

Bernstein version of the multiplier bootstrap, building upon the foundational work of Lyu and Belalia

(2023). However, it is worth noting that the Bernstein multiplier bootstrap, while advantageous in various

aspects, can be computationally intensive and does not readily accommodate the popular empirical beta

copula.

Recent studies by Beare and Seo (2020) and Seo (2021) have explored a randomization test strategy to

obtain feasible p-values. Nevertheless, it is essential to recognize that this approach introduces a further

computational burden compared to the multiplier bootstrap method. In response to these computational
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challenges, we propose an additional subsampling method for the empirical Bernstein copula process, with

the potential to facilitate the generation of bootstraps for the empirical beta copula. Our simulation results

indicate that these two procedures offer complementary advantages in addressing both computational and

statistical aspects.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the proposed test statistics

and examines their asymptotic behaviours. Section 3 and 4 focus on the deployment of the multiplier

bootstrap and subsampling method for the empirical Bernstein copula process, respectively. In Section 5,

a simulation study is conducted, implementing the multiplier bootstrap and subsampling method. The

proofs are provided in the Appendix.

2 Testing Procedure

In this section, a testing procedure is presented both for independent and paired samples. Heuristically,

it can be shown that the two cases can be treated similarly for testing two-sample homogeneity of the

dependence structure.

2.1 Independent samples

Consider two independent samples of Rd-valued (d is much less than the sample size) i.i.d. vectors, that

is, (X11, . . . ,X1d), . . . , (Xn11, . . . ,Xn1d) with distribution function F associated with continuous margins

F1, . . . , Fd and (Y11, . . . , Y1d), . . . , (Yn21, . . . , Yn2d) with distribution function G associated with continuous

margins G1, . . . , Gd. Let C,D denote the underlying copula function of the two samples, by Sklar (1959),

for any u = (u1, . . . , ud) ∈ [0, 1]d,

C(u) = F (F−1
1 (u1), . . . , F−1

d (ud)), D(u) = G(G−1
1 (u1), . . . , G−1

d (ud)),

where F−1
ℓ (uℓ) = inf{t ∈ R : Fℓ(t) ≥ uℓ}, ℓ = 1, . . . , d. To determine whether the dependence structure of

the two samples is identical, the corresponding hypothesis test is




H0 : C(u) = D(u) ∀u ∈ [0, 1]d

versus

H1 : C(u) 6= D(u) ∃u ∈ [0, 1]d.

(1)

Based on the two samples, the empirical copulas are defined as

Cn1(u) =
1

n1

n1∑

i=1

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ uℓ

)
, Dn2(u) =

1

n2

n2∑

i=1

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
V̂iℓ ≤ uℓ

)
,

where I(·) denotes the indicator function and Ûiℓ, V̂iℓ are the pseudo-observations with

Ûiℓ =
1

n1

n1∑

j=1

I(Xjℓ ≤ Xiℓ), V̂iℓ =
1

n2

n2∑

j=1

I(Yjℓ ≤ Yiℓ).
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One can smooth empirical copulas by Bernstein polynomials, that is,

Cn1,m1(u) =
1

n1

n1∑

i=1




m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ kℓ/m1

)
Pkℓ,m1(uℓ)


 ,

Dn2,m2(u) =
1

n2

n2∑

i=1




m2∑

k1=0

· · ·
m2∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
V̂iℓ ≤ kℓ/m2

)
Pkℓ,m2(uℓ)


 ,

(2)

where for simplicity, considering the same Bernstein order (which is assumed to be dependent on the

sample size) for smoothing each dimension. Note that, when the Bernstein order equals the sam-

ple size, the empirical Bernstein copula reduces to the empirical beta copula, see Segers et al. (2017)

and Kiriliouk et al. (2021). Three statistics are proposed relying on Equation (2). Let m = (m1,m2),n =

(n1, n2), λn = n1/(n1 + n2). Define

Rm
n = n2λn

∫

[0,1]d

{
Cn1,m1(u) −Dn2,m2(u)

}2

du,

Sm
n = n2λn

∫

[0,1]d

{
Cn1,m1(u) −Dn2,m2(u)

}2

dCn1,m1(u), (3)

Tm
n =

√
n2λn sup

u∈[0,1]d
|Cn1,m1(u) −Dn2,m2(u)|.

For the establishment of asymptotic behaviours of the proposed statistics, the following assumptions (Segers,

2012) are needed.

Assumption 1. Assume every partial derivative Ċℓ(u) = ∂C(u)/∂uℓ, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , d} exists and is contin-

uous on the set Vd,ℓ = {u ∈ [0, 1]d : 0 < uℓ < 1}.

Assumption 2. For every j, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , d}, the second-order partial derivative C̈jℓ = ∂2C(u)/∂ujuℓ is

defined and continuous, on the sets Vd,j ∩ Vd,ℓ, and there exists a constant K > 0 such that

∣∣∣C̈jℓ(u)
∣∣∣ ≤ K min

(
1

uj(1 − uj)
,

1

uℓ(1 − uℓ)

)
, u ∈ Vd,j ∩ Vd,ℓ.

Let Cn1 =
√
n1{Cn1(u) − C(u)},Dn2 =

√
n2{Dn2(u) − D(u)} be the empirical copula processes of

the two samples. Under Assumption 1 and m1 = cnα
1 with c > 0, α ≥ 1, the empirical Bernstein copula

process (Segers et al., 2017) converges to a d-dimensional Brownian pillow, i.e.,

Cn1,m1(u) =
√
n1{Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)} C(u) = BC(u) −

d∑

ℓ=1

BC(uℓ)Ċℓ(u), (4)

where uℓ = (1, . . . , 1, uℓ, 1, . . . , 1), as all elements are replaced by 1 except the ℓ-th component and BC is

a Brownian bridge with covariance function

E
[
BC(u)BC(v)

]
= C(u ∧ v) − C(u)C(v), u,v ∈ [0, 1]d.
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Similarly, under Assumption 1 and m2 = cnα
2 with c > 0, α ≥ 1,

Dn2,m2(u) =
√
n2{Dn2,m2(u) −D(u)} D(u) = BD(u) −

d∑

ℓ=1

BD(uℓ)Ḋℓ(u).

Because of the weak convergence of the empirical Bernstein copula process, the following lemma holds.

Lemma 1. Suppose that λn → λ and mr = cnα
r with c > 0, α ≥ 1 for r = 1, 2. If Assumption 1 is

satisfied, then, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

F
m
n =

√
1 − λnCn1,m1 −

√
λnDn2,m2  F =

√
1 − λC −

√
λD. (5)

Proof. Since the two samples are independent, clearly,

(√
1 − λn,Cn1,m1 ,

√
λn,Dn2,m2

)
 

(√
1 − λ,C,

√
λ,D

)
.

Applying the continuous mapping theorem, this yields the desired result.

With the help of Lemma 1, weak convergence of the proposed statistics can be established under the

same conditions.

