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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-

varying linear model;

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 (yi,n, xi,n) (i =

1, . . . , n),

yi,n = x⊤i,nβi,n + ei,n, βi,n = β(i/n) (i = 1, . . . , n), (1.1)

1E-mail addresses: blj20@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn(L.Bai), wuweichi@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn(W.Wu)

1

ar
X

iv
:2

30
3.

16
59

9v
2 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
8 

Fe
b 

20
24

blj20@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn
wuweichi@mail.tsinghua.edu.cn


where xi,n is a p-dimensional covariate process whose first element is 1 and ei,n is the error process, both of

which can be non-stationary, (βi,n) are the time-varying regression coefficients and β(·) : [0, 1] → Rp is the

regression function. If β̂i,n 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 matrix of (xi,nei,n), 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 yi+m,n−yi,n where

m is a diverging tuning parameter such that m = o(n) so that most yi+m,n − yi,n are approximately zero-

mean under both smooth and abrupt structural changes. Most of the existing results assume stationarity,

see for example, (Tecuapetla-Gómez 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 (ei,n) are

independent and identically distributed, the difference-based estimators for variance has been studied by

for example (Müller 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 Horváth, 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 β̂i,n and the

long-run covariance matrix, while β̂i,n 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 β̂i,n.

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 λmin(A) as the smallest eigenvalue

of any symmetric squared matrix A. Let | · | denote the absolute value for scalars and the Frobenius norm
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for matrices. Let Z denote the set of integers. Let Fi = (. . ., ηi−1, ηi), where (ηi)i∈Z are independent and

identically distributed random elements, and the couple process Fi,{0} = (. . ., η−1, η
′
0, η1, . . ., ηi), where

(η′i)i∈Z is the independent and identically distributed copy of (ηi)i∈Z . We write f(·) ∈ Cq[0, 1] if f(·) has
qth order continuous derivative. Consider the data generating mechanism L(t,Fi) ∈ Rp, where L is a

filter function such that L(t,Fi) is well-defined. We say L(t,F0) ∈ Lips(I) if there exists a constant c > 0

such that for any t1, t2 ∈ I, t1 < t2,

∥L(t1,F0)− L(t2,F0)∥s ≤ c|t1 − t2|,

where ∥X∥s = {E(|X|s)}1/s. To measure the dependence of time series, we adopt the physical dependence

((Wu, 2005)). For L(t,Fi) on interval I, the physical dependence in Lr norm is defined by

δr(L, k, I) = sup
t∈I

∥L(t,Fk)− L(t,Fk,{0})∥r.

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

Definition 2.1. The process G(t,Fi) (i ∈ Z) is of r-order short-range dependence on interval I if

supt∈I ∥G(t,F0)∥r < ∞, δr(H, k, I) = O(χk), for some χ ∈ (0, 1), r ≥ 1, and s-order locally station-

ary on interval I, s ≥ 2, if G(t,F0) ∈ Lips(I).

In the functional linear model (1.1), we consider xi,n = W (ti,Fi), ei,n = H(ti,Fi), where ti = i/n

, W and H are measurable nonlinear filters mapping from [0, 1] × RZ to Rp and (−∞, 1] × RZ to R,
respectively. Permitting i to approach −∞ enables us to develop our proposed method under long memory,

see Section 5.2 for detailed discussion. We further assume ei,n has the following state-heteroscedastic form,

i.e., ei,n = H̃(ti,Hi)G̃(ti,Gi) for −∞ < i ≤ n, where the nonlinear filters H̃(t, ·) and G̃(t, ·) are Hi and Gi

measurable functions for t ∈ (−∞, 1], and filtrations Gi and Hi are sub-σ-fields of Fi, independent of each

other. Furthermore, Hi ⊂ σ(x1,n, ..., xi,n) if 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and for any t ∈ (−∞, 1], E(G̃(t,Gi)) = 0. The above

formulation admits the heteroscedastic errors considered in (He and Zhu, 2003) and (Kulik andWichelhaus,

2012), where they assume H̃(ti,Hi) to have the form of s(xi,n) for some unknown smooth function s(·).
Moreover, G̃(ti,Gi) allows the conditional heteroscedasticity as considered by assumption 1(b) of (Cavaliere

et al., 2017). Further, let U (ti,Fi) =W (ti,Fi)H(ti,Fi) such that xi,nei,n = U (ti,Fi) (i = 1, . . . , n). The

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

Σ(t) =
∞∑

j=−∞
cov {U (t,F0) , U (t,Fj) } (t ∈ [0, 1]). (2.1)

For stationary xi,n and ei,n, Σ(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 Σ(t) is essential.
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3 The debiased difference-based estimator

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

the difference of xi,nyi,n for the long run variance of ei,n. Let Qk,m =
∑k+m−1

i=k xi,nyi,n, and for t ∈
[m/n, 1−m/n],

Σ́(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

m∆j∆
⊤
j

2
ω(t, j), ∆j =

Qj−m+1,m −Qj+1,m

m
,

where for some bandwidth τn and the kernel function K(·) with support (−1, 1),

ω(t, i) = Kτn (ti − t) /
n∑

i=1

Kτn (ti − t) , Kτn(·) = K(·/τn).

For t ∈ [0,m/n), Σ́(t) = Σ́(m/n) and for t ∈ (1−m/n, 1], Σ́(t) = Σ́(1−m/n).

Unfortunately, in Appendix F.2, we find that the difference-based estimator Σ́(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(Σ́(t))− Σ(t) can be uniformly approximated by the expectation of the following ΣA(t):

ΣA(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mAj,mA
⊤
j,m

2
ω(t, j) (t ∈ [m/n, 1−m/n]),

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

Aj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{
xi,nx

⊤
i,nβ(ti)− xi+m,nx

⊤
i+m,nβ(ti+m)

}
,

and ΣA(t) = ΣA(m/n) for t ∈ [0,m/n), ΣA(t) = ΣA(1 − m/n) for t ∈ (1 − m/n, 1]. To utilize

ΣA(t), we shall substitute β(·) in Aj,m via an estimator without introducing additional tuning param-

eters. For this purpose, define Ỹi,m = xi,nyi,n − xi+m,nyi+m,n, X̃i,m = xi,nx
⊤
i,n − xi+m,nx

⊤
i+m,n, and

Ẽj,m = 1
m

∑j
i=j−m+1(xi,nei,n − xi+m,nei+m,n). By the continuity of β(t),

1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

Ỹi,m = Aj,m + Ẽj,m ≈ 1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃i,mβ(ti) + Ẽj,m

≈ 1

m
β(tj)

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃i,m + Ẽj,m. (3.1)

Since E(Ẽj,m) = 0, the random vector
√
mẼj,m is Op(1). Treating

∑j
i=j−m+1 Ỹi,m/

√
m as the response

variable,
∑j

i=j−m+1 X̃i,m/
√
m as covariates and

√
mẼj,m as errors, (3.1) motives us to approximate β(t)
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in Aj,m by

β̆(t) = Ω−1(t)ϖ(t), (3.2)

where Ω(t) and ϖ(t) are the smoothed versions of

∆́j/2 =
1

2m

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃i,mX̃
⊤
i,m and ∆̆j/2 =

1

2m

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃⊤
i,mỸi,m,

i.e., for t ∈ [m/n, 1−m/n],

Ω(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω(t, j)/2, ϖ(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

∆̆jω̃(t, j)/2,

where ω̃(t, i) = K{(ti − t)/τ
3/2
n }/

∑n
i=1K{(ti − t)/τ

3/2
n }, while for t ∈ [0,m/n), Ω(t) = Ω(m/n), ϖ(t) =

ϖ(m/n) and for t ∈ (1−m/n, 1], Ω(t) = Ω(1−m/n), ϖ(t) = ϖ(1−m/n). The estimator β̆(t), 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 Aj,m. Replacing β(t) by β̆(t)

in Aj,m we obtain

Âj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{xi,nx⊤i,nβ̆(ti)− xi+m,nx
⊤
i+m,nβ̆(ti+m)},

and the corresponding debiased difference-based estimator Σ̂(t) for t ∈ [0, 1]:

Σ̂(t) = Σ́(t)− Σ̆(t), Σ̆(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mÂj,mÂ
⊤
j,m

2
ω(t, j), (3.3)

which is robust to structural breaks in regression coefficient functions due to differencing, and except

for m, τn used for Σ́(t), the correction Σ̆(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 β(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 Σ̂(t) when both smooth and abrupt changes occur

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

Assumption 4.1. Each coordinate of β(t) lies in C3[0, 1].
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Assumption 4.1 imposes smooth structural change, i.e., the coefficient function β(·) is smooth. In

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

Assumption 4.2. The value λmin(Σ(t)) is bounded away from 0 uniformly on [0, 1], and each element

of Σ(t) ∈ C2[0, 1].

Assumption 4.2 guarantees the non-degeneracy of the long-run covariance matrix of the process of

U(t,Fi) and each component of Σ(t) 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(t,F0) =

W (t,F0)W
⊤(t,F0). Define µW (t) = E{W (t,F0)}, M(t) = E{J(t,F0)}, t ∈ [0, 1].

Assumption 4.3. Each element of the functionsM(t) ∈ C1[0, 1], µW (t) ∈ C1[0, 1], and inft∈[0,1] λmin(M(t)) >

0. The covariate process W (t,Fi) (i = 1, . . . , n) is of 4-order local stationarity and 16κ-order short-range

dependence on [0, 1] for some κ ≥ 1.

Assumption 4.3 requires thatM(t) is non-degenerate, implies that supt∈[0,1] ∥J(t,F0)∥8κ <∞, δ8κ(J, k) =

O(χk
1) for some χ1 ∈ (0, 1), and ensures that each element of (xi,nx

⊤
i,n) is 2-order locally stationary.

The following assumption ensures the invertibility of Ω(t) in (3.2).

Assumption 4.4. Each element of the covariance function cov {J(t,F0), J(t,F0)} ∈ C2[0, 1] and its

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

Assumption 4.5. The process H(t,Fi) (i ∈ Z) satisfies 16κ-order of short-range dependence and 4-order

of local stationarity on [0, 1].

Assumptions 4.3 and 4.5 ensure that U(t,Fi) (i ∈ Z) is of 2-order local stationarity and 8κ-order of

short-range dependence on [0, 1]. The existence of 16κth 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 16κ-order dependence can be replaced by sub-exponential

moment conditions and dependence measure in L1 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 Σ́(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 = [γn, 1− γn] ⊂ (0, 1), where γn = τn + (m+ 1)/n.

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

O(n1/3), m→ ∞, τn → 0, m/(nτ
3/2+2/κ
n ) → 0, τ

3−1/κ
n

√
m→ 0, mτn → ∞, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)
∣∣∣ = Op

(
m1/2

n1/2τ
3/4+1/κ
n

+
1

m
+m1/2τ3−1/κ

n

)
.
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The above equation and the bandwidth conditions for Theorem 4.1 ensure the uniform consistency

of Σ̂(t). As shown by Lemma F.1 in the supplement, the estimator β̆(t) is consistent when there are no

jump points. As pointed out by a referee, it is viable to use any pilot estimator of β(t) that satisfies the

conditions in Appendix C of the supplement in Σ̆(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

best approximation rate can be close to but not faster than n−1/4. In contrast, our uniform rate in

Theorem 4.1 is n−4/15+2/(15κ) by taking m ≍ n4/15, τn ≍ n−2/15, which is better when κ is sufficiently

large. In unreported studies, we find that the performance of plug-in estimators using β̆(·) 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

yi,n = x⊤i,nβi,n + ei,n (i = 1, . . . , n),

where (xi,n)
n
i=1 is the p-dimensional covariate process and (ei,n)

n
i=1 is the error process. The test for

structural changes of (βi,n) considers the hypothesis H0 : β1,n = β2,n = · · · = βn,n. Allowing general

non-stationarity in the covariates and the errors, (Wu and Zhou, 2018) proposes to use the test statistic

Tn = max
1≤j≤n

∣∣∣∣∣
j∑

i=1

êi,nxi,n/
√
n

∣∣∣∣∣ , êi,n = yi,n − x⊤i,nβ̂n (i = 1, . . . , n),

where β̂n = argminβ
∑n

i=1(yi,n − x⊤i,nβ)
2. For the alternative hypothesis, we consider

yi,n = x⊤i,nβ(i/n) + ei,n, β(t) = β + Lng(t) (i = 1, . . . , n; t ∈ [0, 1]), (5.1)

where β, g(t) ∈ Rp, g(0) = 0, Ln is a positive real sequence, β(t) has potential abrupt changes, i.e.,

β(t) =
∑qn

j=0 bj(t)1(aj ≤ t < aj+1), 0 = a0 < a1 < · · · < aqn < aqn+1 = 1, bj(t) ∈ C3(aj , aj+1),

sup0≤j≤qn |bj(aj)− bj(a
−
j )| <∞, and qn is the number of abrupt changes. (Wu and Zhou, 2018) proposes

a general bootstrap statistics according to (5.2), which relies on the residual êi,n = yi,n−x⊤i,nβ̂n. Their test
can be applied to piecewise locally stationary covariates and errors, and is unified for testing structural

changes in generalM estimation. They show their power approaches 1 under local alternatives Ln = n−1/2

or Ln = o(1),
√
nLn → ∞. However, if Ln does not vanish, β̂n 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
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long-run covariance matrix estimator Σ̂(t) and an alternative bootstrap procedure to (Wu and Zhou,

2018). For this purpose, we define

Fr = max
m≤i≤n−m+1

|Ψ(r)
i,m − Λ̂(i/n)Λ̂−1(1)Ψ

(r)
n−m+1,m|,

where Ψ
(r)
i,m = n−1/2

∑i
j=1 Σ̂

1/2(tj)R
(r)
j , Λ̂(i/n) =

∑i
j=1 xj,nx

⊤
j,n/n, (R

(r)
j )nj=1 are the independent and

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

generated in the rth bootstrap iteration, and Σ̂(t) is the proposed difference-based estimator of Σ(t). Let

B denote the number of bootstrap iterations. Let F(1) ≤ F(2) ≤ · · · ≤ F(B) be the order statistics of (Fr).

