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Abstract

Long-run covariance matrix estimation is the building block of time series inference. The corre-
sponding difference-based estimator, which avoids detrending, has attracted considerable interest due
to its robustness to both smooth and abrupt structural breaks and its competitive finite sample per-
formance. However, existing methods mainly focus on estimators for the univariate process while their
direct and multivariate extensions for most linear models are asymptotically biased. We propose a novel
difference-based and debiased long-run covariance matrix estimator for functional linear models with
time-varying regression coefficients, allowing time series non-stationarity, long-range dependence, state-
heteroscedasticity and their mixtures. We apply the new estimator to (i) the structural stability test,
overcoming the notorious non-monotonic power phenomena caused by piecewise smooth alternatives for
regression coefficients, and (ii) the nonparametric residual-based tests for long memory, improving the
performance via the residual-free formula of the proposed estimator. The effectiveness of the proposed
method is justified theoretically and demonstrated by superior performance in simulation studies, while

its usefulness is elaborated via real data analysis. Our method is implemented in the R package mlrv.

Keywords: Debias; Difference statistic; Local stationarity; Long-run variance; Monotonic power; Time-
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1 Introduction

The long-run variance plays a central role in the statistical inference of time series linear models. Consider
the following functional linear model ((Zhou and Wu, 2010)) for the time series observations (y; n, i) (i =
1,...,n),

Yin = x;l,—nﬁz,n + €in, Bi,n = ,B(Z/’I’L) (7“ =1,..., ’I’L), (11)
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where z; ,, is a p-dimensional covariate process whose first element is 1 and e; ,, is the error process, both of
which can be non-stationary, (5;,) are the time-varying regression coefficients and 3(-) : [0, 1] — RP is the
regression function. If an is assumed to be constant or smoothly changing, it can be estimated by ordinary
least squares or nonparametric methods ((Chan and Zhang, 2010), (Li et al., 2011), (Su et al., 2019))
and the variation of such estimates is determined by the p-dimensional possibly time-varying long-run
covariance matric of (x; ne;r), see (2.1) for exact definition. Classic estimation of the long-run covariance
matrix in linear models, see for instances (Newey and West, 1987) and (Andrews, 1991), requires consistent
estimation of regression coefficients, which is difficult to achieve under structural changes. A prevalent
approach to overcome the obstacle is the difference-based estimation, which is built on y; 4, n — yi,n Where
m is a diverging tuning parameter such that m = o(n) so that most y;{mn — yin are approximately zero-
mean under both smooth and abrupt structural changes. Most of the existing results assume stationarity,
see for example, (Tecuapetla-Gomez and Munk, 2017) and (Chan, 2022). Exceptions include (Dette
and Wu, 2019), which allows non-stationary errors. To the best of the author’s knowledge, the existing
difference-based long-run variance estimators for time series data are designed for p = 1. When (e; ;) are
independent and identically distributed, the difference-based estimators for variance has been studied by
for example (Miiller and Stadtmuller, 1987), (Hall et al., 1990) and (Brown and Levine, 2007).

For p > 1, the long-run variance is referred as the long-run covariance matrix, whose estimation is
much more involved, see (Jansson, 2002), (Hirukawa, 2021) and reviews therein. Most existing methods
are plug-in methods that utilize estimated residuals which have been widely applied to the goodness of
fit tests, tests of structural breaks ((Aue and Horvath, 2013), (Wu and Zhou, 2018), (Kao et al., 2018)),
detecting gradual changes ((Vogt and Dette, 2015)), simultaneous confidence bands for coefficient functions
((Zhou and Wu, 2010)), tests for long memory ((Beran et al., 2013), (Bai and Wu, 2024)), etc. Since they
depend critically on the accurate pre-estimation of regression coefficients, they are inconsistent under
abrupt structural breaks, causing the notorious non-monotonic power ((Kejriwal, 2009)) when applied
to structural stability tests. Moreover, most nonparametric specification tests involve both an and the
long-run covariance matrix, while Bm is also used in the formula of the plug-in estimator for the long-run
covariance matrix. Therefore, the plug-in estimate tends to sensitize those tests to the tuning parameters

chosen for f3; .

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we consider a general form of non-stationary called local stationarity for the covariate and
the error processes of (1.1), which has received substantial attention in the literature. We employ the
definition of locally stationary processes based on Bernoulli shift processes, see (Wu, 2005) and (Zhou and
Wu, 2010), while there are also many other formulations, see (Dahlhaus, 1997), (Nason et al., 2000), and
(Dahlhaus et al., 2019) for a comprehensive review.

We start by introducing necessary notation that will be used in the rest of the paper. Let 1(-) denote the
indicator function. Define |a] as the largest integer smaller than a, and Apin(A) as the smallest eigenvalue

of any symmetric squared matrix A. Let |- | denote the absolute value for scalars and the Frobenius norm



for matrices. Let Z denote the set of integers. Let F; = (..., 1i—1,1;), where (1;);cz are independent and
identically distributed random elements, and the couple process F; (g} = (coosm=1,Mm0, M, - -, mi), where
(n)icz is the independent and identically distributed copy of (1;)icz. We write f(-) € C?[0,1] if f(-) has
gth order continuous derivative. Consider the data generating mechanism L(t,F;) € RP, where L is a
filter function such that L(¢, F;) is well-defined. We say L(t, Fo) € Lip,(I) if there exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that for any tq1,t2 € I,t1 < to,

| L(t1, Fo) — L(t2, Fo)l|s < c|t1 — ta],

where || X||s = {E(]X]*)}!/*. To measure the dependence of time series, we adopt the physical dependence
((Wu, 2005)). For L(t,F;) on interval I, the physical dependence in £" norm is defined by

5T(L7k71) = Stu? ||L(t7]:k) - L(tafk,{O})”T‘
€

In the following, we give the definition of local stationarity and short-range dependence.

Definition 2.1. The process G(t,F;) (i € Z) is of r-order short-range dependence on interval I if
supse; |G(t, Fo)llr < 00, 6-(H,k,I) = O(x*), for some x € (0,1), r > 1, and s-order locally station-
ary on interval I, s > 2, if G(t, Fy) € Lip,(I).

In the functional linear model (1.1), we consider x;,, = W (t;, Fi), ein = H(t;, F;), where t; = i/n
, W and H are measurable nonlinear filters mapping from [0,1] x R? to R? and (—o0,1] x R? to R,
respectively. Permitting ¢ to approach —oo enables us to develop our proposed method under long memory,
see Section 5.2 for detailed discussion. We further assume e; ,, has the following state-heteroscedastic form,
i.e., ein = H(t;,H;)G(t;, Gi) for —oo < i < n, where the nonlinear filters H(t,-) and G(t,-) are H; and G,
measurable functions for ¢ € (—oo, 1], and filtrations G; and H; are sub-o-fields of F;, independent of each
other. Furthermore, #; C o(21 p, .., Tiz) if 1 <4 < n, and for any t € (—o0, 1], E(G(t,G;)) = 0. The above
formulation admits the heteroscedastic errors considered in (He and Zhu, 2003) and (Kulik and Wichelhaus,
2012), where they assume H(t;,H;) to have the form of s(x;,) for some unknown smooth function s(-).
Moreover, G(t;, G;) allows the conditional heteroscedasticity as considered by assumption 1(b) of (Cavaliere
et al., 2017). Further, let U (t;, Fi) = W (t;, Fi)H (t;, Fi) such that x; ne;, = U (8, Fi) (i =1,...,n). The

time-varying long-run covariance function for the functional linear model (1.1) is defined by

oo

S(t)= Y cov{U(t,Fo),U(t,F)} (telo,1]). (2.1)

j=—o00

For stationary x;, and e;,, X(t) will be time invariant. In this case for linear models with no structural
changes, (Zhou and Shao, 2013) proposes a self-normalization method for statistical inference so that the
estimation of the long-run covariance matrix can be avoided. However, their method relies crucially on
strict stationarity. Therefore, for the statistical inference of non-stationary time series linear models, the

accurate and robust estimation of X(¢) is essential.



3 The debiased difference-based estimator

When p = 1, (Dette and Wu, 2019) proposes the following difference-based estimator (¢) based on

the difference of x;,y;, for the long run variance of e;,. Let Q. = Zf:,g”fl TinYin, and for t €

[m/n, 1 —m/nl,
, T AGAT ~ — 0
2(t> _ Z #W(Lj)’ Aj _ Q]—m—f—l,m Q]-‘rl,m’

m

=m

<

where for some bandwidth 7,, and the kernel function K(-) with support (—1, 1),
Wit i) = Kr, (ti =) /Y Kr, (ti = 1), Kr, () = K(-/m0).
i=1

For t € [0,m/n), (t) = ¥(m/n) and for t € (1 —m/n, 1], 2(t) = (1 — m/n).

Unfortunately, in Appendix F.2, we find that the difference-based estimator E(t) is asymptotically
biased for p > 2. The bias is negligible when the covariates are fixed and continuous as assumed in
Assumption 1 of (Zhou et al., 2015), since the bias is caused by the stochastic variation of covariates.
We explain this in detail in Section A of the supplemental material. In Appendix F.2, we also show that
E(3(t)) — ©(t) can be uniformly approximated by the expectation of the following %4 (¢):

n—m T
mA;mA

mA(t) = 5 w(tg) (L€ [m/n,1—m/n]),

j=m

where for j =m, ..., n,

1 J
Ajvm = % Z {xl,nxznﬂ(tl) - $i+m,nx;_m7n5(ti+m)},
i=j—m+1
and $A(t) = B4(m/n) for t € [0,m/n), ZA(t) = A1 — m/n) for t € (1 —m/n,1]. To utilize

$4(t), we shall substitute 3(-) in Aj,, via an estimator without introducing additional tuning param-

eters. For this purpose, define f’zm = TinYin — TitmnYitmmn, Xim = xznx;rn - $i+m,nfciT+m,n= and
Ejpm=21 g:j_m_’_l(mi’nei’n — Zitmn€itmn). By the continuity of 5(t),
1 & - R ;
b 2 Yim= At B 3 KimBlt) + Ejm
i=j—m+1 i=j—m+1
1 L "
~ —B(t) | Z Xim + Ejm. (3.1)
i=j—m+1

Since E(Ej,,) = 0, the random vector \/mE},, is O,(1). Treating Zg Y;.m/\/m as the response

variable, Zg:j—m 41 Xim//m as covariates and /mFE;,, as errors, (3.1) motives us to approximate ((t)

=j—m+1



in Aj,, by
Bt) =7 (t)w(t), (3.2)

where Q(t) and w(t) are the smoothed versions of

) 1 I y 5
Ajj2=o- - XimX, and Aj/2 = — Z Yim,
i=j—m-+41 i=j—m+1

ie., for t € [m/n,1 —m/n],

n—m n—m
Aj(ﬂ(t,j)/z, A](:) t ]

j:m j=m

<.

where @(t,i) = K{(t; — t)/7/*}) 2" K{(t; — t)/m/?}, while for t € [0,m/n), Q(t) = Q(m/n), =(t) =
w(m/n) and for t € (1 —m/n, 1], Qt) = Q(1 —m/n), @(t) = @(1 — m/n). The estimator 5(¢), which is
also based on difference series, is accurate except in the vicinity of abrupt changes. Fortunately, the effect
of abrupt changes can be mitigated by the local averaging in the formula of A;,,. Replacing §(t) by B(t)

in A;,, we obtain

J
> Azina WBt) — Tixmn@lymnBtivm)},

i=j—m+1
and the corresponding debiased difference-based estimator 3(¢) for ¢ € [0,1]:

n- mmA AT

B(t) =2t - 2(¢t), (1) = + w(t, j), (3-3)

which is robust to structural breaks in regression coefficient functions due to differencing, and except
for m, 7, used for ﬁ(t), the correction i(t) does not involve additional tuning parameters. Thanks to
the residual-free formula, the estimator (3.3) can preserve its consistency even when it is challenging to

estimate 3(t) accurately.

4 Consistency under smooth structural changes

In this section, we discuss the uniform convergence of the debiased difference-based long-run covariance
matrix estimator (3.3) for the functional linear model (1.1) under smooth structural changes and short-
range dependence with locally stationary predictors and errors, which accommodates many null hypotheses
of nonparametric specification tests. The convergence of f](t) when both smooth and abrupt changes occur

is deferred to Section 5.1, and the performance of fl(t) under long memory is postponed to Section 5.2.

Assumption 4.1. Each coordinate of 3(t) lies in C3[0,1].



Assumption 4.1 imposes smooth structural change, i.e., the coefficient function () is smooth. In

Section 5.1, we shall relax Assumption 4.1 to allow abrupt structural changes.

Assumption 4.2. The value A\pin(2(t)) is bounded away from 0 uniformly on [0,1], and each element
of 2(t) € C?[0,1].

Assumption 4.2 guarantees the non-degeneracy of the long-run covariance matrix of the process of
U(t,F;) and each component of ¥(¢) is smooth, which are common in the analysis of functional lin-
ear models of locally stationary time series, see for example (Zhou and Wu, 2010). Let J(¢,Fy) =
W (t, Fo)W T (t,Fo). Define puw (t) = E{W (t, Fo)}, M(t) = E{J(t,Fo)}, t € [0,1].

Assumption 4.3. Each element of the functions M (t) € C1[0,1], pw (t) € C[0,1], and infye[g 1) Amin (M (£)) >
0. The covariate process W (t,F;) (i = 1,...,n) is of 4-order local stationarity and 16k-order short-range

dependence on [0,1] for some k > 1.

Assumption 4.3 requires that M (t) is non-degenerate, implies that sup,c(o 1) |-/ (¢, Fo)llss < 00, 98 (J, k) =
O(x%) for some 1 € (0,1), and ensures that each element of (xma;:n) is 2-order locally stationary.

The following assumption ensures the invertibility of £2(¢) in (3.2).

Assumption 4.4. Each element of the covariance function cov {J(t,Fo), J(t,Fo)} € C?[0,1] and its

smallest eigenvalue is strictly positive on [0, 1].

Assumption 4.5. The process H(t,F;) (i € Z) satisfies 16k-order of short-range dependence and 4-order

of local stationarity on [0, 1].

Assumptions 4.3 and 4.5 ensure that U(t, F;) (i € Z) is of 2-order local stationarity and 8x-order of
short-range dependence on [0,1]. The existence of 16kth moments of covariates and errors are assumed
for technical convenience, and it is satisfied by sub-exponential random variables. We conjecture that it
can be relaxed by substantially more involved mathematical arguments, see the simulation study of (Bai
and Wu, 2024). Specifically, the condition of 16x-order dependence can be replaced by sub-exponential
moment conditions and dependence measure in £' norm. Further technical discussion on Assumption 5
can be found in Appendix C of the supplement. Assumption 4.4 is mild, and it excludes the scenario in
which all of the time series covariates reduce to deterministic smooth trends; in this case, we recommend
using the direct multivariate extension of the difference-based long-run covariance estimator of (Dette and
Wu, 2019), namely Z(t) The following assumption gives the properties of the kernel function. The use

of different kernels is discussed in Appendix B.

Assumption 4.6. The kernel function K(-) is a continuously differentiable, symmetric density function

and supported on (—1,1).
Let I = [yn,1 — 5] € (0,1), where v, = 7, + (m + 1) /n.