Theorem 1. Suppose that assumptions in Lemma 1 are satisfied. Then under the null hypothesis, as

min(n1, n2) → ∞,

Rm
n =

∫

[0,1]d

{
F

m
n (u)

}2

du RF =

∫

[0,1]d
{F(u)}2 du,

Sm
n =

∫

[0,1]d

{
F

m
n (u)

}2

dCn1,m1(u) S F =

∫

[0,1]d
{F(u)}2 dC(u),

Tm
n = sup

u∈[0,1]d
|Fm

n (u)| TF = sup
u∈[0,1]d

|F(u)|. (6)

Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

More generally, the asymptotic behaviour of the test statistics under the alternative hypothesis are

given as follows.

Theorem 2. Suppose that assumptions in Lemma 1 are satisfied. Then, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

n−1
2 Rm

n
a.s.−−→ R(C,D) = λ

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2

du

n−1
2 Sm

n
a.s.−−→ S(C,D) = λ

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2

dC(u),

√
n−1

2 Tm
n

a.s.−−→ T (C,D) =
√
λ sup

u∈[0,1]d
|C(u) −D(u)|.

Specifically, under the alternative hypothesis, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

Rm
n

a.s.−−→ ∞, Sm
n

a.s.−−→ ∞, Tm
n

a.s.−−→ ∞,

which provides a guarantee of the consistency of the proposed test statistics.
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Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Remark 1. Note that, as a consequence of the following Lemma 2, the convergences in Theorem 1-2

also hold under Assumptions 1-2 with a weaker condition on Bernstein order, that is, mr = cnα
r with

c > 0, α > 3/4 for r = 1, 2.

Lemma 2. Suppose that C satisfies Assumptions 1-2, additionally, if mr = cnα
r with c > 0, α > 3/4 for

r = 1, 2, then, in ℓ∞([0, 1]d), Equation (4) holds.

Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Comparing with Theorem 1, imposing more conditions, a strong approximation of the proposed statis-

tics follows.

Theorem 3. Suppose that λn → λ and mr = cnα
r with c > 0, α ≥ 1 for r = 1, 2 as min(n1, n2) →

∞. Additionally, Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied. On a suitable probability space, it is possible to define

F
m
n (u),u ∈ [0, 1]d, jointly with Gaussian processes {F∗

n(u)}n∈N+×N+ , in such a way that, under the null

hypothesis, as min(n1, n2) → ∞, we have

∣∣∣∣∣R
m
n −

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 du

∣∣∣∣∣
a.s.
= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣S
m
n −

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 dC(u)

∣∣∣∣∣
a.s.
= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
,

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Tm

n − sup
u∈[0,1]d

|F∗
n(u)|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
a.s.
= O

(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
,

where

Ψ(n1, n2) = max

(
n

−1/(2(2d−1))
1 log n1, n

−1/(2(2d−1))
2 log n2

)
.

and

F
∗
n(u) =

√
1 − λnC

(n1) +
√
λnD

(n2)

where {C(n1)}n1∈N+ (resp. {D(n2)}n2∈N+) are independent copies of C (resp. D). Additionally, {C(n1)}n1∈N+

are also independent of {D(n2)}n2∈N+ .

Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Remark 2. For the precise meaning of “suitable probability space”, we refer to Bouzebda et al. (2011,

Remark 2.1).
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2.2 Paired samples

Sometimes, one may encounter paired samples. This subsection addresses a testing procedure in this sce-

nario. Consider independent vectors Z1 = (X11, . . . ,Xd1, Y11, . . . , Yd1), . . . ,Zn = (X1n, . . . ,Xdn, Y1n, . . . , Ydn)

with copula function C on [0, 1]2d , satisfying the property that for any u,v ∈ [0, 1]d,

C(u, 1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d

) = C(u), C(1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d

,v) = D(v),

where C,D are copulas for X and Y , respectively. The objective is to investigate if C and D are equal.

Define the empirical Bernstein copula for sample Z as follows. For u,v ∈ [0, 1]d,

Cn,m(u,v) =
1

n

n∑

i=1




m∑

k1=0

· · ·
m∑

kd=0

m∑

κ1=0

· · ·
m∑

κd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

d∏

j=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ kℓ/m

)
I

(
V̂ij ≤ κj/m

)
Pkℓ,m(uℓ)Pκj ,m(vj)


 .

Further, under Assumption 1 and as n/m → c > 0, let z ∈ [0, 1]2d. As n → ∞,

Cn,m(z) =
√
n{Cn,m(z) − C(z)} C(z) = BC(z) −

2d∑

ℓ=1

BC(zℓ)Ċℓ(z).

It is readily observed that

Cn,m(u, 1, . . . , 1) = Cn,m(u), Cn,m(1, . . . , 1,v) = Dn,m(v), (7)

where Cn,m(u),Dn,m(v) are defined in Equation (2), i.e., the empirical Bernstein copulas for X and Y ,

respectively. It immediately follows that, as n → ∞,

Cn,m(u) =
√
n{Cn,m(u) − C(u)} C(u), Dn,m(v) =

√
n{Dn,m(u) −D(u)} D(v).

Hence, the paired samples case can be treated the same as the independent samples case by separating X

and Y as in Equation (7), and all the procedures and results for independent samples are valid for paired

samples as well. For this reason, the remainder of this article focuses on the independent samples case.

3 Multiplier bootstrap

The conventional Monte Carlo procedure is unsuitable for this scenario due to its reliance on the underly-

ing copula C and D, thereby rendering it inadequate for accurately evaluating the limits of proposed test

statistics. To address this limitation, a widely acknowledged approach in the literature is the multiplier

bootstrap method, originally introduced by Scaillet (2005) and further advanced by Rémillard and Scaillet

(2009). Prominently, this method has garnered significant attention and adoption by numerous re-

searchers (Kojadinovic and Yan, 2011; Genest et al., 2012; Harder and Stadtmüller, 2017; Bahraoui et al.,

2018) across diverse research contexts. The multiplier bootstrap technique offers notable benefits, includ-

ing the provision of valid p-values and exceptional efficiency, particularly when applied to goodness-of-fit

tests.
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Recently, Lyu and Belalia (2023) constructed multiplier bootstraps for the empirical Bernstein copula

process dealing with bivariate copulas. Here, we will extend these results to the multivariate case. Let

H ∈ N
+ and for each h ∈ {1, . . . ,H}, let ξ

(h)
n1+n2

:=

(
ξ

(h)
1 , . . . , ξ

(h)
n1+n2

)
be a vector of independent random

variables with unit mean and unit variance (taking ξ
(h)
i ∼ Exp(1), i = 1, . . . , n1 +n2). Denote the sample

mean of the first n1 observations by ξ
(h)
n1

, and the sample mean of the remaining n2 observations by ξ
(h)
n2

.