We reject the structural stability test at the significance level of α if Tn is greater than the F⌊(1−α)B⌋. 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 κ ≥ 1, and the bandwidth

conditions m = O(n1/3), τn → 0, nτ
7/2
n /m → ∞, mτ3n → ∞, assuming qn = o{min(τ

−1/2
n , nτn/m

2)},
under the alternative hypothesis (5.1), we have

sup
t∈I

|Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)| = op (1) ,

and as a result there exists a p-dimensional zero-mean Gaussian process Z(t) with covariance function

γ(t, s) =
∫ min(t,s)
0 Σ(r)dr such that

Fr ⇒ sup
t∈(0,1]

|G(t)| = sup
t∈(0,1]

|Z(t)− Λ(t)Λ−1(1)Z(1)|, Λ(t) =

∫ t

0
M(s)ds.

Taking m ≍ n4/15, τn ≍ n−2/15, which can achieve qn = o(n1/15) for sufficiently large κ, which allows

the number of abrupt jumps diverges as n → ∞, though the estimator β̆(t) is inconsistent due to the

inconsistency of smoothing in the neighborhood of discontinuous points. Define

Λ(t) =

∫ t

0
M(s)ds, Λ(s, g(·)) =

∫ s

0
M(r)g(r)dr,

and F (t, g(·)) = Λ(t, g(·))−Λ(t)Λ−1(1)Λ(1, g(·)). The following proposition gives the limiting distribution

of the test statistic Tn under the null hypothesis and ensures the monotonic power of the bootstrap

procedure under HA : β(t) = β + Lng(t).

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

changes, we have

Tn ⇒ sup
t∈(0,1]

|G(t)|, (5.2)

where G(t) is as defined in Theorem 5.1.
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(ii) Under the conditions of Theorem 5.1 and the alternative hypothesis (5.1) with Ln = O(1),

n1/2Ln → ∞, we have Tn → ∞ in probability at the rate
√
nLn, and∣∣pr(Tn ≥ q̂1−α)− pr

(
sup
t∈[0,1]

|G(t) + n1/2LnF (t, g(·))| ≥ q̂1−α

)∣∣ = o(1),

where q̂1−α is the bootstrap critical value of Fr at the significance level α.

Proposition 5.1 shows that Tn is of order max(1,
√
nLn) 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 Ln = n−1/2, Tn ⇒ supt∈[0,1] |G(t) +F (t, g(·))|. In contrast, Proposition B.1 of

(Wu and Zhou, 2018) shows that with the ordinary least squares residuals, the magnitude of Fr using their

bootstrap procedure is
√
mmax(Ln, log

2 n/
√
n) log n when

√
mLn → ∞, Ln → 0, implying power loss due

to the divergence of Fr. 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

yi,n = x⊤i,nβ(ti) + (1− B)−dei,n (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

H0 : d = 0 versus HA : 0 < d < 1/2. (5.3)

The rejection of H0 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 H0 using the jackknife corrected

nonparametric residuals. They obtain the local linear estimate of β(·), i.e.,

(β̂bn(t), β̂
′
bn(t)) = argmin

η0,η1∈Rp

n∑
i=1

{yi,n − x⊤i,nη0 − x⊤i,nη1(ti − t)}2Kbn(ti − t), (5.4)
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where K(t) is a kernel function with finite support (−1, 1), bn is a bandwidth. Then, they consider the

jackknife estimator β̃bn(t) = 2β̂bn/
√
2(t)− β̂bn(t) of which the asymptotic bias terms involving β′′(·) in the

formula of β̂bn and β̂bn/
√
2 are canceled. Let K∗(·) denote the jackknife equivalent kernel 2

√
2K(

√
2x) −

K(x). For the sake of simplicity, we write n′ as ⌊nbn⌋ for short. Define the nonparametric residuals and

their partial sum as ẽi,n = yi,n − x⊤i,nβ̃bn(ti) and S̃r,n =
∑r

i=n′+1 ẽi,n, r = 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 Kn = 1
n(n−2n′)

∑n−n′

r=n′+1

(
S̃r,n

)2
.

2. R/S-type statistic Qn = maxn′+1≤k≤n−n′ S̃k,n −minn′+1≤k≤n−n′ S̃k,n.

3. V/S-type statistic Mn = 1
n(n−2n′)

{∑n−n′

k=n′+1 S̃
2
k,n − 1

n−2n′

(∑n−n′

k=n′+1 S̃k,n

)2}
.

4. K/S-type statistic Gn = maxn′+1≤k≤n−n′

∣∣∣S̃k,n∣∣∣ .
(Bai and Wu, 2024) proposes to implement the above tests via the following bootstrap-assisted pro-

cedure. Define M̂(t) =
∑n

i=1 xi,nx
⊤
i,nKηn(ti − t∗)/(nηn), where t

∗ = max{ηn,min(t, 1 − ηn)} for some

bandwidth ηn → 0, nη2n → ∞. Let Σ̂∗(·) be any consistent long-run covariance matrix estimator satis-

fying the regularity condition 5.1 in their paper, and σ̂∗2H (t) = (Σ̂∗(t))1,1. Generate B independent and

identically distributed copies of N(0, Ip) vectors V
(r)
i = (V

(r)
i,1 , ..., V

(r)
i,p )⊤ (r = 1, . . . , B), and for each r

calculate

G̃
(r)
k = −

n∑
j=1

{
1

nbn

k∑
i=n′+1

x⊤i,nM̂
−1(ti)K

∗
bn(ti − tj)

}
Σ̂∗,1/2(tj)V

(r)
j +

k∑
i=n′+1

σ̂∗H(ti)V
(r)
i,1

as well as the bootstrap statistics: K̃
(r)
n , R̃S

(r)

n , ṼS
(r)

n and K̃S
(r)

n which can be obtained by substituting

S̃k,n in the corresponding statistics by G̃
(r)
k . Let K̃n,(1) ≤ K̃n,(2) ≤ · · · ≤ K̃n,(B) be the ordered statistics of

K̃
(r)
n (r = 1, . . . , B), and B∗ = max{r : K̃n,(r) ≤ Kn}. 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 α, if

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

In this paper we propose to set Σ̂∗(t) = Σ̂(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 Σ̂∗(t), since

for the latter procedure, the parameter bn 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

ẽi,n as well as the selection of m and τn, as indicated by the discussion of Theorem 5 in (Zhou and Wu,

2010) that m and τn should be chosen from an interval determined implicitly by bn. Moreover, adopting

Σ̂(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 Σ̂(t) via studying the asymptotic behavior of Σ̂(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 (−∞, 1], H(t,Fi) (i ∈ Z) is of 2κ-order local stationarity
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on (−∞, 1], and its long-run variance function

σ2H(t) =
∞∑

k=−∞
cov {H (t,F0) , H (t,Fk)} (t ∈ (−∞, 1]),

satisfies that inft∈(−∞,1]σ
2
H(t) > 0, supt∈(−∞,1]σ

2
H(t) <∞, and σ2H(·) is twice continuous differentiable on

[0, 1].

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumptions 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6 and 5.1, assuming mτ
3/2
n / log n → ∞, τn → 0,

nτ3n → ∞, m/(nτ3n) → 0, τ
3−1/κ
n

√
m → 0, m = O(n1/3), κ ≥ max{4/(1/2 − d), 2/(3d), 4}, it follows that

under HA

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣m−2dΣ̂(t)− κ2(d)σ
2
H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t)

∣∣∣ = op(1),

where κ2(d) = Γ−2(d+ 1)
∫∞
0 {td − (t− 1)d+}{2td − (t− 1)d+ − (t+ 1)d}dt.

Theorem 5.2 shows that the proposed difference-based estimator Σ̂(t) in (3.3) inflates at the rate of

m2d under long-range dependence with parameter d > 0, while its limit normalized by m2d depends on

the µW (t) along with the long-run variance of ei,n 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 κ. 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 Σ̂(t) under the local alternatives dn = c/ log n for some constant c > 0. For this purpose, we

define the long-run cross covariance vector between the locally stationary processes U(t,Fi) (i ∈ Z) and

H(t,Fj) (j ∈ Z).

Definition 5.1. Define the long-run cross-covariance vector sUH(t) ∈ Rp by

sUH(t) =
∞∑

j=−∞
Cov{U(t,F0), H(t,Fj)} (t ∈ [0, 1]).

For given constants c > 0 and α1 ∈ (0, 1), define for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, the symmetric matrix

Σ̌(t) = Σ(t) + (ecα1 − 1)2σ2H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t) + (ecα1 − 1){sUH(t)µ⊤W (t) + µW (t)s⊤UH(t)}.

The following Assumption 5.2 guarantees that Σ̌(t) is smooth and non-degenerate.

Assumption 5.2. Σ̌(·) ∈ C2[0, 1], and λmin{Σ̌(t)} is bounded above 0 on [0, 1].

Since Σ(t) and (ecα − 1)2σ2H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (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, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, 5.1 and 5.2 be satisfied. If mτ
3/2
n → ∞, τn → 0,

m/(nτ3n) → 0, τ
3−1/κ
n

√
m→ 0, m = ⌊nα1⌋, α1 ∈ (0, 1/3), we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ̌(t)
∣∣∣ = 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 (εl)l∈Z , (ζl)l∈Z , (ηl)l∈Z be N(0, 1),

ϑi = (ηi + εi)/2, and consider the filtrations

Fj = (. . ., ζj−1, ζj), Gj = (. . ., εj−1, εj), Hj = (. . ., εj , ηj) (j = −∞, . . ., n).

6.2 Testing for structural changes

We generate the locally stationary process xi,n,1 from G1(t,Hi) =
∑∞

j=0(0.5 − 0.5t)jϑi−j , the locally

stationary process xi,n,2 from G2(t,Hi) =
∑∞

j=0{0.25 + 0.5(t − 0.5)2}jϵi−j , and the locally stationary

process ui,n from G(t,Fi) = 0.65 cos(2πt)G(t,Fi−1) + ζi. We consider the following heteroscedastic linear

regression model:

yi,n = 1 +mi,n + xi,n,1 + xi,n,2 + ei,n, ei,n = (1 + 0.1xi,n,1)ui,n, (i = 1, . . . , n),

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

CP1: mi,n = 2δ sin(2πti)xi,n,11(0.5 ≤ ti ≤ 1).

CP2: mi,n = δ sin(2πti)1(0 ≤ ti ≤ 0.4) + δxi,n,11(0.7 ≤ ti ≤ 1)/2.

CP4: mi,n = 1.5δ sin(2πti)1(0 ≤ ti ≤ 0.2 or 0.4 ≤ ti ≤ 0.6 or 0.8 ≤ ti ≤ 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 δ 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,

yi,n = β1(ti) + β2(ti)xi,n + (1− B)−dei,n, (i = 1, . . . , n),

where B is the lag operator, β1(t) = 4 sin(πt), β2(t) = 4 exp {−2 (t− 0.5)2 }, xi,n =W (ti,Fi) (i = 1, . . . , n),

and ej,n = H(tj ,Fj ,Gj) (j = 1, . . . , n), where

H(t,Fi,Gi) = B (t,Gi) {1 +W 2(t,Fi)}1/2 (i ∈ Z; t ∈ [0, 1]),

W (t,Fi) = {0.1+0.1 cos(2πt)}W (t,Fi−1)+0.2ζi+0.7(t−0.5)2, andB(t,Gi) = {0.3−0.4(t−0.5)2}B(t,Gi−1)+

0.8εi. 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.,

yi,n = β1(ti) +

4∑
p=2

βp(ti)xi,p,n + εi,n, (i = 1, . . . , n),

where (yi,n) is the series of daily total number of hospital admissions of circulation and respiration and

(xi,p,n), p = 2, 3, 4, are the series of daily levels of SO2, NO2 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 β(·) =
(βp(·), 1 ≤ p ≤ 4)⊤ 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 εi,n. (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 bn 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 Σ̂(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
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to over-reject and result in smaller p-values. A further sensitivity check shows that when using 1.2×GCV

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 xi and ei are independent and i.i.d. random variables. Then,

for the differenced series we have

E{(ei + β0(i/n) + β(i/n)xi − ei−1 − β0((i− 1)/n)− β((i− 1)/n)xi−1)
2}

= E{(ei − ei−1)
2}+ E{(β0(i/n)− β0((i− 1)/n))2}+ E{(β(i/n)xi − β((i− 1)/n)xi−1)

2},

where the third term is close to 2β(i/n)var(xi). Notice that this term is O(n−2) if xi 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)2 + 0.5x1,i + 0.4x2,i + ei (i = 1, . . . , n),

where x1,i are independent and identically distributed N(2, 1) random variables, x2,i and ei 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− 0.5)2 + 1 + ei (i = 1, . . . , n),

where ei are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables.

B. Dependent scenario
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Figure A.1: The sample path of (xi+1yi+1 − xiyi)
2 − (xi+1ei+1 − xiei)

2 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)2 + sin(πi/n)x1,i + x2,i + ei (i = 1, . . . , n), (A.1)

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

moving average coefficients -0.2279 and 0.2488, i.e.,

x1,i − 0.8897x1,i−1 + 0.4858x1,i−2 = zi − 0.2279zi−1 + 0.2488zi−2,

where (zi) are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables, (x2,i) are indepen-

dent and identically distributed standard Gaussian variables, and (ei) is an autoregressive process with

coefficient 0.5, i.e.,

ei = 0.5ei−1 + ηi,

with ηi 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− 0.5)2 + ei (i = 1, . . . , n),

where ei is as defined in (A.1).

