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On stable central limit theorems

for multivariate discrete-time martingales

Erich Häusler 1 and Harald Luschgy 2

Abstract

We provide a systematic approach to stable central limit theorems for d-dimen-
sional martingale difference arrays and martingale difference sequences. The con-
ditions imposed are straightforward extensions of the univariate case.

1 Introduction

It is well-known that the convergence in distribution in many classical limit the-
orems in probability theory and mathematical statistics is in fact stable in the
sense of Renyi, which broadens the possible range of applications of these limit
theorems. A comprehensive account of the theory of stable convergence together
with illustrative applications has been given in [5]. Chapter 6 of that book is
devoted to stable convergence in central limit theorems for martingale difference
arrays and martingale difference sequences of real-valued random variables. It
is the aim of the present paper to show that the basic results presented there
also hold true for arrays and sequences of d-dimensional random vectors for all
d ∈ N if the sufficent conditions are generalized to the d-dimensional case in
a straightforward way. This provides a systematic approach to stable central
limit theorems for d-dimensional martingale difference arrays and d-dimensional
martingale difference sequences. For a specific example of such a result, see [4],
Proposition 3.1.

The basic notations and definitions are as follows. Let d ∈ N, and for every n ∈ N

let kn ∈ N and let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn
be a sequence of Rd-valued random vectors defined

on a probability space (Ω,F , P ), where Xnk = (Xnk,j)
T
1≤j≤d is always read as a

column vector. Moreover, let (Fnk)0≤k≤kn
be a filtration in F , i.e. the Fnk are

sub-σ-fields of F with Fn0 ⊂ Fn1 ⊂ · · · ⊂ Fnkn ⊂ F . The sequence (Xnk)1≤k≤kn
is called adapted to the filtration (Fnk)0≤k≤kn

if Xnk is measurable w.r.t. Fnk for
all 1 ≤ k ≤ kn. The triangular array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N of d-dimensional random
vectors is called adapted to the triangular array (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N of σ-fields if the
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row (Xnk)1≤k≤kn
is adapted to the filtration (Fnk)0≤k≤kn

for every n ∈ N. In this
paper, all arrays (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N are assumed to be adapted to the given array
(Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N of σ-fields.

An array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N adapted to (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N is called a martingale dif-

ference array if Xnk,j ∈ L1 (P ) with E (Xnk,j|Fn,k−1) = 0 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ kn,
n ∈ N and 1 ≤ j ≤ d. This means that for every n ∈ N and 1 ≤ j ≤ d the
sequence (Xnk,j)1≤k≤kn

of real-valued random variables is a martingale difference
sequence w.r.t. the filtration (Fnk)0≤k≤kn

. The conditional expectation of a d-

dimensional random vector Y = (Yj)
T
1≤j≤d with Yj ∈ L1 (P ) for 1 ≤ j ≤ d w.r.t

a sub-σ-field H of F is defined by E (Y |H) = (E (Yj|H))T1≤j≤d so that for a mar-
tingale difference array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N w.r.t. the array (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N we have

E (Xnk|Fn,k−1) = 0 for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn where 0 is the null vector in R
d.

Expectations and conditional expectations for random matrices are defined anal-
ogously. A martingale difference array is called square integrable if all random
vectors have components in L2 (P ).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we will present the main results
about d-dimensional martingale difference arrays. Section 3 contains important
consequences for d-dimensional martingale difference sequences. In Section 4 we
will formulate several propositions concerning the relationship between different
sets of conditions before giving their proofs in Section 5. In Section 6 we will
investigate an application to autoregressions of order d. For the readers conve-
nience and to make this work self-contained some basic facts on stationary and
ergodic random processes are provided in the appendix.

2 Main results

From now on, we assume that the sequence (kn)n∈N is nondecreasing with kn ≥ n
for all n ∈ N. Let Gnk =

⋂
m≥nFmk for n ∈ N and 0 ≤ k ≤ kn, and G =

σ (
⋃∞

n=1 Gnkn). We always set F∞ = σ (
⋃∞

n=1Fnkn). Let 〈·, ·〉 denote the stan-
dard Euclidean scalar product in R

d and let ‖·‖ denote the associated Euclidean
ℓ2-norm in R

d. The multivariate centered normal distribution with covariance
matrix Σ is denoted by N (0,Σ) and N (0, Id) denotes the d-dimensional stan-
dard normal distribution. The distribution of an arbitrary random vector X
is denoted by PX, and equality in distribution of random vectors X and Y is

denoted by X
d
= Y .