Set

Gn1,m1(u) =
1

n1

n1∑

i=1




m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I
(
Uiℓ ≤ kℓ/m1

)
Pkℓ,m1(uℓ)




=
m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

Gn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
d∏

ℓ=1

Pkℓ,m1(uℓ),

where Uiℓ = Fℓ(Xi), ℓ = 1, . . . , d. For h ∈ {1, . . . ,H}, define

Gn1,m1(u) =
√
n1

{
Gn1,m1(u) − C(u)

}
=

1√
n1

n1∑

i=1




m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I
(
Uiℓ ≤ kℓ/m1

)
Pkℓ,m1(uℓ) − C(u)


 ,

and

G
(h)
n1,m1

(u) =
1√
n1

n1∑

i=1

(
ξ

(h)
i − ξ

(h)
n1

)


m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ kℓ/m1

)
Pkℓ,m1(uℓ)


 .

Note that, Gn1,m1 is the empirical copula process when we have information about margins. Define

Gn2(u), Gn2,m2(u),Gn2,m2(u),G
(h)
n2,m2(u) similarly. The following proposition states that Gn1,m1(u),Gn2,m2(u)

converge weakly to the Brownian bridge mentioned in preceding section. Moreover, the replicates are valid.

Proposition 1. Suppose that λn → λ and mr = cnα
r with c > 0, α > 3/4 for r = 1, 2 as min(n1, n2) → ∞.

Additionally, Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied. Then for u ∈ [0, 1]d,

1.

Gn1,m1(u) BC(u), Gn2,m2(u) BD(u),

2. For each h ∈ {1, . . . ,H},

G
(h)
n1,m1

(u) BC(u), G
(h)
n2,m2

(u) BD(u).

Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Therefore, bootstrap replicates of Cn1,m1 for h ∈ {1, . . . ,H} can be defined as

C
(h)
n1,m1

(u) = G
(h)
n1,m1

(u) −
d∑

ℓ=1

G
(h)
n1,m1

(uℓ) ∂Cn1,m1(u)/∂uℓ,

where

∂Cn1,m1(u)/∂uℓ = m1

m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1−1∑

kℓ=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0



Cn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kℓ + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)

8



− Cn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kℓ

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
Pk1,m1(u1) · · ·Pkℓ,m1−1(uℓ) · · ·Pkd,m1(ud).

Similarly, the replicates of Dn2,m2 are defined as

D
(h)
n2,m2

(u) = G
(h)
n2,m2

(u) −
d∑

ℓ=1

G
(h)
n2,m2

(uℓ) ∂Dn2,m2(u)/∂uℓ.

The partial derivatives of the empirical Bernstein copula for bivariate case were studied in Janssen et al.

(2016). Unlike the empirical copula, these empirical Bernstein copula partial derivatives can be calculated

directly without any further estimation. The following proposition shows the uniform consistency of these

partial derivatives.

Proposition 2. Suppose that λn → λ and mr = cnα
r with c > 0, α > 3/4 for r = 1, 2 as min(n1, n2) → ∞.

Additionally, Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied. Then for any ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , d} and bnr = κn−β
r with κ > 0, β <

α/2, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

sup
{u∈[0,1]d:uℓ∈[bn1 ,1−bn1 ]}

∣∣∣∂Cn1,m1(u)/∂uℓ − Ċℓ(u)
∣∣∣ a.s.

= O

(
m

1/2
1 n

−1/2
1 (log log n1)1/2

)
,

sup
{u∈[0,1]d:uℓ∈[bn2 ,1−bn2 ]}

∣∣∣∂Dn2,m2(u)/∂uℓ − Ḋℓ(u)
∣∣∣ a.s.

= O

(
m

1/2
2 n

−1/2
2 (log log n2)1/2

)
.

Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Combining Propositions 1-2, for u ∈ (0, 1)d, C
(h)
n1,m1(u),D

(h)
n2,m2(u) are valid replicates for Cn1,m1

(u),Dn2,m2
(u).

Further, plugging C
(h)
n1,m1(u),D

(h)
n2,m2(u) into (5), under some conditions (see conditions in Theorem 4),

one has
(
F

m
n ,F

m,(1)
n , . . . ,Fm,(H)

n

)
 

(
F,F(1), . . . ,F(H)

)
,

where F
(1), . . . ,F(H) are independent copies of F. Therefore, applying Theorem 1, the asymptotic prop-

erties of replicates of proposed statistics are established in the following theorem.

Theorem 4. Suppose that λn → λ and mr = cnα
r with c > 0, 3/4 < α < 1 for r = 1, 2 as min(n1, n2) →

∞. Additionally, Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied. Then under the null hypothesis, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

for all H ∈ N
+,

(
Rm

n , R
m,(1)
n , . . . , Rm,(H)

n

)
 

(
FR,F

(1)
R , . . . ,F

(H)
R

)
,

(
Sm

n , S
m,(1)
n , . . . , Sm,(H)

n

)
 

(
FS,F

(1)
S , . . . ,F

(H)
S

)
,

(
Tm

n , Tm,(1)
n , . . . , Tm,(H)

n

)
 

(
FT ,F

(1)
T , . . . ,F

(H)
T

)
.

Clearly, p-values of the statistics can be computed as

1

H

H∑

h=1

I

(
Rm,(h)

n

)
,

1

H

H∑

h=1

I

(
Sm,(h)

n

)
,

1

H

H∑

h=1

I

(
Tm,(h)

n

)
.
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It is worth noting that the conditions imposed on the Bernstein order, namely mr = cnα
r with c >

0, 3/4 < α < 1 for r = 1, 2 as min(n1, n2) → ∞. This particular condition renders the application of

the proposed multiplier bootstrap method infeasible for empirical beta copula for which mr = nr. In

the following section, an alternative resampling technique will be introduced that empowers interested

readers to explore its potential application with empirical beta copula.

4 Subsampling method

An alternative to the bootstrap multiplier method, which is easier to implement, is the subsampling

technique developed by Kojadinovic and Stemikovskaya (2019). This approach can be flexibly adapted to

various smooth and weighted empirical copula processes, as demonstrated in the original paper. Unlike the

multiplier method, it does not require the estimation of partial derivatives. Therefore, this method is valid

for the empirical beta copula. In the subsequent section, we demonstrate the feasibility of applying this

subsampling method to the empirical Bernstein copula process. Notably, this procedure offers comparable

performance to the multiplier method while demanding significantly fewer computational resources and

relying on fewer theoretical assumptions.

Sample b1 < n1, b2 < n2 observations from X and Y without replacement, respectively. In this

way, the number of possible subsamples are Nb1,n1 =
(n1

b1

)
, Nb2,n2 =

(n2

b2

)
. Let Ih := (h1, h2) with h1 ∈

{1, . . . , Nb1,n1}, h2 ∈ {1, . . . , Nb2,n2}. If m(r), r = 1, 2 are the Bernstein orders for subsamples of X and Y

respectively, then define

C
(Ih)
b1,m(1)

(u) =
1

b1

b1∑

i=1




m(1)∑

k1=0

· · ·
m(1)∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ kℓ/m(1)

)
Pkℓ,m(1)

(uℓ)


 ,

D
(Ih)
b2,m(2)

(u) =
1

b2

b2∑

i=1




m(2)∑

k1=0

· · ·
m(2)∑

kd=0

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
V̂iℓ ≤ kℓ/m(2)

)
Pkℓ,m(2)

(uℓ)


 ,

as the empirical Bernstein copulas for the subsample h. The corrected subsample replicates of the empirical

Bernstein copula process can be defined according to these subsample replicates,

C
(Ih)
b1,m(1)

(u) =

√
b1

1 − b1/n1
{C(Ih)

b1,m(1)
(u)−Cn1,m1(u)}, D

(Ih)
b2,m(2)

(u) =

√
b2

1 − b2/n2
{D(Ih)

b2,m(2)
(u)−Dn2,m2(u)}.

