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Change point estimation for a stochastic heat equation
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Abstract

We study a change point model based on a stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE)
corresponding to the heat equation governed by the weighted Laplacian Ay = V3V, where
J = 9(x) is a space-dependent diffusivity. As a basic problem the domain (0, 1) is considered
with a piecewise constant diffusivity with a jump at an unknown point 7. Based on local mea-
surements of the solution in space with resolution § over a finite time horizon, we construct
a simultaneous M-estimator for the diffusivity values and the change point. The change
point estimator converges at rate §, while the diffusivity constants can be recovered with
convergence rate §°/2. Moreover, when the diffusivity parameters are known and the jump
height vanishes with the spatial resolution tending to zero, we derive a limit theorem for the
change point estimator and identify the limiting distribution. For the mathematical analy-
sis, a precise understanding of the SPDE with discontinuous 3, tight concentration bounds
for quadratic functionals in the solution, and a generalisation of classical M-estimators are
developed.

MSC subject classifications. Primary 60H15, 62F12; secondary 60F05.
Key words. Change point detection, stochastic heat equation, local measurements.

1. Introduction

We study a change point model based on a parabolic SPDE, which has a piecewise constant
diffusivity coefficient and is driven by space-time white noise. The methodology developed for
this problem gives fundamental insights, useful for various applications, e.g., heat conduction in
a medium, consisting of two different materials with unknown interface.

As a basic model, we consider the weighted Laplace operator Ay = V3V on (0, 1) (i.e., 9x99y)
with Dirichlet boundary conditions and diffusivity

9(x) = 19_1(0),)(3(‘) + 19+1[T)1)(x), x €(0,1), (1.1)

where 7 € (0, 1),
9_,9, €[8,8] for some 3,9 € (0, ). (1.2)

Our interest is in estimating the change point 7 as well as the diffusivity constants ¢, J_ from
observing the corresponding SPDE

dX() = AgX@)dt + dW (@), t€(0,T]
X(0) = Xo, (1.3)
X(®)lgo13 =0, te(0,T]
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with space-time white noise W, i.e., W = (W,),¢[o1] is a cylindrical Brownian motion on L*((0, 1)),
and deterministic initial condition X, € C([0, 1]).

Our data are given by observing the solution to (1.3) locally in space and continuously in time.
More precisely, we adopt the local observation scheme by [4] and observe at n equidistant points
x;=({—1/2)/n,i=1,...,n, the local averages

Xs:() = (X(),Ks;) and X3,(t) = (X(t), AKs,) for t € [0,T], (1.4)

for some localised kernel functions Kj;(x) = 8 2K(67'(x — x;)) with & > 0 and a smooth
function K, satisfying supp(K) C [—1/2,1/2], |K|;2 = 1. The kernels K;s; model for instance the
point-spread function in microscopy, see [1] for a concrete application to SPDE activator-inhibitor
models in cell motility. For the resolution level, § = n™! is assumed so that the observations
Xs.i(t) form non-overlapping local averages of the solution. Let us emphasize here already that
the X5 ;(t) will nevertheless be correlated due to the global SPDE dynamics, which will require a
precise analysis in the sequel. Throughout the paper, we allow the diffusivity parameters to vary
with &, i.e., we consider (1.1) with 3. = 9.(5) obeying the bounds (1.2) uniformly in §. We shall
study convergence rates and asymptotic distributions of our estimators in the asymptotic regime
d — 0, that is, n — oo, keeping the observation time T fixed. Quantities possibly depending on §
will then often be denoted by an index §.

The in-depth analysis of our SPDE-based change point model turns out to be multi-faceted and
relies on a subtle combination of statistical concepts with methods from operator and probability
theory. In particular, it requires the development of several new (probabilistic) results. First of
all, due to the discontinuity of the diffusivity ¢ defined in (1.1), which is inconsistent with the
standard existence results formulated in the literature, it has to be clarified in which sense the
associated SPDE can be solved. It will be shown in Section 2 that a unique weak solution to (1.3)
exists, denoted in the sequel by (X(t))e[o.1]-

For estimating the change point 7 and the diffusivity parameters J. appearing in (1.1), we
employ a (modified) likelihood-based approach, leading to a CUSUM-type structure. The anal-
ysis of the resulting estimators requires an adaptation of general results from empirical pro-
cess theory, as given in the standard references [30] or [21], to population quantities vary-
ing with §. More specifically, we define a simultaneous M-estimator for the true parameters
(8°(6),8°(6),8°(6), 7°) and investigate its asymptotic behaviour in Section 3. Here, 8°(5) is a
nuisance parameter that, in a certain sense, represents the best constant approximation of the
discontinuous diffusivity on the change point interval [6([7°/8]—1), 5[z°/5]]. Its inclusion in our
estimator is vital for obtaining optimal convergence rates for the diffusivity parameters 89.(5).

The proof of consistency (see Theorem 3.8 for the concrete statement) relies on ideas under-
lying the consistency theorem for M-estimators. In the case of change point analysis based on
independent observations (as carried out in Section 14.5.1 of [21]), the verification of the required
conditions can draw on well-known results concerning uniform convergence and on established
concepts such as Glivenko—Cantelli or Donsker classes. In contrast, in our framework, we first
need to perform a careful study of the concentration properties of the components that appear
in the (modified) log-likelihood function determining our estimators. In particular, it is crucial
to understand the concentration behaviour of linear combinations of certain martingales M
and quadratic variation terms Is;, i = 1,..., 57!, and in both cases the investigation (carried out
in Section 3.2) requires new ideas. The individual martingale terms Ms; are not independent,
which is why we use a coupling approach based on the Dambis—Dubins—Schwarz theorem to
prove the deviation inequality stated in Proposition 3.5. The random variables Is5; are not inde-
pendent either and, moreover, determined by nonlinear unbounded quadratic functionals, whose
joint concentration properties are established by methods from Malliavin calculus. This allows
us to prove a Bernstein inequality (cf. Proposition 3.4), which is essential for verifying optimal



convergence rates of our estimators.
Indeed, if the jump height 7(8) = |8%(5) — 9°(5)| between the true parameters does not vanish
in the limit § — 0, we prove that our approach yields estimators with error bounds

9% —9%(8) = 0p(6¥%) and [0 — %] = Op(S). (1.5)

For the change point estimator 77, this is the best precision we can hope for because our obser-
vations are at distance x; —x;_; = J in space. The diffusivity parameter estimators :92 converge at
rate §%/2, which is the optimal rate for estimation of the constant diffusivity without change point
based on multiple local measurements, as shown in [5] in a general context. In contrast to stan-
dard change point models, the proof cannot rely on well-known concepts such as VC classes,
but is again essentially based on the concentration analysis in Section 3.2 and on generalized
M-estimation techniques for §-dependent distances.

Our second main result is a functional limit theorem for the change point estimator. For the
ease of exposition, we assume the diffusivity parameters 3%(5) to be known and study the most
challenging case in terms of change point identification, where the jump height n = n(5) tends
to zero. Motivated by the first main result, we expect that the change point can be detected even
if 5 is only slightly larger than 6%2. Moreover, we can never have a faster error rate than the
observation distance §. In this setting, we establish indeed a limit theorem with rate 5*p~2. More
precisely, for n = 0(8), */? = o(n) and thus 99(5) — 9. for some &, € [9, 3], we prove

Ihl
2

2 TIKI2
n IK’|7. - 1% N arg min {Bﬁ(h) +

o) 0 1.6
53 29° R } aso=o (1.6)

79, where B¢ is a two-sided Brownian motion, T the fixed obser-

for the change point estimator
vation horizon, and K the kernel function. The resulting limiting process has been identified for
many change point detection problems, and the distribution of its minimizer is well known, cf.
[11, Lemma 1.6.3].

Statistics for SPDEs has been attracting a lot of attention recently, see [10] and the website [3]
for an overview. Nonparametric estimation for SPDEs based on local measurements has been
introduced in [4] and has been successfully applied to estimate the diffusivity of actin concentra-
tion in a cell-repolarisation model [1]. Generalisations to semilinear equations and multiplicative
noise are available [2, 18]. To the best of our knowledge, the natural problem of estimating an
interface or change point in the diffusivity has not been treated so far. The problem of identifying
change points based on independent observations has a long history dating back to [31] and [27].
An exhaustive account on change point problems is given in [11]. For a more recent exposition
on the problem of locating univariate mean change points based on independent observations
with piecewise constant mean, the reader may consult [32].

The paper is organised as follows. The theoretical foundation for the SPDE model is provided
in Section 2. Section 3 derives our estimators and provides basic insight into their concentration
analysis. The main convergence results are presented in Section 4. While the main steps in the
proofs are presented together with the results, all more technical arguments are delegated to the
Appendix. More specifically, Appendix A and Appendix B collect analytical results and proofs
related to the concentration analysis, respectively. Appendix C contains the remaining proofs
for results given in Section 3, while Appendix D collects proofs for Section 4.

2. General setting

Given observations of the SPDE (1.3), our interest is in estimating the parameters characterizing
the diffusivity (1.1). This section provides the basis for our subsequent investigations by proving



the existence of a weak solution of (1.3) and discussing some basic probabilistic properties that
will be needed for the estimation approach.

Recall that an L?((0, 1))-valued and predictable process (X;);e[o 1] is called weak solution of (1.3)
if t = X(t) is IP-a.s. Bochner integrable and if, for all z € D(A3) and all t € [0, T],

(X(),z) = (Xp,2) + J:(X(s), Asz)ds + (W(t),z), P-as. (2.1)

Let us start by recalling some essential facts on the divergence-form operator Ay from the litera-
ture that are rooted in the theory of Dirichlet forms (cf. [16]). Denote by A the Lebesgue measure
on ((0,1), B((0, 1))), and let L%((0, 1)) be the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions on (0, 1),
equipped with the scalar product (u,v) = f(O,l) uv dA. Denote by H*((0, 1)) the L?-Sobolev spaces
fork € N, and let H} ((0, 1)) be the closure of C°((0, 1)) in H!((0, 1)). The elliptic divergence-form
operator

D(Ay) = {u € Hy((0,1)) : Agu € L*((0, 1))},
Agu = VIVu,

is induced by the Dirichlet form

D(&s) = Hy((0,1)),
Ey(u,v) = J(O,l) IVuV dA,

via the relation
Sﬂ(u’ 1)) = _<Al9u’ U>, (u’ U) € D(Al'}) X D(819)

Because of 3(x) > & > 0, (Ag, D(Ag)) is a negative definite self-adjoint operator on L2((0, 1))
that generates a strongly continuous symmetric semigroup (Sy(t))se[o.r7 on L2((0, 1)) via Sp(t) =
exp(tAy), cf. [15, Theorem 2.1]. For each t > 0, Sg(t) has an L?((0,1) x (0, 1)) density kernel or
Green function p! satisfying the classical off-diagonal Aronson estimate [6],

c _ 2
pf(x,y) < %exp(— %) t>0, x,y €(0,1),
where k > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily, and cy, is a constant that depends only on x and J, cf.
[13, Corollary 3.2.8] for the near optimal constants above.

For any t > 0, the kernel p! is square-integrable and thus Sy(t) is a Hilbert-Schmidt op-
erator, [7, Section A.6]. This implies that Sg(t) has a discrete spectrum o(Sy(¢)) and, since
exp(—to(—Ay)) C o(Sy(t)), see, e.g., [14, Theorem IV.3.6], it follows that the spectrum of —Ay
is discrete as well. Therefore, we may choose an orthonormal basis (ex)xen of L2((0, 1)) consist-
ing of eigenvectors of —Ay with corresponding non-negative sequence of eigenvalues (A )ren-
In fact, (Ax)ken is bounded from below by some A > 0, depending only on the parameter 3. To
see this, note that, for any u € D(Ay), by Poincaré’s inequality on the bounded domain (0, 1),

(=Agu,u) > 9IVul* > clul?,

for some constant ¢ > 0. We may therefore take A = c¢d, which is independent of §. In particular,
A" exists as a bounded linear operator from L?((0,1)) to D(Ag), and it holds |A3!| < A7, We
apply functional calculus to Ag. To this end, we note that, for any measurable function ¢ on R,



the operator /(—Agy) is given by

Y(=0s)z = ), (M) ew 2)ek,

kelN

z € DY (-A9)) = {z € L%((0, 1)) : D, (M) X(ex, 2)* < oo }.

keN

2.2)

The following basic result clarifies the existence of a solution and provides a representation of
the measurement process Xjs; introduced in (1.4). Note that the functions Ks; are part of the
observation scheme, and observe that supp(Ks;) N supp(K;s ;) = @ holds for all i # j, i.e., the local
observation windows do not overlap. Let us also define k. = k.(5) := [r/§], implying that the
change point 7 € supp(Ks.).

2.1 Proposition. The unique weak solution of (1.3) is given by the mild solution process
t
X(t) = Sg(t)Xo + J So(t —s)dw;, te[0,T]. (2.3)
0

Moreover, foranyi=1,...,n andt € [0,T], we have the P-a.s. representations

(Xo, Ks) + [, 9-(OXL, () dt + By (), ifx;+68/2<r,
X5.i(t) = {(Xo,Ks,) + Jo 94(8)X4,(1) dt + By (2), ifx—8/2>1, (2.4)
(S5()X0, Ko} + Jy Jo(A9Ss(s — w)Ks s, AW (W) ds + Bs.(t),  iflx; — 7| < §/2

where (B ;)i=1....n» With Bs;(-) = (W(-), Ks.), is a vector of independent scalar Brownian motions.

Proof. See Appendix A. O

3. Estimation approach and rate of convergence

We now turn to our main question of change point estimation from observations (1.4). The anal-
ysis in [4, 5] shows that the contribution of the initial condition to the statistics is asymptotically
negligible. To avoid lengthy additional calculations without new structural insights, we consider
a zero initial condition Xj = 0 in the sequel. Furthermore, to shorten notation, we will frequently
use the convention [n] :={1,...,n},n € N.

