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Abstract

Invertible processes naturally arise in many aspects of functional time series analysis, and
consistent estimation of the infinite dimensional operators that define them are of interest.
Asymptotic upper bounds for the estimation error of such operators for processes in the Hilbert
space L2[0, 1] have been considered in recent years. This article adds to the theory in this
area in several ways. We derive consistent estimates for the operators defining an invertible
representation of a stationary process in a general separable Hilbert space under mild conditions
that hold for many classes of functional time series. Moreover, based on these results, we derive
consistency results with explicit rates for related operator estimates for Hilbert space-valued
causal linear processes, as well as functional MA, AR and ARMA processes.
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1 Introduction

Over the past three decades, the field functional data analysis (fDA) has experienced substan-
tial growth, likely driven by increasing interest in examining high-dimensional data that arises
from continuous observations across various domains, such as time, space, and frequency; see
Horváth and Kokoszka (2012) and Ramsay and Silverman (2005) for text-book reviews of fDA. In
many cases, functional dara are collected over time. For instance, one might gather continuous
observations of electricity prices in a specific region and transform them into daily electricity price
curves, see Liebl (2013). These collections of functional data objects are commonly known as
functional time series (fTS) and there has been progress in developing methods for their analysis
and modeling in recent years. For an overview of fTS analysis (fTSA), we refer to Bosq (2000)
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and Kokoszka and Reimherr (2017). A typical and general setting for fTSA is to assume that the
data attain their values in a separable, infinite dimensional Hilbert space H, which we consider
throughout this paper.

As is the case with scalar time series, the most oft used models in fTSA are linear models.
These include H-valued autoregressive (AR) processes, often described as functional autoregressive
(fAR) process, and to a lesser extent in the literature H-valued moving average (fMA) and fARMA
processes. Such processes typically admit under regularity conditions stationary solutions that
may be represented as H-valued linear and invertible processes. For testing stationarity of general,
fTS, we refer the reader to Horváth et al. (2014), Aue and van Delft (2020) and van Delft et al.
(2021), and the monograph Bosq (2000) remains an excellent reference for linear processes in
function spaces. Such processes also arise in the study of many non-linear fTS processes. For
instance under regularity conditions the solutions for the volatility process in H-valued versions of
the functional (generalized) autoregressive conditionally heteroscedastic models (f(G)ARCH), see
Hörmann et al. (2013), Aue et al. (2017) and Cerovecki et al. (2019), can be represented as (weak)
H-valued linear and invertible processes; see e.g. Kühnert (2020) where the processes attained
values in the separable Hilbert space H = L2[0, 1] of squared Lebesgue-integrable functions with
domain [0, 1].

When it comes to estimating the infinite dimensional parameters defining such processes, early
references such as Bosq (2000) put forward consistent estimators of the operators defining fAR pro-
cesses. Limit theorems for H-valued linear processes can for instance be found in Merlevède (1996),
Merlevède et al. (1997) and Düker (2018), and in Banach spaces in Račkauskas and Suquet (2010).
Further, Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017) approached the estimation
of the operators in the linear and inverted representation pointwise, without stating explicit estima-
tion rates. In Kühnert (2020), the complete sequences of operators in the linear and inverted repre-
sentation of invertible linear processes originating from fGARCH models with values in the specific
Hilbert space L2[0, 1]. For fAR operators, Caponera and Panaretos (2022) provided explicit rates
under quite mild conditions, and Kara Terki and Mourid (2024) derived both exponential bounds
and convergence rates based on sieve estimates. The MA and ARMA case, though, has received
substantially less attention in the literature. However, Turbillon et al. (2008) discussed estimating
the fMA(1) operator under the quite strict condition that it commutes with the error processes’
covariance operator, and Kuenzer (2024) recently derived consistent estimators of the operators
defining an H-valued ARMA process based on a two step approach involving sequentially esitmat-
ing the AR and MA components, and employing dimension reduction using an increasing number
of principal components. The best achievable rate of estimation under fairly general conditions for
the operator defining an fAR process of order one is Mas and Pumo (2009), who establish central
limit theorems for such estimators.

This article formulates consistency results with quantifiable rates for the operators defining a
general, H-valued linear and invertible process based on functional Yule-Walker equations and a
Tychonoff-regularized estimator, without assuming that the processes stem from specific models.
These results are established under a Sobolev type condition and the well-known and practical weak
dependence concept for fTSA called Lp-m-approximibility introduced in Hörmann and Kokoszka
(2010). These results are then applied to obtain consistency results for the operators defining fAR,
fMA and fARMA processes for arbitrary AR and MA orders.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains our notation and basic definitions
and features in functional time series analysis. Section 3 establishes our operator estimates and
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asymptotic results in the infinite-dimensional setting. In Section 4, we demonstrate applications
of these results to obtain consistent estimators of the operators in fARMA models. Section 5
summarizes the paper, and the proofs of all technical and auxiliary finite-dimensional results are
collected in Appendices A–B.

Throughout this article, all asymptotic statements are meant for the sample size N → ∞, unless
otherwise noted.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

The additive identity of linear spaces is denoted by 0, and the identity map by I. On Cartesian
product spaces V n, with n ∈ N, scalar multiplication and addition are defined component-wise. W
let (B, ‖·‖) denote a Banach space, and (H, 〈·, ·〉), (H⋆ , 〈·, ·〉⋆) be Hilbert spaces with their respective
norms and inner products. Then, Bn is a Banach space and Hn a Hilbert space, if they are endowed
with the norm ‖x‖2 =

∑n
i=1 ‖xi‖2 and the inner product 〈x, y〉 = ∑n

i=1〈xi, yi〉, respectively, where
x := (x1, . . . , xn)

⊤, y := (y1, . . . , yn)
⊤. By LH,H⋆,SH,H⋆ ( LH,H⋆, and NH,H⋆ ( SH,H⋆ we denote the

spaces of linear, bounded; Hilbert-Schmidt (H-S); and nuclear (trace-class) operators A : H → H⋆,
respectively, with operator norm ‖ · ‖L; H-S inner product 〈·, ·〉S and H-S norm ‖ · ‖S ; and nuclear
norm ‖ · ‖N , respectively, with TH := TH,H for T ∈ {L,S,N}. For a given complete orthonormal
system (CONS) (aj)j∈N of H, ∐an

am
: H → span{am, am+1, . . . , an} ⊂ H, with n > m, denotes the

projection operator onto the closed linear subspace spanned by am, . . . , an. All random variables
are defined on a common probability space (Ω,A,P). We write Xn = oP(cn) and Xn = OP(cn)
(for n → ∞) for Xn/cn converging in probability and being stochastically bounded, respectively,
for some sequence (cn)n∈N ⊂ (0,∞). For p ∈ [1,∞), LpH = LpH(Ω,A,P) is the space of (classes
of) random variables X ∈ H with E‖X‖p < ∞, (Xk)k∈Z is an LpH-process if (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ LpH, and
centered if E(Xk) = 0 for all k, with expectation understood as a Bochner-integral.

2.2 Stationarity and lagged (cross-)covariance operators

Let (H, 〈·, ·〉), (H⋆, 〈·, ·〉⋆) be separable Hilbert spaces with their respective inner products. The
cross-covariance operator of X ∈ L2

H and Y ∈ L2
H⋆

is defined by CX,Y := E[X−E(X)]⊗[Y −E(Y )],
where x⊗ y := 〈x, ·〉y denotes the tensorial product of x ∈ H, y ∈ H⋆, and the covariance operator
of X by CX = CX,X . If E‖X‖2 < ∞, CX ∈ NH is positive semi-definite and self-adjoint with
‖CX‖N = E‖X −E(X)‖2. Further, CX,Y ∈ NH,H⋆ , for the adjoint holds C ∗

X,Y = CY,X ∈ NH⋆,H, and
‖CX,Y ‖N ≤ E‖X − E(X)‖‖Y − E(Y )‖⋆.

A process X = (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H is (strictly) stationary if (Xt1 , . . . ,Xtn)
d
= (Xt1+h, . . . ,Xtn+h) for

all h, t1, . . . , tn ∈ Z, n ∈ N, and weakly stationary if it is an L2
H-process with E(Xk) = µ for all k for

some µ ∈ H, and if CXk,Xℓ
= CXk+h,Xℓ+h

for all h, k, ℓ ∈ Z. We call (Xk)k∈Z a white noise (WN )
if (Xk)k∈Z is a centered, weakly stationary process with E‖Xk‖2 > 0 for all k, and CXk,Xℓ

= 0 for
k 6= l. Provided the process X ⊂ L2

H is weakly stationary, the lag-h-covariance operators of X are
defined by C h

X
:= CX0,Xh

, for h ∈ Z, where (C h
X
)∗= C

−h
X

.We call CX := C 0
X

the covariance operator
of X . If two processes X = (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ L2

H,Y = (Yk)k∈Z ⊂ L2
H′ satisfy CXk,Yℓ = CXk+h,Yℓ+h

for all
h, k, ℓ, the lag-h-cross-covariance operators of X,Y are defined by C h

X,Y := CX0,Yh for h ∈ Z, where

(C h
X,Y )∗= C

−h
Y,X . Further, we write DX,Y := C 1

X,Y .
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3 Estimation of the operators in H-valued linear and invertible

processes

This section demonstrates an estimation procedure for operators of invertible processes X =
(Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H and derives asymptotic results. The use of these results for estimating the opera-
tors of invertible, causal linear processes is also discussed. Throughout we let ε = (εk)k∈Z ⊂ H be
a stationary and ergodic H-valued WN.

3.1 Estimation in the inverted representation

We call a centered process X = (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H invertible if it is stationary and satisfies

Xk =

∞∑

j=1

ψj(Xk−j) + εk, k ∈ Z, (1)

where (ψj)j∈N ⊂ LH is a sequence of linear operators. Stationary processes satisfying (1) arise in
many different situations. Examples include invertible linear processes, which are discussed at length
in Chapter 7 of Bosq (2000). This class of time series obviously also includes fAR processes, but also
fMA and fARMA processes under natural conditions; see Spangenberg (2013) and Kuenzer (2024).
Moreover, estimating the fAR(MA) parameters derived from invertible processes is also beneficial
when dealing with f(G)ARCH processes, as point-wise squared (point-wise) f(G)ARCH models are
fAR(MA) models, see Hörmann et al. (2013) and Kühnert (2020).

Assumption 3.1. X ⊂ L2
H is a centered, invertible process with representation (1), and ε ⊂ L4

H.

Assumption 3.2. The covariance operator Cε : H → H is injective.

Remark 3.1. Injectivity of the covariance operator Cε holds if and only if im(Cε) = H, see
Hsing and Eubank (2015). It is also equivalent to the condition that there is no affine, closed,
and proper subspace U ( H with P(ε0 ∈ U) = 1.