In our first theorem we consider martingale difference arrays under a conditional
L1-version of Lindeberg’s classical condition.

Theorem 2.1 Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be a martingale difference array of Rd-valued

random vectors adapted to the array (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N. Assume the conditional
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L1-version of Lindeberg’s condition

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞(CLBd

1)

for every ε > 0

and Raikov’s condition

kn∑

k=1

XnkX
T
nk → A in probability as n → ∞ for some random(Rd)

G-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite d× d-matrix A.

Then
kn∑

k=1

Xnk → A1/2Nd G-stably as n → ∞ ,

where PNd = N (0, Id) and Nd is independent of G.

Remark 2.2. Since the map B → B1/2 is continuous on the set of symmetric,
positive semi-definite d×d-matrices, the (uniquely determined and positive semi-
definite) square root A1/2 of A is also G-measurable in the above setting. Under
the nesting condition, namely, Fnk ⊂ Fn+1,k for all n ∈ N and 0 ≤ k ≤ kn,
we obtain Gnk =

⋂
m≥n Fmk = Fnk and thus G = F∞. In this case, F∞-

measurability, symmetry and positive semi-definiteness of A (everywhere) can
be assumed w.l.o.g.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. For d = 1 Theorem 2.1 follows from Corollary 6.19 and
Corollary 6.22 in [5]. To obtain Theorem 2.1 for all d ∈ N, we will apply the
Cramér-Wold device for stable convergence; see [5], Corollary 3.19, (i)⇔ (iii). Ac-
cording to this tool for deriving the d-dimensional case from the one-dimensional
case, we have to show that for any d ∈ N \ {1}

(2.1)

〈
u,

kn∑

k=1

Xnk

〉
→
〈
u,A1/2Nd

〉
G-stably as n → ∞ ,

where u ∈ R
d \ {0} is an arbitrary non-random vector. For this, let u ∈ R

d \ {0}
be fixed. For all n ∈ N we have

〈
u,

kn∑

k=1

Xnk

〉
=

kn∑

k=1

〈u,Xnk〉 =
kn∑

k=1

Ynk

with Ynk := 〈u,Xnk〉. Then (Ynk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N is a martingale difference array of
real-valued random variables adapted to (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N. Because of |Ynk| =

3



|〈u,Xnk〉| ≤ ‖u‖ ‖Xnk‖ we have for all n ∈ N und ε > 0

kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Ynk| 1{|Ynk|≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤ ‖u‖

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε/‖u‖}|Fn,k−1

)
.

Therefore, by (CLBd
1),

kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Ynk| 1{|Ynk|≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞

for every ε > 0, showing that (CLBd
1) holds for the martingale difference array

(Ynk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N with d = 1. Moreover, for all n ∈ N

kn∑

k=1

Y 2
nk =

kn∑

k=1

〈u,Xnk〉2 =
kn∑

k=1

uTXnkX
T
nku = uT

(
kn∑

k=1

XnkX
T
nk

)
u → uTAu

in probability as n → ∞ by (Rd). Applying now the already proven Theorem 2.1
for d = 1 we obtain

〈
u,

kn∑

k=1

Xnk

〉
=

kn∑

k=1

Ynk →
(
uTAu

)1/2
N1 G-stably as n → ∞ ,

where N1 is a one-dimensional random variable with PN1 = N (0, 1) which is inde-
pendent of G. According to the definition of stable converence, see [5], Definition
3.15, to complete the proof of (2.1) it remains to show that

(2.2) P (uTAu)
1/2

N1|G = P 〈u,A1/2Nd〉|G .

For a deterministic matrix A we have P (uTAu)
1/2

N1|G = N
(
0, uTAu

)
where

uTAu = uTA1/2A1/2u =
(
A1/2u

)T
A1/2u =

〈
A1/2u,A1/2u

〉
=
∥∥A1/2u

∥∥2 .

Hence 〈
u,A1/2Nd

〉
=
〈
A1/2u,Nd

〉 d
=
∥∥A1/2u

∥∥N1 =
(
uTAu

)1/2
N1 .