3.1. Motivation and specification of the estimator

To motivate our statistical approach and as a benchmark for our later results, we briefly discuss
the situation in a simpler Gaussian signal plus white noise model that is treated in [17, Chapter
VII, Section 2]. For a related discussion of spatial change point estimation in time-homogeneous
SDE models we refer to [22, Chapter 3, Section 4].

3.1 Example (a related model problem). Assume we observe
dY(x) = 3(x)dx + o(x)dB(x), x€]0,1],

with unknown & of the form (1.1), known space-dependent noise level ¢ € L*((0,1)), and a scalar

Brownian motion B. The log-likelihood with respect to Brownian motion is given by

2

09_,9,,1)=9_ LT o 2(x)dY(x) — % JOT o 3(x)dx



L9, J 200 dY (x) ‘973 J 520 d.

The MLE (9_,9.,7) exists and yields the change point estimator

ey
T = argmax
T

{(Jg AMCLC)N (! 672(x) dY (x))? }
JOT o %(x)dx le o 2(x)dx .

In the case where 3_, 3 are known and assuming n := &4 — J_ > 0, we can subtract (-, -, %) from
¢, resulting in

0 0

T = arg max {(fh -39.) JT o %(x)dY(x) — @ JT o 2(x) dx}.

T T T

0

Analyzing this estimator under the true t°, we insert the specification of dY and obtain

0

R VT 1 rvr® 2
Tzargmax{J LdB(x)——J 7 dx}.

T TATO O'(x) 2 Jonro O.(x)z

For the homoskedastic case o(x) = dn~'/?, scaling properties of Brownian motion show the identity
in law

o h . h
n*s*n(7 - °) 4 arg max (B“’(h) - U) 2% argmax (B(_’(h) _ U)’
he[—n?6=2nto,n?62n(1-19)] 2 heR 2

provided Sn~'/? = o(n). In particular, forn = 61, we obtain convergence with rate vs, = n~28° for
7 in & andn, provided 5°/% = o(n).

We now turn to the problem of simultaneous estimation of the true model parameters
(8°(5), 92(8), %), marked with a superscript 0 in this section. In particular, the definition of the
index k. implies that k? = [7°/8]. For i,k € {1,...,6 '} and for given (3_,9,,9.) € © = [3,5]°,
define

9_, ifi<k, 9°(8), ifi <k?,
95i(k)=139., ifi=k and 8%;:=19%0), ifi=K’
9., ifi>k, 99(8), ifi>k?,

where 9°(5), specified in Proposition 3.2 below, minimizes the error induced by the constant ap-
proximation of the discontinuous diffusivity in the modified log-likelihood on the change point
interval. As a consequence, the expectation of a remainder term appearing in a convenient rep-
resentation of our CUSUM estimator and which originates from this discontinuity is of smaller
order than its L!-norm. This will turn out to be decisive for deriving sharp diffusivity estimation
rates.

Consider the modified log-likelihood ¢5;(9_, 9+, 9., k), based on the local observation process
(X5:(), X éi(t))tzo introduced in (1.4) and given by

T
5:(9_,94,9.,k) = %,,(k)J X(6) dXs(t) - XS dt. (3.1)
0

9s.:(k)* (T
2 J 0
A detailed discussion of the motivation behind this modified local log-likelihood is contained in
[4, Section 4.1]. Note here that the stochastic integrals are well-defined by the semimartingale
nature of X5 ;, even at the change point, cf. Proposition 2.1. Based on these functionals, we follow
a modified likelihood approach which yields a CUSUM-type estimator. For the vector (Bs;)i=1...n



of independent Brownian motions as introduced in Proposition 2.1, define

T T
Mg, = J X54(t) dBs(b), Is; = J XsiPdt, i=1,..,67", (3.2)

0 0
and note that Ms; is a continuous martingale in T with quadratic variation Is;. In our subsequent
investigation, we want to exploit these structures; hence, as in the model considered in Example
3.1, it will be convenient to rewrite (3.1). Using Proposition 2.1, we obtain that

Csi(9-, 04, 0., k) = (95,(k)93,; — 95.:(k)* /2)Is; + I5:(k)Ms ; + 195 40 (k)Rs o (8°(5)),

where, for &’ € [9, 9], we define
T t
Rsjo(d) = J X5 ko(t)( J (AgoSgo(t — $)Ks o — 9’ Sgo(t — $)AKs go, dWs)) de. (33)
0 : 0

For a continuous function f : @ x [n] — R, let arg max, o[, f(x) be a measurable version of a
minimizer of f, and also define arg min cg,,) f(x) = arg max, cg,(,(—f(x)). We introduce the
estimator

(°,9,9°,K) =  amgmax Y 65,9949,k
(9-,8+,9.,k)e®x[n] j=1
TG S 0 1 0 \2
= argmax  { ) (@000~ 98 )Ms; — 59500 — 98,15
(9_,9:.9..5)€0x[n] * i1 ’ 2 ’

n n (190 i)2
+ 951 (ORs 0 (9°(8) + Y 98, My + Y, —2—1s; |
i=1 i=1

__ c 1
= argmax  { ) (@000 = 98 )Ms; — 5 (9500 — 98,15 )
(9-,9+,9.,k)e@x[n] * =1
+ 951 00Rs 0 (9°(0)) |

= argmin  {Z5(9-,9+,9..k) = 950 (k)Rs 0(9°(5)) },
(0-.9+.9..k)e0x[n]

where

1 n n
Z5(9, 94,9 k) = = 3 (9540k) = 95, I = 3 (95.4(k) = 95,)Ms.
i=1

i=1

The following result summarizes important estimates on the remainder R; 4o.
3.2 Proposition. Forany &’ € [8,9], Rso(8”) given by (3.3) satisfies
E[|Rs (@)1 S8 and Var(Rsp(d)) <572

In case &' = 9°(5), we have the explicit bound in 1,

T
E[|Rs 10(8°(8))|] < ——|K’[%.|n|6 2.
[IRs ko (8~ (NI < fz@" Iz21nl

Moreover, for any § € 1/ N, there exists 9°(8) € [3, 3] such that

[E[Rs o (3°(SN] < 57"



Proof. See Appendix C. O
Hence, if we define the estimator ¥s := (§§ 35,305,?5) with 70 := k96 and let
Z5(9-,94,9.,h) == Zs(9-,94+,9.,[h/8]), he(0,1],
we obtain
25(T) = Zs(32, 9%,k = min  Zs(9-, 94,9, k) + Op(672)

(9_.9+.9.k)e0x[n]

= min Z§()()+O]p(5 )
x€0x(0,1

(3.4)

3.2. Concentration analysis

For an in-depth analysis of the convergence of ¥s, it will be of central importance to understand
the concentration properties of sums of the martingales and quadratic variations Ms; and I5;, in-
troduced in (3.2). Although the Brownian motions (Bs,;);e[,] appearing in the representation (2.4)
are independent, the stochastic integrals (M;s ;);c[»] are not. This makes concentration analysis of
sums involving M;; a delicate matter, which we resolve by employing a coupling approach based
on the Dambis—Dubins—-Schwarz theorem. Furthermore, techniques originating from Malliavin
calculus allow us to obtain a Bernstein-type inequality. For notational convenience, we drop the
superscript 0 for the true parameters in this subsection, i.e., 8.(5) = 9%(5),7° = r. Recall that
the choice k. = [7/§] guarantees that the change point 7 belongs to the support of K ..

3.3 Lemma. (i) Foranyi +# k., we have

E[ls;] = IK"7.672 + C(5),

235’i(k.)
where C(5) € [-1/(49%),0] for any § € 1/ N.

(ii) It holds
2AT — 1+ e 2

E[lsk.] € [ 5

nKMy-—th]

and also T T
E[] K87 S IK 67 + 067,
k] € | I I8~ 51K 107 + 057

(iii) For any vector a € R™ with the proviso that i, = 0, we have

Var (Y ilss) < 550 oK (35)
i=1

(iv) With a constant only depending on 8, and K, it holds
Var(Isx.) < 572,
Proof. See Appendix B. O

The variance bound stated in (3.5) demonstrates that the linear combination Y ; o;Is; deviates
around its mean with order §!|a| .2, meaning that the terms Is; are only weakly correlated. We
strengthen this statement by establishing a mixed-tail concentration inequality for such linear



combinations. Noting that )\, &;(Is;—E[Is,]) lies in some second Wiener chaos, our proof relies
on Malliavin calculus, based on the results from [25].

3.4 Proposition. Let & € R" \{0} with o, = 0. Then, for any z > 0, we have

u 92 Z2
P ( E a(Is; — E[Is;])| > z) < 2ex ( - —= )
| £ S D) P\ 7 Yole 2+ X5, Bl ]

In particular, it holds

Z 92 z2
]P(‘ ~I~—]EI~‘2>£2 _ .
i; ai(ls; — Ells:])| 2 z P\ = el zt ol T8 K52

Proof. See Appendix B. O

In order to give a fine analysis of deviations of sums of the martingale terms M ;, the following
coupling construction will be crucial. Introduce the stopping times

t
o; = 0i(6) := inf {t >0: J X(SAJ_(S)Z ds > E[Ig,i]}, i€ [5‘1]’
0

as well as o
Ms; = J X5(t)dBs(t), Is;=E[Ls;], i€[57']. (3:6)
0

Here, we suppose that the cylindrical Brownian motion W(t) and the SPDE solution X(t) are
extended to all ¢ € [0, ) so that the o; are a.s. finite, noting the linear growth of fé E[X Qi(s)z] ds
int > 0 and the strong concentration around the expectation, provided by Lemma 3.3. As the
following result demonstrates, contrary to the vector (Ms,;)ie[n], the vector (]\_/I(g,i),-e[n] is Gaussian
with independent components. The deviation analysis of the sums )i ; ;Ms; may be broken
down into easier to handle deviations of Y1 ; ;Ms; and the coupling error which is controlled

by YLy afllsi — Is,l.

3.5 Proposition. The family of random variables {Ms;,i € [67']} is independent with Ms; ~
N(0,15;). Moreover, for any « € R", z, L > 0, it holds

n _ 22
>z, ?I~—I~<L><2 - ).
22z ;al | 8,i §,z| > = eXP( 2L)

Proof. See Appendix B. O

n
P (‘ Z ai(Ms; — Ms,;)
i=1

3.3. Consistency and rate of convergence

As a first main result, we establish consistency of the estimator (19?, Sf,?‘s), or, in other words,

consistency of y5 with respect to the pseudometric
Ao D) =19- = 9-1+19+ =9/ + h—hl, x. ¥ €©x(0,1]. (3.7)

We are not concerned with the convergence of the estimator §5 of the balancing parameter 9°(5)
because this is a nuisance parameter, introduced only for the technical reason to achieve optimal
simultaneuous estimation of the true physical parameters (9%(5),7°). In fact, an M-estimation
strategy without J.(6) would yield estimators é\i only converging with rate §'/? due to the con-
tribution of the change point block to the overall criterion.



The proof combines an appropriate adaption of classical consistency proofs for M-estimators,
cf. [21, Theorem 2.12], with uniform convergence of the centered empirical process §°(Zs(-) —
E[Zs(-)]) that is derived based on the estimates from Section 3.2. Recalling that

25(%s) = min 2 + Op(672),
s(Xxs) in s(x) + 0p(677)

the analysis will rely on a convenient decomposition of Zs. For I5; and M;; introduced in (3.2),
let

1
Irs(O-,00.0.h) =~ Y. (9s:([h/8]) — 93 ) s,
i[5 1Nk}

Mrs@_, 91, 0,h) = > (9s:([h/8]) — 93 )Ms;.
P[0~k

By Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.2, we can write

25(9-, 04,0, h) = Ir5(9-,94,8.,h) — Mr s(9_,9+,,9.,h) + Op(5~2), (3.8)

where the Op(§72)-term is with respect to uniform convergence on (@ x (0, 1],d), for d denoting
the restriction of the Euclidean metric to © x (0, 1]. For X = 0_-,94+,9.,h) € ®x(0,1], define the
restriction y’ == (9_,8,,h) € ©® x (0, 1], where ® := [§, 3]?. Furthermore, set

19X/(x) = 19_1(0,h)(x) + 3+1[h,1)(x), x € (0,1), )(/ €0 x (0,1].
We have the following convergence result in expectation.

3.6 Lemma. Suppose that

X°©®)Y = (3°(6),9%5),7%) — (9,95, 7% = x*  asd — 0. (3.9)
Then, for
/ o I 7012 Jl (SX’(X) _19*(.7())2 / /
Z2(x") = 4||K Iz2 ) ) dx, y €® x(0,1], (3.10)
we have
lim sup ‘53 E[Zs()] — 2(x")| = o.
80 ye@x(0,1]
Proof. See Appendix C. O

The key step for proving consistency will consist in verifying that

sup  [6°25(x) — 2(x")| = op(1),
x€0x(0,1]

and in view of (3.8) and (3.10), this task can be broken down into separate investigations of the
centered statistics It s — E[Ir 5] and Mr 5. Exploiting the concentration properties established in
Section 3.2, we obtain the following central auxiliary result.

3.7 Lemma. It holds

sup  |lrs(x) — E[Irs(0)]| = op (572 Jlog(67D)), (3.11)
x€0x(0,1]
sup  |Mrs(x)| = Op(62). (3.12)
x€0x(0,1]

10



Proof. See Appendix B. O
We now state our first main result.

3.8 Theorem. Suppose that, for some &% € [8,9] with & # &%, we have (3.9). Then, (¥5) —
P’y o Equivalently, (y5) is a consistent estimator of x*.

Proof. The assumption (y°(8)) — x* as § — 0 implies that the statements (¥s5)" — (¥°(5))’ L)
and (¥s) LN x " are equivalent. We will prove the latter.