The validity of these replicates is provided in the following theorem.

Theorem 5. Suppose that assumptions in Lemma 1 are satisfied, and that b1, b2 go to infinity as min(n1, n2) →
∞. Let I1, . . . , IH be independent bivariate random vectors with associated component being independent

of X,Y and uniformly distributed on the set {1, . . . , Nb1,n1}, {1, . . . , Nb2,n2}. Then
(
Cn1,m1 ,C

(I1)
b1,m(1)

, . . . ,C
(IH )
b1,m(1)

)
 

(
C,C(1), . . . ,C(H)

)
,

(
Dn2,m2 ,D

(I1)
b2,m(2)

, . . . ,D
(IH )
b2,m(2)

)
 

(
D,D(1), . . . ,D(H)

)
.
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Proof. The proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Plug C
(Ih)
b1,m(1)

(u),D
(Ih)
b2,m(2)

(u) into (5), and let m̃ = (m(1),m(2)). Then

(
F

m̃
b1,b2

,F
m̃,(I1)
b1,b2

, . . . ,F
m̃,(IH )
b1,b2

)
 

(
F,F(I1), . . . ,F(IH)

)
,

where F
(I1), . . . ,F(IH ) are independent copies of F. Clearly, using these replicates one can readily follow

the strategies in Section 3 to construct valid replicates of the three proposed statistics. We skip them to

reduce repetition.

5 Simulation study

Finite sample performance is investigated in this section. All tests were conducted with 500 repetitions

under 5% nominal level using H = 200 multiplier replicates. Also given that the statistics shown in (3)

involve integration, a discrete approximation is applied with a grid spanning a range of 20×· · ·×20 points

on [0, 1]d. To show the improvement of empirical Bernstein copula tests, empirical level and power of the

proposed tests were compared with tests in Rémillard and Scaillet (2009).

The selection of an optimal Bernstein order is important and left for future study. According to

the recommendation of Segers et al. (2017), we set mr = ⌊nr/5⌋, r = 1, 2, where ⌊a⌋ denote the largest

integer less than or equal to a. And for the subsample sizes of the subsampling method, we follow the

recommendation in Kojadinovic and Stemikovskaya (2019) with br = ⌊0.28×nr⌋ and associated Bernstein

order m(r) = br for convenience.

In Table 1 and 2, it is evident that all the tests effectively maintain their nominal level. Notably,

the proposed Bernstein test is particularly preferable, given that the Crámer-von Mises type statistics

consistently exhibit the highest power (indicated by bold font). When considering the Clayton copula

from the Archimedean family, Sm
n,mul outperforms other statistics across most cases. Conversely, for

the Gaussian copula from the elliptical family, Rm
n,mul generally outperforms the other statistics. In the

case of 3-dimensional scenarios, the superiority of the Bernstein tests slightly diminishes, but they still

demonstrate an advantage over empirical copula-based tests, especially for the Gaussian copula models.

When comparing the two resampling methods, it is important to consider their respective trade-offs.

The subsampling method exhibits slightly inferior performance compared to the multiplier method but

offers the advantage of reduced computational burden. This finding is consistent with the conclusions

drawn by Kojadinovic and Stemikovskaya (2019). In summary, for small or moderate sample sizes, we

recommend utilizing the multiplier method due to its superior performance. However, for large sample

sizes, the subsampling method serves as a suitable alternative, striking a balance between computational

difficulty and performance.
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Table 1: Empirical level (%) and power (%) of the tests are estimated from 500 samples from 2-dimensional

Clayton copula given various Kendall’s tau with different sample sizes.

Model τ Rn,mul Rm
n,mul Rm

n,sub Sn,mul Sm
n,mul Sm

n,sub Tn,mul Tm
n,mul Tm

n,sub

(n1, n2) = (50, 50) 0.2

Clayton

0.2 2.6 5.6 3.4 2.4 5.6 3.4 1.0 5.0 3.2

0.3 3.4 8.8 6.4 2.2 9.0 5.8 1.6 6.8 4.8

0.4 16.0 26.2 20.4 9.8 27.8 20.4 7.6 21.0 12.4

0.5 40.8 60.6 51.2 32.0 61.2 51.0 24.6 51.2 43.0

0.6 72.0 86.6 81.4 63.4 87.2 80.8 43.8 77.8 69.4

0.7 88.6 97.6 95.4 83.6 97.4 95.0 67.4 92.8 89.0

0.8 99.0 99.8 99.4 97.6 99.8 99.8 90.6 99.2 98.8

(n1, n2) = (100, 50) 0.2

Clayton

0.2 0.8 5.0 2.0 1.2 4.6 1.8 0.8 3.2 0.8

0.3 5.0 8.2 6.0 4.0 8.0 5.2 4.0 6.6 4.6

0.4 22.2 26.4 24.0 19.8 27.2 24.2 11.4 20.8 16.0

0.5 56.6 60.0 56.8 51.4 62.2 55.2 33.8 46.8 41.8

0.6 84.4 89.0 85.8 83.6 89.6 86.2 66.2 82.0 76.8

0.7 98.4 99.2 99.2 98.2 99.4 99.2 91.4 97.0 96.4

0.8 99.8 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 99.0 100.0 99.6

(n1, n2) = (150, 100) 0.2

Clayton

0.2 2.0 2.8 2.6 1.8 3.4 2.2 1.2 2.6 1.2

0.3 15.2 18.0 15.2 11.8 17.0 14.2 9.2 13.6 11.0

0.4 52.6 57.4 54.2 48.6 59.4 54.8 33.0 45.4 39.6

0.5 92.4 94.2 92.4 89.8 94.6 93.2 72.2 88.0 84.2

0.6 99.2 99.8 99.4 98.6 99.8 99.4 94.8 98.8 98.0

0.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0

0.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

12



Table 2: Empirical level (%) and power (%) of the tests are estimated from 500 samples of 2-dimensional

Gaussian copula given various Kendall’s tau with different sample sizes.

