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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 Δ# = ∇#∇, where
# = #(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 �. Based on localmea-
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 �3/2. 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 #, 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 Δ# = ∇#∇ on (0, 1) (i.e., )x#)x )
with Dirichlet boundary conditions and diffusivity

#(x) = #−1(0,�)(x) + #+1[�,1)(x), x ∈ (0, 1), (1.1)

where � ∈ (0, 1),
#−, #+ ∈ [#, #] for some #, # ∈ (0,∞). (1.2)

Our interest is in estimating the change point � as well as the diffusivity constants #+, #− from
observing the corresponding SPDE

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
dX(t) = Δ#X(t) dt + dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ]

X(0) = X0,

X(t)|{0,1} = 0, t ∈ (0, T ]

(1.3)

∗Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, Institut für Mathematik, Unter den Linden 6, 10099 Berlin, Germany.
Email: mreiss@math.hu-berlin.de

†Aarhus University, Department of Mathematics, Ny Munkegade 118, 8000 Aarhus C, Denmark.
Email: strauch@math.au.dk/trottner@math.au.dk

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.10960v1
mailto:mreiss@math.hu-berlin.de
mailto:strauch@math.au.dk
mailto:trottner@math.au.dk


with space-timewhite noise Ẇ , i.e.,W = (Wt)t∈[0,T ] is a cylindrical Brownianmotion on L2((0, 1)),
and deterministic initial condition X0 ∈ 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
xi = (i − 1/2)/n, i = 1, … , n, the local averages

X�,i(t) ≔ ⟨X(t), K�,i⟩ and XΔ
�,i(t) ≔ ⟨X(t), ΔK�,i⟩ for t ∈ [0, T ], (1.4)

for some localised kernel functions K�,i(x) = �−1/2K(�−1(x − xi)) with � > 0 and a smooth
function K , satisfying supp(K) ⊂ [−1/2, 1/2], ‖K ‖L2 = 1. The kernels K�,i 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−1 is assumed so that the observations
X�,i(t) form non-overlapping local averages of the solution. Let us emphasize here already that
the X�,i(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 #± = #±(�) obeying the bounds (1.2) uniformly in �. We shall
study convergence rates and asymptotic distributions of our estimators in the asymptotic regime
� → 0, that is, n → ∞, 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))t∈[0,T ].

For estimating the change point � and the diffusivity parameters #± 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
(#0−(�), #

0
+(�), #

0◦ (�), �0) and investigate its asymptotic behaviour in Section 3. Here, #0◦ (�) is a
nuisance parameter that, in a certain sense, represents the best constant approximation of the
discontinuous diffusivity on the change point interval [�(⌈�0/�⌉−1), �⌈�0/�⌉]. Its inclusion in our
estimator is vital for obtaining optimal convergence rates for the diffusivity parameters #0±(�).

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�,i

and quadratic variation terms I�,i, i = 1, … , �−1, and in both cases the investigation (carried out
in Section 3.2) requires new ideas. The individual martingale terms M�,i 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 I�,i 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
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convergence rates of our estimators.
Indeed, if the jump height �(�) = |#0+(�)−#0−(�)| between the true parameters does not vanish

in the limit � → 0, we prove that our approach yields estimators with error bounds

|#̂�± − #0±(�)| = Oℙ(�3/2) and |̂�� − �0| = Oℙ(�). (1.5)

For the change point estimator �̂� , this is the best precision we can hope for because our obser-

vations are at distance xi−xi−1 = � in space. The diffusivity parameter estimators #̂�± converge at
rate �3/2, 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 #0±(�) to be known and study the most
challenging case in terms of change point identification, where the jump height � = �(�) tends
to zero. Motivated by the first main result, we expect that the change point can be detected even
if � is only slightly larger than �3/2. Moreover, we can never have a faster error rate than the
observation distance �. In this setting, we establish indeed a limit theoremwith rate �3�−2. More
precisely, for � = o(�), �3/2 = o(�) and thus #0±(�) → #∗ for some #∗ ∈ [#, #], we prove

�2�3 T ‖K
′‖2L2

2#∗ (̂� − �0) d⟶ argmin
ℎ∈ℝ

{B↔(ℎ) + |ℎ|
2

}
, as � → 0, (1.6)

for the change point estimator �̂� , where B↔ is a two-sided Brownian motion, T the fixed obser-
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-repolarisationmodel [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
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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 L2((0, 1))-valued and predictable process (Xt)t∈[0,T ] is calledweak solution of (1.3)
if t ↦ X(t) is ℙ-a.s. Bochner integrable and if, for all z ∈ D(Δ∗

#) and all t ∈ [0, T ],

⟨X(t), z⟩ = ⟨X0, z⟩ + ∫t

0
⟨X(s), Δ∗

#z⟩ ds + ⟨W(t), z⟩, ℙ -a.s. (2.1)

Let us start by recalling some essential facts on the divergence-form operator Δ# from the litera-
ture that are rooted in the theory of Dirichlet forms (cf. [16]). Denote by � the Lebesgue measure
on ((0, 1),ℬ((0, 1))), and let L2((0, 1)) be theHilbert space of square-integrable functions on (0, 1),
equipped with the scalar product ⟨u, v⟩ = ∫

(0,1) uv d�. Denote by H k((0, 1)) the L2-Sobolev spaces

for k ∈ ℕ, and letH 1
0 ((0, 1)) be the closure of C

∞
c ((0, 1)) inH

1((0, 1)). The elliptic divergence-form
operator {

D(Δ#) = {u ∈ H 1
0 ((0, 1)) ∶ Δ#u ∈ L2((0, 1))},

Δ#u = ∇#∇u,

is induced by the Dirichlet form {
D(ℰ#) = H 1

0 ((0, 1)),

ℰ#(u, v) = ∫
(0,1) #∇u∇v d�,

via the relation
ℰ#(u, v) = −⟨Δ#u, v⟩, (u, v) ∈ D(Δ#) × D(ℰ#).

Because of #(x) ≥ # > 0, (Δ#, D(Δ#)) is a negative definite self-adjoint operator on L2((0, 1))
that generates a strongly continuous symmetric semigroup (S#(t))t∈[0,T ] on L2((0, 1)) via S#(t) =exp(tΔ#), cf. [15, Theorem 2.1]. For each t > 0, S#(t) has an L2((0, 1) × (0, 1)) density kernel or
Green function p#t satisfying the classical off-diagonal Aronson estimate [6],

p#t (x, y) ≤ c#,�√t exp( − |x − y|24(1 + �)#t ), t > 0, x, y ∈ (0, 1),
where � > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily, and c#,� is a constant that depends only on � and #, cf.
[13, Corollary 3.2.8] for the near optimal constants above.

For any t > 0, the kernel p#t is square-integrable and thus S#(t) is a Hilbert–Schmidt op-
erator, [7, Section A.6]. This implies that S#(t) has a discrete spectrum �(S#(t)) and, sinceexp(−t�(−Δ#)) ⊂ �(S#(t)), see, e.g., [14, Theorem IV.3.6], it follows that the spectrum of −Δ#

is discrete as well. Therefore, we may choose an orthonormal basis (ek)k∈ℕ of L2((0, 1)) consist-
ing of eigenvectors of −Δ# with corresponding non-negative sequence of eigenvalues (�k)k∈ℕ .
In fact, (�k)k∈ℕ is bounded from below by some � > 0, depending only on the parameter #. To
see this, note that, for any u ∈ D(Δ#), by Poincaré’s inequality on the bounded domain (0, 1),

⟨−Δ#u, u⟩ ≥ #‖∇u‖2 ≥ c#‖u‖2,
for some constant c > 0. We may therefore take � = c#, which is independent of �. In particular,Δ−1
# exists as a bounded linear operator from L2((0, 1)) to D(Δ#), and it holds ‖Δ−1

# ‖ ≤ �−1. We
apply functional calculus to Δ#. To this end, we note that, for any measurable function  on ℝ+,
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the operator  (−Δ#) is given by

 (−Δ#)z = ∑
k∈ℕ  (�k)⟨ek , z⟩ek,z ∈ D( (−Δ#)) = {z ∈ L2((0, 1)) ∶ ∑

k∈ℕ  (�k)2⟨ek , z⟩2 < ∞}. (2.2)

The following basic result clarifies the existence of a solution and provides a representation of
the measurement process X�,i introduced in (1.4). Note that the functions K�,i are part of the
observation scheme, and observe that supp(K�,i)∩ supp(K�,j ) = ∅ holds for all i ≠ j , i.e., the local
observation windows do not overlap. Let us also define k∙ = k∙(�) ≔ ⌈�/�⌉, implying that the
change point � ∈ supp(K�,k∙).
2.1 Proposition. The unique weak solution of (1.3) is given by the mild solution process

X (t) = S#(t)X0 + ∫ t

0
S#(t − s) dWs , t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.3)

Moreover, for any i = 1,… , n and t ∈ [0, T ], we have the ℙ-a.s. representations
X�,i(t) =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
⟨X0, K�,i⟩ + ∫ t

0 #−(�)XΔ�,i(t) dt + B�,i(t), if xi + �/2 ≤ �,⟨X0, K�,i⟩ + ∫ t
0 #+(�)XΔ�,i(t) dt + B�,i(t), if xi − �/2 ≥ �,⟨S#(t)X0, K�,i⟩ + ∫ t

0
∫ s
0 ⟨Δ#S#(s − u)K�,i, dW (u)⟩ ds + B�,k∙(t), if |xi − �| < �/2 (2.4)

where (B�,i)i=1,…,n, with B�,i(⋅) = ⟨W (⋅), K�,i⟩, is a vector of independent scalar Brownian motions.

Proof. See Appendix A.

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 conditionX0 ≡ 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) = #(x) dx + �(x) dB(x), x ∈ [0, 1],
with unknown # of the form (1.1), known space-dependent noise level � ∈ L2((0, 1)), and a scalar

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

�(#−, #+, �) = #− ∫�
0
�−2(x) dY (x) − #2−2 ∫�

0
�−2(x) dx

5



+ #+ ∫1

� �−2(x) dY (x) − #2+2 ∫1

� �−2(x) dx.
The MLE (#̂−, #̂+, �̂) exists and yields the change point estimator

�̂ = argmax�
{(∫ �0 �−2(x) dY (x))2∫ �

0 �−2(x) dx + (∫ 1� �−2(x) dY (x))2∫ 1� �−2(x) dx
}.

In the case where #−, #+ are known and assuming � ≔ #+ − #− > 0, we can subtract �(⋅, ⋅, �0) from
�, resulting in

�̂ = argmax�
{(#+ − #−) ∫�0

� �−2(x) dY (x) − #2+ − #2−2 ∫�0
� �−2(x) dx}.

Analyzing this estimator under the true �0, we insert the specification of dY and obtain

�̂ = argmax�
{
∫�∨�0
�∧�0

��(x) dB(x) − 12 ∫
�∨�0
�∧�0

�2�(x)2 dx
}.

For the homoskedastic case �(x) = �n−1/2, scaling properties of Brownian motion show the identity

in law

�2�−2n(̂� − �0) d= argmaxℎ∈[−�2�−2n�0,�2�−2n(1−�0)](B↔(ℎ) − |ℎ|2 ) a.s.⟶ argmaxℎ∈ℝ (B↔(ℎ) − |ℎ|2 ),
provided �n−1/2 = o(�). In particular, for n = �−1, we obtain convergence with rate v�,� = �−2�3 for�̂ in � and �, provided �3/2 = o(�).

We now turn to the problem of simultaneous estimation of the true model parameters(#0−(�), #0+(�), �0), marked with a superscript 0 in this section. In particular, the definition of the
index k∙ implies that k0∙ = ⌈�0/�⌉. For i, k ∈ {1, … , �−1} and for given (#−, #+, #◦) ∈ Θ ≔ [#, #]3,
define

#�,i(k) ≔
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
#−, if i < k,#◦, if i = k,#+, if i > k, and #0�,i ≔

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
#0−(�), if i < k0∙ ,#0◦ (�), if i = k0∙ ,#0+(�), if i > k0∙ ,

where #0◦ (�), 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 L1-norm. This will turn out to be decisive for deriving sharp diffusivity estimation
rates.

Consider the modified log-likelihood ��,i(#−, #+, #◦, k), based on the local observation process(X�,i(t), XΔ�,i(t))t≥0 introduced in (1.4) and given by

��,i(#−, #+, #◦, k) ≔ #�,i(k)∫T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) − #�,i(k)22 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt. (3.1)

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 ofX�,i, 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 (B�,i)i=1,…,n
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of independent Brownian motions as introduced in Proposition 2.1, define

M�,i ≔ ∫T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t), I�,i ≔ ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt, i = 1,… , �−1, (3.2)

and note thatM�,i is a continuous martingale in T with quadratic variation I�,i. 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

��,i(#−, #+, #◦, k) = (#�,i(k)#0�,i − #�,i(k)2/2)I�,i + #�,i(k)M�,i + 1{i=k0∙ }#�,k0∙ (k)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�)),
where, for #′ ∈ [#, #], we define

R�,k0∙ (#′) ≔ ∫T
0
XΔ�,k0∙ (t)(∫t

0
⟨Δ#0S#0(t − s)K�,k0∙ − #′S#0(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ , dWs⟩) dt. (3.3)

For a continuous function f ∶ Θ × [n] → ℝ, let argmax�∈Θ×[n] f (� ) be a measurable version of a
minimizer of f , and also define argmin�∈Θ×[n] f (� ) ≔ argmax�∈Θ×[n](−f (� )). We introduce the
estimator

(#̂�−, #̂�+, #̂�◦ , k̂�) ≔ argmax
(#−,#+,#◦,k)∈Θ×[n]

n∑i=1 ��,i(#−, #+, #◦, k)
= argmax

(#−,#+,#◦ ,k)∈Θ×[n]
{ n∑i=1 ((#�,i(k) − #0�,i)M�,i − 12(#�,i(k) − #0�,i)2I�,i)
+ #�,k0∙ (k)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�)) + n∑i=1 #0�,iM�,i + n∑i=1

(#0�,i)22 I�,i}
= argmax

(#−,#+,#◦ ,k)∈Θ×[n]
{ n∑i=1 ((#�,i(k) − #0�,i)M�,i − 12(#�,i(k) − #0�,i)2I�,i)
+ #�,k0∙ (k)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))}= argmin

(#−,#+,#◦ ,k)∈Θ×[n]
{Z�(#−, #+, #◦, k) − #�,k0∙ (k)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))},

where Z�(#−, #+, #◦, k) ≔ 1

2

n∑i=1 (#�,i(k) − #0�,i)2I�,i − n∑i=1 (#�,i(k) − #0�,i)M�,i.
The following result summarizes important estimates on the remainder R�,k0∙ .
3.2 Proposition. For any #′ ∈ [#, #], R�,k0∙ (#′) given by (3.3) satisfies

E[|R�,k0∙ (#′)|] ≲ �−2 and Var(R�,k0∙ (#′)) ≲ �−2.
In case #′ = #0−(�), we have the explicit bound in �,

E[|R�,k0∙ (#0−(�))|] ≤ T√2#‖K ′‖2L2 |�|�−2.
Moreover, for any � ∈ 1/ℕ, there exists #0◦ (�) ∈ [#, #] such that

|E[R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))]| ≲ �−1.
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Proof. See Appendix C.