The goal of this section is to define, based on a sampleX1, . . . ,XN fromX, consistent estimators
of the operators (ψj)j∈N in (1). The estimators we propose are based on estimates for lagged (cross-)
covariance operators of processes

X
[L]
k := (Xk,Xk−1, . . . ,Xk−L+1)

⊤, k ∈ Z, (2)

taking value in the Cartesian product Hilbert space HL. We assume that the lag parameter L =
LN ∈ N grows as a function of the sample size. We define the empirical version Ĉ

X
[L] of the

covariance operator C
X

[L] through

Ĉ
X

[L] :=
1

N − L+ 1

N∑

k=L

X
[L]
k ⊗X

[L]
k , L ≤ N. (3)

We also define D̂
X

[L],X , the empirical version of D
X

[L],X = C 1
X

[L],X
∈ NHL,H, by

D̂
X

[L],X
:=

1

N − L

N−1∑

k=L

X
[L]
k ⊗Xk+1, L < N. (4)
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For all L, Ĉ
X

[L] and D̂
X

[L],X are unbiased estimators for C
X

[L] and D
X

[L],X , respectively. To derive
consistency results for estimates of (ψj)j∈N in (1), we assume that these operator estimators have
consistency rates for a growing L = LN as follows.

Assumption 3.3. For some sequence L = LN → ∞ with L = o(N1/3) holds

‖Ĉ
X

[L] − C
X

[L]‖S = OP(L
3/2N−1/2), (5)

‖D̂
X

[L],X − D
X

[L],X‖S = OP(LN
−1/2). (6)

Remark 3.2. (a) Assumption 3.3 holds for centered, L4
H-m-approximable processes, see Kühnert

(2024), where the well-known concept LpH-m-approximability was introduced by Hörmann and Kokoszka
(2010). For p ≥ 1, a process (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ LpH is called LpH-m-approximable if for each k it
holds Xk = f(ǫk, ǫk−1, . . . ) for some i.i.d. process (ǫk)k∈Z ⊂ H and a measurable function

f : H∞ → H (i.e. (Xk)k is causal (w.r.t. (ǫk)k)) such that
∑∞

m=1 νp(Xm − X
(m)
m ) < ∞,

where νp(·) := (E‖ · ‖p)1/p, and where X
(m)
k := f(ǫk, ǫk−1, . . . , ǫk−m+1, ǫ

(m)
k−m, ǫ

(m)
k−m−1, . . . ) for

all k,m, with (ǫ
(m)
j )j being independent copies of (ǫj)j for all m. We would like to point

out that Assumption 3.3 can also be satisfied for π-dependent processes, where π-dependence
is a recently introduced weak dependence concept for metric space-valued processes by Kutta
(2024), as Lp-m-approximibility implies π-dependence.

(b) Other centered processes that satisfy Assumption 3.3 are those that fulfill the rather strict
summability condition in Kühnert (2022), and if they are i.i.d. with finite fourth moments,
see, e.g. Horváth and Kokoszka (2012) for covariance operator estimation of i.i.d. processes.

(c) It is worthwhile to note that Assumption 3.3 can even be satisfied for not necessarily causal
processes, for instance linear processes (LP) in H, that is

Xk =
∞∑

ℓ=−∞

φℓ(εk−ℓ), (7)

with
∑∞

ℓ=−∞ ‖φℓ‖L < ∞. This is the case if the LP’s operators fulfill the stronger condition
∑∞

k=1

∑∞
ℓ=k[‖φℓ‖L + ‖φ−ℓ‖L] <∞.

We also make use of estimates of functional principal components. Before we do, we make
several useful observations. The covariance operator of an LP can be described in terms of the
linear operators in (15) and error covariance operator Cε through

CX =

∞∑

i=0

φiCεφ
∗
i . (8)

The following are then immediate consequences of Assumptions 3.1–3.2. Now, let (λj , cj)j∈N =

(λj(L), cj(L))j∈N, and (λ̂j , ĉj)j∈N = (λ̂j(L), ĉj(L))j∈N be the sequence of eigenvalue/eigenfunction

pairs of the covariance operators C
X

[L] , and Ĉ
X

[L] ∈ NHL , respectively. According to Bosq (2000),
Lemma 4.2, it holds that

sup
j∈N

|λ̂j − λj | ≤ ‖Ĉ
X

[L]− C
X

[L]‖L. (9)

5



Suitable estimators for the eigenfunctions cj , which are unambiguous except for their sign, are
ĉ′j := sgn〈ĉj , cj〉ĉj , with sgn(x) := 1[0,∞)(x)−1(−∞,0)(x), x ∈ R. As covariance operators are positive
semi-definite, injectivity of C

X
[L] ∈ NHL after Proposition 3.1 is equivalent to strict positivity.

Hence, the eigenvalues satisfy λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · > 0. If the eigenspaces associated to each eigenvalues
λj are one-dimensional, according to Bosq (2000), Lemma 4.3, it holds that

‖ĉ′j − cj‖ ≤ 2
√
2

αj
‖Ĉ

X
[L]− C

X
[L]‖L,

where α1 := λ1−λ2, and αj := min(λj−1−λj, λj −λj+1) for j > 1. Moreover, for all k ∈ N it holds
with Λk := sup1≤j≤k(λj − λj+1)

−1 that

sup
1≤j≤k

‖ĉ′j − cj‖ ≤ 2
√
2Λk‖ĈX[L]− C

X
[L]‖L. (10)

We note Λk = (λk − λk+1)
−1 if there is a convex function κ : R → R with κ(j) = λj for all j. We

remind the reader that below we will be taking L = LN with LN → ∞, and Λk = Λk,N .
The estimates for the operators in the inverted representation are derived based on the approx-

imate Yule-Walker equation

D
X

[L],X = ΨLC
X

[L] +
∑

ℓ>L

ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

, (11)

where the process X [L] = (X
[L]
k )k∈Z ⊂ HL is defined in (2), and the operator ΨL ∈ LHL,H is given

by

ΨL := (ψ1 · · · ψL). (12)

Thereby,
∑

ℓ>L ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

exists for all fixed L ∈ N, as
∑

ℓ≥1 ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

converges in the operator

norm topology under Assumption 3.1.
Based on a sampleX1, . . . ,XN fromX , we focus on estimating ΨL. This can be achieved by using

Tychonoff regularization, see, e.g., Hall and Horowitz (2005), with an estimator Ψ̂L = Ψ̂L(K,N) of
the form

Ψ̂L := D̂
X

[L],XĈ
†

X
[L]

ĉK∐

ĉ1

= D̂
X

[L],X(Ĉ
X

[L] + θN I)−1
ĉK∐

ĉ1

, (13)

where I : HL → HL is the identity map, Ĉ
X

[L] and D̂
X

[L],X are the estimates in (3)–(4), K = KN ∈
N, (θN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) are tuning parameter sequences satisfying KN → ∞, θN → 0, and ĉ1, . . . , ĉK
are the eigenfunctions associated to the first K largest eigenvalues λ̂1 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̂K of Ĉ

X
[L].

We are able to establish the consistency of Ψ̂L under the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.4. The eigenvalues λj = λj(L) of C
X

[L] satisfy λj 6= λj+1 for each L = LN and j.

Assumption 3.5. Each of the operators in (1) satisfy that ψi ∈ SH, and
∑∞

i=1 ‖ψi‖2S <∞.
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Assumption 3.4, which implies that each eigenspace of the covariance operator C
X

[L] is one-
dimensional, seems to be strict. For example when X is an independent and identically distributed
process the eigenvalues of C

X
[L] = diag(CX , . . . ,CX) have multiplicity at least L. However, for non-

degenerate linear processes in which at least some of the operators φj in (15) are non-zero, this
condition is more plausible. This condition is weaker than many related works in which a specific
form of the eigenvalue gaps f(j) = λj − λj−1 are prescribed; see for instance the equation 3.2 in
Hall and Horowitz (2007).

The method we use to quantify the error between Ψ̂L and ΨL entails first decomposing ΨL
into a suitable finite dimensional representation and a remainder term, and then evaluating the
error of Ψ̂L in estimating each component. In order to quantify the estimation of the remainder
term, we employ a Sobolev condition akin to that used in Hall and Meister (2007) to derive precise
asymptotic results for the estimation errors of densities in the deconvolution setting. To state our
Sobolev type condition, we let (µj , dj)j∈N denote the eigenvalue/eigenfunction pairs corrsponding
to the covariance operator CX ∈ NH. Then, (ci ⊗ dj)i,j∈N = (ci(L)⊗ dj)i,j∈N is a CONS of SHL,H,
so, if ΨL ∈ SHL,H, which holds if the ψi are H-S operators, ΨL =

∑

i

∑

j〈ΨL, ci ⊗ dj〉S(ci ⊗ dj).

Assumption 3.6. For some β > 0, the limit SΨ(β) := limN→∞ SΨLN
(β) < ∞ exists, where for

each L = LN ∈ N holds,

SΨL
(β) = SΨL

(β, (ci ⊗ dj)i,j) =
∞∑

i=1

∞∑

j=1

〈ΨL, ci ⊗ dj〉2S (1 + i2β+ j2β) <∞.

Theorem 3.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.6 hold, and let K = KN → ∞ and θN → 0 be further
sequences with θN = o(λK) and also

K1+βλ−1
K ΛKL

2 = O(N1/2),
∑

ℓ>L

‖ψℓ‖L = o(KΛKL
3/2N−1/2), θN = o(KΛKL

2N−1/2),

where β > 0 is defined in Assumption 3.6. Then, we have

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S = OP(K
−β). (14)

Remark 3.3. (a) Theorem 3.1 improves on comparable results in the literature in several ways.
In contrast to Kühnert (2020), our result is stated for general, invertible linear processes with-
out assuming that they originate from a specific model, and where the processes are allowed to
attain values in arbitrary, separable Hilbert space rather than only in L2[0, 1]. Most notably, we
analyze the complete operators and state explicit asymptotic upper bounds, rather than either
focusing on finite-dimensional projections which is commonly done in operator estimation, see
Hörmann et al. (2013) and Aue et al. (2017), or omitting stating the rate when completely ob-
serving the operators, see Cerovecki et al. (2019) for fGARCH models, and Aue and Klepsch
(2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017) for invertible linear processes. Further, we mea-
sured the estimation errors even with the H-S- instead of the weaker operator norm as in
Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017). The Sobolev type condition we
utilized in our estimation, is, as far as we are aware, in the context of operator estimation
only used for fGARCH models in Kühnert (2020). Moreover, we refrained from a simplifying
convexity assumption for the eigenvalues.

7



(b) Although ΛK is defined via the eigenvalues λK , we can only simplify the sequences’ require-
ments in Theorem 3.1 (and in other results) in certain situations. For example, if for each
L there are convex functions κL : R → R so that for the eigenvalues holds κL(j) = λj(L) for
all j, and if λj(L) decays for j → ∞ exponentially fast for each L, and if λj(L) = cLe

−j for
some constant cL > 0. Then, we obtain the explicit form ΛK = (λK −λK+1)

−1 = dLλ
−1
K , with

dL := (cL(1− e−1))−1 > 0.

(c) By following the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.1 (and all other asymptotic results), it seems
like our result could have been even formulated in sense of L2-convergence instead of stochastic
boundedness with a certain rate, but our inequalities contain reciprocals of eigenvalue estimates
which only converge in the stochastic sense.