Model τ Rn,mul Rm
n,mul Rm

n,sub Sn,mul Sm
n,mul Sm

n,sub Tn,mul Tm
n,mul Tm

n,sub

(n1, n2) = (50, 50) 0.2

Gaussian

0.2 1.8 4.6 3.4 2.6 4.4 3.2 1.2 4.2 1.8

0.3 3.8 9.8 6.2 3.0 10.2 5.8 1.6 7.0 3.6

0.4 14.2 26.6 17.4 8.4 25.8 17.8 5.0 18.2 11.6

0.5 40.4 60.4 52.4 30.0 60.2 50.8 17.4 45.4 35.6

0.6 69.2 86.8 81.0 59.2 86.2 81.0 41.6 74.0 67.0

0.7 93.4 99.0 97.6 90.2 99.0 98.4 68.0 95.0 91.6

0.8 98.4 100.0 100.0 98.2 100.0 99.8 87.2 99.8 99.4

(n1, n2) = (100, 50) 0.2

Gaussian

0.2 2.0 5.6 3.2 2.2 5.0 4.2 0.8 3.4 1.4

0.3 5.6 8.4 5.8 4.4 7.8 5.4 3.0 5.8 2.8

0.4 23.6 30.4 24.4 21.6 28.6 23.2 11.2 19.8 12.8

0.5 60.4 66.4 61.6 56.0 68.0 61.2 29.8 50.4 43.4

0.6 89.6 92.4 89.8 87.0 92.4 89.6 62.2 82.0 76.6

0.7 97.4 99.6 99.8 96.8 99.8 99.0 87.2 96.6 94.4

0.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 97.8 99.6 99.8

(n1, n2) = (150, 100) 0.2

Gaussian

0.2 2.4 5.2 3.8 3.2 5.6 3.6 1.4 3.8 2.6

0.3 13.8 18.0 14.2 12.8 17.8 15.2 7.6 11.6 10.4

0.4 50.6 57.4 53.6 48.2 58.4 54.2 29.6 44.2 39.0

0.5 89.4 92.6 91.0 85.8 92.0 91.2 66.4 81.4 77.6

0.6 99.4 99.8 99.6 99.6 99.6 99.6 92.8 98.6 98.0

0.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0

0.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 3: Empirical level (%) and power (%) of the tests are estimated from 500 samples from 3-dimensional

Clayton and Gaussian copula given various parameters 50 sample size.

Model θ Rn,mul Rm
n,mul Rm

n,sub Sn,mul Sm
n,mul Sm

n,sub Tn,mul Tm
n,mul Tm

n,sub

(n1, n2) = (50, 50) 1.00

Clayton

1.00 3.6 2.6 1.8 2.6 2.8 1.6 2.2 2.0 0.4

1.25 5.8 6.2 4.6 4.6 6.8 5.2 3.6 4.0 2.4

1.50 11.4 13.4 10.2 7.6 12.6 9.8 7.6 9.0 5.6

1.75 21.6 21.2 18.0 13.2 22.8 18.2 10.8 15.2 9.6

2.00 28.8 27.8 23.6 17.6 27.2 24.2 13.4 17.0 12.0

2.25 44.6 42.0 38.4 30.6 42.8 40.0 21.8 29.6 21.0

2.50 50.0 51.6 42.0 40.4 47.6 43.2 27.6 33.2 28.4

(n1, n2) = (50, 50) 0.00

Gaussian

0.00 2.6 4.0 2.4 3.0 4.2 2.2 1.4 3.0 0.8

0.05 4.4 7.4 3.2 3.4 6.4 4.0 2.8 3.6 1.4

0.10 5.8 11.4 6.6 3.0 11.4 6.0 4.0 6.8 2.2

0.15 13.2 18.2 9.4 4.6 17.8 9.2 5.6 11.2 5.2

0.20 19.6 26.2 18.0 9.6 25.2 17.4 9.8 15.0 7.6

0.25 30.4 37.8 26.0 17.8 36.0 28.6 17.4 25.2 13.4

0.30 47.4 52.8 43.2 28.2 52.6 42.0 24.2 37.0 22.6

6 Concluding remarks

New tests for equality of multivariate copulas, based on Bernstein polynomials, have been proposed and

studied. These tests improve upon the empirical tests introduced by Rémillard and Scaillet (2009) and

demonstrate better performance in simulation studies. The limiting distribution of the proposed test

statistics has been thoroughly investigated, and resampling methods using Bernstein polynomials have

been developed and implemented to accurately simulate p-values.

However, the performance of these tests deteriorates as the dimensionality increases. It is essential

to explore methods to mitigate the impact of dimensionality in nonparametric copula tests. Moreover, it

would be intriguing to extend our results to k-sample equality tests of copulas (as seen in Bouzebda, Keziou et al. (2011)

Bakam and Pommeret (2022) and Derumigny et al. (2022)) and to equality tests of copulas involv-

ing a large number of populations (as explored in Zhan and Hart (2014), Cousido-Rocha et al. (2019)

and Jiménez-Gamero et al. (2022)).
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Appendix: Proofs of the results

Lemma 3. Let C be a copula function with continuous margins, then

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn,m(u) − C(u)
∣∣ a.s.

= O



√

log log n

n


+O

(
m−1/2

)

as n → ∞.

Proof. From Deheuvels (1981) and reference therein, a multivariate version of Glivenko-Cantelli theorem

holds uniformly, i.e.,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn(u) − C(u)
∣∣ a.s.

= O



√

log log n

n


 .

The following steps are adapted from Janssen et al. (2012, Proof of Theorem 1) for the multivariate case.

Let Bm denote the Bernstein copula, that is, the margins are known. Then by triangle inequality,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn,m(u) − C(u)
∣∣ ≤ sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn,m(u) −Bm(u)
∣∣+ sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Bm(u) − C(u)
∣∣ .

Further, let k = (k1, . . . , kd),

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn,m(u) −Bm(u)
∣∣ = sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣

m∑

k1=0

· · ·
m∑

kd=0

[
Cn
(
k/m

)
− C(k/m)

] d∏

ℓ=1

Pkℓ,m(uℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ max
0≤k1,...,kd≤m

∣∣Cn(k/m) − C(k/m)
∣∣

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]d

|Cn − C| = O



√

log log n

n


 .

And using Lipschitz property of copulas,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Bm(u) − C(u)
∣∣ = sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣

m∑

k1=0

· · ·
m∑

kd=0

[
C(k/m) − C(u)

] d∏

ℓ=1

Pkℓ,m(uℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣

m∑

k1=0

· · ·
m∑

kd=0

|k1/m− u1|
d∏

ℓ=1

Pkℓ,m(uℓ) + · · ·

+
m∑

k1=0

· · ·
m∑

kd=0

|kd/m− ud|
d∏

ℓ=1

Pkℓ,m(uℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

Let {Bℓ : ℓ = 1, . . . , d} denote binomial random variables with parameter m and uℓ. Then by the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Bm(u) −C(u)
∣∣ ≤

d∑

ℓ=1

sup
uℓ∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣
√
m−2Var (Bℓ)

∣∣∣∣

=
d∑

ℓ=1

sup
uℓ∈[0,1]

√
m−1uℓ(1 − uℓ)

=
d

2
m−1/2.