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 4.5 with constant k > 1, suppose m =

O(n1/3), m — 00, 7 — 0, m/(n7/* %) = 0, 757 V* /m = 0, mm, — 00, we have
R ml/2 1
S8y _ 5 ‘ _ om0 1 1/2.3-1/r |
Stlg (t) ()| = Op <n1/27_2/4+1//4 + m mtTy,




The above equation and the bandwidth conditions for Theorem 4.1 ensure the uniform consistency
of f](t) As shown by Lemma F.1 in the supplement, the estimator B (t) is consistent when there are no
jump points. As pointed out by a referee, it is viable to use any pilot estimator of () that satisfies the
conditions in Appendix C of the supplement in (t) for debiasing.

We compare our results with (Zhou and Wu, 2010) which proposes a plug-in estimator of long-run
covariance matrix using nonparametric residuals. According to Theorem 5 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), their

V4 1p contrast, our uniform rate in

best approximation rate can be close to but not faster than n~
Theorem 4.1 is n~4/15+2/(155) by taking m =< n*15, 7,, < n=2/15 which is better when « is sufficiently
large. In unreported studies, we find that the performance of plug-in estimators using B (+) is superior to
(Zhou and Wu, 2010) but inferior to our proposed estimator. This estimator is also available in R package

mlrv.

5 Applications

5.1 Structural change detection with monotonic power

The first application is the detection of structural changes in the stochastic linear regression
_ T .
Yin = TinBin tein (i=1,...,n),

where (x; ;) is the p-dimensional covariate process and (e;,);_; is the error process. The test for
structural changes of (3;,) considers the hypothesis Hy : 1, = fon = -+ = Bnn. Allowing general
non-stationarity in the covariates and the errors, (Wu and Zhou, 2018) proposes to use the test statistic
J

Z éi,nxi,n/\/n

i=1

N T 5 .
I, = max ) ei,n:yi,n_xinﬁn (2: 1,...,TL),
1<ji<n ’

where /3, = argming 7 (Yin — af;nﬁ)z. For the alternative hypothesis, we consider

yi,nzxznﬁ(i/n)"i_ei,na B(t) :6+Lng(t) (Z: L...ony te [07 1])7 (51)

where (,¢9(t) € RP, g(0) = 0, L,, is a positive real sequence, (3(t) has potential abrupt changes, i.e.,
Bt) = Y 0tobi(t)l(a; <t < ajy1), 0 = ag < a1 < -+ < ag, < ag,41 = 1, bj(t) € C3(aj,aj+1),
SUPo<j<q, |bj(a;) —bj(a; )| < oo, and gy is the number of abrupt changes. (Wu and Zhou, 2018) proposes
a general bootstrap statistics according to (5.2), which relies on the residual é; , = y; n — xZT n/é’n. Their test
can be applied to piecewise locally stationary covariates and errors, and is unified for testing structural
changes in general M estimation. They show their power approaches 1 under local alternatives L,, = n~1/2
or L, = o(1), \/nL,, = co. However, if L, does not vanish, 3, is not consistent and the power of the test
in (Wu and Zhou, 2018) in this case is not theoretically guaranteed. If we focus on the locally stationary
process which is quite general and on least squares regression which is arguably the most widely applied

M-estimator in practice, we could improve the power of the test for structural changes via our proposed



long-run covariance matrix estimator 3(¢) and an alternative bootstrap procedure to (Wu and Zhou,
2018). For this purpose, we define

Fro= max | —A@i/n)A-t 1)

m<i<n—m+1' b nomttml:
where \I/E?n = n1/2 Z;-:l 21/2(tj)R§-T), A(i/n) = 23:1 xj,nij’n/n, (RJ(.T));?:1 are the independent and
identically distributed standard normal random variables independent of data and are independently
generated in the r, bootstrap iteration, and i](t) is the proposed difference-based estimator of ¥(t). Let
B denote the number of bootstrap iterations. Let F(;y < Figy < -+ < Fi gy be the order statistics of (F}.).
We reject the structural stability test at the significance level of « if T}, is greater than the F|_o)p|. We
proceed to relax Assumption 4.1 in Theorem 4.1 allowing for the possible presence of abrupt changes and

discuss the property of the bootstrap procedure.

Theorem 5.1. Under the Assumptions 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 4.5 with constant k > 1, and the bandwidth

. 7/2
conditions m = O(n'/3), 7, — 0, nr/ /m — oo, m73

2 = 00, assSuMing qn = o{min(Tgl/z,nTn/m%},

under the alternative hypothesis (5.1), we have

sup [3(t) — S(t)] = 0, (1),
tel

and as a result there exists a p-dimensional zero-mean Gaussian process Z(t) with covariance function
v(t,s) = Omm(t’s) Y(r)dr such that

Fo= sup |G(H)] = sup |Z(t) — A®A(1)2(1)], A(t):/ M{(s)ds.
t€(0,1] t€(0,1] 0

= n~2/15 which can achieve ¢, = o(nl/ 1) for sufficiently large &, which allows

Taking m = n%/1%, 7,
the number of abrupt jumps diverges as n — oo, though the estimator B (t) is inconsistent due to the

inconsistency of smoothing in the neighborhood of discontinuous points. Define

At) = /0 M(s)ds, As,g()) = /0 " M(r)g(r)dr,

and F(t,g(-)) = A(t,g(-)) — A(t)A=(1)A(1, g(-)). The following proposition gives the limiting distribution
of the test statistic 7,, under the null hypothesis and ensures the monotonic power of the bootstrap
procedure under Hy : 5(t) = B+ Lng(t).

Proposition 5.1. (i) Under the conditions of Theorem 4.1 and the null hypothesis of no structural

changes, we have

T, = sup |G(t)], (5.2)
te(0,1]

where G(t) is as defined in Theorem 5.1.



(i) Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1 and the alternative hypothesis (5.1) with L, = O(1),
n'2L, — oo, we have T, — oo in probability at the rate /nLy, and

Ipr(Ty > G1—a) — pr( sup. G(t) + 2L, F(t, ()| = d1-a)| = o(1),
te|0,

where §1_q 15 the bootstrap critical value of F,. at the significance level «.

Proposition 5.1 shows that T), is of order max(1,/nLy) under null hypothesis. Theorem 5.1 and
Proposition 5.1 guarantee the asymptotic correctness of the bootstrap procedure with the difference-
based estimator and that its asymptotic power approaches 1 under the fixed alternative. Meanwhile, the
bootstrap procedure with the difference-based estimator can detect the local alternatives at the parametric
rate \/n in the sense that if L, = n~/2, T, = supyepo,1] |G(t) + F(t,9(-))|. In contrast, Proposition B.1 of
(Wu and Zhou, 2018) shows that with the ordinary least squares residuals, the magnitude of F. using their
bootstrap procedure is /m max(Ly,, log? n/y/n)logn when \/mL, — oo, L, — 0, implying power loss due
to the divergence of F,.. Therefore, the bootstrap procedure equipped with the difference-based estimator
will be more powerful than that with ordinary least squares residuals and overcome non-monotonic power
caused by the inflation of the bootstrap statistics in (Wu and Zhou, 2018). In earlier work on the remedy
of the non-monotonic power for the test of smooth structural changes, (Juhl and Xiao, 2009) proposes
to estimate the long-run variance via plugging in the nonparametric residuals for p = 1. However, the
improvement in the power of their approach does not carry over in the presence of abrupt structural

changes.

5.2 Testing for long memory

Another application is testing for long memory in the functional linear model
_ T —d -
Yin = TinB(t) + (1= B) %ein (i=1,...,n),

where B is the lag operator, d € [0,1/2) is the long-memory parameter. When d = 0, the error process of
the model is locally stationary and short-range dependent. We are interested in the following hypothesis

testing problem
Hy:d=0 versus Hy:0<d<1/2. (5.3)

The rejection of Hy implies that the short-memory linear model is inadequate for the data and long-range
dependence should be considered. (Bai and Wu, 2024) proposes to test Hy using the jackknife corrected

nonparametric residuals. They obtain the local linear estimate of 5(-), i.e.,

n

(B, (1), By, (1)) = arg min > Avim = w0 — xlym (ti — O K, (t; 1), (5:4)
no,N1 ERP i=1



where K (t) is a kernel function with finite support (—1,1), b, is a bandwidth. Then, they consider the
jackknife estimator £y, (t) = 25’1,” 1y2(t) — By, (t) of which the asymptotic bias terms involving 3”(-) in the
formula of 3, and an /2 are canceled. Let K*(-) denote the jackknife equivalent kernel 2/2K (y/2x) —
K(z). For the sake of simplicity, we write n’ as |nb, | for short. Define the nonparametric residuals and
their partial sum as é;, = yin — a:Zann (t;) and S’nn =41 €in, 7 =n"+1,...,n —n/, respectively.
The KPSS, R/S, V/S and K/S—type test Statistics of (Bai and Wu, 2024) are

1. KPSS-type statistic K, = e 2n’) ynn - ( )2.

2. R/S—type statistic Qn = MaXp/41<k<n—n' Sk n Il’lll’ln +1<k<n—n' Sk e
2
3. V/S‘type StatiStiC M = m { k n +1 Sk} n — ﬁ ( k n +1 Sk TL) } .

4. K/S-type statistic G, = max,/41<p<n—n’ ’Skn‘ )

(Bai and Wu, 2024) proposes to implement the above tests via the following bootstrap-assisted pro-
cedure. Define M(t) = Yo, n:v K, (ti — t*)/(nny), where t* = max{n,, min(¢,1 — n,)} for some
bandwidth 1, — 0, nn2 — oco. Let E*() be any consistent long-run covariance matrix estimator satis-
fying the regularity condition 5.1 in their paper, and 632(t) = (3*(t))1,1. Generate B independent and
identically distributed copies of N (0, I,) vectors VZ-( = (VZ(I), V-(T))T (r =1,...,B), and for each r

M z’p
calculate
~ n 1 k
o =S S e o] s S 5
j=1 i=n41 i=n/+1

" pa”)

as well as the bootstrap statistics: K, RS,, ff)

, VS
S . in the corresponding statistics by G( ). Let I~(n7(1) < IN{n’(Q) <. <L IN{n’(B) be the ordered statistics of
K(T) (r=1,...,B),and B* = max{r : K,, (;y < K, }. Then the p-value of the KPSS-type test is 1 - B*/B,

and the p—values of R/S, V/S, and K/S-type tests can be obtained similarly. Given a nominal level «, if

and I’(\é,(:) which can be obtained by substituting

the p-value is smaller than «, we reject the null hypothesis of short memory.

In this paper we propose to set 3* (t) = i](t) With the new difference-based long-run covariance matrix
estimator, our testing procedure will be more robust than that using the plug-in estimator for 2*(75), since
for the latter procedure, the parameter b, in (5.4) for the estimation of the regression coefficients will
additionally affect the estimate of the long-run covariance matrix through the nonparametric residuals
€in as well as the selection of m and 7, as indicated by the discussion of Theorem 5 in (Zhou and Wu,
2010) that m and 7, should be chosen from an interval determined implicitly by b,. Moreover, adopting
f](t) leads to more accurate type-I error control due to the faster convergence rate, see the discussion
below Theorem 4.1.

In the following, we show the validity of f)(t) via studying the asymptotic behavior of i(t) under
the fixed and local alternatives for the testing problem (5.3), which is essential for the consistency of the

aforementioned bootstrap tests.

Assumption 5.1. Assumption 4.5 holds over (—oo,1], H(t,F;) (i € Z) is of 2k-order local stationarity
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on (—oo, 1], and its long-run variance function

o0

of(t)= Y cov{H(t,Fo),H(t,Fx)} (t€ (—o0,1]),

k=—o00

satisfies that infye o 1107 (t) > 0, Supte(—oo,l]o—%—[(t) < o0, and o%(+) is twice continuous differentiable on
[0,1].

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumptions 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 5.1, assuming anS/Q/logn — 00, T, — 0,
nty — 0o, m/(nt3) — 0, Ts_l/”\/m — 0, m=0(n"?), k> max{4/(1/2 — d),2/(3d), 4}, it follows that
under H 4

sup m =25 (t) — ka(d)oty () pw (&) (8)| = 0p(1),

where ra(d) = T=2(d + 1) J{t? - (¢~ L) (2 — (— 1) — (e 1)}t

Theorem 5.2 shows that the proposed difference-based estimator (¢) in (3.3) inflates at the rate of
m??® under long-range dependence with parameter d > 0, while its limit normalized by m?¢ depends on
the pw (t) along with the long-run variance of e;,, and the long-memory parameter d. The long-memory
parameter d also affects the theoretical properties of the long-run variance-covariance estimate through
the moment condition of k. The exact convergence rate is displayed in Step 6 of the proof of Theorem 5.2
in supplement due to page limit. In the following Theorem 5.3, we investigate the performance of the
estimator i(t) under the local alternatives d,, = ¢/logn for some constant ¢ > 0. For this purpose, we
define the long-run cross covariance vector between the locally stationary processes U(t, F;) (i € Z) and
H(tFy) (j € 2).

Definition 5.1. Define the long-run cross-covariance vector syp(t) € RP by

SUH(t) = i COV{U(t,fQ),H(t,]:j)} (tG [0, 1])

j=—o0

For given constants ¢ > 0 and «a; € (0, 1), define for 0 < ¢ < 1, the symmetric matrix

B(t) = 2(t) + (e = 120 (O uw () (8) + (€ = D{svn () () + pw ()i (D)}
The following Assumption 5.2 guarantees that ¥(¢) is smooth and non-degenerate.
Assumption 5.2. () € C2[0,1], and A\nin{X(t)} is bounded above 0 on [0,1].

Since X(¢) and (e — 1)%0%(t)uw (t) ]y (t) are positive definite, by Weyl’s inequality Assumption 5.2

is satisfied for sufficiently small positive c.
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Theorem 5.3. Let Assumptions 4.1, 4.8, 4.4, 4.6, 5.1 and 5.2 be satisfied. If m73/2 — 00, T, — 0,

m/(nt3) — 0, 73‘1/”\/m — 0, m=|n"], a; €(0,1/3), we have

sup
tel

5(0) ~ )| = op(1).

Theorem 5.2 and Theorem 5.3 lead to the desired limiting distribution of the bootstrap statistics under
the fixed and local alternatives achieving satisfactory power performance in finite samples, see (Bai and
Wu, 2024) for theoretical justification and numerical evidence. In finite samples, we demonstrate that
long memory tests with difference-based long-run covariance matrix estimates can achieve sizes closer to

the nominal level and are more powerful than their counterparts using plug-in estimates, see Section 6.

6 Simulation

6.1 Setting

We elaborate the procedure of tuning parameter selection, which is available in the R package mlrv,
and display the values of the parameters selected in Appendix B. Let (¢;)1ez, (()icz, (m)icz be N(0,1),
Y¥; = (n; +€i)/2, and consider the filtrations

]:j = ( cey j—lagj)a gj = ( . -;5]’—1753’)7 Hj = ( . .,Ej,T]j) (j = —0Q,.. .,n).

