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Abstract: We introduce a new framework to analyze shape descriptors that capture the geometric features of
an ensemble of point clouds. At the core of our approach is the point of view that the data arises as sampled
recordings from a metric space-valued stochastic process, possibly of nonstationary nature, thereby inte-
grating geometric data analysis into the realm of functional time series analysis. We focus on the descriptors
coming from topological data analysis. Our framework allows for natural incorporation of spatial-temporal
dynamics, heterogeneous sampling, and the study of convergence rates. Further, we derive complete invari-
ants for classes of metric space-valued stochastic processes in the spirit of Gromov, and relate these invari-
ants to so-called ball volume processes. Under mild dependence conditions, a weak invariance principle
in D([0,1]× [0,R]) is established for sequential empirical versions of the latter, assuming the probabilistic
structure possibly changes over time. Finally, we use this result to introduce novel test statistics for topolog-
ical change, which are distribution free in the limit under the hypothesis of stationarity.
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1. Introduction

Geometric data analysis is concerned with rigorously quantifying and analyzing “shape”. The data is usually
presented as an ensemble of “point clouds”, i.e., finite metric spaces {X̃n

t }T
t=1 that represent a collection of

observations where each X̃n
t arises from sampling an underlying geometric object X̃t on a discrete grid of

length n. The most familiar kind of geometric data analysis is clustering, but over the past 20 years there has
been intensive work on more sophisticated ways of capturing shape information.

In particular, there has relatively recently been intensive activity in a new area of geometric data analysis
known as topological data analysis (TDA) (e.g., see [80, 78, 81, 77, 79, 67]). TDA provides qualitative multi-
scale shape descriptors for point clouds, notably persistent homology; this is a higher-dimensional general-
ization of hierarchical clustering, encoding the feature scales at which “holes” of various dimensions appear
and disappear (we refer the unfamiliar reader to Section 2 for a rapid review). The resulting persistent ho-
mology of the point cloud, i.e., PHk (X̃n

t ), then captures detailed information on the topological features
across scales in the form of a “barcode” or “persistence diagram”(see Figure 2.1). The set of persistence di-
agrams can be turned into a separable complete metric space under various metrics, and so forms a Polish
space [55, 13].

The ability to model, analyze and predict the evolution over time of the geometric features is of paramount
interest in many applications. For example, cell differentiation can be studied by analyzing time series of
single-cell RNA-sequencing (scRNA) data; a core problem here is to quantify changes in gene expression pro-
files for cells collected during the process of development. Specifically, the data looks like a sample {X t }T

t=1
where X t ⊂ RN for N in the tens of thousands. Cell type is captured in part by the cluster structure of the
point clouds of expression vectors. Changes in the shape of these point clouds reflect differentiation events;
for example, emergence of new cell types. More precisely, so-called bifurcation events reflect when an ances-
tral cell type changes into multiple lineages, and can be detected by change in shape. Examples of analyses
data sets of this kind include [70], which profiles several hundred thousand cells from mouse embryonic
fibroblasts and provides evidence that shape (as captured by optimal transport) provides insight into devel-
opmental trajectories.
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In order to perform reliable inference of shape and topological features in applications, there has been
substantial interest in integrating classical statistical techniques with topological invariants. For example,
early work [55, 13] established that suitable variants of the space of persistence diagrams are Polish spaces
and initiated discussion of inference. A particularly influential contribution in this direction was [82], which
set up theory for confidence intervals in this space. To avoid some of the issues of dealing with Polish-valued
data (see Section 2), there has been much interest in techniques for embedding the barcodes into Banach
spaces, notably the persistence landscapes of Bubenik [20] and the persistence images of Adams et. al. [1].
Although it is then relatively straightforward to develop limit theorems (e.g., LLN, CLT’s) on these derived
spaces and use these for inference (e.g., see [52, 25, 20, 47]), what the moments actually capture about the
shape of the original geometric object can be hard to interpret.

Furthermore, there is still work to be done on the foundations of statistical inference in TDA. For one
thing, almost all of the available literature makes the assumption that the Xt are identically and indepen-
dently distributed, and furthermore much of it makes the assumption that the point clouds arise from
uniform samples on the domain of definition. In addition, existing work on CLT’s does not account for
the error term arising from observing data in the form of point clouds; in our notation introduced below,
(PHk (X̃n

t ))T
t=1 rather than (PHk (X̃t ))T

t=1. Indeed, many statistical questions related to convergence rates and
non-asymptotic error bounds in more general settings have been unexplored.

Most saliently from our perspective, although there has been some very interesting work by a variety of
groups on topological invariants of univariate realizations of (deterministic) time series data (e.g., see [64,
65, 57, 74]), explicit statistical foundations are not provided. In fact, to the best of the authors’ knowledge,
there are no systematic methods to perform statistical inference for topological features which are tempo-
rally dependent or even evolve over time, either abruptly or gradually. However, data sets arising in diverse
application areas are nonstationary and have complicated dependence structures.

The aim of this article is to introduce a new framework that addresses these issues in an intrinsic way.
We provide statistical foundations for applying multiscale geometric descriptors to capture the geometric
features in temporal-spatial data sets. Broadly speaking, our framework integrates statistical methodology
and topological data analysis in the context of functional time series by viewing the data as arising from
a time-varying metric space-valued stochastic process. Functional time series analysis is concerned with
the development of inference techniques to optimally extract information from complex data structures
that arise as sequentially collected recordings from processes that vary over a continuum. Technological
advances have made such complex data sets amenable to analysis, leading to increased interest in this field
over the past few decades (e.g., see [18, 44, 43, 22, 37, 88, 66, 84] and the references therein). The perspective
is that the fundamental datum is a function (i.e., the observations are points in a function space), enabling
the development of statistical tools that account for the underlying structure.

Even though the literature on functional time series mainly focuses on processes with elements in normed
vector spaces (or embeds them into one), its conceptual essence encompasses processes with elements in
metric spaces, and thus naturally supports the analysis of geometric features. Indeed, by viewing the ensem-
ble of point clouds as arising from an underlying (time-varying) metric space-valued stochastic processes
we provide a setting in which stringent assumptions can be relaxed; minimal hypotheses on the sampling
regime are required to ensure that the invariants of the point clouds consistently represent the actual geo-
metric features of the underlying latent process.

We also avoid building statistical inference techniques directly on the underlying Polish space by pro-
viding an analogue of Gromov’s reconstruction theorem [40]. The latter result tells us that metric measure
spaces (i.e., metric spaces equipped with a measure on the Borelσ-algebra) are completely characterized up
to isomorphism by the infinite-dimensional distance matrix distribution resulting from random sampling.
Geometric data analysis depends on this assumption in the sense that the invariants computed are almost
always derived from approximations of the finite-dimensional distance matrix distributions. We generalize
Gromov’s approach to metric space-valued stochastic processes (Theorem 3.4). For this, we introduce equiv-
alence classes of what we call metric-measure-preserving dynamical systems (Definition 3.2). Such systems
can be viewed as generalizations of metric measure spaces. We then expand on this result, and establish
conditions under which the geometric features of the stochastic process can also be fully characterized by
the process of ball volumes (Theorem 3.6). We derive a functional central limit theorem for sequential em-
pirical versions of the latter within our framework (Theorem 4.5), providing a tool for inference on the true
underlying topological dynamics over time.
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This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we make the context more precise and introduce our
framework. After introducing the essentials on persistent homology, we introduce a notion of locally sta-
tionary metric space-valued processes, which enables asymptotic theory in which the homological invari-
ants of the sampled point clouds can be analyzed, even if the probabilistic structure of the process changes
over time. Within this setting, we then put forward methodology to meaningfully infer on the topological
features of the latent process via point clouds. Here, we study what distributional properties of the process
are preserved on the space of barcodes and introduce mild assumptions on the sampling regime of the point
clouds to ensure inference drawn from the point clouds is representative for the underlying data structure.
In Section 3, we extend Gromov’s reconstruction to metric space-valued stochastic processes, and charac-
terize them up to equivalence classes by the infinite-dimensional matrix distributions. This invariant is then
related to a process of ball volumes. In Section 4, we apply our machinery and establish a weak invariance
principle for the empirical ball volumes of the persistent homology of point clouds on the space of barcodes.
This is done for the class of locally stationary metric space-valued stochastic processes. For this, we establish
convergence of the sequential empirical versions in the Skorokhod space D([0,1]× [0,R]) to a Gaussian pro-
cess, which reduces to a simple form under stationarity. The latter result –which is of independent interest–
is used to introduce a family of maximum- and quadratic range-based self-normalized test statistics to de-
tect gradual and abrupt topological changes. In Section 5, we apply our test statistics to time series data
arising from single-cell expression profiles from reprogramming in mouse embryo fibroblasts. Because of
space constraints, certain proofs as well as the the simulations in which we investigate the finite sample
performance of our tests are deferred to the Online Supplement.

2. Framework

To make our framework precise, let (M ,∂M ) and (M ′,∂M ′ ) be compact metric spaces and let B(M) and B(M ′)
be the Borel σ-algebras of M and M ′ respectively, i.e., the σ-algebras generated by their respective metric
topologies. The space of continuous functions f : (M ,∂M ) → (M ′,∂M ′ ) with the topology induced by the
uniform metric ρ will be denoted by (C (M , M ′),ρ). We remark that (C (M , M ′),ρ) is again a compact metric
space. We consider stochastic processes (Xt : t ∈ Z) defined on some common probability space (Ω,F ,P)
with values in C (M , M ′), i.e., the mappings

Xt :Ω→C (M , M ′), (1)

are F/B(C ) measurable, where B(C ) denotes the σ-algebra generated by ρ. Observe that ω ∈ Ω yields a
continuous function

Xt (ω) : M → M ′, m 7→Xt (ω)(m) ∈ M ′

and Xt ,T (M) ⊆ M ′. As is common in the literature, we slightly abuse notation and drop ω from the notation,
unless confusion can arise. Note that (1) takes the point of view that the random elements take values in a
function space, which is convenient when developing appropriate theoretical foundations in later sections.
However, we can relate this abstract representation of Xt to an equivalent process in terms of sample paths
in M ′. More specifically, we have the evaluation functional

em : C (M , M ′) → M ′, ξ 7→ ξ(m),

which is continuous with respect to topology induced by ρ. Then the process (X̃t (m) : t ∈Z,m ∈ M) defined
by

X̃t (m) := em ◦Xt

takes values in M ′. In the literature both processes are often denoted by X. However, given the context, we
will try to avoid confusion and simply notice the equivalence X̃t =Xt (M).

In practice, we do not observe the random functions fully on their domain of definition. Instead, we ob-
serve a so-called point cloud for each fixed t , possibly with measurement error. To make this precise, define
the multiple evaluation functional

em1,...,mn : C (M , M ′) →
n∏

i=1
M ′, ξ 7→ {

ξ(m1),ξ(m2), . . . ,ξ(mn)
}
, m1, . . . ,mn ∈ M .
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Then an n-dimensional point cloud for the function Xt is given by

X̃n
t ,T := em1,...,mn ◦Xt ,T (2)

The data thus arises as an ensemble of point clouds (X̃n
t ,T )T

t=1 rather than as a sample (Xt ,T )T
t=1. Note that

we remain agnostic about the way {mi } are sampled; geometric requirements will be described below in
Assumption 2.9. Intuitively, it must be clear that

lim
n→∞X̃

n
t ,T ≈Xt ,T (M) = X̃t ,T

in an appropriate sense (see (9)). In our framework, the point cloud length n is a function of the sample size,
i.e., n = n(T ), which is essential in the analysis; see also Section 2.3.

Roughly speaking, we think of M as a parameter space and the images in M ′ as representing the geometric
object of interest. For example, M ′ could be an ambient Euclidean space or a compact Riemannian mani-
fold parametrized by a function whose “slices" at time t represent the geometric objects of interest. In these
cases, M could coincide with M ′ or could be the domain of a function parametrizing the points of the un-
derlying geometric objects. We emphasize that our formulation as a metric space-valued process contrasts
with existing literature on TDA. In existing methods, one assumes that point clouds arise from sampling ac-
cording to a pre-specified distribution P supported on the latent (and fixed) underlying topological space
M . Apart from notable exceptions, [62, 46], the sampling regime is generally assumed iid and P is taken as
the uniform distribution on M . In contrast, in our setup, for each fixed t ,T , a realization of Xt ,T is itself a
metric subspace of the space of bounded functions from M to M ′, and arises according to the (unknown)
law of the process on the cartesian product of S = C (M , M ′). The point clouds (X̃n

t ,T ) as defined in (2) arise
by observing the functions discretely on the domain of definition, possibly subject to measurement error.
The above formulation in terms of a function-valued stochastic process has several advantages compared
to existing TDA literature as it allows for natural incorporation of (i) nonstationary temporal and spatial de-
pendence (ii) irregular noisy sampling on the domain of definition (iii) analysis of non-asymptotic bounds
and convergence rates.

To capture the shape of these latent processes via the corresponding ensemble of point clouds, we use
qualitative multi-scale shape descriptors. We will focus here on persistent homology. However, our frame-
work applies to a variety of stable shape descriptors.

2.1. Persistent homology

A core invariant in topological data analysis is persistent homology, which roughly speaking is a method that
describes the multi-scale topological features of a point cloud (i.e., a finite metric space).

Computing persistent homology involves the construction of a sequence of simplicial complexes from
a finite metric space (X ,∂X ). A simplicial complex is a combinatorial space constructed by gluing together
standard n-simplices at their boundaries. Associated to a simplicial complex are topological invariants, most
notably homology. The homology vector spaces of a simplicial complex C are invariants Hk (C ) for k ≥ 0. The
rank of the kth homology is a measurement of the number of k-dimensional holes in C . For example, for
a 1-sphere, H1(S1) is a rank one vector space. For a torus, H1(T) has rank two and H2(T) has rank one,
corresponding to the two one-dimensional loops and the two-dimensional hole in the middle, respectively.
Homology is computationally tractable; computing it is a problem in numerical linear algebra.

For an arbitrary metric space (X ,∂X ), the most widely used simplicial complex is the Vietoris-Rips com-
plex VRϵ(X ). For a given scale parameter ϵ > 0, VRϵ(X ) is defined to have vertices the points of X and a
n-simplex spanning points {x0, x1, . . . , xn} if

∂X (xi , x j ) ≤ ϵ 0 ≤ i , j ≤ n.

The formulation of the Vietoris-Rips complex depends on the choice of a feature scale ϵ. Computing the ho-
mology groups Hk (−) of this complex, which roughly speaking capture the number of k-dimensional holes,
provides qualitative shape descriptors for the underlying data. However, the correct feature scale ϵ is in prin-
ciple unknowable.
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Fig 2.1: A surface evolving in time; time increases along the x-axis from left to right.

Fig 2.2: Samples from slices at fixed times from the evolving surface as time increases.

Fig 2.3: Persistence diagrams of the samples from the slices. The points away from the line x = y represent
the circles.

The basic idea of persistent homology is then to combine information from all feature scales ϵ at once,
by using that the Vietoris-Rips complex is functorial in the sense that for ϵ< ϵ′, there is an inclusion map of
simplicial complexes

VRϵ(X ) → VRϵ′ (X ).