For a random A, both A and A1/2 are G-measurable so that (2.2) holds as well.
Thus, Theorem 2.1 is proven. �

The most common and useful multivariate stable central limit theorem stated in
the following theorem is a consequence of Theorem 2.1.
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Theorem 2.3 In the situation of Theorem 2.1 let the martingale difference array

(Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be square integrable. Assume the conditional form of Lindeberg’s

condition

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞(CLBd)

for every ε > 0

and

kn∑

k=1

E
(
XnkX

T
nk|Fn,k−1

)
→ A in probability as n → ∞ for some random(Nd)

G-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite d× d-matrix A.

Then
kn∑

k=1

Xnk → A1/2Nd G-stably as n → ∞ ,

where Nd is as in Theorem 2.1.

Proof. By the subsequent Proposition 4.4, the conditions (CLBd) and (Nd) im-
ply the conditions (CLBd

1) and (Rd). Consequently, Theorem 2.3 follows from
Theorem 2.1.

Alternatively, one may argue along the lines of the proof of Theorem 2.1 based on
the corresponding univariate stable central limit theorem (see [5], Theorem 6.1).

�

Our final result for arrays (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N holds for arbitrary adapted arrays
without any moment assumptions and provides a generalization of Theorem 2.1.
For 0 < a < ∞ and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn, n ∈ N we set

(2.3) Xnk (a) = Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a} −E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
.

Theorem 2.4 Let the array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be adapted to (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N. As-
sume that for some a > 0

kn∑

k=1

Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a} + E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0(Td

a)

in probability as n → ∞ ,

max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk (a)‖ → 0 in probability as n → ∞(TMd
a)
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and

kn∑

k=1

Xnk (a)Xnk (a)
T → A in probability as n → ∞ for some(TRd

a)

random G-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite

d× d-matrix A .

Then
kn∑

k=1

Xnk → A1/2Nd G-stably as n → ∞ ,

where Nd is as in Theorem 2.1.

Remark 2.5. The subsequent Proposition 4.6 shows that for martingale difference
arrays the conditions (CLBd

1) and (Rd) imply the conditions (Td
a), (TM

d
a) and

(TRd
a) for every a > 0. Hence, Theorem 2.1 follows in fact from Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be an array of d-dimensional ran-

dom vectors satisfying (Td
a), (TM

d
a) and (TRd

a) for some 0 < a < ∞, and let
(Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N be the bounded martingale difference array defined by (2.3).

By Proposition 4.7 (a) the latter array satisfies conditions (CLBd
1) and (Rd).

Consequently, Theorem 2.1 gives

kn∑

k=1

Xnk (a) → A1/2Nd G-stably as n → ∞ .

Because (4.3) is true by Proposition 4.7 (a), an application of Theorem 3.18 (a)
in [5] yields

kn∑

k=1

Xnk → A1/2Nd G-stably as n → ∞ .

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.4. �

3 Martingales

Now we consider applications to martingales. For this, let (Xk)k≥1 be an infinite

sequence of integrable d-dimensional random vectors Xk = (Xk,j)
T
1≤j≤d for d ∈ N

which is a martingale difference sequence w.r.t. the infinite filtration (Fk)k≥0.
Setting Fnk = Fk for all n ∈ N and 0 ≤ k ≤ n we obtain an array (Fnk)0≤k≤n,n∈N
of σ-fields with kn = n. Let (Kn)n∈N be a sequence of non-random d×d-matrices

6



Kn = (Kn,jℓ)1≤j,ℓ≤d. For all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ n we set Xnk = KnXk. Then
(Xnk)1≤k≤n,n∈N is a array of d-dimensional random vectors with

(3.1) Xnk,j =

d∑

ℓ=1

Kn,jℓXk,ℓ for all n ∈ N, 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ d .

From (3.1) we see that (Xnk)1≤k≤n,n∈N is a martingale difference array w.r.t. the
array (Fnk)0≤k≤n,n∈N of σ-fields. With F∞ = σ (

⋃∞
k=0Fk) we have the following

corollary to Theorem 2.1.

Corollary 3.1 (Martingales) If

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXk‖ 1{‖KnXk‖≥ε}|Fk−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞(CLBd

1,Kn
)

for every ε > 0

and

Kn

n∑

k=1

XkX
T
k K

T
n → A in probability as n → ∞ for some random(Rd

Kn
)

F∞-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite d× d-matrix A ,

then

Kn

n∑

k=1

Xk → A1/2Nd F∞-stably as n → ∞ ,

where PNd = N (0, Id) and Nd is independent of F∞.