Since 7° ¢ {0, 1} and 9* = 9%, if limsup,,_,..|x;, — x*| > 0 for some sequence (y;,) in © x (0, 1],
it clearly holds for Z defined in (3.10) that

limsup Z(y;,) > 0 = 2(x™).

m—o0

As in the proof of [21, Theorem 2.12], this identification property guarantees the existence of a
non-decreasing cadlag function f : [0, 0] — [0, o] such that f(0) = 0 and

X = X1 < QRGN =G, x €6’ x(0,1]. (3.13)
Using that y* minimizes £ and taking into account (3.4), (3.8) and Lemma 3.6, we have

12((5)) = 3 = 2((xs)') — 2(x*)
=2((w)) - 8°25(%5) + 6°25(xs) — 2(x ")
< 2(()) = 8°25(1) +6°25(9%, 97, 9,7°) — 2(x*) + Op(5)
<2 sup [6°25(x) — (x| + Op(5)

x€0x(0,1]
<2 sup [§°E[Zs00] - (x| +28° sup |Zs(x) —E[Z5(0)]| + Op(S)
x€0x(0,1] x€0x(0,1]
<28 sup |Irs(x) — Ellrs(]| +28° sup  |[Mrs(x)| + Op(8) + o(1).
x€0x(0,1] x€0x(0,1]

(3.14)

By (3.13) and the properties of f, the assertion already follows since Lemma 3.10 implies that

sup |Ir.s(x) — ElIrs(x)]| = 0p(67), sup  [Mrs(x)| = op(67°).
1€0x(0,1] x€0x(0,1]

O

The sharp uniform bounds in (3.11) and (3.12) motivate our approach to infer optimal conver-
gence rates presented next. Define the empirical process (L5(x)) ycox(o,1] by setting

51 51
573 Ls(y) = % > (95.:(Th/81) = 3,05 — > (95:([h/S1) — 83 )M,
i=1 i=1

— 95 x0([h/SDRs 4o(8°(5))
= Zs5(x) — Isxo([h/81Rs 40 (92(5)),

and notice that ¥ is the precise minimizer of Ls, i.e.,

Ls(3s) = min Ls(x). 3.15
s(xs) in s(0) (3.15)

11



Define further _
Ls(x) =8 E[Zs(n].  x €©x(0,1],

and observe that, according to Proposition 3.2, it holds
Ls(x) = E[£5(0)] + O(3?). (3.16)
Moreover, by Lemma 3.3 and L~5( x°(8)) = 0, we obtain the following lower bound,

51
Ls(0) = Ls(x$) = 8 Y (9s.(Inh]) — 93)°

i=1

2 8(fnh] A kY = 13- = 92(8))* + (1 = 8([nh] v k) — 9%(8))°

+ 8(|k? = [nh]| - 1)+(1{k?<[nh]}(19— — 9% + Lgosun (O — 98(5))2)

+8(9%(8) — 95 po(InhD)* + 5(8. — 83 )”-
(3.17)

Suppose for the moment that we have additional information on the true parameters 3% and 7°
in the sense that we know that

(i) 99 € @, for some disjoint intervals ©, C [9,J] that are separated by a magnitude of n>0,
ie,forall 3, € O, itholds |3, —F_| > 7 and
(ii) the change point ° is separated from the boundary by at least x € (0, 1), i.e.,7° € [k, 1—k].
We may then change the optimization domain of the estimator ¥s accordingly, obtaining instead
of (3.15)

Ls(xs) = min Ls(x)
X€O_xOx[3,9]x[x,1—k]

Then, for any y € ©_ x ©, x [9,9] x [k, 1 — k] and sufficiently small §, it follows from (3.17)

L500) = £5(0°(®)) 2 k(@3- = 925 + k(94 — 926N +n* (I2°1s — [hls] = 8)",  (3.18)

where we denote for x € R by [x]s = &[x/J] its (upper) §-approximation. Similarly to (3.14),
taking into account (3.15) and (3.16), we derive

Ls(%s) = Ls(x°(®) < 28° sup |Irs(x) — ElIrs(0)]| +28° sup  [Mrs(y)|
x€0x(0,1] x€0x(0,1]

+ 88 \/Var(Ig)kf)) +8° \/Var(M(;)kg)) +8° \/Var(R(;)kg (99)) + O(2).

Using the uniform bounds (3.11) and (3.12) as well as the bounds from Proposition 3.2 and Lemma
3.3, it follows

L5(%5) = Ls(x°(8)) = 0p(6** Jlog(571)).

In view of the lower bound (3.18), this translates to the following estimation rates for the param-
eters,

192 — 9%| = 0p(6**1og(6™)V*) and [r° — 70| = Op(5).

In order to get rid of the above separability assumption and to sharpen the convergence rate
bound for the diffusivity estimators, a more careful analysis of the local fluctuations of the em-
pirical process is necessary. To this end, on the basis of the consistency result stated in the
previous theorem, we make use of a peeling device. Since the processes £5 do not have constant
expectation, we need a slight generalization of such a classical convergence result from empirical
process theory, given as Theorem 14.4 in [21].

12



3.9 Theorem. Let (Ls()x))se1/w be a sequence of stochastic processes, indexed by a pseudometric
space (X,d), and, for any § € 1/N, let Ls : X — R be a deterministic function and x e X.
Assume that, for § small enough, there exist some constantsk,c; > 0 independent of § such that, for
any x € By(xJ.,x), we have

T5(0) — Ls(x®) = endi (s 12). (3.19)

Here,ds: X' xX — [0, 00) are such that for any e > 0 there exists ¢ > 0 s.t. for all § small enough,
d(x, x3) < & implies ds(y, x§) < € for any y € X. Suppose also that, for all 5, ¢ > 0 small enough,
we have

E*| sup |(Ls— L)) - (Ls —fa)(xé’)l] < eas(e) (3.20)
ds(r.x9)<e

for somec, > 0 and functionsys such thate — s(e)/e” is decreasing for some a < 2 not depending
ond. Letrs be such that, for all 5§ € 1/IN and some c3 > 0, we have

r§ys(rs!) < cs. (3.21)
If the sequence (¥5)se1/w satisfies Ls(xs) < infyex Ls(x) + Op(rs?) and d(¥s, x3) LN 0, then
ds(¥s, x§) = Op(rs™).

The proof is a straightforward adaptation of the proof given in [21] and therefore omitted. We
will apply this general result to the sequence of empirical processes (£5)sen and the expectation
proxys (£s)se1/w introduced above, as well as the function

d3 (e, X0, 1), (O, 12, 52, K@)
= [0 = x@P 4 [V = PP+ (105 = [KPs] = 8) "+ 0x = xP P10, oy,
+ 5(|x§r1) —x PP+ |5 - x£2)|2)1{[h(1)]5<[h(2)]5} + 5(|xgr2) — WP+ @ — x£1)|2)1{[h<1)]5>[h<z>]5},
where [h]s == 5[5 1h].
The following result is central to verifying condition (3.20) of the consistency theorem in our

setting, cf. Corollary 3.11 below. Note that the involved supremum is measurable, allowing us to
work with E[-] instead of the outer expectation E*[-].

3.10 Lemma. For sufficiently small § € 1/IN, we have, for anye < 1,

E| sup [6°(%s —E[2sD(x) — 6°(Zs — E[Zal)()(o(5))|]
ds(x,x"(8))<e

< 8%+ 8Y2%6% + 56% + 5%/ = 175(5).
Proof. See Appendix C. O

3.11 Corollary. For sufficiently small 5 € 1/ IN, we have, for any e < 1 andy € [0,3],0 € [0, 2],
E| sup |(Ls—Ls)(x)—(Ls— 55)()(0(5))@ < 8%+ 8126 + 860 + 8%/% = yO(e).
ds(rx°(9)<e

Proof. See Appendix C. O

Having identified the function ¢/s(-) determining the rate rs via (3.21) and given our previous
findings, we are now in a position to derive the following result on the convergence rate of the
estimators ¥s.
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3.12 Theorem. Grant the assumptions of Theorem 3.8. Then, 5~%/%ds(%s, x°(8)) = Op(1). In par-
ticular, (1.5) holds true, i.e.,

92— 99(8) = Op(6*?)  and [0 —1°| = Op(5).

Proof. We verify the conditions of Theorem 3.9. Note first that, for rs == §3/%, ¢ < 1,y =
5/3,0=4/3and Y5 = IP?Q, we have

Ps(rs') = 48° = 4r5?,
and, by Corollary 3.11,

B[ swp  [(£5=£5)(0) - (&5 = £ @O))]| < Ps(e).
ds(Crx°(8))<e

Note also that ¢ > /5(¢) /¢! is decreasing, and that we know from (3.15) that

Ls(xs) = min  Ls(y).
x€0x(0,1]

Moreover, our consistency result in Theorem 3.8 shows that, for the pseudometric d defined in
(3.7), we have d(¥5, ¥°(5)) = op(1). Given Lemma 3.10, it thus only remains to verify (3.19), i.e.,
we need to show that, for § small enough and some ¢,k > 0 independent of §, we have

Ls(x) = Ls(x°(8)) > edi(x. x°)).  x € Bi(x"(8).x). (3.22)
Note here that, using boundedness of ©,
ds(x. x°O))* < 19— — 91 + 19+ — 8% +[[h]s — [2°]s] + 6.

\_)vhence clearly, for any given e > 0 we can find ¢ > 0 such that, for all § small enough,
d(y, x°(8)) < & implies ds(y, y°(5)) < e. Also observe that because of lims_3°(5) = §* =
&% = lims_09%(5), we can find > 0 and M > 0 such that for § < 1/M it holds |1°(5)| =

189.(8) — 9°(8)| > 1. Let now x := min{1 — 0,79, n}/2, which is strictly positive since 0 ¢ {0,1}.
By Lemma 3.3 and picking up the calculation in (3.17), for any (&_,9,,8.,h) = y € By(x°(5),x),
we find for 6 <x/8A1/M

2
5500 - S 00 2 L0 - 920 + 50, ~ 9200 + L(le")s — ksl - 8)"
+8(92(8) — 95 go([nh]))* + 8(9. — 95 f))°
2 ds(x, X (6)),

where we used [1°(6) + (92 — 92(5))| > 1/2 by our choice of k. Thus, (3.22) is satisfied, and
Theorem 3.9 yields N
52 d5(5, x°(8)) = Op(1).

By definition of ds, this implies |1/9\‘i -8%(8)| = Op(5%2) and (|[°]5 — [0 ]5] — 8)* = Op(83). Since

7 =2 <5+ [ =) = 8+ |[°]s - [P°1sl < 26 + (I[r°]s = [2°1s] = 6) ",

the latter conclusion now also yields [7° — 7% = Op(5). O

Theorem 3.12 demonstrates that the change point 7° is estimated at the rate § = n~!, while the
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diffusivity constants 97 are estimated at rate §%/2, provided that 5 + 0. The former is analogous
to the classical rate of convergence for scalar change point problems with independent observa-
tions, cf. [21, Section 14.5.1]. It is, however, much slower than the rate 8> obtained in the model
problem 3.1 for n fixed. This is due to the discrete observations at distance §. Yet, the diffusivity
parameter estimation rate 5°/2 matches the minimax rate for a stochastic heat equation with-
out change point based on multiple local measurements, recently determined in [5]. This rate is
much faster than the classical rate §'/2 in i.i.d. change point models.

4. Change point limit theorem

Our consistency results from the previous section require that the jump height 7 of the diffu-
sivity does not converge to zero, which simplifies the change point identification task. Under a
vanishing jump size asymptotics = 7(§) — 0 we can attain the optimal rate n725° in the model
problem, provided that rate is larger than the observation distance §, i.e. in the regime = 0(5).
We obtain precise weak convergence properties of the change point estimator in the vanishing
jump height regime

n=n(8) = 9+(8) —I-(6) — 0.

Throughout this section, we work in the setting where the diffusivity constants ¢.(5) are known,

9.(8) > 9_(58) holds and where lims_,o 9_(8) = limg_o I.+(5) = 9* for some 9* € [9,9]. Note

that, compared to the previous section, we drop the 0-superscripts in the notation of the true

parameters in the following as no confusion will arise from this. Based on the modified local

log-likelihoods

95(x:)°
2

T T
£, = 95(x) j XEA(1) dXs.(8) j X dt,
0 0

we employ the same estimation approach as before, but using the known diffusivity parameters.
Hence, we estimate 7 by 7 = 70 := kS, where

~ A~ k T 19_(5)2 T
= = arg A (1) — A (4)2
k= k() a]fglf?ix{ ; (6-@ L X0 45,0 = = L oRY »
; "o 9.8 [T '
+i§1 (9+(5) L X3t dXs,(0) = = L XY dt)}.

As in the model problem and in Section 3, it will be convenient to rewrite the estimator. Recall

that k. = k.(6) == [t /d].

4.1 Lemma. We have

k= arg max Zg, (4.2)
k=1,...,67!
where
0, k=k.,
T 2 T
Zk = ’725’1k+1 fo XﬁA)l(t) dB(S,i(t) - % Z{'Zk-{.l Io XﬁA,l(t)z dt + UR(S,/C.’ k < k"
_ k T A dBs _ ﬁ k T A 70\2 d K>k
UZi:k?H Jo Xﬁ,i(t) Bé,z(t) 2 zi:k.+1 Io Xé,i(t) L, > K.,
with Rs ., from (3.3).
Proof. See Appendix D. O

Our final main result is the following limit theorem that was announced in (1.6). Its proof at the
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end of the section relies on a functional limit theorem, but we need some preparatory technical
results first.