3.2 Estimating the operators in the causal linear process representation

We now suppose X = (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H follows a causal LP, see (7) for general LP’s, so

Xk = εk +

∞∑

j=1

φj(εk−j), k ∈ Z, (15)

where (φj)j∈N ⊂ LH are linear operators with
∑∞

j=1 ‖φj‖L < ∞. Such a LP is invertible if it may
be expressed as in (1). The monograph Bosq (2000) was devoted to this class of processes in its
entirety. For general existence theorems of LPs and their invertibility, see Section 7 of this book.
We now take up the estimation of the operators φi in (15) of an invertible LP. Estimating these
operators are of use in deriving prediction and confidence sets when applying H-valued LP models.

Relating the estimates from an inverted representation of X to its causal linear representation
can be done using the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.2 hold. Then

(a) The covariance operator CX : H → H is injective.

(b) The covariance operators C
X

[L] : HL → HL are injective for all L.

(c) If
∑∞

ℓ=0Aℓ(εi−ℓ) =
∑∞

ℓ=0Bℓ(εi−ℓ) for some i ∈ N, then, Aℓ = Bℓ for all ℓ ∈ N.

(d) If X is a causal linear process, and if
∑∞

ℓ=0Aℓ(Xi−ℓ) =
∑∞

ℓ=0Bℓ(Xi−ℓ) for some i ∈ N, then
Aℓ = Bℓ for all ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2, }.

For an invertible LP X in Assumption 3.1 such that

Xk = εk +

∞∑

i=1

ψi(Xk−i), and Xk−i = εk−i +

∞∑

j=1

φj(εk−i−j),

for all k, i ∈ Z, we have with φ0 := I that

Xk = εk +
∞∑

i=1

[ i∑

j=1

ψjφi−j

]

(εk−i), k ∈ Z.
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This representation, the linear representation (15), Assumption 3.2 and Proposition 3.1 (c) yield

φi =
i∑

j=1

ψjφi−j, i ∈ N.

Hence, with ψ̂j = Ψ̂
(j)
L denoting the j’th component of the estimator Ψ̂L in (13) for ΨL =

(ψ1, . . . , ψL), a reasonable estimate for φi is φ̂i = φ̂i(L,K), defined iteratively with φ̂0 := I, and

φ̂i :=

i∑

j=1

ψ̂j φ̂i−j , i ∈ N. (16)

By assuming that the operators satisfy a Sobolev condition, we also obtain the following con-
sistency result for the complete operators in the linear representation.

Proposition 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 holds

‖φ̂i − φi‖S = OP(K
−β), i ∈ N.

Remark 3.4. The novelties of Proposition 3.2 are similar to those in Theorem 3.1, see Remark
3.3 (a). Here, too, in the linear representation, the processes can attain their values in a general,
separable Hilbert space, they are not constrained to stem from a certain type of time series, and we
estimated the complete operators with stating an explicit asymptotic upper bound for the estimation
errors in the H-S norm. Such a result is to the best of our knowledge new. However, consistent
estimates for the operators in the linear representation, measured in the operator norm, and without
convergence rate, can be found in Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017).

4 Consequences for fARMA processes

The asymptotic results for the operator estimators in the linear and in the invertible represen-
tations in Section 3 can be applied to estimate the parameters of many linear functional time
series processes with stationary and WN innovations, including fAR, fMA, and fARMA processes.
Such processes are thoroughly discussed in Bosq (2000), where the focus is mainly on fAR pro-
cesses. Spangenberg (2013) establishes general sufficient conditions under which fARMA processes
in Banach spaces have causal and invertible linear process representations as in equations (15) and
(1). Further, Klepsch et al. (2017) discusses prediction methods for fARMA(p, q) processes, and
Kuenzer (2024) derived consistent operator estimates for fMA(1) and fARMA(1, 1) processes based
on the Hannan–Rissanen method, and making using of functional principal component analysis.
Herein, by making use of operator estimates in both the linear and inverted representations of
such processes, we deduce consistent estimates for the operators defining fAR, fMA and fARMA
processes, with explicit asymptotic upper bounds.

4.1 fAR processes

We start by demonstrating the implications of our general results to fAR processes. Formally, a
centered process (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H is a functional autoregressive process with order p ∈ N (fAR(p)) if

Xk = εk +

p
∑

i=1

αi(Xk−i) a.s., k ∈ Z, (17)

9



where (εk)k∈Z ⊂ H is a WN, and where αi ∈ LH are operators with αp 6= 0. With

Ap = (α1 · · · αp) ∈ LHp,H,

and Ψp in (12), we have Ap = Ψp, and the exact Yule-Walker equation C 1
X[p],X

= ApCX[p]. Then,

Âp := Ψ̂p,

with Ψ̂p = Ψ̂p,K being the estimator in (13) for L = p, and some K ∈ N, and with α̂i := Â
(i)
p,K ,

i ∈ {1, . . . , p} being its components, we obtain the following corollary of Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 4.1. Let (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H be the fAR(p) process in (17), and suppose the conditions of
Theorem 3.1 are satisfied. Then, we have

‖α̂i − αi‖S = OP(K
−β), i = 1, . . . , p. (18)

Remark 4.1. To the best of our knowledge, the result in Corollary 4.1 which states explicit asymp-
totic rates for the estimation errors for the operators of fAR processes in general, separable Hilbert
space for any fAR order, and where the errors are only required to be stationary, ergodic white
noises instead of i.i.d., is new. Explicit rates for fAR(1) processes with i.i.d. errors can also be
found in Caponera and Panaretos (2022), where their results require a specific relationship between
the lag-1-cross covariance to the covariance operator. Further, Bosq (2000) states consistency re-
sults for the fAR(1) operator projected on a finite-dimensional sup-space, and also the complete
operator without stating an explicit rate.

4.2 fMA processes

Formally, a centered process (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H is a functional moving-average process with order q ∈ N

(fMA(q)) if

Xk = εk +

q
∑

j=1

βj(εk−j) a.s., k ∈ Z,

where (εk)k∈Z ⊂ H is a WN, and where βj ∈ LH are operators with βq 6= 0. By putting

β̂j = φ̂j, (19)

with φ̂j in (16), we get the following result.

Corollary 4.2. Let (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H be the fMA(q) process in (19) with q ∈ N, and suppose the
conditions of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied. Then,

‖β̂j − βj‖S = OP(K
−β), j = 1, . . . , q.

Remark 4.2. As far as we are aware, explicit asymptotic rates for the estimation errors for
the operators of fMA processes in general, separable Hilbert spaces for any order as formulated
in Corollary 4.2 have not been stated in the literature so far. Nonetheless, Turbillon et al. (2008)
already estimated the fMA(1) operator under the very limiting condition that the fMA operator and
the error processes’ covariance operator commute. Moreover, for a simulation study for fMA(1)
processes, see Kuenzer (2024).
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4.3 fARMA processes

We finally turn to the estimation of fARMA processes. A centered process (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H is called
a functional autoregressive moving-average process with orders p, q ∈ N (fARMA(p, q)) if

Xk = εk +

p
∑

i=1

αi(Xk−i) +

q
∑

j=1

βj(εk−j) a.s., k ∈ Z, (20)

where (εk)k∈Z ⊂ H is a WN, and αi, βj ∈ LH are operators with αp 6= 0, βq 6= 0. We combine
the fARMA(p, q) representation of the process (Xk)k∈Z in (20) and its inverted representation (1).
We note that, as with multivariate ARMA processes, in general the operators αi and βj are not
identifiable. Sufficient conditions for the identifiability of fARMA operators are put forward in
equation (10) and Propositions 1-3 of Kuenzer (2024). Spangenberg (2013) establishes conditions
under which such processes may be represented using (15) and (1). We assume below that the
fARMA models that we consider are identifiable and admit solutions that are ISLPs.

4.3.1 fARMA(1,1) processes

To describe the main idea, we first discuss estimation for fARMA(1, 1) processes of the form

Xk = εk + α1(Xk−1) + β1(εk−1) a.s., k ∈ Z. (21)

From this identity, Proposition 3.1(c,d) and εk−1 = Xk−1−
∑∞

j=1 ψj(Xk−1−j) it follows with ψ0 = I,

ψi =

{

α1 + β1, if i = 1,

−β1ψi−1, if i > 1.
(22)

Although we may use the estimator Ψ̂L in (13) to asymptotically estimate all operators ψi con-
sistently, we cannot immediately obtain consistent estimates for the ARMA(1, 1) operators, as

ψ1 ∈ SH does not have a bounded inverse. However, with ψ̂i = Ψ̂
(i)
L being the i’th component of

the estimator Ψ̂L in (13), equation (22) suggests the following estimators α̂1 = α̂1(L,K,M) for α1

and β̂1 = β̂1(L,K,M) for β1 :

α̂1 := ψ̂1 − β̂1, β̂1 := − ψ̂2ψ̂
†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

= − ψ̂2ψ̂
∗
1

(
ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 + γN I

)−1
f̂M∐

f̂1

, (23)

where (KN )N , (LN )N , (MN )N ⊂ N, (γN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) are tuning parameter sequences such that
min{KN , LN ,MN} → ∞, and γN → 0 as N → ∞, f̂1, . . . , f̂M are the eigenfunctions associated
to the eigenvalues ρ̂1 ≥ · · · ≥ ρ̂M ≥ 0 of ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 : H → H, and f1, . . . , fM are the eigenfunctions

associated to the eigenvalues ρ1 ≥ · · · ≥ ρM ≥ 0 of ψ1ψ
∗
1 : H → H. These estimators are consistent

under the following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1. α1, β1 ∈ SH are H-S operators.

Assumption 4.2. The image of the operator ψ1 : H → H lies dense.

Assumption 4.3. The eigenvalues of ψ1ψ
∗
1 : H → H satisfy ρj 6= ρj+1 for all j ∈ N.
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Assumption 4.4. For some γ > 0 holds

∞∑

i=1

∞∑

j=1

〈β1, fi ⊗ fj〉2S(1 + i2γ+ j2γ) <∞.

Theorem 4.1. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, Assumptions 4.1–4.4, and M1+γρ−1
M PM =

O(Kβ) and γN = o(ρMM
−γ) hold. Then, the fARMA(1, 1) operators satisfy

max
{
‖α̂1 − α1‖S , ‖β̂1 − β1‖S

}
= OP(M

−γ).

Remark 4.3. (a) Rather than using a Sobolev condition and Tychonoff regularization in The-
orem 4.1 twice, Kuenzer (2024) derived consistent estimates for the fARMA(1, 1) operators
based on the Hannan–Rissanen method and multiple other technical conditions.

(b) Assumptions 4.1, 4.3–4.4 are of the same type as the assumptions for the operators in the
inverted representation in Theorem 3.1. The additional listed Assumption 4.2 is needed so
that identifiability of β1 we estimate based on the identity ψ2 = −β1ψ1 in (22) is guaranteed.

4.3.2 fARMA(p,q) processes

The procedure for centered fARMA(p, q) processes (Xk)k∈Z ⊂ H in (20) for arbitrary p, q is similar
as for fARMA(1, 1) processes. Similar to the transformations that led to (22), we obtain for any p
and q, with αi = βj = 0 for i > p, j > q,

∞∑

i=1

ψi(Xk−i) =

max(p,q)
∑

i=1

[

αi + βi −
i−1∑

j=1

βjψi−j

]

(Xk−i) −
∞∑

i=max(p,q)+1

[ q
∑

j=1

βjψi−j

]

(Xk−i).