Figure A.1 displays the sample path of the gap between the differences between (xi+1yi+1−xiyi)2 and

(xi+1ei+1 − xiei)
2 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 (xi+kyi+k−xiyi)2 and (xi+kei+k−xiei)2 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 {m1,m2, · · · ,mM1}, {τ1, τ2, · · · , τM2} from [⌊c1n4/15⌋, ⌊c2n4/15⌋] and
[c3n

−2/15, c4n
−2/15], respectively, where c1, · · · , c4 are constants set as default in the package. Define s2mi,τj

as the sample variance of the bootstrap statistics, say T̃n,(1), . . . , T̃n,(100) calculated from 100 bootstrap

runs with parameters mi and τj . The formula of the bootstrap statistics is determined by the tests. For

example, in the structural stability test, we use

T̃n,(r) = max
m≤i≤n−m+1

|Ψ(r)
i,m − Λ̂(i/n)Λ̂−1(1)Ψ

(r)
n−m+1,m|,

where Ψ
(r)
i,m = n−1/2

∑i
j=1 Σ̂

1/2(tj)R
(r)
j , Λ̂(i/n) =

∑i
j=1 xj,nx

⊤
j,n/n, (R

(r)
j )nj=1 are the independent and

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

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

can use K̃
(r)
n , R̃S

(r)

n , ṼS
(r)

n and K̃S
(r)

n in Section 5.2 for T̃n,(r) to choose smoothing parameters for different

tests. Then we calculate

MV(i, j) := SE
{
∪1
r1=−1{s2mi,τj+r1

} ∪ ∪1
r2=−1{s2mi+r2

,τj}
}
, (B.1)

where SE stands for standard error. Finally, we select the pair (mi∗ , τj∗) where (i
∗, j∗) minimizes MV(i, j).

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 c1 = 3/7, c2 = 11/7, M1 is

the number of the points and τn from (2/3)n−2/15 to n−2/15 with grid 0.05, i.e., c3 = 2/3, c4 = 1, and

M2 = ⌊n−2/15/0.15⌋ is the number of grid points of τn. The choices of the constants c1, . . . , c4 andM1 and

M2 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 τn. In practice, we recommend choosing m from

max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋ − 1, 1),max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋ − 1, 1) + 1, . . . ,

max(⌊(11/7)n4/15⌋+ 1,max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋ − 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)n4/15⌋ and ⌊(11/7)n4/15⌋.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 τn is as follows

1. First propose a grid of possible block sizes and bandwidths {m1,m2, · · · ,mM1}, {τ1, τ2, · · · , τM2} for

m and τ , say the grid form is max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋−1, 1),max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋−1, 1)+1, . . . ,max(⌊(11/7)n4/15⌋+
1,max(⌊(3/7)n4/15⌋ − 1, 1) + 2)) and the grid for τn is (2/3)n−2/15, (2/3)n−2/15 + 0.05, . . . , n−2/15.

2. Compute s2mi,τj , the sample variance of the bootstrap statistics, say T̃n,(1), . . . , T̃n,(100) calculated

from 100 bootstrap runs with parameters mi and τj . For example, in the structural stability test,

we use

T̃n,(r) = max
m≤i≤n−m+1

|Ψ(r)
i,m − Λ̂(i/n)Λ̂−1(1)Ψ

(r)
n−m+1,m|,

where Ψ
(r)
i,m = n−1/2

∑i
j=1 Σ̂

1/2(tj)R
(r)
j , Λ̂(i/n) =

∑i
j=1 xj,nx

⊤
j,n/n, (R

(r)
j )nj=1 are the independent and

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

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

3. Calculate

MV(i, j) := SE
{
∪1
r1=−1{s2mi,τj+r1

} ∪ ∪1
r2=−1{s2mi+r2

,τj}
}
,

where SE stands for standard error.

4. Select the pair (mi∗ , τj∗) where (i∗, j∗) minimizes MV(i, j)

5. For t ∈ [m/n, 1−m/n], compute the estimator using mi∗ for m, and τj∗ for τn,

Σ̂(t) = Σ́(t)− Σ̆(t), Σ̆(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

mÂj,mÂ
⊤
j,m

2
ω(t, j),

where

Âj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{xi,nx⊤i,nβ̆(ti)− xi+m,nx
⊤
i+m,nβ̆(ti+m)}, β̆(t) = Ω−1(t)ϖ(t),

Ω(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω(t, j)/2, ϖ(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

∆̆jω̃(t, j)/2,

ω̃(t, i) = K((ti − t)/τ3/2n )/[
n∑

i=1

K{(ti − t)/τ3/2n }], ω(t, i) = K{(ti − t)/τn}/[
n∑

i=1

K{(ti − t)/τn}].

6. For t ∈ [0,m/n), set Σ̂(t) = Σ̂(m/n). For t ∈ (1−m/n, 1], set Σ̂(t) = Σ̂(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 τn’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 τn
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
CP 7 9 0.399 0.424

Table B.1: Selected values of m and τn 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− u2)2),

triweight (35/32(1−u2)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 sn 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 ρ(Σ̂pd(t) − Σ̂(t)) = o(sn), where Σ̂pd(t) denotes the estimator after using threshold for eigenval-

ues, i.e., Σ̂pd(t) = U(t)Λpd(t)U(t)⊤, Λpd(t) is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements λ+i (t) =

max(1/n, λi(t)) (i = 1, . . . , p), where λi(t) is the ordered eigenvalue of Σ̂(t), and U(t) is the matrix

consisting of the corresponding eigenvectors of Σ̂(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 Gn = {β̆0(t) is well-defined for t ∈ I} and P (Gn) → 1,

sup
t∈I

∥{β(t)− β̆0(t)}1(Gn)∥4κ = O{τ3n + (nτ3/2n )−1/2}.

Let Cm = {j : j − m ≤ i ≤ j + m,β′′′(ti) exists and continuous}, Cn = {j : j − nτ
3/2
n ≤ i ≤

j+nτ
3/2
n , β′′′(ti) exists and continuous} and the number of qn jump points should satisfy the condition of

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

sup
j∈Cm

∥{β̌0(tj+m)− β̌0(tj)}1(Gn)∥4κ = O

{
mqn

nτ
3/2
n

+ (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
,

and

sup
j∈Cn

∥{β̌0(tj)− β0(tj)}1(Gn)∥4κ = O
{
τ3n + (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
.

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

is

sup
t∈I

∥{β(t)− β̆0(t)}1(Gn)∥4κ = O{τ3n + (nτ3/2n )d−1/2}.

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 β̆(·) 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,Fi) is of r-order short-range dependence on interval I if supt∈I ∥G(t,F0)∥r <
∞, δr(H, k, I) = O(χk), for some χ ∈ (0, 1), r ≥ 1, and s-order locally stationary on interval I, s ≥ 2, if

G(t,F0) ∈ Lips(I).

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

δr(L, k, I) = sup
t∈I

∥∥L (t,Fk)− L
(
t,Fk,{0}

)∥∥
r
.

Under the conditions of short-range dependence and no jump points, we allow κ = 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 β̌(·) using second-order series and formulation of Σ̆(·) involving the square of xix
⊤
i β̆(ti). Recall

that

Σ̆(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

mÂj,mÂ
T
j,m

2
ω(t, j), Âj,m =

1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{
xi,nx

T
i,nβ̆ (ti)− xi+m,nx

T
i+m,nβ̆ (ti+m)

}
,

and

β̆(t) = Ω−1(t)ϖ(t) (t ∈ [0, 1]),

where Ω(t) and ϖ(t) are the smoothed versions of

∆́j/2 =
1

2m

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃i,mX̃
⊤
i,m and ∆̆j/2 =

1

2m

j∑
i=j−m+1

X̃⊤
i,mỸi,m,

where Ỹi,m = xi,nyi,n − xi+m,nyi+m,n, X̃i,m = xi,nx
⊤
i,n − xi+m,nx

⊤
i+m,n. Therefore, the moment condition of

order 16 is difficult to relax since we require Σ̆(·) 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(·,Fi) 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, t(5) and t(6) for ζi in

ui,n = G(ti,Fi) = 0.65 cos(2πti)G(ti,Fi−1) + ζi,

in the model in Section 5.2 of the paper for the tests for structural stability:

yi,n = 1 +mi,n + xi,n,1 + xi,n,2 + ei,n, ei,n = (1 + 0.1xi,n,1)ui,n.

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 t(5) or t(6).

In Figure C.2, the empirical rejection rates of different types of innovations, i.e, normal, t(4) and t(6)

for εi in

B(t,Gi) = {0.3− 0.4(t− 0.5)2}B(t,Gi−1) + 0.8εi,
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Figure C.1: Empirical rejection rates of tests for structural stability with respect to different innovations:
normal(solid), t(5)(small dashes) and t(6)(dashes) with sample size n = 300.

Figure C.2: Empirical rejection rates of tests for long memory with respect to difference innovations:
normal (solid), t(4) (dashes) and t(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.,

yi,n = β1(ti) + β2(ti)xi,n + (1− B)−dei,n, ei,n = H(ti,Fi,Gi) = B (ti,Gi) {1 +W 2(ti,Fi)}1/2,

where W (t,Fi) = {0.1 + 0.1 cos(2πt)}W (t,Fi−1) + 0.2ζi + 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 ∃t0 > 0, C = supt∈[0,1]E{exp(t0|H(t,F0)|)} <∞, δ1(H, l, [0, 1]) = O(χl) for some
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χ ∈ (0, 1). Then, we have the following holds for q > 2: (i) supt∈[0,1]E(|H(t,F0)|q) ≤ Ct−q
0 qq. (ii) There

exists a positive constant C ′ such that δq(H, l, [0, 1]) = supt∈[0,1] ∥H(t,Fl)−H(t,Fl,{0})∥q ≤ C ′qχl/q.

Proof. For p ≥ P , P > 0, elementary calculation gives that x > p log(x/p), x > 0. For a sufficiently large

constant C, we have

sup
t∈[0,1]

E(|H(t,F0)|q) <
(
q

t0

)q

sup
t∈[0,1]

E{exp(t0|H(t,F0)|)} = t−q
0 qqC.

By Hölder inequality,

sup
t∈[0,1]

∥H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})∥2q = [E{|H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})|q−1/2|H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})|1/2}]2

≤ E{|H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})|2q−1}E{|H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})|}

≤ ∥H(t, Fl)−H(t, Fl,{0})∥
2q−1
2q−1δ1(H, l, [0, 1])

≤ C1(2q − 1)2q−1t−2q+1
0 χl,

where C1 is a sufficiently large constant. Therefore, we have δq(H, l, [0, 1]) ≤ C ′χl/qq.

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
t∈I

∣∣∣m−2dΣ̂(t)− κ2(d)σ
2
H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t)

∣∣∣ = op(1).

Suppose we have a grid of m’s, i.e., m1, . . . ,mM , and the corresponding long-run covariance estimator

Σ̂1(·), . . . , Σ̂M (·) calculated usingm1, ...,mM , respectively. Taking xi = logmi, yi =
∑n

j=1 log |Σ̂i(tj)|/n, (i =
1, . . . ,M), where | · | denotes the Frobenious norm, and we have

yi ≈ (2d)xi + log κ2(d) +

n∑
j=1

log σ2H(tj)/n+

n∑
j=1

log |µW (tj)µ
⊤
W (tj)|/n

= (2d)xi + 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

yi ∼ xi. 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.,

yi,n = β1(ti) + β2(ti)xi,n + (1− B)−dei,n,

where B is the lag operator, β1(t) = 8 sin(πt), β2(t) = 4 exp{−2 (t− 0.5)2}, xi,n =W (ti,Fi) (i = 1, . . . , n),

and ej,n = H(tj ,Fj ,Gj) (j = 1, . . . , n) with

H(t,Fi,Gi) = B (t,Gi) {1 +W 2(t,Fi)}1/2 (i ∈ Z; t ∈ [0, 1]),

whereW (t,Fi) = 0.1 cos(2πt)W (t,Fi−1)+0.2ζi+0.4(t−0.5)2, andB(t,Gi) = {0.3−0.4(t−0.5)2}B(t,Gi−1)+

0.6εi.

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 x-axis is the logarithm of the parameter m. The

displayed fitted regression line of (D.1) is y = −0.82+0.41x, 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).

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

yi,n = β1(ti) + β2(ti)xi,n + ei,n (i = 1, . . . , n),

where β1(t) = 4 sin(πt), β2(t) = 4 exp{−2 (t− 0.5)2}, xi,n =W (ti,Fi) withW (t,Fi) = {0.25+0.25 cos(2πt)}W (t,Fi−1)+

0.2ζi, and ei,n = H(ti,Fi,Gi), where ti = i/n and

H(t,Fi,Gi) = B (t,Gi) {1 +W 2(t,Fi)}1/2,
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where B(t,Gi) = {0.2− 0.4(t− 0.5)2}B(t,Gi−1)+0.8εi. (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 β1(t) and β2(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(t,Fi,Gi) 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 78.5
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 87.4 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 (β1(t), β2(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

τn’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.

• 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 êi,n =

yi,n − x⊤i,nβ̂n in the CP1 model in the main paper, where we compare fixed m’s (10 and 20 with

τn = n−2/15) and fixed τn’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 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 9 (⌊15/7n4/15⌋).
In Figure E.1, we show the results when choosing m from 6 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 30 (⌊50/7n4/15⌋) and
from 10 (⌊18/7n4/15⌋) to 50 (⌊75/7n4/15⌋). 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.

• Similar improvement can also be found in Figure E.2 in the CP4 model.

• 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 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 9 (⌊15/7n4/15⌋) versus choosing m from
6 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 30 (⌊50/7n4/15⌋), and 10 (⌊18/7n4/15⌋) to 50 (⌊75/7n4/15⌋), as well as the proposed
difference-based estimator with several fixed m’s with τn = n−2/15 and τn’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 8.40 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 δ = 1). Moreover, two-sample t test

also shows that under the alternative with δ = 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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Figure E.2: 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 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 9 (⌊15/7n4/15⌋) versus choosing m from
6 (⌊10/7n4/15⌋) to 30 (⌊50/7n4/15⌋), and 10 (⌊18/7n4/15⌋) to 50 (⌊75/7n4/15⌋) as well as the proposed
difference-based estimator with several fixed m’s with τn = n−2/15 and τn’s with m = 10 (fixed, solid)
when there are 4 change points (CP4).