4.2 Theorem. Assume thatn = o(8) and 5 = o(y) such that vs = 6°/n* — 0. Then, for a
two-sided Brownian motion (B (h), h € R), we have
v_lTllK’lliz
& 29

1Al
2

T-1) 4, arg min {B"}(h) + } asd — 0. (4.3)
h

€R

The cornerstones of the proof of Theorem 4.2 are provided by the argmax theorem presented in
Section 3.2.1 in [30], but considerable effort is needed to fit the underlying idea into our context.
Let us describe the objects which are at the heart of the analysis. Under the assumptions of
Theorem 4.2, vs — 0 and v5/d — o0 as & — 0. In analogy to the piecewise constant processes
Mr.5(x), It s(x) from the previous section, introduce

[h/8] [h/6]
Migh)= > Ms;  Lsh)= Y Is;, helo.1],
i=1

i=1

with M;; and I5; as defined in (3.2). For h € J; 5, := [~7/vs, (1 — 7)/vs], let

T
M 5(h) = Mz s5(t + hvs) — (Mf,a(f )— J X354 (t) dBsp, (t)l{[1/51—[(T+hv5)/51>o}), (4.4)
0
T
I%)é(h) = I]/“,(S(T + hv(s) - (I]{’(S(T) — JO X(SA’k.(t)z dtl{[7/5]_[(7+hvﬁ)/5]>0}>‘. (4.5)

For h ¢ J;s,, we simply set M7 ;(h) = If s(h) = 1. Note that no term involving an observation
block around the change point is present in the processes My ;(h) and I} 5(h) and that we can
write

2 2
max Zk = max { — (UM]T:(S(h) + %ITT’(S(}I)) + (UM@)]{. — %Ig,k_ + r]Rg,k_)l{;Ko}}

kzl,...,§_1 hEgr,ﬁ,r]

2
. T r] T -
—min {UMT,(S(h) + ?IT’g(h)} + O0p(n*67%)

2
—min {UM;(;(h) + ’7—1;,5(;1)} + Op(n?672)
heR 2
-~ min Z5(h) + Op(5°), (46)
€

where the Op term is with respect to uniform convergence and follows from the facts that Is;, =
Op(572) and nRsk. = Op(n*52) according to Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.2, respectively. For
the second equality, we used that M7, ;(h) = If s(h) = 1 for h € R\J, 5, and M. ;(0) = I7 5(0) = 0,
which guarantees that the minimum is attained in Jes.- ) ,

The argmax theorem requires to establish weak convergence of the sequence (Zs(h),h € R)
to a limit process (Z(h),h € R) with respect to the topology of uniform convergence on com-
pacts. For doing so, we will exploit the fact that M7 5(h) is a continuous martingale in T with
quadratic variation If 5(h). Regarding convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions, we
might therefore refer to a classical martingale CLT [23, Theorem 5.5.4] which asserts that, for
fixed h € J; s,

M%,s(h) d M%,s(h) d
—2 - N(0,1 d ————— N(0,1 6 —0,
e NODand g Gy NODaso
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provided that

IFsh) p
——— 1, asd—0. 4.7
ELLL ()] 47)

Applying the moment bounds from Lemma 3.3, we employ the analogue of the Kolmogorov-
Chentsov criterion in Skorokhod topology to prove tightness of the suitably scaled processes.
Based on these observations, we obtain, as a first ingredient, the following functional limit the-
orem for the martingale part.

4.3 Proposition. Assume that n = o(d) and 832 = o(y). Then, for a two-sided Brownian motion
(B (h))ner and vs = 5°n72, we have

(6%/205 "/ ME 5(h), h € R) - (\/T/(ZS*)HK’HLzB“(h), heR ) as§ — 0,

in the Skorokhod space D(R), which in view of the continuous limiting law is equivalent to uniform
convergence on compacts.

Proof. From Lemma 3.3, we know that, for fixed 2 > 0 and 6 small enough,
Var(If 5(h)) < 672([(z + hvs) /81 — [z /5],

while ]E[ITT,(s(h)]2 ~ (672([(z +hvs)/81 —[r/51))? is of much larger order since vs/5 = 5?72 — oo.
This implies for all & # 0 (note that & = 0 will be trivial in the sequel) that (4.7) holds true. For §
small enough and fixed h # 0, we have the representation

T [(t+hvs) /3] S "K/

E[5%; (W] = 5| Y
i=[r /8]

7.
L s} + 0(D),

05 9Ca) Ll /513 + o(1)

which, as § — 0, converges to T/(29*)|h||K’|%.. By the martingale CLT stated as Theorem 5.5.4
in [23], we therefore obtain

T
= KLl ).

5205 2 Mg () > N(o,
For —co < hy < hy < -+ < hj < ooand f; € R, all fixed, it follows similarly

J

T

G IK"|Z. E pithj —hj-1), asd —0,
j=1

J
E [5%5" Y Bi(E 5(h) — Fp(hj-1)| —

j=1 2

as well as

J J
Var (531)51 3 BiEE 5(hy) — I 5(h j_l))) < %52 Y BA(hjus /S — hy-1vs/9)
=1 =1
< 53052 — 5—3’74’

which tends to zero. By the Cramér—-Wold device, we thus deduce the convergence of the finite-
dimensional distributions to a Gaussian process:

(8205 ML 5(h), h € R) 1 (\/T/(ZS*)||K’||L2B“(h), heR ) as 8 — 0,

where B denotes a two-sided Brownian motion.
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The limiting process has continuous trajectories. Consequently, it suffices to prove distribu-
tional convergence in the Skorokhod topology, that is weak convergence in D([—m, m]) for any
m > 0, cf. [9, Theorem 16.7]. Given the convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions, it
remains to prove tightness of the law of

(8% V2 Mg 5(h), h € [~m, m]) (48)

in D([—m, m]) for any m > 0. The standard criterion [9, Theorem 13.5] tells us that tightness will
follow from verifying that, for -m <x <y <z < m,

E[5%05“(Mf.5(2) — Mf s(1)* (M7 5(¥) = M 5(x))*] < (2 = x)". (4.9)

Note first that, for z — x < 5031, the left-hand side is zero because one of the factors in the
argument of the expectation vanishes by the piecewise constant nature of Mrs. Generally, the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields for the term on the left-hand side the upper bound

E[8°05(Mf 5(2) — M s(v))* /2 E[8°05*(MF () — M 5(0))']'/2.

By the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality and the bounds from Lemma 3.3, we obtain for any
d which is small enough to ensure [-m,m] C J; s, that

E[(M75(y) — M7 s(e)*] < B[ 5() = If 5(x))°]

[(r+yv5)/6] ,
=E [( Z Iﬁ,il{ii[r/(ﬂ}) ]
i=[(t4+xvs)/d]+1
[(r+yv5)/8] \ [(r+yu5)/8]
= ( Z E[Iﬁ,i]l{ii[r/(ﬂ}) + Var( Z Iﬁ,il{ii[r/é]})
i=[(t+xvs)/d]+1 i=[(r+xvs)/]+1

< (872([(r + yvs) /81— [(x + xv5)/51))°
+872([(r + yvs)/8] — [(r + xv5)/5])
~ 574([(r + yvs) /8] — [(z + xv5)/51)%

Applying this to both factors and using x < y < z, we deduce

E[8°05 (Mg 5(2) — MF s(y)* (M7 5(y) = M7 5(x))’]
< ([(T + zv5)/816v5" — [(r + xvg)/5]5vgl)2.

For z — x > 6vj', we have
[(z + zvs)/8] — [(r + xv5) /0] < (2 — x)vs /0 + 1 < 2(z — x)vs /.

This establishes the moment criterion (4.9) and hence tightness of the law of the restricted process
(4.8) for any m > 0, as desired. U

Let Z; be the random variables from the statement of Lemma 4.1. Since

2=%6 = ( aTgmaka)cS,
k=1,..6"1
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we obtain from (4.6) that

2
255! (T — 1)) = nMf 5(v5 ' (T — 1)) + %I%,a(vg 'T 1) =—Z+ Op(n*67?)
= min Z5(h) + op(1).

(4.10)

As a second main ingredient to the proof of Theorem 4.2, we must verify the tightness crite-
rion stated in [30, Theorem 3.2.2] for the change point estimator, which, in view of the above
representation, boils down to studying the sequence

(;'(T—1), 6 €1/N) (4.11)

For this purpose, the coupling technique for the martingale terms presented in Section 3.2 plays
a central role.

4.4 Proposition. Suppose that n = o(8) and 5*/* = o(n). Then, the sequence (4.11) is tight.
Proof. See Section D. O
We are finally ready to prove Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Note first that, for any m > 0 and § > 0 small enough to ensure that
[-m,m] C J s, an application of Proposition 3.4 and a union bound using

K[t +hvs/8] : he [-mm]} < Cm+ s/

show that
§? z?
P Ih]EIh>)<2+1— ( )
(hr[naX|T5() sl 2 z) < @m+ D5 exp( = o s DusdTo- K,
implying that

jmax [ () — E[I7 5 (]| = Op(8™* (05 log(s/6))'*) = Op(n ™" log(6/m)' ).

Thus, for Z5 defined in (4.6),

2
(25(h), h € R) = (nME 5(h) + %]E[ITTﬁ(h)], h eR) + Op(nlog(s/n)'?)

2
= (nMf5() + 7 EIE 5], h € R ) + 0p(1),

where Op and op are with respect to uniform convergence on compacts. Using Lemma 3.3, one
obtains K’ p
IK || L IK || i

“Ellf (W] = 16" 5T|h| +o(1) = Thl= 5= + o(1),

where o(-) is with respect to uniform convergence on compacts. Moreover, Proposition 4.3 yields
that, for some two-sided Brownian motion B,

/
(nMj 5(h), h € R) 4 ( / 7l 3”” B°(h),h e ]R) as § — 0,
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uniformly on compacts. Thus, it follows

TIK’|?, ~ TIK|%,
(z5(h),heuz)i>(,/ "231|L Bo(h) + "4 by h e ]R)

uniformly on compacts. In addition, Proposition 4.4 demonstrates that (v;'(7 — 7),6 € 1/IN)
is tight and, by [33, Theorem 2.1] (see also [8, Remark 1.2]), the limiting process of Zs almost

surely has a unique (random) minimizer heR. Therefore, taking into account (4.10), the argmin
continuous mapping theorem ([30, Theorem 3.2.2]) implies that

K/ T K/
heR 219

Substituting h = T|K’|*h/(29.), we arrive with a new two-sided Brownian motion B (h) :=
Jh/hB® (h) at the asserted limit result, i.e.,

TIK"|?

5—3 2
2304

— (T -1) 4, arg min {B‘_’(i_z) + l|i_1|}, asd — 0.
heR 2

O

One should not be misled by the relative shortness of the above proof. The derivation of
the limit theorem is based on a whole range of tools from different fields, including various of
the results presented in the previous sections: In order obtain an explicit representation of the

estimator k introduced in (4.2), we resort to the basic Proposition 2.1. The proof of the functional
CLT for the martingale part uses classical martingale arguments, which, however, only work
in combination with the (SPDE-specific) evaluations of expectation and concentration of the
quadratic variations stated in Lemma 3.3. The rather complex proof of uniform tightness, given in
Appendix D, again relies on a combination of stochastic analysis methods, in particular coupling
via Knight’s Theorem, the martingale Bernstein inequality, the exponential concentration via
Malliavin calculus and exponential martingales via Girsanov’s Theorem.

A. Analytical results

This section comprises analytical results that are essential for the subsequent statistical analysis.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Selfadjointness and the semigroup property imply

€))
15 (6 10 :J %L)”xdzj 3 e x)de < ).
U )Es(L2((0,1)) o1y pr Xy y on Par Jont

Consequently,

T
[, 150 syt <
0

such that Theorem 5.4 in [12] yields that (2.3) determines the unique weak solution to (1.3). Thus,
by self-adjointness of Ay, for any z € D(A3) = D(Ag) and all t € [0,T], it holds that

(X(),z) =(Xp,2) + J:(X(s), Agz)ds + (W(t),z), P-as. (A1)

The normalized kernel function Kj; is twice continuously differentiable and supported on [x; —
0/2,x; + 6/2]. It thus follows for i € [n] with |x; — 7| > §/2 that Ks; € D(Ay) and AyKs; =
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95.(k.)AKs ;. Therefore, (2.1) yields

(Xo, Ks) + Jo 9-(O)XP, (&) dt + Bs;(t), ifx+6/2 <,

X5,i(t) = t A .
(X0, Ks,) + [, 9+(5)X$,(t) dt + Bs(1),  if x;—6/2 >,

where Bs;() = (W(),Ks;), i = 1,...,n, are independent Brownian motions because of
(Ks;,Ksj) = 0fori # jand |Ks;| = |K|2 = 1. Finally, the expression for Xsy, follows from
Lemma A.1 below. O

A.1Lemma. Let X be the mild solution process (2.3). For any z € H}((0, 1)), it P-a.s. holds

(X(D). 2) = (X(0).2) + J t Jsmgsg(s — Wz AW ds + (W(D).2), te[0.T]

0Jo

Proof. Let us first show that f; (AgSy(s — u)z, dW(u)) is well-defined. Since the eigenvalues (1)
of —Ay are nonnegative, it follows from (2.2) that, for any s > 0 and z € L?((0,1)), we have
Ss(s)z € D(—Ay). Therefore, AgSy(s)z is well-defined, and we have

t t 1 1
j [A9S3(s)zlP ds = j 3 e P (e, 22 ds < = 3 Aeler, 22 = —I(~Ag) 222
0 0 keN 2 kelN 2

Thus, fé”AgSg(s)sz ds < o if z € D((=Ag)/?) = D(E) = HL((0,1)). Consequently, for any
z € H}((0, 1)), f;(Agsg(s —u)z,dW(u)) is well-defined. Let now, for fixed z € H],

D, (x) = (AgSy(s —wz, x)1[o (), u,s €[0,t],x € L((0,1)).