Hence, if we define the estimator �̂� ≔ (#̂�−, #̂�+, #̂�◦ , �̂�) with �̂� ≔ k̂�� and let

Z�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) ≔ Z�(#−, #+, #◦, ⌈ℎ/�⌉), ℎ ∈ (0, 1],
we obtain

Z�(�̂�) = Z�(#̂�−, #̂�+, #̂�◦ , k̂�) = min
(#−,#+ ,#◦,k)∈Θ×[n]Z�(#−, #+, #◦, k) +Oℙ(�−2)

= min�∈Θ×(0,1]Z�(� ) +Oℙ(�−2). (3.4)

3.2. Concentration analysis

For an in-depth analysis of the convergence of �̂� , it will be of central importance to understand
the concentration properties of sums of the martingales and quadratic variationsM�,i and I�,i, in-
troduced in (3.2). Although the Brownian motions (B�,i)i∈[n] appearing in the representation (2.4)
are independent, the stochastic integrals (M�,i)i∈[n] are not. This makes concentration analysis of
sums involvingM�,i 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., #±(�) ≡ #0±(�), �0 ≡ �. Recall that
the choice k∙ = ⌈�/�⌉ guarantees that the change point � belongs to the support of K�,k∙ .
3.3 Lemma. (i) For any i ≠ k∙, we have

E[I�,i] = T
2#�,i(k∙) ‖K ′‖2L2�−2 + C(�),

where C(�) ∈ [−1/(4#2), 0] for any � ∈ 1/ℕ.

(ii) It holds E[I�,k∙] ∈ [2�T − 1 + e−2�T4�# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2, T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2]
and also E[I�,k∙] ∈ [ T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2, T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2] + O(�−1).

(iii) For any vector � ∈ ℝn with the proviso that �k∙ = 0, we have
Var ( n∑i=1 �iI�,i) ≤ T2#3 �−2‖�‖2�2 ‖K ′‖2L2 . (3.5)

(iv) With a constant only depending on #, # and K , it holds
Var(I�,k∙) ≲ �−2.

Proof. See Appendix B.

The variance bound stated in (3.5) demonstrates that the linear combination∑ni=1 �iI�,i deviates
around its mean with order �−1‖�‖�2 , meaning that the terms I�,i are only weakly correlated. We
strengthen this statement by establishing a mixed-tail concentration inequality for such linear
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combinations. Noting that∑ni=1 �i(I�,i−E[I�,i]) lies in some secondWiener chaos, our proof relies
on Malliavin calculus, based on the results from [25].

3.4 Proposition. Let � ∈ ℝn
+ ⧵{0} with �k∙ = 0. Then, for any z > 0, we have

ℙ(|||
n∑i=1 �i(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z) ≤ 2 exp( − #24‖�‖∞ z2z +∑ni=1 �i E[I�,i]).

In particular, it holds

ℙ(||| n∑i=1 �i(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z) ≤ 2 exp( − #22‖�‖∞ z22z + ‖�‖�1T#−1‖K ′‖2L2�−2).
Proof. See Appendix B.

In order to give a fine analysis of deviations of sums of the martingale termsM�,i, the following
coupling construction will be crucial. Introduce the stopping times

�i = �i(�) ≔ inf
{t ≥ 0 ∶ ∫t

0
XΔ�,i(s)2 ds > E[I�,i]}, i ∈ [�−1],

as well as M�,i ≔ ∫�i
0

XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t), I �,i ≔ E[I�,i], i ∈ [�−1]. (3.6)

Here, we suppose that the cylindrical Brownian motion W (t) and the SPDE solution X (t) are
extended to all t ∈ [0,∞) so that the �i are a.s. finite, noting the linear growth of ∫ t0 E[XΔ�,i(s)2] ds
in t > 0 and the strong concentration around the expectation, provided by Lemma 3.3. As the
following result demonstrates, contrary to the vector (M�,i)i∈[n], the vector (M�,i)i∈[n] is Gaussian
with independent components. The deviation analysis of the sums ∑ni=1 �iM�,i may be broken
down into easier to handle deviations of ∑ni=1 �iM�,i and the coupling error which is controlled
by∑ni=1 �2i |I�,i − I �,i|.
3.5 Proposition. The family of random variables {M�,i, i ∈ [�−1]} is independent with M�,i ∼N (0, I �,i). Moreover, for any � ∈ ℝn, z, L > 0, it holds

ℙ(||| n∑i=1 �i(M�,i −M�,i)||| ≥ z, n∑i=1 �2i |I�,i − I �,i| ≤ L) ≤ 2 exp(− z22L) .
Proof. See Appendix B.

3.3. Consistency and rate of convergence

As a first main result, we establish consistency of the estimator (#̂�−, #̂�+, �̂�), or, in other words,
consistency of �̂� with respect to the pseudometric

d(� , �̃ ) = |#− − #̃−| + |#+ − #̃+| + |ℎ − ℎ̃|, � , �̃ ∈ Θ × (0, 1]. (3.7)

We are not concerned with the convergence of the estimator #̂�◦ of the balancing parameter #0◦ (�)
because this is a nuisance parameter, introduced only for the technical reason to achieve optimal
simultaneuous estimation of the true physical parameters (#0±(�), �0). In fact, an M-estimation

strategy without #◦(�) would yield estimators #̂± only converging with rate �1/2 due to the con-
tribution of the change point block to the overall criterion.

9



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 �3(Z�(⋅) −E[Z�(⋅)]) that is derived based on the estimates from Section 3.2. Recalling that

Z�(�̂�) = min�∈Θ×(0,1]Z�(� ) +Oℙ(�−2),
the analysis will rely on a convenient decomposition of Z� . For I�,i and M�,i introduced in (3.2),
let

IT ,�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) ≔ 1

2
∑i∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }

(#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,i)2I�,i,
MT ,�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) ≔ ∑i∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }

(#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,i)M�,i.
By Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.2, we can write

Z�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) = IT ,�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) −MT ,�(#−, #+, , #◦, ℎ) +Oℙ(�−2), (3.8)

where the Oℙ(�−2)-term is with respect to uniform convergence on (Θ × (0, 1], d), for d denoting
the restriction of the Euclidean metric to Θ × (0, 1]. For � = (#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) ∈ Θ × (0, 1], define the
restriction � ′ ≔ (#−, #+, ℎ) ∈ Θ′ × (0, 1], where Θ′ ≔ [#, #]2. Furthermore, set

#� ′(x) ≔ #−1(0,ℎ)(x) + #+1[ℎ,1)(x), x ∈ (0, 1), � ′ ∈ Θ′ × (0, 1].
We have the following convergence result in expectation.

3.6 Lemma. Suppose that

(� 0(�))′ = (#0−(�), #0+(�), �0) → (#∗−, #∗+, �0) ≕ � ∗ as � → 0. (3.9)

Then, for

Z(� ′) ≔ T
4
‖K ′‖2L2 ∫1

0

(#� ′(x) − #∗(x))2#∗(x) dx, � ′ ∈ Θ′ × (0, 1], (3.10)

we have

lim�→0
sup�∈Θ×(0,1]

|||�3 E[Z�(� )] − Z(� ′)||| = 0.
Proof. See Appendix C.

The key step for proving consistency will consist in verifying that

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||�3Z�(� ) − Z(� ′)|| = oℙ(1),
and in view of (3.8) and (3.10), this task can be broken down into separate investigations of the
centered statistics IT ,� − E[IT ,�] and MT ,� . Exploiting the concentration properties established in
Section 3.2, we obtain the following central auxiliary result.

3.7 Lemma. It holds

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| = oℙ(�−3/2√log(�−1)), (3.11)

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� )|| = Oℙ(�−3/2). (3.12)
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Proof. See Appendix B.

We now state our first main result.

3.8 Theorem. Suppose that, for some #∗± ∈ [#, #] with #∗− ≠ #∗+, we have (3.9). Then, (�̂�)′ −(� 0(�))′ ℙ⟶ 0. Equivalently, (�̂�)′ is a consistent estimator of � ∗.

Proof. The assumption (� 0(�))′ → � ∗ as � → 0 implies that the statements (�̂�)′−(� 0(�))′ ℙ⟶ 0
and (�̂�)′ ℙ⟶ � ∗ are equivalent. We will prove the latter.

Since �0 ∉ {0, 1} and #∗− ≠ #∗+, if lim supm→∞|� ′m − � ∗| > 0 for some sequence (� ′m) in Θ′ × (0, 1],
it clearly holds for Z defined in (3.10) that

lim supm→∞
Z(� ′m) > 0 = Z(� ∗).

As in the proof of [21, Theorem 2.12], this identification property guarantees the existence of a
non-decreasing càdlàg function f ∶ [0,∞] → [0,∞] such that f (0) = 0 and

|� ′ − � ∗| ≤ f (|Z(� ′) − Z(� ∗)|), � ′ ∈ Θ′ × (0, 1]. (3.13)

Using that � ∗ minimizes Z and taking into account (3.4), (3.8) and Lemma 3.6, we have

|Z((�̂�)′) − Z(� ∗)| = Z((�̂�)′) − Z(� ∗)= Z((�̂�)′) − �3Z�(�̂�) + �3Z�(�̂�) − Z(� ∗)≤ Z((�̂�)′) − �3Z�(�̂�) + �3Z�(#∗−, #∗+, #, �0) − Z(� ∗) +Oℙ(�)≤ 2 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||�3Z�(� ) − Z(� ′)|| +Oℙ(�)
≤ 2 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||�3 E[Z�(� )] − Z(� ′)|| + 2�3 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||Z�(� ) − E[Z�(� )]|| +Oℙ(�)
≤ 2�3 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| + 2�3 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� )|| +Oℙ(�) + o(1).

(3.14)

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

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| = oℙ(�−3), sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� )|| = oℙ(�−3).

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 (ℒ�(� ))�∈Θ×(0,1] by setting

�−3ℒ�(� ) ≔ 12
�−1∑i=1 (#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,i)2I�,i − �−1∑i=1 (#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,i)M�,i
− #�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))= Z�(� ) − #�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉)R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�)),

and notice that �̂� is the precise minimizer of ℒ� , i.e.,
ℒ�(�̂�) = min�∈Θ×(0,1]ℒ�(� ). (3.15)
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Define further
ℒ̃�(� ) = �3 E[Z�(� )], � ∈ Θ × (0, 1],

and observe that, according to Proposition 3.2, it holds

ℒ̃�(� ) = E[ℒ�(� )] +O(�2). (3.16)

Moreover, by Lemma 3.3 and ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) = 0, we obtain the following lower bound,

ℒ̃�(� ) − ℒ̃�(� 0� ) ≍ � �−1∑i=1 (#�,i(⌈nℎ⌉) − #0�,i)2
≳ �(⌈nℎ⌉ ∧ k0∙ − 1)(#− − #0−(�))2 + (1 − �(⌈nℎ⌉ ∨ k0∙ ))(#+ − #0+(�))2+ �(||k0∙ − ⌈nℎ⌉|| − 1)+(1{k0∙<⌈nℎ⌉}(#− − #0+(�))2 + 1{k0∙>⌈nℎ⌉}(#+ − #0−(�))2)+ �(#0◦ (�) − #�,k0∙ (⌈nℎ⌉))2 + �(#◦ − #0�,⌈nℎ⌉)2.

(3.17)

Suppose for the moment that we have additional information on the true parameters #0± and �0
in the sense that we know that

(i) #0± ∈ Θ± for some disjoint intervalsΘ± ⊂ [#, #] that are separated by a magnitude of � > 0,
i.e., for all #± ∈ Θ±, it holds |#+ − #−| ≥ �, and

(ii) the change point �0 is separated from the boundary by at least � ∈ (0, 1), i.e., �0 ∈ [�, 1−�].
We may then change the optimization domain of the estimator �̂� accordingly, obtaining instead
of (3.15)

ℒ�(�̂�) = min�∈Θ−×Θ+×[#,#]×[�,1−�]ℒ�(� ).
Then, for any � ∈ Θ− × Θ+ × [#, #] × [�, 1 − �] and sufficiently small �, it follows from (3.17)

ℒ̃�(� ) − ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) ≳ �(#− − #0−(�))2 + �(#+ − #0+(�))2 + �2(|[�0]� − [ℎ]� | − �)+, (3.18)

where we denote for x ∈ ℝ by [x]� = �⌈x/�⌉ its (upper) �-approximation. Similarly to (3.14),
taking into account (3.15) and (3.16), we derive

ℒ̃�(�̂�) − ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) ≲ 2�3 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| + 2�3 sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� )||
+ �3√Var(I�,k0∙ ) + �3√Var(M�,k0∙ ) + �3√Var(R�,k0∙ (#0◦ )) +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

ℒ̃�(�̂�) − ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) = oℙ(�3/2√log(�−1)).
In view of the lower bound (3.18), this translates to the following estimation rates for the param-
eters, |#± − #̂�±| = oℙ(�3/4 log(�−1)1/4) and |�0 − �̂� | = Oℙ(�).
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 ℒ� 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].
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3.9 Theorem. Let (L�(� ))�∈1/ℕ be a sequence of stochastic processes, indexed by a pseudometric

space (X, d), and, for any � ∈ 1/ℕ, let L̃� ∶ X → ℝ be a deterministic function and � 0� ∈ X.