Figure E.3: Comparing V/S-type tests of using plug-in estimators of nonparametric residuals (plug-in,
dashes), the proposed difference-based estimator choosing m from 3 to 11 versus from 6 to 30, and from
7 to 16 (MV, dotted) as well as using several fixed m’s with τn = n−2/15 and τn’s with m = 10 (fixed,
solid).
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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 ei,n, xi,n, yi,n for simplicity. Define filtration

Fi = (ε−∞, ..., εi) for independent and identically distributed random variables (εi)i∈Z . For a random

vector (vi)
n
i=1 ∈ Fs, let vi,{s} denote the series replacing the εs with its independent and identically

distributed copy. For a random matrix (Ai)
n
i=1 ∈ Fs, define Aj,{s} as the random matrix replacing

εs in Aj with its independent and identically distributed copy. Recall that e
(d)
i,n =

∑∞
j=0 ψj(d)ei−j,n,

e
(dn)
i,n =

∑∞
j=0 ψj(dn)ei−j,n. For the sake of simplicity, we use ψj to represent ψj(d) when we discuss the

fixed alternatives and ψj(dn) for the theory of the local alternatives. Recall ti = i/n, and K∗(x) denotes

the jackknife equivalent kernel 2
√
2K(

√
2x) −K(x). Let 0 ×∞ = 0, an ∼ bn denote limn→∞ an/bn = 1

for real sequences an and bn. Let I = [γn, 1− γn] ⊂ (0, 1), γn = τn + (m+ 1)/n. Recall

Aj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{xix⊤i β(ti)− xi+mx
⊤
i+mβ(ti+m)}, ΣA(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mAj,mA
⊤
j,m

2
ω(t, j),

Âj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

{xix⊤i β̆(ti)− xi+mx
⊤
i+mβ̆(ti+m)}, Σ̆(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mÂj,mÂ
⊤
j,m

2
ω(t, j),

where ω(t, i) = Kτn (ti − t) /
∑n

i=1Kτn (ti − t). Let

Àj,m =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

(xix
⊤
i − xi+mx

⊤
i+m){xix⊤i β(ti)− xi+mx

⊤
i+mβ(ti+m)}, (F.1)

and

∆̀j =
1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

(xix
⊤
i − xi+mx

⊤
i+m)(xiei − xi+mei+m). (F.2)

We define below the counterparts of Qk,m, ∆j and Σ̂(·) in Section 3. Define for m ≥ 2, t ∈ [m/n, 1−
m/n],

Q̃k,m =

k+m−1∑
i=k

xiei, ∆̃j =
Q̃j−m+1,m − Q̃j+1,m

m
, Σ̃(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̃j∆̃
⊤
j

2
ω(t, j). (F.3)

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
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̆(t)− ΣA(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ m

nτ
3/2+2κ
n

)
.

Proof of Lemma F.1. Let ln be a sequence of real numbers so that ln → ∞ arbitrarily slow. Define

An = {supt∈I |Ω(t)−M+(t)| ≤ ln{(mτ3/2n )−1/2+m/(nτ
3/4
n )+ τ

3/4
n }}. By (F.9), limn→∞ P(An) = 1. Since

0 ≤
∑n−m

j=m ω(t, j) ≤ 1, we have

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥(Σ̆(t)− ΣA(t))1(An)
∥∥∥
κ

≤ sup
t∈I

n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

(∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

+ 2∥Aj,m∥2κ
)

≤ m max
m≤j≤n−m

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

×
(

max
m≤j≤n−m

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

+ 2 max
m≤j≤n−m

∥Aj,m∥2κ
)
. (F.4)

First, we shall show that

max
m≤j≤n−m

∥Aj,m∥2κ = O(m−1/2 +m/n) = O(m−1/2). (F.5)

Define Bj,m = 1
m

∑j
i=j−m+1 xix

⊤
i . Notice that

∥Aj,m∥2κ ≤ sup
m≤i≤n−m

||β(ti)− β(ti+m)|∥Bj,m∥2κ + sup
t∈[0,1]

|β(t)|∥Bj,m −Bj+m,m∥2κ = A1 +A2.

Since β(t) is Lipschitz continuous, and under Assumption 4.3, maxm≤j≤n ∥Bj,m∥2κ is bounded, we have

A1 = O(m/n). (F.6)

For the calculation of A2, notice that

∥Bj,m −Bj+m,m∥2κ ≤ ∥Bj,m − E(Bj,m)∥2κ + ∥Bj+m,m − E(Bj+m,m)∥2κ
+ ∥E(Bj,m)−M(tj)∥2κ + ∥E(Bj+m,m)−M(tj)∥2κ.

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

Assumption 4.3, we have

sup
m≤j≤n

∥Bj,m − E(Bj,m)∥2κ = O(m−1/2).

Since E(Bj,m) = 1
m

∑j
i=j−m+1M(tj) and M(t) is Lipschitz continuous, ∥E(Bj,m) −M(tj)∥2κ = O(m/n).
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Finally, by the boundedness of supt∈[0,1] |β(t)|, we have

A2 = O(m−1/2 +m/n). (F.7)

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

Second, by triangle inequality, we have

max
m≤j≤n−m

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

≤ 2 max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥xix⊤i ∥∥∥
4κ

∥{β(ti)− β̆(ti)}1(An)∥4κ.

Since under Assumption 4.3, max1≤i≤n

∥∥xix⊤i ∥∥4κ = O(1), we shall show that

sup
t∈I

∥{β(t)− β̆(t)}1(An)∥4κ = O
{
τ3n + (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
. (F.8)

Let M+(t) = E{J̄(t,F0)J̄
⊤(t,F0)}. 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
m≤j≤n

∥∆́j/2−M+(tj)∥ = O(m−1/2 +m/n).

Then, it follows that

sup
t∈I

∥Ω(t)−M+(t)∥ = O(m−1/2 +m/n+ τ3/2n ).

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

sup
t∈I

|Ω(t)−M+(t)| = OP{(mτ3/2n )−1/2 +m/(nτ3/4n ) + τ3/4n }. (F.9)

Note that Ω(t) is invertible on An. Then, for a sufficiently large constant C, we have

∥{β̆(t)− β(t)}1(An)∥4κ = ∥Ω−1(t){ϖ(t)− Ω(t)β(t)}1(An)∥4κ
≤ ∥ρ(Ω−1(t))|ϖ(t)− Ω(t)β(t)|1(An)∥4κ ≤ C∥ϖ(t)− Ω(t)β(t)∥4κ.

Then, it’s sufficient to show that

sup
t∈I

∥ϖ(t)− Ω(t)β(t)∥4κ = O
{
τ3n + (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
.

Recall the definition of ∆̀j and Àj,m in (F.2) and (F.1) respectively. Observe that

ϖ(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
Àj,m +

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
∆̀j :=W1(t) +W2(t), (F.10)

whereW1(t),W2(t) are defined in the obvious way. Recall that ∆́j =
1
m

∑j
i=j−m+1(xi,nx

⊤
i,n−xi+m,nx

⊤
i+m,n)

2.

32



By triangle inequality, we have

sup
t∈I

∥W1(t)− Ω(t)β(t)∥4κ ≤ sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥W1(t)−
n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(t, j)

2
β(tj)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+ sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(t, j)

2
{β(tj)− β(t)}

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

=W11 +W12.

Again, by triangle inequality, under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.3, we obtain

W11 ≤ max
m≤j≤n−m

∥Àj,m − ∆́jβ(tj)∥4κ,

≤ 1

m
max

m≤j≤n−m

 j+m∑
i=j−m+1

∥∥∥xix⊤i − xi+mx
⊤
i+m

∥∥∥
8κ

∥xix⊤i ∥8κ|β(ti)− β(tj)|


= O(m/n). (F.11)

Under Assumption 4.3, we have maxm≤j≤n−m ∥∆́j∥4κ = O(1). Then, by similar arguments in Lemma 3 of

(Zhou and Wu, 2010) and the continuity of M+(t), mτ
3/2
n → ∞, we obtain

W12 = sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(t, j)

2
{β′(t)(tj − t) +O(τ3n)}

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

≤ sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

{∆́j/2−M+(tj)}ω̃(t, j)β′(t)(tj − t)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+ sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

M+(tj)ω̃(t, j)β
′(t)(tj − t)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+O(τ3n)

= sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)β′(t)M+(t)(tj − t)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+O{τ3/2n (m−1/2 +m/n) + τ3n}

= O
(
τ3n
)
. (F.12)

Therefore, combining (F.11) and (F.12), since nτ3n → ∞, m/(nτ3n) → 0, we have

sup
t∈I

∥W1(t)− Ω(t)β(t)∥4κ = O
(
τ3n
)
. (F.13)

To proceed, we shall show that

sup
t∈I

∥W2(t)∥4κ = O{(nτ3/2n )−1/2 + χm}. (F.14)
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Under Assumption 4.3, we have

∣∣∣E(∆̀j)
∣∣∣ = 1

m

∣∣∣∣∣∣
j∑

i=j−m+1

E
(
xix

⊤
i xi+mei+m

)
+ E

(
xi+mx

⊤
i+mxiei

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ = O(χm). (F.15)

Then, by Burkholder’s inequality, for a sufficiently large C, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2

{
∆̀j − E(∆̀j)

}∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

s=−m

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
Pj−s∆̀j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

≤ C

∞∑
s=−m


n−m∑
j=m

ω̃2(t, j)

4

∥∥∥Pj−s∆̀j

∥∥∥2
4κ


1/2

. (F.16)

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

∥∥∥Pj−s∆̀j

∥∥∥
4κ

≤
∥∥∥∆̀j − ∆̀j,{j−s}

∥∥∥
4κ

≤ 1

m

j+m∑
i=j−m+1

{δ8κ(J, i− j + s) + δ8κ(U, i− j + s)}. (F.17)

Then, (F.14) follows from (F.15), (F.16) and (F.17). Combining (F.13) and (F.14), since m = O(n1/3),

we have (F.8). Hence, by (F.4), under conditions m = O(n1/3), we have

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥{Σ̆(t)− ΣA(t)}1(An)
∥∥∥
κ
= O

(
√
mτ3n +

√ m

nτ
3/2
n

)
.

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).

Theorem 4.1. Recall the definition of Σ̃(t) in (F.3). Observe that

Σ̂(t)− Σ̃(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m
(
∆j∆

⊤
j − ∆̃j∆̃

⊤
j

)
2

ω(t, j)− Σ̆(t)

= ΣA(t)− Σ̆(t) +
m

2

n−m∑
j=m

(
Aj,m∆̃⊤

j + ∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

)
ω(t, j).

Then, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ̃(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

t∈I

∣∣∣ΣA(t)− Σ̆(t)
∣∣∣+m sup

t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (F.18)
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Take note that ΣA(t) is the leading term of bias, so we introduce the correction. By Lemma F.1, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣ΣA(t)− Σ̆(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ m

nτ
3/2+2/κ
n

)
. (F.19)

To proceed, define

hs(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)Pj−s(∆̃jA
⊤
j,m) =

n−m∑
j=m

hs,j(t).

Under Assumption 4.5, it’s straightforward that E(∆̃jA
⊤
j,m) = 0, for m ≤ j ≤ n−m. Then, we can write∑n−m

j=m ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m as a summation of martingale differences, i.e.

n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m =

∞∑
s=−m

hs(t), (F.20)

Next, we shall show that ∥hs,j(t)∥κ = O{(1/n +m−3/2)min(χs−m, 1)}. Under Assumptions 4.4 and

4.5, similar to (36) in Lemma 3 in (Zhou and Wu, 2010), we have

δ2κ(∆̃(m), k) := sup
1≤j≤n

∥∆̃j − ∆̃j,{j−k}∥2κ = O

{
1

m

m∑
i=−m+1

δ2κ(U, k + i)

}
= O{min(χk−m, 1)/m}. (F.21)

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

sup
1≤j≤n

∥∥Aj,m −Aj,m,{j−k}
∥∥
2κ

≤ M

m

m∑
i=−m+1

δ4κ(W,k + i) = O{min(χk−m, 1)/m}, (F.22)

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

supj ∥∆̃j∥2κ = O(m−1/2). Similar to (F.5), we have uniformly for m ≤ j ≤ n−m,

∥Aj,m∥2κ = O(m/n+m−1/2). (F.23)

Under Assumption 4.2, from (F.21), (F.22) and (F.23), we obtain uniformly for m ≤ j ≤ n−m, s ≥ −m,

∥hs,j∥κ/ω(t, j) = ∥Pj−s{∆̃jA
⊤
j,m}∥κ

≤ ∥Aj,m,{j−s} −Aj,m∥2κ
∥∥∥∆̃⊤

j

∥∥∥
2κ

+ ∥Aj,m,{j−s}∥2κ
∥∥∥∆̃⊤

j − ∆̃⊤
j,{j−s}

∥∥∥
2κ

= O{(1/n+m−3/2)min(χs−m, 1)}.

35



Since hs,j(t) are martingale differences with respect to j, we have for t ∈ [m/n, 1−m/n],

∥hs(t)∥2κ =

n−m∑
j=m

∥hs,j(t)∥2κ = O
{
(nτn)

−1(1/n2 +m−3)min(χ2s−2m, 1)
}
. (F.24)

By (F.20) and (F.24), we obtain∥∥∥∥∥∥m
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
κ

≤ m
m∑

s=−m

∥hs(t)∥κ +m
∞∑

s=m+1

∥hs(t)∥κ = O

(
√ m

nτn

)
. (F.25)

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

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣m
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ
1+2/κ
n

)
. (F.26)

Combining (F.18), (F.19) and (F.26), we obtain

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ̃(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ m

nτ
3/2+2/κ
n

)
. (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
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̃(t)− EΣ̃(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ
1+2/κ
n

)
. (F.28)

Using similar techniques in Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 of (Zhou and Wu, 2010), which hold uniformly for

t ∈ (0, 1), (F.28) leads to

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̃(t)− Σ(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ
3/2+2/κ
n

+
1

m
+
√
mτ3−1/κ

n

)
, (F.29)

With (F.27) and (F.29), the supreme bound is thus proved.