Thus, letting ϵ vary over a range a ≤ ϵ ≤ b, we obtain a filtered complex. We will denote the Vietoris-Rips
filtration by Rips(X ) := VRϵ∈R+ (X ). For finite metric spaces, there are only finitely many values of ϵ for which
the Vietoris-Rips complex changes, and so we only need keep track of complexes before and after these
critical points and the maps between them. That is, we have a system

VRϵ0 (X ) → VRϵ1 (X ) → . . . → VRϵn (X )

for ϵ0 < ϵ1 < . . . < ϵn . The homology groups are themselves functorial, and so for each k there is an associated
filtered vector space

Hk (VRϵ0 (X )) → Hk (VRϵ1 (X )) → . . . → Hk (VRϵn (X )).

A key theorem in the subject shows that these filtered vector spaces can be represented as multisets of
intervals (a,b), referred to as a barcode or persistence diagram and denoted by PHk . The intervals in the
barcode describe the lifespan of a generator, i.e., at what value of ϵ the generator arises and at what value
of ϵ it disappears. For example, given samples from circles (as in Figure 2.3), there is a value of ϵ that is
large enough for the Vietoris-Rips complex to contain a path all the way around the circle and a larger value
of ϵ at which the circle fills in. These values are the endpoints of the bars in the barcode. The persistence
diagram plots these pairs of endpoints as points in R2. We will sometimes use PHk (·) as an abbreviation for
PHk (Rips(·)).
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Given the ensemble of point clouds (X̃n
t ,T )T

t=1 as defined in (2), we can thus analyze the geometric fea-

tures via the corresponding process
(
PHk (Rips(X̃n

t ,T ))
)T

t=1. The latter is a process taking values in the set of
barcodes B. A key property of B is that it forms a metric space under various metrics, notably the bottle-
neck distance, dB. The stability theorem, due originally to Cohen-Steiner, Edelsbrunner, and Harer [28], is
the cornerstone for all work on (statistical) properties of persistent homology. One version of the theorem
states that for compact metric spaces (X ,∂X ) and (Y ,∂Y ), there is a strict bound

dB(PHk (Rips(X )),PHk (Rips(Y )) ≤ dG H (X ,Y ), (3)

where dG H is the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between X and Y . There are various equivalent definitions of
the Gromov-Hausdorff distance. We make use of its formulation in terms of correspondences. Specifically,
given two sets X and Y we call a subset R ⊂ X ×Y a correspondence if it satisfies that ∀x ∈ X , ∃y ∈ Y such
that (x, y) ∈ R and for all ∀y ∈ Y , ∃x ∈ X such that (x, y) ∈ R. Now let the distortion of the correspondence
be given by

dist(R) = sup
(x,y),(x′,y ′)∈R

∣∣∣∂X (x, x ′)−∂Y (y, y ′)
∣∣∣

Then we can define the Gromov-Hausdorff distance as

dG H (X ,Y ) = 1

2
inf

{
dist(R) | R correspondence between X and Y

}
(4)

We remark that the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between two compact metric spaces is 0 if and only if they
are isometric. Because the bottleneck distance is relatively efficient to compute, the space of barcodes pro-
vides a tractable metric space for encoding qualitative shape information about the point clouds. Moreover,
the completion of the set of barcodes (which we denote B) equipped with the bottleneck metric is a Polish
space [13, 55]. Thus the (completion of the) space of barcodes is amenable to probability theory, something
that has been exploited in the literature for iid samples.

However, the metric space (B,dB) is hard to work with directly. For example, we do not have concise
summaries of the distribution such as moments, and generalized notions such as Fréchet means are not
unique and hard to compute.

Remark 2.1. The space of barcodes can be equipped with a Wasserstein metric which also makes B a Polish
space; our work applies identically for this metric.

2.2. Locally stationary metric space-valued processes

To provide statistical theory which allows for changes in the probabilistic structure, we consider an “infill”
asymptotic framework in which (in theory) more observations become available at a local level as the obser-
vation length T increases. Nonstationary processes that can be analyzed in such a framework are known as
locally stationary processes, the theory of which was introduced in [31] for the Euclidean case. This paved the
way for the development of various inference methods for such processes including estimation, prediction,
and detecting deviations from stationarity (e.g., see [49, 72, 38, 32, 92, 30] and references therein). Theory
and corresponding inference techniques for Banach space-valued processes with time-varying characteris-
tics were later put forward in [85, 84], known as locally stationary functional time series. To develop analogous
theory and inference techniques for our case, we require a notion of locally stationary metric space-valued
processes, extending the previous to random elements with values in a function space that inherit the metric
structure.

To make this precise, we think of having a triangular array of processes (Xt ,T : t = 1, . . . ,T : T ∈N) indexed
by T ∈N, where each Xt ,T is a random element with values in a complete, separable metric space (S,∂s ). We
remark that the double indexed process can be extended on Z by setting Xt ,T =X1,T if t < 0 and Xt ,T =XT,T

if t ≥ T . Define the Lp -distance, 1 ≤ p <∞ by

∂S,p (X,Y) =
(
E∂

p
S (X,Y)

)1/p =
(∫

ω∈Ω
∂

p
S (X(ω),Y(ω))dP(ω)

)1/p
, X,Y :Ω→ S,

and define the L∞-distance ∂S,∞(X,Y) = infP(A)=0 supω∈Ω\A ∂S (X(ω),Y(ω)). We say that X and Y are equiva-
lent if X = Y P-almost surely. The corresponding Lp space is denoted by

Lp
S =:=

{
equiv. classes of F -measurable X :Ω→ S with dS,p (s,X) <∞, s ∈ S

}
6



Definition 2.2. Let (Xt ,T : t ∈Z,T ∈N) be an (S,∂S )-valued stochastic process.

(i) (Xt ,T : t ∈Z,T ∈N) is locally stationary if, for all u = t/T ∈ [0,1], there exists an (S,∂S )-valued stationary
process (Xt (u) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]) such that

∂S
(
Xt ,T ,Xt (

t

T
)
)=Op (T −1) and ∂S (Xt (u),Xt (v)) =Op (|u − v |) (5)

uniformly in t = 1, . . . ,T and u, v ∈ [0,1].

(ii) If (Xt ,T : t ∈Z,T ∈N) ∈ Lp
S (F ), then we call it locally stationary in Lp

S (F ) if, for all u = t/T ∈ [0,1], there

exists an Lp
S (F )-valued stationary process (Xt (u) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]) such that for some constant K > 0,

∂S,p
(
Xt ,T ,Xt (

t

T
)
)≤ K T −1 and ∂S,p

(
Xt (u),Xt (v)

)≤ K |u − v | (6)

uniformly in t = 1, . . . ,T and u, v ∈ [0,1].

We emphasize that if the process is in fact stationary then Xt ,T = Xt for all t = 1, . . . ,T and T ∈ N. In
this case, infill asymptotics simply coincides with classical asymptotics. Thus, processes that fit within the
infill asymptotic framework encompass the class of stationary processes; this is a useful setting to detect
deviations from stationarity.

2.3. Inference on the topological features of the latent process via point clouds

We now turn to inference on the topological features of the processes of the form (Xt ,T )T
t=1, and of which

we observe an ensemble of point clouds (X̃n
t ,T )T

t=1. To analyze the geometric features of the latent spaces
via this ensemble, we first provide the corresponding process in the space of barcodes. As discussed above,
barcode space provides a tractable place in which to capture information about shape and perform inference
about shape evolution. Recall from subsection 2.1 that we denote the kth persistent homology obtained
from the Vietoris-Rips filtration of X̃n

t ,T by PHk (Rips(X̃n
t ,T )). To infer on the topological features we thus have

a realization of a (B,dB)-valued process (
PHk (Rips(X̃n

t ,T ))
)T

t=1 (7)

at our disposal. As the discussion above highlights, it is essential to ensure that the developed statistical infer-
ence methods based on the ensemble of point cloud data faithfully capture the true geometric properties. In
turn, it is therefore important to establish what distributional properties of the latent process are preserved
in the space of barcodes (B,dB). The following lemma is a key first ingredient in establishing this.

Lemma 2.3. For all X ,Y ∈ S = (C (M , M ′),ρ) with n-dimensional point clouds X̃ n , Ỹ n ,

sup
n

dG H (X̃ n , Ỹ n) ≤ ∂S (X ,Y ).

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Recall the Gromov-Hausdorff distance (4) and consider the correspondence R = {
(x, y) =(

X (m),Y (m)
)

: m ∈ M
}
. The triangle inequality yields

dist(R) = sup
(X (m),Y (m)),(X (m̃),Y (m̃))∈R

∣∣∣∂M ′ (X (m), X (m̃))−∂M ′ (Y (m),Y (m̃))
∣∣∣

≤ 2 sup
m∈M

∂M ′
(
X (m),Y (m)

)= 2∂S (X ,Y ).

Now since supn dist(Rn) ≤ dist(R) where Rn = {
(x, y) = (

X (mi ),Y (mi )
)

: mi ∈ M , i ∈ [n]
}
, the result follows.

Proposition 2.4. For a compact metric space (S,∂S ), PHk (Rips(·)) : (S,∂S ) → (B,∂B) is a Borel measurable
transformation.
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Proof. From the stability theorem (3) and Lemma 2.3

dB(PHk (Rips(X )),PHk (Rips(Y )) ≤ dG H (X ,Y ) ≤ dS (X ,Y )

for all X ,Y ∈ S. Thus, PHk (Rips(·)) : (S,∂S ) → (B,∂B) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant 1. Hence
the preimage of every open set is open and thus this function is a Borel measurable transformation.

Using continuity of the evaluation functionals and Proposition 2.4, we obtain the following.

Corollary 2.5. Let (S,∂S ) = (C (M , M ′),ρ). If (Xt ) is an (S,∂S )-valued stationary and ergodic process then
(PHk (Rips(X̃n

t ))) is a stationary and ergodic (B,dB)-valued process for all t , k,n.

A second implication of Proposition 2.4, which we will make use of, is the following.

Corollary 2.6. Let Gt be a sub-sigma algebra of F and let (Gt ) be a filtration. Suppose (Xt ) is adapted to (Gt ).
Then PHk (Rips(X̃n

t )), is adapted to Gt for all t , k,n.

Corollary 2.6 ensures for example that if (Xt ) is a Bernoulli shift of a strongly mixing sequence (ζt : t ∈Z),
the tailσ-algebra G∞ =∩t≥0G−t , where Gt =σ(ζs , s ≤ t ) is the natural filtration of (ζt : t ∈Z), is again trivial. In
case (ζt : t ∈Z) is a sequence of independent elements this follows immediately from Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law,
whereas the strongly mixing case requires some more effort (see [5]). We will make use of Corollary 2.5 and
Corollary 2.6 in Section 3 and Section 4. Finally, the following result yields that local stationarity is preserved.

Proposition 2.7. Suppose (Xt ,T ) is locally stationary in the sense of Definition 2.2 with (S,∂S ) = (C (M , M ′),ρ).

Then (7) is a (B,dB)-valued process that satisfies Definition 2.2. Furthermore, if in addition (Xt ,T ) is locally
stationary in Lp

S (F ), then (7) is locally stationary in Lp
B

(F ).

Proof. By assumption, there exists an auxiliary process (Xt (u) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]) that satisfies (6) in relation to
(Xt ,T : t ∈Z,T ∈N). Using Corollary 2.5, (PHk (Rips(X̃n

t (u))) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]) is then also strictly stationary for
all u ∈ [0,1]. The stability theorem (3) and Lemma 2.3 yield

dB
(
PHk (Rips(X̃n

t ,T )),PHk
(
Rips(X̃n

t (
t

T
))

)≤ ∂S (Xt ,T ,Xt (
t

T
)).

Similarly, dB
(
PHk (Rips(X̃n

t (u))),PHk (Rips(X̃n
t (v)))

) ≤ ∂S
(
Xt (u),Xt (v)

)
. The first part now follows from (5).

The second part follows from (6) and the fact that for all s ∈ S

dB
(
PHk (Rips(X̃n

t ,T )),PHk (Rips(s̃n)
)≤ ∂S (Xt ,T , s).

Remark 2.8. We remark that Proposition 2.4 and the resulting statements Corollary 2.5, Corollary 2.6 and
Proposition 2.7, hold more generally for most of the families of simplicial complexes considered in TDA
(e.g., the Čech complex [26]), and for most topological summaries (e.g., persistence diagrams) and any Borel
measurable transformation thereof.

Sampling regime. To ensure that inference methods based on point cloud functionals consistently cap-
ture the topological features of the underlying true topological space, it is essential to formalize a setting that
enables the analysis of convergence rates. To address this issue, we relate the sampling regime of the point
clouds to the sample size of the ensemble T i.e., n = n(T ). Specifically, the asymptotic analysis requires
that n(T ) → ∞ as T → ∞. We do this in a way that exploits the basic structure of compact metric spaces,
and keeps the assumptions minimal and widely applicable. For a given n(T ), there exist (random) centers
Ct ,1, . . . ,Ct ,n(T ) and a radius rt := rt (n(T )) such that

⋃n(T )
i=1 B(Ct ,i ,rt ) provides a minimal rt -radius cover of

Xt (M), that is, n(T ) is the smallest number of balls with centers Ct ,1, . . . ,Ct ,n(T ) and with radius rt such that
the union covers Xt (M). Note that such a cover exists since Xt (M) is the continuous image of a compact
metric space (e.g., see [58]). Writing Cn

t = {Ct ,1, . . . ,Ct ,n(T )}, observe that Cn
t is a rt -net for Xt (M) and there-

fore we have dG H (Cn
t ,X̃n

t ) ≤ 2rt (n(T )). We impose conditions such that the point cloud of size n(T ) is ‘close
enough’ to the cover at a controlled rate in the following sense.
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Assumption 2.9. Let Cn
t = {Ct ,1, . . . ,Ct ,n(T )} be centers of the minimal rt (n(T ))-radius cover of Xt (M). Then

we assume that there exists a function αT :=α(n(T )) for which

sup
t

dG H (Cn
t ,X̃n

t ) = op (αT ), (8)

and that satisfies α(n(T )) → 0 as n(T ) →∞.

The exact rates will be application dependent. Note that the triangle inequality yields

dG H (X̃n
t ,Xt (M)) ≤ dG H (Cn

t ,Xt (M))+dG H (Cn
t ,X̃n

t ) = op (αT ), (9)

and that the stability theorem therefore yields

|dB (PHk (X̃n
s ),PHk (X̃n

t ))−dB (PHk (Xs (M)),PHk (Xt (M)))| = op (αT ).

Remark 2.10 (Irregular sampling across space and time). The minimal cover condition as given in Assump-

tion 2.9 also allows us to handle noisy sampling by considering a corrupted version ¨̃Xn
t ,T of the point cloud

X̃n
t ,T , as well as to consider irregular sampling over time of the point cloud i.e., n = n(t ,T ). For example,

we can formalize this be representing the corrupted version as Ẍt = g
(
t ,T, ft ,ϵt

)
where (ϵt ) is an iid process

independent of (ft ) and assuming that this satisfies dG H ( ¨̃Xn
t ,T ,X̃n

t ,T ) = op (rt (n(T ))). In future work, we will
study convergence rates and bounds under such assumptions in more detail.