Then, using Fubini’s theorem,

t rt t rs

t
[ ], catisironnm diuds = [ [ 1805 = wet? duds < JH-2)22P < o
0Jo 0Jo

This allows us to apply the stochastic Fubini theorem ([12, Theorem 4.33]), and we obtain

J | J (5S0(s = e AWy ds = [ ( J

t

D, dW(u)) ds

00 : Ot Ot
[ (oo
_ Lt < Lt AySs(s — u)z ds, dW(u)>

= (45t = w) = D)z awy)

0

(X(@®),z) = (W(t), 2) — (S9(1)X(0), 2)

almost surely. O

A.2 Lemma. Ifu € C%((0,1)), we have Agu = dAu + nu’(r)8, in the sense of distributions, where
O, is the 8-distribution at .

Proof. Let z € C°((0,1)). Integration by parts shows that

(Asu,z) = —(3_(5) LT W' ()2 (x) dx + 9,.(5) J 1 u' (x)z' (x) dx)

T
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= nu'(t)z(t) + Jl () u” (x)z(x) dx
0
= (9Au + ' ()5, z).

U
A.3 Lemma. For f € C((0,1)) and x € (0, 1), we have
0000 = 3£ = g g f O 1)
- * - (A.2)
1 Gy —0-
5 (04 5 T f@0 =01
In particular,
I(=A9) " AKs e syl < 52 (A.3)

Proof. Let g be the unique function in D(Ay) such that Agg = f”’. Such g must satisfy
8¢ = f' +c,
for some constant c, that is,

vy [ FE @0, xe@n,
%(f’(x)+c), x €[r,1).

Setting g(x) = f;( g’(y) dy, the constant c is identified via fol g’(y)dy = 0 due to the Dirichlet

boundary conditions of the operator Ay, and we obtain ¢ = % f(z). Straightforward

calculations then establish that g = (—Ag)~'(f”) is given by (A.2). For f = Ksx., we have
If(0) < 5712 and Ifl = 1, such that (A.3) follows. O

A.4 Lemma. For f € C((0,1)), we have
I=09) A1 < 12 f i, + 1 lee
for a constant only depending on &,8. In particular, with a constant only depending on K and 8,9,
[(—As) > *AKs k.| < 6772,
Proof. By (—Ag)!/? < §1/2(—A)'/2, we get

[(=A9) A AfIZ: = [(=A9)*(=Ag) T AFI?
< SV (—A)VA(=ng)IASfI?

S 51/2"(_Al?)_lAf”iIl/Z((o)l))
The exact representation of Lemma A.3 yields an H'-function (—Ag) A f for f € C2((0,1)). By
the inner description of the H'/2((0, 1))-norm in terms of first order differences, cf. [29, Section

3.4.2], we have

vg € Hl/z((O: D) : ”g”ip/z«()’l)) ~ ||g|(0,r)”i11/2((0’7)) + ||g|(r,1)”ip/2((f’1))-
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We obtain the straightforward bounds for the representation in Lemma A.3,

I((=A8)" A Plo.) 200y

'9_1 l9+ - 19_
<IN floom oy + m|f @llIxlo,0) 17200
< I floolrzory + 1l

as well as

||((—A9)_lAf|(r,1)”H1/2((r,1))

_ s —9_
<M el + mmfﬂ"(l = el

S I fle ol + 1 fle
with uniform constants, depending on &,  only. We thus conclude
I(=85) A1 < U flipegonyy + 1l < UFIV2UAILE ) + 1 fle
In view of [Ks, e = 6~/2|K ] and [Ks . linony) = 5 K1, this yields

[(=Ag)>/*AKs .| < 67V,

B. Proofs for the concentration analysis

Proof of Lemma 3.3. (i) It follows from the variation of constants formula that

X5t = L (Ss(t — $)AKs;, dW (s)).

Let i, j € [n] with i, j # k.. Then, ¢ = 95;(k.) on supp(Ks;) and, using the selfadjointness
of (S3(t))s>0, we obtain for s, > 0 the covariance

cij(t,s) = Cov(X(SA’i(t), thA’j(s))

1 tAS
= 95k )95,0k) L (Sa(t ~ u)AgKi 1, Sp(s — w)AgKs, ) du
RASA ,j\Re
1 tAS (Bl)
" 95u(k)95 (k) J (Ss(t +s = 2)AsKs 1, AgKss j) du
L\ L\t 0
1

= 2%Tg&j(k.)<(Sa(|t = s1) = Syt + $)Ks1, (=A9)Ks,)-
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(ii)

(iii)

Therefore, for i # k.,
T
E[Is;] = J cii(t, 1) dt
0
1 T
= 57 || (H=Ss0Kss -as)Ks)
s (B.2)

T 1
= 357 |, FOKE G0 dx - (14 =S5(2T)Ks 1. Ks.)

T
= —358?|K’|?, + O(1),
29, IK"I7. + O(1)

1
4195’i(k.)2

where, as can be seen from the last but one line, O(1) < 0 and |O(1)| < 1/(49?).

Let € be the Dirichlet form associated to the Laplacian A with Dirichlet boundary con-
ditions, i.e., D() = Hy((0,1)) and E(u,v) = I(O,l) VuVvdA for u,v € H;((0,1)). Then,
D(E) = D(Ey) and I(—A) > —Ay > I(—A) in the sense that

IE(u,u) > Ey(u,u) > 8E(u,u) for any u € Hy (0, 1)).

Thus, by the argument given in Theorem V1.2.21 of [20], see also p. 333 of the same ref-
erence, it follows that 37 1(=A)™! < (=Ag)™! < 971(~A)"!. Consequently, recalling that
Ak = A > 0 for any k € IN, we obtain

t

T T
Ellsx] = J E[X2, (0] dt = j j 155 (WA . |? du dt

0

T
= % L {(1d - Sy(20))(—A9) ' AKs ., AKs. y dt

1 1—e 2T
-t

2 21
. [2/_1T— 1+ e
419
20T —1+e 2 T
= K/ 225_2 — K/ 2 5_2].
By e R

) {(=D9) 'AKsp., AKs. ), T{(~Dg) ' AKs., AKsk, >]

VK| o5 VK]

T
29

An alternative bound is obtained using Lemma A.3, namely

T 1

0< L {S9(2t)(—A9) ' AKs., AKs .y < 5<(—A9)_2AK5,k., AKs. )
1

= 5|}(—Aa)‘1AKa,k.||2 <6l

This yields
T T
E[] K5 — K| 5—2] )
e € [ KB 51K 0] + 067

Since (X (sA,i(t))tZO,izl,...,n is a centered Gaussian process, it follows from Wick’s formula ([19,
Theorem 1.28]) that

n n T (T
Var ( Z 0(,»15,,-> = Z oo J J 2¢;(t, s)% ds dt.
0

i=1 ij=1 0
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In the sequel, we employ tensor products f®*(x, y) := f(x)f(y) and A®? f®* := (Af)®? for
f € L2((0,1)) and A : L2((0,1)) — L?((0,1)). Using (B.1) and the assumption a, = 0, we
obtain by Bochner integration and spectral calculus

n
Var ( Z o;ls ,)

T i
l— —Ag)(Sy(|t — s|) — Sg(t + $))P2KS?, KS*) 2(10.472) dt d
[z s X 5o o (AnSall = s = o+ D) o e s

DN | =

T

[ st~ sa(t+s)))®2dtds29 (k)ngz,zgm(k)z RS

J J' Aedy (e Ay (@ Ale=s| _ =Ait49) gy dg
0

ki>1790

" 2
X ( D ﬁ(Kﬁ,i,ekaﬁ,i,el))
i=1

N | =

DN =

IN

T (T n 2
J J Ahye sl — A9y dr ds ( D s (Ks i ex)(Ksy, 61))
0 =

IN

T T n 2
J J Ay B A=l gy dS( D ﬁ(Ka,i,ekXKa,i,el))
0 i1

ML (%
Z; A+ A ( Z ST <Kéz,€k><Kal,€1>)

IA
~

IN

T " a 2
r /11/2/111/2( Z 35;2—;(.)2<K5)i,6k><K5,i:el>)
P i=1

(
(
(X g )

| 85,k 205 (k)2

n

- 35—2( g i ( J 9Cxi + 5K’ (y)* dy) ) ( g, afT)

2—1935 e IK 17

1

Zz: ﬂk/h( IZ Tl (Kaz,€k><K51,€l>) ) (k,lZ>1 ( IZH:‘ géf—};.)z(Ka,i,ek><K5,i,€l>>2> 2
b

IN
NS

1

NS

T3 e (- 89)* K (- A9)2K5]>)

(iv) We have
tAS
k. (t,s) = J (So(t + s — 2u)AKs ., AKs ) du
0

= {30t =) = St + (05" ARy, AR, )

€ % [O, {Sy(Jt — s[)(—=A9) ' AKs k., AKs. >]
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Thus,

T (T
Var(Isk,) = J 2k . (t,5)" dsdt
0 0
1 (T (T 2
<3| ], sl =0 8K 8K ) ds
0 0
1 1 2 2 [T (7 el
== ) ——(AKsk.,ex)(AKs.. er) e dsdt
205 Acdi o Jo
< L Z ;<AKM< ex)*(AKs k., e1)
T2 A+ AT -
T _ 2
< Z( Z /1;(3/2<AK5,1<.,€1<>2>
kelN

- %N(—Aa)“”’/ AKs .

By Lemma A4, |[(—=Ag)~>/*AKs.| < 671/% holds, implying the result.
|

We now turn to the proof of the concentration inequality for linear combinations of
(Is,i)i=1,.s-1 stated in Proposition 3.4. It relies on the following result given in [25]. For details
on Malliavin calculus, we refer to the standard references [24, 26].

B.1 Theorem (Theorem 4.1 in [25]). Let X = (X(h))nes, be an isonormal Gaussian process on a
real separable Hilbert space $), and let D'? be the domain of the Malliavin derivative operator D
associated to X. Let Z € D' have zero mean, and define

g7(2) =E[(DZ,-DL'Z)g | Z=z|, zE€R,

where L™ is the pseudoinverse of the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck generator L :=Y r»_o —MJp, Jin being the
projection onto the m-th Wiener chaos. Assume that, for some a > 0, f > 0,

(i) g2(Z) < aZ + B, P-a.s.;
(ii) the law of Z has a density p.

Then, for all z > 0, we have

22

]P(ZZZ)SCXP(—M

22
) and P(Z<-2)< exp(— 2,8)'

In order to apply this result, we must first construct an appropriate Hilbert space for our
specific setting. Let € be the set of R-valued stepfunctions on [0, T]"\{0}" that can be expressed as
linear combinations of indicator functions 1jg, x..x[04,]- ti € [0,T]andt; # 0 for some j € {1,...,n},
and let $) be the separable Hilbert space obtained by closing & with respect to the inner product
determined by

K L n K L
F.)s =2 ) ab Y EIXSt)X5 ()l = Y, Y axbies j(tis s17)
k=1 I=1 i,j=1 k=1 I=1
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for f = Zszl [0, Jx-x[0t,] € € and g = ZIL:1 bil[o.g,]x-x[0,5,] € €- For

h= Z Ck L [0, Jx[0t5a] € €
k=1

we set X(h) = Yy ok Yy X£4(t) and, for any h € $, let X(h) be the L? limit of (X (hy))nen
for some sequence (hy)nen C € converging to h in ($,(-,-)5), then (X (h))hes is an isonormal
Gaussian process (cf. [4, Proposition 2.1]) over $). In particular, since Xy = 0 by assumption, this
implies that, for any t > 0, X(SA’i(t) = X(lﬁ))’t]), where 1%&1 =11, 4, for A; = [0,t] and A; = {0}
fori # j.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. The Malliavin derivative of (p(X(l(')t])) = X(Sl(t)2 is D(p(X(l(l)t]))

X501

[0.4]° Introduce

n

T
7= Z alls; —EllyD) = Y e L (X2, - E[X20 D,

i=1

which is an element of the second Wiener chaos associated with (X (h))yes, since for the second
Hermite polynomial Hy(x) = x* — 1 and hy, = 1&)“ /] We can write Z as the L? limit

n

Z=1m 3 3 D ot o).