F.3 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Let Cn = {j : j − nτ
3/2
n ≤ i ≤ j + nτ

3/2
n , β′′′(ti) exists and continuous}, Cm = {j : j − m ≤ i ≤ j +

m,β′′′(ti) exists and continuous}. Recall in Lemma F.1 An = {supt∈I |Ω(t)−M+(t)| ≤ ln{(mτ3/2n )−1/2 +

m/(nτ
3/4
n ) + τ

3/4
n }}, and limn→∞ P(An) = 1.

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

sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥{β̌(tj+m)− β̌(tj)}1(An)∥4κ = O

{
mqn

nτ
3/2
n

+ (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
.
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Proof of Lemma F.2. Following the arguments in Lemma F.1, since Ω(t) is invertible and continuous on

An, and supj∈Cm ∥ϖ(tj)∥8κ = O(1), we have

sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥{β̌(tj+m1)− β̌(tj)}1(An)∥4κ

= sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥{Ω−1(tj+m1)ϖ(tj+m1)− Ω−1(tj)ϖ(tj)}1(An)∥4κ

≤ sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

√
p∥ρ{Ω−1(tj+m1)}|ϖ(tj+m1)−ϖ(tj)|1(An)∥4κ

+ sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

√
p∥ρ{Ω−1(tj+m1)}|Ω(tj+m1)− Ω(tj)|ρ{Ω−1(tj)}ϖ(tj)1(An)∥4κ

≤ C1 sup
j∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥|ϖ(tj+m1)−ϖ(tj)|1(An)∥4κ + C2m/n, (F.30)

where C1 and C2 are sufficiently large constants.

By (F.30), it is sufficient to show

sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥{ϖ(tr+m1)−ϖ(tr)}1(An)∥4κ = O{(mqn)/(nτ3/2n ) + (nτ3/2n )−1/2}. (F.31)

By triangle inequality, we have

sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥{ϖ(tr+m1)−ϖ(tr)}1(An)∥4κ

≤ sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
ϖ(tr+m1)−

n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(tr+m1 , j)

2
β(tj)

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+ sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
ϖ(tr)−

n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(tr, j)

2
β(tj)

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+ sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

∆́j{ω̃(tr, j)− ω̃(tr+m1 , j)}β(tj)/2

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

≤ 2 sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
ϖ(t)−

n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(t, j)

2
β(tj)

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

+ sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

∆́j{ω̃(tr, j)− ω̃(tr+m1 , j)}β(tj)/2

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

. (F.32)

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 ∆̀j and Àj,m in (F.2) and (F.1) and we have from (F.10) that

ϖ(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
Àj,m +

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
∆̀j =W1(t) +W2(t),
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where we directly have from (F.14) that

sup
t∈I

∥W2(t)∥4κ = O{(nτ3/2n )−1/2}.

Therefore, we have

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
ϖ(t)−

n−m∑
j=m

∆́jω̃(t, j)

2
β(tj)

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

≤ sup
t∈I

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2m

 j∑
i=j−m+1

∥∥∥xix⊤i − xi+mx
⊤
i+m

∥∥∥
8κ

× ∥xix⊤i (β(ti)− β(tj))− xi+mx
⊤
i+m(β(ti+m)− β(tj))∥8κ

)
+ sup

t∈I
∥W2(t)∥4κ

≤ sup
t∈I

 ∑
j∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

+
∑

j /∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

 ω̃(t, j)

2m

 j∑
i=j−m+1

∥∥∥xix⊤i − xi+mx
⊤
i+m

∥∥∥
8κ

×∥xix⊤i (β(ti)− β(tj))− xi+mx
⊤
i+m(β(ti+m)− β(tj))∥8κ

)
+ sup

t∈I
∥W2(t)∥4κ

= O

{
m

n
+

mqn

nτ
3/2
n

+ (nτ3/2n )−1/2 + χm

}
. (F.33)

Secondly, by the continuity of the kernel function K(·) and since supj=m,...,n−m ∥∆́j∥ = O(1), we have

sup
r∈Cm

sup
m1=1,...,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

∆́j{ω̃(tr, j)− ω̃(tr+m1 , j)}β(tj)/2

 1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

= O{m/(nτ3/2n )}. (F.34)

Then, (F.31) follows from (F.33) and (F.34). The lemma follows from (F.30) and (F.31).

Proof of Theorem 2. For sufficiently large constants C1 and C2, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣{Σ̆(t)− ΣA(t)}1(An)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈Cn,m≤j≤n−m

mω(t, j)

2
(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ C1

∑
j /∈Cn,j∈Cmm≤j≤n−m

m

nτn
|(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)|

+ C2

∑
j /∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

m

nτn
|(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)|. (F.35)
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For j ∈ Cm, by (F.23), we have ∥Aj,m∥2κ = O(m−1/2 +m/n). We shall show that

sup
j∈Cm

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

= O(m−1/2), (F.36)

and

sup
j∈Cn

∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)∥2κ = O{(mqn)/(nτ3/2n ) + (nτ3/2n )−1/2 +m−1/2τ3n}.

By Lemma F.2, we have

sup
j∈Cm

∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)∥2κ

≤ sup
j∈Cm

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−1
j∑

i=j−m+1

xix
⊤
i

[
{β̌(ti)− β̌(ti+m)} − {β(ti)− β(ti+m)}

]
1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2κ

+ sup
j∈Cm

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−1
j∑

i=j−m+1

(xix
⊤
i − xi+mx

⊤
i+m)

{
β̌(ti+m)− β(ti+m)

}
1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2κ

≤ C1

{
mqn

nτ
3/2
n

+ (nτ3/2n )−1/2

}
+ C2m/n+ sup

j∈Cm

∥∥∥∥∥∥m−1
j∑

i=j−m+1

(xix
⊤
i − xi+mx

⊤
i+m)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4κ

∥∥{β̌(tj)− β(tj)
}
1(An)

∥∥
2κ

= O(m−1/2), (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 ∈ Cn ⊂ Cm, by (F.8), we have

sup
j∈Cn

∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)∥2κ = O{(mqn)/(nτ3/2n ) + (nτ3/2n )−1/2 +m−1/2τ3n}.

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

j∈Cn,m≤j≤n−m

mω(t, j)

2
(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
κ

≤
∑

j∈Cn,m≤j≤n−m

mω(t, j)

2

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥
2κ

×
(∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)

∥∥∥
2κ

+ 2∥Aj,m∥2κ
)

= O

(
m3/2qn

nτ
3/2
n

+ τ3n +
√ m

nτ
3/2
n

)
. (F.38)
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By the chaining argument of Proposition B.1 of (Dette et al., 2019), by we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈Cn,m≤j≤n−m

mω(t, j)

2
(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ
3/2+2/κ
n

+ τ3−1/κ
n +

m3/2qn

nτ
3/2+1/κ
n

)
.

For the second term of (F.35), by (F.36), we have∑
j /∈Cn,j∈Cmm≤j≤n−m

m

nτn
E|(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)|

≤
∑

j /∈Cn,j∈Cmm≤j≤n−m

m

nτn

∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)
∥∥∥(∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)

∥∥∥+ 2∥Aj,m∥
)

= O(qnτ
1/2
n ). (F.39)

Since for j /∈ Cm, ∥Aj,m∥2κ = O(1) and
∥∥∥(Âj,m −Aj,m)1(An)

∥∥∥
2κ

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

have

∑
j /∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

m

nτn
E|(Âj,mÂ

⊤
j,m −Aj,mA

⊤
j,m)1(An)| = O

(
m2qn
nτ

)
. (F.40)

Combining (F.35), (F.38), (F.39) and (F.40), since κ ≥ 1, mτ3n → ∞, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̆(t)− ΣA(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
qnτ

1/2
n +

√ m

nτ
3/2+2/κ
n

+
m2qn
nτn

+ τ3−1/κ
n +

m3/2qn

nτ
3/2+1/κ
n

)

= OP(qnτ
1/2
n +

√ m

nτ
7/2
n

+
m2qn
nτn

+ τ2n) (F.41)

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

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ̃(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

t∈I

∣∣∣ΣA(t)− Σ̆(t)
∣∣∣+m sup

t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (F.42)

Inspecting (F.24), we have

∥hs(t)∥2κ =
∑

j∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

∥hs,j(t)∥2κ +
∑

j /∈Cm,m≤j≤n−m

∥hs,j(t)∥2κ

= O

{
(nτn)

−1(1/n2 +m−3)min(χ2s−2m, 1) +
qn

m(nτn)2
min(χ2s−2m, 1)

}
.
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Similar to (F.25), we have∥∥∥∥∥∥m
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
κ

≤ m
m∑

s=−m

∥hs(t)∥κ +m
∞∑

s=m+1

∥hs(t)∥κ

= O

{
√ m

nτn
+
√ qnm

3

(nτn)2

}
= O

(
√ m

nτn

)
.

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

have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣m
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃jA
⊤
j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ
1+2/κ
n

)
. (F.43)

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).

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).

F.5 Proof of Theorem 5.2

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

Σd(t) = κ2(d)σ
2
H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t), t ∈ [0, 1].

For the quantities under the fixed alternatives, let Q̃
(d)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k xie

(d)
i ,

∆̃
(d)
j =

Q̃
(d)
j−m+1,m − Q̃

(d)
j+1,m

m
, Σ̃d(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̃
(d)
j ∆̃

(d),⊤
j

2
ω(t, j),

and

∆̀
(d)
j =

1

m

j∑
i=j−m+1

(xix
⊤
i − xi+mx

⊤
i+m)(xie

(d)
i − xi+me

(d)
i+m).

Let Â(d), ϖ(d)(·), β̆(d)(·), Σ̆d(·) denote the counterparts of Â, ϖ(·), β̆(·) and Σ̆(·) in (3.3) under the fixed

alternatives. Define H(d)(ti,Fi) =
∑∞

k=0 ψkH(ti−k,Fi−k), U
(d)(t,Fi) =W (t,Fi)H

(d)(t,Fi). 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

max
⌊nbn⌋+1≤r≤n−⌊nbn⌋

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r∑

i=⌊nbn⌋+1

xi,ne
(d)
i,n −

r∑
i=⌊nbn⌋+1

µW (ti)e
(d)
i,n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP(
√
n(log n)d).

Corollary F.1. Under the conditions of Proposition F.1, assume l/ log n→ ∞, l/n→ 0, we have

max
1≤k≤n−l+1

∥∥∥∥∥
k+l−1∑
i=k

(xi − µW (ti))e
(d)
i

∥∥∥∥∥ = O(
√
l(log n)d).

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

Wu, 2024).

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

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̆d(t)− ΣA(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

[√
m{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2 + τ3n}τ−1/κ

n +m{(nτ3/2n )2d−1 + τ6n}τ−1/κ
n

]
= oP(m

2d).

Proof of Lemma F.3. After a careful check of the proof of Lemma F.1, the behavior ofW1(t) is unchanged

under the fixed alternatives and it’s sufficient to show that W
(d)
2 (t), W2(t) under the fixed alternatives,

s.t.

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥W (d)
2 (t)

∥∥∥
4κ

= O{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2}. (F.44)

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

∥∥∥Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j

∥∥∥
4κ

≤ 1

m

j+m∑
i=j−m+1

{
δ8κ(J, i− j + s) + δ8κ(U

(d), i− j + s)
}
= O

{
1

m

m∑
i=−m+1

(i+ s)d−1

}
.

Let N = Nn = ⌊nτ3/2n ⌋. Note that under Assumption 4.5, we can write

W
(d)
2 (t) =

N∑
s=0

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
Pj−s∆̀

(d)
j +

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2

∞∑
s=N+1

Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j =W

(d)
21 (t) +W

(d)
22 (t).

Since Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j are martingale differences with respect to j, for 0 ≤ s ≤ N , we have

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

ω̃(t, j)

2
Pj−s∆̀

(d)
j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

4κ

=

n−m∑
j=m

ω̃2(t, j)

4

∥∥∥Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j

∥∥∥2
4κ

= O

 1

nτ
3/2
n m2

{
m∑

i=−m+1

(i+ s)d−1

}2
 . (F.45)
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Therefore, by (F.45), we have

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥W (d)
21 (t)

∥∥∥
4κ

= O(Nd/
√
nτ3/2n ) = O{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2}. (F.46)

Since Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j are martingale differences with respect to s, elementary calculations shows

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

s=N+1

Pj−s∆̀
(d)
j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

4κ

= O

m−2
∞∑

s=N+1

{
m∑

i=−m+1

(i+ s)d−1

}2
 = O(N2d−1). (F.47)

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

sup
t∈I

∥∥∥W (d)
22 (t)

∥∥∥
4κ

= O(Nd−1/2) = O{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2}. (F.48)

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

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Recall Q̃
(d)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k xie

(d)
i , and

∆̃
(d)
j =

Q̃
(d)
j−m+1,m − Q̃

(d)
j+1,m

m
, Σ̃d(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̃
(d)
j {∆̃(d)

j }⊤

2
ω(t, j).

We break the proof into 6 steps.

Step 1: We shall prove that under the bandwidth conditions κ ≥ 4/(1/2 − d), m/(nτ3n) → 0,
√
mτ

3−1/κ
n → 0, m = O(n1/3), m→ ∞, nτ3n → ∞,

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂d(t)− Σ̃d(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

[√
m{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2 + τ3n}τ−1/κ

n +m{(nτ3/2n )2d−1 + τ6n}τ−1/κ
n

]
= oP(m

2d). (F.49)

Recall that ΣA(t) =
∑n−m

j=m
mω(t,j)

2 Aj,mA
⊤
j,m, and similar to (F.18), we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂d(t)− Σ̃d(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̆d(t)− ΣA(t)
∣∣∣+ sup

t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)∆̃
(d)
j A⊤

j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
where the first term has been investigated in Lemma F.3.