Assume that, for � small enough, there exist some constants �, c1 > 0 independent of � such that, for
any � ∈ Bd(� 0� , �), we have L̃�(� ) − L̃�(� 0� ) ≥ c1d̃2�(� , � 0� ). (3.19)

Here, d̃� ∶ X ×X → [0,∞) are such that for any " > 0 there exists "′ > 0 s.t. for all � small enough,d(� , � 0� ) ≤ "′ implies d̃�(� , � 0� ) ≤ " for any � ∈ X. Suppose also that, for all �, " > 0 small enough,

we have E∗ [ supd̃�(� ,� 0� )<"
||(L� − L̃�)(� ) − (L� − L̃�)(� 0� )||] ≤ c2 �(") (3.20)

for some c2 > 0 and functions  � such that " ↦  �(")/"� is decreasing for some � < 2 not depending
on �. Let r� be such that, for all � ∈ 1/ℕ and some c3 > 0, we have

r2� �(r−1� ) ≤ c3. (3.21)

If the sequence (�̂�)�∈1/ℕ satisfies L�(�̂�) ≤ inf�∈X L�(� ) + Oℙ(r−2� ) and d(�̂� , � 0� ) ℙ∗⟶ 0, thend̃�(�̂� , � 0� ) = Oℙ(r−1� ).
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 (ℒ�)�∈ℕ and the expectation
proxys (ℒ̃�)�∈1/ℕ introduced above, as well as the function

d̃2�((x(1)− , x(1)+ , x(1)◦ , ℎ(1)), (x(2)− , x(2)+ , x(2)◦ , ℎ(2)))
= |x(1)− − x(2)− |2 + |x(1)+ − x(2)+ |2 + (|[ℎ(1)]� − [ℎ(2)]� | − �)+ + �|x(1)◦ − x(2)◦ |21{[ℎ(1)]�=[ℎ(2)]� }+ �(|x(1)+ − x(2)◦ |2 + |x(1)◦ − x(2)− |2)1{[ℎ(1)]�<[ℎ(2)]� } + �(|x(2)+ − x(1)◦ |2 + |x(2)◦ − x(1)− |2)1{[ℎ(1)]�>[ℎ(2)]� },

where [ℎ]� ≔ �⌈�−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/ℕ, we have, for any " ≤ 1,

E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||�3(Z� − E[Z�])(� ) − �3(Z� − E[Z�])(� 0(�))||]

≲ �3 + �1/2"3 + �"2 + �3/2" ≕  ̃�(").
Proof. See Appendix C.

3.11 Corollary. For sufficiently small � ∈ 1/ℕ, we have, for any " ≤ 1 and 
 ∈ [0, 3], % ∈ [0, 2],
E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

||(ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� ) − (ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� 0(�))||] ≲ �3 + �1/2"
 + �"% + �3/2" ≕  
,%� (").
Proof. See Appendix C.

Having identified the function  �(⋅) determining the rate r� 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 �̂� .
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3.12 Theorem. Grant the assumptions of Theorem 3.8. Then, �−3/2d̃�(�̂� , � 0(�)) = Oℙ(1). In par-

ticular, (1.5) holds true, i.e.,

|#̂�± − #0±(�)| = Oℙ(�3/2) and |̂�� − �0| = Oℙ(�).
Proof. We verify the conditions of Theorem 3.9. Note first that, for r� ≔ �−3/2, " ≤ 1, 
 ≔5/3, % = 4/3 and  � ≔  
,%� , we have

 �(r−1� ) = 4�3 = 4r−2� ,
and, by Corollary 3.11,

E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||(ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� ) − (ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� 0(�))||] ≲  �(").

Note also that " ↦  �(")/"
 is decreasing, and that we know from (3.15) that

ℒ�(�̂�) = min�∈Θ×(0,1]ℒ�(� ).
Moreover, our consistency result in Theorem 3.8 shows that, for the pseudometric d defined in
(3.7), we have d(�̂� , � 0(�)) = 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 c1, � > 0 independent of �, we have

ℒ̃�(� ) − ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) ≥ c1d̃2�(� , � 0(�)), � ∈ Bd(� 0(�), �). (3.22)

Note here that, using boundedness of Θ,
d̃�(� , � 0(�))2 ≲ |#− − #0−|2 + |#+ − #0+|2 + |[ℎ]� − [�0]� | + �,

whence clearly, for any given " > 0 we can find "′ > 0 such that, for all � small enough,d(� , � 0(�)) < "′ implies d̃�(� , � 0(�)) ≤ ". Also observe that because of lim�→0 #0−(�) = #∗− ≠#∗+ = lim�→0 #0+(�), we can find � > 0 and M > 0 such that for � ≤ 1/M it holds |�0(�)| =|#0+(�) − #0−(�)| ≥ �. Let now � ≔ min{1 − �0, �0, �}/2, which is strictly positive since �0 ∉ {0, 1}.
By Lemma 3.3 and picking up the calculation in (3.17), for any (#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) = � ∈ Bd(� 0(�), �),
we find for � < �/8 ∧ 1/M

ℒ̃�(� ) − ℒ̃�(� 0(�)) ≳ �4 (#− − #0−(�))2 + �4 (#+ − #0+(�))2 + �24 (|[�0]� − [ℎ]� | − �)++ �(#0◦ (�) − #�,k0∙ (⌈nℎ⌉))2 + �(#◦ − #0�,⌈nℎ⌉)2≳ d̃�(� , � 0(�)),
where we used |�0(�) ± (#± − #0±(�))| ≥ �/2 by our choice of �. Thus, (3.22) is satisfied, and
Theorem 3.9 yields �−3/2d̃�(�̂� , � 0(�)) = Oℙ(1).
By definition of d̃� , this implies |#̂�± −#0±(�)| = Oℙ(�3/2) and (|[�0]� − [�̂�]� |− �)+ = Oℙ(�3). Since

|̂�� − �0| ≤ � + |[�0]� − �̂� | = � + |[�0]� − [�̂�]� | ≤ 2� + (|[�0]� − [�̂�]� | − �)+,
the latter conclusion now also yields |̂�� − �0| = Oℙ(�).

Theorem 3.12 demonstrates that the change point �0 is estimated at the rate � = n−1, while the
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diffusivity constants #0± are estimated at rate �3/2, provided that � ↛ 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 �3 obtained in the model
problem 3.1 for � fixed. This is due to the discrete observations at distance �. Yet, the diffusivity
parameter estimation rate �3/2 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 �1/2 in i.i.d. change point models.

4. Change point limit theorem

Our consistency results from the previous section require that the jump height � of the diffu-
sivity does not converge to zero, which simplifies the change point identification task. Under a
vanishing jump size asymptotics � = �(�) → 0 we can attain the optimal rate �−2�3 in the model
problem, provided that rate is larger than the observation distance �, i.e. in the regime � = o(�).
We obtain precise weak convergence properties of the change point estimator in the vanishing
jump height regime � = �(�) ≔ #+(�) − #−(�) → 0.
Throughout this section, we work in the setting where the diffusivity constants #±(�) are known,#+(�) > #−(�) holds and where lim�→0 #−(�) = lim�→0 #+(�) = #∗ for some #∗ ∈ [#, #]. 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 locallog-likelihoods

��,i ≔ #�(xi)∫T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) − #�(xi)22 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt,

we employ the same estimation approach as before, but using the known diffusivity parameters.

Hence, we estimate � by �̂ = �̂� ≔ k̂�, where
k̂ = k̂(�) ≔ argmaxk=1,…,n

{ k∑i=1 (#−(�)∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) − #−(�)22 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt)

+ n∑i=k+1(#+(�)∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) − #+(�)22 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt)}.

(4.1)

As in the model problem and in Section 3, it will be convenient to rewrite the estimator. Recall
that k∙ = k∙(�) ≔ ⌈�/�⌉.
4.1 Lemma. We have k̂ = argmaxk=1,…,�−1 Zk , (4.2)

where

Zk =
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
0, k = k∙,�∑k∙i=k+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t) − �2

2 ∑k∙i=k+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t)2 dt + �R�,k∙ , k < k∙,−�∑ki=k0∙+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t) − �2
2 ∑ki=k∙+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t)2 dt, k > k∙,

with R�,k∙ from (3.3).

Proof. See Appendix D.

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 that � = o(�) and �3/2 = o(�) such that v� ≔ �3/�2 → 0. Then, for a

two-sided Brownian motion (B↔(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ), we have
v−1� T ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ (̂� − �) d⟶ argminℎ∈ℝ

{B↔(ℎ) + |ℎ|2
}, as � → 0. (4.3)

The cornerstones of the proof of Theorem 4.2 are provided by the argmax theorempresented 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, v� → 0 and v�/� → ∞ as � → 0. In analogy to the piecewise constant processesMT ,�(� ), IT ,�(� ) from the previous section, introduce

M′T ,�(ℎ) ≔ ⌈ℎ/�⌉∑i=1 M�,i, I ′T ,�(ℎ) ≔ ⌈ℎ/�⌉∑i=1 I�,i, ℎ ∈ [0, 1],
with M�,i and I�,i as defined in (3.2). For ℎ ∈ J�,�,� ≔ [−�/v�, (1 − �)/v�], let

M�T ,�(ℎ) ≔ M′T ,�(� + ℎv�) − (M′T ,�(�) − ∫T
0
XΔ�,k∙(t) dB�,k∙(t)1{⌈�/�⌉−⌈(�+ℎv�)/�⌉>0}), (4.4)

I �T ,�(ℎ) ≔ |||I ′T ,�(� + ℎv�) − (I ′T ,�(�) − ∫T
0
XΔ�,k∙(t)2 dt1{⌈�/�⌉−⌈(�+ℎv�)/�⌉>0})|||. (4.5)

For ℎ ∉ J�,�,�, we simply set M�T ,�(ℎ) = I �T ,�(ℎ) = 1. Note that no term involving an observation
block around the change point is present in the processes M�T ,�(ℎ) and I �T ,�(ℎ) and that we can
write

maxk=1,…,�−1 Zk = maxℎ∈J�,�,�
{ − (�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)) + (�M�,k∙ − �22 I�,k∙ + �R�,k∙)1{ℎ<0}}

= −minℎ∈ℝ
{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} +Oℙ(�2�−2)
= −minℎ∈ℝ

{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)
} +Oℙ(�2�−2)

≕ −minℎ∈ℝ Z�(ℎ) +Oℙ(�2�−2), (4.6)

where the Oℙ term is with respect to uniform convergence and follows from the facts that I�,k∙ =
Oℙ(�−2) and �R�,k∙ = Oℙ(�2�−2) according to Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.2, respectively. For
the second equality, we used thatM�T ,�(ℎ) = I �T ,�(ℎ) = 1 for ℎ ∈ ℝ ⧵J�,�,� andM�T ,�(0) = I �T ,�(0) = 0,
which guarantees that the minimum is attained in J�,�,�.

The argmax theorem requires to establish weak convergence of the sequence (Z�(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 M�T ,�(ℎ) is a continuous martingale in T with
quadratic variation I �T ,�(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�,�,�,

M�T ,�(ℎ)I �T ,�(ℎ)1/2 d⟶ N (0, 1) and
M�T ,�(ℎ)E[I �T ,�(ℎ)]1/2 d⟶ N (0, 1) as � → 0,
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provided that I �T ,�(ℎ)E[I �T ,�(ℎ)] ℙ⟶ 1, as � → 0. (4.7)

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 � = o(�) and �3/2 = o(�). Then, for a two-sided Brownian motion(B↔(ℎ))ℎ∈ℝ and v� = �3�−2, we have
(�3/2v−1/2� M�T ,�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ) d⟶ (√T/(2#∗)‖K ′‖L2B↔(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ ), 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 ℎ > 0 and � small enough,

Var(I �T ,�(ℎ)) ≲ �−2|⌈(� + ℎv�)/�⌉ − ⌈�/�⌉|,
while E[I �T ,�(ℎ)]2 ∼ (�−2(⌈(�+ℎv�)/�⌉−⌈�/�⌉))2 is of much larger order since v�/� = �2�−2 → ∞.
This implies for all ℎ ≠ 0 (note that ℎ = 0 will be trivial in the sequel) that (4.7) holds true. For �
small enough and fixed ℎ ≠ 0, we have the representation

E[�3v−1� I �T ,�(ℎ)] = T2 |||
⌈(�+ℎv�)/�⌉∑i=⌈�/�⌉

�v�
‖K ′‖2L2#(xi) 1{i≠⌈�/�⌉}||| + o(1),

which, as � → 0, converges to T/(2#∗)|ℎ|‖K ′‖2L2 . By the martingale CLT stated as Theorem 5.5.4
in [23], we therefore obtain

�3/2v−1/2� M�T ,�(ℎ) d⟶ N(0, T2#∗ ‖K ′‖2L2 |ℎ|).
For −∞ < ℎ0 < ℎ1 < ⋯ < ℎJ < ∞ and �j ∈ ℝ, all fixed, it follows similarly

E [�3v−1� J∑j=1 �j (I �T ,�(ℎj ) − I �T ,�(ℎj−1))] ⟶
T2#∗ ‖K ′‖2L2 J∑j=1 �j (ℎj − ℎj−1), as � → 0,

as well as

Var(�3v−1� J∑j=1 �j (I �T ,�(ℎj ) − I �T ,�(ℎj−1))) ≲ �4v−2� J∑j=1 �2j (ℎjv�/� − ℎj−1v�/�)≲ �3v−2� = �−3�4,
which tends to zero. By the Cramér–Wold device, we thus deduce the convergence of the finite-
dimensional distributions to a Gaussian process:

(�3/2v−1/2� M�T ,�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ) f.d.⟶ (√T/(2#∗)‖K ′‖L2B↔(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ ), as � → 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 anym > 0, cf. [9, Theorem 16.7]. Given the convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions, it
remains to prove tightness of the law of

(�3/2v−1/2� M�T ,�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ [−m,m]) (4.8)

inD([−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[�6v−2� (M�T ,�(z) −M�T ,�(y))2(M�T ,�(y) −M�T ,�(x))2] ≲ (z − x)2. (4.9)

Note first that, for z − x < �v−1� , the left-hand side is zero because one of the factors in the
argument of the expectation vanishes by the piecewise constant nature of MT ,� . Generally, the
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields for the term on the left-hand side the upper bound

E[�6v−2� (M�T ,�(z) −M�T ,�(y))4]1/2 E[�6v−2� (M�T ,�(y) −M�T ,�(x))4]1/2.
By the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality and the bounds from Lemma 3.3, we obtain for any� which is small enough to ensure [−m,m] ⊂ J�,�,� that
E[(M�T ,�(y) −M�T ,�(x))4] ≲ E[(I �T ,�(y) − I �T ,�(x))2]

= E [(
⌈(�+yv�)/�⌉∑i=⌈(�+xv�)/�⌉+1

I�,i1{i≠⌈�/�⌉})2]
= (

⌈(�+yv�)/�⌉∑i=⌈(�+xv�)/�⌉+1
E[I�,i]1{i≠⌈�/�⌉})2 + Var(

⌈(�+yv�)/�⌉∑i=⌈(�+xv�)/�⌉+1
I�,i1{i≠⌈�/�⌉})

≲ (�−2(⌈(� + yv�)/�⌉ − ⌈(� + xv�)/�⌉))2+ �−2(⌈(� + yv�)/�⌉ − ⌈(� + xv�)/�⌉)∼ �−4(⌈(� + yv�)/�⌉ − ⌈(� + xv�)/�⌉)2.
Applying this to both factors and using x ≤ y ≤ z, we deduce

E[�6v−2� (M�T ,�(z) −M�T ,�(y))2(M�T ,�(y) −M�T ,�(x))2]≲ (⌈(� + zv�)/�⌉�v−1� − ⌈(� + xv�)/�⌉�v−1� )2.
For z − x ≥ �v−1� , we have

⌈(� + zv�)/�⌉ − ⌈(� + xv�)/�⌉ ≤ (z − x)v�/� + 1 ≤ 2(z − x)v�/�.
This establishes themoment criterion (4.9) and hence tightness of the law of the restricted process
(4.8) for any m > 0, as desired.