6.2 Testing for structural changes

We generate the locally stationary process z;,1 from Gi(t,H;) = Z;’;O(OB — 0.5t)j’l9i_j, the locally
stationary process ;2 from Ga(t,H;) = >272,{0.25 + 0.5(t — 0.5)2}7¢;—;, and the locally stationary
process u; ,, from G(t, F;) = 0.65 cos(27t)G(t, Fi—1) + ;. We consider the following heteroscedastic linear

regression model:
Yin =L+ Min+ Tint +Tin2+€in, €in=1+01zin1)uin, (=1,...,n),

where the function m;, (i =1,...,n) includes the following scenarios

CP1: mj, = 26sin(27t;)2;,,11(0.5 < t; < 1).

CP2: m;, = dsin(27t;)1(0 < t; < 0.4) + 0z, 11(0.7 < t; <1)/2.

CP4: m;, = 1.50sin(27t;)1(0 < ¢; < 0.2 0or 0.4 <t; <0.6 or 0.8 <¢; <1).

We conduct our simulation with a sample size 300. As shown in Figure 6.1, when there are 4 change
points, the block bootstrap test based on ordinary least squares residuals ((Wu and Zhou, 2018)) suffers
from low and non-monotonic power that can not approach 1. By contrast, the newly proposed difference-
based long-run covariance matrix estimator enhances the simulated power significantly and addresses the
non-monotonic power issue by taking the difference. To further illustrate the impact of long-run covariance
matrix estimators in bootstrap tests of structural breaks, we investigate the estimation accuracy of both

long-run covariance matrix estimators and find that our proposed estimator halves the empirical mean
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Figure 6.1: The empirical rejection rates of gradient-based structural change point tests as § increases from
0 to 1 with sample size n = 300 and simulation times 2000, under three scenarios CP1(blue), CP2(orange),
CP4(red), using blocks of ordinary least squares residuals (small-dashes), and difference-based long-run
covariance matrix estimator (solid). Left panel: nominal size 0.05; Right panel: nominal size 0.1.

square error in the presence of change points, see Appendix E of the supplement for extra simulation

results and sensitivity analysis.

6.3 Testing for long-range dependence

Consider the following heteroscedastic functional linear model,
Yin = B1(ti) + Bo(ti)zin + (1= B) Yein, (i=1,...,n),

where B is the lag operator, 3, (t) = 4sin(xt), Bo(t) = dexp {=2(t — 0.5)* }, @iy = W(t;, Fi) (i = 1,...,n),
and e, = H(tj,F;,G;) (j =1,...,n), where

H(t,Fi,G) = B(t,G) {1+ W2(t, F)}Y? (iez; te|0,1]),

W (t, F;) = {0.14+0.1 cos(2mt) YW (¢, Fi_1)+0.2¢;+0.7(t—0.5)2, and B(t,G;) = {0.3—0.4(t—0.5)2}B(t, G;_1)+
0.8¢;. As demonstrated by Figure 6.2, the difference-based long-run covariance matrix estimator yields
uniform improvement for the power of KPSS, V/S, R/S, and K/S tests against 0 < d < 1/2 in finite
samples. Notably, equipped with the difference-based estimator the simulated power of K/S, R/S, and
KPSS tests can reach 1 with the sample size 1500 as d increases to 0.5, while using the plug-in long-run
covariance matrix estimator the power is much lower and stays far below 1, except for the V/S test. The

corresponding sensitive analysis is in Appendix E.

7 Data analysis

We apply our newly proposed long-run covariance matrix estimator (3.3) to the analysis of Hong Kong
hospital data, including structural change detection and tests for long memory. The data set consists of

daily hospital admissions in Hong Kong as well as daily measurements of pollutants between January 1,
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Figure 6.2: Empirical rejection rates of KPSS(orange), K/S(blue), R/S(red), and V/S(green) tests under
different d’s with sample size 1500, using the plug-in method (small-dashes) and the difference-based
method (solid). Left panel: nominal size 0.05; Right panel: nominal size 0.1.

1994, and December 31, 1995. The sample size is 730. Consider the functional linear model for this data

set, i.e.,
4

Vin = B1(ti) + Y Bp(ti)Tipn +€im,  (i=1,...,n),
p=2
where (y;5,) is the series of daily total number of hospital admissions of circulation and respiration and
(ipn), p = 2,3,4, are the series of daily levels of SO3, NOy and dust, respectively, in micrograms per
cubic meter.

As illustrated in Section 5 of (Wu and Zhou, 2018), it is of practical concern to test whether 3(-) =
(Bp(-),1 <p < 4)T is a constant vector. The test for structural changes equipped with the difference-
based estimator yields p-value 0.006, which rejects the null hypothesis of no structural change, while the
test procedure proposed in (Wu and Zhou, 2018) based on ordinary least squares residuals yields p-value
greater than 0.1. The different testing results can be attributed to the power loss of (Wu and Zhou, 2018)
under structural change, as shown in Figure 6.1.

We then consider the test for the long memory of ¢;,. (Bai and Wu, 2024) performs long-memory
tests on each covariate process and concludes that they are short-range dependent. Therefore, we could
apply the tests introduced in Section 5.2 to this data, and compare the p-values of the tests equipped with
the difference-based estimator (3.3) and with the plug-in estimator of (Zhou and Wu, 2010), respectively.
The bandwidth b, in Section 5.2 are selected by the GCV method advocated by (Zhou and Wu, 2010)
and (Bai and Wu, 2024). As in Table 7.1, the p-values of four types of tests for long memory based on

method KPSS R/S V/S K/S | method KPSS R/S V/S K/S
plug 0.300 0.171 0.079 0.356 diff  0.810 0.888 0.835 0.907

Table 7.1: p-values of tests for long memory

plug-in estimates are much smaller than those based on f](t) The smaller p-values might result from the
inaccurate size performance associated with the plug-in estimator, which is evidenced by extra simulation

results in Table E.1 of the supplemental material showing that the methods with plug-in estimates tend

14



to over-reject and result in smaller p-values. A further sensitivity check shows that when using 1.2xGCV
bandwidths, the R/S test with the plug-in estimator yields p-value 0.08 rejecting the null hypothesis at the
significance level of 10%, while the p-values of tests equipped with the difference-based estimator remain

large leading to the same decision of accepting the null for all four tests.

8 Conclusion

Additional potential applications can be found in Appendix D of the supplement. The optimal long-run
variance for time series with stationary errors has been thoroughly discussed recently by (Chan, 2022).
However, the approach therein is not applicable when non-stationarity is present. We leave the optimal
estimation of the long-run covariance matrix under time series non-stationarity as rewarding future work.

In addition, the generalization of our method beyond linear models will also be of great importance.
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In the supplement, we present implementation details, extra simulation studies, the proofs of the findings

in this paper as well as auxiliary technical results.
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Supplement to “Difference-based covariance matrix estimate in time
series nonparametric regression with applications to specification
tests”

We organize the supplementary material as follows: Appendix A gives the intuition of the bias in
the difference-based estimator. The implementation details including the procedure of selection of tuning
parameters are in Appendix B. Appendix C provides some discussion on the assumptions. Appendix D
offers other applications of the proposed difference-based estimator. We investigate the sensitivity of finite-
sample performance of the tests with respect to the smoothing parameters, extra simulation with smaller
sample size, and the performance of different estimates in the presence of change points in Appendix E.
Appendix F presents proofs of the results in the main paper. Appendix G provides auxiliary results which

are used in the proofs.

A Bias in the difference-based estimator

To see this, consider the simple case where x; and e; are independent and i.:.d. random variables. Then,

for the differenced series we have

E{(ei + Bo(i/n) + B(i/n)a; — i1 — Bo((i — 1)/n) = B((i — 1) /n)zi-1)*}
= E{(ei — ei-1)*} + B{(Bo(i/n) — Bo((i — 1)/n))*} + E{(B(i/n)z; — B((i — 1)/n)zi-1)*},

where the third term is close to 23(i/n)var(z;). Notice that this term is O(n~2) if z; is deterministic
and smooth instead. In addition, we examine the bias via empirical studies. We consider the following
dependent and independent settings and compare the differenced data simulated from models with the
stochastic trend and with only the deterministic smooth trend for a simple illustration:

A. Independent scenario.

A.1 Stochastic trend

yi = 4(i/n — 0.5)% +0.521; + 0.4a; +¢; (i=1,...,n),

where 1, are independent and identically distributed N(2,1) random variables, x2; and e; are inde-
pendent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables. Note that this setting is allowed by our
Assumptions 1-5.

A .2 Deterministic smooth trend
yi=4(i/n—05)2+14¢ (i=1,...,n),

where e; are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables.

B. Dependent scenario
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Figure A.1: The sample path of (z; 119541 — 2iy:)% — (Tir1€i41 — ie;)? with stochastic trend (solid lines),
and with only deterministic smooth trend (dotted lines). The left panel shows the gaps between A.1 and
A.2 and the right panel shows that between B.1 and B.2, respectively.

B.1 Stochastic trend
yi = 4(i/n — 0.5)% +sin(wi/n)x1; + xo;+e; (i=1,...,n), (A1)

where x1 ; is an Autoregressive Moving Average process with autoregressive coefficients 0.8897 and -0.4858,

moving average coefficients -0.2279 and 0.2488, i.e.,
T14 — 0.88971'171'_1 + 0.485893171'_2 = Z; — 0.22792’i—1 + 0.2488Zi_2,

where (z;) are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables, (zg;) are indepen-
dent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables, and (e;) is an autoregressive process with

coefficient 0.5, i.e.,
e; = 0.5¢;—1 + n;,

with 7; being independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables. Note that this setting
is allowed by our Assumption 1-5.

B.2. Deterministic smooth trend

yi =4(i/n— 052 +¢ (i=1,...,n),

where ¢; is as defined in (A.1).

Figure A.1 displays the sample path of the gap between the differences between (z;11y;+1 — 2;¥;)? and
(Tit1€i41 — a:z-ei)Q under the two scenarios described above. As shown by Figure A.1, the paths of the
stochastic trend model are much more jagged than those of the deterministic smooth trend model even in
the independent setting, since the deterministic smooth trend is almost eliminated by differencing. Similar
gaps can also be observed between the differences of (x;  pyirr — iy:)? and (2; pe; 1k — vie;)? when k > 1.

These illustrate the influence of stochastic covariates on the difference-based statistics in approximating
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the difference of true errors weighted by covariates, which is in fact the source of the non-negligible bias.

B Implementation details

B.1 Selection of tuning parameters

For refinement, we recommend the following extended minimum volatility method as proposed in Chap-
ter 9 of (Politis et al., 1999) which works quite well in our empirical studies. The extended minimum
volatility method has the advantage of robustness under complex dependence structures and does not

depend on any parametric assumptions of the time series. To be concrete, we first propose a grid of

possible block sizes and bandwidths {my,ma, - ,mar }, {71, 79, -+, Tas, } from [[c1n*1%], |con®/1%]] and
[0371_2/ 15 cyn=2/ 15 respectively, where c1, - - - , ¢4 are constants set as default in the package. Define sfmﬁj
as the sample variance of the bootstrap statistics, say Tm(l), ey Tn,(lOO) calculated from 100 bootstrap

runs with parameters m; and 7;. The formula of the bootstrap statistics is determined by the tests. For
example, in the structural stability test, we use

Toy= max |00 —Agi/n)A~ (1)w!) ,

m<i<n—m-+1 ’ n—m+l,m
where \I/l(?n =n1/2 > i Zl/Q(tj)Ry), A(ifn) = > =1 1'j,n$;'fn/n7 (Rj(.r))}?:1 are the independent and
identically distributed standard normal random variables independent of data and are independently

generated in the rth bootstrap iteration, and 3(t) is an estimator of %(¢). For testing long memory, we

can use IN(%T), I/{VSEI), \7§£:)

tests. Then we calculate

and I/(VS,:) in Section 5.2 for Tm(r) to choose smoothing parameters for different

MV(ZL?) = SE {U’I]'-‘lz—l{s’lQ’)’Li,Tj+r1} U U71”2:—1{83ni+rz,7'j}} ) (Bl)

where SE stands for standard error. Finally, we select the pair (m;=, 7j+) where (¢*, 7*) minimizes MV (¢, 7).
The extended minimum volatility selection criterion (B.1) is similar in spirit to the classical one except
that (B.1) is built on the bootstrap test statistics instead of using solely long-run covariance estima-
tors. Therefore, the extended minimum volatility selection criterion (B.1) is adaptive to various types
of hypothesis testing problems. In our simulation studies, we recommend ¢; = 3/7, ¢o = 11/7, My is
the number of the points and 7, from (2/3)71_2/15 to n=2/1% with grid 0.05, i.e., ¢35 = 2/3, ¢4 = 1, and
My = Ln_2/15/0.15j is the number of grid points of 7,,. The choices of the constants ci, ..., cqs and My and
M> are constants replying on the dependence and smoothness of the time series. In practical, one can also
choose the constants according to the prior knowledge. The selection procedures of the tuning parameters
considered in our paper are implemented in our package, while the package also supports user-specific

choices of m and 7,. In practice, we recommend choosing m from

max(|(3/7)n*/®] —1,1), max(|(3/7)n*/*®] —1,1) +1,...,
max (| (11/7)n*™| + 1, max(|(3/7)n*'®] —1,1) + 2)),
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to make sure there are enough neighborhood points for extended minimum volatility selection at the rate
between [(3/7)n*/| and |(11/7)n*/'®].The terms max, +1, -1, and +2 make the grid appropriate when
the sample size is small.

The full algorithm including data-driven choices of m and 7, is as follows

1. First propose a grid of possible block sizes and bandwidths {my,ma,--- ,mar, }, {71, 72, , T, } for
m and 7, say the grid for m is max (| (3/7)n*1%]=1,1), max([(3/7)n*1° | =1, 1)+1,... , max(| (11/7)n*/1% |+
1, max(|(3/7)n*1%] —1,1) +2)) and the grid for 7, is (2/3)n=2/1,(2/3)n"2/1% 4 0.05,...,n~2/15,

2. Compute s> the sample variance of the bootstrap statistics, say T}, (1) - 'aTn,(IOO) calculated

m’T’

from 100 bootstrap runs with parameters m; and 7;. For example, in the structural stability test,

we use

Tooy= _max [0 —AG/m)A el |

m<i<n—m+1 n—m-+LmD

where \I/Z(;)n =~ 1/2 22:1 »1/2(t )R(T A(i/n) = Zé-:l xjynx;-ljn/n, (Rg»r));-‘:l are the independent and

identically distributed standard normal random variables independent of data and are independently

generated in the rth bootstrap iteration, and () is an estimator of $(t).

3. Calculate

MV('LJ) = S { ri= 71{ m“T]+7-1} UT’Q—*l{ mz+r27‘rj}}7

where SE stands for standard error.
4. Select the pair (m;«, 7;+) where (i*,j*) minimizes MV (3, j)

5. For t € [m/n,1 —m/n], compute the estimator using m; for m, and 7« for 7,,

B - 20 - 90, 30~ 3 “inhing ),
j=m
where
) 1< y
Aj,m:a Z {xi,nxz—',rnﬂ(tz) xH‘man-mn (tH—m)} ﬂ() 1(t)w(t),
i=j—m+1

Q(t) iA w(t,§)/2,w(t) ZA@U ,
B(t,1) = K((t: — 1)/ /1D K{(t: — t) /7 *}], w(t, i) = t)/m}/ Z {(ti —t)/m}].
i=1 i—1

6. For t € [0,m/n), set B(t) = X(m/n). For t € (1 —m/n,1], set B(t) = (1 — m/n).
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Figure B.1: A boxplot of the selected smoothing parameter m of V/S, R/S, KPSS, K/S tests and the test
of structural stability.