Comparing the left and right hand sides of the above and applying Proposition 3.1 (d), we see that

ψi =

{

αi + βi −
∑i−1

j=1 βjψi−j, if 1 ≤ i ≤ max(p, q),

−∑q
j=1 βjψi−j , if i > max(p, q).

(24)

We proceed to obtain estimates for βi by using (24) for i > max(p, q), and then subsequently
obtaining estimates for the αi. Since the right hand side of (24) involves sums of compositions of
the βj with ψi−j for i > max(p, q), we cannot immediately retrieve estimates for βj by applying
Tychonoff regularized versions of the estimates ψi−j . For i = p+ q, with

Bq := (β1 · · · βq) ∈ LHq,H,

Ψ′
[i] = Ψ′

[i](p, q) := (ψp+q+i−1 · · · ψp+i) ∈ LHq,H, i ≥ 0, (25)

the identity (24) becomes ψp+q = −BqΨ′⊤
[0] . Identifiability of Bq, and thus of β1, . . . , βq, are given if

the image of Ψ′ ⊤
[0] ∈ LH,Hq lies dense. Identifiability of Bq can be established using the relationship

Ψ′
[q] = −Bq

∏

, (26)
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where
∏

=
∏
(p, q) ∈ LHq is the operator-valued matrix defined by

∏

:=









Ψ′
[q−1]

Ψ′
[q−2]
...

Ψ′
[0]









=








ψp+2q−2 ψp+2q−3 · · · ψp+q−1

ψp+2q−3 ψp+2q−4 · · · ψp+q−2
...

... · · · ...
ψp+q−1 ψp+q−2 · · · ψp







. (27)

For Ψ′
[i] and

∏
=

∏
(p, q), we use the estimates Ψ̂′

[i] = Ψ̂′
[i](L,K) and ˆ∏ = ˆ∏(p, q;L,K), respec-

tively, defined by

Ψ̂′
[i] := (ψ̂p+q+i−1 · · · ψ̂p+i) ∈ LHq,H, i ≥ 0, and (28)

ˆ∏
:=









Ψ̂′
[q−1]

Ψ̂′
[q−2]
...

Ψ̂′
[0]









=








ψ̂p+2q−2 ψ̂p+2q−3 · · · ψ̂p+q−1

ψ̂p+2q−3 ψ̂p+2q−4 · · · ψ̂p+q−2
...

... · · · ...

ψ̂p+q−1 ψ̂p+q−2 · · · ψ̂p







, (29)

where ψ̂i = Ψ̂
(i)
L,K denotes the ith component of Ψ̂L in (13). Due to (37), the operator-valued vectors

Ψ′
[i], Ψ̂

′
[i] and matrices

∏
, ˆ
∏

are under Assumption 3.5 elements of SHq,H and SHq , respectively,

thus
∏∏∗, ˆ

∏ ˆ∏∗ ∈ NHq are nuclear. As a result of (24) and (26), the estimators α̂i = α̂i(L,K,M)
and β̂j = β̂j(L,K,M) for α1 and β1, respectively, are

α̂i := ψ̂i + B̂[i]Ψ̂
′′′⊤
[i] , 1 ≤ i ≤ p, β̂j :=

{

B̂
(j)
q , if 1 ≤ j ≤ q,

0, if j > q.
(30)

In these definitions, B̂q = B̂q(L,K,M) stands for the estimator for Bq defined by

B̂q := −Ψ̂′
[q]

ˆ∏† ĥM∐

ĥ1

= −Ψ̂′
[q]

ˆ∏∗( ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

+ γN I
)−1

ĥM∐

ĥ1

,

where (KN )N , (LN )N , (MN )N ⊂ N, (γN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) are sequences with min{KN , LN ,MN} → ∞
and γN → 0. Further, ĥ1, . . . , ĥM and h1, . . . , hM are the eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalues

ζ̂1 ≥ · · · ≥ ζ̂M ≥ 0 and ζ1 ≥ · · · ≥ ζM ≥ 0 of ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗
: Hq → Hq and

∏∏∗ : Hq → Hq, respectively,
and (hi ⊗ dj)i,j is a CONS of SHq,H, where dj are the eigenfunctions of CX . Further, we define

B̂[i] = B̂[i](q;L,K), B[i] = B[i](q), Ψ̂
′′′
[i] = Ψ̂′′′

[i](p, q;L,K),Ψ′′′
[i] = Ψ′′′

[i](p, q) ∈ SHmax(i,q),H for any i, q by

B̂[i] :=

{

B̂i, if 1 ≤ i < q,

B̂q, if i ≥ q,
and B[i] :=

{

Bi, if 1 ≤ i < q,

Bq, if i ≥ q,
(31)

Ψ̂′′′
[i] :=

{

Ψ̂′′
[0], if 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

Ψ̂′′
[i−q], if i > q,

and Ψ′′′
[q] :=

{

Ψ′′
[0], if 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

Ψ′′
[i−q], if i > q,

(32)

with Ψ̂′′
[i] and Ψ̂′′

[i] being identical to Ψ̂′
[i] in (28) and Ψ′

[i] in (25) for all i, respectively, except for a
reversed sign in the first component.

13



Assumption 4.5. α1, . . . , αp, β1, . . . , βq ∈ SH are H-S operators.

Assumption 4.6. The image of the operator-valued matrix
∏

: Hq → Hq lies dense.

Assumption 4.7. The eigenvalues of
∏∏∗ : Hq → Hq satisfy ζj 6= ζj+1 for all j ∈ N.

The following Sobolev condition, which is similar to the one in the ARMA(1, 1) case, enables us
also to deduce a consistency result for the estimation errors for the complete ARMA(p, q) operators.

Assumption 4.8. For some γ > 0 holds

∞∑

i=1

∞∑

j=1

〈Bq, hi ⊗ dj〉2S (1 + i2γ+ j2γ) <∞.

Theorem 4.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, Assumptions 4.5–4.8, and M1+γζ−1
M ZM =

O(Kβ) and γN = o(ζMM
−γ) hold. Then, for the fARMA(p, q) operators holds

max
1≤i≤p,1≤j≤q

{
‖α̂i − αi‖S , ‖β̂j − βj‖S

}
= OP(M

−γ).

Remark 4.4. To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 4.2 which states explicit asymptotic upper
bounds for the estimation errors for all operators of fARMA(p, q) processes attaining values in
arbitrary separable Hilbert spaces for arbitrary orders is an entirely new result in the literature.

5 Conclusion

5.1 Summary

This article establishes consistent Yule-Walker type estimates using Tychonoff-regularization for the
operators of (functional) invertible linear processes satisfying Sobolev and mild weak dependence
conditions in separable Hilbert spaces. Building on these results, we also establish consistent Yule-
Walker estimates for the operators of functional AR, MA and ARMA processes with arbitrary
orders. The estimates for the complete operators in all of these models are derived on the basis of
asymptotic consistency results for finite-dimensional projections of a growing dimension, which are
of use in their own right. Our results represent innovations in the current literature in numerous
ways: The invertible linear and the functional AR, MA and ARMA processes are allowed to attain
their values in general, separable Hilbert spaces, and we derive explicit asymptotic upper bounds
for estimation errors of all operators in the inverted and linear representation of our invertible
linear process, as well as for the AR, MA and ARMA processes with arbitrary orders. Further,
the definition of all our models requires the errors only to be strictly stationary, ergodic white
noises instead of independent and identically distributed, which is of use when studying solutions
of non-linear function valued time series processes.

5.2 A promising concept of invertibility

It is worth to point out that Granger and Andersen (1978) established a more general notion of
invertibility as the series representation (1) for real-valued processes. They called a real-valued
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process (Xk)k invertible if E(ε̂k − εk)
2 → 0 for k → ∞, with

εk = Xk − f(Xk−1,Xk−2, . . . ,Xk−p, εk−1, εk−2, . . . , εk−q), k ∈ N, (33)

ε̂k = Xk − f(Xk−1,Xk−2, . . . ,Xk−p, ε̂k−1, ε̂k−2, . . . , ε̂k−q), k ∈ N, (34)

where ε̂0, ε̂−1, . . . , ε̂1−q and X0,X−1, . . . ,X1−p are given for some p, q ∈ N, where (εk)k is i.i.d. and
centered with finite second moments, and where f is a measurable function. In the case that the
function f is unknown it was replaced by its estimate f̂ (if given). Hallin (1980, 1981) generalized
this concept of invertibility even further by using ε̂0, ε̂−1, . . . rather than letting time tend to infinity
which enabled also the analysis of time-dependent processes.

The more general concept of invertibility described above can also be established for processes
in a general, separable Banach space B endowed with the norm ‖ · ‖. Namely, we call a process
(Xk)k ⊂ B mild Granger-Andersen invertible if

‖ε̂kN − εkN ‖ = oP(1),

where N is the sample size (as usual), kN → ∞, (εk)k is i.i.d., and ε̂kN and εkN have the repre-
sentations (33)–(34), respectively. This notion of invertibility is based on Granger and Andersen
(1978) but it is milder (hence its name), because finite second moments of the innovations are
not required, the convergence is in a weaker sense (in probability rather than in the L2-sense),
and, for technical reasons, (kn)n can be explicitly chosen. It can be shown that invertibility in
the common sense (1) implies mild Granger-Andersen invertibility. Moreover, as mentioned in
Granger and Andersen (1978) for real-valued processes, there are also functional time series which
are mild Granger-Andersen invertible but not invertible as in the sense (1), and there are processes
that are not invertible in both senses: Under certain conditions bilinear functional time series in a
general, separable Hilbert space as stated in Hörmann and Kokoszka (2010) can be mild Granger-
Andersen invertible but not invertible in the sense (1), and, e.g., the non-linear MA(1) process
Xk = α1(ε

2
k−1) + εk a.s. in L2[0, 1] can be strictly stationary but not invertible in both senses.

5.3 Future research

Although mild Granger-Andersen invertibility discussed in the previous section is useful in situa-
tions where invertibility in the sense (1) does not hold, our proof technique generally cannot be
used as one not necessarily can truncate a series, and let the number of summands go to infinity.
As a result, the entire estimation method must be modified and appropriate assumptions must
be made. Another research topic is the derivation of estimators and consistency rates in general
Banach, possibly even in metric spaces.
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Kühnert, S. (2019). Über funktionale ARCH- und GARCH-Zeitreihen. Ph. D. thesis, University of
Rostock.
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A Some operator norm (in-)equalities

In various proofs, we make use of the following operator norm (in-)equalities.

Lemma A.1. Let (H, 〈·, ·〉) be a Hilbert space with respective inner product, and let Ai, Bij ∈ LH

and Sij ∈ SH be bounded and H-S operators, respectively, where i = 1, . . . ,m ∈ N, j = 1, . . . , n ∈ N.
Then, the following holds.

(a) The operator-valued vector A := (A1 · · · Am) satisfies A ∈ LHm,H, with

‖A‖L ≤
∥
∥
∥

m∑

i=1

Ai

∥
∥
∥
L
. (35)

(b) For the operator-valued matrix B := (Bij)1≤i≤m,1≤j≤n holds B ∈ LHm,Hn , with

‖B‖L ≤
m∑

i=1

‖(Bi1 · · · Bin)‖L. (36)

(c) For the operator-valued matrix S := (Sij)1≤i≤m,1≤j≤n holds S ∈ SHm,Hn , with

‖S‖2S =

m∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

‖Sij‖2S . (37)

Proof. (a) For any x := (x1, . . . , xm)
⊤ ∈ Hm holds

‖A(x)‖ =
∥
∥
∥

m∑

i=1

Ai(xi)
∥
∥
∥ ≤

∥
∥
∥

m∑

i=1

Ai

∥
∥
∥
L
‖xi‖.