This completes the proof.
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A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. This proof is adapted from Harder and Stadtmüller (2017, Proof of Theorem 3.4). The weak

convergence of Rm
n , T

m
n follows directly from the continuous mapping theorem and Lemma 1. For the

convergence of Sm
n , one need to apply Harder and Stadtmüller (2017, Lemma A.1). Let C[0, 1]d denote

the space of continuous functions on [0, 1]d, D[0, 1]d denote the space of functions with continuity from

upper right quadrant and limits from other quadrants on [0, 1]d, equipped with sup-norm. Further,

denote BV1[0, 1]d by the subspace of D[0, 1]d where functions have total variation bounded by 1. By the

continuous mapping theorem,
(
{Fm

n }2 ,Cn1,m1

)
 

(
F

2,C
)

in the space ℓ∞[0, 1]d × ℓ∞[0, 1]d. Rewrite this as

(
{Fm

n }2 ,Cn1,m1

)
=

√
n1{(Am

n , Cn1,m1) − (A,C)},

where A ≡ 0 and Am
n :=

√
n1n2

n1+n2
{Cn1,m1 −Dn2,m2}2. Then, consider the map φ : ℓ∞[0, 1]d ×BV1[0, 1]d → R

defined by

φ(a, b) =

∫

(0,1]d
adb.

Clearly,

Sm
n = φ

(
{Fm

n }2 ,Cn1,m1

)
=

√
n1{φ(Am

n , Cn1,m1) − φ(A,C)}.

To conclude the proof, by Harder and Stadtmüller (2017, Lemma A.1), φ is Hadamard differentiable

tangentially to C[0, 1]d × D[0, 1]d at each (α, β) in ℓ∞[0, 1]d × BV1[0, 1]d such that
∫

|dα| < ∞ with

derivative

φ′
(α,β)(a, b) =

∫
α db+

∫
a dβ.

Then applying the Functional Delta Method, Sm
n  φ′

(A,C)

(
F

2,C
)
, where

φ′
(A, C)

(
F

2,C
)

=

∫

(0,1]d
A dC +

∫

(0,1]d
F

2 dC =

∫

(0,1]d
F

2 dC.

This yields the desired result.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. This proof is inspired by Genest et al. (2012, Proposition 4). The strongly uniform consistency

of the d-variate empirical Bernstein copula is provided in Lemma 3. Then by the continuous mapping

theorem and independence between the two samples, it follows immediately that Rm
n and Tm

n converge

to R(C,D) and T (C,D) almost surely, respectively. Further, to prove the convergence of Sm
n , write

|Sm
n − S(C,D)| ≤ n2λn{|γm

n | + |ζn1,m1|},
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where

γm
n =

∫

[0,1]d

{
Cn1,m1(u) −Dn2,m2(u)

}2
dCn1,m1(u) −

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
dCn1,m1(u),

and

ζn1,m1 =

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
dCn1,m1(u) −

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
dC(u).

Since

∣∣∣{Cn1,m1(u) −Dn2,m2(u)}2 −
{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣
[
Cn1,m1(u) +C(u)

]
−
[
Dn2,m2(u) +D(u)

]∣∣∣

×
∣∣∣
[
Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)

]
−
[
Dn2,m2(u) −D(u)

]∣∣∣

≤
[∣∣Cn1,m1(u) + C(u)

∣∣+
∣∣Dn2,m2(u) +D(u)

∣∣
]

×
[∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)

∣∣+
∣∣Dn2,m2(u) −D(u)

∣∣
]

≤ 4 sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)
∣∣

+ 4 sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Dn2,m2(u) −D(u)
∣∣ ,

using Lemma 3,

|γm
n1,n2

| ≤ 4



 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)
∣∣+ sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Dn2,m2(u) −D(u)
∣∣




a.s.−−−−−−−−−→
min(n1,n2)→∞

0.

As for ζn1,m1 , note that, Cn1,m1
: Ω × [0, 1]d → [0, 1] is a random mappings for fixed ω ∈ Ω, and by

Lemma 3, Cn1,m1 converges pointwise to C in an almost sure sense. Let Ũn1,m1 ∼ Cn1,m1 and U ∼ C.

Hence

Ũn1,m1

d−−−−→
n1→∞

U.

In light of Genest et al. (1995, Proposition A.1 (i)) and Harder and Stadtmüller (2017, Proof of Lemma

3.1), let

ψ : [0, 1]d → R, ψ(u) := {C(u) −D(u)}2.

Then by the continuous mapping theorem,

Vn1,m1
:= ψ

(
Ũn1,m1

)
d−−−−→

n1→∞
ψ(U) =: V.

If Vn1,m1 is asymptotically uniformly integrable, then applying van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Theorem

1.11.3), one has

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
dCn1,m1(u) −−−−→

n1→∞

∫

[0,1]d

{
C(u) −D(u)

}2
dC(u).
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Then ζn1,m1 −−−−→
n1→∞

0. To this end, it will be shown that there exists ε > 0 such that E

[
|Vn1,m1 |1+ε

]
is

bounded. Indeed, since
{
C(u) −D(u)

}2 ≤ 1,

E

[
|Vn1,m1 |1+ε

]
=

∫

[0,1]d
|ψ(u)|1+ε dCn1,m1(u) ≤ 1.

Combining γm
n1,n2

and ζn1,m1 , Sm
n converges to S(C,D) almost surely.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Under these assumptions, one need to use the framework in Segers et al. (2017). Specifically, let

µm1,u be the law of random vector (B1/m1, . . . , Bd/m1), where {Bℓ : ℓ = 1, . . . , d} follow Binomial(m1, uℓ).

The empirical Bernstein copula in Equation (2) can be rewritten as

Cn1,m1(u) =

∫

[0,1]d
Cn1(w) dµm,u(w), u ∈ [0, 1]d.

Moreover, write w(t) = u + t(w − u) with t ∈ [0, 1]. Then, the empirical Bernstein copula process is

Cn1,m1(u) =
√
n1
{
Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)

}

=
√
n1

{
Cn1,m1(u) −

∫

[0,1]d
C(w) dµm1,u(w) +

∫

[0,1]d
C(w) dµm1,u(w) − C(u)

}

=

∫

[0,1]d

√
n1
{
Cn1(w) − C(w)

}
dµm1,u(w) +

√
n1

{∫

[0,1]d
C(w) dµm1,u(w) − C(u)

}

= T1 + T2. (8)

The two terms are dealt with separately.

• For the term T1, according to Segers et al. (2017, Proposition 3.1), one has

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]d

√
n1
{
Cn1(w) − C(w)

}
dµm1,u(w) − √

n1
{
Cn1(u) − C(u)

}
∣∣∣∣∣ = op(1).

And note that,
√
n1

{
Cn1(u) − C(u)

}
 BC(u) in ℓ∞([0, 1]d) under the Assumption 1 (see Segers

(2012)). Therefore, T1  BC(u) as n goes to infinity.