Using the default choices of the tuning parameters, the summary of selected m’s and 7,,’s in the time
series regression setting with d = 0 for the four types of long memory tests and the regression model with
no change points for the structural ability tests are displayed in Table B.1 and Figure B.1, which partly
demonstrates that our proposed estimator is not sensitive to the choices of the smoothing parameters.
From the results, we find that our tuning parameter selection approach recommends different but similar
tuning parameters for those tests, especially for the long memory tests V/S, R/S, KPSS, and K/S tests
which share the same statistical model and the same null hypothesis, implying the stability of our selection
procedure. Together with the simulation studies on the simulated rejection rates, the results indicate that

our selection procedure works reasonably well.

m Tn

Median Max Mean Max

VS 8 10 0.328 0.352
RS 8 10 0.329 0.352
KPSS 7 10 0.327 0.352
KS 7 10 0.328 0.352
CPp 7 9 0399 0.424

Table B.1: Selected values of m and 7, in the long-memory tests (V/S, R/S, KPSS, K/S) and the test
for structural stability (CP).

B.2 The use of kernels

We investigate a group of common kernels that satisfy Assumption 6, including quartic (15/16(1 — u?)?),
triweight (35/32(1—u?)3) with bounded support |u| < 1, and other kernels which are differentiable but are
not continuously differentiable at some points in (—1,1) are continuously differentiable almost everywhere
in (—1,1) except a few points. See Figure B.2 for our simulation results which check the performance of
change points detection using our proposed long-run covariance matrix estimator with different kernels.
The simulation result shows that the performance is reasonably well using different kernels satisfying

Assumption 6 and some kernels partially fullfill Assumption 6.
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Figure B.2: Empirical rejection rates of the structural stability test with triangular(solid), Epanechnikov
(dotted), quartic(small dashes), triweight (dashes) and tricube (long dashes) kernels, respectively.

In the R package mlrv, we also offer the options of employing different kernels in the estimation of
long-run covariance matrix, including triangular kernel, Epanechnikov kernel, quartic kernel, triweight

kernel and tricube kernel.

B.3 Positive definite estimators

In practice when the estimated covariance matrix, which proves to be consistent, is not positive definite,
there are two possibilities: collinearity or the small sample size. The former implies that the estimand,
namely the covariance matrix, is not positive definite, which is excluded by Assumption 2. In the latter
case, the covariance matrix is positive definite, but the estimated covariance matrix can be non-positive
definite due to the stochastic variation at a small sample size.

Therefore, the remedy of the non-positive definite estimator when the sample size is small is of primary
and practical concern. As discussed in the literature, one can use threshold method ((Politis, 2011)) or
penalization ((Rothman, 2012)) for the remedy. We only discuss the threshold approach employed by
(Politis, 2011), (Dette and Wu, 2020) among others due to the page limit, and leave further exploration
of the modification as a rewarding future work.

We follow the threshold procedure as discussed in (Politis, 2011). In particular, let s, denote the
stochastic upper bound under possible smooth and abrupt changes or long memory in Theorem 1, The-
orem 2 and Theorem 3, respectively. We choose the threshold level for the eigenvalues to be 1/n, so
that p(SPA(t) — £(t)) = o(spn), where ZP(¢) denotes the estimator after using threshold for eigenval-
ues, ie., YPU(t) = UMAPYHU)T, APY(t) is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements A\ (t) =
max(1/n, \i(t)) (i = 1,...,p), where X\i(t) is the ordered eigenvalue of 3(t), and U(t) is the matrix

consisting of the corresponding eigenvectors of i](t)
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C Discussion on assumptions

C.1 high-level assumptions

It is possible to formulate high-level assumptions for the pilot estimator so that the debias effect can
be achieved at least theoretically. In the absence of jump points, the high-level assumption of the pilot
estimator that will lead to the consistency of the difference-based long-run covariance matrix estimator is
that for the event G, = {Bo(t) is well-defined for ¢ € I} and P(G,) — 1,

ilelg H{/B(t> - Bﬂ(t)}l(Gn)’MH = 0{7—2 + (77/7_2/2)_1/2}_

Let Cpp = {j : j—m < i < j+ m,p"(t;) exists and continuous}, C, = {j : j — m'g/z < i<

J+ an/ 2, B"(t;) exists and continuous} and the number of g, jump points should satisfy the condition of

Theorem 2. In the presence of jump points, the high-level assumption will be

sup [[{Bo(tj+m) = Bo(t;)}1(Gn)lax = O { e <m;;/2>1/2} ,
NTn

JECm

and

sup [[{Bo(t) — Bo(t;) 11 (Gn)llax = O {73 + (nr) 712}

J€Cn
For the case of long memory, from Lemma C.1 and Lemma C.2, we can obtain the high-level assumption
is

o g
e I{B() = Bo(®)}1(G)llax = O{7s + (/)4 12}.
€

Therefore, it is possible to find other estimators that satisfy the high-level assumptions to achieve a similar
debias effect. However, in non-parametric estimation and inference, it is more convenient in practice to
use tuning parameters as few as possible. We recommend the statistic B () in the paper, mainly because
it can satisfy all the high-level assumptions without introducing extra smoothing parameters.
C.2 Discussion on Assumption 5

Recall our definition of short-range dependence in the paper:

Definition C.1. The process G(t, F;) is of r-order short-range dependence on interval I if sup,c; ||G(t, Fo)ll» <
00, 0,(H,k,I) = O(x*), for some x € (0,1), r > 1, and s-order locally stationary on interval I, s > 2, if
G(t, Fo) € Lipy (1).

Therefore, there are two restrictions of Assumption 5, which are the moment constraint and the
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constraints in order r of the physical dependence measure

5, (Ly ke, 1) = sup || L (t, F) — L (t, Fiogoy) |

tel "

Under the conditions of short-range dependence and no jump points, we allow x = 1, i.e., 16-order
moment is required mainly because of the corresponding non-parametric smoothing of time series as well
as the use of physical dependence. In general, the requirement of 16 is hard to be reduced because we
estimate ((-) using second-order series and formulation of 3(-) involving the square of z;z; B(t;). Recall
that

o o mAj,mAJTm . ~ 1 J T 3% T o
B = Y 50t g), Agn=— > {winaluB ) = irmatlin B (tiam) }
j=m i=j—m+1

and
B(t) = (w(t) (teo,1]),
where Q(t) and w(t) are the smoothed versions of

, 1 & . . . RN
Ajja=5— 3 XimXinand 8j/2=5— 37 X Vim,
i=j—m+1 i=j—m+1

where i}zm = Ti nYin — TitmnYitmn, Xim = xmeTn — l’z‘+m,n$¢1m7n- Therefore, the moment condition of
order 16 is difficult to relax since we require Ev]() to have a finite second moment.

Although Assumption 5 is seemingly strong for technical convenience, empirical studies show that our
proposed estimator could still be consistent allowing H (-, F;) to have a heavier tail than Assumption 5
under considered scenarios, though with possibly slower convergence rate. In Figure C.1, we display the

empirical rejection rates of different types of innovations, i.e., normal, ¢(5) and ¢(6) for ¢; in
win = G(t;, Fi) = 0.65 cos(2nt;)G(t;, Fi—1) + G,
in the model in Section 5.2 of the paper for the tests for structural stability:
Yin =14+Min+Tin1 +Tinz+e€in, €in=(1+0.1201)Un.

The results show that the tests for structural stability and long memory can still work reasonably well
under some scenarios for example the CP1 case when we relax the moment conditions using #(5) or #(6).
In Figure C.2, the empirical rejection rates of different types of innovations, i.e, normal, ¢(4) and ¢(6)

for ¢; in

B(t,G;) = {0.3 — 0.4(t — 0.5)>}B(t,G;_1) + 0.8¢;,
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Figure C.1: Empirical rejection rates of tests for structural stability with respect to different innovations:
normal(solid), ¢(5)(small dashes) and ¢(6)(dashes) with sample size n = 300.
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Figure C.2: Empirical rejection rates of tests for long memory with respect to difference innovations:
normal (solid), t(4) (dashes) and ¢(6) (dotted) with sample size n = 1500.

in the model in Section 5.3 of the paper for the tests for long memory, i.e.,
Yin = B1(t) + Bo(ti)win + (1 — B) Yein, ein = H(ti, Fi,Gi) = B (t;, Gi) {1+ W2(t;, F;)}'/2,

where W (¢, F;) = {0.1 4+ 0.1 cos(2nt)}W (¢, Fi—1) + 0.2¢; + 0.7(t — 0.5)2 for i = 1--- ,n. The bandwidth
selection procedure is identical to the one used in the paper. We can find the influences of moment
conditions in both the structural stability test and the long memory detection, i.e., the empirical power
of the former is reduced when the tails are heavier, while the empirical sizes of the latter increase with
the heavier tails.

Our current setting allows polynomial tailed distribution. High-order physical dependence measure
condition can be omitted when sub-exponential moment condition is assumed, where we only need order-1

physical dependence measure, see the following lemma.

Lemma C.1. Suppose Jto > 0, C = sup¢(o,1) E{exp(to|H (¢, Fo)|)} < oo, 61(H,1,[0,1]) = O(x!) for some
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X € (0,1). Then, we have the following holds for ¢ > 2: (i) supyejo 1) E(|H (t, Fo)|9) < Cty?q?. (i) There
evists a positive constant C" such that 6,(H,1,[0,1]) = supejo 1) [|1H (¢, F1) — H(t, Fi10p)llg < C'gx/a.

Proof. For p > P, P > 0, elementary calculation gives that = > plog(z/p), > 0. For a sufficiently large

constant C, we have

q
sup E(( 7)) < (L) sup Blexpluol (e, 7))} =t 41C.
te(0,1] 0 tel0,1]

By Holder inequality,

sup ||H (¢, Fy) — H(t, Fi o))l = [B{H(t, Ft) = H(¢, Fy o) ?|H(E, F) = H(t, Fyop)| V2]

te(0,1]
< B{|H(t, Fy) — H(t, F, o))" " }E{|H(t, Ft) — H(t, Fy (o)) |}
< |H(t, Fi) = H(t, Fyq0p)g-101(H. 1. [0,1])
< Ci(2g — 1",
where C} is a sufficiently large constant. Therefore, we have &,(H,,[0,1]) < C'x!/q. O

D Other potential applications

Under local stationarity, our proposed estimator can be used in many practical scenarios, such as construct-
ing simultaneous confidence bands for time-varying regression coefficients, deriving preliminary estimation
and visualization of the long memory parameter d for locally stationary long memory process, as well as
many other inference problems that involve the estimation of the long-run covariance matrix, such as
testing for white noises, generalized likelihood ratio test and squared integrated tests for time-varying
regression coefficient functions, see (Zhou, 2014b) for instance. In the following we list several detailed
examples.

Visualization of long memory. The long-run covariance estimator can serve as a simple and
heuristic tool for visualizing and assessing the presence of long memory, see Section 1.2 of (Beran et al.,
2013). By Theorem 3, under the fixed alternative, we have

~

Sup m 2 I8(t) — ko (d)ot (O uw () (8)| = op(1).

Suppose we have a grid of m’s, i.e., my,...,mys, and the corresponding long-run covariance estimator
$10), ..., Sar() calculated using my, ..., may, respectively. Taking z; = logmg, y; = > j—1log 12 (t)| /n, (i =

1,...,M), where | - | denotes the Frobenious norm, and we have

yi ~ (2d)a; +log ra(d) + Y log oty (t;)/n+ > log |pw (t;)my (t;)] /n
j=1 j=1

= (2d)zi + f(d), (D.1)
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where the quantity f(d) is independent of i. Therefore, one can visualize d by drawing a regression line
y; ~ x;. For illustration, we generate a data set from the functional linear model in Section 6.3 of the

main paper with d = 0.2, i.e.,
Yin = B1(ti) + Bo(ti)zim + (1 — B) Yein,

where B is the lag operator, 81 (t) = 8sin(nt), f2(t) = dexp{—2 (t — 0.5)*}, xi, = W(t;, Fi) (i = 1,...,n),
and e;, = H(t;,F;,G;) (j =1,...,n) with

H(t, Fi,Gi) = B (t,G) {1+ W(t, F;)}'/? (i€ Z; te[0,1]),

where W (t, F;) = 0.1 cos(2mt)W (t, F;—1)+0.2(;+0.4(t—0.5)%, and B(t,G;) = {0.3—0.4(t—0.5)?} B(t, G;—1)+
0.6¢;.

Figure D.1 displays an instance for the visualization. The y-axis is the average logarithm of Frobenius
norm of the long-run covariance estimator, while the z-axis is the logarithm of the parameter m. The
displayed fitted regression line of (D.1) is y = —0.8240.41z, and the estimated d is close to the half of the
slope, i.e. 0.205. Furthermore, 100 times of simulations yield the average estimated d being 0.204(0.006).

y=-0.82+0.41x
)
> ]
& 0.4
|
(o))
ke
[}
[0
o
o 0.31
>
©
0.2 1 i i i
26 238 3.0
logm

Figure D.1: Regression using data from the long-run covariance matrix estimator. The estimated d is half
of the slope.

Simultaneous confidence tubes. We consider a similar functional linear model as in Section 6.3 of

the main article with d = 0, namely
Yin = P1(ti) + Ba(ti)zin +€ipn (i=1,...,n),

where 8, (t) = 4sin(nt), Ba(t) = 4exp{—2 (t — 0.5)%}, win = W (t;, F;) with W (¢, F;) = {0.254-0.25 cos(21t) }W (¢, Fi_1
0.2¢;, and e;, = H(t;, F;,G;i), where t; = i/n and

H(t,Fi,Gi) = B (t,Gi) {1+ W2(t, F;)}'/2,
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where B(t,G;) = {0.2—0.4(t —0.5)2}B(t,G;—1) + 0.8¢;. (Zhou and Wu, 2010) considers the simultaneous
confidence tubes for regression coefficient functions using plug-in estimators, see estimator (17) of their
paper, which is also available in our R package. We compare the performance of simultaneous confidence
tubes jointly for 1 (¢) and (2(t), using our estimator and the plug-in estimator advocated by (Zhou and
Wu, 2010) in Table D.1, which shows the advantage of our estimator. Notice that H (¢, F;,G;) depends on

the covariates in a nonlinear way, which has not been investigated empirically by (Zhou and Wu, 2010).

Ours Plug-in
b/nominal 95% 90% 95% 90%
0.2500 89.5 83.8 87.0 78.5
0.2750 89.9 84.8 86.8 77.2
0.2875 90.9 85.1 85.7 785
0.3000 92.1 86.3 87.1 77.8
0.3125 92.8 87.3 86.5 78.2
0.3250 92.2 86.5 874 79.8
0.3375 93.3 87.6 88.0 78.8
0.3500 91.2 85.3 86.6 78.1

Table D.1: Empirical coverage rates (in %) via 1000 times of simulations for the simultaneous confidence
tubes of (51(t), B2(t)) with sample size 500 using our estimator and the plug-in estimator advocated by
(Zhou and Wu, 2010).