Define h
(d)
s,j (t) = Pj−s(∆̃

(d)
j A⊤

j,m). Let N = Nn = ⌊nτn⌋. Observe that under Assumption 4.5,

n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)∆̃
(d)
j A⊤

j,m =
N∑
s=0

n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)h
(d)
s,j +

n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)
∞∑

s=N+1

h
(d)
s,j = S1 + S2,

where S1 and S2 are defined in the obvious way. To proceed, we first calculate ∥h(d)s,j (t)∥κ.
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By Lemma F.5, supj ∥∆̃d
j∥2κ = O(md−1/2). Then, we have

∥h(d)s,j (t)∥κ = O

{
md−3/2min(chis−m, 1) + (1/n+m−3/2)

m∑
i=−m+1

ψs+i

}
. (F.50)

Since h
(d)
s,h(t) are martingale differences with respect to j, since m/(nτn) → 0, we have for t ∈ I,

∥S1∥κ ≤
N∑
s=0

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)h
(d)
s,j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
κ

= O

 N∑
s=0


n−m∑
j=m

ω2(t, j)∥h(d)s,j ∥
2
κ


1/2
 = O{m−1/2(nτn)

d−1/2}. (F.51)

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

∥S2∥κ ≤
n−m∑
j=m

ω(t, j)

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

s=N+1

h
(d)
s,j

∥∥∥∥∥
κ

= O


( ∞∑

s=N+1

max
m≤j≤n−m

∥h(d)s,j ∥
2
κ

)1/2
 = O{m−1/2(nτn)

d−1/2}.

(F.52)

where the first big O follows from the fact that h
(d)
s,j are martingale differences with respect to s. Combining

(F.51) and (F.52), by chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)∆̃
(d)
j A⊤

j,m

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

{
√ m

(nτn)1−2d
τ−1/κ
n

}
. (F.53)

Combining Lemma F.4 and (F.53), we have shown (F.49).

Step 2: Define Q̄
(d)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k µW (ti)e

(d)
i (k = 1, . . . , n−m+ 1),

∆̄
(d)
j =

Q̄
(d)
j−m+1,m − Q̄

(d)
j+1,m

m
, Σ̄d(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̄
(d)
j (∆̄

(d)
j )⊤

2
ω(t, j).

We shall show that under the bandwidth condition mτ
3/2
n / log n→ ∞, κ ≥ 2/(3d),

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̃d(t)− Σ̄d(t)
∣∣∣ = OP{md(log n)dτ−1/κ

n } = oP(m
2d). (F.54)

Following similar arguments in Corollary F.1, we have

max
1≤k≤n−m+1

∥∥∥Q̄(d)
k,m − Q̃

(d)
k,m

∥∥∥
2κ

= O(
√
m(log n)d). (F.55)
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Using (F.55), and the fact supj ∥∆̃
(d)
j ∥2κ = O(md−1/2), supj ∥∆̄

(d)
j ∥2κ = O(md−1/2), we have∥∥∥∆̃(d)

j ∆̃
(d),⊤
j − ∆̄

(d)
j ∆̄

(d),⊤
j

∥∥∥
κ
≤
∥∥∥∆̃(d)

j − ∆̄
(d)
j

∥∥∥
2κ

∥∥∥∆̄(d),⊤
j

∥∥∥
2κ

+
∥∥∥∆̃(d)

j

∥∥∥
2κ

∥∥∥∥(∆̃(d)
j − ∆̄

(d)
j

)⊤∥∥∥∥
2κ

= O{md−1(log n)d}.

Since mτ
3/2
n / log n → ∞, (F.54) follows from triangle inequality and Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al.,

2019).

Step 3: Let ζj =
∑∞

i=j Pjei, ζ
◦
j = ζj(tj) =

∑∞
i=j PjH(tj ,Fi). Define Zk,m =

∑L
j=0 ψj

∑k+m−1
i=k µW (ti)ζ

◦
i−j ,

∆
(d),◦
j =

Zj−m+1,m − Zj+1,m

m
, Σ◦

d(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

m∆
(d),◦
j (∆

(d),◦
j )⊤

2
ω(t, j).

Let L =Mm1+ 1
2d+1 τ

1/2
n , where M is a sufficiently large constant. We will show that

sup
t∈I

|Σ̄d(t)− Σ◦
d(t)| = OP

{
m2d

(
m− 1/2−d

2d+1 τd/2−1/4−1/κ
n

)}
= oP(m

2d). (F.56)

Since mτn → ∞, m2τ
1/2
n /n = O(n−1/3τ

1/2
n ) = o(1), then L/m → ∞, L/m2 → 0, m1+1/(2d)/L → ∞,

L(log n)2/n→ 0. Observe that

∥∥Σ̄d(t)− Σ◦
d(t)

∥∥
κ

≤
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2

∥∥∥∥∆̄(d)
j

(
∆̄

(d)
j

)⊤
−∆

(d),◦
j

(
∆

(d),◦
j

)⊤∥∥∥∥
κ

≤ m max
m≤j≤n−m

(∥∥∥∆̄(d)
j

∥∥∥
2κ

∥∥∥∥(∆̄(d)
j

)⊤
−
(
∆

(d),◦
j

)⊤∥∥∥∥
2κ

+
∥∥∥∆̄(d)

j −∆
(d),◦
j

∥∥∥
2κ

∥∥∥∥(∆(d),◦
j

)⊤∥∥∥∥
2κ

)
, (F.57)

where ∥∥∥∆̄(d)
j −∆

(d),◦
j

∥∥∥
2κ

≤ 1

m

(∥∥∥Q̄(d)
j−m+1,m − Zj−m+1,m

∥∥∥
2κ

+
∥∥∥Q̄(d)

j+1,m − Zj+1,m

∥∥∥
2κ

)
.

Define

W k,m =
L∑

j=0

ψj

k+m−1∑
i=k

µW (ti)ei−j , 1 ≤ k ≤ n−m+ 1.

Then, we have for 1 ≤ k ≤ n−m+ 1 that∥∥∥Q̄(d)
k−m+1,m − Zk−m+1,m

∥∥∥
2κ

≤
∥∥∥Q̄(d)

k−m+1,m −W k−m+1,m

∥∥∥
2κ

+
∥∥W k−m+1,m − Zk−m+1,m

∥∥
2κ

= C2κ,1 + C2κ,2, (F.58)

where C2κ,1 and C2κ,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,

C2κ,1 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

j=L+1


min{m,j−L}−1∑

i=0

ψj−iµW

(
k − i

n

) ek−j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2κ

≤
∞∑
t=0

 ∞∑
j=L+1


min{m,j−L}−1∑

i=0

ψj−iµW

(
k − i

n

)
2

∥Pk−j−tek−j∥22κ

1/2

≤

 ∞∑
j=L+1

{
m∑
i=0

ψj−iµW

(
k − i

n

)}2
1/2

∞∑
t=0

δ2κ(H, t, (−∞, 1])

= O(Ld−1/2m). (F.59)

Then, we consider the upper bound of C2κ,2. Let pj,k,m =
∑(m−1)∧j

i=(j−L)+
ψj−iµW

(
k−i
n

)
, m ≤ k ≤ n−m.

Then, for m ≤ k ≤ n−m, we can write

W k−m+1,m − Zk−m+1,m =
L+m−1∑

j=0

pj,k,m(ek−j − ζ◦k−j).

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

max
0≤l≤L+m−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
l∑

j=0

(ek−j − ζk−j)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

2κ

≤M
L+m∑
i=1


∞∑
j=i

δ2κ(H, j, (−∞, 1])


2

= O(1), (F.60)

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

under Assumption 5.1, we obtain

∥ζi − ζ◦i ∥2κ = O{(log n)2/n}. (F.61)

Observe that

L+m−1∑
l=0

|pl,k,m − pl−1,k,m| = O(Ld). (F.62)

Then, by the summation-by-parts formula, combining (F.60), (F.61) and (F.62), since L(log n)2/n → 0,

we have

∥W k−m+1,m − Zk−m+1,m∥2κ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L+m−1∑

j=0

pj,k,m(ek−j − ζ◦k−j)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2κ

= O(Ld). (F.63)

Since supj ∥∆̄
(d)
j ∥2κ = O(md−1/2), supj ∥∆

(d),◦
j ∥2κ = O(md−1/2), by (F.57), (F.58), (F.59) and (F.63),
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since L/m2 → 0, we obtain

∥Σ̄d(t)− Σ◦
d(t)∥κ = O(Ld−1/2md+1/2).

Under the conditions mτ
3/2
n → ∞ and κ ≥ 4/(1/2−d), (F.56) then follows from Proposition B.1 in (Dette

et al., 2019).

Step 4: We shall show that under condition mτ
3/2
n → ∞,

sup
t∈I

|Σ◦
d(t)− EΣ◦

d(t)| = OP

{
m2d(mτ3/2n )−1/2

}
= oP(m

2d). (F.64)

Following similar arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.1 (Wu and Shao, 2006), for k = 0, . . . , ⌊n−m
2L ⌋, let

Dk,i = ∆
(d),◦
2kL+i(∆

(d),◦
2kL+i)

⊤ − E{∆(d),◦
2kL+i(∆

(d),◦
2kL+i)

⊤|F2kL+i−2L)},(i = 0, . . . , 2L− 1), and

Eh = E{∆(d),◦
h (∆

(d),◦
h )⊤|Fh−2L} − E{∆(d),◦

h (∆
(d),◦
h )⊤}, (h = m, , . . . , n−m).

Let Dk,i = 0, if 2kL+ i < m or 2kL+ i > n−m. Then, we have

Σ◦
d(t)− EΣ◦

d(t) =
n−m∑
h=m

mω(t, h)

2
Eh +

2L−1∑
i=0

⌊n/(2L)⌋∑
k=0

mω(t, 2kL+ i)

2
Dk,i. (F.65)

Recall that ∆
(d),◦
h =

Zh−m+1,m−Zh+1,m

m , in which

Zh,m =

L∑
j=0

ψj

h+m−1∑
i=h

µW (ti)ζ
◦
i−j =

L+m−1∑
j=0

pj,h+m−1,mζ
◦
h+m−1−j ,

where pj,h+m−1,m =
∑(m−1)∧j

i=(j−L)+
ψj−iµW

(
h+m−1−i

n

)
, {ζ◦j } are martingale differences.

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

∥E{(ζ◦r−j)
2|Fr−2L} − E{(ζ◦r−j)

2)}∥ = O(χL). (F.66)

By Lemma G.2 and elementary calculation, we have

L+m−1∑
j=0

|pj,s,mp⊤j,s,m| = O(m2d+1),

L−1∑
j=0

|pj,s,mp⊤j+m,s,m| = O(m2d+1). (F.67)

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

∥Eh∥ = O(m2d−1χL). (F.68)
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By Burkholder’s inequality, uniformly for all i = 0, . . . , 2L− 1,∥∥∥∥∥∥
⌊n/(2L)⌋∑

k=1

ω(t, 2kL+ i)Dk,i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ C

⌊n/(2L)⌋∑
k=1

ω2(t, 2kL+ i)∥Dk,i∥2

≤ 2C
∑

k∈{r:|2rL+i−nt|≤nτn}

(∥∆(d),◦
2kL+i∥4∥(∆

(d),◦
2kL+i)

⊤∥4)2/(nτn)2

= O{(nτn)−1L−1m4d−2}, (F.69)

where C is a sufficiently large constant. Therefore, since L/(nτn) = m1+ 1
2d+1 /(nτ

1/2
n ) = O{1/(mτ1/2n )},

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 = Mm1+ 1
2d+1 τ

1/2
n , m → ∞, m = O(n1/3). It follows that m1+ 1

d+1 /L → ∞,

L2/(mn) = O(m3τn/n) = o(1). We shall show that uniformly for s ∈ I,

m−2dEΣ◦
d(s) = κ2(d)µW (s)µ⊤W (s)σ2H(s) +O(fn), (F.70)

where κ2(d) = Γ−2(d+1)
∫∞
0 {td−(t−1)d+}{2td−(t−1)d+−(t+1)d}dt, and fn = m−d+τ2n+L

d+1/md+2+

L2/(mn) + (L/m2)−
1

d−2 = o(1). Note that Zk−m+1,m =
∑L+m−1

j=0 pj,k,mζ
◦
k−j . Recall

pj,k,m =

(m−1)∧j∑
i=(j−L)+

ψj−iµW

(
k − i

n

)
=


∑j−1

i=0 ψj−iµW
(
k−i
n

)
+ µW (k−j

n ), j = 0, . . . ,m− 1∑m−1
i=0 ψj−iµW

(
k−i
n

)
, j = m, . . . , L∑m−1

i=j−L ψj−iµW
(
k−i
n

)
= O(mLd−1), j = L+ 1, . . . , L+m.

Then, approximate pj,k,m by integrals. When j = 0, . . . ,m−1, by the continuity of µW and Lemma G.2,

m−dΓ(d)pj,k,m = d−1µW (k/n) (j/m)d +O(m−d +m/n).

When j = m, . . . , L,

m−dΓ(d)pj,k,m = d−1µW (k/n) {(j/m)d − ((j + 1)/m− 1)d}+O{m/n+m−1(j/m− 1)d−1}.

Since (ζ◦i ) are martingale differences, and σH(tj) = ∥
∑∞

i=j PjH(tj ,Fi)∥ = ∥ζ◦j ∥, (F.70) then follows from

elementary calculation.

Step 6: Let gκ,n = m−d(log n)dτ
−1/κ
n +

√
m{(nτ3/2n )d−1/2 + τ3n}τ

−1/κ
n +m{(nτ3/2n )2d−1 + τ6n}τ

−1/κ
n +

m− 1/2−d
2d+1 τ

d/2−1/4−1/κ
n + (mτ

3/2
n )−1/2 + fn. Summarizing Step 1-5, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣m−2dΣ̂d(t)− κ2(d)σ
2
H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t)

∣∣∣ = OP(gκ,n) = oP(1).
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F.6 Proof of Theorem 5.3

We define the notation under the local alternatives by replacing d with dn. 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 (dn)(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

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̆dn(t)− ΣA(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ m

nτ
3/2+2κ
n

)
= oP(1).

of Lemma F.4. Letting dn = c/ log n, the proof follows from similar steps in Lemma F.3.

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

sup
1≤k≤n−m+1

∥∥∥∥∥
k+m−1∑
i=k

xie
(dn)
i

∥∥∥∥∥
4

= O(
√
m).