Thus, as ‖xi‖ ≤ ‖x‖ for all i, the assertion follows from the definition of the norm ‖ · ‖L.

(b) Elementary conversions and the definition of our norms lead indeed to

‖B‖L =
(

sup
‖x‖≤1

m∑

i=1

∥
∥(Bi1 · · · Bin)(x)

∥
∥2

)1/2

≤
m∑

i=1

sup
‖x‖≤1

∥
∥(Bi1 · · · Bin)(x)

∥
∥ =

m∑

i=1

‖(Bi1 · · · Bin)‖L.
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(c) See Kühnert (2019), Lemma 2.16 (b).

B Proofs of the results in Sections 3–4

B.1 Proofs of results in Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3.1. (a) Due to (8) holds for any x ∈ H with x 6= 0,

〈CX(x), x〉 =
∞∑

i=0

〈φiCεφ∗i (x), x〉 =
∞∑

i=0

〈
C

1/2
ε φ∗i (x),C

1/2
ε φ∗i (x)

〉
=

∞∑

i=0

∥
∥C

1/2
ε φ∗i (x)

∥
∥2.

Due to φ∗0 = φ0 = I, and as C
1/2
ε is injective after Assumption 3.2, we have ‖C 1/2

ε φ∗i (x)‖ > 0. Thus,
for any x ∈ H with x 6= 0 holds 〈CX(x), x〉 > 0, in other words, CX is a strictly positive operator
which is as such injective.

(b) Suppose by way of contradiction that there exists a v = (v1, . . . , vL)
⊤ ∈ HL such that v 6= 0,

and

0 = 〈C
X

[L](v),v〉 = var
( L−1∑

i=0

〈X−i, vi〉
)

.

If this is so there exists an r ≤ L− 1 so that vr 6= 0, and almost surely

〈X−r, vr〉 = −
L−1∑

i=r+1

〈X−i, vi〉. (38)

Notice the right hand side of the above is measurable with respect to σ(εi, i ≤ −r− 1). Due to the
representation (15), the left hand side of the above is equal to

∞∑

ℓ=0

〈φℓ(ε−r−ℓ), vr〉,

where φ0 = I. Multiplying each side of (38) with 〈ε−r, vr〉 and taking expectations gives that
〈Cε(vr), vr〉 = 0, with vr 6= 0, which contradicts the injectivity of Cε.

(c) According to Fubini’s theorem, and as linear operators commute with the expected value, we
have for any i, j, k,

E〈ck, εi−j〉
∞∑

ℓ=0

Aℓ(εi−ℓ) =
∞∑

ℓ=0

Aℓ(E〈ck, εi−j〉εi−ℓ). (39)

We note that E〈ck, εi−j〉εi−ℓ = 0 when j 6= ℓ, and when j = ℓ,

E〈ck, εi−j〉εi−j =
∞∑

r=0

E〈ck, εi−j〉〈cr, εi−j〉cr = λkck

after Bosq (2000), equation (1.36). Combining with (39), we have that
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E〈ck, εi−j〉
∞∑

ℓ=0

Aℓ(εi−ℓ) = λkAj(ck).

Similarly,

E〈ck, εi−j〉
∞∑

ℓ=0

Bℓ(εi−ℓ) = λkBj(ck).

Hence, due the hypothesis λkAj(ck) = λkBj(ck) for all j, k ∈ N, and as Cε is injective, λk > 0, thus
Aj(ck) = Bj(ck) for all j, k ∈ N. Consequently, as (cj)j forms a CONS of H, for all j holds indeed
Aj = Bj.

(d) We note that if X is an SLP, then Zi =
∑∞

ℓ=0Aℓ(Xi−ℓ) is also an SLP, since

Zi =
∞∑

ℓ=0

Aℓ(Xi−ℓ) =
∞∑

ℓ=0

Dℓ(εi−ℓ),

where Dℓ =
∑ℓ

j=0Ajφℓ−j. By hypothesis we also have that

Zi =

∞∑

ℓ=0

Bℓ(Xi−ℓ) =

∞∑

ℓ=0

Fℓ(εi−ℓ),

where Fℓ =
∑ℓ

j=0Bjφℓ−j. According to part (c), Fℓ = Dℓ for all ℓ ∈ N. Since φ0 = I we have then
that A0 = D0 = F0 = B0. Now the result follows by induction.

In several places, we make use of the following upper bounds derived from Bosq (2000). From

the definition of X [L] = (X
[L]
k )k∈Z, and stationarity of X = (Xk)k∈Z follows

‖C
X

[L]‖N = E‖X [L]
0 ‖2 = LE‖X0‖2. (40)

Further, due to the definition of X [L], stationarity and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, holds,

‖C h
X

[L]‖N ≤ E‖X [L]
0 ‖2 = LE‖X0‖2, h ∈ Z,

‖C h
X

[L],X
‖N ≤

√
LE‖X0‖2, h ∈ Z. (41)

Moreover, the eigenvalues λk = λk(L) of C
X

[L] satisfy λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · > 0 after Proposition 3.1 (b)
and Assumption 3.4, and ‖C

X
[L]‖N =

∑∞
j=1 λj and (40) yield

λk <
1

k

k∑

j=1

λj < k−1LE‖X0‖2, k, L ∈ N,

and consequently, with Λk = Λk(L) in (10), provided E‖X0‖2 > 0, we obtain

Λk ≥ λ−1
k > kL−1(E‖X0‖2)−1, k, L ∈ N.

At first, towards proving Theorem 3.1, we focus on an idealized case in which ΨL is finite-
dimensional, and may be diagonalized with respect to the CONS (ci ⊗ dj)i,j = (ci(L) ⊗ dj)i,j of
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SHL,H, where (λj , cj)j∈N = (λj(L), cj(L))j∈N and (µj, dj)j∈N are the eigenpair sequences of the
covariance operators C

X
[L] ∈ NHL and CX ∈ NH, respectively. Thus, if ΨL ∈ SHL,H, which is given

if all ψi are H-S operators, we have

ΨL =
∞∑

i=1

∞∑

j=1

〈ΨL, ci ⊗ dj〉S(ci ⊗ dj).

Hereinafter, we make use of this identity, but state some technnical assumptions first.

Assumption B.1. For fixed K ∈ N and almost all L ∈ N, there are constants pi,j,L ∈ R so that

ΨL = ΨL(K) =

K∑

i=1

K∑

j=1

pi,j,L(ci ⊗ dj). (42)

Theorem B.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.5, B.1 hold. Further, let K ∈ N be fixed, and suppose that
∑

ℓ>L ‖ψℓ‖L = o(ΛKL
3/2N−1/2), and also θN = o(λK) and θN = o(ΛKL

2N−1/2), where ΛK =
sup1≤j≤K(λj − λj+1)

−1. Then, it holds

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S = OP
(
λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2
)
, K ∈ N. (43)

Proof. To reiterate, (λj , cj)j∈N = (λj(L), cj(L))j∈N, (λ̂j , ĉj)j∈N = (λ̂j(L), ĉj(L))j∈N and (µj , dj)j∈N
are the eigenpair sequences of the covariance operators C

X
[L] , Ĉ

X
[L] ∈ NHL and CX ∈ NH, respec-

tively, where X
[L] = (X

[L]
k )k∈Z ⊂ HL, with L ∈ N, is the process in (2) being defined via our ISLP

X = (Xk)k∈Z in Assumption 3.1. Further, (ci⊗dj)i,j = (ci(L)⊗dj)i,j is a CONS of SHL,H, and due
to Assumptions 3.5, B.1, ΨL ∈ SHL,H is an H-S operator which has for some K ∈ N and almost all

L ∈ N the representation ΨL = ΨL(K) =
∑K

i=1

∑K
j=1 pi,j,L(ci ⊗ dj). Moreover, for the eigenvalues

of C
X

[L] holds λ1 > · · · > λK > 0 for all L after Assumptions 3.1–3.4. Throughout, we write D̂ ,D

for D̂
X

[L],X = Ĉ 1
X

[L],X
,D

X
[L],X = C 1

X
[L],X

∈ SHL,H, and Ĉ ,C for Ĉ
X

[L],C
X

[L] ∈ NHL , respectively.

From the definition of Ψ̂L, due to Ĉ † = (Ĉ + θN I)
−1, the approximate Yule-Walker equation (11),

and C ‡ := C C †, follows

Ψ̂L −ΨL = (D̂ − D)Ĉ †
ĉK∐

ĉ1

+D

(

Ĉ
†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

−C
†
cK∐

c1

)

+ DC
†
cK∐

c1

−ΨL

= (D̂ − D)Ĉ †
ĉK∐

ĉ1

+D

(

Ĉ
†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

−C
†
cK∐

c1

)

+
(∑

ℓ>L

ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

)

C
†
cK∐

c1

+ΨL

(

C
‡
cK∐

c1

− I
)

.

Consequently, due to triangle inequality and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality, we have

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S ≤ ‖D̂ − D‖S
∥
∥
∥Ĉ

†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

∥
∥
∥
L
+ ‖D‖S

∥
∥
∥Ĉ

†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

−C
†
cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L

+
∥
∥
∥

∑

ℓ>L

ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

∥
∥
∥
S

∥
∥
∥C

†
cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L
+

∥
∥
∥ΨL

(

C
‡
cK∐

c1

− I
)∥
∥
∥
S
. (44)
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Thereby, according to the definition of Ĉ †,C † and the operator norm, for all K,L,N holds

∥
∥
∥Ĉ

†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

∥
∥
∥
L
=

∥
∥
∥(Ĉ + θN I)−1

ĉK∐

ĉ1

∥
∥
∥
L
= sup

1≤j≤K
(λ̂j + θN )

−1 = (λ̂K + θN )
−1 =: ℓ̂K,N , (45)

∥
∥
∥C

†
cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L
=

∥
∥
∥(C + θN I)−1

cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L
= sup

1≤j≤K
(λj + θN )

−1 = (λK + θN )
−1 =: ℓK,N . (46)

Further, due to (41),

‖D‖S ≤
√
LE‖X0‖2. (47)

From the definition of the operator norm, the projection operators and Ĉ † and C † follows with
x̂j := 〈x, ĉ′j〉, xj := 〈x, cj〉, ℓ̂j,N := (λ̂j + θN )

−1 and ℓj,N := (λj + θN )
−1,

∥
∥
∥Ĉ

†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

− C
†
cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L
= sup

‖x‖≤1

∥
∥
∥

∞∑

j=1

x̂jĈ
†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

ĉ′j − xjC
†
cK∐

c1

cj

∥
∥
∥

= sup
‖x‖≤1

∥
∥
∥

K∑

j=1

x̂jĈ
†(ĉ′j)− xjC

†(cj)
∥
∥
∥

≤ sup
‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥x̂j ℓ̂j,N(ĉ

′
j − cj)