E Extra simulation

E.1 Sensitivity analysis

For the sensitivity check, we examine the performance of our method with different choices of m’s and
Tp’s under both null and various alternative hypotheses and compare it to that of baseline methods using

nonparametric or ordinary least square residuals for estimating the long-run covariance matrix.

e Figure E.1 demonstrates the power performance of the tests equipped with the debiased difference-
based estimator compared with the baseline method based on ordinary least square residuals ¢é; ,, =
Yin — x;rnﬁn in the CP1 model in the main paper, where we compare fixed m’s (10 and 20 with
T = n~2/1) and fixed 7,,’s (0.2, 0.3, 0.4 with m = 10) as well as m selected via extended minimum
volatility over different ranges. In the paper, we choose m from 6 (|10/7n%'%]) to 9 (|15/7n*/1%]).
In Figure E.1, we show the results when choosing m from 6 (|10/7n%1%]) to 30 (|50/7n*1%]) and
from 10 (| 18/7n*15|) to 50 (|75/7n*/*"]). Using our difference-based debiased long-run covariance
matrix estimator, the test outperforms that based on ordinary least square residuals by a large

margin under different choices of tuning parameters.
e Similar improvement can also be found in Figure E.2 in the CP4 model.

e In Figure E.3, the roles of tuning parameters in the detection of long memory are investigated. The

bootstrap tests equipped with the debiased difference-based estimator under different smoothing
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Figure E.1: Comparing structural stability tests of using plug-in estimators of ordinary least square resid-
uals (ols, dotted), the proposed difference-based estimator using extended minimum volatility selection
procedure (MV, dashes), choosing m from 6 (|10/7n*'%]) to 9 (|15/7n*1%]) versus choosing m from
6 ([10/7n*15]) to 30 ([50/7n*/15]), and 10 ([18/7n*/'5]) to 50 (|75/7n*/'5]), as well as the proposed
difference-based estimator with several fixed m’s with 7, = n=2/1 and 7,,’s with m = 10 (fixed, solid)
when there is one change point (CP1).

parameters are compared with the baseline method based on plugging in nonparametric residuals in
(Zhou and Wu, 2010) as in the main paper. Long-memory tests with the proposed difference-based
estimator achieve much better trade-offs in type-I and type-II errors under various choices of tuning

parameters.

E.2 Simulated rejected rates with sample size 750

The following Table E.1 reports the simulated sizes of KPSS, R/S, V/S and K/S-type tests when n = 750.

KPSS R/S V/S K/S
5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10%
plug-in 840 15.00 21.00 32.80 52.00 67.10 13.30 22.30
diff 4.00 7.50 6.10 11.50 10.00 15.50 3.30 7.30

Table E.1:  Simulated rejection rates of KPSS, R/S, V/S and K/S-type tests for long memory when
d =0, n="750.

E.3 Long-run covariance estimates with change points

To further illustrate the role of long-run variance estimators in bootstrap tests, we conduct 1000 times
simulation, where we find the MSE of long-run variance estimators using ordinary least square residuals is
974.12, more than twice the magnitude of the MSE of that of difference-based method 275.94 when there
are four change points in the time series structure (scenario CP4 with § = 1). Moreover, two-sample t test
also shows that under the alternative with 6 = 1, the difference-based method yields long-run variance

estimate with much smaller MSE than the ordinary least square method with p-value smaller than 0.01%.
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difference-based estimator with several fixed m’s with 7, = n=2/1% and 7,’s with m = 10 (fixed, solid)
when there are 4 change points (CP4).
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F Proof

F.1 Notation

We first introduce some notation that will be frequently used in the mathematical argument of this
section. In the following proofs, we will omit the index n in e; ,, %i n, ¥in for simplicity. Define filtration
Fi = (6—c0y---,€i) for independent and identically distributed random variables (g;);cz. For a random
vector (v;)P, € Fs, let Vi (s} denote the series replacing the s with its independent and identically
distributed copy. For a random matrix (A4;)]", € Fs, define Aj(sy as the random matrix replacing

gs in A; with its independent and identically distributed copy. Recall that el(-fQ = > 2o ¥ild)ei—jn,
dn
i
fixed alternatives and 1j(d,) for the theory of the local alternatives. Recall t; = i/n, and K*(x) denotes
the jackknife equivalent kernel 2,/2K (y/2z) — K(x). Let 0 x co = 0, a,, ~ b, denote lim,,_,c a, /b, = 1

for real sequences a,, and b,. Let I = [y,,1 —,] C (0,1), v, = 7 + (m + 1) /n. Recall

€in = > io0¥j(dn)ei—jn. For the sake of simplicity, we use ; to represent ;(d) when we discuss the

n—m mA.: mATm ‘
Z {xz TB xz+mw1+m6(ti+m)}a ZA(t) = Z %w(t,j),
z =j—m+1 j=m

Z {xzx /8 tz xz-l—mxz-i-mﬁ(ti-l—m)}a i/:(t) = Z #j’mw(tj%

z =j—m+1 j=m

where w(t, i) = K, (t; —t) />y Ky, (ti — t). Let

J

N 1
Ajm = — S @iw] = zipmay )z Bt) — TipmT o Btivm) b (F.1)
i=j—m+1
and
L1
Aj = o Z (ziz] — xi+mxiT+m)(a:iei — TitmCitm)- (F.2)
i=j—m-+1

We define below the counterparts of Qg m, A; and 3(-) in Section 3. Define for m > 2, t € [m/n,1 —
m/nl,

k+m—1

- x Qicmtim — Qisim <
Qk,m - Z Zi€q, Aj =X mrlm tax ma E(t) =
i=k

m 4 2

F.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1

The following lemma presents the consistency of bias correction for the difference-based estimator with

time series covariates, which is crucial to establish the consistency result of Theorem 4.1.
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Lemma F.1. Under the condition of Theorem 4.1, we have

sup 2() ZA ‘_OP <\/m7'3 1/K+\/3/2+25>

tel

Proof of Lemma F.1. Let 1, be a sequence of real numbers so that [, — oo arbitrarily slow. Define
Ay = {sup,ez |t) = M+ ()] < L {(mra) V2 £/ (nrd™) + 733}, By (F.9), limy_o0 P(A,) = 1. Since
0<> 0 w(t,j) <1, we have

sup || (S(t) — Z4(1))1(An)
tel K
< 3 " G = Ao ], (s~ 1], 14
<m, x| !Mm — Ayt
(e [ = A1), 42, max (4. (F.4)
First, we shall show that
max  ||Ajmllze = O(m™Y2 + m/n) = O(m=Y?). (F.5)

m<j<n—m

Define Bj,,, = ZJ_] a1 Tit; - Notice that

[4jmllze < sup  [[B(t:) = B(tirm)||Bjmll2x + sup [BOIBjm — Bjtmmll2s = A1 + As.

m<i<n—m te[0,1]
Since [(t) is Lipschitz continuous, and under Assumption 4.3, max,,<j<n || Bjml 2« is bounded, we have
Ay = O(m/n). (F.6)
For the calculation of As, notice that

HBj,m - Bj—l-m,m”% < HBj,m - E(B'm)”%c + ‘|Bj+mm - E(Bj-&-m,m)”%
+ |E(Bjm) — M(tj)|l26 + [|E(Bjgm,m) — M(t5)]|2-

Similar to Lemma 6 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), using rectangular kernel with bandwidth m/n, under

Assumption 4.3, we have

Sup ”Bj,m - E(ijm)H% = O(mil/z)-
m<j<n

Since E(Bjm) = + f j—m+1 M(t;) and M(t) is Lipschitz continuous, [[E(Bjm) — M(t;)[l2x = O(m/n).
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Finally, by the boundedness of sup;¢[o 17 [8(t)[, we have
Ay = O(m™ Y2 + m/n).

Therefore, by (F.6) and (F.7), we have shown (F.5).

Second, by triangle inequality, we have

< 2 max xlx;r

2K 1<i<n

max H(fl]ﬂn — Ajm)1(Ay)

m<j<n—m

Since under Assumption 4.3, maxj<i<p H»’UM;FH% = O(1), we shall show that

sup [ {8() — B()}1(An) |4 = O {Tf{ + (nrjﬂ)*lﬂ} :

tel

B () — At (A

(F.8)

Let M*(t) = E{J(t, Fo)J " (t,Fo)}. Following similar arguments in Lemma 6 of (Zhou and Wu, 2010)

and Theorem 5.2 of (Dette and Wu, 2019), under Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4, we have

sup [|4;/2 — M*(t;)|| = O(m™"* +m/n).
m<j<n

Then, it follows that

sup [|Q(t) — MY @) = O(m™ % + m/n + 73/?).
tel

By the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in Section B.2 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

sup |Qt) — MH ()] = Op{(mr3/?)™V2 ) (nr2/*) + 73/4}. (F.9)
tel
Note that €(t) is invertible on A,. Then, for a sufficiently large constant C, we have
HB() = BOIL(An) 4w = 127 (O] () — QB L(AR) |l
< [lp( Q7 E)]@ () — QO BH)L(An)law < Cllw(t) — QBE)| 4.
Then, it’s sufficient to show that
sup (1) = OBl = O {7 + (nrd/H) 712}
tel
Recall the definition of Aj and Aﬁm in (F.2) and (F.1) respectively. Observe that
n—m -~ t, n—m -~ t’ . .
w(t) = ”(QJ)AJ,m + “(2])Aj = Wi(t) + Walt), (F.10)
j=m j=m
where W1 (t), Wa(t) are defined in the obvious way. Recall that Aj = % g:jferl(xi,nx;:n_xi+m7nx2:km,n)2‘
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By triangle inequality, we have

Sup WA (t) = Q)B4 < Sup Wi (t Z SEESEB) + Sup Z B(t;) — B1)}
j=m 4K =m 4K

= Wi1 + Wha.
Again, by triangle inequality, under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.3, we obtain

Wi < maxﬁm ||x£1j,m - Ajﬁ(tj)||4ﬂa

m<j<n
1 Ak
T T T
< max |37 el el e sl - 8(2)
i=j—m+1
= O(m/n). (F.11)

Under Assumption 4.3, we have max,,<j<n_m || Aj]lax = O(1). Then, by similar arguments in Lemma 3 of
(Zhou and Wu, 2010) and the continuity of M™(¢), mro/? - 00, we obtain

S 220D 51015 - 1)+ 0(r)
j=m 4k
<sup | S (A2 — M)}l DI D) — 1)

teZ || :iZ
J=m 4K

Wio = sup
tel

.

+ sup EZAF’ Je(tNB O =) +0(m)
el
4k

3

= sup w(t,7)8 (t)(tj —t) + 0{73/2(m_1/2 +m/n) + 7',?1’}
tel

j=m 4k

=0(r}). (F.12)

3

Therefore, combining (F.11) and (F.12), since n7> — oo, m/(n73) — 0, we have

sup W1 (t) = Qt)B(t)llax = O (73,) - (F.13)

To proceed, we shall show that

sup [Wa(t)[lax = Of(nry/?) ™12 4 x™}. (F.14)
tel
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Under Assumption 4.3, we have

N 1 J
‘E(Aj)‘ = — Z E (xixiT:L‘HmeHm) +E <-'L'z'+ml';:_m$i€i) =0(x™). (F.15)
i=j—m-+1

Then, by Burkholder’s inequality, for a sufficiently large C', we have

4k s 4k 12
cos [P ap e
s=— j=m

Under Assumptions 4.3 and 4.5, using similar techniques in Lemma 3 of (Zhou and Wu, 2010), we have

|

Then, (F.14) follows from (F.15), (F.16) and (F.17). Combining (F.13) and (F.14), since m = O(n'/3),
we have (F.8). Hence, by (F.4), under conditions m = O(n'/?), we have

<\/m7' + \/n73/2>

Finally, the result follows from the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in Section B.2 in (Dette et al.,
2019) and Proposition A.1 in (Wu and Zhou, 2018). O

1

J+
j,s\ Z {(58,.g Jyi—j+s)+ 0. (Ui—j+s)}. (F.17)

HA AJ =5},

sup | {£(t) - SO} (A,)]| =

tel

Theorem 4.1. Recall the definition of $(¢) in (F.3). Observe that

£(1) - 5(1) = : wlt.d) - 2()
j=m
. m n—m
=¥t - B(t) + o) > (AJmA;r + A]A;rm> w(t, 7)
j=m
Then, we have
sup |3(t) — i(t)’ < sup ‘EA(t) — i(t)‘ + msup w(t,j)AjAij . (F.18)
tez teT e | i,
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Take note that ¥4(¢) is the leading term of bias, so we introduce the correction. By Lemma F.1, we have

sup [Z4(¢ ’—O mTT Ve p ) ] F.19
teg’ () - P <\/ \/ 3/2+2/n ( )
To proceed, define
t) =Y wlt, )Pi-s(DjA[ ) = D he(t)
j=m j=m

Under Assumption 4.5, it’s straightforward that E(A]A;rm) =0, for m < j <n —m. Then, we can write
> i wit, j)AjAij as a summation of martingale differences, i.e.

n—m oo
W(t, ))AGAL = Y ha(t), (F.20)

j=m s=—m

Next, we shall show that ||hs ;(t)]l. = O{(1/n +m~3/?)min(x*~™,1)}. Under Assumptions 4.4 and
4.5, similar to (36) in Lemma 3 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), we have

. 1 & :
52/@(A(m)7k) ‘= Sup HA A]{] k}”Ql‘i_O{m Z 52H(U,k—|—l)}

1<j<n i=—m+1
= O{min(x*"™,1)/m}. (F.21)

Using similar arguments in (F.21), by the boundedness of 3(-), we have

M & . . m
S (i = Aoy llo S 50 D0 GuWk+0) = OfminG " )/m), - (F22)
1=—m-+1

where M is a sufficiently large positive constant. Following similar arguments in Theorem 1 of (Wu, 2007),

Sup; |A]l2x = O(m~1/?). Similar to (F.5), we have uniformly for m < j <n —m,
14jmllon = O(m/n+m~/?). (F.23)
Under Assumption 4.2, from (F.21), (F.22) and (F.23), we obtain uniformly for m < j <n—m, s > —m,

s jlln/w(t, 5) = [|Pj—s{ DA,
< HAJm{] s} j,mHQn
= O{(1/n+m ¥?) min(x* "™, 1)}.