• For the term T2, Letm1 = cnα
1 for some c > 0, by Kojadinovic (2022, Lemma 3.1), under Assumption 1-2 ,

one has

sup
u∈[0,1]d

√
n1

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]d
C(w) dµm1,u(w) −C(u)

∣∣∣∣∣ = O

(
n

(3−4α)/6
1

)

almost surely. Therefore, if α > 3/4, T2 goes to zero as n goes to infinity.

Combining above results completes the proof.
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A.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. One can verify an intermediate result that as min(n1, n2) → ∞

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − F

∗
n(u)

∣∣ a.s.
= O

(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
. (9)

Indeed, let Fn(u) :=
√

1 − λnCn1 −
√
λnDn2 , in the light of Bouzebda et al. (2011, Proof of Theorem 2.1).

By Borisov (1982), for a sequence of Brownian bridge {Bn1,C}n1∈N+ , which are independent copies of BC ,

one has as n1 → ∞,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Gn1(u) − Bn1,C(u)
∣∣ a.s.

= O

(
n

−1/(2(2d−1))
1 log n1

)
,

where

Gn1(u) =
√
n
{
Gn1(u) − C(u)

}
=

1√
n1

n1∑

i=1




d∏

ℓ=1

I (Uiℓ ≤ uℓ) − C(u)


 .

Then, under our assumptions, by Segers (2012), as n1 → ∞,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Cn1(u) − Gn1(u) +

d∑

ℓ=1

Gn1(uℓ)Ċℓ(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
a.s.
= O

(
n

−1/4
1 (log n1)1/2(log log n1)1/4

)
.

Since Ċℓ(u), ℓ = 1, . . . , d are bounded,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣Cn1(u) − C
(n1)(u)

∣∣∣ ≤ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Cn1(u) − Gn1(u) +

d∑

ℓ=1

Gn1(uℓ)Ċℓ(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

+ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Gn1(u) −

d∑

ℓ=1

Gn1(uℓ)Ċℓ(u) − C
(n1)(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

= O

(
n

−1/4
1 (log n1)1/2(log log n1)1/4

)
+O

(
n

−1/(2(2d−1))
1 log n1

)

= O

(
n

−1/(2(2d−1))
1 log n1

)

almost surely as n1 → ∞. Similarly, one can obtain

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣Dn2(u) − D
(n2)(u)

∣∣∣ = O

(
n

−1/(2(2d−1))
2 log n2

)

almost surely as n2 → ∞. Therefore, one has almost surely

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fn(u) − F
∗
n(u)

∣∣ = O
(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
.

Therefore,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − F

∗
n(u)

∣∣ ≤ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − Fn(u)

∣∣+ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fn(u) − F
∗
n(u)

∣∣

≤ n2λn


 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − Cn1(u)
∣∣ + sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Dn2,m2(u) −Dn2(u)
∣∣
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+O
(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)

= (1 − λn) sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − Cn1(u)
∣∣+ λn sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Dn2,m2(u) − Dn2(u)
∣∣

+O
(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
. (10)

Further, adapted from Segers et al. (2017), under our assumptions, as min(n1, n2) → ∞,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1,m1(u) − Cn1(u)
∣∣ = O

(
n

−1/2
1

)
,

sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Dn2,m2(u) − Dn2(u)
∣∣ = O

(
n

−1/2
2

)
. (11)

One has

(10) = O

(
n

−1/2
1

)
+O

(
n

−1/2
2

)
+O

(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
= O

(
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
.

Based on the intermediate result Equation (9), one can show strong approximation of these statistics.

• For Rm
n ,

∣∣∣∣∣R
m
n −

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 du

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]d
{Fm

n (u)}2 − {F∗
n(u)}2 du

∣∣∣∣∣

≤

 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − F

∗
n(u)

∣∣



 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) + F

∗
n(u)

∣∣



≤

 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − F

∗
n(u)

∣∣



×

 sup

u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u) − F

∗
n(u)

∣∣+ 2 sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Fm
n (u)

∣∣



= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
,

where the last equality follows by Janssen et al. (2012, Theorem 1).

• For Sm
n ,

∣∣∣∣∣S
m
n −

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 dC(u)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣S

m
n −

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 dCn1,m1(u)

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 dCn1,m1(u) −
∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 dC(u)

∣∣∣∣∣

= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)

+

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

[0,1]d
{F∗

n(u)}2 d{Cn1,m1(u) −C(u)}
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
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+ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣{F∗
n(u)}2

∣∣∣ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣{Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)}
∣∣

= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)

+O(1)O

(
n

−1/2
1 (log log n1)1/2

)

= O

(
max

(
(log log n1)1/2, (log log n2)1/2

)
Ψ(n1, n2)

)
,

where the O(1) comes form the fact that F
∗
n is a centred Gaussian process.

• For Tm
n , the result immediately follows.

This completes the proof.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We only prove the results for a sample X with size n1. According to Rémillard and Scaillet (2009),

one has for u ∈ [0, 1]d and h ∈ {1, . . . ,H},

Gn1(u) =
√
n
{
Gn1(u) − C(u)

}
=

1√
n1

n1∑

i=1




d∏

ℓ=1

I (Uiℓ ≤ uℓ) − C(u)



 BC(u),

and

G
(h)
n1

(u) =
1√
n1

n1∑

i=1

(
ξ

(h)
i − ξ

(h)
n1

)


d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ kℓ/m1

)


 BC(u).

To complete the proof, one needs to show that the difference between

(
Gn1,G

(h)
n1,

)
and

(
Gn1,m1 ,G

(h)
n1,m1

)

is asymptotically negligible.

By Lemma 2, under the assumptions, one has

Cn1,m1(u) =
√
n1{Cn1,m1(u) − C(u)} C(u) = BC(u) −

d∑

ℓ=1

BC(uℓ)Ċℓ(u),

which implies that

Gn1,m1(u) BC(u).

Furthermore, given that Cn1,m1(u) and Cn1(u) converge to the same limit, one has that G
(h)
n1,m1(u) and

G
(h)
n1 (u) will also converge to the same limit. This leads to the conclusion that G

(h)
n1,m1(u) BC(u).

A.6 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. We only show the uniform consistency for

∂Cn1,m1(u)/∂u1 = m1

m1−1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0



Cn1

(
k1 + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
− Cn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
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× Pk1,m1−1(u1) · · ·Pkd,m1(ud).

The result for other partial derivatives can be obtained similarly. For any {u ∈ [0, 1]d : u1 ∈ [bn1 , 1−bn1 ]},

one has

∣∣∣∂Cn1,m1(u)/∂u1 − Ċ1(u)
∣∣∣

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m1−1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0



Cn1

(
k1 + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
− Cn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
− C

(
k1 + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)

+C

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
Pk1,m1−1(u1) · · ·Pkd,m1(ud)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
m1

m1−1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0



C

(
k1 + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)

−C
(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
Pk1,m1−1(u1) · · ·Pkd,m1(ud) − Ċ1(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

= A1 +A2.