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

�̂ = k̂� = ( argmaxk=1,…,�−1 Zk)�,
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we obtain from (4.6) that

Z�(v−1� (̂� − �)) = �M�T ,�(v−1� (̂� − �)) + �22 I �T ,�(v−1� (̂� − �)) = −Zk̂ +Oℙ(�2�−2)
= minℎ∈ℝ Z�(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

(v−1� (̂� − �), � ∈ 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 � = o(�) and �3/2 = o(�). Then, the sequence (4.11) is tight.
Proof. See Section D.

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] ⊂ J�,�,�, an application of Proposition 3.4 and a union bound using

|{⌈� + ℎv�/�⌉ ∶ ℎ ∈ [−m,m]}| ≤ (2m + 1)v�/�
show that

ℙ( maxℎ∈[−m,m]|I �T ,�(ℎ) − E[I �T ,�(ℎ)]| ≥ z) ≤ (2m + 1)v�� exp( − #22 z22z + (2m + 1)v��−3T#−1‖K ′‖2L2 ),
implying that

maxℎ∈[−m,m]|I �T ,�(ℎ) − E[I �T ,�(ℎ)]| = Oℙ(�−3/2(v� log(v�/�))1/2) = Oℙ(�−1(log(�/�))1/2).
Thus, for Z� defined in (4.6),

(Z�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ ) = (�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 E[I �T ,�(ℎ)], ℎ ∈ ℝ ) + Oℙ(� log(�/�)1/2)
= (�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 E[I �T ,�(ℎ)], ℎ ∈ ℝ ) + oℙ(1),

where Oℙ and oℙ are with respect to uniform convergence on compacts. Using Lemma 3.3, one
obtains �2 E[I �T ,�(ℎ)] = �2�−3v�T |ℎ| ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ + o(1) = T |ℎ| ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ + o(1),
where o(⋅) is with respect to uniform convergence on compacts. Moreover, Proposition 4.3 yields
that, for some two-sided Brownian motion B̃↔,

(�M�T ,�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ) d⟶ (
√T ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ B̃↔(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ ), as � → 0,

19



uniformly on compacts. Thus, it follows

(Z�(ℎ), ℎ ∈ ℝ) d⟶ (
√T ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ B̃↔(ℎ) + T ‖K ′‖2L24#∗ |ℎ|, ℎ ∈ ℝ ),

uniformly on compacts. In addition, Proposition 4.4 demonstrates that (v−1� (̂� − �), � ∈ 1/ℕ)
is tight and, by [33, Theorem 2.1] (see also [8, Remark 1.2]), the limiting process of Z� almost

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

v−1� (̂� − �) d⟶ argminℎ∈ℝ
{√T ‖K ′‖2L22#∗ B̃↔(ℎ) + T ‖K ′‖2L24#∗ |ℎ|}, as � → 0.

Substituting ℎ = T ‖K ′‖2ℎ/(2#∗), we arrive with a new two-sided Brownian motion B↔(ℎ) ≔√ℎ/ℎB̃↔(ℎ) at the asserted limit result, i.e.,

�−3�2 T ‖K ′‖22#∗ (̂� − �) d⟶ argminℎ∈ℝ
{B↔(ℎ) + 12 |ℎ|

}, as � → 0.

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 k̂ 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

‖S#(t)‖2HS(L2((0,1))) = ∫
(0,1)2 p#t (x, y)2 dx dy = ∫

(0,1) p#2t(x, x) dx ≤ C1(#)√2�t .
Consequently,

∫T
0
‖S#(t)‖2HS(L2((0,1))) dt < ∞,

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

⟨X (t), z⟩ = ⟨X0, z⟩ + ∫t
0
⟨X (s), Δ#z⟩ ds + ⟨W (t), z⟩, ℙ -a.s. (A.1)

The normalized kernel function K�,i is twice continuously differentiable and supported on [xi −�/2, xi + �/2]. It thus follows for i ∈ [n] with |xi − �| ≥ �/2 that K�,i ∈ D(Δ#) and Δ#K�,i =
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#�,i(k∙)ΔK�,i. Therefore, (2.1) yields

X�,i(t) =
{⟨X0, K�,i⟩ + ∫ t

0 #−(�)XΔ�,i(t) dt + B�,i(t), if xi + �/2 ≤ �,⟨X0, K�,i⟩ + ∫ t
0 #+(�)XΔ�,i(t) dt + B�,i(t), if xi − �/2 ≥ �,

where B�,i(⋅) = ⟨W (⋅), K�,i⟩, i = 1,… , n, are independent Brownian motions because of⟨K�,i, K�,j ⟩ = 0 for i ≠ j and ‖K�,i‖ = ‖K ‖L2 = 1. Finally, the expression for X�,k∙ follows from
Lemma A.1 below.

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

⟨X (t), z⟩ = ⟨X (0), z⟩ + ∫ t
0
∫s
0
⟨Δ#S#(s − u)z, dW (u)⟩ ds + ⟨W (t), z⟩, t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. Let us first show that ∫ s0 ⟨Δ#S#(s − u)z, dW (u)⟩ is well-defined. Since the eigenvalues (�k)
of −Δ# are nonnegative, it follows from (2.2) that, for any s > 0 and z ∈ L2((0, 1)), we haveS#(s)z ∈ D(−Δ#). Therefore, Δ#S#(s)z is well-defined, and we have

∫t
0
‖Δ#S#(s)z‖2 ds = ∫ t

0
∑k∈ℕ �2ke−2�ks⟨ek , z⟩2 ds ≤ 12 ∑k∈ℕ �k⟨ek , z⟩2 = 12 ‖(−Δ#)1/2z‖2.

Thus, ∫ t0‖Δ#S#(s)z‖2 ds < ∞ if z ∈ D((−Δ#)1/2) = D(ℰ#) = H 1
0 ((0, 1)). Consequently, for anyz ∈ H 1

0 ((0, 1)), ∫ s0 ⟨Δ#S#(s − u)z, dW (u)⟩ is well-defined. Let now, for fixed z ∈ H 1
0 ,

Φs,u(x) = ⟨Δ#S#(s − u)z, x⟩1[0,s](u), u, s ∈ [0, t], x ∈ L2((0, 1)).
Then, using Fubini’s theorem,

∫ t
0
∫t
0
‖Φs,u‖2HS(L2((0,1)),ℝ) du ds = ∫ t

0
∫s
0
‖Δ#S#(s − u)z‖2 du ds ≤ t2 ‖(−Δ#)1/2z‖2 < ∞.

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

∫t
0
∫s
0
⟨Δ#S#(s − u)z, dW (u)⟩ ds = ∫ t

0
(∫t

0
Φs,u dW (u)) ds

= ∫ t
0
(∫t

0
Φs,u ds) dW (u)

= ∫ t
0
⟨∫ t

u Δ#S#(s − u)z ds, dW (u)⟩
= ∫ t

0
⟨(S#(t − u) − I )z, dWu⟩

= ⟨X (t), z⟩ − ⟨W (t), z⟩ − ⟨S#(t)X (0), z⟩
almost surely.

A.2 Lemma. If u ∈ C2((0, 1)), we have Δ#u = #Δu + �u′(�)�� in the sense of distributions, where�� is the �-distribution at �.
Proof. Let z ∈ C∞c ((0, 1)). Integration by parts shows that

⟨Δ#u, z⟩ = −(#−(�)∫�
0
u′(x)z′(x) dx + #+(�)∫1

� u′(x)z′(x) dx)
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= �u′(�)z(�) + ∫1

0
#(x)u′′(x)z(x) dx

= ⟨#Δu + �u′(�)�� , z⟩.
A.3 Lemma. For f ∈ C2

0((0, 1)) and x ∈ (0, 1), we have
(−Δ#)−1(f ′′)(x) = 1#−(f (x) − #+ − #−�#+ + (1 − �)#− f (�)x)1(0,�)(x)

+ 1#+(f (x) + #+ − #−�#+ + (1 − �)#− f (�)(1 − x))1[�,1)(x).
(A.2)

In particular, ‖(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,⌈�/�⌉‖ ≲ �−1/2. (A.3)

Proof. Let g be the unique function in D(Δ#) such that Δ#g = f ′′. Such g must satisfy

#g ′ = f ′ + c,
for some constant c, that is,

∇g(x) =
{

1#− (f ′(x) + c), x ∈ (0, �),
1#+ (f ′(x) + c), x ∈ [�, 1).

Setting g(x) = ∫ x
0 g ′(y) dy, the constant c is identified via ∫ 10 g ′(y) dy = 0 due to the Dirichlet

boundary conditions of the operator Δ#, and we obtain c = #−−#+�#++(1−�)#− f (�). Straightforward

calculations then establish that g = (−Δ#)−1(f ′′) is given by (A.2). For f = K�,k∙ , we have|f (�)| ≲ �−1/2 and ‖f ‖ = 1, such that (A.3) follows.

A.4 Lemma. For f ∈ C2
0((0, 1)), we have

‖(−Δ#)−3/4Δf ‖ ≲ ‖f ‖1/2‖f ‖1/2H1((0,1)) + ‖f ‖∞,
for a constant only depending on #, #. In particular, with a constant only depending on K and #, #,

‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK�,k∙ ‖ ≲ �−1/2.
Proof. By (−Δ#)1/2 ≤ #1/2(−Δ)1/2, we get

‖(−Δ#)−3/4Δf ‖2L2 = ‖(−Δ#)1/4(−Δ#)−1Δf ‖2≤ #1/2‖(−Δ)1/4(−Δ#)−1Δf ‖2≤ #1/2‖(−Δ#)−1Δf ‖2H1/2((0,1)).
The exact representation of Lemma A.3 yields an H 1-function (−Δ#)−1Δf for f ∈ C2

0((0, 1)). By
the inner description of the H 1/2((0, 1))-norm in terms of first order differences, cf. [29, Section
3.4.2], we have

∀g ∈ H 1/2((0, 1)) ∶ ‖g‖2H1/2((0,1)) ∼ ‖g |(0,�)‖2H1/2((0,�)) + ‖g |(�,1)‖2H1/2((�,1)).
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We obtain the straightforward bounds for the representation in Lemma A.3,

‖((−Δ#)−1Δf )|(0,�)‖H1/2((0,�))
≤ #−1− ‖f |(0,�)‖H1/2((0,�)) + #+ − #−�#+ + (1 − �)#− |f (�)|‖x |(0,�)‖H1/2((0,�))
≲ ‖f |(0,�)‖H1/2((0,�)) + ‖f ‖∞

as well as

‖((−Δ#)−1Δf |(�,1)‖H1/2((�,1))
≤ #−1+ ‖f |(�,1)‖H1/2((�,1)) + #+ − #−�#+ + (1 − �)#− |f (�)|‖(1 − x)|(�,1)‖H1/2((�,1))
≲ ‖f |(�,1)‖H1/2((�,1)) + ‖f ‖∞

with uniform constants, depending on #, # only. We thus conclude

‖(−Δ#)−3/4Δf ‖ ≲ ‖f ‖H1/2((0,1)) + ‖f ‖∞ ≤ ‖f ‖1/2‖f ‖1/2H1((0,1)) + ‖f ‖∞.
In view of ‖K�,k∙‖∞ = �−1/2‖K ‖∞ and ‖K�,k∙ ‖H1((0,1)) = �−1‖K ‖H1 , this yields

‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK�,k∙ ‖ ≲ �−1/2.

B. Proofs for the concentration analysis

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

XΔ�,i(t) = ∫ t
0
⟨S#(t − s)ΔK�,i, dW (s)⟩.

Let i, j ∈ [n] with i, j ≠ k∙. Then, # ≡ #�,i(k∙) on supp(K�,i) and, using the selfadjointness
of (S#(t))t≥0, we obtain for s, t > 0 the covariance

cij(t, s) ≔ Cov(XΔ�,i(t), XΔ�,j (s))
= 1#�,i(k∙)#�,j(k∙) ∫ t∧s

0
⟨S#(t − u)Δ#K�,i, S#(s − u)Δ#K�,j ⟩ du

= 1#�,i(k∙)#�,j(k∙) ∫ t∧s
0

⟨S#(t + s − 2u)Δ#K�,i,Δ#K�,j⟩ du
= 12#�,i(k∙)#�,j(k∙)⟨(S#(|t − s|) − S#(t + s))K�,i, (−Δ#)K�,j ⟩.

(B.1)
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Therefore, for i ≠ k∙,
E[I�,i] = ∫T

0
cii(t, t) dt

= 12#2i ∫T
0
⟨(Id −S#(2t))K�,i, (−Δ#)K�,i⟩ dt

= T2#2i ∫1

0
#(x)K ′�,i(x)2 dx − 14#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨(Id −S#(2T ))K�,i, K�,i⟩

= T2#i �−2‖K ′‖2L2 +O(1),
(B.2)

where, as can be seen from the last but one line, O(1) ≤ 0 and |O(1)| ≤ 1/(4#2).
(ii) Let ℰ be the Dirichlet form associated to the Laplacian Δ with Dirichlet boundary con-

ditions, i.e., D(ℰ) = H 1
0 ((0, 1)) and ℰ(u, v) = ∫

(0,1) ∇u∇v d� for u, v ∈ H 1
0 ((0, 1)). Then,D(ℰ) = D(ℰ#) and #(−Δ) ≥ −Δ# ≥ #(−Δ) in the sense that

#ℰ(u, u) ≥ ℰ#(u, u) ≥ #ℰ(u, u) for any u ∈ H 1
0 ((0, 1)).