AT
Aj H% + 1A m, (-5} ll2x

AT
Aj = Bj-st|,,
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Since hg ;(t) are martingale differences with respect to j, we have for ¢ € [m/n,1 —m/n],
lhs ()] = Z lhs,j (@)% = O {(n7) 7' (1/n* + m™%) min(x**7*™, 1)} . (F.24)

By (F.20) and (F.24), we obtain

n—

m S wit,j)A, Ajm <m Z he(t)] +m Z s (t yn_o<¢m>. (F.25)

nT,
i s=—m s=m-+1 n

3

I
3

By the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in Section B.2 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

n—m m
sup |m w(t,j)A = Op — . F.26
3o (v-t) P20
Combining (F.18), (F.19) and (F.26), we obtain
su f] i =0 m7'3 Ve 4 fo F.27
oy (t) ‘ P <\/ \/ 3/2+2//~c (F.27)

By Lemma 3 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), Proposition B.1 in Section B.2 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

sup [S(t) — Ei(t)‘ = Op (%ﬁ*”“) . (F.28)

tel

Using similar techniques in Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 of (Zhou and Wu, 2010), which hold uniformly for
€ (0,1), (F.28) leads to

= m 1 3-1/
sup |Z ’—O — + — +mT F.29
tel © : <\/n7_2/2+2/n m v ) (2
With (F.27) and (F.29), the supreme bound is thus proved. O

F.3 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Let G, = {j : j —nr/? < i < j+nro/? B"(t;) exists and continuous}, Cp, = {j : j —m < i < j +
m, 3" (t;) exists and continuous}. Recall in Lemma F.1 A, = {SuPtGI 1Q(t) — Mt )] < ln{(st/2) 12
m/(nrg/‘l) 3/4}} and lim, o P(4,) = 1.

Lemma F.2. Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1, we have

sup sup l!{8<tj+m>—B<tj>}1<An>u4H:0{ m§7z+(n72/2)‘1/2}.
n

J€CHy m1=1,....m Tn
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Proof of Lemma F.2. Following the arguments in Lemma F.1, since () is invertible and continuous on

Ap, and supjee,. [|[@(t;)[lsx = O(1), we have

sup  sup  [[{B(t4mi) — Bt;)}1(An)[|ax
Jj€Crm m1=1,....m

=sup  sup  {Q7 (tjm) @ (tim,) — Q7 (t)w(t;)}1(An) l4n

J€Cm m1=1,...m

< sup - sup VI () Yo (tm ) — @ (t5)[1(An) [la
7€Cm m1=1,...m

+sup sup VBlA{QT (tm ) HQUm,) — QDI (1)} (8)1(An) [lan

j€Cm m1=1,....m

SCiswp sw | (tim) = @)1 (An)las + Com/n, (F.30)
JECm m1=1,...m

where C] and Cy are sufficiently large constants.
By (F.30), it is sufficient to show

sup  sup  [{@(trim,) — @ () }1(An) law = O{(man)/ (n7/?) + (n7)/?) 712}, (F.31)

reCm m1=1,....m

By triangle inequality, we have

sup  sup  |{@(trimy) — @ (tr) }1(An)|lax

reCm mi1=1,....m

"= A (trsma s )
< sup sup @ (trtmy) — %B(tj) 1(An)
r€Cm m1:17...7m ]:m 4
K
n—m [ ~
Aio(ty,
+ sup  sup w(t,) — Z 2 (2r ])5@) 1(Ap)
reCpy mi=1,....m j=m

4Kk

reCm mi1=1,....m

+ sup  sup |:Z Aj{a’(traj) (tT+m1>])}ﬁ(t3)/2 1(Ap)

4k
<2sup |§ wit) - Y HAED gy aan)
tel = ,
+sup  sup Ai{@(tr, 5) — O(tram, ) 1B(E) /2| HAn)| (F.32)
réCm mi1=1,...,m j=m

4k
Based on (F.32), we break the proof for (F.31) into two parts. First, we investigate the first term in
(F.32). Recall the definition of A; and A;,, in (F.2) and (F.1) and we have from (F.10) that

n—m n— m~

o(t) =Y A]m + Z

i—m

Ez

(t) + Wa(t),

=

<



where we directly have from (F.14) that
sup [Wa(t)|lax = O{(nry/?) "1/},
tel

Therefore, we have

= Aja(t,j)
sup || w(t) — > == B(t) 6 1(An)
tel izm i
n— m(,:) J
< sup Z Z ‘ T;x; xl+mxl+mH
tel j=m i=j—m+1

% |lziz! (B(t:) — B(t5)) = Tivmim (B(tizm) — ﬁ(tj))stn) +sup W2 (t)llan

< sup Z + Z () Z ‘

T T
Lily — $i+m$i+mH8

el \ jeCm,m<j<n—m J&Cm,m<j<n—m 2m i=j—m+1
Kllziel (B(6) = B(t5)) = Fiemelyon (Bltism) = Bt ) + 5up [ Wale)
_ m. Mn 3/2v-1/2 , .m
_O{n+nT3/2+(nT I Y } (F.33)

Secondly, by the continuity of the kernel function K(-) and since sup,_,, _,—m |1A;]| = O(1), we have

sup sup Z At ) = 3t HO)/2| 14| = Olm/(rD). (F.34)
reCm mi=1,....m i
Then, (F.31) follows from (F.33) and (F.34). The lemma follows from (F.30) and (F.31). O

Proof of Theorem 2. For sufficiently large constants C; and C5, we have

sup [{5(t) = S4(1)}1(40)

tel

mw(t, A
< sup 3 éj)(AJmA]m Ajm AL 1(A)
el |jec,,m<j<n-m
m a
+C 3 —(AjmAf — Ajn A ) (AR

) . ) Nty
J¢Cn,j€Cmm<j<n—m

G ) TKA mAf i = Ajm A ) 1(An)]. (F.35)

J¢Cm,m<j<n—m
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For j € Cpm, by (F.23), we have ||A;u]l2x = O(m ™2 +m/n). We shall show that

sup H(A]m — Ajm)1(An)

=O0(m™Y?), (F.36)
J€Cm

2K

and

sup [|(Ajm — Ajm)1(An) l2x = Of(man)/ (n7)/?) + (07} %) 712 - m~ 1270}
J€Cn

By Lemma F.2, we have

sup [[(Ajm = Ajm)1(An) |2
JjE€Cm
j
<sup |Im™t > ! [{B(t) = Btivm)} — {B(t:) = Bltiym)}] 1(An)
7€Cm i=j—m+1 o
j
+sup (Im™h > (] = Tipma i) {Btim) — Btiym) } 1(An)

J€Cm i
i=j—m-+1 2%

J
<y { mg72 + (nTS/Q)_l/Q} + Com/n + sup m~! Z (itzl‘;r — :UmeiTer) H{B(tj) — ﬂ(tj)} 1(A”>H2n

NTp J€Cm i=j—m—+1

4k

= O(m™Y?), (F.37)

where the last line follows from similar arguments in proving (F.7). Therefore, we have shown (F.36).
Following the arguments in (F.37), for the indices j € C,, C Cy,, by (F.8), we have

sup [|(Ajm — Ajm)1(An) l2x = Of(man)/ (n7)/?) + (07} ?) 712 - m= 1270}
jE€Cn

For the first term of (F.35), note that

5 muw(t, 5) (AjmAl L = AjmAlL)1(AL)

2
JECh,m<j<n—m K

mw(t, J A
< 2 DG, i
]ecn,mgjén_m
X (Aj,m — Ajm)1(An) + 2[| Aj mll2x
2K
m3/2qn 5 m
:0( Ve | (F.38)
nt, nty,
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By the chaining argument of Proposition B.1 of (Dette et al., 2019), by we have

mw(t,j), » m
sup| ) ) (g AL, — A AT 1A = O <¢
tel JECHL,M<j<n—m

- 4 731/ + M
/2R /21
For the second term of (F.35), by (F.36), we have

m ~ o
> —E|(Ajm A — AjmAlm)1(An)|

. ) . nTn
]an ,JECmm<j<n—m

< Z n

(Ajm = Ajm)1(An)

. ) ) NTp
]gcn JECM<j<n—m

(H(Aj,m — Ajm)1(An)
= O(qm‘%ﬂ).

+ 2] 4mll)

(F.39)
Since for j ¢ Cp, ||Ajmll2x = O(1) and H(fl]m —Ajm)1(An)

have

) O(1), for the third term of (F.35), we

D

2
m A AT T m=qn
B A A~ A AL 1A = 0 ().
]%Cm,mS]STL—m

F.40
nr ( )
Combining (F.35), (F.38), (F.39) and (F.40), since x > 1, m72 — oo, we have
i(t) EA(t)’ -0 1/2+\/ m +m2Qn + 371/n+ m3/2(Zn
ilelg = YR AT n,rs/2+2/n NnTy Tn n73/2+1/n
2
_ 1/2 m m~gn 2
= Op(qnT,/~ + \/mw2 + o +77) (F.41)
n

We proceed to investigate Theorem 4.1 in the presence of change points in 5(¢). Recall that from (F.18),

sup
teT

(1) — ‘Z?(t)‘ < sup ’ZA(t) - i(t)‘ +msup | S wit, A AL
tel —m

(F.42)
teZ | =

Inspecting (F.24), we have

lhs (D117 = >

JECm ,m<j<n—m

hs. (8115 + >
JECm,m<j<n—m

_ -1 2 =3\ rin (25—2m dn o (y25—2m

—O{(nTn) (1/n* 4+ m™°) min(x ,1)+Wm1n(x ,1)}.

Ihs 5 ()12
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Similar to (F.25), we have

Z NAALL <m Z hs@llx+m Y lIhs(t)ll
=m s=—m s=m-+1

By the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in Section B.2 in (Dette et al., 2019), similar to (F.26), we

have

n—m m
sup |m Z w(t,j)A Tm =Op <\/1+2/H> : (F.43)
NTp

tel
< Jj=

Finally, combining (F.41), (F.42), and (F.43), following similar argument of Theorem 4.1, we have shown
the first part of the results. The second part follows from Lemma G.1 and Theorem 3.4 of (Wu and Zhou,
2018). O

F.4 Proof of Proposition 5.1

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Proposition 5.1 follows from similar but easier arguments of Theorem 3.1 and
Theorem 3.2 of (Wu and Zhou, 2018). O

F.5 Proof of Theorem 5.2

For the clarity of presentation, write 34(t) for £(t) defined in (3.3) under the fixed alternative. Define

Sa(t) = ra(d)od (O Oy (1), € [0,1].

For the quantities under the fixed alternatives, let Q,gdzn = Zf:,;n*l xie(d)

(d) ~(d) n—m A(d) A (D), T
2@ _ Qmmrim — Qifim & mA;TA; ,
A] m 3 Zd(t) - 2 W(t,j),
j=m
and
J
A (d 1 d d
Ag. ) — — Z (ziz, — aerxiTer)(xiez(» ) a:i+mel(-+)m).

Let A@ | o @(.), f@(.), $4(-) denote the counterparts of A, w(-), 3(-) and B(-) in (3.3) under the fixed
alternatives. Define H@ (t;, F;) = S50 o nH (tip, Fig), UD(t, F;) = W(t, Fi) HD (¢, F;). The following
proposition is from Theorem 4.2 of (Bai and Wu, 2024).
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Proposition F.1. Under Assumptions 4.3 and 5.1, we have

Yozl — 3w (t)el| = Op(yn(logn)?).

max
b | +1<r<n—|nb
nbnJH1srsn—inba] |, 01 i=|nbn | +1

Corollary F.1. Under the conditions of Proposition F.1, assume l/logn — oo, I/n — 0, we have

k+1—-1
o AN () d
L Z; (zi — pw (ti))e; O(v1(logn)%).

Proof of Corollary F.1. The corollary follows from a careful check of the proof of Theorem 4.2 of (Bai and
Wu, 2024). O

Lemma F.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 5.2, we have

sup [S4(t) — 24(0)] = Op [V {(nmd/2)=1/2 4 22y e (nrd 24 428} 2 %] = op(m™).
tel

Proof of Lemma F.3. After a careful check of the proof of Lemma F.1, the behavior of W7 (¢) is unchanged
under the fixed alternatives and it’s sufficient to show that Wg(d) (t), Wa(t) under the fixed alternatives,
s.t.

g0

= Of(n73/?)%=1/2Y, (F.44)

4Kk

Then the lemma will follow from the similar steps in Lemma F.1. Similar to (F.17), under Assumptions

4.3 and 4.5, following similar arguments in Lemma G.3, we have

j+m m
NC)) 1 . d ;. _ 1 . d—1
HPJ*SAJ‘ » < e Z {5&(!],1 Jj+s)+ 68 (U0 j+8)} =0 sl Z (i+s) .
i=j—m+1 i=—m+1

Let N =N, = Lm's/ QJ. Note that under Assumption 4.5, we can write
N n—m (I) n—m (:} o p p J
=y Yt S P AY W)+ W)
s=0 j=m Jj=m s=N+1

Since Pj_ 5A§d) are martingale differences with respect to j, for 0 < s < N, we have

2
n—m .~ n—m ~2t . .
sup (| > Aol AP =30 (4’]) Hpj—sAg‘d)
tel j=m i=m 4K
4K
1 " ?
=0 3/22{ > (i—l—s)d_l} : (F.45)
NTp- M” j=—m+1
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Therefore, by (F.45), we have

sup [ Wi (1), = O/ y/nr?) = Of(nrf )12, (F.46)
tel 5

Since P;_ SA§d) are martingale differences with respect to s, elementary calculations shows

> PiA”

s=N+1

=0 |m™? i { i (z‘—i—s)dl} = O(N?71), (F.47)

2
4k s=N+1 Ui=—m+1

Therefore, by (F.47) and triangle inequality we have

d — —
up W (1), = O/ = Ofnml2y1%). (F.48)

Finally, (F.44) follows from (F.46) and (F.48).

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Recall Q,gdzn = ZH,T_I l‘ie(d), and

1=

A (d) A (d) n—m A AT
- Q: —Q; - mAY 7 {AY
2('d) _ ¥j—mtlm J+1,m’ J {2 J } wi(t, 7).

We break the proof into 6 steps.

Step 1: We shall prove that under the bandwidth conditions x > 4/(1/2 — d), m/(n7) — 0,
\/ng_l/H — 0, m=0(n"?), m —= oo, n — oo,

sup |Sa(t) = Sa(t)| = Oz [Vm{(nrl =12 4 72yr % 4 m (nr /)21 4 10)7 1|
t€[0,1]

= op(m?9). (F.49)

Recall that X4(t) = S mwét’j)AjvaT and similar to (F.18), we have

j:m 7,m?

n—m
sup [Sa(t) = Sa(t)] < sup [Sa(t) = $A@)| +sup | > muw(t, AP AL, .
tez tez tel | i,

where the first term has been investigated in Lemma F.3.
Define hgf? (t) =Pj— S(Agd) A]Tm) Let N = N,, = |[n7y,]. Observe that under Assumption 4.5,

n—m N n—m n—m 00

A A (d . d . d
S wt, HAVAT =535 wit, Y + 3wt i) Y Y =51+ 5,
j=m s=0 j=m j=m s=N+1

where S; and Sy are defined in the obvious way. To proceed, we first calculate Hhidj) ()|l
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By Lemma F.5, sup; HA?HQH = O(m®1/2). Then, we have

1)l =0 {md_g/ Zmin(chi ™", 1) + (1/n +m~%) Y7 1/’5“}' o

i=—m+1

Since hgfl,)l(t) are martingale differences with respect to j, since m/(nr,) — 0, we have for t € Z,

1/2
N n—m n—m
1510l < ST wit, Y| = Z DR A [ = O{m™2(n7,)4" %) (F.51)
s=0 || j=m s=0 | j=m

K

By (F.50) and triangle inequality, elementary calculation shows that

D

> all
5 m<j<n—m

s=N+1

s=N+1

n—m 0 1/2
12| < Z w(t,j) =0 ( Z max thfl,)ni) — O{m~Y2(nr,)d" 12,
j=m ;

(F.52)

where the first big O follows from the fact that h( ) are martingale differences with respect to s. Combining
(F.51) and (F.52), by chaining argument in Proposmon B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

m —1/k
sup Z mw t ] d)AT = O]]I {\/(m')12d Tn 1/ } (F53)

tel

Combining Lemma F.4 and (F.53), we have shown (F.49).
Step 2: Define Q,(cd;l = Zfi,:”*l uw(ti)egd)(k: =1,....n—m+1),

0 @i AT
IV OERD SRS N (3]

We shall show that under the bandwidth condition m7e’> /logn — oo, kK > 2/(3d),

sup Salt) — id(t)‘ — Op{m®(log n)r 7Y%} = op(m2%). (F.54)

Following similar arguments in Corollary F.1, we have

L<hentet HQi(ﬂd Qk m H O(y/m(logn)?). (F.55)
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Using (F.55), and the fact sup; | A |5, = O(m®1/2), sup; [|AY|2. = O(m?~1/?), we have

A(d),T

RDADT _ A@A@.T
HAJ' Aj _Aj Aj J

=y -a

2K 2K
(-’

= O{m® '(logn)}.