Further, let P ′
k1,m1

(u1) be the derivative of Pk1,m1(u1), then

A1 ≤
m1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Cn1

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
− C

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣P ′
k1,m1

(u1)
∣∣∣ · · ·Pkd,m1(ud)

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]d

∣∣Cn1(u) − C(u)
∣∣ ·

m1∑

k1=0

∣∣∣P ′
k1,m1

(u1)
∣∣∣

= O

(
m

1/2
1 n

−1/2
1 (log log n1)1/2

)

almost surely as n1 → ∞ and where
∑m1

k1=0

∣∣∣P ′
k1,m1

(u1)
∣∣∣ = O

(
m

1/2
1

)
by Janssen et al. (2014, Lemma 1).

For dealing with A2, let νm1,u be the law of random vector (S1/(m1 − 1), B2/m1, . . . , Bd/m1), where

S1 follows Binomial(m1 − 1, u1) and {Bℓ : ℓ = 2, . . . , d} follow Binomial(m1, uℓ). One has

m1−1∑

k1=0

· · ·
m1∑

kd=0



C

(
k1 + 1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
− C

(
k1

m1
, . . . ,

kd

m1

)
Pk1,m1−1(u1) · · ·Pkd,m1(ud)

=

∫

[0,1]d
C

((
w1 +

1

m1 − 1

)
m1 − 1

m1
, w2, . . . , wd

)
dνm1,u(w)

−
∫

[0,1]d
C

(
w1
m1 − 1

m1
, w2, . . . , wd

)
dνm1,u(w).

Using the representation in Segers et al. (2017, Proof of Proposition 3.4), for 0 < t < 1, one has

A2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
m1

∫

[0,1]d


C

((
w1 +

1

m1 − 1

)
m1 − 1

m1
, w2, . . . , wd

)
− C

(
w1
m1 − 1

m1
, w2, . . . , wd

)
dνm1,u(w) − Ċ1(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫ 1

0

∫

[0,1]d


Ċ1

((
m1 − 1

m1
w1 +

1 + t

m1

)
, w2, . . . , wd

)
− Ċ1(u)


 dνm1,u(w) dt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (12)
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Let w′
1(w1, t) := m1−1

m1
w1 + 1+t

m1
and εn1 = bn1/2, then

(12) ≤
∣∣∣∣∣

∫ 1

0

∫

[0,1]d

[
Ċ1

(
w′

1, w2, . . . , wd

)
− Ċ1(u)

]
I

(
max(|w′

1 − u1|, |w2 − u2|, . . . , |wd − ud|) ≤ εn1

)
dνm1,u(w) dt

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ 1

0

∫

[0,1]d

[
Ċ1

(
w′

1, w2, . . . , wd

)
− Ċ1(u)

]
I

(
max(|w′

1 − u1|, |w2 − u2|, . . . , |wd − ud|) > εn1

)
dνm1,u(w) dt

∣∣∣∣∣

= A21 +A22.

Further, the two terms are dealt with separately using the strategy in Kojadinovic (2022, Proof of Lemma

3.1),

• For term A21, under Assumption 1-2, by Segers (2012, Lemma 4.3), for a constant L > 0, one has
∣∣∣∣Ċ1

(
w′

1, w2, . . . , wd

)
− Ċ(u)

∣∣∣∣ I
(
max(|w′

1 − u1|, |w2 − u2|, . . . , |wd − ud|) ≤ εn1

)

≤ Lb−1
n1

[
|w′

1 − u1| + |w2 − u2| + · · · + |wd − ud|
]
.

Further,

A21 ≤ Lb−1
n1

∫

[0,1]d

∫ 1

0

[
|w1 − u1| + |w2 − u2| + · · · + |wd − ud| + |w′

1 − w1|
]

dt dνm1,u(w)

≤ Lb−1
n1

∫

[0,1]d

∫ 1

0

[
|w1 − u1| + |w2 − u2| + · · · + |wd − ud| +

∣∣∣∣
1 + t

m1

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣
w1

m1

∣∣∣∣

]
dt dνm1,u(w)

= Lb−1
n1

∫

[0,1]d

[
|w1 − u1| + |w2 − u2| + · · · + |wd − ud| +

3

2m1
+
w1

m1

]
dνm1,u(w) (13)

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(13) ≤ Lb−1
n1

[
O

(
m

−1/2
1

)
+O

(
m−1

1

)]

= O

(
b−1

n1
m

−1/2
1

)
.

• For term A22, since Ċ1 ∈ [0, 1] and using the result in the proof of A21,

A22

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ 1

0

∫

[0,1]d

2

εn1

max(|w′
1 − u1|, |w2 − u2|, . . . , |wd − ud|) dνm1,u(w) dt

∣∣∣∣∣ (14)

≤
∣∣∣∣∣

∫ 1

0

∫

[0,1]d

2

εn1

max(|w′
1 − u1| + |w2 − u2| + · · · + |wd − ud|) dνm1,u(w) dt

∣∣∣∣∣ (15)

≤ ε−1
n1

[
O

(
m

−1/2
1

)
+O(m−1

1 )

]
(16)

= O

(
b−1

n1
m

−1/2
1

)
. (17)

Therefore,

sup
{u∈[0,1]d:u1∈[bn1 ,1−bn1 ]}

∣∣∣∣∣
∂Cn1,m1(u)

∂u1
− Ċ1(u)

∣∣∣∣∣ = O

(
m

1/2
1 n

−1/2
1 (log log n1)1/2

)
+O

(
b−1

n1
m

−1/2
1

)

almost surely as n1 → ∞, which completes the proof.
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A.7 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. We only show the result for C. The D process can be treated similarly. The empirical copula for

subsample h is defined as

C
(Ih)
b1

(u) =
1

b1

b1∑

i=1

d∏

ℓ=1

I

(
Ûiℓ ≤ uℓ

)
, h ∈ {1, . . . ,H}.

The corresponding corrected subsample empirical copula process is

C
(Ih)
b1

(u) =

√
b1

1 − b1/n1
{C(Ih)

b1
(u) − Cn1(u)}.

By Kojadinovic and Stemikovskaya (2019, Theorem 1), under our assumptions,

(
Cn1 ,C

(I1)
b1

, . . . ,C
(IH )
b1

)
 

(
C,C(1), . . . ,C(H)

)
.

Then one can show that C
(Ih)
b1,m(1)

and C
(Ih)
b1

are asymptotically equivalent. Indeed, applying Segers et al.

(2017, Theorem 3.6), as n1 → ∞,
√

b1

1 − b1/n1
{C(Ih)

b1,m(1)
(u) −C(u)} =

√
b1

1 − b1/n1
{C(Ih)

b1
(u) − C(u)} + op(1),

√
b1

1 − b1/n1
{Cn1,m1

(u) −C(u)} =

√
b1

1 − b1/n1
{Cn1

(u) − C(u)} + op(1).

Therefore,

C
(Ih)
b1,m(1)

= C
(Ih)
b1

+ op(1), n1 → ∞,

which completes the proof.
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Jiménez-Gamero, M., M. Cousido-Rocha, M. Alba-Fernández, F. Jiménez-Jiménez, et al. (2022). Testing
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