Thus, by the argument given in Theorem VI.2.21 of [20], see also p. 333 of the same ref-
erence, it follows that #−1(−Δ)−1 ≤ (−Δ#)−1 ≤ #−1(−Δ)−1. Consequently, recalling that�k ≥ � > 0 for any k ∈ ℕ, we obtain

E[I�,k∙] = ∫T
0
E[XΔ�,k∙(t)2] dt = ∫T

0
∫t
0
‖S#(u)ΔK�,k∙‖2 du dt

= 12 ∫T
0
⟨(Id − S#(2t))(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩dt

∈ 12[(T − 1 − e−2�T2� )⟨(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩, T⟨(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩]
∈ [2�T − 1 + e−2�T4�# ‖‖∇K�,k∙‖‖2, T2# ‖‖∇K�,k∙ ‖‖2]
= [2�T − 1 + e−2�T4�# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2, T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2].

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

0 ≤ ∫T
0
⟨S#(2t)(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩ ≤ 12⟨(−Δ#)−2ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩

= 12‖‖(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙‖‖2 ≲ �−1.
This yields

E[I�,k∙] ∈ [ T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2, T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2] + O(�−1).
(iii) Since (XΔ�,i(t))t≥0,i=1,…,n is a centered Gaussian process, it follows fromWick’s formula ([19,

Theorem 1.28]) that

Var( n∑i=1 �iI�,i) = n∑i,j=1�i�j ∫
T
0
∫T
0
2cij(t, s)2 ds dt.
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In the sequel, we employ tensor products f ⊗2(x, y) ≔ f (x)f (y) and A⊗2f ⊗2 ≔ (Af )⊗2 forf ∈ L2((0, 1)) and A∶ L2((0, 1)) → L2((0, 1)). Using (B.1) and the assumption �k∙ = 0, we
obtain by Bochner integration and spectral calculus

Var( n∑i=1 �iI�,i)
= 12 ∫

T
0
∫T
0

n∑i,j=1
�i�j#�,i(k∙)2#�,j (k∙)2 ⟨((−Δ#)(S#(|t − s|) − S#(t + s)))⊗2K⊗2�,i , K⊗2�,j ⟩L2([0,1]2) dt ds

= 12⟨∫
T
0
∫T
0
((−Δ#)(S#(|t − s|) − S#(t + s)))⊗2 dt ds n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2K⊗2�,i , n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2K⊗2�,i ⟩L2([0,1]2)

= 12 ∑k,l≥1∫
T
0
∫T
0
�k�l(e−�k |t−s| − e−�k(t+s))(e−�l |t−s| − e−�l(t+s)) dt ds

× ( n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2

≤ 12 ∑k,l≥1∫
T
0
∫T
0
�k�le−�k |t−s|(e−�l |t−s| − e−�l(t+s)) dt ds( n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2

≤ 12 ∑k,l≥1∫
T
0
∫T
0
�k�le−(�k+�l)|t−s| dt ds( n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2

≤ T ∑k,l≥1
�k�l�k + �l(

n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2

≤ T2 ∑k,l≥1 �1/2k �1/2l ( n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2

≤ T2( ∑k,l≥1 �k�l(
n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2) 12( ∑k,l≥1(

n∑i=1 �i#�,i(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, ek⟩⟨K�,i, el⟩)2) 12

= T2(
n∑i,j=1 �i�j#�,i(k∙)2#�,j (k∙)2 ⟨(−Δ#) 12K�,i, (−Δ#) 12K�,j ⟩2) 12

× ( n∑i,j=1
�i�j#�,i(k∙)2#�,j(k∙)2 ⟨K�,i, K�,j ⟩2) 12

= T2 �−2(
n∑i=1 �2i#�,i(k∙)4(∫ #(xi + �y)K ′(y)2 dy)2) 12( n∑i=1 �2i#�,i(k∙)4) 12

≤ T2#3 �−2‖�‖2�2‖K ′‖2L2 .
(iv) We have

ck∙,k∙(t, s) = ∫t∧s
0

⟨S#(t + s − 2u)ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩ du
= 12⟨(S#(|t − s|) − S#(t + s))(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩
∈ 12[0,⟨S#(|t − s|)(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩].
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Thus,

Var(I�,k∙) = ∫T
0
∫T
0
2ck∙,k∙(t, s)2 ds dt

≤ 12 ∫
T
0
∫T
0
⟨S#(|t − s|)(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k∙ ,ΔK�,k∙⟩2 ds dt

= 12 ∑k,l≥1
1�k�l ⟨ΔK�,k∙ , ek⟩2⟨ΔK�,k∙ , el⟩2 ∫T

0
∫T
0
e−(�k+�l)|t−s| ds dt

≤ T2 ∑k,l≥1
1�k�l(�k + �l)⟨ΔK�,k∙ , ek⟩2⟨ΔK�,k∙ , el⟩2

≤ T4 (∑k∈ℕ �−3/2k ⟨ΔK�,k∙ , ek⟩2)2

= T4 ‖‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK�,k∙‖‖4.
By Lemma A.4, ‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK�,k∙‖ ≲ �−1/2 holds, implying the result.

We now turn to the proof of the concentration inequality for linear combinations of(I�,i)i=1,…,�−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))ℎ∈H be an isonormal Gaussian process on a

real separable Hilbert space H, and let D1,2 be the domain of the Malliavin derivative operator D
associated to X . Let Z ∈ D1,2 have zero mean, and define

gZ(z) ≔ E [⟨DZ,−DL−1Z⟩H ∣ Z = z], z ∈ ℝ,
where L−1 is the pseudoinverse of the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck generator L ≔ ∑∞m=0 −mJm, Jm being the

projection onto the m-th Wiener chaos. Assume that, for some � ≥ 0, � > 0,
(i) gZ(Z) ≤ �Z + �, ℙ-a.s.;
(ii) the law of Z has a density �.

Then, for all z > 0, we have
ℙ(Z ≥ z) ≤ exp( − z22�z + 2�) and ℙ(Z ≤ −z) ≤ exp( − z22�).

In order to apply this result, we must first construct an appropriate Hilbert space for our
specific setting. Let ℰ be the set ofℝ-valued stepfunctions on [0, T ]n⧵{0}n that can be expressed as
linear combinations of indicator functions 1[0,t1]×⋯×[0,tn], ti ∈ [0, T ] and tj ≠ 0 for some j ∈ {1,… , n},
and let H be the separable Hilbert space obtained by closing ℰ with respect to the inner product
determined by

⟨f , g⟩H = K∑k=1
L∑l=1 akbl

n∑i,j=1E[XΔ�,i(tk,i)XΔ�,j (sl,j )] = K∑k=1
L∑l=1 akblci,j(tk,i, sl,j )
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for f = ∑Kk=1 ak1[0,tk,1]×⋯×[0,tk,n] ∈ ℰ and g = ∑Ll=1 bl1[0,sl,1]×⋯×[0,sl,n] ∈ ℰ. For
ℎ = K∑k=1 ck1[0,tk,1]×⋯×[0,tk,n] ∈ ℰ

we set X (ℎ) = ∑Kk=1 ck ∑ni=1 XΔ�,i(tk,i) and, for any ℎ ∈ H, let X (ℎ) be the L2 limit of (X (ℎn))n∈ℕ
for some sequence (ℎn)n∈ℕ ⊂ ℰ converging to ℎ in (H, ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩H), then (X (ℎ))ℎ∈H is an isonormal
Gaussian process (cf. [4, Proposition 2.1]) over H. In particular, since X0 ≡ 0 by assumption, this
implies that, for any t > 0, XΔ�,i(t) = X (1(i)[0,t]), where 1(i)[0,t] = 1∏nj=1 Aj for Ai = [0, t] and Aj = {0}
for i ≠ j .
Proof of Proposition 3.4. The Malliavin derivative of '(X (1(i)[0,t])) = XΔ�,i(t)2 is D'(X (1(i)[0,t])) =2XΔ�,i(t)1(i)[0,t]. Introduce

Z = n∑i=1 �i(I�,i − E[I�,i]) = n∑i=1 �i ∫
T
0
(XΔ�,i(t)2 − E[XΔ�,i(t)2]) dt,

which is an element of the second Wiener chaos associated with (X (ℎ))ℎ∈H since for the second
Hermite polynomial H2(x) = x2 − 1 and ℎNk,i = 1(i)[0,kT/N ] we can write Z as the L2 limit

Z = limN→∞

N∑k=1
n∑i=1 �i

T ‖ℎNk,i‖2HN H2(X (ℎNk,i/‖ℎNk,i‖H)).
This implies that the law of Z has a Lebesgue density, Z ∈ D1,2 and its Malliavin derivative is
given by

DZ = 2 n∑i=1 �i ∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t)1(i)[0,t] dt.

Then, L−1Z = − 1
2Z and, therefore, for the orthonormal eigensystem (ek , �k) of −Δ#, it follows for(�i)ni=1 ∈ ℝn

+ ⧵{0} with �k∙ = 0 by similar reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 3.3,

⟨DZ,−DL−1Z⟩H= 1
2 ‖DZ‖2H

= 2 n∑i,j=1 �i�j ∫
T
0
∫T
0
XΔ�,i(t)XΔ�,j (s)⟨1(i)[0,t], 1(j)[0,s]⟩H dt ds

= 2 n∑i,j=1 �i�j ∫
T
0
∫T
0
XΔ�,i(t)XΔ�,j (s)ci,j(t, s) dt ds

= ∑k∈ℕ∫T
0
∫T
0
�k(e−�k |t−s| − e−�k(t+s)) n∑i=1 ⟨ �i#�,i(k∙)XΔ�,i(t)K�,i, ek⟩ n∑j=1⟨ �j#�,j (k∙)XΔ�,j (s)K�,j , ek⟩ dt ds

≤ ∑k∈ℕ∫T
0
∫T
0
�k(e−�k |t−s| − e−�k(t+s))( n∑i=1 ⟨ �i#�,i(k∙)XΔ�,i(t)K�,i, ek⟩)2 dt ds

≤ ∑k∈ℕ∫T
0
( n∑i=1 ⟨ �i#�,i(k∙)XΔ�,i(t)K�,i, ek⟩)2 ∫T

0
�ke−�k |t−s| ds dt

≤ 2∑k∈ℕ∫T
0
( n∑i=1 ⟨ �i#�,i(k∙)XΔ�,i(t)K�,i, ek⟩)2 dt
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= 2 n∑i,j=1∫
T
0

�i�j#�,i(k∙)#�,j (k∙)XΔ�,i(t)XΔ�,j (t)⟨K�,i, K�,j ⟩ dt
= 2 n∑i=1 �2i#�,i(k∙)2 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt

≤ 2‖�‖∞#2 (Z + n∑i=1 �i E[I�,i]),
whence,

ℙ(|Z | ≥ z) = ℙ(|||
n∑i=1 �i(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z)

≤ 2 exp( − #24‖�‖∞ z2z +∑ni=1 �i E[I�,i]),
follows from Theorem B.1. In particular, since by Lemma 3.3 we have

n∑i=1 �i E[I�,i] ≤ ‖�‖�1 T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2,
we obtain

ℙ(||| n∑i=1 �i(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z) ≤ 2 exp( − #22‖�‖∞ z22z + ‖�‖�1T#−1‖K ′‖2L2�−2).
Proof of Proposition 3.5. For i ≠ j , B�,i and B�,j are independent Brownian motionswith respect to
the same filtration. Hence, the quadratic covariations satisfy ⟨M�,i, M�,j ⟩ ≡ 0 a.s., and by Knight’s
multivariate extension of the Dambis–Dubins–Schwarz construction [28, TheoremV.1.9], (M�,i)i
has the law of a vector of independent Brownian motions at times I �,i in coordinate i, that is,M�,i ∼ N (0, I �,i) and (M�,i)i=1,…,�−1 are independent. Define the continuousmartingale (ℳ�,i(t))t≥0
by setting

ℳ�,i(t) ≔ ∫ t
0
(1{s≤T } − 1{s≤�i})XΔ�,i(s) dB�,i(s), t ≥ 0.

Fix � ∈ ℝn. Then, the processℳ t ≔ ∑ni=1 �iℳ�,i(t), t ≥ 0, is a continuous martingale with

n∑i=1 �i(M�,i −M�,i) = n∑i=1 �i ∫
∞

0
(1{t≤T } − 1{t≤�i})XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t) =ℳ∞,

n∑i=1 �2i |I�,i − I �,i| = n∑i=1 �2i ∫
∞

0
(1{t≤T } − 1{t≤�i})2XΔ�,i(t)2 dt = ⟨ℳ⟩∞,

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

ℙ( n∑i=1 �i(M�,i −M�,i) ≥ z, n∑i=1 �2i |I�,i − I �,i| ≤ L) = ℙ(ℳ∞ ≥ z, ⟨ℳ⟩∞ ≤ L) ≤ e− z22L .
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Repeating the argument for the continuous martingale −ℳ then yields the second claim.