We remark that this minimal cover setting is a “stochastic version” of a very general notion of bounded
dimension and “feature scale”; all of the standard assumptions in the literature (e.g., points sampled from a
compact Riemannian manifold [61] with bounded curvature or points sampled from a metric measure space
with bounded doubling dimension [71]) allow us to verify Assumption 2.9 for a given sampling measure as
long as there is a uniform bound on the relevant parameters in t . Here, recall that doubling dimension is
a combinatorial notion of the dimension of a metric space; the metric condition is precisely that a ball of
radius r can be covered by roughly 2d balls of radius r

2 .
To be more precise, for a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension d (without boundary) with injec-

tivity radius injM , and with sectional curvature bounded below by δ, we have that for

rt (n(T )) < min
(
injM ,2π,

πp
δ

)
(here setting the last term to ∞ if δ< 0),

n(T ) ≤ Vol(M)
( rt (n(T ))

2

)−d (π
2

)d−1 d

Vol(B d−1
Rn )

,

where B d−1
Rn denotes the (d − 1)-dimensional sphere in Rn [53, Lemma 4.2]. Thus, if we assume uniform

bounds on dimension, injectivity radius, and sectional curvature, then we obtain a bound on the covering
number. (Note that there are a variety of bounds of this form in the literature.) The latter can then be used
to verify that sampling from a specific measure (e.g., the uniform measure) entails that Assumption 2.9 is
satisfied (see e.g., [61]).

Similarly, for a metric space (X ,∂X ) of doubling dimension d , we have

n(T ) ≤
(c(diam(X ))

rt (n(T ))

)d
,

for a constant c, where diam(X ) = supx,y∈X ∂X (x, y). This estimate is derived by observing that a ball Br (x)

can be covered by 2d balls of radius r
2 , each of which can be covered by 2d balls of radius r

4 , and so forth. Thus,

covering the original ball with balls of radius ϵ requires 2d log2
r
ϵ balls, from which the result follows. Again,

given a uniform bound on the doubling dimension and diameter in t , we obtain a bound on the covering
number allowing for verification of Assumption 2.9 for a given choice of measure.
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Example 2.11. We can give explicit numbers for the desired sample size for recovering an ϵ-net with high
probability for the unit circle. Specifically, the main result of [61] tells us that for fixed ϵ the number of points
required to achieve an ϵ

2 -net from a uniform sample from the unit circle with probability 1−δ is at least

2

ϵ2 cos2(arcsin( ϵ2 ))

(
log

( 2

ϵ2 cos2(arcsin( ϵ2 ))

)
+ log

( 1

δ

))
.

Setting δ= 0.9 and ϵ= 0.1, this is around 1500. (In practice we know that fewer points are required.) Taking a
circle of radius r , the values 2 in the numerators of the constant term and the first log term would instead be
2r ; the number of points scales as r logr .

3. Characterizing (S,∂S )-valued processes

3.1. Gromov’s reconstruction theorem for metric space-valued stochastic processes

In this section, we provide an appropriate complete invariant in the spirit of Gromov [40]. Gromov’s “mm-
reconstruction theorem" yields that a metric measure space (mms) (S,∂S ,νS ) is, up to a measure-preserving
isomorphism, characterized by the pushforward of ν⊗N along φ+ : SN→Mmet, where

φ+(s1, s2, . . .) = (
∂S (si , s j )

)
(i , j )∈N×N (10)

and where Mmet denotes the space of positive, symmetric matrices. In other words, a representative mms
(S,∂S ,νS ) of the equivalence class is uniquely determined by the infinite-dimensional random matrix of dis-
tances

{
∂S (ζi ,ζ j )

}
(i , j )∈N×N where (ζi ) is an iid sample with common distribution ν. This equivalence enables

inference on mms via the corresponding random distance matrix distributions on the convex cone of posi-
tive, symmetric matrices, which is considerably more convenient.

In the following, we extend this to stationary and ergodic metric space-valued processes. In order to do
so, we must make precise what an equivalence class embodies in this case. For this, we introduce a notion
of measure-preserving isometry between so-called metric measure dynamical systems, which are defined as
follows.

Definition 3.1. Let (S,∂S ) be a complete, separable metric space and let (S,B(S),µS ) be a corresponding
probability space, where the Borel σ-algebra is generated by the metric ∂S . Further, let θS : S → S be a
Borel measurable function. We refer to (S,∂S ,µS ,θS ) as a metric measure dynamical system. If θS : S → S
is a measure-preserving transformation we call it a metric measure-preserving dynamical system.

Note that (S,∂S ,µS , id) corresponds to a classical measure metric space, and may be viewed as a special
case of Definition 3.1. As a more relevant example, consider the cartesian product SZ = ∏

t∈Z S. Then an
(S,∂S )-valued stationary and ergodic stochastic process X : (Ω,F ,P) → (SZ,B(SZ),µX ) may be viewed as a
metric measure-preserving dynamical system of which the measure-preserving transformation is ergodic
under the measure. To see this, note that separability of S implies that the cylinder σ-algebra ⊗t∈ZB(S)
and the Borel σ-algebra, B(SZ), on the cartesian product SZ endowed with its product topology coincide
[see e.g., 48]. Hence, consider a metric ρS that metrizes the product topology on SZ (see e.g., (11)) and let
θS : SZ→ SZ denote the left shift map, i.e.,

θ
j
S ◦X (ω) = (. . . , X j−1(ω), X j (ω), X j+1(ω), . . .).

Note we can also write this as

θ
j
S ◦X (ω) = (. . . ,π0(θ j−1

S ◦X (ω)),π0(θ j
S ◦X (ω)),π0(θ j+1

S ◦X (ω)), . . .),

where π0 : SZ → S denotes the projection onto the 0th coordinate. Since X is assumed stationary and er-
godic, it follows from standard arguments (e.g., see [12]) that (SZ,ρS ,µX ,θS ) is a metric measure-preserving
dynamical system with θS ergodic under µX .

With Definition 3.1 in place, we define a measure-preserving isometry between two metric measure-
preserving dynamical systems as follows.
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Definition 3.2. Two metric measure-preserving dynamical systems (S,∂S ,µS ,θS ) and (R,∂R ,µR ,θR ) are measure-
preserving isometric if there are sets S′ ∈B(S), R ′ ∈B(R) with µS (S′) = 1, θS (S′) ⊆ S′ and µR (R ′) = 1, θR (R ′) ⊆
R ′, respectively, such that there exists an invertible measure-preserving map T : S′ → R ′ satisfying

(i) T (θS (s)) = θR (T (s)), s ∈ S′.
(ii) ∂R (T (s),T (s′)) = ∂S (s, s′), ∀s, s′ ∈ S′.

Definition 3.3. Two metric measure-preserving dynamical systems belong to the same equivalence class X
if they are measure-preserving isometric (Definition 3.2).

In the following, let φ : SZ→Mmet be the extension of (10) to include negative indices. Consider again the
previously introduced stationary process X and note that

φ(θk
S ◦X ) = (

∂S (Xk+i , Xk+ j ) : i , j ∈Z) d=φ(θ0
S ◦X ).

The following statement may be viewed as a generalization of Gromov’s reconstruction theorem to ergodic
metric-measure-preserving dynamical systems.

Theorem 3.4. Let (S,∂S ) be a separable, complete metric space and let X : (Ω,F ,P) → (SZ,B(SZ),µX ) be an
S-valued stationary ergodic stochastic process. Then the distributional properties of X are, up to measure-
preserving isometry in the sense of Definition 3.2, completely captured by the pushforward measure ιX =φ⋆µX

of X along a given realization (X t (ω) : t ∈Z).

Proof. Consider another separable complete metric space (R,∂R ), and let

Y : (Ω′,F ′,P′) → (RZ,B(RZ),µY )

be stationary and ergodic with θR : RZ → RZ denoting the left shift map, and ιY = φR⋆µY , where φR : RZ →
Mmet. One direction is obvious. If X := (SZ,ρS ,µX ,θS ) and Y := (RZ,ρR ,µY ,θR ) belong to the same equiva-
lence class X, then ιX = ιY and the random distance distributions coincide.

For the other direction, we show that if ιX = ιY then X ,Y ∈X. We proceed by establishing the existence
of an isometry between the supports of µX and µY using the ergodic theorem, and then show this map is
measure-preserving. We start by introducing appropriate metrics ρS and ρR that metrize the product topol-
ogy. Namely, consider the metrics ρV : V Z×V Z→R, for V ∈ {S,R}, defined by

ρV (v, v ′) = sup
i

∂̃V (vi , v ′
i )

|i |+1
(11)

where
∂̃V (vi , v ′

i ) = min
(
∂V (vi , v ′

i ),1
)
. (12)

It can be verified that ρV metrizes the product topology on V Z, and that (SZ,ρS ) and (RZ,ρR ) are both sep-
arable complete metric spaces. To establish an isomorphism T : supp(µX ) → supp(µY ), observe that by
assumption

µX (φ−1
X (C )) = ιX (C ) = ιY (C ) =µX (φ−1

Y (C )) ∀C ∈B(R).

Further, µX and µY are ergodic measures for the left shift map θS and θR , respectively. Thus, for all cylinder
sets A ∈ SZ and B ∈ RZ, for µX -almost all ω ∈Ω and µY -almost all ω′ ∈Ω′,

µX (A) = lim
T

1

T

T∑
j=1

1
(
θ

j
S ◦X (ω) ∈ A

)
and µY (B) = lim

T

1

T

T∑
j=1

1
(
θ

j
R ◦Y (ω′) ∈ B

)
. (13)

Specifically, this holds for the sets A =φ−1
X (C ) ∈B(SZ) and B =φ−1

Y (C ) ∈B(RZ). Hence, we can fix an ω ∈Ω,
ω′ ∈Ω′ such that X (ω) ∈ supp(µX ) and Y (ω′) ∈ supp(µY ) for which (13) holds and for which

φ(θ j
S ◦X (ω)) =φ(θ j

R ◦Y (ω′)).

Then the distances in (12) also satisfy

∂̃S
(
π0

(
θi

S ◦X (ω)
)
,π0

(
θ

j
S ◦X (ω)

))= ∂̃R
(
π0(θi

R ◦Y (ω′)),π0(θ j
R ◦Y (ω′)

)
11



and consequently

ρS (θi
S ◦X (ω),θ j

S ◦X (ω)) = ρR
(
θi

R ◦Y (ω′)),θ j
R ◦Y (ω′)

)
. (14)

The latter implies that the sequences (θ j
S ◦ X (ω) : j ∈Z) and (θ j

R ◦Y (ω′) : j ∈Z) (viewed as metric spaces) are
isometric since their distance matrices coincide. Let T : supp(µX ) → supp(µY ) be the continuous map such

that T (θ j
S ◦X (ω)) = θ j

R ◦Y (ω′). Then

ρS (θi
S ◦X (ω),θ j

S ◦X (ω)) = ρR (T (θi
S ◦X (ω),T (θ j

S ◦X (ω)) = ρR (θi
R ◦Y (ω′),θ j

R ◦Y (ω′))

To establish that this extends uniquely to an isometry T : supp(µX ) → supp(µY ) it suffices to prove the
following result.

Lemma 3.5. The sequence (θ j
S ◦X (ω) : j ∈Z) is µX -almost everywhere dense on supp(µX ).

Continuity of T and Lemma 3.5 then yield that there is a unique extension to an isometry T : supp(µX ) →
supp(µY ). To show it is measure-preserving, the isometry and the properties of the left shift maps yield for
some B ∈ supp(µY ) such that T (A) = B with A ∈ supp(µX )

µX (A) =µX
(
T −1(B)

)= lim
T

1

T

T∑
j=1

1
(
θ j ◦X (ω) ∈T −1(B)

)= lim
T

1

T

T∑
j=1

1(θ j
R ◦Y (ω′) ∈ B) =µY (B).

The result now follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. Since SZ is Polish, every closed subset, and in particular the set supp(µX ), is Polish.
Since a separable metrizable space is second countable the latter has a countable topological base {Ui }i≥0

which satisfies µX (Ui ) > 0. To show therefore that supp(µX ) ⊆ A, for some subspace A of SZ, we recall that
x ∈ A if and only if every basis element Ui containing x intersects with A. Hence, it suffices to prove that
Ui ∩ A ̸= ; for all Ui . Or, in other words, the set should have non-empty intersection with all base elements.
We argue by contradiction. Suppose that there exists a Ui with Ui ∩ (θ j ◦ X (ω) : j ∈ Z) = ;. Then X (ω) ̸∈
∪∞

k=0θ
−k (Ui ) i.e., X (ω) ∈∪∞

i=0Vi , where

Vi := supp(µX ) \
∞⋃

j=0
θ− j (Ui ).

Thus it suffices to show that the set on which the orbit is not dense, ∪∞
i=0Vi , has measure 0. To do so, observe

that Bi =∪∞
j=0θ

− j (Ui ) is Borel measurable and satisfies θ−1(Bi ) ⊆ Bi and that µX (θ−1Bi ) = µX (Bi ), since θ is

measure-preserving. Thus, Bi is an almost invariant borel-measurable set, i.e., µX (θ−1Bi△Bi ) = 0. Since θ is
also ergodic the latter implies µX (Bi ) ∈ {0,1}. However θ−1(Ui ) ⊆ Bi and thus we must have µ(Bi ) = 1 because
µ(Ui ) > 0. But then µX (Vi ) = 0 and thus µX (∪∞

i=0Vi ) ≤∑
i µX (Vi ) = 0. Consequently, the set on which the orbit

is not dense does not belong to supp(µX ), and thus it must beµX -almost everywhere dense on supp(µX ).

3.2. Characterizing measures via ball volumes

It follows naturally from Theorem 3.4 that the infinite-dimensional distance matrix distribution

(∂S (X t , Xs ) : t , s ∈Z)

is a complete invariant of a stationary ergodic Polish-valued stochastic process X = (X t : t ∈ Z). In other
words, it is a complete invariant of a metric measure-preserving dynamical system (SZ,ρS ,µX ,θ) where the
measure-preserving map θ is ergodic under µX .

We now build on this result, and relate this characterization to a family of processes –the process of ball
volumes of the finite-dimensional distributions (fidis) of X – which form the blueprint for the test statistics
introduced next. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.4, the ball volumes are determined by the infinite-
dimensional matrix distributions φ(X ) . However, we can also provide conditions such that the ball volumes
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characterizeφ(X ), and hence that the measure µX (via Kolmogorov’s extension theorem) is completely char-
acterized by this family of ball volume processes.

To be precise, define the ball volume on the k-dimensional product metric space Sk by

B(s,r ) = (s′ : ρk (s, s′) ≤ r )

where ρk (s, s′) = max1≤ j≤k ∂S (s j , s′j ), which metrizes the product topology for any k ∈ N. Denote the finite-

dimensional distribution (fidi) of the process X on the time index set J by µX
J , and observe that we can

associate the metric measure space (S|J |,ρ|J |,µX
J ) to this fidi.

Theorem 3.6. Let (X t : t ∈ Z) be a Polish-valued stochastic process with law µX a locally finite Borel regular
doubling measure. Let

ψ((πJ ◦X ),r ) =µX
J

(
B(πJ ◦X ,r )

)
πJ ◦X ∼µX

J

then the process
(
ψ((πJ ◦ X ),r ) : r ≥ 0

)
characterizes the |J |-dimensional dynamics on the time set J , i.e., the

equivalence class of metric measure spaces (S|J |,ρ|J |,µX
J ).