∥
∥+ sup

‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥
(
x̂j ℓ̂j,N − xjℓj,N

)
(cj)

∥
∥ . (48)

For the first term in (48) holds due to elementary conversions and (10),

sup
‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥x̂j ℓ̂j,N(ĉ

′
j − cj)

∥
∥ ≤ K sup

1≤j≤K
ℓ̂j,N‖ĉ′j − cj‖ ≤ 2

√
2Kℓ̂K,NΛK‖Ĉ − C ‖L . (49)

For the second term in (49) holds due to similar conversions as above,

sup
‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥
(
x̂j ℓ̂j,N − xjℓj,N

)
(cj)

∥
∥ ≤ sup

‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥(x̂j − xj)ℓ̂j,N (cj)

∥
∥+ sup

‖x‖≤1

K∑

j=1

∥
∥xj(ℓ̂j,N − ℓj,N)(cj)

∥
∥

≤ Kℓ̂K,N sup
1≤j≤K

‖ĉ′j − cj‖+ sup
1≤j≤K

∥
∥(ℓ̂j,N − ℓj,N)(cj)

∥
∥

≤ 2
√
2Kℓ̂K,NΛK‖Ĉ − C ‖L + sup

1≤j≤K
|ℓ̂j,N − ℓj,N |. (50)

Due to the definition of ℓ̂j,N and ℓj,N , and (9), we have

sup
1≤j≤K

|ℓ̂j,N − ℓj,N | ≤ sup
1≤j≤K

ℓ̂j,Nℓj,N |λ̂j − λj | ≤ ℓ̂K,NℓK,N‖Ĉ − C ‖L. (51)

Hence, by combining (48)–(51), and due to ℓK,N ≤ λ−1
K ≤ ΛK , we obtain

∥
∥
∥Ĉ

†
ĉK∐

ĉ1

−C
†
cK∐

c1

∥
∥
∥
L
≤ ‖Ĉ − C ‖L ℓ̂K,NΛK

(
4
√
2K + 1

)
. (52)
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Also, by using triangle inequality, operator-valued Hölder’s inequality and (41), we get for any L,
∥
∥
∥

∑

ℓ>L

ψℓC
1−ℓ

X
[L],X

∥
∥
∥
S
≤

√
LE‖X0‖2

∑

ℓ>L

‖ψℓ‖L, (53)

where the series exists for all L after Assumption 3.1. At last, after the definition of the H-S norm,
with ΨL = ΨL(K) in (42), ci ⊗ dj , with ci = ci(L) and dj being the eigenfunctions of C = C

X
[L]

and CX , respectively, C ‡ = C (C + θN I)−1, with δjk being the Kronecker-Delta, so δjk = 1 if j = k,
and δjk = 0 if j 6= k, with ΨL = ΨL(K), we get

∥
∥
∥ΨL

(

C
‡
cK∐

c1

− I
)∥
∥
∥

2

S
=

∞∑

i=1

∥
∥
∥ΨL

(

1[1,K](i)C
‡ − I

)

(ci)
∥
∥
∥

2

=
∞∑

i=1

(
1[1,K](i)λi(λi + θN )

−1 − 1
)2

∥
∥
∥

K∑

k=1

K∑

ℓ=1

pk,ℓ,L(ck ⊗ dℓ)(ci)
∥
∥
∥

2

=

K∑

i=1

(
λi(λi + θN )

−1 − 1
)2

∥
∥
∥

K∑

k=1

K∑

ℓ=1

pk,ℓ,Lδi,k dℓ

∥
∥
∥

2

= θ2N

∥
∥
∥

K∑

k=1

K∑

ℓ=1

(λk + θN )
−1pk,ℓ,Ldℓ

∥
∥
∥

2

≤ θ2Nℓ
2
K,N

∥
∥
∥

K∑

k=1

K∑

ℓ=1

pk,ℓ,Ldℓ

∥
∥
∥

2
= θ2Nℓ

2
K,N‖ΨL(K)‖2S . (54)

Thereby, due to the definition of ΨL(K) and ΨL, and Assumption 3.5, we have

lim
L→∞

‖ΨL(K)‖2S ≤ lim
L→∞

‖ΨL‖2S = lim
L→∞

L∑

i=1

‖ψi‖2S =

∞∑

i=1

‖ψi‖2S <∞. (55)

Altogether, by plugging (45)–(47) and (52)–(54) in (44), we obtain for all K,L,N,

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S ≤ ℓ̂K,N‖D̂ − D‖S +
√
LE‖X0‖2‖Ĉ − C ‖L ℓ̂K,NΛK

(
4
√
2K + 1

)

+ ℓK,N
√
LE‖X0‖2

∑

ℓ>L

‖ψℓ‖L + θNℓK,N‖ΨL(K)‖S .

Hence, due to (5)–(6), (λ̂K+θN )
−1 P→ λ−1

K after λ̂K
P→ λK , θN = o(λK) and the continuous mapping

theorem, and because of
∑

ℓ>L ‖ψℓ‖L = o(ΛKL
3/2N−1/2), θN = o(ΛKL

2N−1/2) and (55), our claim
is proven.

To prove the convergence result for the estimators in the case of the complete operators, we use
the following auxiliary result.

Lemma B.1. Let C, Ĉ ∈ LH be positive semi-definite, self-adjoint, compact operators with eigen-
values ϕ1 > ϕ2 > · · · > 0, and ϕ̂1 ≥ ϕ̂2 ≥ · · · ≥ 0, respectively, where Ĉ denotes an estimate for C
which is defined based on a sample with sample size N ∈ N such that ‖Ĉ − C‖L = OP(cN ), where
(cN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) is a sequence with cN → 0. Further, let (aN )N∈N, (bN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) be sequences
with aN → ∞ and bN → 0 such that both bN = o(ϕaN ) and cN = o(ϕaN ). Then,

(ϕ̂aN + bN )
−1 = OP(ϕ

−1
aN ).
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Proof. Evidently, for any aN holds |ϕ̂aN − ϕaN | ≤ ‖Ĉ − C‖L, and thus

|ϕ̂aN /ϕaN − 1| ≤ ‖Ĉ − C‖L
ϕaN

,

where the right-hand side goes to zero because ‖Ĉ − C‖L = OP(cN ) and cN = o(ϕaN ). Hence,

ϕ̂aN /ϕaN
P→ 1, and (ϕ̂aN + bN )/ϕaN

P→ 1 as bN = o(ϕaN ). Further, the continuous mapping

theorem implies ϕaN /(ϕ̂aN + bN )
P→ 1 from which directly follows (ϕ̂aN + bN )

−1 = OP(ϕ
−1
aN

).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. In this proof, we make use of the notation in the proof of Theorem B.1.
Firstly, ΨL(K) =

∑K
i=1

∑K
j=1 〈ΨL, ci ⊗ dj〉S(ci ⊗ dj) and Assumption 3.6 imply

‖ΨL(K)−ΨL‖2S =

∞∑

i=1

∞∑

j=1

max(i,j)>K

〈ΨL, ci ⊗ dj〉2S ≤ K−2βSΨL
(β), K,L ∈ N. (56)

Further, due to arguments in the proof of Theorem B.1, θN = o(λK) and K1+βλ−1
K ΛKL

2 = O(N1/2)

which give ℓ̂K,N = (λ̂K + θN )
−1 = OP(λ

−1
K ) after Lemma B.1, and by using the triangle inequality,

∑

ℓ>L ‖ψℓ‖L = o(KΛKL
3/2N−1/2), and θN = o(KΛKL

2N−1/2), we get indeed

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S + ‖ΨL(K)−ΨL‖S
= OP(Kλ

−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2) + O(K−β)

= OP(K
−β).

We now turn towards proving Proposition 3.2. Under Assumption B.1 it follows for any ℓ and
K and L sufficiently large that

ψℓ = ψℓ(K) :=
[
ΨL(K)

](ℓ)
=

K∑

i=1

K∑

j=1

pi,j,L(ci ⊗ dj)
(ℓ) =

K∑

i=1

K∑

j=1

pi,j,L(c
(ℓ)
i ⊗ dj). (57)

The finite-dimensional representation of the operators φi are not necessarily as simple. For instance
for φ2 holds due to φ1 = ψ1 and φ2 = ψ1φ1 under Assumption B.1 for sufficiently large L,

φ2(K) = ψ2
1(K) =

K∑

i=1

K∑

i′=1

K∑

j=1

K∑

j′=1

pi,j,L pi′,j′,L
(
c
(ℓ)
i ⊗ dj

)(
c
(ℓ)
i′ ⊗ dj′

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 〈c
(ℓ)
i , dj′ 〉 c

(ℓ)

i′
⊗ dj

.

Nevertheless, we can use the recursively defined finite-dimensional approximations

φi = φi(K) :=

i∑

j=1

ψj(K)φi−j(K), i ∈ N, with φ0(K) := I. (58)

Proposition B.1. Let the assumptions of Theorem B.1 hold. Then,

‖φ̂i − φi(K)‖S = OP
(
λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2
)
, i,K ∈ N.
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Proof. With φ′i := ‖φi(K)‖L, ψ̂′
j := ‖ψ̂j‖L for all i, j, φ̂0 = φ0(K) = I, (16), (57)–(58), elementary

conversions and ‖ψ̂j − ψj(K)‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S , we obtain for any i ∈ N,

‖φ̂i − φi(K)‖S =
∥
∥
∥

i∑

j=1

ψ̂j φ̂i−j − ψj(K)φi−j(K)
∥
∥
∥
S

≤
i∑

j=1

‖ψ̂j‖L‖φ̂i−j − φi−j(K)‖S + ‖φi−j(K)‖L‖ψ̂j − ψj(K)‖S

≤
i−1∑

j=1

ψ̂′
j‖φ̂i−j − φi−j(K)‖S +

i−1∑

j=0

‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S φ′j .

Since ‖φ̂1 − φ1(K)‖S = ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1(K)‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L − ΨL(K)‖S = OP(λ
−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2) after Theorem

B.1, we obtain an asymptotic upper bound for ‖φ̂i − φi(K)‖S by doing (i − 1) iterations of the
above inequality. By using φ′0 = 1 and the convention that factors depending on jk for some k in
the multi-sums below are set 1 if

∑0
jk=1 is given, due to φ′i = ‖φi(K)‖L and ψ̂′

j = ‖ψ̂j‖L for all i, j,

after Theorem B.1, implying also ‖ψ̂j‖L = ‖ψj(K)‖L + oP(1) for all j, with

Θ(i,K) := 1 +

i−1∑

k=1

i−j0−1
∑

j1=1

· · ·
i−jk−1−1

∑

jk=1

( k−1∏

ℓ=1

‖ψjk(K)‖L
)[

‖φjk(K)‖L + ‖ψjk(K)‖L
]

,

it holds for each i,K,

‖φ̂i − φi(K)‖S
≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S

×
[

i−1∑

j1=0

φ′j1 +
i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=0

ψ̂′
j1φ

′
j2 + · · ·+

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−3−1
∑

ji−2=1

i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=0

( i−2∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

)

φ′ji−1

]

+
i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−1∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

) ∥
∥φ̂i−

∑i−1
k=1 jk

− φi−
∑i−1

k=1 jk
(K)

∥
∥
S

︸ ︷︷ ︸

= ‖ψ̂1−ψ1(K)‖S

≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S

×
[

1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

φ′j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ̂′
j1φ

′
j2 + · · ·+

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−2∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

)

φ′ji−1

+

i−1∑

j1=1

ψ̂′
j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ̂′
j1ψ̂

′
j2 + · · · +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−1∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

)
]

= ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S
[
Θ(i,K) + oP(1)

]
.