+fas

2K

Since mry/? /logn — oo, (F.54) follows from triangle inequality and Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al.,
2019).

Step 3: Let Cj Zz =j P €i) CO ( ) Zz =j Pj H(tjaf) Define 7k,m - Z] Ow] Zk+m ! ,UfW(tz) ;

- - n—m d
A(d),o _ Zj—m+1,m - Zj+1,m mA( b (A( b )
J m ’ — 2

w(t, j)-

.

1
Let L=M m1+ﬁrﬁ/ 2, where M is a sufficiently large constant. We will show that

sup|zd@)-23@)|:(mp{nﬂd(nf-?ifT%@ 1/a- UH)}::oPonmﬂ. (F.56)
tel

Since mr, — o0, mZT,}L/Q/n = O(n_1/3771L/2) = o(1), then L/m — oo, L/m? — 0, m't/Cd /[, 5 oo,
L(logn)?/n — 0. Observe that

szm mwgf,]) ‘Agd) (A§d)>T A(d)o<A(d) ) H
<m mne (a7, |(86)7 = (a0) | +fas-ae], o) ). wan
where )
I I S )
Define
k+m—1
W%m—zj% > pwltideij, 1<k<n—m+Ll

i=k

Then, we have for 1 < k <n —m+ 1 that

HQk m+1,m 2% + Hkaerl,m - Zk*erl’mHQ/i

= Cox,1 + Cop 2, (F.58)

HQk—m—i—Lm - -

where Cy,1 and Cy, 2 are defined in the obvious way.
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Under conditions 4.5 and 4.3, by Burkholder’s inequality, we have for k > m,

00 min{m,j—L}—1

k—1
Com1 = | > S Yipw ( o > Ck—j
j=L+1 i=0 ok
o o min{m,j—L}—1 k—i 2 1/2
<> Y oo Yimw < - ) 1Px—j—sen—ill3
t=0 | j=L+1 i=0
97 1/2
< Z { %—MW ( n )} Z(SQN(H7t7(_OOvl])
j=L+1 \i=0 t=0
= O(L412m). (F.59)

Then, we consider the upper bound of Cox 2. Let pjpm = Zir(gi)ﬁ)i Yi_ipw (@), m<k<n—m.

n

Then, for m < k <n —m, we can write

L+m—1

Wk7m+1,m - 7k7m+1,m = Z pj,k,m(ekfj - C]z_j>-
Jj=0

After a careful check on Lemma 2 in (Wu and Zhou, 2011), we have

2 2
L+m 0o

<M Z 252K(H7j7(_0071]) = O(l)v (F'GO)
=1 j=i

0<I<L+m-—1

l
max Z(ek—j — Ch—j)
=0

2K

where M is a sufficiently large constant. Following the proof of Corollary 2 in (Wu and Zhou, 2011),

under Assumption 5.1, we obtain

1G = ¢ ll2w = O{(log n)?/n}. (F.61)
Observe that
L+m—1
> Pk — Pi—tkam| = O(LY). (F.62)
=0

Then, by the summation-by-parts formula, combining (F.60), (F.61) and (F.62), since L(logn)?/n — 0,

we have

L+m—1

||Wk‘—m+1,m - Zk—m—&-l,mH?H = Z pj7k7m(ek—j - Clz—j) = O(Ld)‘ (F.63)

3=0 2K

(d d—1/2)

Since sup; | A2, = O(m , sup; Ao, = O(m=1/2), by (F.57), (F.58), (F.59) and (F.63),
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since L/m? — 0, we obtain
IZa(t) = S4(8)lx = O(LTPmH172),

Under the conditions mr/? — co and & > 4/(1/2—d), (F.56) then follows from Proposition B.1 in (Dette
et al., 2019).
3/2

Step 4: We shall show that under condition m7,;,"~ — oo,

sup |5 (1) —~ EX3()] = O {mmr2?) 712} = op(m). (F.64)
te

Following similar arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.1 (Wu and Shao, 2006), for £ = 0,..., | 57"
d d),o .
= Aék)LH(Aék)LH) E{AQkLH(A;k)LH)T|f2kL+i—2L)}a(Z =0,...,2L — 1)» and

By = E{AY (AT | Far} —E{AD(AY)TY, (h=m,,...,n—m).
Let Dy ; =0, if 2kL +4i < m or 2kL 4+ i > n — m. Then, we have

2L—1 [n/(2L)]

n—m
o mw(t, h mw(t,2kL + 1
So(t) —ESg(t) = > )Eh +y N (Q)D;m-. (F.65)
h=m =0 k=0
Recall that A(d)’ Zh*m“’;;;_?”“’m, in which
o L h+m—1 L4+m—1
Zhm = % >, mwt)y = D Pintm-tmCim—1-j»
j=0 i=h Jj=0

where p; hym—1,m = ngulé\)3+ Vj_ipiw (w) {¢7} are martingale differences.

Under the geometric measure contraction condition, for j =0,..., L, we have

IEL(¢7 )% Fr—2n} — E{(G5)*)} = O(X"). (F.66)

By Lemma G.2 and elementary calculation, we have

L+m—1 L-1

T d T d
> AjsmP)sml = O, D) cmp s ml = O(mPTHY). (F.67)
j=0 j=0

Therefore, combining (F.66) and (F.67), we derive

1EL]l = O(m b, (F.68)
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By Burkholder’s inequality, uniformly for all ¢ = 0,...,2L — 1,

2

[n/(2L)] [n/(2L)]
w(t,2kL+ i) D) <C Y w?(t,2kL +1)[| Dy
k=1 k=1
d)
<2C 3 (IAS allall (A ) Tlla)?/ ()2
ke{r:|2rL+i—nt|<nrp}
= O{(nm,) 'L~ tmA4-2Y, (F.69)

where C' is a sufficiently large constant. Therefore, since L/(n7,) = mHTlﬂ/(nTé/Q) = O{l/(mT%/Q)},
by (F.65), (F.68) and (F.69), and Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have shown (F.64).

Step 5: Recall that L = MmHﬁT%ﬂ, m — oo, m = O(n'/3). Tt follows that m”ﬁ/L — 00,
L?/(mn) = O(m37,/n) = o(1). We shall show that uniformly for s € Z,

m”HEXG(s) = ka(d)uw (s)uw (5)oF (s) + O(fa), (F.70)

where rg(d) = T72(d+1) [(7{t?— (t—1)4 {2t — (t— 1)L — (t+1)}dt, and fr, = m™ 4724 LI /mT2 4
L?/(mn) + (L/mQ)fﬁ = 0o(1). Note that Zg_m41.m = f;ré”_lpm,mcgfj. Recall

(m—1)Aj . S0 i (B + ), j=0,....,m—1
—1
Pikm= D Ui ZMW( >_ S i (B Z)7 j=m,....L
i=(j—L)+

szLi/J]Z (=) =0(mL?Y), j=L+1,....L+m.
Then, approximate p; i, by integrals. When j = 0,...,m—1, by the continuity of 1;r and Lemma G.2,
m=T(d)pjhm = A~ pw (k/n) (G/m)? + O(m™% + m/n).
When j =m,...,L,
WPy = A (6/m) {G/m)* = (G +1)/m — 1)% + Ofm/n +m=(j/m — 1)1},

Since (¢7) are martingale differences, and oy (t;) = || 2272 P H(t;, Fi)|| = ([ ||, (F.70) then follows from
elementary calculation.

Step 6: Let g., = m~4(logn)ir, e 4 \/m{(m'g/ )a=1/2 4 B 1/x + m{(nm, )2d 1y 7'6}7'n +

_1/2-d
= Td/2 1/4—1/k (mTT3L/2)

1/2 4 f.. Summarizing Step 1-5, we have

Sup m=284(t) — wa(d)ody () pw ()i (1) = Op(gen) = 0p(1).
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F.6 Proof of Theorem 5.3

We define the notation under the local alternatives by replacing d with d,. In the following, Lemma F.4
studies the asymptotic behavior of the bias correction term under the local alternatives. Lemma F.5
investigates the physical dependence of U (d“)(t, Fi) as well as the order of its partial sum process under

the local alternatives.

Lemma F.4. Under the conditions of Theorem 5.3, we have

teT

sup (g, (t) — A(t ‘—OP (\/ng 1/H+\/3/2+2N> = op(1).

of Lemma F.4. Letting d,, = ¢/logn, the proof follows from similar steps in Lemma F.3. O

Lemma F.5. Under Assumptions 4.3 and 5.1, m — oo, m = O(n), we have

k+m—1
> we™ | =0(/m).
i=k

4

sup
1<k<n—m+1

Proof of Lemma F.5. Define Q(d" = Zkf,:” -1 xie(d"). By similar arguments in Lemma G.3, we obtain

54(U) k) = O{py(dn)}, Kk >0, (F.71)

and 64(U (dn) k) = 0, for k < 0. Then, uniformly for 1 < k < n —m + 1, by Burkholder’s inequality we

have

A (dn) 2

k,m

< B}

k+m—1 k+m—1 (k+m—1—1 2
<B? Y HPlQ,(jf" < B Z { ) 64(U(d"),z')} (F72)
l=—00

i=k—1

> [pais

where By is a constant. Therefore, combining (F.71) and (F.72), it follows from Lemma G.4 that

k k+m—1
|<kgne m—‘,—lHan) z_:oo{(k"'m_l)d"—(k—l-Fl } + lzk;rl (k4+m —1)%"| =O(m).

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Recall that

~(dn ~(dn
‘dn) o Q§_%+1,m - Q§'+l),m

A (dn — dn
where Qém) = S ktm—l xieg ).

We break the proof in the following 8 steps.
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Step 1: Following the proof of Theorem 5.2 by replacing d by d,, since k > 4, we have

sup f)d (t) — Xq (1) ‘ =Op <\/m7'3 1k 4 \/w> = op(1).

tel

Step 2: Let L=m Tn/2, é,%f) = Zf:o Yje;—j. Define

k+m,1 = (dn) n—m A (dn) A (dn))—l—
2 (dn, < (dn x (dn Q—m 7m_Q m ~ mA A .
Qwl = 3 wely), A = = T e e —L—wl(t,).
i=k j=m
In this step, we shall show that under bandwidth condition mT{Z’/ 2 00,
sup [S4, () = Sa, (8)] = Op(m™/27,3/%) = 02(1). (F.73)

tel

Observe that

egd n) _éz(dL")-|-e£L), Wheree Z%ez -3 6 L = Z Vjeij-

j=L+1

By Proposition G.1, we have He H4 =0{> . 1(s+1)%"=2} = O(L™'). Then, under Assumption 4.3,

we have uniformly for 1 <k <n-—m+1,

X dn ~ dn dn
@) = Qi|| < m max [Jeil | < m ma a6, = Om/ VD). (F.74)
By Lemma F.5 and (F.74), we have
s < Aldn) _ (dn) _ A (dn) Al ) _
S () Edn(t)‘ <m  max ’AJ ~ Al (HA —A|| +2 HA] 4) O (ym/L).

By Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), since m/(L7,) = m~ 17, 32, 0, (F.73) is proved.
Step 3 : Define Q') = S5 aves + (1) (@7 — en)},

(d’ﬂ n—m A (dn) A (d’VL)7T
) _ Qi mim — A o . ZmAAS
j=m
We shall show that
sup |2 - X4, ()| =0 —I—dn) = op(1
te§| n ¢ | g <\/n7'%+2” #(L)

50



Observe that

L k+m—1 L k+m—1
2 (dn ~(dn _
Qi) = Qi) =% (w5 — pw () jeij =D > UZieiy,
j=1 i=k j=1 i=k

Then, it follows that

Sa, (1) = Sa, (1) = ”“;Wag.dnm;.dm — Al ATy, (F.75)
j=m
and
Al Al T A AT — 9 g 4 O AT 4 Al (F.76)
Step 3.1 We first show that
sup |E{Sq, (t) — a4, ()} = O(dn) = o(1). (F.77)

tel

Observe that (z;), ()™

1=—00

7 in (Zhou, 2014a) we have for 1,5 > 0,

are two centered sequences. Under Assumptions 4.3 and 5.1, by Lemma

*

E(ZieijT s peirn—1)] = O ),
where following the lines in the proof of Theorem 2 in (Zhou, 2014a), we have

p* = 5 min{max(|k|, [k = + j|), max(|k — 1], [k +j|)},

NN

where we define the right hand side as py; ;. Then, we are able to bound the expectation of (F.76), for
l<p<L, 1<q<L,

T
IE(Dm Vg m)]
-
1 & k k
< m2 Z Upthg | E Z (‘%ie’i—p - ii—l—mei—km—p) Z (i'jej_q — fj-i—mej-i-m—q)
p,g=1 i=k—m-+1 j=k—m+1
1 L k+m
=0\ doupty Y X
p,g=1 i,j=k—m-+1

51



Consider q < p, since when ¢ > 1, 1, = O(d,,(1 + q)%" 1), we have

1 L L k4+m
m2 Z Z Vp¥q Z xPi-bap
9=1pr=q ij=k—m+1
1 L L k+m
2 Z Z wpwq Z Z X(j—i—q+p)/2 + Z X(l_J)/Q
" == i=k—m+1 \j>i+(q—p)/2 j<i+(g—p)/2

L
=0 > w2/m | =0(d,/m).
q=1

Similarly,
1 L g—-1 k+m
m2 Z ¢p¢q Z XPmher = O(dn/m)'
q=1p=1 i,j=k—m+1
Then, we have
\E(ﬁkmﬁ;m)\ = O(dy/m). (F.78)

Following similar arguments in Lemma F.5, HAgd”)H = O(m~'/2). Then, it follows that
A (dn A (dn
B 0L < 1A 10 = O/ /m). (F.79)

Therefore, by (F.76), (F.75), (F.78), and (F.79), we have (F.77).
Step 3.2 We proceed to show that

Sup 124, (1) = £q, (t) — E(Sq, (t) — 4, ()| = Op <\/n7_71n+2,€> = op(1). (F.80)

Notice that él(.dL") — e; has summable physical dependence. Specifically,
i 1 L k+m
Hﬂk,m_ﬂk,m,{k—s}HQN:O EZ@ZU Z {54,§(W,i—k—|—8)+54,{(H,i—j—k)—|—$)}
j=1  i=k—m+1
dn : i 1. _ .
=0 Z mm{x’ Lbs pdn=1 (j 4 5)dn 1}1(14—s>0)

Y

where in the last equality, we use the fact d4,(H, k) = 0, if £ < 0 and Zle Yix¥7 = O(¢r). From (F.78),
we have sup; 195mll2n = O(m_1/2).
For simplicity, write 7; 5, = dﬁmin{xi*L”Ld"*l, (i+s)™"1}1(i + s > 0). Then, we obtain for
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”l<j§ 1%5207
< 1jmll2x 9 m —9] H + |10)m — Y, j— H ng i— H K
7 2K J,m jm {] 5} 2k D> ],m,{] 5} 2K J,m»{] 3} 2

=0 (m_l/Qriysm) . (F.81)

Under Assumption 4.4, similar to (36) in Lemma 3 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), we have

HPﬁﬁ

o,

. 1« .
o (A(m), k) == sup |4, AJ{] k}”2n—0{m Z (52,{(U,k+2)}

1<j<n i=—m+1

= O{min(x*"™,1)/m}.