Next, we provide the proof for the uniform orders of the empirical processes IT ,�(⋅) −E[IT ,�(⋅)]
and MT ,�(⋅).
Proof of Lemma 3.7. We start with verifying (3.11). Note that||IT ,�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) − E[IT ,�(#−, #+, #◦, ℎ)]||
= 12 |||( ⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙∑i=1,i≠k0∙

+1{⌈ℎ/�⌉≠k0∙ } ⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙+1,i≠k0∙
+ n∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙+1,i≠k0∙ )(#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,i)2(I�,i − E[I�,i])|||

≲ (#− − #0−(�))2||| ⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k
0∙−1∑i=1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| + max{(#◦ − #0±(�))2}|I�,⌈ℎ/�⌉ − E[I�,⌈ℎ/�⌉]|1{⌈ℎ/�⌉≠k0∙ }
+ max{(#± − #0∓(�))2}||| ⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙+1,i∉{k0∙ ,⌈ℎ/�⌉}

(I�,i − E[I�,i])|||1{⌈ℎ/�⌉≠k0∙ }
+ (#+ − #0+(�))2 ||| n∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙+1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E[I�,i])|||.
(B.3)

It follows

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]||
≲#,# maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| + maxk=1,…,�−1−1

||| n∑i=k+1,i≠k0∙
(I�,i − E[I�,i])|||

+ maxk1,k2∈{1,…,�−1−1},k1≤k2
||| k2∑i=k1+1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| + maxk∈[�]−1|I�,k − E[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�∈Θ×(0,1] ||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| ≥ z)
≤ n∑k=1 ℙ(||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }

(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z/(4C)) + n−1∑k=1 ℙ(|||
n∑i=k+1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z/(4C))
+ ∑k1,k2∈{1,…,�−1−1},k1≤k2

ℙ(||| k2∑i=k1+1,i≠k0∙
(I�,i − E[I�,i])||| ≥ z/(4C))

+ ∑k∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }
ℙ (|I�,k − E[I�,k]| ≥ z/(4C))

≤ (3�−1 + �−2/4) exp( − #232 z2Cz/4 + C2T#−1‖K ′‖2L2�−3),
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which establishes (3.11). It remains to verify (3.12). Let

M (1)T ,�(� ) ≔ ∑i∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }
#�,i(⌈ℎ/�⌉)M�,i, M (2)T ,�(� ) ≔ ∑i∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }

#0�,iM�,i.
Then,

M (1)T ,�(#−, #+, ℎ) = #− ∑i∈[⌈ℎ/�⌉−1]⧵{k0∙ }
M�,i + #+ ∑i≥⌈ℎ/�⌉+1,i≠k0∙

M�,i + #◦M�,⌈ℎ/�⌉1{⌈ℎ/�⌉≠k0∙ },
implying that

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||M (1)T ,�(� )||
≤ #( maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
M�,i||| + maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{n−k0∙+1}
M�,n−(i−1)||| + maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }|M�,k |)

≕ #( maxk=1,…,�−1|Yk| + maxk=1,…,�−1|Ỹk| + maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }|M�,k |),
where (Yk) and (Ỹk) are martingales in k, due to the independence of the zero mean summands
provided by Proposition 3.5. Since M�,k ∼ N (0, I �,k) with I �,k = E[I�,k] ≲ �−2 for k ≠ k0∙ , a union
bound immediately yields

maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }|M�,k | = Oℙ(�−1√log(�−1)).
Using moreover that Lemma 3.3 implies

E[Y 2n ] = E[Ỹ 2n ] = ∑i∈[n]⧵k0∙
E[I�,i] ≲ �−3,

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

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||M(1)T ,�(� )|| = Oℙ(�−3/2).
The same arguments give sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||M(2)T ,�(� )|| = Oℙ(�−3/2),
such that (3.12) will follow once we show that

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� ) − (M (1)T ,�(� ) −M (2)T ,�(� ))|| = Oℙ(�−3/2). (B.4)

Similarly to the calculations above, we can write

sup�∈Θ×(0,1] ||MT ,�(� ) − (M (1)T ,�(� ) −M (2)T ,�(� ))||
≲ #( maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
(M�,i −M�,i)||| + maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{n−k0∙+1}
(M�,n−(i−1) −M�,n−(i−1))|||

+ maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }|M�,k −M�,k |).
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For any L, z > 0, we have
ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
(M�,i −M�,i)||| ≥ z)

≤ ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1
||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }

(M�,i −M�,i)||| ≥ z, ∑i∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }
|I�,i − E[I�,i]| ≤ L)

+ ℙ( ∑i∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }
|I�,i − E[I�,i]| > L)

≤ �−1∑k=1 ℙ(
||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }

(M�,i −M�,i)||| ≥ z, ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
|I�,i − E[I�,i]| ≤ L)

+ ℙ(�−1 ∑i∈[n]⧵{k0∙ }
(I�,i − E[I�,i])2 > L2)

≤ 2�−1e− z2L + �−4T ‖K ′‖2L22#3L2 ,
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 = RL�−2 with RL → ∞ andzL = RL�−1√log(�−1), we obtain

ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1
||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }

(M�,i −M�,i)||| ≥ zL)⟶ 0, as RL → ∞,
whence maxk=1,…,�−1

||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{k0∙ }
(M�,i −M�,i)||| = Oℙ(�−1√log(�−1)) = oℙ(�−3/2).

The same arguments also yield

maxk=1,…,�−1
||| ∑i∈[k]⧵{n−k0∙+1}

(M�,n−(i−1) −M�,n−(i−1))||| = oℙ(�−3/2),
maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }|M�,k −M�,k| = oℙ(�−3/2),

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

C. Remaining proofs for Section 3

We start by proving the upper bound for the error term R�,k0∙ arising in the representation of our

simultaneous M-estimator (#̂�−, #̂�+, #̂�◦ , �̂�).
Proof of Proposition 3.2. Let # = #0(�), #− = #0−(�) and � = �0. Let us first treat the case (i)
concerning the L1-bound of R�,k0∙ , then (ii) the variance bound on R�,k0∙ and finally prove (iii) the

existence of #0◦ ∈ [#, #] such that |E[R�,k0∙ (#0◦ )]| ≲ �−1.
(i) By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

|R�,k0∙ (#′)| ≤ (∫T
0
XΔ�,k0∙ (t)2 dt)1/2(∫T

0
(∫ t

0
⟨Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k0∙ − #′S#(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ , dWs⟩)2 dt)1/2.
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Hence, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and Fubini’s theorem show

E[|R�,k0∙ (#′)|] ≤ √E[I�,k0∙ ]
√
∫T
0
∫ t
0
‖Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k0∙ − #′S#(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ ‖2 ds dt

≕ √
ℐ1
√
ℐ2(#′).

(C.1)

The crux of the problem is now that in general K�,k0∙ does not belong to the domainD(Δ#), which
prevents us from swapping the order of application of Δ# and S#(t − s). To resolve this problem,
we construct an appropriate approximation of K�,k0∙ within the domain D(Δ#). Let ' ∈ C∞(ℝ)
such that supp(') ⊂ [−1/2, 1/2] and '′(0) = 1. For " > 0, let

'"(x) ≔ "'((x − �)/"), x ∈ (0, 1).
It is easily seen that '" → 0 in H 1((0, 1)) as " → 0. Thus, K "�,k0∙ ≔ K�,k0∙ − �−3/2K ′((� − xk0∙ )/�)'"
converges to K�,k0∙ in H 1((0, 1)) as " → 0. Moreover, for " > 0 small enough, '" ∈ C∞c ((0, 1)) since� ∉ {0, 1}, and since '′(0) = 1 it follows that ∇K "�,k0∙ (�) = 0. Therefore, for " > 0 small enough,

Lemma A.2 implies that K "�,k0∙ ∈ D(Δ#) and Δ#K "�,k0∙ = #ΔK "�,k0∙ . In particular, Δ#S#(s)K "�,k0∙ =
S#(s)Δ#K "�,k0∙ . Let now ℰ be the Dirichlet form given by ℰ(u, v) = ∫ 1

0 ∇u∇v d� for u, v belonging to
the domain D(ℰ) = {u ∈ H 1((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 ∇u(1) = 0 for any u ∈ D(Δ). Moreover, it is well-known that the spectrum of the
positive self-adjoint operator −Δ is discrete and bounded from below by some strictly positive
constant, whence (−Δ)−1 exists as a bounded operator from L2((0, 1)) to D(−Δ). Since for any

u ∈ D((−Δ#)1/2) = D(ℰ#) ⊂ D(ℰ) = D((−Δ)1/2),
we have ℰ#(u, u) ≥ #ℰ(u, u), it now follows from the argument in the proof of Theorem VI.2.21
in [20] that (−Δ#)−1 ≤ #−1(−Δ)−1. Letting K̃ "�,k0∙ ≔ K "�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ (�) and ' ∈ Cc((0, 1)), integration
by parts shows

⟨1[�,1)K̃ "�,k0∙ , '′′⟩ = ∫1

� K̃ "�,k0∙ (x)'′′(x) dx
= −∫1

� ∇K "�,k0∙ (x)'′(x) dx
= ∫1

� K "�,k0∙ (x)'(x) dx= ⟨1[�,1)K "�,k0∙ , '⟩,
where for the second line we used K̃ "�,k0∙ (�) = 0 = '′(1) and the third line follows from ∇K "�,k0∙ (�) =0 = '(1). Thus, 1[�,1)K̃ "�,k0∙ solves the Poisson equation Δf = 1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ subject to the mixed

Dirichlet–Neumann boundary conditions (note here that f ≔ 1[�,1)K̃ "�,k0∙ ∈ D(Δ) since f (0) = 0
and f ′(1) = 0). From above, we know that the solution is unique, whence Δ−1(1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ) =1[�,1)K̃ "�,k0∙ . Thus, in case #′ = #−, for any 0 < t ≤ T we can calculate as follows for small " > 0:
∫ t
0
‖Δ#S#(s)K "�,k0∙ − #−S#(s)ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖2 ds = ∫ t

0
‖S#(s)(Δ# − #−Δ)K "�,k0∙ ‖2 ds

= 12⟨(−Δ#)−1(Id − S#(2t))(# − #−)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #−)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
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≤ 12⟨(−Δ#)−1(# − #−)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #−)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
= �22 ⟨(−Δ#)−1(1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ), 1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
≤ �22# ⟨(−Δ)−1(1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ), 1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
= − �22# ⟨1[�,1)K̃ "�,k0∙ , 1[�,1)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
≤ �22# ‖∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2,

where the last line follows from an integration by parts using ∇K "�,k0∙ (�) = ∇K "�,k0∙ (1) = 0. Due to‖∇K�,k0∙ − ∇K "�,k0∙ ‖ → 0 as " → 0, for
ℐ"2(#′) ≔ ∫T

0
∫t
0
‖Δ#S#(t − s)K "�,k0∙ − #′S#(t − s)ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖2 ds dt,

we now arrive at lim"→0
ℐ"2(#−) ≤ T2#�2‖∇K�,k0∙ ‖2 = T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�2�−2.

For general #′ ∈ [#, #], we have
∫ t
0
‖Δ#S#(s)K "�,k0∙ − #′S#(s)ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖2 ds ≤ 12⟨(−Δ#)−1(# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩

= 12⟨(−Δ#)−1Δ#K "�,k0∙ ,Δ#K "�,k0∙ ⟩ − #′⟨(−Δ#)−1Δ#K "�,k0∙ ,ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩
+ (#′)22 ⟨(−Δ#)−1ΔK "�,k0∙ ,ΔK "�,k0∙ ⟩

≤ 12 ‖#∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2 + (#′)22# ‖∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2
≤ #2(1 + #−1)2 ‖∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2 ⟶"→0

#2(1 + #−1)2 �−2.
It remains to relate ℐ"2(#′) to ℐ2. Let

ℐ"3 ≔ ∫T
0
‖Δ#S#(t)(K�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ )‖2 dt, ℐ"4 ≔ ∫T

0
‖S#(t)Δ(K�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ )‖2 dt,

and recall that (�k , ek)k∈ℕ denotes an eigenbasis of −Δ#. It holds
ℐ"3 ≤ 12 ∑k∈ℕ �k⟨K�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ , ek⟩2 = 12‖(−Δ#)1/2(K�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ )‖2
≤ #22 ‖∇K�,k0∙ − ∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2 ⟶"→0

0.
Moreover, since K�,k0∙ − K "�,k0∙ = �−3K ′((� − xk0∙ )/�)'" ,
following the steps from the proof of Lemma 3.3.(ii), we obtain

ℐ"4 ≲� T2# ‖∇'�‖2 = T2#"‖'′‖2L2 ⟶"→0
0.
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Since ℐ2(#′) ≤ 2ℐ"2(#′) + 4(1 ∨ #2)T (ℐ"3 + ℐ"4), it now follows from the above estimates by taking" → 0 that ℐ2(#−) ≤ T# ‖K ′‖2L2�2�−2 and, in general, ℐ2(#′) ≲ �−2. Combining these estimates with
Lemma 3.3, the assertion follows from (C.1).

(ii) We now proceed with the variance bound. Let Y = (Y (t))t∈[0,T ] be the Gaussian process

defined by Y (t) ≔ ∫ t
0⟨Δ#S#(t − u)K�,k0∙ − #′S#(t − u)ΔK�,k0∙ , dWu⟩. Since R�,k0∙ (#′) = ⟨XΔ�,k0∙ , Y ⟩L2[0,T ]

and bothXΔ�,k0∙ and Y are centered L2([0, T ])-valued jointly Gaussian processes we use Lemma C.1
below and Lemma 3.3 to obtain

Var(R�,k0∙ ) ≤ √Var(‖XΔ�,k0∙ ‖2L2[0,T ])√Var(‖Y ‖2L2([0,T ])) = √Var(I�,k0∙ )
√
Var(∫T

0
Y (t)2 dt)

≲ �−1
√
Var(∫T

0
Y (t)2 dt),

(C.2)

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

Var(∫T
0
Y (t)2 dt) = ∫T

0
∫T
0
Cov(Y (t), Y (s))2 ds dt

= 2∫T
0
∫T
0
(∫ t∧s

0
⟨Ft−u(K�,k0∙ ), Fs−u(K�,k0∙ )⟩ du)2 ds dt,

where we denoted Fr(g) ≔ Δ#S#(r)g − #′S#(r)Δg . As above, we first bound the "-approximation

ℐ" ≔ ∫T
0
∫T
0
(∫t∧s

0
⟨Ft−u(K "�,k0∙ ), Fs−u(K "�,k0∙ )⟩ du)2 ds dt.

Since K "�,k0∙ ∈ D(Δ#) with Δ#K "�,k0∙ = #ΔK "�,k0∙ , we can write

∫ t∧s
0

⟨Ft−u(K "�,k0∙ ), Fs−u(K "�,k0∙ )⟩ du = ∫ t∧s
0

⟨S#(t − u)(# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ , S#(s − u)(# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙⟩du
= ∫ t∧s

0
⟨S#(t + s − 2u)(# − #−)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙⟩du

≤ 12⟨(−Δ#)−1S#(|t − s|)(# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙⟩.
Calculating as in Lemma 3.3.(iv) and part (i), we therefore obtain

ℐ" ≲ ∫T
0
∫T
0
⟨(−Δ#)−1S#(|t − s|)(# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ , (# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙⟩2 ds dt

≤ T2 ‖‖(−Δ)−3/4# (# − #′)ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖‖4
≲ ‖‖(−Δ)−3/4# Δ#K "�,k0∙ ‖‖4 + ‖‖(−Δ)−3/4ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖‖4= ‖‖(−Δ#)1/4K "�,k0∙ ‖‖4 + ‖‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖‖4.

By Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

‖‖(−Δ#)1/4K "�,k0∙ ‖‖4 ≤ ‖(−Δ#)1/2K "�,k0∙ ‖2‖K "�,k0∙ ‖2 ≤ #‖∇K "�,k0∙ ‖2‖K "�,k0∙ ‖2 ⟶"→0
‖K ′‖2L2�−2,
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and Lemma A.4 yields

‖(−Δ#)−3/4ΔK "�,k0∙ ‖ ≲ ‖K "�,k0∙ ‖1/2‖K "�,k0∙ ‖1/2H1((0,1)) + ‖K "�,k0∙ ‖∞⟶"→0
‖K�,k0∙ ‖1/2‖K�,k0∙ ‖1/2H1((0,1)) + ‖K�,k0∙ ‖∞ ∼ �−1/2.