Consequently, after Theorem B.1, our claim is shown.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. By using the arguments in the proof of Proposition B.1, with φ′i :=
‖φj(K)‖L, φ′′i := ‖φj‖L, ψ̂′

j := ‖ψ̂j‖L and ψ′
j := ‖ψj(K)‖L for all i, j,K, and ‖ψj(K) − ψj‖S ≤
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‖ΨL(K)−ΨL‖S for L ≥ j, we get for L ≥ i,

‖φ̂i − φi‖S ≤ ‖φ̂i − φi(K)‖S + ‖φi(K)− φi‖S

≤
∥
∥
∥

i∑

j=1

ψ̂j φ̂i−j − ψj(K)φi−j(K)
∥
∥
∥
S
+

∥
∥
∥

i∑

j=1

ψj(K)φi−j(K)− ψjφi−j

∥
∥
∥
S

≤
i−1∑

j=1

ψ̂′
j‖φ̂i−j − φi−j(K)‖S + ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S

i−1∑

j=0

φ′j

+
i−1∑

j=1

ψ′
j‖φi−j(K)− φi−j‖S + ‖ΨL(K)−ΨL‖S

i−1∑

j=0

φ′′j .

Following the lines in the proof of Proposition B.1, φ′i = ‖φi(K)‖L → φ′′i = ‖φi‖L for all i, and
ψ̂′
j = ‖ψ̂j‖L = ψ′′

j + oP(1) for all j after Theorem 3.1, where ψ′′
j = ‖ψj‖L, and ψ′′

0 = 1, with

Θ′(i) := lim
K→∞

Θ(i,K) = 1 +

i−1∑

k=1

i−j0−1
∑

j1=1

· · ·
i−jk−1−1

∑

jk=1

( k−1∏

ℓ=1

‖ψjk‖L
)[

‖φjk‖L + ‖ψjk‖L
]

,

for each i, we obtain indeed

‖φ̂i − φi‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S

×
[

1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

φ′j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ̂′
j1φ

′
j2 + · · · +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−2∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

)

φ′ji−1

+

i−1∑

j1=1

ψ̂′
j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ̂′
j1ψ̂

′
j2 + · · ·+

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−1∏

k=1

ψ̂′
jk

)
]

+ ‖ΨL(K)−ΨL‖S

×
[

1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

φ′′j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ′
j1φ

′′
j2 + · · ·+

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−2∏

k=1

ψ′
jk

)

φ′′ji−1

+

i−1∑

j1=1

ψ′′
j1 +

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

ψ′′
j1ψ

′′
j2 + · · ·+

i−1∑

j1=1

i−j1−1
∑

j2=1

· · ·
i−ji−2−1
∑

ji−1=1

( i−1∏

k=1

ψ′′
jk

)
]

= OP(K
−β)Θ′(i) = OP(K

−β).

B.2 Proofs of results in Section 4

Proof of Corollary 4.1. As already indicated, part (a) and (b) follow immediately from Theo-
rems B.1–3.1, respectively, by putting L = p, and due to Ap = Ψp and Âp,K = Ψ̂p,K.

Proof of Corollary 4.2. The parts (a) and (b) result from Propositions B.1, 3.2, respectively,
by putting βj = φj and β̂j = φ̂j.
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Assumption B.2. For fixed M ∈ N, there are constants bi,j,1 ∈ R so that

β1 = β1(M) =

M∑

i=1

M∑

j=1

bi,j,1(fi ⊗ fj). (59)

To assume a finite-dimensional representation of α1 is not necessary, as the Assumptions B.1–B.2
entail together with (23) that for α1 holds with ψ1(K) in (57),

α1 = α1(K,M) := ψ1(K) + β1(M).

Theorem B.2. Let (Xk)k∈Z be the fARMA(1, 1) process in (21), let the assumptions of Theorem
B.1 and Assumptions 4.1–4.3, B.2 hold, and the sequence in (23) satisfies γN = o(λ−1

K ΛKL
2N−1/2).

Then, for fixed K,M, and L = LN → ∞ in Theorem B.1 holds

max
{
‖α̂1 − α1(K,M)‖S , ‖β̂1 − β1(M)‖S

}
= OP

(
λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2
)
.

Proof. The conversions in this proof are similar to those in the proof of Theorem B.1. We remind
that (ρj , fj)j∈N, (ρ̂j , f̂j)j∈N are the eigenpair sequences of ψ1ψ

∗
1 , ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 ∈ NH, respectively, where

ψi ∈ SH are the H-S operators in the inverted representation (1), and ψ̂i = Ψ̂
(i)
L,K ∈ SH its estimators,

the ith components of Ψ̂L in (13). Similar as in the proofs above, we have

sup
j∈N

|ρ̂j − ρj | ≤ ‖ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L. (60)

Further, the eigenvalues satisfy ρ1 > ρ2 > · · · > 0 due to Assumptions 4.2–4.3 and since ψ1ψ
∗
1 is

injective which is given as the image of ψ1 lies dense. Thus,

sup
1≤j≤M

‖f̂ ′j − fj‖ ≤ 2
√
2PM‖ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L, M ∈ N, (61)

where f̂ ′j := sgn〈f̂j , fj〉f̂j and PM := sup1≤j≤M (ρj − ρj+1)
−1. Thereby, due to triangle inequality

and sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm holds,

‖ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L ≤ ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

(
‖ψ1‖L + ‖ψ̂1‖L

)
. (62)

Moreover, (γN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) is a sequence with γN → 0, and for β1 holds β1 = β1(M) =
∑M

i=1

∑M
j=1 bi,j,1(fi ⊗ fj) after Assumption B.2.

As β̂1 := −ψ̂2ψ̂
†
1

∐f̂M
f̂1
, where ψ̂†

1 = ψ̂∗
1(ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 +γN I)

−1, with ψ†
1 := ψ∗

1(ψ1ψ
∗
1 +γN I)

−1, ψ‡
1 := ψ∗

1ψ
†
1,

and ψ2 = −β1ψ1 from (22), due to triangle and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality holds

‖β̂1 − β1‖S ≤ ‖ψ̂2 − ψ2‖S
∥
∥
∥ψ̂

†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

∥
∥
∥
L
+ ‖ψ2‖S

∥
∥
∥ψ̂

†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

−ψ†
1

fM∐

f1

∥
∥
∥
L
+

∥
∥
∥β1

(

ψ‡
1

fM∐

f1

−I
)∥
∥
∥
S
. (63)

Due to the definition of ψ̂†
1 and the operator norm, ‖A‖2L = ‖A∗A‖L for any A ∈ LH, as ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1

commutes with (ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 + γN I)

−1, the projection operator
∐f̂M
f̂1

with ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 and (ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 + γN I)

−1, and
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as (
∐f̂M
f̂1

)∗ = (
∐f̂M
f̂1

)2 =
∐f̂M
f̂1
, it holds

∥
∥
∥ψ̂

†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

∥
∥
∥

2

L
=

∥
∥
∥

f̂M∐

f̂1

(
ψ̂†
1

)∗
ψ̂†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

∥
∥
∥
L
=

∥
∥
∥ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1

(
ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 + γN I

)−2
f̂M∐

f̂1

∥
∥
∥
L

= sup
1≤j≤M

ρ̂j
(ρ̂j + γN )2

≤ (ρ̂M + γN )
−1 =: p̂M,N . (64)

We get as in the proof of Theorem B.1, from the definition of the projection operators, ψ̂†
1 and ψ†

1,

with f̂ ′j := sgn〈fj , f̂j〉f̂j , x̂j := 〈x, f̂ ′j〉, xj := 〈x, fj〉, p̂j,N := (ρ̂j + γN )
−1 and pj,N := (ρj + γN )

−1 :

∥
∥
∥ψ̂

†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

−ψ†
1

fM∐

f1

∥
∥
∥
L

= sup
‖x‖≤1

∥
∥
∥

M∑

j=1

x̂j p̂j,N ψ̂
∗
1(f̂

′
j)− xj p̂j,Nψ

∗
1(fj)

∥
∥
∥

≤ sup
‖x‖≤1

M∑

j=1

∥
∥x̂j p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1(f̂

′
j − fj)

∥
∥+

∥
∥(x̂j − xj)p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1(fj)

∥
∥+

∥
∥xj

[
p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1 − pj,Nψ

∗
1

]
(fj)

∥
∥ . (65)

Due to elementary conversions and (61)–(62) holds

sup
‖x‖≤1

M∑

j=1

∥
∥x̂j p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1(f̂

′
j − fj)

∥
∥ ≤M sup

1≤j≤M
p̂j,N‖ψ̂∗

1(f̂
′
j − fj)‖

≤ 2
√
2Mp̂M,NPM‖ψ̂1‖L‖ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L . (66)

Further, due to similar conversions as above,

sup
‖x‖≤1

M∑

j=1

∥
∥(x̂j − xj)p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1(fj)

∥
∥

≤M sup
1≤j≤M

p̂j,N‖f̂ ′j − fj‖‖ψ̂∗
1(fj)‖

≤ 2
√
2Mp̂M,NPM‖ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L sup

1≤j≤M

(
‖ψ∗

1(fj)‖+
∥
∥
[
ψ̂∗
1 − ψ∗

1

]
(fj)

∥
∥
)

≤ 2
√
2Mp̂M,NPM‖ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L

(
ρ
1/2
M + ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

)
. (67)

Moreover, we get

sup
‖x‖≤1

M∑

j=1

∥
∥xj

[
p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1 − pj,Nψ

∗
1

]
(fj)

∥
∥

= sup
1≤j≤M

∥
∥
[
p̂j,N ψ̂

∗
1 − pj,Nψ

∗
1

]
(fj)

∥
∥

≤ sup
1≤j≤M

∥
∥(p̂j,N − pj,N)ψ̂

∗
1(fj)

∥
∥+ sup

1≤j≤M

∥
∥pj,N

[
ψ̂∗
1 − ψ∗

1

]
(fj)

∥
∥
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≤ sup
1≤j≤M

|p̂j,N − pj,N | sup
1≤j≤M

(

‖ψ∗
1(fj)‖+

∥
∥
[
ψ̂∗
1 − ψ∗

1

]
(fj)

∥
∥

)

+ pM,N‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

≤ PM

[

p̂M,N‖ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L

(
ρ
1/2
M + ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

)
+ ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

]

, (68)

where we utilized pM,N ≤ ρ−1
M ≤ PM . By combining (65)–(68), using (62), and ‖ψ̂1 −ψ1‖L = oP(1)

and thus ‖ψ̂1‖L= ‖ψ1‖L + oP(1) after Theorem B.1, for fixed K,M, and L = LN → ∞ holds

∥
∥
∥ψ̂

†
1

f̂M∐

f̂1

−ψ†
1

fM∐

f1

∥
∥
∥
L
≤ 2

√
2Mp̂M,NPM‖ψ̂1ψ̂

∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L

[

‖ψ̂1‖L + ρ
1/2
M + ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

]

+ PM

[

p̂M,N‖ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L

(
ρ
1/2
M + ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

)
+ ‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

]

≤ PM‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L
[

2‖ψ1‖L p̂M,N

(

2
√
2M

[

‖ψ1‖L + ρ
1/2
M

]

+ ρ
1/2
M

)

+ 1 + oP(1)

]

.