Proof. If two ball volume processes have the same distribution, then it is straightforward to see that the
measures coincide on metric balls. The fact that the measures are then determined by their values on metric
balls is a consequence of the additional conditions on the measure stated in the theorem. See [76, §2-§3] for
careful discussion of the required Vitali covering property and [14, §2] for an outline of the argument.

Remark 3.7. Note that Theorem 3.6 does not require X to be stationary and ergodic. However, if X is in
fact stationary and ergodic, then the additional requirement on the law µX compared to Theorem 3.4 is
relatively mild; in essentially all cases where we can verify that Assumption 2.9 is satisfied, the conclusion of
Theorem 3.6 holds as well.

A consequence of the preceding theorem is that one can, without loss of generality, characterize the ge-
ometry of such a Polish-valued process X via the ball volume processes of the fidis. This is convenient for
hypothesis testing. To see this, note for example that

ψ((πJ ◦X ),r ) = E(X ′)∼µJ

[ ∏
j∈J

1∂S (X j ,X ′
j )≤r

]
. (15)

Thus, natural estimators take the form of U -processes. There is a rich literature on U -statistics, although
primarily focused on strong mixing and stationary data (e.g., see [17, 45, 9, 19]). In order to develop infer-
ence methods within the more involved framework put forward in Section 2, we require a weak invariance
principle for nonstationary U -processes (Theorem 4.5), indexed by both time and radii, under less stringent
assumptions. We introduce this invariance principle within the context of detecting topological change in
the below, but emphasize that the result can be used for other hypotheses, and is therefore of independent
interest.

4. Application: Detecting changes in the geometric features

The framework laid out in the previous two sections provides the necessary building blocks to develop sta-
tistical tools to infer on the geometric features of metric space-valued processes. We will illustrate this by
proposing a test to detect nonstationary behavior in the geometric features of a metric space-valued pro-
cess (Xt : t ∈ Z). Stationarity testing in (functional) time series data has been an active area of research for
decades, mainly focusing on detecting nonstationary behavior in the first and second order structure [see
e.g., 2, 3, 10, 30, 4, 21, and references therein]. Here, we are interested in detecting changes in the shape and
geometric features as captured by topological invariants to, for example, shed light on cell differentiation
during development. Proofs are deferred to the online supplement.

Consider a processX := (Xt : t ∈Z) that adheres to Definition 2.2, and denote its law on the time index set
J again by µXJ , which we assume satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3.6. Recall that we may view πJ ◦X as

belonging to an equivalence class of metric measure spaces (S|J |,ρ|J |,µXJ ). However, if the dynamics are time-

dependent we will have µXJ ̸= µXJ+h for some h ∈Z. To reduce unnecessary clutter, we focus on the marginal
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distribution, i.e., we focus on νt := µX{t } = P ◦ (Xt )−1. We use the characterization of the measures via ball
volumes as given in Theorem 3.6. More specifically, the process(

ϕt (r ) := νt (B(Xt ,r )) : r ≥ 0
)
Xt ∼ νt (16)

characterizes the measure νt up to isometry. In order to test the hypothesis that the marginal distribution is
constant over time against the alternative of the distribution being time-dependent, we propose to test the
following pair of hypotheses

H0 : Eϕt (r ) = Eϕ(r ) ∀t ∈Z,r ∈ [0,R] versus HA : Eϕt (r ) ̸= Eϕ(r ) for some t ∈Z,r ∈ [0,R]. (17)

As pointed out in subsection 2.3, we only observeX in the form of point clouds. However, to compare met-
ric spaces with possibly different cardinality we cannot directly work with the underlying metrics, but must
use a distance that enables such comparisons such as the Gromov-Hausdorff distance dG H or the Gromov-
Wasserstein distance. Furthermore, it is vital that a statistic based on the ensemble of point clouds correctly
captures the topological features for which we must be able to control the corresponding error. As estab-
lished in Section 2, the space of barcodes (B,dB) associated to the persistent homology of the point clouds
provides a convenient metric space of shape descriptors.

Remark 4.1. Corollary 2.5 yields that the distribution of PHk (Rips(Xt (M))), denoted by ν̃t , is invariant under
time translations if νt = ν. However, in order to ensure that we can equivalently formulate a test for time-
invariance of the underlying measures νt using the ball volume processes of the barcode-valued process, we
need to show that measures on a suitable space of barcodes are characterized by their values on metric balls.
Notwithstanding, this property holds; we refer to our forthcoming paper [16] for technical details.

Remark 4.1 implies that we can formulate (17) in terms of the empirical ball volumes of the barcode
process, that is, we may consider the pair of hypotheses in (17) but with ϕ̃t (r ) replaced by

ϕ̃t (r ) := ν̃t
(
B

(
PHk (Rips(Xt (M))),r

))
.

4.1. Methodology: a weak invariance principle in D([0, 1]× [0,R])

Suppose we observe an ensemble of point clouds
(
X̃

n(T )
t

)T
t=1.We can compute the corresponding persistent

homology of the elements, yielding a sample taking values in the space barcodes
(
PHk (X̃n(T )

t )
)T

t=1. To con-
struct a test for the hypotheses in (17), define the partial sum process

ST (u,r ) = 1

T 2

⌊uT ⌋∑
s,t=1

h(X̃n(T )
t ,X̃n(T )

s ,r ) r ∈ [0,R],u ∈ [0,1]. (18)

where, for any compact metric space (R,∂R ), the kernel h : R ×R × [0,R] →R is given by

h(x, x ′,r ) = 1
{

dB

(
PHk (x),PHk (x ′)≤ r

}
, x, x ′ ∈ R.

Define p
TUT (u,r ) =

p
T

(
ST (u,r )−u2ST (1,r )

)
, (19)

and observe that under the null hypothesis EUT (u,r ) = 0. A test can therefore be based on a suitably normal-
ized version of

sup
r∈[0,R]

sup
u∈[0,1]

p
T

∣∣∣UT (u,r )
∣∣∣ (20)

or of

T
∫ R

0

∫ 1

0

(
UT (u,r )

)2dudr. (21)

Under regularity conditions given below, (19) converges weakly in skorokhod space D([0,1]× [0,R]) to a
Gaussian process, which has a succinct form under the null.
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In order to analyze the large sample behavior of these statistics, assumptions on the dependence struc-
ture for the original and auxiliary process are required. First, we assume that the random functions admit
representations

Xt :=Xt ,T = g
(
t ,T, ft

)
, Xt (u) := g

(
u, ft

)
, (22)

where ft = (ζt ,ζt−1, . . .) for an iid sequence {ζt : t ∈Z} of random elements taking values in some measurable
space G, and where g :Z×N×G∞ → S is a measurable function. We let Gt =σ(ζs , s ≤ t ) denote the natural
filtration of (ζt : t ∈ Z) and Gt ,m = σ(ζt , . . . ,ζt−m+1,ζ′t−m ,ζ′t−m−1, . . .), where ζ′j is an independent copy of ζ j .

We define the following notion of conditional expectation

E
[
X|G ]= arginf Z :Ω→S

σ(Z )⊂G
E∂2

S

(
X, Z

)
,

Note that a version exists since S is assumed to be compact. If S = R, then the above definition coincides
with the classical notion for separable Banach spaces. Furthermore, we use a subscript m ≥ 1 to indicate
m-dependent versions of the metric space-valued random variables, e.g., Xm,t := E[Xt |Gt ,m

]
so that Xm,t ∈

σ(ζt , . . . ,ζt−m+1). By Corollary 2.6, PHk (Xm,t (M)) ∈ σ(ζt , . . . ,ζt−m+1). For an integrable real-valued random
variable Z , define the projection operator P j (Z ) = E[Z |G j ]−E[Z |G j−1], j ∈Z and let h indicate the demeaned
kernel, i.e.,

h(·, ·,r ) = h(·, ·,r )−Eh(·, ·,r ). (23)

For an (R,∂R )-valued process W = (Wt : t ∈ [T ],T ∈N) we introduce the following dependence measure

νW
t ,s ( j ) = sup

m

∥∥∥Pt− j

(
h(Wm,t ,Wm,s ,r )

)∥∥∥
R,2

, (24)

where ∥ ·∥R,p = (E∥ ·∥p
R

)1/p and

δW
m = sup

T∈N
sup

t ,s∈[T ]

∥∥∥h(Wt ,Ws ,r )−h(Wm,t ,Wm,s ,r )
∥∥∥
R,2

. (25)

We make use of the following proposition, which is an extension of proposition 4 of [45], and which relates
(24) to (25).

Proposition 4.2. Let (Wt ) be adapted to the filtration (Gt ). Then, (24) and (25) satisfy

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(Wt ,Wt−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

≤ 2
∞∑

j=0
δW

j (26)

and, for any ϵ,

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

min(νW
t ,t−k ( j ),ϵ) ≤ 4sup

k≥0

∞∑
j=0

min(sup
m≥ j

δW
m ,ϵ). (27)

Assumption 4.3 below gives the required conditions on the dependence structure to derive a weak invari-
ance principle for (19) when viewed as a process in u only, i.e., for a fixed collection of radii. This is then
strengthened underneath Theorem 4.4 to an invariance principle with weak convergence in D([0,R]×[0,1]).

Assumption 4.3. The following conditions hold:

(i) For some κ> 1 supt ̸=s,r∈RP
(
r ≤ ∂B(Ws ,Wt ) ≤ r +ϵ

)
=O

(
log−2κ(ϵ−1)

) ∀0 < ϵ< 1/2;

(ii)
∑∞

j=0 supm≥ j δ
W
m <∞.

It follows from Proposition 4.2 that the condition Assumption 4.3(ii) implies

lim
ϵ→0

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min(νW
t ,t−k ( j ),ϵ) = 0.

To elaborate on these conditions, note that (18) can be viewed as a U -statistic applied to a nonstationary pro-
cess. The proof relies on a type of Hoeffding decomposition, which essentially decomposes the statistic (af-
ter scaling) into a linear part that defines the distributional properties and an error component that should
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converge to zero in probability at an appropriate rate. The latter component consists of several (atypical)
approximation errors, among which the error from the data arising in the form of point clouds and a nonsta-
tionary error (see the proof of Theorem B.1). However, the assumptions introduced here are relatively mild
compared to existing literature in the stationary case (e.g., see [17, 45, 35]). We refer to [45] for a comparison
of dependence conditions for stationary U -statistics. To the best of our knowledge, no relevant results exist
in the nonstationary setting.

We now obtain a functional CLT for equation (18) as a process in u ∈ [0,1].

Theorem 4.4. Let (Xt ,T ) be locally stationary in the sense of Definition 2.2(i) with representations (22). Let
n(T ) → ∞ as T → ∞, and suppose that Assumption 2.9 and the conditions of Theorem 3.6 hold. Then if
Assumption 4.3 holds for (X̃t ) and for (X̃t ( t

T )), the partial sum process given by (18) satisfies for any fixed
r1, . . . ,rd ∈ [0,R],{

T 1/2
(
ST (u,ri )−EST (u,ri )

)
: i ∈ [d ]

}
u∈[0,1]

⇝
{
G(u,u,ri ) : i ∈ [d ]

}
u∈[0,1]

(T →∞).

in D[0,1] with respect to the Skorokhod topology, where {G(u, v,ri ) : i ∈ [d ]}v≤u∈[0,1], is a zero-mean Gaussian
process given by

G(u, v,ri ) :=
∫ u

0
σ(η, v,ri )dB(η), (28)

where B is a standard Brownian motion and

σ2(η, v,r ) = ∑
k∈Z

Cov
(∫ v

0
EX̃′

0(w)[h(X̃0(η),X̃′
0(w),r )]d w,

∫ v

0
EX̃′

0(w)[h(X̃k (η),X̃′
0(w),r )]d w

)
with (X′

t (u) : t ∈ Z,u ∈ [0,1]) an independent copy of (Xt (u) : t ∈ Z,u ∈ [0,1]), and of which the covariance
structure is given by

Cov(G(u1, v2,r1),G(u2, v2r2)) =
∫ min(u1,u2)

0
σ(η, v1,r1)σ(η, v2,r2)dη.

To establish weak convergence of the two-parameter process in D([0,1]×[0,R]), stronger assumptions are
required. Nonetheless, compared to existing results for U -processes the additional assumptions we impose
are mild (c.f., [35, 17]).

Theorem 4.5. Assume the conditions of Theorem 4.4 hold true. In addition assume that

(i) ∃ a sequence (θ(·)
t ; j , j−k ) s.t. ν(·)

t ,t−k ( j ) ≤ θ(·)
t ; j , j−k and supk≥0

∑∞
j=0 j supt θ

(·)
t ; j , j−k <∞.

(ii) There exists a constant C such that for all s, t , a < b,

P
(
a ≤ ∂(X̃t ,X̃s ) ≤ b

)≤C |b −a|. (29)

(iii) There exists a constant C ′ such that for all t

sup
v

sup
x∈B

sup
a<b

P
(
∂(X̃t (v), x) ≤ b)−P(

∂(X̃t (v), x) ≤ a
)

b −a
≤C ′. (30)

Then {
T 1/2

(
ST (u,r )−EST (u,r )

)}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

D
⇝

{
G(u,u,r )

}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

(T →∞).

in D([0,1]× [0,R]) with respect to the Skorokhod topology, where {G(u, v,r )}u,v∈[0,1],r∈[0,R] is the zero-mean
Gaussian process defined in (28).

To ease notation below, we simply write G(u,r ) := G(u,u,r ). Under the conditions of Theorem 4.5, the
continuous mapping theorem yields for the process defined in (19){

T 1/2
(
UT (u,r )−E(UT (u,r ))

)}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

//

T→∞

{
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

.
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Under the null hypothesis of stationarity, this reduces to{
T 1/2UT (u,r )

}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

//

T→∞

{
uσ(r )

(
B(u)−uB(1)

)}
u∈[0,1],r∈[0,R]

.

Given a consistent estimator σ̂T (r ) of σ(r )

sup
r

sup
u

p
T |ST (u,r )−u2ST (1,r )|

σ̂T (r )
=⇒

T→∞
sup

u
u|B(u)−uB(1)| , (31)

and

T
∫ R

0

∫ 1

0

(
ST (u,r )−u2ST (1,r )

)2

σ̂2
T (r )

dudr =⇒
T→∞

R

∫ 1

0
u2(B(u)−uB(1)

)2du. (32)

Thus, a natural decision rule is to reject the null hypothesis in (17) based on (20) (resp. (21)) whenever the
left-hand side of (31) (resp. (32)) is larger than the (1−α)th quantile of the distribution of the random vari-
able on the right-hand side. However, even under the null hypothesis the covariance structure relies on the
long-run covariance of the process, transformed by the kernel. Despite the vast literature on the theory of
U -statistics, the literature on covariance estimation for U -statistics [34, 90] appears less well-developed.
Nonetheless, it is well-known in more classical settings that estimation of the long-run covariance is not an
easy task because it requires selecting a bandwidth parameter. The size and power of the test can be heavily
distorted if the choice of the parameter does not incorporate some essential information on the dependence
structure [87, 36]. To avoid this issue altogether, we instead introduce a self-normalization approach.