N—ooo

k=1 i=1

This implies that the law of Z has a Lebesgue density, Z € D'? and its Malliavin derivative is
given by

n T
DZ=2) ¢ J Xgi(m&)t] dr.
i—1 0

Then, L71Z = 1Z and, therefore, for the orthonormal eigensystem (ex, Ax) of —Ay, it follows for
(a)l; € R \{0} w1th ak, = 0 by similar reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 3.3,

(DZ,-DL™'Z)§
= l||DZ||523
LB wd (g ® 10
2} alajj J XEOXE (A0, 19, ) dtds

i,j=1

T
=2 Z a,aJJ J X(SA’i(t)thA’j(s)ci,j(t, s)dt ds

i,j=1

T T n
= J J Ak(e—ak\t—sl _ e—)tk(t+s)) Z(g(s (% )X5,(t)K5,,ek> Z<85 & )Xaj(s)ng,ek> dt ds
kewJ0 JO P
(T T n
< J J Ak(e—/lk‘t—sl _ e—Ak(t+s))( Z(—l«,ﬁ?{(ik )X(SA’i(t)KM’ €k>> dt ds
kelN 0 0 P FAUD

T
< ZJ (Z(ab (k)Xaz(t)Kaz,€k>) J Ae M0l ds d

T 2
J (Dt XK e0)
0 M=t
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no T
i A A
= 2 Z JO W%X&l(t)X&J(t)<K§J, Kg,j> dt

n . T
=2 Z Ty J X207 dt

0

P(Z) > 2) = B (| Y ally ~ Ll D] > 2
- 92 22

- 4"a"oo z+ Z?:l a; E[I(S,i] ) |

follows from Theorem B.1. In particular, since by Lemma 3.3 we have

SZexp<

n
T _
Y, @ Ells] < ||05||51§||K/||i25 7

i=1

we obtain

n
92 z2
]P(‘ ~I~—]EI~‘2>£2 _ .
i; ai(Is; — E[Is;])| > 2 s s oo T8 K5

O

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Fori # j, Bs; and Bs j are independent Brownian motions with respect to
the same filtration. Hence, the quadratic covariations satisfy (Ms;, M5 ;) = 0 a.s., and by Knight’s
multivariate extension of the Dambis-Dubins—Schwarz construction [28, Theorem V.1.9], (M ,);
has the law of a vector of independent Brownian motions at times Is; in coordinate i, that is,
Ms; ~ N(0,15;) and (Ms;);=;.._s-1 are independent. Define the continuous martingale (M ;(£))r>0
by setting

t

Ms;(t) = J (Lgsery — Ls<on) X53(s) dBs(s),  t>0.
0

Fix & € R". Then, the process M, := Y1, a;Ms;(t), t > 0, is a continuous martingale with

n n

Z ai(Ms; — Ms;) = Z Qi J (1{th} - 1{tgal—})X5A,i(t) dBsi(t) = M,
0

i=1 i=1

n n [
- 2 -
Z aflls; —Isyl = Z af J (1{th} - 1{tga,-}) X(SA,i(t)z dt = (M),
i=1 1 0

i=

where the representation of the second sum as the limit of the quadratic variations of M; follows
from the independence of the Brownian motions Bs;. Thus, for any z, L > 0, we infer by the
continuous martingale Bernstein inequality (see, e.g., [28, Exercise 3.16])

n o n _ I J— z2
P( Y My~ Ms) >z ) afllsy —Isd 1) = PV > 2. (M) D) < T

i=1 i=1
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Repeating the argument for the continuous martingale —M then yields the second claim. O

Next, we provide the proof for the uniform orders of the empirical processes I 5(-) — E[Ir 5(-)]
and Mr 5.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. We start with verifying (3.11). Note that

|IT’5(19_, 94+,9.,h) — E[Ir s(9-, 9+, 9., h)]|

[h/81nk] [h/8]Vk] n
Y gy D, 4 > )@su(Ih/5D) - 08, Uss ~ Ells,))

i=1,i#k0 i=[h/S|ANI+1,i%k?  i=[h/S]VKO+1,ixk0

[h/81AKO—1
< (9- —190_(5))2‘ > Usi- Lsz])‘ +max { (9. — 9%(8))* HIs /s — ElLs /o111 Li1n 612k
i=1,i#k?
[h/8]Vk!
+max { (9. — 95"} > Usi—ElD[ipyse

i=[h/S1AKO+1,ig{k?,[h/81}

F@ -0 Y Usi—EllD)|
i=[h/8|VkO+1,i#k?
(B.3)

It follows

sup |Irs(x) — E[Irs(x)]|

x€0x(0,1]
Sg§ | Mmax ‘ D (Lsz—E[Ls,i])‘Jrk:lm%)gl_l‘ Z (Is; — E[Is,])
"0 ielkINKY) - =k +Lik?
ke
- I~—]EI~‘+ Isx — E[Ls ]l
e T 2 U= Bl + max o — Bl

i=k; +1,i¢k?

Hence, for some constant C > 0 depending only on & and &, first using a union bound and then
Proposition 3.4, we obtain, for any z > 0,

P( sup |irs(0 - Ellrs(0]| > )

x€0x(0,1]
n n—1 n
<Y (| Y Ui-Elsi|22/60)+ Y P(| Y (i~ Ells)] > 2/(40))
k=1 ie[kINk} k=1 i=k-+1,i%k?
ko
Y P(] Y Ui-Els| > 2/40)
ki,k2€{1,....6 711} k1 <k, i=ki+1,i#k?
+ Z (IIsx — Ells ]l > 2/(40))
ke[n]NkO}
192 22
<(361+67%/4 (——— )
<( /D) exp 32 Cz/4+ CPTG K26
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which establishes (3.11). It remains to verify (3.12). Let

MO0 = > 95(h/5DMss, MEG) = Y. 93, Msg.

ie[n]\{k?} ie[n]\{k%}
Then,
(1) 5=, 04, h) = Z Ms; + 9+ Z M3+ 8.Mg f/5114h/51k0
ze[[h/&]—l]\{k?} i>[h/8]+ 1,k
implying that
sup [M{3(x)
x€0x(0,1]
gﬁ( max ‘ Z Ms;| + max ‘ Z Mg,n_(i_l)‘-i' max |]\_/15,k|>
k=l k0 k=L N k0 41} kel Nk

=:1§( max |Y|+ max Y|+ max |A_/15,k|),
k=1,...5-1 k=1,..6°1 ke[ 51 Nk}

where (Y;) and (Y;) are martingales in k, due to the independence of the zero mean summands
provided by Proposition 3.5. Since Mgy ~ N(0,Isx) with Isx = E[Isx] < 872 for k # k°, a union
bound immediately yields

M5 | = Op(67"{log(571)).

ke[5- 1]\{k°}
Using moreover that Lemma 3.3 implies

E[Y/]=E[Y/]= ), Ells;]<57,

N
we obtain from Doob’s (sub)martingale inequality that

sup [M{(0)| = Op(67/%).
x€0x(0,1]

The same arguments give

sup  [MP3(0)| = 0p(57/),
x€0x(0,1]

such that (3.12) will follow once we show that

sup  [Mrs(x) — (MY(0) = ME00))| = Op(573/%). (B.4)
x€0x(0,1]

Similarly to the calculations above, we can write

sup  [Mrs(x) — M0 - MY (0)
x€O0x(0,1]

sé( ‘ M; i — M,
(Jmax Z (Ms; 5.)

+ ma)g_l‘ Z (Ms p—(i—1) = M n—i-1))

ie[kIN{KO} L0 e N—KO+1}

+ ma Msi— M )
ke[é*l]i{{k?}| sk — Mskl
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For any L,z > 0, we have

]P( max ‘ Z (M(g,,-—]\_/I(s,i)‘zz)

k=1,...,67!

ie[k\{k}
<P( max | Y My-Fs)| 2z Y, Ui Bl <L)
=Lea0 T e Nk} ie[n]\{k%}
+P( Y s~ Ellsll> 1)
e[k}
571
<Y (| X Msi-Msp[zz Y li-Elsli<L)
k=1 ie[kN{KO} ie[kIN{k}
+P (5‘1 Z (Is; — E[I5;])* > Lz)
e[k}
2 ST'TIK|3
< 25_1 3 + L >
=0 ¢ 29312

where in the second inequality the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality was used for the sum in the
second probability, while the final inequality is a consequence of Proposition 3.5 and Lemma
3.3, combined with Markov’s inequality. Thus, for the choice L = R; 6% with Ry — oo and

zr = Rp51/log(5~1), we obtain

P ( max Z (Ms; — ]\_/15,,»)‘ > zL) — 0, asR; — oo,
KL ek gh}
whence
Jhax Z (Ms,; — A_/I(S,i)‘ = Op(cS_l\/log(cS‘l)) = op(67%/%).
T e[ kINKO}

The same arguments also yield

max ‘ Z (M5,n—(i—1) - M&n_(i_l))‘ = 0119(5_3/2),
ie[k]N{n—k?+1}

Ms i — A_/I = 5_3/2 ,

el Mok ~ Mol = 00070

which establishes (B.4) and therefore proves (3.12). O

C. Remaining proofs for Section 3

We start by proving the upper bound for the error term R yo arising in the representation of our

simultaneous M-estimator (9, Sﬁ, 99, 79).

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Let & = 8°(5), 8- = 8°(5) and r = 7° Let us first treat the case (i)
concerning the L'-bound of R o, then (ii) the variance bound on R o and finally prove (iii) the

existence of 9% € [8, 9] such that [E[Rs 0 (8°)]| < 677

(i) By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

T 1/2 T t 2 1/2
IRy (9] < ( J X (1) dt) ( J ( J (AgSo(t — )Ks g0 _3/59(t—s)AK5)k9,dWS)) dt)
0 0 0
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Hence, the Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality and Fubini’s theorem show

T ¢t
E[[Rs o (9] < <[Ells ] J L L 189S5t — $)Ks o — 9”So(t — $)AK o ds
= JT1T2(9).

The crux of the problem is now that in general K; 3o does not belong to the domain D(Ag), which
prevents us from swapping the order of application of Ag and Sy(t — s). To resolve this problem,
we construct an appropriate approximation of Ko within the domain D(Ag). Let ¢ € C*(R)
such that supp(¢) € [-1/2,1/2] and ¢’(0) = 1. For £ > 0, let

(C.1)

pe(x) = ep((x —7)/¢), x€(0,1).

It is easily seen that ¢, — 0 in H((0,1)) as ¢ — 0. Thus, Ko = Kspo — 832K ((r = x30)/0)pe
converges to Kj o in H'((0, 1)) as ¢ — 0. Moreover, for ¢ > 0 small enough, ¢, € C2((0,1)) since
T ¢ {0, 1}, and since ¢’(0) = 1 it follows that VKg’ko(r) = 0. Therefore, for ¢ > 0 small enough,
Lemma A.2 implies that K, € D(Ag) and A3K§:k9 = JAKj,,. In particular, AgSa(s)Kg’kP =
S9(s)A9K§ 1o- Let now € be the Dirichlet form given by £(u,v) = fol VuVv dA for u, v belonging to
the domain D(E) = {u € H'((0,1)) : u(0) = 0}. The associated self-adjoint operator on L2((0, 1))
is the Laplacian subject to mixed homogeneous Dirichlet-Neumann boundary conditions, i.e.,
u(0) = 0 and Vu(1) = 0 for any u € D(A). Moreover, it is well-known that the spectrum of the
positive self-adjoint operator —A is discrete and bounded from below by some strictly positive
constant, whence (—A)™! exists as a bounded operator from L?((0, 1)) to D(—A). Since for any

u € D((=A9)"/*) = D(&3) € D(E) = D((-M)"/),
we have Ey(u,u) > IE(u, u), it now follows from the argument in the proof of Theorem VI1.2.21

in [20] that (—=Ag)™! < 97 1(~A)7L. Letting I?gko = K, — K{ ,(r) and ¢ € C((0, 1)), integration
by parts shows

1
(1o o) = | Ry (o)
1
_ _J VK 1o () () dx
1 T
= J K o (x)(x) dx

= (1r.)K5 o> @),

where for the second line we used K 540 (r) = 0 = ¢’(1) and the third line follows from VK g,k?(f) =
0 = ¢(1). Thus, 1[7)1)I?§)k9 solves the Poisson equation Af = l[f,l)AKg,ks) subject to the mixed
Dirichlet-Neumann boundary conditions (note here that f := l[fyl)Eg,kP € D(A) since f(0) =0
and f/(1) = 0). From above, we know that the solution is unique, whence A‘l(l[f,l)AKg’kf)) =

l[f,l)ﬁgko. Thus, in case &’ = 9_, for any 0 < t < T we can calculate as follows for small ¢ > 0:

t t
j 189S5 (5)KE 4o — 9 So()AKE | ds = j 1S5(5)(Ag — 9 AIK ol ds
0 0

= S((5) 71— 52009 — 9 INKG 0,9 — 9 IAKS )
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IN
= DN

((=D9) (O = 8)AKS 4o, (8 — F)AKS 1)

2

(D) Ay AK o), e )AK o)

<
29

o N

(A (A AKS o), 1 AKS 1)

2
’7 ~
_ﬁﬁ[nl)KE,ks}’ 1 1)AK o)

IN

’72
L 1Ks ol

where the last line follows from an integration by parts using VK ,,(r) = VK§,,(1) = 0. Due to
IVKs ko — VK 10| — 0 as e — 0, for

T rt
('Y = J J 0985t — $)KE o — ot — SYAKE ol? ds

0 Jo

we now arrive at T T
. 9. )< L2 2 _ L gk nts2.
%1_{%"72(19 )< 212’7 IVKs jol ZQHK I7en°6

For general &’ € [9, 3], we have

t

1 — r r

JO |A5S5()KS o — 9 S()AKS o> ds < 5((—A9) 'O = 9)AKS 1o, (9 — 9)AK 1)
1

= E((_AS)—IAngg)kf), AgK5 o) — 8’((—A9)‘1A9K§)k9, AK o)
G
+
2

((=A9) " AKS o, AKS o)
(9)?
20
21+ 97hH R 9?1+ Q‘l)a_z

. e—0 2 )

< SI9VK ol + IVKS ol

It remains to relate J5(9”) to J;. Let

T T
jg = J ”AgSg(t)(K(g)k? - Kg’kf))uz dt, .72 = J ||Sl9(t)A(K§,k? - Kg’k?)uz dt:
0 0
and recall that (A, ex)renw denotes an eigenbasis of —Ay. It holds
1 1
95 < 2 ) MlKapo = Ki o ) = ZI(=00)"*(Ksgo = K5 o)l
keN
92 € 2

< ?"VK(S,k? = VK pol” —> 0.

Moreover, since
Ksgo — K50 = 6 °K'((r — x0)/8)ge

following the steps from the proof of Lemma 3.3.(ii), we obtain

T T
£ e 2 _ - /012
%5 S5 p5lVodl’ = Soelg'li: — 0.
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Since J,(&") < 295(8’) + 4(1 v I*)T(J5 + J5), it now follows from the above estimates by taking
£ — 0that J,(3_) < §||K’||i21725_2 and, in general, 7,(8) < §72. Combining these estimates with
Lemma 3.3, the assertion follows from (C.1).