It follows that lim"→0 ℐ
" ≲ �−2, and analogously to part (i), we therefore obtain

Var(‖Y ‖2L2([0,T ])) = ∫T
0
∫T
0
(∫ t∧s

0
⟨Ft−u(K�,k0∙ ), Fs−u(K�,k0∙ )⟩ du)2 ds dt ≲ lim"→0

ℐ" ≲ �−2.
Thus, (C.2) implies Var(R�,k0∙ (#′)) ≲ �−2.
(iii) We have

R�,k0∙ (#′) = ∫T
0
∫t
0
⟨S#(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ , dWs⟩ ∫t

0
⟨Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k0∙ , dWs⟩ dt − #′I�,k0∙ . (C.3)

By now familiar calculations give

E[∫T
0
∫ t
0
⟨S#(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ , dWs⟩ ∫ t

0
⟨Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k0∙ , dWs⟩ dt]

= ∫T
0
∫ t
0
⟨S#(t − s)ΔK�,k0∙ ,Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k0∙ ⟩ ds dt

= ∫T
0
∫ t
0
⟨Δ#S#(2s)K�,k0∙ ,ΔK�,k0∙ ⟩ ds dt

= 12 ∑k∈ℕ∫T
0
(e−2�k t − 1)⟨ΔK�,k0∙ , ek⟩⟨K�,k0∙ , ek⟩ dt

= 12⟨−ΔK�,k0∙ , K�,k0∙ ⟩ + 14⟨(−Δ#)−1(Id −S#(2T ))ΔK�,k0∙ , K�,k0∙ ⟩
= T2 ‖K ′‖2L2�−2 +O(�−1/2),

where for the last line we used that by self-adjointness, Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and Lemma
A.3,

|⟨(−Δ#)−1(Id −S#(2T ))ΔK�,k0∙ , K�,k0∙ ⟩| ≤ ‖(−Δ#)−1ΔK�,k0∙ ‖‖(Id −S#(2T ))K�,k0∙ ‖ ≲ �−1/2.
Since by Lemma 3.3 it holds

T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2 +O(�−1) ≤ E[I�,k0∙ ] ≤ T2# ‖K ′‖2L2�−2 +O(�−1),
it therefore follows from (C.3) that there exists #0◦ ∈ [#, #] such that

E[R�,k0∙ (#0◦ )] = O(�−1).

C.1 Lemma. For two centred, jointly Gaussian random variables X, Y with values in a real separable
Hilbert space we have Var(⟨X, Y ⟩) ≤ Var(‖X ‖2)1/2 Var(‖Y ‖2)1/2.
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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 , QZ the trace-class covariance
operators of X and Z . Then using an orthonormal eigensystem (ei, �i) of QX we find

Var(‖X ‖2) = ∑i≥1 Var(⟨X, ei⟩2) = ∑i≥1 2�2i = 2‖QX ‖2HS.
The same argument with orthonormal systems of QZ and Q1/2X L∗LQ1/2X , respectively, yields

Var(‖Z‖2) = 2‖QZ ‖2HS, Var(‖LX ‖2) = 2‖Q1/2X L∗LQ1/2X ‖2HS.
If L� = 1

2 (L + L∗) denotes the symmetrisation of L, this argument also yields

Var(⟨X, LX ⟩) = Var(⟨X, L�X ⟩) = 2‖Q1/2X L�Q1/2X ‖2HS.
Due to the independence of X and Z , we may disintegrate to obtain

Var(⟨X, Z⟩) = E[⟨QZX,X ⟩] = E[⟨QZ , XX ∗⟩HS] = ⟨QX , QZ ⟩HS
as well as

Var(⟨LX, Z⟩) = Var(⟨L�X, Z⟩) = E[⟨QZ , L�XX ∗L�⟩HS] = ⟨QX , L�QZL�⟩HS.
Using these identities, we arrive at

Var(⟨X, Y ⟩) = Var(⟨X, LX ⟩ + ⟨X, Z⟩)= Var(⟨X, LX ⟩) + Var(⟨X, Z⟩) + 2Cov(⟨X, LX ⟩, ⟨X, Z⟩)
= 2‖Q1/2X L�Q1/2X ‖2HS + ⟨QX , QZ ⟩HS + 0= ⟨QX , 2L�QXL� + QZ⟩HS,

where the covariance vanishes since the product of the arguments is linear inZ , which is centered
and independent of X . By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the identity ‖T ∗T ‖HS = ‖T T ∗‖HS
for T = Q1/2X L� , we obtain further

Var(⟨X, Y ⟩)2 ≤ ‖QX ‖2HS(‖2L�QXL�‖2HS + ‖QZ ‖2HS + 2⟨2L�QXL� , QZ ⟩HS)
= 1

2 Var(‖X ‖2)(4‖Q1/2X L2�Q1/2X ‖2HS + ‖QZ ‖2HS + 4⟨L�QXL� , QZ ⟩HS)
≤ Var(‖X ‖2)(Var(‖LX ‖2) + 1

4 Var(‖Z‖2) + 2Var(⟨LX, Z⟩)),
where the last line follows from the partial ordering L2� ≕ Re(L)2 ≤ |L|2 ≔ L∗L and from⟨L�QXL� , QZ ⟩HS = ⟨QX , L�QZL�⟩HS. Finally, note

Var(‖Y ‖2) = Var(‖LX + Z‖2) = Var(‖LX ‖2) + Var(‖Z‖2) + Var(2⟨LX, Z⟩),
since all covariances between ‖LX ‖2, ‖Z‖2 and ⟨LX, Z⟩ vanish due to independence or symmetry

in Z (use Z d= −Z), such that the asserted inequality follows.

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�→0
sup�∈Θ×(0,1]

|||�3 E[IT ,�(� )] − Z(� ′)||| = 0,
since E[I�,k0∙ ] ≲ �−2. By Lemma 3.3, it holds

�3 E[IT ,�(#−, #+, ℎ)] = T4 ‖K ′‖2L2� �−1∑i=1
(#�,i(⌈nℎ⌉) − #0�,i)2#0�,i +O(�2),

and we always have |#�,i(k) − #0�,i|2#0�,i ≤ (# − #)2# , i, k ∈ [n]
It is thus easily verified that

|||�3 E[IT ,�(� )] − T4 ‖K ′‖2L2 ∫1

0

(#� ′(x) − #0�(x))2#0�(x) dx |||
≲ (#− − #0−(�))2#0−(�) ||�(⌈�0/�⌉ ∧ ⌈ℎ/�⌉ − 1) − �0 ∧ ℎ|| + (#+ − #0+(�))2#0+(�) ||�(⌈�0/�⌉ ∨ ⌈ℎ/�⌉) − �0 ∨ ℎ||
+ ||�(|⌈�0/�⌉ − ⌈ℎ/�⌉| − 1)+ − |�0 − ℎ|||(#+ − #0−(�))2 + (#− − #0+(�))2#0+(�) ∧ #0−(�) + � (# − #)2# + �2

≲ � (# − #)2# .
We therefore obtain the uniform convergence

lim�→0
sup�∈Θ×(0,1]

|||�3 E[IT ,�(#−, #+, ℎ)] − T4 ‖K ′‖2L2 ∫1

0

(#� ′(x) − #0�(x))2#0�(x) dx ||| = 0. (C.4)

Moreover, for #∗ ≔ #∗−1(0,�0) + #∗+1[�0,1), we have
|#∗±(#± − #0±(�))2 − #0±(�)(#± − #∗±)2|#0±(�)#∗±

≤ #∗±|(#± − #0±(�))2 − (#± − #∗±)2| + (#± − #∗±)2|#0±(�) − #∗±|#2
≤ # + (# − #)2#2 ((#0±(�) − #∗±)2 + |#0±(�) − #∗±|) ⟶�→0

0,
and similarly

|#∗±(#∓ − #0±(�))2 − #0±(�)(#∓ − #∗±)2|#0±(�)#∗± ≤ # + (# − #)2#2 ((#0±(�) − #∗±)2 + |#0±(�) − #∗±|) ⟶�→0
0.

By the piecewiese constant nature of #� ′ , #0� , #∗, it is therefore straightforward to show that

lim�→0
sup�∈Θ×(0,1]

||| ∫1

0

(#� ′(x) − #0�(x))2#0�(x) dx − ∫1

0

(#� ′(x) − #∗(x))2#∗(x) dx ||| = 0.
The claim then follows by using (C.4) and the triangle inequality.

37



Finally, we give the proofs for the local fluctuation bounds on the centered empirical processes
Z�(⋅) − E[Z�(⋅)] and ℒ�(⋅) − E[ℒ�(⋅)] around the true parameter � 0(�).
Proof of Lemma 3.10. Due to Z�(� 0(�)) = 0, the assertion is equivalent to the claim that

E[ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||�3(Z�(� ) − E[Z�(� )])||] ≲ �3 + �1/2"3 + �"2 + �3/2".

Let " ≤ 1. With the notation from the proof of Theorem 3.8, we have the bound

E[ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||�3(Z�(� ) − E[Z�(� )])||] ≲ E[ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

�3||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]||]
+ �3 E[ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

||MT ,�(� )||]
+ �2(� ∧ "2)E[|I�,k0∙ − E[I�,k0∙ ]|]+ �5/2(�1/2 ∧ ")E[|M�,k0∙ |]),

(C.5)

where for the last two summands we used that d̃�(� , � 0(�)) ≤ " implies

|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,k0∙ |2 ≲ 1 ∧ "2� .
We also observe that d̃(� , � 0(�)) < " implies (|[�0]� − [ℎ]� | − �)+ < "2, giving

|⌈�0/�⌉ − ⌈ℎ/�⌉| ≤ 1 + "2�−1. (C.6)

Consequently, |{⌈ℎ/�⌉ ∶ (|[�0]� − [ℎ]� | − �)+ < "2}| ≲ 1 + "2�−1. Moreover, if "2 < �/2, thend̃�(� , � 0(�)) < " implies ⌈ℎ/�⌉ = ⌈�0/�⌉ ± 1 = k0∙ ± 1, i.e.,
⌈ℎ/�⌉ ∧ k0∙ + 1 < ⌈ℎ/�⌉ ∨ k0∙ ⟹ � ≤ 2"2. (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(�3 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| ≥ z)
≤ ℙ(�3"2 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

|||
⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙−1∑i=1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E(I�,i))||| ≥ z/5)
+ ℙ(�3"2 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

|||
n∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙+1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E(I�,i))||| ≥ z/5)
+ ℙ(�3((# − #)2 + 2"2) supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

|||
⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙−1∑i=⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙+1,i≠k0∙

(I�,i − E(I�,i))|||1{ ⌈ℎ/�⌉∧k0∙ +1⌈ℎ/�⌉∨k0∙ <1} ≥ z/5)1{�≤2"2}
+ ℙ(�2(� ∧ "2) supd̃(� ,� 0(�)<"|I�,⌈ℎ/�⌉ − E[I�,⌈ℎ/�⌉]| ≥ z/5)

≲ (1 + "2�−1)( exp( − �−3"−4z2C(1 + "−2z)) + exp( − �−3z2C("2 + z))1{�≤2"2}
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+ exp( − �−2(�−1 ∨ "−2)z2C(� ∧ "2 + z) ))
≲ (1 + "2�−1) exp( − �−3z2C("2 + z)).

Since

(1 + "2�−1)∫∞

0
exp( − �−3z2C("2 + z)) dz

≤ (1 + "2�−1)∫∞

0
( exp( − �−3"−2z22C ) + exp( − �−3z2C )) dz ≲ �3/2" + �1/2"3 + �3,

we obtain for " ≤ 1,
E[ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

�3||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]||] = ∫∞

0
ℙ(�3 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"

||IT ,�(� ) − E[IT ,�(� )]|| ≥ z) dz
≲ �3/2" + �1/2"3 + �3.

(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 (#−, #+, #◦, ℎ) ∈ {� ∈ Θ × (0, 1] ∶ d̃�(� , � 0(�)) < "}, with k = ⌈ℎ/�⌉,

|MT ,�(� )| ≲ "||| ∑i∈Λ1(k)M�,i||| + "||| ∑i∈Λ2(k)M�,i||| + ((# − #) + 2")||| ∑i∈Λ3(k)M�,i||| + (1 ∧ "√� )|M�,k|,
where

Λ1(k) ≔ {i ∈ [�−1] ∶ i ≠ k0∙ , i ≤ k ∧ k0∙ − 1}, Λ2(k) ≔ {i ∈ [�−1] ∶ i ≠ k0∙ , i ≥ (k ∨ k0∙ ) + 1}Λ3(k) ≔ {i ∈ [�−1] ∶ i ≠ k0∙ , (k ∧ k0∙ ) + 1 ≤ i ≤ k ∨ k0∙ − 1}.
Using (C.6) and (C.7), we therefore obtain,

E[�3 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||MT ,�(� )||] ≲ 2∑l=1 ∑k∈Λ(")E["�3||| ∑i∈Λl(k)

M�,i|||]
+ ∑k∈Λ(") �3 E[||| ∑i∈Λ3(k)M�,i|||]1{�≤2"2}
+ (�3 ∧ "�5/2) ∑k∈Λ(")E[|M�,k|],

(C.9)

whereΛ(") ≔ {k ∈ [�−1] ∶ (|k0∙−k|−1)+ ≤ "2�−1}, whose size is bounded by amultiple of 1+"2�−1.
For any k, l, ℳk,l(t) ≔ ∑i∈Λl(k) ∫ t0 XΔ�,i(s) dB�,i(s) is a martingale in t, and, by independence of(B�,i)i∈[�−1], its quadratic variation is given by

⟨ℳk,l⟩t = ∑i∈Λl(k)∫
t
0
XΔ�,i(s)2 ds, k ∈ [�−1], l ∈ {1, 2, 3}, t ≥ 0.

In particular, ℳk,l(T ) = ∑i∈Λl(k)M�,i and ⟨ℳk,l⟩T = ∑i∈Λl(k) I�,i. Hence, using Cauchy–Schwarz
inequality, Lemma 3.3 and the fact that for � ≤ 2"2 and k ∈ Λ("), |Λ3(k)| ≲ "2�−1, we obtain from
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(C.9)

E [�3 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||MT ,�(� )||]

≲ �3(1 + "2�−1)"( ∑i∈[�−1]E[I�,i])
1/2 + 1{�≤2"2}�3 ∑k∈Λ(")( ∑i∈Λ3(k)E[I�,i])

1/2

+ (�3 ∧ "�5/2)(1 + "2�−1) maxk∈[�−1]⧵{k0∙ }E[I�,k]1/2≲ �3"(1 + "2�−1)�−3/2 + �3"2�−1("2�−3)1/2 + "�3/2(1 + "2�−1) ≲ �3/2" + "3�1/2.