Remark 4.6 (Correlation dimension). It is worth mentioning that Theorem 4.5 allows for inference on the
correlation dimension, which can be expressed as

D = lim
r→0

log
(
ϕ̃t (r )

)
log(r )

.

Correlation dimension is a type of fractal dimension [39], which describes the complexity of a dynamical
system in terms of the ratio of change of detail to the change in scale.

4.2. Self-normalized tests

We consider using a variance estimator that is based on the range. Range-based statistics go back to [54]. Re-
cently, a self-normalized range-based approach was put forward in [69] in the context of testing for breaks in
the mean of a stationary time series. A method to handle structural break alternatives based on the variance
of partial sums was considered in [86]. In our setting, additional difficulties arise. For one thing, we are in-
terested in testing for presence of arbitrary nonstationary behavior in the distribution. Variance estimators
necessary to construct such tests are sensitive to low variance in the tails, which increases the type I error.
Additionally, adaptations of existing methods are not robust against outliers and even in simpler settings
require a very large sample size to get close to the limiting quantiles. The finite sample performance is par-
ticularly relevant in our context. First, working with barcodes of point clouds is computationally demanding;
existing algorithms (see Remark 4.10) are infeasible for conducting simulation studies for large n. Second,
the applications we are interested in typically are in the regime of T < 100 and n < 10K .

Thus, we require an approach that is robust against various alternatives and outliers, and has adequate
size and power when applied to small finite samples. Dealing with outliers is a delicate matter, as such ir-
regularities can indicate nonstationary behavior. We propose two families of range-based self-normalized
versions, one for (20) and one for (21), which can naturally adapt to deal with this matter. To make this pre-
cise, define

VT (r ) = max
1≤k≤T

(
U (k/T,r )−E[UT (k/T,r ]

)− min
1≤k≤T

(
U (k/T,r )−E[UT (k/T,r )]

)
. (33)

We propose the following self-normalized test for (20) using (33)

Dmax
T := max

r
w(r )max

k

|U (k/T,r )|
VT (r )

, (34)
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where w(r ) ≥ 0 is a weight function. Note that an introduction of a weight function is quite common in
the literature to control for outlier patterns in ecdf-based tests. In Section 4.2.1, we elaborate on this and
introduce a data-adaptive function that changes the distribution of weights to or from the tails based on the
properties of the increments of the time-dependent empirical cdf’s.

Corollary 4.7. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.5

max
r,k

w(r )|UT (k/T,r )−E(UT (k/T,r ))|
VT (r )

⇒
T→∞ sup

r

w(r )supu

∣∣∣G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )
∣∣∣

supu
(
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

)− infu
(
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

) .

Furthermore assume that maxr w(r ) = 1. Then under H0, (34) satisfies

Dmax
T =⇒

T→∞
sup

u

|uB(u)−u2B(1)|
supu

(
uB(u)−u2B(1)

)− infu
(
uB(u)−u2B(1)

) =:Dmax. (35)

To consider quadratic tests define

V L
T (ri ) =

(
max

1≤k≤T

(
U (k/T,ri )−E[UT (u,ri )]

)2 − min
1≤k≤T

(
U (k/T,ri )−E[UT (u,ri )]

)2
)
, (36)

where ri ∈ (0,R). Henceforth, we take i = 1, . . . ,T , ri = iR/T . A self-normalized versions of (32) based on (36)
is given in the following corollary.

Corollary 4.8. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.5,

R

T 2

T∑
i=1

T∑
k=1

w(ri )

(
U (k/T,ri )−EU (k/T,ri )

)2

V L
T (ri )

=⇒
T→∞

∫ R

0

∫ 1

0

w(r )
(
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

)2

supu

(
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

)2 − infu
(
G(u,r )−u2G(1,r )

)2 dudr .

Furthermore assume that
∑

w(r ) = 1, we obtain under H0

DL
T := R

T 2

T∑
i=1

T∑
k=1

w(ri )

(
U (k/T,ri )

)2

V L
T,H0

(r )
=⇒

T→∞

∫ 1
0

(
uB(u)−u2B(1)

)2du

supu
(
uB(u)−u2B(1)

)2 − infu
(
B(u)−u2B(1)

)2
=:DL . (37)

where V L
T,H0

(·) is the estimator (36) with the kernel h in (23) replaced with h.

The quantiles of the limiting distributions ofDmax ((37)) andDL ((34)) can be easily simulated by the user.
We propose several choices for the weights, which are explained below and compared in a simulation study.

4.2.1. Data-driven weight function

Outliers are common in genomic data, and persistent homology barcodes are sensitive to outliers (e.g.,
see [13, §4]). A suitable weight function can mitigate their effect. However, a weight function that suppresses
outliers à priori can increase the type II error since irregularities are also an indication of nonstationary
behavior. Therefore, we need an appropriate function that suppresses outlier patterns under H0 but simul-
taneously controls the type II error. Note that this function must be time-independent.

To fix ideas, suppose S : [0,R] → [0,1] is a cdf that captures the distribution pattern. Natural choices for
the weights are functionals of S such as

w̃a(r ) = (
S(r )(1−S(r ))

)a and ẇa(r ) = S(r )a + (
(1−S(r )

)a . (38)

A disadvantage is that different outlier patterns typically require a different functional and an inappropri-
ate choice can negatively affect statistical properties [63]. Alternatively, one can weight using the density
approximation obtained by the increments

I (ri ) := S(ri )−S(ri−1). (39)
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Under stationarity, (39) can be used effectively to reduce the effect of outliers when S is the common cdf. If
the data is nonstationary, uniform weights are optimal since irregularities are naturally part of the underlying
probabilistic structure. However, the cdf is time-dependent and an aggregrate S at most reflects the average
distribution pattern.

To construct the weight function, we need an empirical version of the most suitable choice for S. For this,
we use the time-averaged empirical cdf

S̄(r ) := 1

T

T∑
k=1

S(k/T,r )

k3/2
T 3/2 .

Note that under the conditions of Theorem 4.5,

{p
T S̄(r )− 1p

T

T∑
k=1

E(S(k/T,r )

k3/2
T 3/2

}
//

{∫ 1

0
u−3/2G(u,r )du

}
r∈[0,R]

D≡H0

{
B(1)σ(r )

}
r∈[0,R]

,

If additionally the weight functional w is differentiable with uniformly bounded first derivative, Taylor’s
theorem yields w(S̄(r )) = w(ES̄(r ))+op (1). Thus, Corollary 4.7 and Corollary 4.8 hold with such weight func-
tionals applied to the time-averaged ecdf. Under H0, the local ecdf’s are equal in distribution and S̄ approx-
imates the common cdf S. Under HA , this is not the case. By the minimum distance principle, however, the
time-averaged cdf is the closest time-independent cdf to the collection of time-dependent cdfs in an L2-
sense [83]; ES̄ is the ‘best’ time-independent cdf we can approximate. However, w(S̄(r )) could suppress local
abnormalities, leading to loss of power. To avoid this, we push towards uniform weights using the following
criterion. Define the increments of the local ecdfs, {I (k/T,r ) : k,r }, given by

I (k/T,r ) = (T /k)3/2(ST (k/T,r )−ST (k/T,r −1/T )
)
.

Time-localized abnormalities should cause a (temporary) change in the correlation of overlapping incre-
ments in time direction. More specifically,

Cov(I (u,r ), I (v,r )) ̸= Cov(I (u +δ,r ), I (v +δ,r )), v < u, v,u, v +δ,u +δ ∈ (0,1). (40)

Thus, as a measure we consider the empirical correlation of the increments between time u = k/T and v+u =
1/T +k/T

ρ̂v (u) :=
1
T

∑T
i=1

(
I (u,ri )− 1

T

∑
i=1 I (u,ri )

)(
I (u + v,ri )− 1

T

∑T
i=1 I (u + v,ri )

)√
1
T

∑T
i=1

(
I (u + v,ri )− 1

T

∑T
i=1 I (u + v,ri )

)2
√

1
T

∑T
i=1

(
I (v,ri )− 1

T

∑T
i=1 I (v,ri )

)2

If the standard error of the sample {ρ̂1/T (k/T )}T−1
k=2 , that is, sd(ρ̂1/T ), exceeds a threshold (that converges to

5% as the sample size increases) we impose uniform weights;

wγ(r ) = 1sd(ρ̂1(r ))≤0.05+ 1.5
T

W ℓ(r )+ 1sd(ρ̂1(r ))>.05+ 1.5
T

, ℓ= {max,L},

where W max(r ) = IS̄ (r )/maxr IS̄ (r ) is taken for the test in (34), denoted byDmax
T,γ , and where W L(r ) = I 4

S̄
(r )/

∑
r I 4

S̄
is used for the test (37), denoted by Dmax

T,γ . We emphasize that we merely push towards uniform weights if the

criterion indicates that using a weight functional based on S̄ increases the type II error. This does not change
the limiting distributional properties of the tests under the stated conditions. Note that if the increments are
stationary and independent then (40) is an equality, and that –even if these time increments are stationary–
the process itself might not be. Thus, under certain alternatives full weight is given to W ℓ(r ).

Remark 4.9 (Simulation study). The details of the simulation study are given in the online supplement; we
summarize here. We compared Dmax

T,γ and DL
T,γ with other weight functions applied to S̄. Specifically, (34)

and (37) were considered with w̃(r ) = w̃2(r )
maxr w̃2(r ) and w̃(r ) = w̃2(r )∑

r w̃2(r ) , respectively denoted by Dmax
T,w̃ and DL

T,w̃ .

Further,Dmax
T,glob andDL

T,glob are the estimators with ẅmax(r ) = VT (r )
maxr VT (r ) and ẅL(r ) =V L

T,H0
(r )/

∑
r V L

T,H0
(r ), re-

spectively. Finally, DL
T,glob,γ, has a weight function that is a combination of ẅ and the adaptive weight func-

tion; wγ(ri )V L
T,H0

(ri )/
∑T

i=1 wγ(ri )V L
T,H0

(ri ).
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Fig 5.1: Mouse embryo fibroblast cell trajectories under reprogramming.

The outcomes corroborate completely with the theory developed in Section 4, and the tests behave as an-
ticipated. We found that the data-adaptive versions of the class of max-type tests and of the class of quadratic
tests outperform their non-adaptive counterparts, and are more robust against various alternatives, includ-
ing potential bimodal distributions with discontinuities. Overall,DL

T,glob,γ andDmax
T,γ provide the best trade-off

between power and size, and have good properties even in small samples.

Remark 4.10 (Computing the test statistics). The self-normalized tests are extremely simple to implement
once the ensemble of point clouds has been transformed into barcodes. To test for (17), one merely needs to
compute the statistic of choiceDmax

T,· andDL
T,· as well as the corresponding quantiles q1−α(Dmax) and q1−α(DL)

and q1−α, respectively. Our statistical tests rely on existing codes for computing persistent homology and the
bottleneck distance (Ripser and Hera [7, 8, 6]). The computational costs are significant; they are adequate for
computing test statistics on real data sets of with tens of thousands of points, but the total number of points
we can address in simulation studies is limited.

5. Developmental trajectories in single-cell sequencing data

We now apply our method described in the previous sections to test for topological change in time series
single-cell mRNA expression data. We analyzed data obtained from the Waddington-OT work on cell de-
velopmental trajectory inference in the context of reprogramming by transient application of transcription
factor [70]. The data comprised expression profiles from roughly 250K cells in mouse embryo fibroblasts
undergoing reprogramming. The measurements were taken at 37 time points across 18 days of develop-
ment. The data was log transformed and we selected the 2000 most variable genes (using CellRank [50]) for
analysis. The figure below indicates the shape of the data, projected into R2 and laid out as a force-directed
graph. The graph indicates that the underlying shape of the data and the cell type changes over time; this is
indicated by the colors in the figure.

We tested whether the nonstationarity in H0 and H1 is statistically significant using the adaptive test
statistics. Despite the small sample size of T = 37, we are able to reject the hypothesis of a stationary distri-
bution at the 5% level using Dmax

T,γ for homology 1 and at the 10% level for homology 0 (p-values of 0.04 and

0.08, resp.). The quadratic test DL
T,glob,γ rejects the null at the 10% level for H0, but fails to reject the null at

the 10% level for H1 (p-values of 0.033 and 0.147, resp.).
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Appendix A: Simulations

We illustrate the finite sample performance of the self-normalized tests via a Monte Carlo study. The quan-
tiles of equations (34) and (37) are obtained by simulating 200,000 times on a grid of Brownian Motion equal
to the sample size T , reflecting the grid resolution. The Monte Carlo simulation consists of 500 repetitions
in each case. In the results provided below we fixed n = 300, which is quite conservative; most data sets will
have much larger point clouds, and in these cases convergence will be faster. However, as noted above, larger
choices of n are computationally prohibitive with currently available algorithms. Furthermore, in computing
the test statistics, values of the equidistant radius grid {ri } that had frequency zero were ignored.

• Model I: In the first model we consider data arising as a sequence of random circles, where the spatial
observations are generated from a uniform distribution. More specifically,

X̃n
t ,T = τt

{(
cos(Θm),sin(Θm)

)}n

m=1

where {Θm} ∼ Unif(0,2π) and τt = 1
2 .

• Model II: In the second model, we add dependence via an AR structure via τt , that is, we let τt = 0.5τt−1 +
ϵt ,ϵt ∼ N ( 1

2 ,0.05 1
2 ). The radius thus changes according to an AR process with strength parameter with

absolute modulus less than 1, ensuring stationarity of this process.

• Model III: In the third model, we let X̃n
t ,T =

(
Ỹn

t ,T , Z̃n
t ,T

)
where

Ỹn
t ,T =

{(
ρt ,T cos(Θm),ρt ,T sin(Θm)

)}n

m=1
, Z̃n

t ,T =
{(

cos(Θℓ)+ρt ,T , sin(Θℓ)+ρt ,T
)}2n

ℓ=m+1

with time-varying process {ρt } given by ρt = a(t/T )ρt−1 + ϵt , ϵt ∼ N ( 1
5 ,0.01 1

5 ) and a(t/T ) = 1
2 cos(π2

t
T ).

Thus, we have two circles that are dependent, where the radii and location change very gradually. This
creates the behavior of holes that appear and disappear in random fashion across time.

• Model VI: In this case we consider X̃n
t ,T =

(
Ỹn

t ,T , Z̃n
t ,T

)
where

Ỹn
t ,T =

{(
ρ1,T +cos(Θm),ρ1,T + sin(Θm)

)}n

m=1
, Z̃n

t ,T =
{(

cos(Θℓ)+ρt ,T , sin(Θℓ)+ρt ,T
)}2n

ℓ=m+1

with time-varying process {ρt } is again a time-varying AR but now with a(t/T ) = 1
2 cos(2π t

T ) and {ϵt } as
in model I. In this scenario, the effect is that we create two circles that collide at iteration 1 and then
move away from one another in a specific way. This creates nonstationary behavior that affects higher-
dimensional holes and specifically homology 1. The effect on homology 0 is that a certain set of connected
components might overlap for a brief period, creating minor nonstationary behavior, but will otherwise
not be distinguishable from noise. We thus expect that this is difficult to detect in small sample sizes.
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TABLE 1
Empirical rejection probabilities of the test (34) for the hypotheses in (17) under the null hypothesis for homology 1.