Similar to (F.81), and by (F.21), we have

HAl(cdn) Akdfk sH o HAk - Ak Ak— s} + — kZH Z; (o HMW )(ei- —j eifj,{kfs})ng
=0 {min(xs_m, 1)/m + zm: Tz}s,n} . (F.82)
i=—m-—+1

Since sup; HA?”)H,{ = O(m~1/?), by (F.82), similar to (F.81), we obtain

HP]’,SAE-d”)ﬁIm =0 {m_l/gm,s,n +m ™32 min(x* ™™, 1)} . (F.83)

K

By Burkholder’s inequality, by (F.75) and (F.76), combining (F.81) and (F.83), we have for ¢t € Z,
|24, (t) = S, (t) — E(Sq, () — a4, (@0)) ],

=083 | 0 WPt ym? [Pty + Py AT+ Py A H

where in the last equality, we consider 0 < ¢ + s < L, and ¢ + s > L separately and use the fact

Ele i~! = O(log L). Then, (F.80) follows from the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al.,

2019).
Step 4: Decomposition Recall that Qj,, = Efién_l xie;,

A] = jSm+17r:n_ Qj+1,m E(t) = 9
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Define Agdn) = Ag‘dn) A= N et )(v(z:) —ei) — :LLW(tier)(éz(iT;r)z,L — €i+m). Let

Observe that

Step 5: Martingale approximation
Let

Zj = ij(%‘ei), z; = zj(t;) = ZPjU(tj,FZ’).
=] i=j

Recall that in Theorem 5.2, ¢; = > 2% Pjei, (§ = ((t;) = > 72, PjH(t;, Fi). Let zj1 denote the first

element in z;. Then, it follows that z;1 = (j, 27, = (5.
Define Z,(C ") _ Zfilgn_l {Zf + Zle Vipw ()G

—(dn) —(dn) n—m (dn),0 ¢ A (dn)soNT
Z: — 7 mA (A )
(dn)o _ “j—m+lm j+Lm Z j .
AJ - m ’ Edn 2 W(t,j)
j=m

Similarly to p; . defined in Step 3 of Theorem 5.2, we define Pk Z(mA] % MW ( ) By
(F.63) and similar arguments in Theorem 1(ii) of (Wu, 2007), we have un1formly for 1 <k<n-—m+1,

L+m—1

dn) o
1Q) = Zi s < | 3 2 g rm(him15 = Gmry)
k+m—1 k+m—1
Z Ti€; — Z z'||l =0(Q)
i=k i=k 4
Since sup; Hﬁgd") | = O(m~1/?), by triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have for t € Z,
_ o= Wt 3) || % (dn);  (dn) d (d
[Sa,(6) = 25, (0 < 30 752 AT ALN)T = Al 2(AI)T] = 0(m™1/2).
j=m

By chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

Sup [Sa, (t) = 55, ()] = Op{(m7) 7/2} = 0p(1).
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Step 6 Observe that

k+m—1

(dn) L k+m—1 L4+m—1
Zhm = Z z; + Z%Mw(ti)g—j = Z z; + Z Qj7k+m_17m<g+mflfj'
i=k j=1 i=k j=1

After a careful inspection of Step 4 of Theorem 5.2, we have

(o] (o] 1
sup[Xg, (t) —EXg ()] = Op (\/3/2> = op(1),
tel mmn

Step 7 Recall that X(t) = X(t)

+ (60061 _

120y () nw (0 gy (1) + (€7 = Dsun (O () + (et —
D)pw (t)sfr(t). We shall show that uniformly for t € 7

EXg (t) = 2(t) + O{(logn) '}

Let A(dn =1 Zz k—m-+1 Z] 1’¢] {MW( )C

- :“W(tier)CiOer—j}? Ay = % Zfzk—m-l—l( ;
Define for ¢ € [0,1], Z°(t) = S7-™ MAOA‘?T

Zi = Z?—i—m) .

Jj=m 2 J

~0 "~ mw ta R (dn),0/ X (dn),0 — mw ] X (dn

2t = g)A§. (AT and 35(t AZ(AlIT,
Jj=m j=m

Then it follows that

E{Z3, (1)} = E{Z°(t)} + E{32(1)} + E{53(1)} + E{53 (1)}

Following similar arguments in Step 5 of Theorem 5.2, by the continuity of uy,, we have when j < m

P km (e — Duw (k/n) + O(m/n + dy). (F.84)
when j > m + 1, since L/n — 0,
D; o = Hw (k/n) {57 = (j = m + 1)} + O(m/n + d + m/L). (F.85)
Since z; are martingale differences, and op(t;) = || 3272, P H(t;, Fi)|| = (|||
@) Ltm—1 k
° o_o,T
E(Zk m+1, mZk m+1m Z pgkm ]k:m {(Ck—j)2}+ Z ]E(Zi Z )
i=k—m-+1
m—1 m—1
o O,T
- Z Bj,k,mE(Ck—jzk—j) - Z E(zk Jck ]) Ik:m
j=1 j=1
=721+ 2o+ Z3+ Zy. (F.86)
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By Lemma G.4, we have

L4+m—1

Zifm =~ ij,m Pl B G+ X Byt BG)
€ — 1P iy ) )+ O+ + o)1),
Under Assumption 4.2, we have
ZoJm = S(t) + O(m/n).

Observe that

E(23¢0) = Y Cov{U(t;, Fo), H(t;, Fi)} = sun(t;).

k=—o00

Under Assumption 5.2, similar arguments in the calculation of Z; and Zs imply,
Zs/m = (e« = Dpw (k/n)s{r(k/n) + O(m/n + dy),
and
Zy/m = (e°* — Vspg(k/n)pgy (k/n) +O(m/n+ d,).

By Lemma G.4 (a), (F.84) and (F.85), similar techniques of (F.86) show that

L1
(dn)  7(dn),T oT
E(Zk+1 mZk m+1, m) = Zﬁﬁm’“m,mﬂ;km {(Ck J }+ Zp i+m—1,k+m,m (CkJrl ]zk+1 ])
j=1 j=1
= O{m(logm)~'}. (F.87)
Therefore, by (F.86) and (F.87), we have
EXg, (1) = Y B(tj)w(t,j) + O{m/n +dy + (logm) ™'} = 5(t) + O{(logn) '}
j=m

Step 8 Summarizing Step 1 - Step 7, we have

~ - m _
sup |Xq, () — X(t)] :OP{\/W+\/mT3 1/R*‘\/ 3/2 + (logn) 1} = op(1).
nT,

tel
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G Auxiliary results
Proposition G.1. Suppose Q; = L(t;, F;), t; € Z, for ¢ > 1, we have
1Pi1Qillg < 04(L, 1, T).

Proof of Proposition G.1. The proposition follows after a careful investigation of Theorem 1 in (Wu, 2005).
O

Proposition G.2. Under Assumption 5.1, we have uniformly for 1 >0, 0 < d < 1/2,
6P(H(d)a la (_007 1]) — O{(l + l)d_l}.

Proof of Proposition G.2. Under Assumption 5.1, by Lemma 3.2 of (Kokoszka and Taqqu, 1995) and

Proposition G.1, we have

S (HD 1, (—00,1]) < 3 e — b, (00, 1)) = Of (1 + Y1},
k=0
O
Lemma G.1. Suppose H X(t) - 2(t ‘H sn), where X(t) is a covariance matriz with its
eigenvalues bounded from zero, dlm( (t)) =p < 0. Then we have
sup [S12(t) = BV2(1)| = Ox(s}/).
te(0,1]

Proof of Lemma G.1. Without loss of generality, suppose X(t) has eigenvalues Ai(t) > --- > A,(t), and
eigenvector matrix V(t) = (vi(t),...,vp(t)), X(t)v;(t) = Nj(t)v;(t), A(t) = diag{\i(t) > --- > A\(8)}.
Xp(t), and eigenvector matrix V(t) = (01(t),...,5,(t)),

- > Ay(t)}. Suppose X(t) has ¢ distinct eigenvalues,

A_( t) = Ap(t)}. Let

Suppose 3(t) has eigenvalues A(t) > -
S(t)o;(t) = Xi(t)9;(1), At) = diag{M (1)
A(t) > - > Ag(t). Let Q(t) = {k: 35 # i, \j(t)

>
>

Yo(t) = VIOAV ().
Then, we have
E sup [SV2(t) — 21/2(15)‘ <E sup ]21/%) - (20)1/2(75)] +E sup ](20)1/%) LT

te[0,1] te[0,1]

=51+ 5y, (G.1)
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where S; and Sy are defined in the obvious way. V (t) is orthogonal, and | - | is the Frobenius norm, then

S1=E sup [V(O{A?(t) = A2 ve)"|

tel0,1]
< || sup ‘Al/z(t)—f\l/Q(t)‘ sup f/(t)‘ = O(s1/?). (G.2)
te[0,1] t€[0,1]

By Corollary 1 in (Yu et al., 2015), if & & Q(t), suppose A;(t) = Ai(t). Then, we have

|03(t) —vi(t)] <

23/2 {2(75) - E(t)} -

min{\;_1 () — Xi(), \i(t) = Nip1 ()}
I € Q(1), suppose A—1(t) > Ar(t) = -+ = Jj(1) =+ = As(t) > Asi (), and et V(1) = (vr(0), ..., (1)),

Let Vj(t) = (0.(t),...,9s(t)). By Theorem 2 in (Yu et al., 2015), 30;(t) € R=r+Dx(=+1) which is or-
thogonal, s.t.

. 23/2min{(s—r+1)1/2p 3(t) — B(t)
i00,(0) = V(o) < it (o1 (5) — (D)0 (8) — Awen (D)

(G.4)

Without loss of generality, suppose Ai(t) > -+ > Ag(t) > Aoq1(t) = -+ Mgy () > Agmg i 41(t) = -+ =

Asngyidngsn(t) > o0 > )‘S+Z§’;51+1m+1(t) = .- Ap(t), where n; is algebraic multiplicity of \;, and

Sl gami=p—s. Let

where O, (t) € R"*". From (G.3) and (G.4), we have

93/2p3/2 ’f](t) - E(t)’

V()O@r) - V()| < _ . , (G.5)
min<ozger { At (8) = A0 |
where A\g(t) = 00, Ag+1(t) = —oo. On the other hand,
VOORA2)OT VT () = V(A2 VT (¢). (G.6)
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Therefore, by (G.5) and (G.6), we have

Sy <E <sup VOA20 VT (1) — V(t)Al/Q(t)VT(t)’)
0,1

[0,1] [0,1]

<E <sup]{v O(t) - v<t>}A1/2<t>OT<t>VT<t>]> +E (sup VOAROI0TOVT () - v%n\)

< C'||sup

= O(sp), (G.7)
[0,1]

() — z(t)}

where C is a sufficiently large positive constant. Combining (G.1), (G.2) and (G.7), we have

B2 () — B2 ()| = Op(si/?).

sup
te[0,1]

Lemma G.2. The following argument shows the properties of long memory coefficient 1; = ;(d).
Yo =1, and for j > 1,

% = jd_lld(j)’
where lg(j) = 1/T(d){1+ O(1/5)}.
Proof of Lemma G.2. By Stirling’s formula,

TG+d) ViDL 0GR 411+ d/5) (1 + d/5) =12 {1+ O(1/4)}
PG+1) A1+ 0L e A+ 1/5)7 (1 +1/5)2 {1+ 0(1/5)}
=+ 0G").

SinceInI'(z) ~ zlnz—z+3 In 2% +Z !B the constant in the big O of I'(z) = VE (g)z {1+o0(1)}

n=1 2n(2n—1)z2n—1

is always By/2 = 1/12. O

Lemma G.3. Assuming that sup,c(_oo 1) [|H (¢, Fo)lly, < 00, d2p(H, k, (—00,1]) = O(x¥), 62p(W, k) =
O(x*),x € (0,1), sup;eio,1) [IW t,]—"o)HQP < 00, we have

5,(UD k) = Ok 1).
Proof of Lemma G.3. Note that for j <4,

Sp(U D, = §) < W (ti, Fi) ll2p0op(H'D i = ) + | HD (83, Fi_ ) |2p02p (Wi = j). (G.8)
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By Burkholder’s inequality and Proposition G.2, we have

2 2
D@ P, < M| S {PHO W F)) | <MY |Pia D, )|, = o),
X : 2p
JjEZ JjEZ
P
where M is a sufficiently large constant.
Then by Proposition G.2 and Equation (G.8), we have proved the desired result. O

Lemma G.4. Let 1 denote ¢;(d,). (a) For h =o(n), h — oo we have

0o h+1 2 00

Do wr | ~ 2ol 1) = O(h/(log h)}.

1=0 \ j=I 1=0
(b) If we further assume h = |n“t|, ay € (0,1), we have

h! D b | e
1=0 \j=0

Remark G.1. These two results correspond to the conclusions in Lemma 2 of (Shao and Wu, 2007).

Proof of Lemma G.4. Proof of (a). We first show
S {(h+ )™ — 1%} = O{h/(log h)}.
=0

Let Ny = [h'=%r], Ny = [h**or |, ap, = (logh)~'loglogh. Then, h/N; = O(h®h) = O(logh). N =
0(1), Ng" = O(1). By Lemma G.2 and Taylor’s expansion, we have

0o Ny No 00
A+ =12 =3 {(h+ D) 1"+ > A+ D) 1P+ > {(h+ ) -1
=0 =0

I=N1+1 I=No+1
= O{h(logh)™'}.

Then by Lemma G.2, we have

2
00 h+l1 )
S owi | =D A+ 1™ =192 + O{dnh(logh) '},
=0 7=l =0
Proof of (b). By Lemma G.2, we have
h—1 [ 1 2 h—1 h—1
| =1+) P40 <dn > szn> , (G.9)
1=0 \j=0 =1 =1
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where for h = O(n),

h

h 1
S 2 = oo 3 (1) = ey / 2ndt + O(1)
=1 0

=1
= 2N /(2d,, + 1) + O(1) = e h + O(1). (G.10)

Combining (G.9) and (G.10), we have shown the desired result.
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