Proof of Lemma F.5. Define Q̃
(dn)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k xie

(dn)
i . By similar arguments in Lemma G.3, we obtain

δ4(U
(dn), k) = O{ψk(dn)}, k ≥ 0, (F.71)

and δ4(U
(dn), k) = 0, for k < 0. Then, uniformly for 1 ≤ k ≤ n −m + 1, by Burkholder’s inequality we

have

∥∥∥Q̃(dn)
k,m

∥∥∥2
4
≤ B2

4

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

l=−∞

∣∣∣PlQ̃
(dn)
k,m

∣∣∣2∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ B2
4

k+m−1∑
l=−∞

∥∥∥PlQ̃
(dn)
k,m

∥∥∥2
4
≤ B2

4

k+m−1∑
l=−∞

{
k+m−1−l∑
i=k−l

δ4(U
(dn), i)

}2

, (F.72)

where B4 is a constant. Therefore, combining (F.71) and (F.72), it follows from Lemma G.4 that

max
1≤k≤n−m+1

∥∥∥Q̃(dn)
k,m

∥∥∥2
4
= O

[
k∑

l=−∞

{
(k +m− l)dn − (k − l + 1)dn

}2
+

k+m−1∑
l=k+1

(k +m− l)2dn

]
= O(m).

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Recall that

Σ̃dn(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

m∆̃
(dn)
j ∆̃

(dn),⊤
j

2
ω(t, j), ∆̃

(dn)
j =

Q̃
(dn)
j−m+1,m − Q̃

(dn)
j+1,m

m

where Q̃
(dn)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k xie

(dn)
i .

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 dn, since κ ≥ 4, we have

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̂dn(t)− Σ̃dn(t)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ m

nτ
3/2+2κ
n

)
= oP(1).

Step 2: Let L = m2τ
1/2
n , ě

(dn)
i,L =

∑L
j=0 ψjei−j . Define

Q̌
(dn)
k,m =:

k+m−1∑
i=k

xiě
(dn)
i,L , ∆̌

(dn)
j =

Q̌
(dn)
j−m+1,m − Q̌

(dn)
j+1,m

m
, Σ̌dn(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̌
(dn)
j ∆̌

(dn),⊤
j

2
ω(t, j).

In this step, we shall show that under bandwidth condition mτ
3/2
n → ∞,

sup
t∈I

∣∣∣Σ̃dn(t)− Σ̌dn(t)
∣∣∣ = OP(m

−1/2τ−3/4
n ) = oP(1). (F.73)

Observe that

e
(dn)
i = ě

(dn)
i,L + ẽ

(dn)
i,L , where ě

(dn)
i,L =

L∑
j=0

ψjei−j , ẽ
(dn)
i,L =

∞∑
j=L+1

ψjei−j .

By Proposition G.1, we have ∥ẽ(dn)i,L ∥24 = O{
∑∞

s=L+1(s+1)2dn−2} = O(L−1). Then, under Assumption 4.3,

we have uniformly for 1 ≤ k ≤ n−m+ 1,∥∥∥Q̌(dn)
k,m − Q̃

(dn)
k,m

∥∥∥ ≤ m max
1≤i≤n

∥∥∥xiẽ(dn)i,L

∥∥∥ ≤ m max
1≤i≤n

∥xi∥4
∥∥∥ẽ(dn)i,L

∥∥∥
4
= O(m/

√
L). (F.74)

By Lemma F.5 and (F.74), we have∥∥∥Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̃dn(t)
∥∥∥ ≤ m max

m≤j≤n−m

∥∥∥∆̃(dn)
j − ∆̌

(dn)
j

∥∥∥
4

(∥∥∥∆̃(dn)
j − ∆̌

(dn)
j

∥∥∥
4
+ 2

∥∥∥∆̃(dn)
j

∥∥∥
4

)
= O (

√
m/L) .

By Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al., 2019), since m/(Lτn) = m−1τ
−3/2
n → 0, (F.73) is proved.

Step 3 : Define Q̄
(dn)
k,m =:

∑k+m−1
i=k {xiei + µW (ti)(ě

(dn)
i,L − ei)},

∆̄
(dn)
j =

Q̄
(dn)
j−m+1,m − Q̄

(dn)
j+1,m

m
, Σ̄dn(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̄
(dn)
j ∆̄

(dn),⊤
j

2
ω(t, j).

We shall show that

sup
t∈I

∣∣Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t)
∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ1+2κ
n

+ dn

)
= oP(1).
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Observe that

Q̌
(dn)
k,m − Q̄

(dn)
k,m =

L∑
j=1

k+m−1∑
i=k

(xi − µW (ti))ψjei−j =
L∑

j=1

k+m−1∑
i=k

ψj x̄iei−j ,

where x̄i = xi − µW (ti). Let

ϑk,m =
1

m

L∑
j=1

k∑
i=k−m+1

ψj(x̄iei−j − x̄i+mei+m−j).

Then, it follows that

Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2
(∆̌

(dn)
j ∆̌

(dn),⊤
j − ∆̄

(dn)
j ∆̄

(dn),⊤
j ), (F.75)

and

∆̌
(dn)
j ∆̌

(dn),⊤
j − ∆̄

(dn)
j ∆̄

(dn),⊤
j = ϑk,mϑ

⊤
k,m + ϑk,m∆̄

(dn),⊤
j + ∆̄

(dn)
j ϑ⊤k,m. (F.76)

Step 3.1 We first show that

sup
t∈I

∣∣E{Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t)}
∣∣ = O(dn) = o(1). (F.77)

Observe that (x̄i)
n
i=1, (ei)

n
i=−∞ are two centered sequences. Under Assumptions 4.3 and 5.1, by Lemma

7 in (Zhou, 2014a) we have for l, j > 0,

|E(x̄iei−j x̄
⊤
i+kei+k−l)| = O(χρ∗),

where following the lines in the proof of Theorem 2 in (Zhou, 2014a), we have

ρ∗ ≥ 1

2
min{max(|k|, |k − l + j|),max(|k − l|, |k + j|)},

where we define the right hand side as ρk,l,j . Then, we are able to bound the expectation of (F.76), for

1 ≤ p ≤ L, 1 ≤ q ≤ L,

|E(ϑk,mϑ⊤k,m)|

≤ 1

m2

L∑
p,q=1

ψpψq

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣E
{ k∑

i=k−m+1

(x̄iei−p − x̄i+mei+m−p)

}
k∑

j=k−m+1

(x̄jej−q − x̄j+mej+m−q)


⊤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

= O

 1

m2

L∑
p,q=1

ψpψq

k+m∑
i,j=k−m+1

χρj−i,q,p

 .
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Consider q ≤ p, since when q ≥ 1, ψq = O(dn(1 + q)dn−1), we have

1

m2

L∑
q=1

L∑
p=q

ψpψq

k+m∑
i,j=k−m+1

χρj−i,q,p

=
1

m2

L∑
q=1

L∑
p=q

ψpψq

k+m∑
i=k−m+1

 ∑
j>i+(q−p)/2

χ(j−i−q+p)/2 +
∑

j≤i+(q−p)/2

χ(i−j)/2


= O

 L∑
q=1

ψ2
q/m

 = O(dn/m).

Similarly,

1

m2

L∑
q=1

q−1∑
p=1

ψpψq

k+m∑
i,j=k−m+1

χρj−i,q,p = O(dn/m).

Then, we have

|E(ϑk,mϑ⊤k,m)| = O(dn/m). (F.78)

Following similar arguments in Lemma F.5, ∥∆̄(dn)
j ∥ = O(m−1/2). Then, it follows that

|E(∆̄(dn)
j ϑ⊤k,m)| ≤ ∥∆̄(dn)

j ∥∥ϑ⊤k,m∥ = O(d1/2n /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
t∈I

∣∣Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t)− E(Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t))
∣∣ = OP

(
√ m

nτ1+2κ
n

)
= oP(1). (F.80)

Notice that ě
(dn)
i,L − ei has summable physical dependence. Specifically,

∥ϑk,m − ϑk,m,{k−s}∥2κ = O

 1

m

L∑
j=1

ψj

k+m∑
i=k−m+1

{δ4κ(W, i− k + s) + δ4κ(H, i− j − k + s)}


= O

[
dn
m

m∑
i=−m+1

min
{
χi−L+sLdn−1, (i+ s)dn−1

}
1(i+ s > 0)

]
,

where in the last equality, we use the fact δ4κ(H, k) = 0, if k ≤ 0 and
∑L

j=1 ψjχ
L−j = O(ψL). From (F.78),

we have supj ∥ϑj,m∥2κ = O(m−1/2).

For simplicity, write ri,s,n = dn
m min

{
χi−L+sLdn−1, (i+ s)dn−1

}
1(i + s > 0). Then, we obtain for
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m ≤ j ≤ n, s ≥ 0,∥∥∥Pj−sϑj,mϑ
⊤
j,m

∥∥∥
κ
≤ ∥ϑj,m∥2κ∥ϑ⊤j,m − ϑ⊤j,m,{j−s}∥2κ + ∥ϑj,m − ϑj,m,{j−s}∥2κ∥ϑ⊤j,m,{j−s}∥2κ

= O
(
m−1/2ri,s,n

)
. (F.81)

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

δ2κ(∆̃(m), k) := sup
1≤j≤n

∥∆̃j − ∆̃j,{j−k}∥2κ = O

{
1

m

m∑
i=−m+1

δ2κ(U, k + i)

}
= O{min(χk−m, 1)/m}.

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

∥∥∥∆̄(dn)
k − ∆̄

(dn)
k,{k−s}

∥∥∥
2κ

≤
∥∥∥∆̃k − ∆̃k,{k−s}

∥∥∥
2κ

+
1

m

k+m∑
i=k−m+1

L∑
j=1

ψj

∥∥µW (ti)(ei−j − ei−j,{k−s})
∥∥
2κ

= O

{
min(χs−m, 1)/m+

m∑
i=−m+1

ri,s,n

}
. (F.82)

Since supj ∥∆̄
(dn)
j ∥κ = O(m−1/2), by (F.82), similar to (F.81), we obtain∥∥∥Pj−s∆̄

(dn)
j ϑ⊤j,m

∥∥∥
κ
= O

{
m−1/2ri,s,n +m−3/2min(χs−m, 1)

}
. (F.83)

By Burkholder’s inequality, by (F.75) and (F.76), combining (F.81) and (F.83), we have for t ∈ I,

∥∥Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t)− E(Σ̌dn(t)− Σ̄dn(t))
∥∥
κ

= O


∞∑
s=0

n−m∑
j=m

ω2(t, j)m2
∥∥∥Pj−sϑj,mϑ

⊤
j,m + Pj−s∆̄

(dn)
j ϑ⊤j,m + Pj−s∆̄

(dn)
j ϑ⊤j,m

∥∥∥2
κ

1/2


= O

(
√ m

nτn

)
,

where in the last equality, we consider 0 < i + s < L, and i + s ≥ L separately and use the fact∑L
i=1 i

−1 = O(logL). Then, (F.80) follows from the chaining argument in Proposition B.1 in (Dette et al.,

2019).

Step 4: Decomposition Recall that Q̃k,m =
∑k+m−1

i=k xiei,

∆̃j =
Q̃j−m+1,m − Q̃j+1,m

m
, Σ̃(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆̃j∆̃
⊤
j

2
ω(t, j).

53



Define ∆̆
(dn)
j = ∆̄

(dn)
j − ∆̃j =

1
m

∑j
i=j−m+1 µW (ti)(ě

(dn)
i,L − ei)− µW (ti+m)(ě

(dn)
i+m,L − ei+m). Let

s̃1(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2
∆̆

(dn)
j ∆̆

(dn),⊤
j , s̃2(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2
∆̃j∆̆

(dn),⊤
j .

Observe that

Σ̄dn(t) = Σ̃(t) + s̃1(t) + s̃2(t) + s̃⊤2 (t).

Step 5: Martingale approximation

Let

zj =
∞∑
i=j

Pj(xiei), z◦j = zj(tj) =
∞∑
i=j

PjU(tj ,Fi).

Recall that in Theorem 5.2, ζj =
∑∞

i=j Pjei, ζ
◦
j = ζj(tj) =

∑∞
i=j PjH(tj ,Fi). Let zj,1 denote the first

element in zi. Then, it follows that zj,1 = ζj , z
◦
j,1 = ζ◦j .

Define Z
(dn)
k,m =

∑k+m−1
i=k

{
z◦i +

∑L
j=1 ψjµW (ti)ζ

◦
i−j

}
,

∆
(dn),◦
j =

Z
(dn)
j−m+1,m − Z

(dn)
j+1,m

m
, Σ◦

dn(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

m∆
(dn),◦
j (∆

(dn),◦
j )⊤

2
ω(t, j).

Similarly to pj,k,m defined in Step 3 of Theorem 5.2, we define p
j,k,m

=
∑(m∧j)−1

i=(j−L)+
ψj−iµW

(
k−i
n

)
. By

(F.63) and similar arguments in Theorem 1(ii) of (Wu, 2007), we have uniformly for 1 ≤ k ≤ n−m+ 1,

∥Q̄(dn)
k,m − Z

(dn)
k,m ∥4 ≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L+m−1∑

j=1

p
j,k+m−1,m

(ek+m−1−j − ζ◦k+m−1−j)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4

+

∥∥∥∥∥
k+m−1∑
i=k

xiei −
k+m−1∑
i=k

z◦i

∥∥∥∥∥
4

= O(1).

Since supj ∥∆̄
(dn)
j ∥ = O(m−1/2), by triangle inequality and Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have for t ∈ I,

∥Σ̄dn(t)− Σ◦
dn(t)∥ ≤

n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2

∥∥∥∆̄(dn)
j (∆̄

(dn)
j )⊤ −∆

(dn),◦
j (∆

(dn),◦
j )⊤

∥∥∥ = O(m−1/2).

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

sup
t∈I

|Σ̄dn(t)− Σ◦
dn(t)| = OP{(mτn)−1/2} = oP(1).
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Step 6 Observe that

Z
(dn)
k,m =

k+m−1∑
i=k

z◦i +
L∑

j=1

ψjµW (ti)ζ
◦
i−j

 =
k+m−1∑
i=k

z◦i +
L+m−1∑

j=1

p
j,k+m−1,m

ζ◦k+m−1−j .