Dmax
T,glob Dmax

T,γ Dmax
T,w̃ DL

T,glob DL
T,w̃ DL

T,glob,γ DL
T,γ

T 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5%
I 50 11.0 3.8 7.4 2.4 10.2 4.6 8.6 4.2 9.2 4.0 9.0 4.2 7.8 2.8

100 9.6 3.6 9.2 2.4 10.4 4.4 8.8 2.8 7.4 2.2 6.8 3.2 6.2 1.2
200 13.6 6.0 10.6 4.4 11.6 6.2 10.8 4.6 10.8 5.6 12.0 6.2 10.0 4.0
300 10.2 5.6 10.4 4.4 10.4 4.6 8.0 2.8 6.8 3.4 8.4 4.6 8.0 2.6

II 50 10.2 4.6 10.6 6.8 10.6 5.2 8.0 4.6 9.2 4.6 10.0 3.8 8.0 2.8
100 9.8 4.2 10.6 4.8 10.2 4.2 9.2 4.0 8.2 3.8 8.6 3.4 7.4 3.0
200 14.0 7.8 11.4 6.8 13.6 7.0 11.2 6.0 11.0 4.8 10.8 6.2 9.8 4.4
300 10.4 5.2 9.8 6.0 11.0 5.4 11.4 6.0 11.8 5.0 12.2 6.2 10.8 6.0

III 50 100.0 99.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
100 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
300 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

IV 50 70.2 46.8 100.0 99.8 55.2 12.8 98.6 67.8 98.4 75.2 98.6 67.8 98.2 48.0
100 98.0 75.8 100.0 100.0 96.4 35.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.6
200 100.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
300 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

V 50 0.4 0.0 54.6 34.0 10.4 3.2 82.2 23.6 99.8 92.4 97.6 88.2 96.6 86.4
100 0.0 0.0 84.0 65.0 11.2 2.0 78.6 5.2 97.2 40.2 99.6 96.8 99.2 96.2
200 0.0 0.0 98.2 88.0 30.8 3.0 99.8 22.2 100.0 65.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
300 0.0 0.0 100.0 96.8 40.8 4.2 96.4 4.0 100.0 25.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

• Model V: Finally, we consider a break structure by taking the model as in Model I but where not just the
grid is random but where now τt ∼N ( 1

2 ,0.05 1
2 ) for t ≤ 1

3 T and for t ≥ 1
3 T , and the mean of τt is decreased

to 1
4 .

The results are given in Table 1 for homology 1 and for homology 0 in Table 2. From models I and II, it can
be observed that all tests have decent size, though the quadratic tets are a bit undersized in certain cases.
Note that the grid of the quantiles are themselves sample size-dependent and the numerical fluctuation
across rows is therefore natural for the available sample sizes. The quadratic tests DL

T,glob and DL
T,γ appear

to have tendency to undersize, especially for homology 0. This is not surprising since persistent H0 can be
very sensitive to noise; an additional point far from the remaining points can add a long bar in the barcode.
DL

T,glob,γ appears overall best from the quadratic tests. We note that the undersizing of the quadratic tests will

be negligible by simply taking a grid resolution of T +100 for the computation of the limiting quantiles.
We now look at the power properties. For homology 1, we see very fast convergence to full power for model

III and IV across the test statistics. However, we observe a clearer benefit in the break scenario of the adap-
tive weighting test Dmax

T,γ compared to the other max-type tests. Visual inspection indicates that the distance
matrices of persistent homology 1 have a mixed distribution, which technically violates our assumptions.
Consequently, the range estimator V (r ) seems to overestimate, leading to a loss of power of Dmax

T,g l ob and

Dmax
T,w1

. The quadratic data-adaptive tests DL
T,γ and DL

T,glob,γ have fast and steady convergence to full power.

On the other hand, the two non-adaptive quadratic versions DL
T,g l ob and DL

T,w1
suffer from loss of power as

T increases, indicating lack of robustness to discontinuities of the non-adaptive versions. Similar behavior
is visible for homology 0 for this model. Furthermore, for homology 0, the nonstationary behavior present
in model III is well-captured. For model IV, we again see superiority of the data-adaptive max statistic com-
pared to the non-adaptive versions. Note that the nonstationary behavior in model IV for homology 0 is a
type of nonstationarity that is rather difficult to detect; the nonstationarity is only detectable around the left
extreme r → 0, meaning that it is easily missed by any type of non-adaptive weighing scheme that suppresses
the tails. Indeed, observe that for the max-type tests only the data-adaptive scheme is capable of detecting
nonstationarity in homology 0.
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TABLE 2
Empirical rejection probabilities of the test (37) for the hypotheses in (17) under the null hypothesis for homology 0.

Dmax
T,glob Dmax

T,γ Dmax
T,w̃ DL

T,glob DL
T,w̃ DL

T,glob,γ DL
T,γ

T 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5% 10% 5%
I 50 9.4 5.8 9.8 4.2 10.2 5.2 7.4 3.6 6.8 2.8 6.4 3.6 5.8 3.2

100 8.6 3.4 8.0 4.8 10.6 3.0 5.6 2.8 4.8 2.4 6.8 2.8 6.4 2.4
200 11.8 5.8 13.0 6.8 12.8 6.0 6.8 2.6 6.2 2.2 7.2 3.0 6.6 2.8
300 9.2 3.4 9.0 4.4 10.2 4.8 6.0 2.2 6.4 2.0 8.4 3.2 8.0 2.6

II 50 9.4 4.8 9.6 3.2 9.2 5.0 8.4 4.6 7.6 4.0 7.4 4.2 7.2 4.0
100 12.4 5.6 11.0 6.4 12.4 7.2 8.2 2.6 7.8 2.8 9.2 3.6 8.4 3.6
200 10.6 3.6 8.0 2.4 10.6 3.2 7.6 3.0 7.0 3.2 7.6 3.8 6.8 2.2
300 9.0 4.6 9.2 3.6 9.6 3.8 6.8 3.0 6.6 3.2 7.2 4.0 7.0 4.2

III 50 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.4 100.0 96.0
100 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
200 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
300 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

IV 50 1.2 0.2 23.2 12.6 1.0 0.2 32.2 18.0 36.6 21.6 31.6 16.6 14.4 5.2
100 0.6 0.0 48.8 31.8 0.8 0.0 51.0 31.2 53.0 33.0 50.0 30.6 23.0 8.6
200 0.2 0.0 76.4 69.2 0.8 0.0 81.2 58.8 82.0 59.6 80.6 58.8 48.0 19.0
300 1.0 0.0 88.2 82.6 1.4 0.2 89.4 76.0 89.8 75.8 89.4 75.8 62.4 24.6

V 50 9.4 5.4 58.0 39.2 24.2 4.0 99.4 94.8 99.0 95.4 98.8 92.8 96.6 84.0
100 3.2 1.0 88.4 80.2 33.8 5.4 99.8 97.8 99.8 97.8 99.8 98.0 99.2 91.0
200 0.0 0.0 98.8 93.8 50.8 9.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
300 0.0 0.0 99.8 98.4 61.2 12.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof of Theorem 4.4. The main line of argument is given here and proofs of the underlying auxiliary state-
ments are deferred to Appendix D. We use an argument based on iterated limits to determine the limiting
law [see e.g., 11, Theorem 4.2]. More specifically, let

Mm,T (u,r ) := 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

( t + j

T
,u,r

))+ 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

m−1∑
j=0

Ps

(
Ym,s+ j

( s + j

T
,u,r

))
with

Ym,T,t (u, v,r ) = E
[ 1

T

⌊vT ⌋∑
s=1

EX̃′
m,0( s

T )

[
h(X̃(u),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
. (41)

A Hoeffding-type of decomposition of the process then yields the following.

Theorem B.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.4, for each ϵ> 0, and r ∈ [0,R],

lim
m→∞ limsup

T→∞
P
(
T 1/2 sup

u
|ST (u,r )−Mm,T (u,r )| ≥ ϵ

)
= 0.

Secondly, using a martingale functional central limit theorem, we show that{
T 1/2Mm,T (u,r )

}
u∈[0,1]

//

T→∞

{
Gm(u,r )

}
u∈[0,1]

//

m→∞
{
G(u,r )

}
u∈[0,1].

Set Dm,T,t , j = Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j ( t+ j

T ,u,r )
)
. Then it follows in the same way as in the proof of Lemma D.3, that for

for fixed m, and for each u ∈ [0,1], and ϵ> 0, the Lindeberg condition holds;

1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

E
[∣∣∣m−1∑

j=0
Dm,T,t , j

∣∣∣2
1{|∑m−1

j=0 Dm,T,t , j |>
p

T ϵ}

]
→ 0 T →∞.

The following result on the limit of the conditional variance and an application of the Cramér-Wold device
completes the proof.
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Lemma B.2. Let k = ⌊uT ⌋. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 4.4

lim
m→∞ lim

T→∞
1

T

k∑
t=1

E
[∣∣∣ m∑

j=0
Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

( t + j

T
,

k

T
,r

))∣∣∣2∣∣∣Gt−1

]
p→ lim

m→∞

∫ u

0

∑
ℓ∈Z

Cov
(
gm(X̃m,0(η),u,r ), gm(X̃m,ℓ(η),u,r )

)
dη

p→
∫ u

0

∑
ℓ∈Z

Cov
(
g (X̃0(η),u,r ), g (X̃ℓ(η),u,r )

)
dη,

where

gm(X̃m, j (η),u,r ) =
∫ u

0
E
[
EX̃′

0(v)[h(X̃m, j (η),X̃′
m,0(v),r )]

∣∣∣G j ,m

]
d v

g (X̃ j (η),u,r ) =
∫ u

0
EX̃′

0(v)[h(X̃ j (η),X̃′
0(v),r )]d v.

Appendix C: Auxiliary statements

Lemma C.1. Let {Gt =∑t
s=1 Gt ,s } be zero-mean and Gt -measurable. Then

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

Gt ,s

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤ 4
∞∑

j=0

∥∥∥ T∑
t=1

Pt− j (
t∑

s=1
Gt ,s )

∥∥∥
R,2

.

Proof. Since
∑k

t=1
∑∞

j=0 Pt− j (
∑t

s=1 Gt ,s ) =∑k
t=1

∑t
s=1 Gt ,s almost surely and in L1, elementary calculations give

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

( t∑
s=1

Gt ,s

))∥∥∥
R,2

=
∥∥∥ max

1≤k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

∞∑
j=0

Pt− j

( t∑
s=1

Gt ,s

)∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤
∞∑

j=0

√√√√E
∣∣∣ max

1≤k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

Pt− j

( t∑
s=1

Gt ,s

)∣∣∣2∣∣∣
= 2

∞∑
j=0

∥∥∥ T∑
t=1

Pt− j

( t∑
s=1

Gt ,s

)∥∥∥
R,2

where the second inequality follows from Doob’s maximal inequality. The result now follows from symmetry
of the kernel and the fact that

∑k
s,t=1 =

∑k
t=1

∑t−1
s=1+

∑
s=t +

∑k
s=1

∑s−1
t=1.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. We have=

∞∑
j=0

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

= (k−1∑
j=0

+
∞∑

j=k

)∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

=
k−1∑
j=0

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

+
∞∑

j=0

∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xs+k , Xs ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

Pt− jh(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ) = 0 a.s. if both Xm,t and Xm,t−k are independent of Gt− j , i.e., t −k −m +1 > t − j ⇒ j >
k +m −1 or if Xm,t is independent of Gt− j and Xm,t−k is Gt− j−1-measurable since then

E[h(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ,r )|Gt− j ] = E[h(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ,r )|Gt− j−1],

which occurs if t −m +1 > t − j and t −k ≤ t − j −1, i.e., if j > m −1 and j < k. Consequently,∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xs+k , Xs ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

=
∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xs+k , Xs ,r ))−Ps− j (h(X j ,s+k , X j ,s ,r ))

∥∥∥
R,2

j ,k ≥ 0,
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∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

=
∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))−Pt− j (h(X j ,t , X j ,t−k ,r ))

∥∥∥
R,2

, k > 0, j ≥ 0

and thus
∑∞

j=0

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(X t , X t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

≤ 2
∑∞

j=0δ j . For (27)

∞∑
j=0

min
(
νt ,t−k ( j ),ϵ

)
=

k−1∑
j=0

min
(

sup
m> j

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

,ϵ
)

+
∞∑

j=k
min

(
sup
m≥0

∥∥∥Pt− j (h(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

,ϵ
)

≤
k−1∑
j=0

min(m > j (δ j +δm),ϵ)+
∞∑

j=0
min

(
sup
m> j

∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xm,s+k , Xm,s ,r ))
∥∥∥
R,2

,ϵ
)

where we used that a) Pt− jh(Xm,t , Xm,t−k ) = 0 a.s. if j ≤ k−1 and j ≥ m and j ≤ k−1, that b) Ps− j (h(Xm,s+k , Xm,s ,r ) =
0 a.s. if s −m +1 > s − j ⇒ j > m −1, and that c) the triangle inequality yields∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xm,s+k , Xm,s ,r ))

∥∥∥
R,2

≤
∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xs+k , Xs ,r ))−Ps− j (h(X j ,s+k , X j ,s ,r ))

∥∥∥
R,2

+
∥∥∥Ps− j (h(Xs+k , Xs ,r ))−Ps− j (h(Xm,s+k , Xm,s ,r ))

∥∥∥
R,2

≤ δ j +δm

Thus
∑∞

j=0 min
(
νt ,t−k ( j ),ϵ

)
≤ 4

∑∞
j=0(supm> j δm ,ϵ).

Lemma C.2. Let Z = (Zt : t ∈Z) and Y = (Yt : t ∈Z) by adapted to (Gt ). Then

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(Zt , Zs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )
∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤ 2sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min
(
νZ

t ,t−k ( j )+νY
t ,t−k ( j ),

∥∥∥h(Zt , Zt−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )
∥∥∥
R,2

)
Proof of Lemma C.2. From Lemma C.1

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

( t∑
s=1

h(X t , Xs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )
)∥∥∥
R,2

≲
1

T 3/2

∞∑
j=0

∥∥∥ T∑
t=1

Pt− j

( t∑
s=1

h(X t , Xs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )
)∥∥∥
R,2

Using orthogonality of the projections and a change of variables.