(69)

Furthermore, similar as in the proof of Theorem B.1, we get with β1 = β1(M) in (59), because fj
are the eigenfunctions of ψ1ψ

∗
1 , and ψ

‡
1 := ψ1ψ

∗
1(ψ1ψ

∗
1 + γN I)

−1,

∥
∥
∥β1

(

ψ‡
1

fM∐

f1

−I
)∥
∥
∥

2

S
≤ γ2Np

2
M,N

∥
∥
∥

M∑

k=1

M∑

ℓ=1

bk,ℓ,1fℓ

∥
∥
∥

2
= γ2Np

2
M,N‖β1(M)‖2S . (70)

By plugging the inequalities (64), (69)–(70) into (63), and afterwards using that for all i holds
‖ψ̂i − ψi‖L ≤ ‖ψ̂i − ψi‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S , we get

‖β̂1 − β1(M)‖S
≤ p̂

1/2
M,N‖ψ̂2 − ψ2‖S + ‖ψ2‖SPM‖ψ̂1 − ψ1‖L

×
[

2‖ψ1‖L p̂M,N

(

2
√
2M

[

‖ψ1‖L + ρ
1/2
M

]

+ ρ
1/2
M

)

+ 1 + oP(1)

]

+ γN pM,N‖β1(M)‖S

≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S
(

p̂
1/2
M,N + ‖ψ2‖SPM

[

2‖ψ1‖L p̂M,N

(

2
√
2M

[

‖ψ1‖L + ρ
1/2
M

]

+ ρ
1/2
M

)

+ 1 + oP(1)

])

+ γN pM,N‖β1(M)‖S . (71)

Since K,M are fixed, L = LN → ∞, p̂aM,N
P−→ ρ−aM after (60), (62) and Theorem B.1 for any a 6= 0,

and γN = o(λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2), we get ‖β̂1−β1(M)‖S = OP(λ
−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2). Further, α̂1 = ψ̂1− β̂1
and α1(K,M) = ψ1(K)− β1(M) entail

‖α̂1 − α1(K,M)‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S + ‖β̂1 − β1(M)‖S
= OP

(
λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2
)
.

Hence, our claim is proven.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By combining the inequalities in the proofs of Theorems 3.1, B.1–B.2,
for min{KN , LN ,MN} → ∞ holds because of p̂M,N = OP(ρ

−1
M ) according to Lemma B.1 with

‖ψ̂1ψ̂
∗
1 − ψ1ψ

∗
1‖L = OP(K

−β), M1+γρ−1
M PM = O(Kβ) and γN = o(ρMM

−γ), and Assumption 4.4

indeed ‖β̂1 − β1‖S = OP(M
−γ), thus ‖α̂1 − α1‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S + ‖β̂1 − β1‖S = OP(M

−γ).
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Assumption B.3. For fixed M ∈ N, there are constants b′i,j,q ∈ R so that

Bq = Bq(M) =

M∑

i=1

M∑

j=1

b′i,j,q(hi ⊗ dj).

Due to the identity (24), which is equivalent to αi = ψi+B[i]Ψ
′′′ ⊤
[i] for i = 1, . . . , p, we get similar as

in Section 3.2, a finite-dimensional representation of αi via the finite-dimensional representations
of the operators ψi and βj . Namely, it holds

αi = αi(K,M) := ψi(K) +B[i](M)Ψ′′ ⊤
[i] (K), 1 ≤ i ≤ p.

Theorem B.3. Let (Xk)k∈Z be the fARMA(p, q) process in (20), let the assumptions of Theorem
B.1 and Assumptions 4.5–4.7 and B.3 hold, and let γN = o(λ−1

K ΛKL
2N−1/2). Then, for fixed K,M,

and L = LN → ∞ as in Theorem B.1, it holds

max
1≤i≤p,1≤j≤q

{
‖α̂i − αi(K,M)‖S , ‖β̂j − βj(M)‖S

}
= OP

(
λ−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2
)
. (72)

Proof. This proof proceeds as the proof of Theorem B.2. Herein, (ζj , hj)j∈N, (ζ̂j, ĥj)j∈N are the

eigenpair sequences of
∏∏∗, ˆ

∏ ˆ∏∗∈ NHq , respectively, with
∏
, ˆ
∏∈ SHq defined in (27) and (29),

respectively, and where
∏ ∈ SHq and

∏∏∗∈ NHq hold after Assumption 3.5 and (37). Further,

sup
j∈N

|ζ̂j − ζj| ≤
∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

−
∏∏∗

∥
∥
∥
L
, (73)

with ζ1 > ζ2 > · · · > 0 after Assumptions 4.6–4.7, and

sup
1≤j≤M

‖ĥ′j − hj‖ ≤ 2
√
2ZM

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

−
∏∏∗

∥
∥
∥
L
, M ∈ N, (74)

with ĥ′j := sgn〈ĥj , hj〉ĥj and ZM := sup1≤j≤M(ζj − ζj+1)
−1. Due to the definition of the operator-

valued vectors and matrices, and (35), holds

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏−

∏∥
∥
∥
L
≤

q−1
∑

i=0

‖Ψ̂′
[i] −Ψ′

[i]‖L . (75)

Consequently, as ‖Ψ̂′
[i] −Ψ′

[i]‖S ≤ ‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S for L ≥ p+ q + i− 1, we obtain for L ≥ p+ 2q − 2,

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

−
∏∏∗

∥
∥
∥
L
≤

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏−

∏∥
∥
∥
L

(∥
∥
∥

∏∥
∥
∥
L
+

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏
∥
∥
∥
L

)

≤ q‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S
(∥
∥
∥

∏∥
∥
∥
L
+

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏
∥
∥
∥
L

)

. (76)

At first, we show the claimed consistency results for the operators βj . For B̂q = −Ψ̂′
[q]

ˆ∏†∐ĥM
ĥ1
,

with ˆ∏†
= ˆ∏∗

( ˆ
∏ ˆ∏∗

+γN I)
−1 and

∏† =
∏∗(

∏∏∗+γN I)
−1, where (γN )N∈N ⊂ (0,∞) is a sequence

with γN → 0, and with
∏‡ :=

∏∏† and Ψ′
[q] = −Bq

∏
in (26), holds

B̂q −Bq =
(
Ψ′

[q] − Ψ̂′
[q]

) ˆ∏† ĥM∐

ĥ1

+Ψ′
[q]

(∏†
hM∐

h1

− ˆ∏† ĥM∐

ĥ1

)

+Bq

(∏‡
hM∐

h1

− I
)

.
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Subsequently, by using triangle inequality and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality, the definition of
the operators and the norms below, and ideas from the proof of Theorem B.2, with Bq = Bq(M) in

Assumption B.3 holds for sufficiently large L with ẑM,N := (ζ̂M +γN )
−1 and zM,N := (ζM +γN )

−1 :

‖B̂q −Bq‖S ≤ ẑ
1/2
M,N‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S + ‖Ψ′

[q]‖S
∥
∥
∥

∏†
hM∐

h1

− ˆ∏† ĥM∐

ĥ1

∥
∥
∥
L
+ γNzM,N‖Bq(M)‖S . (77)

Thereby, similar as in the proof of Theorem B.2, by using (73)–(76) and ‖ · ‖L ≤ ‖ · ‖S , we get

∥
∥
∥

∏†
hM∐

h1

− ˆ∏† ĥM∐

ĥ1

∥
∥
∥
L

≤ 2
√
2MẑM,NZM

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

−
∏∏∗

∥
∥
∥
L

(∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏
∥
∥
∥
L
+ ζ

1/2
M +

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏−

∏∥
∥
∥
L

)

+ ζ−1
M

[

ẑM,N

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗

−
∏∏∗

∥
∥
∥
L

(

ζ
1/2
M +

∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏−

∏∥
∥
∥
L

)

+
∥
∥
∥
ˆ∏−

∏∥
∥
∥
L

]

= qZM‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S
[

2
∥
∥
∥

∏∥
∥
∥
L
ẑM,N

(

2
√
2M

[ ∥
∥
∥

∏∥
∥
∥
L
+ ζ

1/2
M

]

+ ζ
1/2
M

)

+ 1 + oP(1)

]

. (78)

By plugging (78) into (77), for fixed K,M, and L = LN → ∞, since ẑaM,N
P−→ ζ−aM after (73),

(76) and Theorem B.1 for any a 6= 0, and γN = o(λKΛKL
3/2N−1/2), we get ‖B̂q − Bq(M)‖S =

OP(λ
−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2), and subsequently ‖β̂j − βj(M)‖S = OP(λ
−1
K ΛKL

2N−1/2) for each j.

Moreover, due to α̂i = ψ̂i + B̂[i]Ψ̂
′′′ ⊤
[i] , αi(K,M) = ψi(K) + B[i](M)Ψ′′′ ⊤

[i] (K), αi = βj = β̂j = 0
for i > p and j > q, and elementary conversions, we obtain for L ≥ p+ q + i− 1 for any i, p, q :

‖α̂i − αi(K,M)‖S ≤ ‖ψ̂i − ψi(K)‖S + ‖B̂[i](M)‖L‖Ψ̂′′′
[i] −Ψ′′′

[i](K)‖S + ‖Ψ′′′
[i](K)‖L‖B̂[i] −B[i](M)‖S

≤ (1 + ‖B̂[i](M)‖L)‖Ψ̂L −ΨL(K)‖S + ‖Ψ′′′
[i](K)‖L‖B̂q −Bq(M)‖S .

Hence, due to ‖B̂[i](M)‖L ≤ ‖B[i](M)‖L+‖B̂[i]−B[i](M)‖L and ‖B̂[i]−B[i](M)‖L ≤ ‖B̂q−Bq(M)‖L,
we have ‖α̂i − αi(K,M)‖S = OP(λ

−1
K ΛKL

3/2N−1/2) for any i. Therefore, (72) is shown.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Based on the arguments in the proofs of Theorems 4.1, B.3, Assumption

4.8, for min{KN , LN ,MN} → ∞ holds after zM,N = OP(ζ
−1
M ) according to Lemma B.1 with ‖ ˆ∏ ˆ∏∗−

∏∏∗‖L = OP(K
−β), M1+γζ−1

M ZM = O(Kβ) and γN = o(ζMM
−γ), that ‖B̂q −Bq‖S = OP(M

−γ),

so ‖β̂j−βj‖S = OP(M
−γ) for each j. Further, due to α̂i = ψ̂i+B̂[i]Ψ̂

′′′ ⊤
[i] in (30), αi = ψi+B[i]Ψ

′′′ ⊤
[i] ,

and similar conversions as in Theorem B.3 give for sufficiently large L for each i,

‖α̂i − αi‖S ≤ (1 + ‖B[i]‖L)‖Ψ̂L −ΨL‖S + ‖Ψ′′′
[i]‖L‖B̂q −Bq‖S + oP(M

−γ)

= OP(M
−γ).
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