(i) We now proceed with the variance bound. Let Y = (Y(¢))[or] be the Gaussian process
defined by Y(2) := [((ApSs(t — u)K;s g0 — 8’ Sp(t — u)AK; g0, dW,). Since Ryza(9) = (XL, V)rzpor]
and both X (ﬁkf) andY are centered L%([0, T])-valued jointly Gaussian processes we use Lemma C.1
below and Lemma 3.3 to obtain

T

Var(Rs o) < JVar(||X§k9 ||i2[O’T])\/Var(||Y||i2([O’T])) - \/Var(I(;’kg)\/Var(J Y(£)? dt)

0

< 5_1\/Var( JT Y(£)? dt),
0

(C.2)

By Wick’s formula and It6-isometry, we have

T T (T
Var( J Y(t)? dt) = J J Cov(Y(1),Y(s))* ds dt
0 0o Jo
T T tAS 2
=2 ] (], K, Koo ) dsat
o Jo \Jo
where we denoted F,(g) := AgSy(r)g — &’Ss(r)Ag. As above, we first bound the e-approximation
T T tAS 2
g e J J ( J (K. Foa( ) ) s,
o Jo \Jo

Since K, € D(Ay) with AgK§,, = JAKS o, we can write

tAS

tAS
J (Frea(K§ o), Foou(K5 40)) du = J (So(t —u)(d — 9" )AKS 10, So(s — u)( — 9")AK 1o du
1] 1]

tAs
_ J {So(t + 5 = 2u)(F — 9 IAKE 4o, (9 — 9 )AKE oy du
. : K

1
< 5((—A9)_153(|t — D@ = 9)AK 10, (8 — 9 )AKS 10 ).

Calculating as in Lemma 3.3.(iv) and part (i), we therefore obtain

T T
J¢ < J J <(—A9)_153(|t —sP(@ - 19’)AK§’,CO, & - 19’)AK§ X0 >2 dsdt
o Jo : "

<TI0 — 9K

< 00" BaKG gl + | (-0 4AKG |

= |20 K ol + (=20 AAK o]
By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

4 3 _
|2 K g < I(=09) 2K o PIK gol* < FIVKG o lP UK g | — |67,

—0
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and Lemma A .4 yields

_ 1/2
1(=89) BKS ol < 1KE oI IKE ol 3y + Il

1/2 1/2 -1/2
= IKs kol UK kol o,1y) + 1Ko atlloo ~ 677

It follows that lim, o J¢ < 82, and analogously to part (i), we therefore obtain

T T tAS 2
Var(I¥aqor)) = L L ( L (Fira340), Foa(Ki)) ) ds i < lim 9 < 572

Thus, (C.2) implies Var(Rs 0(9")) < 672
(iii) We have
T rt t
Rosn®) = [ [ (50t = Kss0,aW0) | (oSt = K50, W =9l (€3
0 Jo 0

By now familiar calculations give
T rt t
B[ [ (o~ 98Kss.aw) | (oSt = i, a0
o Jo 0

T rt
- J J (S5t — )AKy o, AgSy(t — 8Ky o) s dt
0

0

T rt
[, ], @sSsCe5)Rss0, M) ds
0 0

1 r
= 5 Z J (e Akt _ 1)<AK5,k?’ek><K5’k9,€k> dt
keN -0

1 1 _

= 5<—AK5,k9,Ka,k9> + Z((—As) '(1d —S5(2T))AK;s o, Ks o)
T

= §||K’||fz5_2 + 0573,

where for the last line we used that by self-adjointness, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma
A3,

((=Ag) 1 (1d —S5(2T))AKs o, Ks o) < |(=Ag) ™ AKs o [|(1d —S(2T))Ks jo| < 52
Since by Lemma 3.3 it holds

T T
EIIK’II%zc?_2 + 0671 <ElIspo] < ﬁllK’lliﬁ_z +00™h),

it therefore follows from (C.3) that there exists 9° € [9, 8] such that
E[Rs0(99)] = O(57).

O

C.1Lemma. For two centred, jointly Gaussian random variables X,Y with values in a real separable
Hilbert space we have
Var((X,Y)) < Var(|X[*)"/* Var(Jy|*)"/2.
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Proof. Let us decompose Y = LX + Z with a bounded linear operator L such that LX := E[Y | X],
Z =Y — E[Y | X] and Z is independent of X. We denote by Qx, Q the trace-class covariance
operators of X and Z. Then using an orthonormal eigensystem (e;, A;) of Qx we find

Var(IX[?) = Y. Var((X,e)?) = Y. 247 = 2|Qx[4s.

i>1 i>1

The same argument with orthonormal systems of QO and Q;/ ZL*LQ;(/ 2, respectively, yields

Var(IZI") = 21Qzlfs. - Var(ILXI?) = 210y *L"LOY s

If L, = 3(L + L*) denotes the symmetrisation of L, this argument also yields
Var((X, LX)) = Var((X, L, X)) = 2|QY L, QY *[%s.
Due to the independence of X and Z, we may disintegrate to obtain
Var({X, Z)) = E[{(QzX, X}] = E[(Qz, XX )us] = (Qx, Qz)ns
as well as
Var((LX, Z)) = Var((Ls X, Z)) = E[(Qz, Lo XX Lo )us] = (Qx, LsQzLo)us.

Using these identities, we arrive at

Var({X,Y)) = Var((X, LX) + (X, Z))

= Var((X, LX)) + Var((X, Z)) + 2 Cov({ X, LX),{X, Z))
= 210y Lo QY * 45 + (Qx. Oz)ns + 0
=(0x,2L;QxLs + QOz)us.

where the covariance vanishes since the product of the arguments is linear in Z, which is centered
and independent of X. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the identity [T*T|gs = |TT"|us

forT = Q;(/ ’L,, we obtain further

Var((X.1))” < 10xlfss 1220 QxLolfss + 10zl + 2(2LsOxLo. Qz)us )
= 4 Var(IXI?) (410Y *LEQK *Iss + 10z ffs + HLoQx Lo, Qz)us)

< Var(||X||2)( Var(JLX[*) + § Var(IZ|*) + 2 Var({LX, Z>)),

where the last line follows from the partial ordering L2 =: Re(L)* < |L|* := L*L and from
(LeQxLo,Qz)ns = {Qx, LsQz Ly )ns. Finally, note

Var(|Y|?) = Var(JLX + Z|*) = Var(JLX|?) + Var(|Z|?) + Var(2(LX, Z)),

since all covariances between |LX|?, |Z|? and (LX, Z) vanish due to independence or symmetry
in Z (use Z i 7 ), such that the asserted inequality follows. O

We now provide the proof of the expectation result needed for the application of the consis-
tency theorem for M-estimators.
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. It is enough to show

lim sup ‘53 E[Irs(x)] —
80 ye@x(0,1]

since E[I;5 0] < 6% By Lemma 3.3, it holds

9s.:([nh]) — 9%,)?
—||K||L252(‘5“") )

+O(5%),
95

> E[IT,(S(&—’ 19+3 h)]

and we always have
[95.i(k) — 95, - (& - 9)?
9% -8

i,k €[n]

It is thus easily verified that

(8 (x) - 95(x))°
95(x)

16(12°/81 A Th/81—1) = t° A K| +

T
6 Blirs(0)] - 1K1 L i

_ @) (0. = 93(5))°

16(12°/81 v [h/81) = ° v h

- 32(6) 3%(6)
0 _ 1\t 1.0 (19+ - 19(1(5))2 + (‘9— - 199-(5))2 (5 - Q)z 2
+6(1° /81— [h/81] = D* = [° = hl| 5) A 99(0) +6 5 +6
I —9)?
<6 9 -9) :
We therefore obtain the uniform convergence
T L@y (x) — 95(x))°
lim sup |6°Els(8-. 8. k)] — LIK'L2 J x =0 (9
e Xe@)(g) q T,0 + 4 L 0 192(3() (
Moreover, for 9" := 0" 1) ;0) + 97 1[0 ), we have
[958 — 92(8))* — 92(8)(E+ — 1)’
9%(0)9%
< 9il: = 95(0))" — (92 — 92)° + (9 — 9L)192(9) — 91
< 92
I+ -9)?

< g (20 ~ 9 +192) ~ 82) 5 0

and similarly

9209+ = U — SOz — 9 _ B+ (B -9
57(5)5+ ST

((9208) = 920 +192(8) ~ 9%]) — 0

By the piecewiese constant nature of 19)(/, 89, 9%, it is therefore straightforward to show that

lim sup dx‘ =0.

8-0 yeox(0,1]

L) - 00F . (19,60 — )
| J ETe L ()

The claim then follows by using (C.4) and the triangle inequality. O
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Finally, we give the proofs for the local fluctuation bounds on the centered empirical processes
Z25() — E[Z5(-)] and L5(-) — E[£s(-)] around the true parameter y°(5).

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Due to Z5(x°(8)) = 0, the assertion is equivalent to the claim that

E| sup |80~ E[Zé()()])ﬂ < 8%+ 6% 1 56 + 5/%.
ds(rx°(6))<e

Let ¢ < 1. With the notation from the proof of Theorem 3.8, we have the bound

E|  swp  [9°Rs()—EIZ(OD|| SE|  sup &G0~ Elrs()]|

(" O)<e ds(xx"(®))<e
+8°E _sup |MT,5()()|] (C.5)
ds(rx°(8))<e ’
+ 848 A e®) E[Is 0 — E[Is0]1]
+8°/2(8Y% A €) E[|Ms gal]),
where for the last two summands we used that ds( X x°(8)) < e implies
2
953h/D) ~ 30l S 10 5
We also observe that d(y, y°(8)) < ¢ implies (|[°]s — [h]s| — 8)* < €2, giving
I[7°/8] = [h/S8]| < 1+ 2571 (C.6)

Consequently, {[h/8] : ([°]s — [Als| — )" < €2}] < 1+ 2571, Moreover, if €2 < §/2, then
ds(x, x°(8)) < e implies [h/5] = [t°/5]1 £ 1 =k + 1, ie,

[h/S1AK? +1 < [h/8] VK — &< 262 (C.7)

Thus, for the first term, using (B.3) and Proposition 3.4, it follows with a union bound that, for
any z > 0,

P(8°  sup  |Irs() ~Ellrs(0]| > 2)

BOex©O)<e
[h/S|A0—1
<P (8%* sup Z (Is; —E(5,))| = 2/5)
ds(r.x°()<e  i=1,i#k?
n
+P (5352 sup ‘ Z (Is; — E(I5,))| > Z/5>
ds(x.x°(8))<e i=[h/SVKO+1,i%k?
[h/81VkO—1
+P (8@ -9 +26)_ sup Y U Bt s,y 2 #/5 ) Voot
ds(rox*(8)<e  i=[h/SIAKO+1,i%k? [h/81ve!

+P (52(5 Ne?)  sup  sine) — Ells syl = 2/5)

d(.x"@)<e
5737422 5732
2¢6-1
<o (- gremm) o (i) o
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5725t ve?)?
C(6ner+2) ))

5—322

C(e? +2) )

+ exp ( -
<S(1+e25 exp ( -

Since

[+ 5—322
2¢6-1 _
(1+e%9 )JO exp( C(£2+z)> g

00 -3
0

537222 573z
<t (ew (=T ) rew(-
<(1+6% )J exp >0 + exp >0

)) dz < 6% + 61263 4 88,
we obtain for e < 1,

B s ShsC0-ElisGOl| = | (8 swp  ns(0)—EllsG0) > £) d
ds(rox*(@))<e 0 ds (e x"(9))<e

< 8% + 5123 + 52,
(C.8)

We now treat the second summand on the right hand side of (C.5). We first observe that, similarly
to (B.3), we may write for any (9_,8,,9.,h) € {y € ©x(0,1] : ds(x, x°(5)) < &}, with k = [h/§],

MrsC0l < 5‘ Z Ms,i| + 5‘ Z Msi| +((0 - 9) + 25)‘ Z M(;)i‘ +(1A
lEAl(k) lEAz(k) l€A3(k)

|Ms x|,

£
7
where

ME)={ie[67 ] izkli<knk)—1}, AK)={ie[6"]:i=k]i>(kVvk)+1}
As()={ie[67]:i=kd,(kAKD)+1<i<kVKkl-1}.

Using (C.6) and (C.7), we therefore obtain,

E [53 sup |MT,5()()|] < Z Z E [853‘ Z Ms;

ds(r.x°(8))<e I=1 keA(e) ieA (k) ]
keA(e) ieAs(k)

+(8° ned™?) Y B [IMskl],
keA(e)

where A(¢) := {k € [§71] : (JK®—k|-1)* < £257'}, whose size is bounded by a multiple of 1+£25 .
For any k,I, M (t) = a0 fé X(sA)l.(s) dBs(s) is a martingale in ¢, and, by independence of
(Bs,)ie[s-1]» its quadratic variation is given by

t
<Mk,l>t= Z ngi(s)zds, ke[67'],1e{1,2,3}t>0.
ieA (k) 70

In particular, My (T) = Yep) Msi and (Mi)r = Yiea ) Isi- Hence, using Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, Lemma 3.3 and the fact that for § < 2¢% and k € A(e), |A3(k)| < €671, we obtain from
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(C.9)

E 53~ sup |MT)5()()|]
ds(x.x°(8))<e

553(1+£25_1)€( > E[LS,:’]) +15028° ), ( 2 E LSJ)

ie[5-1] ken(e)  ieny(k) (C.10)
+(8° N e8P) (1 + 6257 Ellsx]'"/?
(6" ned” )1 +e°67) DAX oy [Zs.]
S8 e(1+e257)072 + 8%25 71 (€26 P + 6872 (1 + £2571) < 8% %e + 25V,

Finally, using Lemma 3.3, It6 isometry and Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality,

8%(8 A e®)EllIs 0 — ElIs ol + 87/2(8"% A ) E[| M5 ol
< 828 A e®)(Var(Is o)) /? + 8°/2(85Y2 A &) B[ I o] /2 (C.11)
< 8% + 5%/%.