1

T 3/2

∞∑
j=0

√√√√∥∥∥ T∑
t=1

Pt− j

( t∑
s=1

(h(X t , Xs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r ))
)∥∥∥2

R,2

= 1

T 3/2

∞∑
j=0

√√√√ T∑
t=1

∥∥∥Pt− j

( t−1∑
k=0

h(X t , X t−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )
)∥∥∥2

R,2

= 1

T 3/2

∞∑
j=0

√√√√ T∑
t=1

t−1∑
k=0

t−1∑
k ′=0

∥∥∥Pt− j

(
h(X t , X t−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )

)∥∥∥
R,2

∥∥∥Pt− j

(
h(X t , X t−k ′ ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ′ ,r )

)∥∥∥
R,2

≤ sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

∥∥∥Pt− j

(
h(X t , X t−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )

)∥∥∥
R,2

≤ sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min
(
νX

t ,t−k ( j )+νY
t ,t−k ( j ),

∥∥∥h(X t , X t−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )
∥∥∥
R,2

)
.
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Lemma C.3. Let X = (X t : t ∈ Z) and Y = (Yt : t ∈ Z) such that X t , Xs ,Yt ,Ys are Gt− j -measurable. Suppose
Assumption 4.3(i) holds for W ∈ {X ,Y }. Then∥∥∥Pt− j

(
h(X t , Xs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )

)∥∥∥
R,2

≤ min
(
νX

t ,s ( j )+νY
t ,s ( j ),C log−2κ(ϵ−1)+2sup

i
P
(
∂(Xi ,Yi ) > ϵ))

Proof of Lemma C.3. By Lemma C.4∥∥∥h(X t , Xs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )
∥∥∥
R,2

≤ min
(
P1/2(r −2ϵ≤ ∂(X t , Xs ) ≤ r )+P1/2(r ≤ ∂(X t , Xs ) ≤ r +2ϵ),

P1/2(r −2ϵ≤ ∂(Yt ,Ys ) ≤ r )+P1/2(r ≤ ∂(Yt ,Ys ) ≤ r +2ϵ)
)

+P
(
∂(X t ,Yt ) > ϵ∪∂(Xs ,Ys ) > ϵ

)
.

The result now follows from the triangle inequality.

Lemma C.4.

E|1∂(X1,Y1)≤r −1∂(X2,Y2)≤r | ≤ min
i
P1/2(r −2ϵ≤ ∂(Xi ,Yi ) ≤ r )+min

i
P1/2(r ≤ ∂(Xi ,Yi ) ≤ r +2ϵ)

+E1max(∂(X1,X2),∂(Y1,Y2))>ϵ .

Proof of Lemma C.4. We have

|1∂(X1,Y1)≤r −1∂(X2,Y2)≤r | ≤ |1∂(X1,Y1)≤r −1∂(X2,Y2)≤r |1max(∂(X1,X2),∂(Y1,Y2))≤ϵ+1max(∂(X1,X2),∂(Y1,Y2))>ϵ. (42)

Note that

∂(X1,Y1) > r +2ϵ andmax(∂(X1, X2),∂(Y1,Y2)) ≤ ϵ⇒ ∂(X2,Y2) > r

∂(X2,Y2) < r −2ϵ andmax(∂(X1, X2),∂(Y1,Y2)) ≤ ϵ⇒ ∂(X2,Y2) ≤ r

in which case the first term of (42) is zero. The same argument holds if X1 and X2 and Y1 and Y2 are switched.
Hence,

E|1∂(X1,Y1)≤r −1∂(X2,Y2)≤r |1max(∂(X1,X2),∂(Y1,Y2))≤ϵ
≤ min

i
E1{max(0,r−2ϵ)≤∂(Xi ,Yi )≤r+2ϵ}

≤ min
i

{
P1/2(r −2ϵ≤ ∂(Xi ,Yi ) ≤ r )+P1/2(r ≤ ∂(Xi ,Yi ) ≤ r +2ϵ)

}
.

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem B.1 and Lemma B.2

Proof of Theorem B.1. Set k = ⌊uT ⌋. We decompose the error as follows

T 1/2Rm,T (k,r ) = T 1/2ST (u,r )−T 1/2Mm,T (u,r )

= 1

T 3/2

k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃n(T )
t ,X̃n(T )

s ,r )−h(X̃t ,X̃s ,r ) (43)

+ 1

T 3/2

k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃t ,X̃s ,r )−h(X̃t (
t

T
),X̃s (

s

T
),r ) (44)

+ 1

T 3/2

k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃t (
t

T
),X̃s (

s

T
),r )−h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r ) (45)

+ 1

T 3/2

k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−

k∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

∑
i∈{s,t }

E
[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gi ,m

]
. (46)
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After showing the above terms converge to zero, it remains to control a final error term with the part that
drives the distributional properties. Namely,

1

T 3/2

k∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

E
[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gt ,m

]
− 1

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt
(
Ym,t+ j (

t + j

T
,u,r )

)
(47)

where we recall that

Ym,T,t+ j (
t + j

T
,u,r ) = E

[ 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

EX̃′(·)
[
h(X̃m,t+ j (

t + j

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt+ j ,m

]
.

We treat these terms in turn. For (43),(44) and (45), we apply Lemma C.2 and Lemma C.3. More specifically,
for (43), this yields under Assumption 2.9

limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃n(T )
t ,X̃n(T )

s ,r )−h(X̃t ,X̃s ,r )
∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≲ limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min
(
νX̃t ,t−k ( j ),C log−2κ(ϵ−1

T )+2sup
t
P
(
∂(X̃t ,X̃n(T )

t ) > ϵT
))= 0

for all αT << ϵT <<α1/2
T . Similarly, for (44), we get

limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃t ,X̃s ,r )−h(X̃t (
t

T
),X̃s (

s

T
),r )

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≲ limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min
(
νX̃t ,t−k ( j )+νX̃(·)

t ,t−k ( j ),C log−2κ(ϵ−1
T )+2sup

t
P
(
∂(X̃t ,X̃t (

t

T
)) > ϵT

))= 0.

for any ϵT = T −α,0 <α< 1. For (45), Lemma C.2 yields under Assumption 4.3(ii)

limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃t (
t

T
),X̃s (

s

T
),r )−h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≲ limsup
m→∞

sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

sup
t

min
(
2νX̃(·)

t ,t−k ( j ),δm

)
= 0. (48)

For (46) we use Lemma D.1. Finally, that the error terms in (47) are negligible follows from Lemma D.2.

Lemma D.1. Suppose Assumption 4.3 holds. Then

limsup
m

limsup
T

∥∥∥max
k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−

k∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

∑
i∈{s,t }

E[h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gi ,m]

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

= 0.

Proof. We decompose this term as

∥∥∥max
k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gt ,m]−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gs,m]

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤
∥∥∥max

k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−

k∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

+
∥∥∥max

k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gt ,m]−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gs,m]

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

=: I1 + I I2.
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We treat I1 first. Using

∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|≤m

=
k∑

t=1

(t+m)∧k∑
s=(t−m)∨1

=
k∑

t=1

t∑
s=(t−m)∨1

+
k∑

t=1

(t+m)∧k∑
s=t+1

=
k∑

t=1

t∑
s=(t−m)∨1

+
k∑

s=2

(s−1)∑
t=s−m∨1

.

and Lemma C.1, and a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma C.2, yields that for any fixed m

∥∥∥max
k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

t∑
s=t−m

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤C
∞∑

j=0

(
E
∥∥∥ T∑

t=1
Pt− j

( t∑
s=t−m

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

)∥∥∥2)1/2 = o(T 3/2).

To treat I2, write

Jt ,s = h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gt ,m]−E[h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gs,m]

and let p1, p2 = 1, . . . ,m and q1 ̸= q2 ≤ ⌊k/m⌋. The Cauchy Schwarz inequality yields

E
∣∣∣max

k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1:|t−s|>m

Jt ,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 = E
∣∣∣max

k≤T

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤p1,p2≤m

∑
1≤q1 ̸=q2≤⌊k/m⌋

Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2∣∣∣
≤ m2E

∣∣∣max
k≤T

∑
1≤p1,p2≤m

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤q1 ̸=q2≤⌊k/m⌋

Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2∣∣∣
≤ m2

∑
1≤p1,p2≤m

E
∣∣∣max

k≤T

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤q1 ̸=q2≤⌊k/m⌋

Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2∣∣∣ .

For the term inside the expectation we note that it can be verified that Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2 and Jr1+ms1,r2+ms2 are
uncorrelated for different pairs (q1, q2) ̸= (s1, s2)

E
∣∣∣ ∑

1≤q1<q2≤⌊k/m⌋
Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2 ≤ E
∣∣∣ ⌊k/m⌋∑

q2=2

q2−1∑
q1=1

Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2

=
⌊k/m⌋∑
q2=2

q2−1∑
q1=1

E
∣∣∣Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2 ≤C
⌊k/m⌋∑
q2=2

(q2 −1) =C
(⌊k/m⌋−1)⌊k/m⌋

2
.

Hence, if we define our function Sb,n =∑b+n
l=b+1 ζl where ζl =

∑l−1
q2=b+2. Then we find that

E|Sb,n |2 ≤ g (Fb,n) :=C
b+⌊k/m⌋∑
q2=b+1

q2−1∑
q1=b

≤C
⌊k/m⌋∑

i=1
i

and it follows from theorem 3 in [56]

E
∣∣∣ max

1≤k≤T

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤q1<q2≤⌊k/m⌋

Jp1+mq1,p2+mq2

∣∣∣2∣∣∣≤C log2(2⌊T /m⌋)2⌊T /m⌋2 .

Therefore, for fixed m

E
∣∣∣max

k≤T

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1:|t−s|>m

Jt ,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ≤C m2 log2(2⌊T /m⌋)2T 2 = o(T 3).

Lemma D.2.

limsup
m→∞

lim
T→∞

P
(

sup
u

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ ⌊uT ⌋∑
t ,s=1

|t−s|>m

E
[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )|Gt ,m

]
−

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m∑
j=0

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,u,r )

)∣∣∣≥ ϵ)= 0.
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Proof of Lemma D.2. We recall the notation (41), and make a few remarks. Observe that X̃m,s ( s
T ) is indepen-

dent of Gt ,m for |s − t | > m and X̃m,t ( t
T ) is measurable with respect to Gt ,m . Let (X̃′

t (u) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]) be an
independent copy of the auxiliary process (Xt (u) : t ∈Z,u ∈ [0,1]). Then, almost surely, for |s − t | > m

E
[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
= E

[
EX̃m,s ( s

T )

[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃m,s (

s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
= E

[
EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
.

It follows similar to the proof of term I1 in the proof of Lemma D.1 that

limsup
m→∞

lim
T→∞

∥∥∥max
k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣( k∑
t ,s=1

−
k∑

t ,s=1
|t−s|>m

)
E
[
EX̃m,0( s

T )[h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )]|Gt ,m

]∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

= 0.

Thus with Ym,T,t ( t
T ,u,r ) = E

[
1
T

∑⌊uT ⌋
s=1 EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[
h(X̃m,t ( t

T ),X̃′
m,0( s

T ),r )
]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
, we have

1

T 3/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t ,s=1

E
[
EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
= 1

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

Ȳm,T,t (
t

T
,u,r ).

Therefore, it suffices to control

1

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

Ym,T,t (
t

T
,u,r )− 1

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,u,r )

)
.

Note that for all u, v ∈ [0,1], the process {Ym,T,t (v,u,r )}t∈Z is stationary, zero mean, Gt ,m-measurable and is
independent of Gl where l ≤ t −m +1. Hence, almost surely

T −1/2
⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

Ym,T,t (
t

T
,u,r ) = T −1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt− j

(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,u,r )

)
= T −1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t

T
,u,r )

)
.

Lemma D.2 now follows from Lemma D.3, which controls a shift in rescaled time.

Lemma D.3.

limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

P
(

sup
u∈[0,1]

1p
T

∣∣∣ ⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,u,r )

)− ⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,u,r )

)∣∣∣> ϵ)= 0.

Proof of Lemma D.3. Making the identification k = ⌊uT ⌋, and using a change of variables

k∑
t=1

Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,

k

T
,r )

)= 0∑
t=1− j

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)+ k− j∑
t=1

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)
=

j∑
t=1

Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,

k

T
,r )

)+ k− j∑
t=1

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)
,

from which we find∣∣∣ k∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,

k

T
,r )

)− k∑
t=1

m−1∑
j=0

Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)∣∣∣
≤

m−1∑
j=0

j∑
t=1

∣∣∣Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,u,r )

)∣∣∣+m−1∑
j=0

k∑
t=k− j+1

∣∣∣Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)∣∣∣
≲m2 max

j=0,...,m−1
max

t=1,..., j

∣∣∣Pt− j
(
Ym,T,t (

t

T
,

k

T
,r )

)∣∣∣+m2 max
j=0,...,m−1

max
t=k− j+1,...,k

∣∣∣Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)∣∣∣.
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For the next step, denote

Zm,t (
t

T
,

s

T
) := E

[
EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[
h(X̃m,t (

t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
. (49)

Observe Ym,T,t ( t
T ,u,r ) = 1

T

∑⌊uT ⌋
s=1 Zm,t ( t

T , s
T ) and that Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j ( t+ j

T ,u,r )
) d= P0

(
Ym,T, j ( t+ j

T ,u,r )
)
. A union

bound and b2P(|X | ≥ b) = b2 ·E[1{|X |≥b}] ≤ E[|X |21{|X |≥b}] therefore yield

P
(

max
1≤k≤T

1p
T

m−1∑
j=0

k∑
t=k− j+1

∣∣∣Pt
(
Ym,T,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

k

T
,r )

)∣∣∣> ϵ)
≤P

(
max

1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

m−1∑
j=0

T∑
t=T− j+1

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣Pt
(
Zm,t+ j (

t + j

T
,

s

T
,r )

)∣∣∣> ϵ)
≲ max

t=1,...,T
max

j=0,...,m−1
E
[(

sup
v∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Pt
(
Zm,t+ j (

t + j

T
, v,r )

)∣∣∣)2
1{

supv∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Pt

(
Zm,t+ j ( t+ j

T ,v,r )
)∣∣∣>pT ϵ/m2

}]
≤ max

j=0,...,m−1
E
[(

sup
u,v∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P0
(
Zm, j (u, v)

)∣∣∣)2
1{

supu,v∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P0

(
Zm, j (u,v)

)∣∣∣>pT /m2ϵ
}]

→ 0

as T →∞, for any fixed m, since∥∥∥ sup
u,v∈[0,1]

∣∣∣P0
(
Zm, j (u, v)

)∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≤
∥∥∥ sup

u,v∈[0,1]

∣∣∣EX̃′
m,0(v)h(X̃m,0(u),X̃′

m,0(v),r )
∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

<∞.

Proof Lemma B.2. We recall the notation

Ym,T,t (
t

T
,u,r ) = E

[
EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[ 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

h(X̃m,t (
t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
Define EL,l ,k =

{
t : t

k ∈ ( l−1
2L , l

2L

]}
as well as

Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)
= Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

( t + j

T
,

k

T
,r

))
Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j ′

( t + j ′

T
,

k

T
,r

))
and

Γm,T,t , j , j ′
(
v, w

)
= Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

(
v,

k

T
,r

))
Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j ′

(
w,

k

T
,r

))
.