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

sup
t∈I

|Σ◦
dn(t)− EΣ◦

dn(t)| = OP

(
√ 1

mτ
3/2
n

)
= oP(1),

Step 7 Recall that Σ̌(t) = Σ(t) + (ecα1 − 1)2σ2H(t)µW (t)µ⊤W (t) + (ecα1 − 1)sUH(t)µ⊤W (t) + (ecα1 −
1)µW (t)s⊤UH(t). We shall show that uniformly for t ∈ I,

EΣ◦
dn(t) = Σ̌(t) +O{(log n)−1}.

Let ∆̆
(dn),◦
k = 1

m

∑k
i=k−m+1

∑L
j=1 ψj

{
µW (ti)ζ

◦
i−j − µW (ti+m)ζ◦i+m−j

}
, ∆◦

k = 1
m

∑k
i=k−m+1(z

◦
i − z◦i+m).

Define for t ∈ [0, 1], Σ̃◦(t) =
∑n−m

j=m
mω(t,j)

2 ∆◦
j∆

◦,⊤
j ,

s̃◦1(t) =
n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2
∆̆

(dn),◦
j (∆̆

(dn),◦
j )⊤, and s̃◦2(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

mω(t, j)

2
∆◦

j (∆̆
(dn),◦
j )⊤.

Then it follows that

E{Σ◦
dn(t)} = E{Σ̃◦(t)}+ E{s̃◦1(t)}+ E{s̃◦2(t)}+ E{s̃◦,⊤2 (t)}.

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

p
j,k,m

= (ecα1 − 1)µW (k/n) +O(m/n+ dn). (F.84)

when j ≥ m+ 1, since L/n→ 0,

p
j,k,m

= µW (k/n) {jdn − (j −m+ 1)dn}+O(m/n+ dn +m/L). (F.85)

Since z◦i are martingale differences, and σH(tj) = ∥
∑∞

i=j PjH(tj ,Fi)∥ = ∥ζ◦j ∥,

E(Z(dn)
k−m+1,mZ

(dn),⊤
k−m+1,m) =

L+m−1∑
j=1

p
j,k,m

p⊤
j,k,m

E{(ζ◦k−j)
2}+

k∑
i=k−m+1

E(z◦i z
◦,⊤
i )

+
m−1∑
j=1

p
j,k,m

E(ζ◦k−jz
◦,⊤
k−j) +

m−1∑
j=1

E(z◦k−jζ
◦
k−j)p

⊤
j,k,m

= Z1 + Z2 + Z3 + Z4. (F.86)
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By Lemma G.4, we have

Z1/m =
1

m

m−1∑
j=1

p
j,k,m

p⊤
j,k,m

E{(ζ◦k−j)
2}+ 1

m

L+m−1∑
j=m

p
j,k,m

p⊤
j,k,m

E{(ζ◦k−j)
2}

= (ecα1 − 1)2µW (k/n)µ⊤W (k/n)σ2H(k/n) +O{m/n+ dn + (logm)−1}.

Under Assumption 4.2, we have

Z2/m = Σ(t) +O(m/n).

Observe that

E(z◦j ζ◦j ) =
∞∑

k=−∞
Cov{U(tj ,F0), H(tj ,Fk)} = sUH(tj).

Under Assumption 5.2, similar arguments in the calculation of Z1 and Z2 imply,

Z3/m = (ecα1 − 1)µW (k/n)s⊤UH(k/n) +O(m/n+ dn),

and

Z4/m = (ecα1 − 1)sUH(k/n)µ⊤W (k/n) +O(m/n+ dn).

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

E(Z(dn)
k+1,mZ

(dn),⊤
k−m+1,m) =

L−1∑
j=1

p
j+m,k+m,m

p⊤
j,k,m

E{(ζ◦k−j)
2}+

m∑
j=1

p
j+m−1,k+m,m

E(ζ◦k+1−jz
◦,⊤
k+1−j)

= O{m(logm)−1}. (F.87)

Therefore, by (F.86) and (F.87), we have

EΣ◦
dn(t) =

n−m∑
j=m

Σ̌(tj)ω(t, j) +O{m/n+ dn + (logm)−1} = Σ̌(t) +O{(log n)−1}.

Step 8 Summarizing Step 1 - Step 7, we have

sup
t∈I

|Σ̂dn(t)− Σ̌(t)| = OP

{
√ m

nτ
3/2+2κ
n

+
√
mτ3−1/κ

n +
√ 1

mτ
3/2
n

+ (log n)−1

}
= oP(1).
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G Auxiliary results

Proposition G.1. Suppose Qi = L(ti,Fi), ti ∈ I, for q ≥ 1, we have

∥Pi−lQi∥q ≤ δq(L, l, I).

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

Proposition G.2. Under Assumption 5.1, we have uniformly for l ≥ 0, 0 < d < 1/2,

δp(H
(d), l, (−∞, 1]) = O{(1 + l)d−1}.

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

Proposition G.1, we have

δp(H
(d), l, (−∞, 1]) ≤

l∑
k=0

ψk(d)δp(H, l − k, (−∞, 1]) = O{(1 + l)d−1}.

Lemma G.1. Suppose
∥∥∥supt∈[0,1] ∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)

∣∣∣∥∥∥ = O(sn), where Σ(t) is a covariance matrix with its

eigenvalues bounded from zero, dim(Σ(t)) = p <∞. Then, we have

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂1/2(t)− Σ1/2(t)
∣∣∣ = OP(s

1/2
n ).

Proof of Lemma G.1. Without loss of generality, suppose Σ(t) has eigenvalues λ1(t) ≥ · · · ≥ λp(t), and

eigenvector matrix V (t) = (v1(t), . . . , vp(t)), Σ(t)vj(t) = λj(t)vj(t), Λ(t) = diag{λ1(t) ≥ · · · ≥ λp(t)}.
Suppose Σ̂(t) has eigenvalues λ̂1(t) ≥ · · · ≥ λ̂p(t), and eigenvector matrix V̂ (t) = (v̂1(t), . . . , v̂p(t)),

Σ̂(t)v̂j(t) = λ̂j(t)v̂j(t), Λ̂(t) = diag{λ̂1(t) ≥ · · · ≥ λ̂p(t)}. Suppose Σ(t) has q distinct eigenvalues,

λ̃1(t) > · · · > λ̃q(t). Let Q(t) = {k : ∃j ̸= i, λj(t) = λi(t) = λ̃k(t)}. Let

Σ◦(t) = V̂ (t)Λ(t)V̂ (t)⊤.

Then, we have

E sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂1/2(t)− Σ1/2(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ E sup

t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂1/2(t)− (Σ◦)1/2(t)
∣∣∣+ E sup

t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣(Σ◦)1/2(t)− Σ1/2(t)
∣∣∣

= S1 + S2, (G.1)

57



where S1 and S2 are defined in the obvious way. V̂ (t) is orthogonal, and | · | is the Frobenius norm, then

S1 = E sup
t∈[0,1]

|V̂ (t){Λ1/2(t)− Λ̂1/2(t)}V̂ (t)⊤∥

≤

∥∥∥∥∥ sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Λ1/2(t)− Λ̂1/2(t)
∣∣∣∥∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥∥ sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣V̂ (t)
∣∣∣∥∥∥∥∥ = O(s1/2n ). (G.2)

By Corollary 1 in (Yu et al., 2015), if k ̸∈ Q(t), suppose λi(t) = λ̃k(t). Then, we have

|v̂i(t)− vi(t)| ≤
23/2ρ

{
Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)

}
min{λi−1(t)− λi(t), λi(t)− λi+1(t)}

. (G.3)

If j ∈ Q(t), suppose λr−1(t) > λr(t) = · · · = λ̃j(t) = · · · = λs(t) > λs+1(t), and let Vj(t) = (vr(t), . . . , vs(t)).

Let V̂j(t) = (v̂r(t), . . . , v̂s(t)). By Theorem 2 in (Yu et al., 2015), ∃Ôj(t) ∈ R(s−r+1)×(s−r+1) which is or-

thogonal, s.t.

∣∣∣V̂j(t)Ôj(t)− Vj(t)
∣∣∣ ≤ 23/2min

{
(s− r + 1)1/2ρ

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)
∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)

∣∣∣}
min (λr−1(t)− λr(t), λs(t)− λs+1(t))

. (G.4)

Without loss of generality, suppose λ1(t) > · · · > λs(t) > λs+1(t) = · · ·λs+ns+1(t) > λs+ns+1+1(t) = · · · =
λs+ns+1+ns+2(t) > · · · > λ

s+
∑q−1

i=s+1 ni+1
(t) = · · · = λp(t), where ni is algebraic multiplicity of λ̃i, and∑q

i=s+1 ni = p− s. Let

Ô(t) =


Is

Ôs+1(t)

. . .

Ôq(t)

 ,

where Ôq(t) ∈ Rnq×nq . From (G.3) and (G.4), we have

∣∣∣V̂ (t)Ô(t)− V (t)
∣∣∣ ≤ 23/2p3/2

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)
∣∣∣

min1≤s≤q+1

{
λ̃s−1(t)− λ̃s(t)

} , (G.5)

where λ0(t) = ∞, λq+1(t) = −∞. On the other hand,

V̂ (t)Ô(t)Λ1/2(t)Ô⊤(t)V̂ ⊤(t) = V̂ (t)Λ1/2(t)V̂ ⊤(t). (G.6)
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Therefore, by (G.5) and (G.6), we have

S2 ≤ E

(
sup
[0,1]

∣∣∣V̂ (t)Λ1/2(t)V̂ ⊤(t)− V (t)Λ1/2(t)V ⊤(t)
∣∣∣)

≤ E

(
sup
[0,1]

∣∣∣{V̂ (t)Ô(t)− V (t)}Λ1/2(t)Ô⊤(t)V̂ ⊤(t)
∣∣∣)+ E

(
sup
[0,1]

∣∣∣V (t)Λ1/2(t){Ô⊤(t)V̂ ⊤(t)− V ⊤(t)}
∣∣∣)

≤ C

∥∥∥∥∥sup[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂(t)− Σ(t)
∣∣∣∥∥∥∥∥ = O(sn), (G.7)

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

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Σ̂1/2(t)− Σ1/2(t)
∣∣∣ = OP(s

1/2
n ).

Lemma G.2. The following argument shows the properties of long memory coefficient ψj = ψj(d).

ψ0 = 1, and for j ≥ 1,

ψj = jd−1ld(j),

where ld(j) = 1/Γ(d){1 +O(1/j)}.

Proof of Lemma G.2. By Stirling’s formula,

Γ(j + d)

Γ(j + 1)
=

√ 2π
j+d(

j+d
e )j+d{1 +O( 1

j+d)}√ 2π
j+1(

j+1
e )j+1{1 +O( 1

j+1)}
=
jd−1(1 + d/j)j(1 + d/j)d−1/2{1 +O(1/j)}
ed−1(1 + 1/j)j(1 + 1/j)1/2{1 +O(1/j)}

= jd−1 +O(jd−2).

Since ln Γ(z) ∼ z ln z−z+1
2 ln

2π
z +
∑N−1

n=1
B2n

2n(2n−1)z2n−1 , the constant in the bigO of Γ(z) =
√2π

z

(
z
e

)z {
1 +O

(
1
z

)}
is always B2/2 = 1/12.

Lemma G.3. Assuming that supt∈(−∞,1] ∥H (t,F0)∥2p < ∞, δ2p(H, k, (−∞, 1]) = O(χk), δ2p(W,k) =

O(χk), χ ∈ (0, 1), supt∈[0,1] ∥W (t,F0)∥2p <∞, we have

δp(U
(d), k) = O(kd−1).

Proof of Lemma G.3. Note that for j ≤ i,

δp(U
(d), i− j) ≤ ∥W (ti,Fi)∥2pδ2p(H(d), i− j) + ∥H(d)(ti,F∗

i−j)∥2pδ2p(W, i− j). (G.8)
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By Burkholder’s inequality and Proposition G.2, we have

∥H(d)(ti,Fi)∥22p ≤M

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
j∈Z

{
PjH

(d)(ti,Fi)
}2

∥∥∥∥∥∥
p

≤M
∑
j∈Z

∥∥∥PjH
(d)(ti,Fi)

∥∥∥2
2p

= O(1),

where M is a sufficiently large constant.

Then by Proposition G.2 and Equation (G.8), we have proved the desired result.

Lemma G.4. Let ψj denote ψj(dn). (a) For h = o(n), h→ ∞ we have

∞∑
l=0

h+l∑
j=l

ψj

2

∼
∞∑
l=0

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 = O{h/(log h)}.

(b) If we further assume h = ⌊nα1⌋, α1 ∈ (0, 1), we have

h−1
h−1∑
l=0

 l∑
j=0

ψj

2

→ e2cα1 .

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

∞∑
l=0

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 = O{h/(log h)}.

Let N1 = ⌊h1−αh⌋, N2 = ⌊h1+αh⌋, αh = (log h)−1 log log h. Then, h/N1 = O(hαh) = O(log h). Ndn
1 =

O(1), Ndn
2 = O(1). By Lemma G.2 and Taylor’s expansion, we have

∞∑
l=0

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 =
N1∑
l=0

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 +
N2∑

l=N1+1

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 +
∞∑

l=N2+1

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2

= O{h(log h)−1}.

Then by Lemma G.2, we have

∞∑
l=0

h+l∑
j=l

ψj

2

=

∞∑
l=0

{(h+ l)dn − ldn}2 +O{dnh(log h)−1}.

Proof of (b). By Lemma G.2, we have

h−1∑
l=0

 l∑
j=0

ψj

2

= 1 +
h−1∑
l=1

l2dn +O

(
dn

h−1∑
l=1

l2dn

)
, (G.9)
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where for h = O(n),

h∑
l=1

l2dn = e2cα1

h∑
l=1

(l/h)2dn = e2cα1h

∫ 1

0
t2dndt+O(1)

= e2cα1h/(2dn + 1) +O(1) = e2cα1h+O(1). (G.10)

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