Thus, inserting (C.8), (C.10) and (C.11) into (C.5), the assertion follows. O

Proof of Corollary 3.11. Using Proposition 3.2 and Lemma 3.10, it holds

E[ s [(£5=£)(0) - (&5 = £ )]

ds (1" ()<
SE[ swp  [(6s —ELLsD() - (€5~ ELLDG @)
ds (x:x°(8))<e
+sup  9se(l/]) — 9°S)S LRy o (8°(6N]
ds(x:x"(8))<e
SE[ swp  [(2s—E[ZD00 - (25~ E[Zs DGO
ds (x,x°(8))<e
+sup 9se(l/]) — 9°(S)6* (Var(Rs e (°(6)))
ds(x*())<e
+sup [9sse(l/8]) — OX(S)6ELRs o (20D
ds (. x*(9))<e
SPse)+8°  sup  [95p0([h/81) — 9°(S))
ds (o x*(9))<e

< 8%+ 512 + 86 + 8% %,
For the last inequality, we used that ds(x, y°(8)) < ¢ implies

19540([h/81) = 83 10l = 19540(Th/81) — 8°(8)| < e/ V.

D. Remaining proofs of Section 4

We start with verifying the representation of the estimator k= ﬁ(5) defining the change point
estimator via the relation 7 = k§.
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Proof of Lemma 4.1. Write J, = $.(8). First subtracting

Zn: (5‘+ JT X5u(t) dXs,(t) — % JT X5,)° dt)

i=1 0 0

from the maximum in the definition of k in (4.1) and then adding

k. T 2 _g92 T
> (nf X§,6) dX5(t) + ——— J XA (1)? dt),
i=1 o o
it follows that k = arg maxg_;  s-i Zr, where
0, k= k.,
7 T 92 9% T
Zk = -n Z{'C:k.ﬂ J() X(SA,i dX5,i(t) -3 . z;{:k.ﬂ _[0 X(SA,i(t)z dt, k>k.,

k. T 92 -9% k. T
Uzi:kﬂ fo XzSA,i deS’i(t) T3 Zi:k+1 Io X(SA,i(t)z dt, k <k..

. o 9% —92
Using Proposition 2.1 and pd_ — =5—

5 = —n?/2, one obtains that, for k < k.,
k-1 .7 ’72 k-1 .T
Zy = l{kqtk.—l}("] Z J X5A,i(t) ng,i(t) - E Z J X(;A,i(t)2 dt)
i=k+170 imk+190
L 9 =92 (T o
| Xk () dXsr (O + — X5 (O dt
0 0

k.

k. T ’72 T
=1 Z J X5,(£) dBs (1) — Py Z J X5t dt

i=k+1-0 i=k+170
T t
e | X | (BaSole = Ko W) 5.0, 0))
0 0
= Zk.
9292

Similarly, Proposition 2.1 together with —pd, + == = —5?/2 yields 7y = Z for k > k. as
well. O

Finally, we give the proof for tightness, which involves most of the previous technical consid-
erations in the paper.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. We will verify that 7—7 = Op(vs) = Op(5°n2). As was shown in Section
4 (cf. (4.10)), we have

2
v5; (T — 1) € argmin {an(s(h) + 1

T 5(h) + Op (5 D1pico, .
hegr,(s,r]

where the Op-term is independent of h and comes from the expectation bounds from Lemma 3.3
and Proposition 3.2 on the quantities I, /51, R; /5 associated to the observation block around
the change point 7. Since n = 0(9), it therefore suffices to show that

2
3 T r] T T r] T
Ve >03R, >0: P ( \h\>RH}L£37,a,,, {UMT,(s(h) s Iw(h)} < M7 5(0) + EIT,(S(O) + 1) <e,
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with R, only depending on ¢, not on 6, 5. To see this, note that

2
(ot { M s + TH 50 + OrGP8 ™)1 | < M7 5(0) + 11 5(0))
‘h‘>R£,hegr,6,r] 2

. 1' N
< < —
<P ( \h\>Rgf11£37,5,,, {UMT s(h) + IT 5(h)} < My 5(0) + 2IT)5(0) + 1)

+ P(op(1) < —1)1{7573,72>R€},

and the second term converges to 0 as R, — oo. Since M} 4(0) = If5(0) = 0, the required
statement will follow from

Ve >03R, >0 : ]P( sup { — nMz 5(h) — Ui IT(S(h)} ) < i
. (h)>+h>R, 2’

where we set aJ (h) = (1-7)/vs and a® (h) = 7 /vs and, moreover, use the convention sup @ = —oo.
We only consider the case h > 0, the case h < 0 is similar.

Let R, be large enough to ensure that R.vs/§ > 1 for any § € 1/ IN. Inserting the definitions
(4.4) and (4.5) yields

k 2
n
sup { nMg s(h) — IT 5(h)} max ( —nMs; — —Ia,i) (D.1)
ai(h)2h>Ré [(T+R;U§)/5‘|,...,571 l_l,l%]_'_l 2
Here and in the following, for a vector bs = (bs(k))k=1. 51, we set maxy_g 51 bs(k) = —oo if
K>6§

Let the independent coupled random variables (Ms;);=1._s-1 be given as in (3.6) and note that,
by Proposition 3.5, (Z{'{:k.ﬂ Ms )k=1...5-1_k. is a martingale. For @ > 0, introduce N, given by

[r/8]+k

2
Nsa(k) = exp ( 3 ( — aMs; - “—I&,-)), kef{l,.., 07—k},
i=[r/8]+1 2

which is again a martingale since Ms; ~ N(0,15;). Note that Ny, /, is positive and has constant
expectation 1. Thus, for any ¥ > 0, Doob’s maximal martingale inequality [28, Proposition II.1.5]
yields, for any k° € N,

[2/8]+k" o8]+
]P( max N(;”/z(k)>exp( Z 151——))§exp(5—’7— Z )
k=k*,...67'=[z/8] =l 2 8

Let k° :== [R,6%/n*] —1 > 1. It holds

2

k
Mss = los) > =}
— M .__I ) > —
{k:[(r+Rrgrul(S)/(§],...,5*1 Z ( (AP K

i=[z/8]+1
[z/8]+k"
C N k) > ( I __)}
{k:k°,..r.,r(15%1X—[T/5] o) > exp T%H M2
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and we know from (B.2) that

[z/8]+k° T
Y, Isi> —=rf6 K IK P + 0.
i=[r/8]+1 J

Using 7?6 %k* ~ R, —> oo, we thus conclude that, for any fixed k > 0 and ¢ > 0 choosing
R, = R.(x) large enough,

2

k
— 17 -
]P( max (— M5~——15~)>—K—1)§
k=I(+R05)/81,...571 l._[f%ﬂ et

(D.2)

w1 ™

We proceed to studying the difference Zf:[f /5141(Msi = Ms ;i + (I —Is,)). Proposition 3.5 gives,
for any z,L > 0,

[t/8]+k [t/8]+k
— - 2
P ( Y Msi-Ms) >z Y lsi—Ind < L) < e P/D),
i=[7/8]+1 i=[7/8]+1

For1<k; <k, <6 !—]r/8], we deduce

[c/6]+k
P Ms; — Ms;) >
(k:rﬁ-?{sz_ > (Ms;— Msy) > Z)
i=[r/8]+1
[7/8]+ky ko [7/8]+k [t/8]+k
<P Y Usi-Td>L)+ Y P( Y Mu-Msd 2z Y, Usi-Isil<L)
i=[/5]+1 k=k, i=[r/5]+1 i=[r/5]+1
[7/8]+k, . )
<P ( N s~ I > L) + (ky — ky + 1)e=/CD),
i=[/5]+1

The inequalities Var(Is;) < T672, (XX, &;)? < k Y%, a? and Markov’s inequality show that

[7/8]+k, i [7/5]+k; K2TS2
P> Wi-Isd>L)<P(k Y, Usi—Ellsl)’>L1%) < 27—
i=[z/8]+1 i=[z/8]+1

The term in the upper bound tends to zero for L = Rrk; JTS57! with R, — oo. Hence, with this

choice of L, we find for
zZL = Rquch‘l log(c?‘l) (D3)

that
[7/8]+k
P ( max . (Ms;— My + 2(Is; — I5;)) > 221 + UL)
k=ky,..k;
i=[r/8]+1
< 5 1o #0/(@RkNT) | 2R — 0.

Ry >

Noting nL < n\/TRLk;/25_3/2 = 0(z1) due to n = 0(5), we conclude

[c/6]+k
P ( max Z (A_/I(s)i — Mg,i + g(j&i — Ig,i)) > 3ZL) —> 0. (D4)
P i Rumeo

43



By our assumption 5(1/n) = o(1/n), there are (possibly empty) subsequences (n,(ci))kG]N, i€41,2},
such that {n,(cl) : ke N}u {nf) : k€ N} =N and

lim sup n(1/ni”)Jlogn” /m” = 0, liminf n(1/n”)\Jlogn? /n? > 0,
k—o0 —00

while still n(1/ ng)) = o(1/ ng)) for i € {1,2}, Thus, by analysing along these subsequences if
necessary, it is sufficient to consider the two following cases: (a) n = 0(6/+/log(671)), and (b)
n = 6/log(671), while still n = o(5).

Case (a): Choose k; = 1 and ky; = 57! — [7/8] maximally. Combining this with the definition
of z; in (D.3), we obtain z; < Ry +flog(5~1)8! < cRry! for some ¢ > 0. Hence, (D.4) implies

[r/8]+k
P ( max Z I](A_/I(s,i - Mﬁ,i + g(jg,i - Ig,i)) > 3CRL) —> 0.
k=t 8710001 O Rp=eo
Thus, for any ¢ > 0, there exists k = k(&) > 1 such that, for any § € 1/,
[r/8]+k
P ( max Z nMs; — Ms; + 2(Is; — Is) > K) <<
k=L 8T O1 1514 4
Using (D.1) and (D.2), we therefore obtain for R, = R.(k) large enough
7
P ( sup { — gME 5(h) — —1;5(h)} > —1)
h>R. ' 2 v
k ’72
SIP( max (— A715~——f5~)>—K—1>
k=[(r+Re05)/81,...671 i_[r%:H ) G
[r/8]+k
+P ( max Z n(Ms; — Ms,; + g(Ia,i —1I5:) > K)
k=187 /01 O

<e/2.

Case (b): Choose k; = 1 and k; = min{|R; 6 !/log(671)],6 ! — k.}. Then, z; < Ri/25_1 <
CRIS_/ 25! for some ¢ > 0 thanks to 7 = o(8). From (D.4), we thus obtain

[r/8]+k
P ( max Z I](M(s)i - A_/I(s,i - '—27(15)1' - jg,i)) > 3CRi/2) —> 0.
k:kl,...,kz i:[1/51+1 RL—>00

Consequently, arguing as before, given ¢ > 0, choosing R;, > 0 and R, = RE(RE/ %) large enough
yields

P ( sup { — Mg 5(h) - %ZI%,s(h)} > —1>

h>R,
k ’72 /
gIP( ma (—]\_/I»——T »)>—3cR32—1)
K=l(+Ro0y) 61,51 i:; . G L
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k.+k
+P ( max Z n(Ms; — Ms; + 3(Is; — I5) > 3cR2/2>

k=looke 5

k.+k
“P( max —M'—QI-2—1>1 .

k=kp+1,....671 ,_Z N(=Msi = 315.1) {kp<671—k.}

i=k.+1
k.+k
<e/2+ ]P( max Z n(—Ms; — gItg’i) > _1)1{kz<§’1—k.}'
k=kp+1,....67!

i=k.+1

It remains to show that the second term becomes small for any § € 1/IN as R, — 0. Assume
ko <81 —k.. Using a union bound, we obtain directly via Girsanov’s theorem, for any L” > 0,

k.+k
n
]P( —M~——I~2—1>
(L nax ’72 n(=Ms; = 5 5,)
i=k.+1
’72 kotky+1 5! k.+k 7 ’72
S]P(E Z Ls,iSL/+1> + Z ]P(exp('z (_EM&I'_EI&I')) ZeL>
i=k.+1 k=ky+1 i=k.+1
2 k.+ky+1 ,
<P (’7— Y <+ 1) 4ol (D.5)
i=k.+1

Yet, in order to apply Girsanov, we have to check the Novikov condition

2 -1

]E[exp(% Z I(;)i)] < oo,

i=k.+1

From Proposition 3.4, we know for some ¢ > 0, independent of &,

2 6!
P (% Z (Is; — E[Ls;]) > z) < exp ( —en 2 /(2 + 5_3)) = 7' /('z4n'87),

i=k.+1

Since n = 0(5), it therefore follows that, for § sufficiently small, the right hand side is o(e™%?),

2 _
whence, % Z?:FT /s1+1 15,1 has an exponential moment of order 1, as needed. Having verified the
validity of (D.5), it remains to bound the first term. By Lemma 3.3, we have

k.+ko+1
K2 T
B[ Y Ioi| 2 5160 + DIKF + 0) ~ RS/ log(s™)
i=k.+1
and

k.+ks+1

Var (172 Z 15,,») <STn*6 %(ky + 1) ~ Rep*67>/log(671).
i=k.+1

Hence, choosing L’ ~ R;p?672/log(67!) in case k, < 57! — k., Chebyshev’s inequality yields

2 k.+ky+1
P (% Y i<l + 1) <8R log(57") < e RRT,
i=k.+1
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where we used that k, < §~! — k. implies Ry < log(§™!) + 1 and hence § < e ®t. Hence, by (D.5),
using also the fact that in our case (b), L’ = R85 /(log(671))?, it follows

k.+k

n —R; p—1 —1_—R;871/(log(871))?
P max D nMas— 250 2 1) Apcs gy < @ MR 57 e /s

i=k.+1

and the right hand side converges to 0 uniformly over § € 1/IN as R, — o, as desired. Putting
everything together, we have proved tightness. O
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