Then the triangle inequality yields

E

∣∣∣∣ 1

k

k∑
t=1

E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)
|Gt−1

]
− 1

2L

2L∑
l=1

1

|EL,l ,k |
∑

t∈EL,l ,k

E
[
Γm,T,t , j , j ′

( l

2L
u,

l

2L
u

)∣∣∣2∣∣∣Gt−1

]∣∣∣∣
≤ E

∣∣∣∣ 1

k

k∑
t=1

E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣Gt−1

]
− 1

2L

2L∑
l=1

1

|EL,l ,k |
∑

t∈EL,l ,k

E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣Gt−1

]∣∣∣∣ (50)

+E
∣∣∣∣ 1

2L

2L∑
l=1

1

|EL,l ,k |
∑

t∈EL,l ,k

(
E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣Gt−1

]
−E

[
Γm,T,t , j , j ′

( l

2L
u,

l

2L
u

)∣∣∣Gt−1

])∣∣∣∣. (51)

Note that if 2L ≥ k, then the error (50) is zero. If k > 2L , the points are not evenly distributed across the bins.
The number of points per bin is ⌊ k

2L ⌋ or ⌈ k
2L ⌉ and we can therefore bound (50) by

E
∣∣∣ 2L∑

l=1

( |EL,l ,k |
k

− 1

2L

) 1

|EL,l ,k |
∑

t∈EL,l ,k

(·)
∣∣∣≤ 2L∑

l=1

∣∣∣ |EL,l ,k |
k

− 1

2L

∣∣∣ max
t=1,...,T

max
j , j ′=0,...,m−1

E|Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)
|

≤ 2L
∣∣∣2L(k/2L ±1)−k

k2L

∣∣∣ max
t=1,...,T

max
j , j ′=0,...,m−1

E|Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)
|
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=O(2L/k),

Since, by the Cauchy Schwarz inequality,

E
∣∣∣Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣≤
√
E
∣∣∣Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

( t + j

T
,

k

T
,r

))∣∣∣2
√
E
∣∣∣Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j ′

( t + j ′

T
,

k

T
,r

))∣∣∣2

and by the contraction property

E
∣∣∣Pt

(
Ym,T,t+ j

( t + j

T
,

k

T
,r

))∣∣∣2 ≤ E
∣∣∣E[EX̃′

m,0( s
T )

[ 1

T

k∑
s=1

h(X̃m, j (
t

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣G j ,m

]∣∣∣2

≤ sup
u,v∈[0,1]

E
∣∣∣EX̃′

m,0(v)

[ 1

T

k∑
s=1

h(X̃m,0(u),X̃′
m,0(v),r )

]∣∣∣2

=O(
k2

T 2 ).

For (51), we simply observe that t ∈ EL,l ,k implies t
T ∈

(
l−1
2L

k
T , l

2L
k
T

]
4 and since k = ⌊uT ⌋,

∣∣∣ t + j

T
− l

2L
u

∣∣∣≤ j

T
+

∣∣∣ l ±1

2L

⌊uT ⌋
T

− l

2L

⌊uT ⌋
T

uT

⌊uT ⌋
∣∣∣≤ j

T
+

∣∣∣ 1

2L

⌊uT ⌋
T

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ l

2L
(

uT

⌊uT ⌋ −1)
∣∣∣≤ m

T
+ 1

2L
+ 1

T

where it was used that supu∈(1/T,1] | uT
⌊uT ⌋ −1|. Therefore (51) is of order O( m

T + 1
2L ). Recall the notation defined

in (49)
Zm,t (u, v) = E

[
EX̃′

m,0(v)

[
h(X̃m,t (u),X̃′

m,0(v),r )
]∣∣∣Gt ,m

]
and denote

g (Xm,t (v),u,r ) :=
∫ u

0
EX̃′

m,0(w)[h(X̃m,t (v),X̃′
m,0(w),r )]d w.

From the above, we thus find

lim
L→∞

lim
T→∞

m−1∑
j , j ′=0

E
[ ⌊uT ⌋

T

1

⌊uT ⌋
⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣Gt−1

]

= lim
L→∞

lim
T→∞

⌊uT ⌋
T

m−1∑
j , j ′=0

1

2L

2L∑
l=1

1

|EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋|
∑

t∈EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋
Γm,T,t , j , j ′

( l

2L
u,

l

2L
u,

)
= lim

L→∞
lim

T→∞
⌊uT ⌋

T

m−1∑
j , j ′=0

1

2L

2L∑
l=1

1

|EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋|
∑

t∈EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋
E
[ 1

T 2

⌊uT ⌋∑
s,s′=1

Pt
(
Zm,t+ j (

l

2L
u,

s

T
)
)

Pt
(
Zm,t+ j ′ (

l

2L
u,

s′

T
)
)∣∣∣Gt−1

]
.

By the ergodic theorem

1

|EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋|
∑

t∈EL,l ,⌊uT ⌋
E
[ 1

T 2

⌊uT ⌋∑
s,s′=1

Pt
(
Zm,t+ j (

l

2L
u,

s

T
)
)

Pt
(
Zm,t+ j ′ (

l

2L
u,

s′

T
)
)∣∣∣Gt−1

]
p→ E

[
u

∫ 1

0
P0

(
Zm, j (

l

2L
u, xu)

)
d x ·u

∫ 1

0
P0

(
Zm, j ′ (

l

2L
u, x ′u)

)
d x ′

]
.

Hence, a change of variables yields

lim
L→∞

lim
T→∞

m−1∑
j , j ′=0

E
[ ⌊uT ⌋

T

1

⌊uT ⌋
⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

E
[
Γm,T,t

( t + j

T
,

t + j ′

T

)∣∣∣Gt−1

]

= lim
L→∞

m∑
j , j ′=0

u

2L

2L∑
l=1
E
[∫ u

0
P0

(
Zm, j (

l

2L
u, v)

)
d v ·

∫ u

0
P0

(
Zm, j ′ (

l

2L
u, v ′)

)
d v ′

]
=

m∑
j , j ′=0

∫ u

0
E
[∫ u

0
P0

(
Zm, j (η, v)

)
d v ·

∫ u

0
P0

(
Zm, j ′ (η, v ′)

)
d v ′

]
dη.
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Setting g (X̃ j (η),u,r ) = ∫ u
0 EX̃′

0(v)[h(X̃ j (η),X̃′
0(v),r )]d v and using (48), the dominated convergence theorem

allows us to conclude that

limsup
m→∞

∫ u

0
E
∣∣∣ m∑

j=0

∫ u

0
P0

(
Zm, j (η, v)

)
d v

∣∣∣2
d v =

∫ u

0

∑
ℓ∈Z

Cov
(
g (X̃ℓ(η),u,r ), g (X̃′

0(η),u,r )
)
dη.

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem 4.5 and Theorem E.2

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Our argument makes use of corollary in [33] (see also [35, thm. 2.3]), stated here for
convenience.

Theorem E.1. Let ξT ,T ≥ 1 be a R-valued stochastic process defined on [0,1]2 whose paths are in D([0,1]2)
almost surely. Then (ξT : T ≥ 0) converges weakly to ξ in D([0,1]2) if

(i) the fidis of ξT converge to the corresponding fidis of a process ξ;
(ii) the process ξT can be written as the difference of two coordinate-wise non-decreasing processes ξo

T and
ξ⋆T ;

(iii) there exists constants α≥β> 2,c ∈ (0,∞) such that for all T , E[ξT (0,0)]α ≤ c and

E
[
ξT (u,r )−ξT (u′,r ′)

]α ≤ c
∥∥(u,r )− (u′,r ′)

∥∥α∞ whenever
∥∥(u,r )− (u′,r ′)

∥∥β∞ ≥ T −1;

(iv) the process ξ⋆T satisfies

max
1≤i1,i2≤T

∣∣∣ξ⋆T ( i1

T
,

i2

T

)−ξ⋆T ( i1 −1

T
,

i2

T

)∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ξ⋆T ( i1

T
,

i2

T

)−ξ⋆T ( i1

T
,

i2 −1

T

)∣∣∣ p→ 0,

We will verify the conditions of Theorem E.1 to show weak convergence of ξm,T = T 1/2Mm,T to ξm =Gm in
D([0,1]×[0,R]) as T →∞. It then follows from the proof of Theorem 4.4 that ξm

// ξ=G in D([0,1]×[0,R])
as m →∞. An application of Theorem E.2 and theorem 4.2 of [11] then conclude the proof of the statement.

In the rest of the proof, we assume without loss of generality that [0,R] = [0,1]; otherwise we may simply
show the result for ξ̃m,T (u,r ) = ξm,T (u,Rr ). Convergence of the fidis ξm,T

// ξm as T → ∞ follows from

Theorem 4.4. To show (ii), let Ÿm,t+ j ( t+ j
T ,u,r ) be as in (41) but then with the demeaned kernel h replaced

with the original kernel h, and set

Υm,T,t (u,r ) =
m−1∑
j=0

Ÿm,t+ j (
t + j

T
,u,r )

then

ξm,T (u,r ) = 2

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (u,r )|Gt−1]− 2

T 1/2

⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (u,r )|Gt ] =: ξ0
T (u,r )−ξ⋆T (u,r ).

and it is clear that (ii) holds. To verify (iii), note that Burkholder’s inequality and (⌊uT ⌋−⌊u′T ⌋) ≤ 2(u −u′)T
yield

E
∣∣∣ξm,T (u,r )−ξm,T (u′,r )

∣∣∣2p

≲
1

T p

( ⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

∥∥∥ m∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,t+ j

( t + j

T
,u,r

)−Ym,t+ j
( t + j

T
,u′,r

))∥∥∥2

R,2p

)p

+ 1

T p

( ⌊uT ⌋∑
t=⌊u′T ⌋+1

∥∥∥ m∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,t+ j

( t + j

T
,u′,r

)))∥∥∥2

R,2p

)p

≲
⌊uT ⌋
T 3p (⌊uT ⌋−⌊u′T ⌋)2p m2p + 1

T p (⌊uT ⌋−⌊u′T ⌋)p m2p ≤ c(u −u′)p .
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Furthermore under the assumptions (29)-(30), it follows similarly that

E
∣∣∣ξm,T (u,r )−ξm,T (u,r ′)

∣∣∣2p ≤ 2
1

T p

∥∥∥ ⌊uT ⌋∑
t=1

m∑
j=0

Pt

(
Ym,t+ j

( t + j

T
,u,r

))−Pt

(
Ym,t+ j

( t + j

T
,u,r ′))∥∥∥2p

R,2p

≲C ′Rp (r − r ′)p m2p ≤ c(r − r ′)p .

Finally, we consider (iv). Firstly, from the definition of (41) and the fact that the terms involved are bounded
uniformly by 2,

E max
1≤i1,i2≤T

∣∣∣ 1

T 1/2

i1∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (
i1

T
,

i2

T
)|Gt ]−

i1−1∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (
i1 −1

T
,

i2

T
)|Gt ]

∣∣∣
≤ 1

T 1/2
E max

1≤i1,i2≤T

{ i1∑
t=1

∣∣∣E[Υm,T,t (
i1

T
,

i2

T
)−Υm,T,t (

i1 −1

T
,

i2

T
)
∣∣∣Gt

]∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣ i1∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (
i1 −1

T
,

i2

T
)|Gt ]−

i1−1∑
t=1

E[Υm,T,t (
i1 −1

T
,

i2

T
)|Gt ]

∣∣∣}=O(
1

T 1/2
). (52)

Secondly, Xm,t+ j (·) is Gt+ j ,m-measurable and X̃′
m,0(·) is independent of Gt+ j ,m . Therefore, the triangle in-

equality, monotonicity of the expectation and (30) yield

E
[

Ÿm,t+ j (
t + j

T
,u,b)− Ÿm,t+ j (

t + j

T
,u, a)

∣∣∣Gt

]
= 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

E

[
P
(
∂B

(
X̃m,t+ j (

t + j

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
)
) ∈ (a,b]

∣∣∣Gt+ j ,m

)∣∣∣Gt

]

≤ 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

E

[
sup

x
P
(
∂B(x,X̃′

m,0(
s

T
)) ∈ (a,b]

)∣∣∣Gt

]
≤C ′|b −a|.

Hence,

max
1≤i1,i2≤T

∣∣∣ξ⋆T ( i1

T
,

i2

T

)−ξ⋆T ( i1

T
,

i2 −1

T

)∣∣∣≤ T −3/2m max
1≤i1,i2≤T

i1∑
t ,s=1

C ′T −1 =O(T −1/2). (53)

Thus (iv) is implied by (52) and (53).

Theorem E.2. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.5, for each ϵ> 0,

lim
m→∞ limsup

T→∞
P
(

sup
r∈[0,R]

sup
u∈[0,1]

T 1/2|ST (u,r )−Mm,T (u,r )| ≥ ϵ
)
= 0.

Proof of Theorem E.2. We recall the notation from (41)

Ym,T,t+ j (
t + j

T
,u,r ) = E

[ 1

T

⌊uT ⌋∑
s=1

EX̃′
m,0( s

T )

[
h(X̃m,t+ j (

t + j

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt+ j ,m

]
.

Set k = ⌊uT ⌋ and let

Rm,T (u,r ) =ST (u,r )−Mm,T (u,r ) = R1,m,T (u,r )−R2,m,T (u,r ),

where

R1,m,T (u,r ) = T −3/2
k∑

t ,s=1
h(X̃n(T )

t ,X̃n(T )
s ,r )

+2T −1/2
k∑

t=1

m−1∑
j=0

E

[
E
[ 1

T

k∑
s=1

EX̃′
m,0( s

T )

[
h(X̃m,t+ j (

t + j

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt+ j ,m

]∣∣∣Gt−1

]
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and

R2,m,T (u,r ) = T −3/2
k∑

t ,s=1
Eh(X̃n(T )

t ,X̃n(T )
s ,r )

+2T −1/2
k∑

t=1

m−1∑
j=0

E

[
E
[ 1

T

k∑
s=1

EX̃′(·)
[

h(X̃m,t+ j (
t + j

T
),X̃′

m,0(
s

T
),r )

]∣∣∣Gt+ j ,m

]∣∣∣Gt

]
.

Note that both are nondecreasing functions in r . Subdivide the interval [0,R] into BT intervals of length δT

so that
I j = [a j−1, a j ],1 ≤ k ≤ ⌊1/δT ⌋+1

where the dependence of these intervals on T is omitted for notational simplicity. Then [35, Lemma 2.5]

sup
r

sup
u

|Rm,T (u,r )| ≤ sup
u

max
1≤ j≤BT

sup
r∈I j

|Rm,T (u,r )|

≤ sup
u

max
1≤ j≤BT

2|Rm,T (u, a j )|+ |R2,m,T (u, a j )−R2,m,T (u, a j−1)| =: IT + I IT .

Note that under the additional assumption, and an argument as in the proof of Lemma C.2,

∥∥∥ max
1≤k≤T

1

T 3/2

∣∣∣ k∑
t ,s=1

h(Zt , Zs ,r )−h(Yt ,Ys ,r )
∣∣∣∥∥∥
R,2

≲
1

T
sup
k≥0

∞∑
j=0

j sup
t

min
(
θZ

t ; j , j−k +θY
t ; j , j−k ,

∥∥∥h(Zt , Zt−k ,r )−h(Yt ,Yt−k ,r )
∥∥∥
R,2

)
A union bound and an argument as given in Theorem B.1 then yields under this stronger assumption

limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

P(IT ≥ ϵ) ≤ limsup
m→∞

limsup
T→∞

BTP(sup
u

2|Rm,T (u, a j )| ≥ ϵ) = 0

For any BT →∞ such that BT
log2(T )

T → 0 as T →∞. Using assumption (29) and an argument similar as in the
derivation of (53), we find limsupm→∞ limsupT→∞P(I IT ≥ ϵ) = 0, provided that T 1/2 1

BT
→ 0. Hence, we may

take BT = T 3/4, which ensures both terms converge to zero in probability. The result follows.
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