(C.10)

Finally, using Lemma 3.3, Itô isometry and Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

�2(� ∧ "2)E[|I�,k0∙ − E[I�,k0∙ ]|] + �5/2(�1/2 ∧ ")E[|M�,k0∙ |]≤ �2(� ∧ "2)(Var(I�,k0∙ ))1/2 + �5/2(�1/2 ∧ ")E[I�,k0∙ ]1/2≲ �"2 + �3/2".
(C.11)

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

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

E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||(ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� ) − (ℒ� − ℒ̃�)(� 0(�))||]

≲ E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||(ℒ� − E[ℒ�])(� ) − (ℒ� − E[ℒ�])(� 0(�))||]

+ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0◦ (�)|�3|E[R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))]|

≲ E [ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
||(Z� − E[Z�])(� ) − (Z� − E[Z�])(� 0(�))||]

+ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0◦ (�)|�3(Var(R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))))1/2

+ supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0◦ (�)|�3|E[R�,k0∙ (#0◦ (�))]|

≲  ̃�(") + �2 supd̃�(� ,� 0(�))<"
|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0◦ (�)|

≲ �3 + �1/2"
 + �"% + �3/2".
For the last inequality, we used that d̃�(� , � 0(�)) < " implies

|#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0�,k0∙ | = |#�,k0∙ (⌈ℎ/�⌉) − #0◦ (�)| ≤ "/√�.

D. Remaining proofs of Section 4

We start with verifying the representation of the estimator k̂ = k̂(�) defining the change point

estimator via the relation �̂ = k̂�.
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Proof of Lemma 4.1. Write #± = #±(�). First subtracting
n∑i=1 (#+ ∫

T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) − #2+2 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt)

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

k∙∑i=1 (�∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dX�,i(t) + #2− − #2+2 ∫T

0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt),

it follows that k̂ = argmaxk=1,…,�−1 Z̃k , where

Z̃k =
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎩
0, k = k∙,−�∑ki=k∙+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i dX�,i(t) − #2−−#2+

2 ∑ki=k∙+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t)2 dt, k > k∙,�∑k∙i=k+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i dX�,i(t) + #2−−#2+
2 ∑k∙i=k+1 ∫ T0 XΔ�,i(t)2 dt, k < k∙.

Using Proposition 2.1 and �#− − #2+−#2−
2 = −�2/2, one obtains that, for k < k∙,

Z̃k = 1{k≠k∙−1}(� k∙−1∑i=k+1∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t) − �22

k∙−1∑i=k+1∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt)

+ �∫T
0
XΔ�,k∙(t) dX�,k∙(t) + #2− − #2+2 ∫T

0
XΔ�,k∙(t)2 dt

= � k∙∑i=k+1∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t) dB�,i(t) − �22

k∙∑i=k+1∫
T
0
XΔ�,i(t)2 dt

+ �∫T
0
XΔ�,k∙(t)(∫ t

0
⟨Δ#S#(t − s)K�,k∙ , dWs⟩ − #−(�)XΔ�,k∙(t)) dt

= Zk .
Similarly, Proposition 2.1 together with −�#+ + #2+−#2−

2 = −�2/2 yields Z̃k = Zk for k > k∙ as
well.

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

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Wewill verify that �̂−� = Oℙ(v�) = Oℙ(�3�−2). As was shown in Section
4 (cf. (4.10)), we have

v−1� (̂� − �) ∈ argminℎ∈J�,�,�
{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ) +Oℙ(�2�−2)1{ℎ<0}},

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�,⌈�/�⌉,R⌈�/�⌉ associated to the observation block around
the change point �. Since � = o(�), it therefore suffices to show that

∀" > 0 ∃R" > 0 ∶ ℙ( inf|ℎ|>R" ,ℎ∈J�,�,�
{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} ≤ M�T ,�(0) + �2 I �T ,�(0) + 1) ≤ ",
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with R" only depending on ", not on �, �. To see this, note that

ℙ( inf|ℎ|>R" ,ℎ∈J�,�,�
{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ) +Oℙ(�2�−2)1{ℎ<0}} ≤ M�T ,�(0) + �2 I �T ,�(0))

≤ ℙ( inf|ℎ|>R" ,ℎ∈J�,�,�
{�M�T ,�(ℎ) + �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} ≤ M�T ,�(0) + �2 I �T ,�(0) + 1)
+ ℙ(oℙ(1) < −1)1{��−3�2>R"},

and the second term converges to 0 as R" → ∞. Since M�T ,�(0) = I �T ,�(0) = 0, the required
statement will follow from

∀" > 0 ∃R" > 0 ∶ ℙ( supa�±(ℎ)≥±ℎ>R"
{ − �M�T ,�(ℎ) − �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} ≥ −1) ≤ "2 ,
where we set a�+(ℎ) = (1−�)/v� and a�−(ℎ) = �/v� and, moreover, use the convention sup∅ = −∞.
We only consider the case ℎ > 0, the case ℎ < 0 is similar.

Let R" be large enough to ensure that R"v�/� > 1 for any � ∈ 1/ℕ. Inserting the definitions
(4.4) and (4.5) yields

supa�+(ℎ)≥ℎ>R"
{ − �M�T ,�(ℎ) − �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} = maxk=⌈(�+R"v�)/�⌉,…,�−1
k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1( − �M�,i − �22 I�,i). (D.1)

Here and in the following, for a vector b� = (b�(k))k=1,…,�−1 , we set maxk=K,…,�−1 b�(k) ≔ −∞ ifK > �−1.
Let the independent coupled random variables (M�,i)i=1,…,�−1 be given as in (3.6) and note that,

by Proposition 3.5, (∑ki=k∙+1M�,i)k=1,…,�−1−k∙ is a martingale. For � > 0, introduce N �,� given by

N �,�(k) ≔ exp(
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1( − �M�,i − �22 I �,i)), k ∈ {1,… , �−1 − k∙},

which is again a martingale since M�,i ∼ N (0, I �,i). Note that N �,�/2 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,

ℙ( maxk=k◦,…,�−1−⌈�/�⌉N �,�/2(k) > exp(�28
⌈�/�⌉+k◦∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 I �,i −

�2)) ≤ exp(�2 − �28
⌈�/�⌉+k◦∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 I �,i).

Let k◦ ≔ ⌈R"�2/�2⌉ − 1 ≥ 1. It holds
{ maxk=⌈(�+R"v�)/�⌉,…,�−1

k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1( − �M�,i − �22 I �,i) > −�}

⊂ { maxk=k◦,…,�−1−⌈�/�⌉N �,�/2(k) > exp(�28
⌈�/�⌉+k◦∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 I �,i −

�2)
}
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and we know from (B.2) that

�2 ⌈�/�⌉+k◦∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 I �,i ≥
T2#�2�−2k◦‖K ′‖2 +O(1).

Using �2�−2k◦ ∼ R" ⟶ ∞, we thus conclude that, for any fixed � > 0 and " > 0 choosingR" = R"(�) large enough,
ℙ( maxk=⌈(�+R"v�)/�⌉,…,�−1

k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1( − �M�,i − �22 I �,i) > −� − 1) ≤ "4 . (D.2)

We proceed to studying the difference∑ki=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i−M�,i+ �
2 (I �,i− I�,i)). Proposition 3.5 gives,

for any z, L > 0,
ℙ(

⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i −M�,i) ≥ z, ⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1|I�,i − I �,i| ≤ L) ≤ e−z2/(2L).
For 1 ≤ k1 ≤ k2 ≤ �−1 − ⌈�/�⌉, we deduce

ℙ( maxk=k1,…,k2
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i −M�,i) ≥ z)

≤ ℙ(
⌈�/�⌉+k2∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1|I�,i − I �,i| > L) + k2∑k=k1 ℙ(

⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i −M�,i) ≥ z, ⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1|I�,i − I �,i| ≤ L)
≤ ℙ(

⌈�/�⌉+k2∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1|I�,i − I �,i| > L) + (k2 − k1 + 1)e−z2/(2L).
The inequalities Var(I�,i) ≲ T�−2, (∑ki=1 �i)2 ≤ k∑ki=1 �2i and Markov’s inequality show that

ℙ(
⌈�/�⌉+k2∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1|I�,i − I �,i| > L) ≤ ℙ(k2

⌈�/�⌉+k2∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(I�,i − E[I�,i])2 > L2) ≲ k22T �−2L2 .
The term in the upper bound tends to zero for L = RLk2√T �−1 with RL → ∞. Hence, with this
choice of L, we find for zL = RL√k2�−1 log(�−1) (D.3)

that

ℙ( maxk=k1,…,k2
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i −M�,i + �

2 (I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ 2zL + �L)
≲ �−1e−z2L�/(2RLk2√T ) + 2R−2L ⟶RL→∞

0.
Noting �L ≤ �√TRLk1/22 �−3/2 = o(zL) due to � = o(�), we conclude

ℙ( maxk=k1,…,k2
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1(M�,i −M�,i + �

2 (I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ 3zL) ⟶RL→∞
0. (D.4)
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By our assumption �(1/n) = o(1/n), there are (possibly empty) subsequences (n(i)k )k∈ℕ , i ∈ {1, 2},
such that {n(1)k ∶ k ∈ ℕ} ∪ {n(2)k ∶ k ∈ ℕ} = ℕ and

lim supk→∞
�(1/n(1)k )√log n(1)k /n(1)k = 0, lim infk→∞

�(1/n(2)k )√log n(2)k /n(2)k > 0,
while still �(1/n(i)k ) = o(1/n(i)k ) for i ∈ {1, 2}, Thus, by analysing along these subsequences if

necessary, it is sufficient to consider the two following cases: (a) � = o(�/√log(�−1)), and (b)� ≳ �/√log(�−1), while still � = o(�).
Case (a): Choose k1 = 1 and k2 = �−1 − ⌈�/�⌉ maximally. Combining this with the definition
of zL in (D.3), we obtain zL ≤ RL√log(�−1)�−1 ≤ cRL�−1 for some c > 0. Hence, (D.4) implies

ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1−⌈�/�⌉
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 �(M�,i −M�,i + �

2 (I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ 3cRL) ⟶RL→∞
0.

Thus, for any " > 0, there exists � = �(") > 1 such that, for any � ∈ 1/ℕ,

ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1−⌈�/�⌉
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 �(M�,i −M�,i + �

2 (I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ �) ≤ "4 .
Using (D.1) and (D.2), we therefore obtain for R" = R"(�) large enough

ℙ( supℎ>R"
{ − �M�T ,�(ℎ) − �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} ≥ −1)
≤ ℙ( maxk=⌈(�+R"v�)/�⌉,…,�−1

k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1( − �M�,i − �22 I �,i) > −� − 1)
+ ℙ( maxk=1,…,�−1−⌈�/�⌉

⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 �(M�,i −M�,i + �
2(I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ �)

≤ "/2.
Case (b): Choose k1 = 1 and k2 = min{⌊RL�−1/ log(�−1)⌋, �−1 − k∙}. Then, zL ≤ R3/2L �−1 ≤cR3/2L �−1 for some c > 0 thanks to � = o(�). From (D.4), we thus obtain

ℙ( maxk=k1,…,k2
⌈�/�⌉+k∑i=⌈�/�⌉+1 �(M�,i −M�,i − �

2 (I�,i − I �,i)) ≥ 3cR3/2L ) ⟶RL→∞
0.

Consequently, arguing as before, given " > 0, choosing RL > 0 and R" = R"(R3/2L ) large enough
yields

ℙ( supℎ>R"
{ − �M�T ,�(ℎ) − �22 I �T ,�(ℎ)

} ≥ −1)
≤ ℙ( maxk=⌈(�+R"v�)/�⌉,…,�−1

k∑i=k∙+1( − �M�,i − �22 I �,i) > −3cR3/2L − 1)
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+ ℙ( maxk=1,…,k2
k∙+k∑i=k∙+1 �(M�,i −M�,i + �

2(I �,i − I�,i)) ≥ 3cR3/2L )
+ ℙ( maxk=k2+1,…,�−1

k∙+k∑i=k∙+1 �(−M�,i − �
2 I�,i) ≥ −1)1{k2<�−1−k∙}

≤ "/2 + ℙ( maxk=k2+1,…,�−1
k∙+k∑i=k∙+1 �(−M�,i − �

2 I�,i) ≥ −1)1{k2<�−1−k∙}.
It remains to show that the second term becomes small for any � ∈ 1/ℕ as RL → ∞. Assumek2 < �−1 − k∙. Using a union bound, we obtain directly via Girsanov’s theorem, for any L′ > 0,

ℙ( maxk=k2+1,…,�−1
k∙+k∑i=k∙+1 �(−M�,i − �2 I�,i) ≥ −1)

≤ ℙ(�28
k∙+k2+1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i ≤ L′ + 1) + �−1∑k=k2+1 ℙ( exp( k∙+k∑i=k∙+1(−

�2M�,i − �28 I�,i)) ≥ eL′)
≤ ℙ(�28

k∙+k2+1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i < L′ + 1) + �−1e−L′ . (D.5)

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

E[ exp(�28
�−1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i)] < ∞.

From Proposition 3.4, we know for some c > 0, independent of �,
ℙ(�28

�−1∑i=k∙+1(I�,i − E[I�,i]) ≥ z) ≤ exp( − c�−4z2/(�−1z + �−3)) = e−cz2/(�3z+�4�−3).
Since � = o(�), it therefore follows that, for � sufficiently small, the right hand side is o(e−2z),
whence, �2

8 ∑�−1i=⌈�/�⌉+1 I�,i 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

E[�2 k∙+k2+1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i] ≥
T2 �2�−2(k2 + 1)‖K ′‖2# +O(1) ∼ RL�2�−3/ log(�−1)

and

Var(�2 k∙+k2+1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i) ≲ T�4�−2(k2 + 1) ∼ RL�4�−3/ log(�−1).
Hence, choosing L′ ∼ RL�2�−3/ log(�−1) in case k2 < �−1 − k∙, Chebyshev’s inequality yields

ℙ(�28
k∙+k2+1∑i=k∙+1 I�,i < L′ + 1) ≲ �3R−1L log(�−1) ≲ e−RLR−1L ,
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where we used that k2 < �−1 − k∙ implies RL < log(�−1) + 1 and hence � ≲ e−RL . Hence, by (D.5),
using also the fact that in our case (b), L′ ≳ RL�−1/(log(�−1))2, it follows

ℙ( maxk=k2+1,…,�−1
k∙+k∑i=k∙+1 �(−M�,i − �2 I�,i) ≥ −1)1{k2<�−1−k∙} ≤ e−RLR−1L + �−1e−RL�−1/(log(�−1))2 ,

and the right hand side converges to 0 uniformly over � ∈ 1/ℕ as RL → ∞, as desired. Putting
everything together, we have proved tightness.
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