Note that in the martingale setting the nesting condition holds so that we have
Gnk =

⋂
m≥nFmk =

⋂
m≥n Fk = Fk and G = σ (

⋃∞
n=1 Gnn) = σ (

⋃∞
n=1Fn) = F∞.

Condition (CLBd
1,Kn

) clearly is condition (CLBd
1) for the array (Xnk)1≤k≤n,n∈N,

and (Rd
Kn

) is condition (Rd) with G = F∞. Therefore, the corollary is a special
case of Theorem 2.1. Since the condition (CLBd

1,Kn
) is weaker than the condition

(Md
1,Kn

) E

(
max
1≤k≤n

‖KnXk‖
)

→ 0 as n → ∞

(see Proposition 4.2), Corollary 3.1 provides a discrete-time version of Theo-
rem 2.2 in [4].

Theorem 2.3 gives the following result.
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Corollary 3.2 (Martingales) Let (Xk)k≥1 be a square integrable martingale dif-

ference sequence w.r.t. (Fk)k≥0. If

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXk‖2 1{‖KnXk‖≥ε}|Fk−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞(CLBd

Kn
)

for every ε > 0

and

Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
XkX

T
k |Fk−1

)
KT

n → A in probability as n → ∞ for some(Nd
Kn

)

random F∞-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite

d× d-matrix A ,

then

Kn

n∑

k=1

Xk → A1/2Nd F∞-stably as n → ∞ ,

where Nd is as in Corollary 3.1.

Our next result is for d-dimensional stationary martingale difference sequences.

The shift on
(
R

d
)N

is defined by S (x) = S
(
(xn)n≥1

)
= (xn+1)n≥1. Note that it is(

B
(
R

d
)N

,B
(
R

d
)N)

-measurable, where B
(
R

d
)
denotes the Borel σ-field on R

d.

Let
I = B

(
R

d
)N

(S) =
{
A ∈ B

(
R

d
)N

: S−1 (A) = A
}

denote the σ-field of invariant measurable subsets of
(
R

d
)N
. The Frobenius norm

(or Euclidean ℓ2-norm) on the space R
m×n of all real m× n-matrices D is given

by ‖D‖F =
(∑m

i=1

∑n
j=1D

2
ij

)1/2
.

Corollary 3.3 (Stationary martingale differences) Let X = (Xn)n≥1 be an R
d-

valued stationary martingale difference sequence w.r.t. (Fn)n≥0 with ‖X1‖ ∈
L2 (P ). Then

1√
n

n∑

k=1

Xk → E
(
X1X

T
1 |IX

)1/2
Nd F∞-stably as n → ∞ ,

where IX = X−1 (I), Nd is independent of F∞ and PNd = N (0, Id). If X is

additionally ergodic, then

1√
n

n∑

k=1

Xk → E
(
X1X

T
1

)1/2
Nd F∞-mixing as n → ∞ .
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Proof. We apply Corollary 3.1 with Kn = n−1/2Id. By stationarity of X

E

(
1

n

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xk‖21{‖Xk‖≥εn1/2}|Fk−1

))
=

1

n

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xk‖2 1{‖Xk‖≥εn1/2}

)

= E
(
‖X1‖21{‖X1‖≥εn1/2}

)
→ 0

as n → ∞ because of E (‖X1‖2) < ∞ so that condition (CLBd
Kn

) is satisfied. By
Proposition 4.4, this condition implies (CLBd

1,Kn
). As for condition (Rd

Kn
), we

apply the ergodic theorem (see Theorem A.4 with (X ,A) =
(
R

d,B
(
R

d
))
, T = N

and f :
(
R

d
)N → R

d×d, f (x) = π1 (x) π1 (x)
T , where π1 :

(
R

d
)N → R

d, π1 (x) =
x1, so that ‖f (X)‖F ≤ ‖X1‖2). This yields

1

n

n∑

k=1

XkX
T
k → E

(
X1X

T
1 |IX

)
almost surely as n → ∞ .

Now the assertion follows from Corollary 3.1 and E
(
X1X

T
1 |IX

)
= E

(
X1X

T
1

)

almost surely in the ergodic case. �

In our final result in this section we consider a sequence (Hk)k≥1 of sub-σ-fields
of F with Hk ⊃ Hk+1 for every k ≥ 1, which we call a reversed filtration. Set
H∞ :=

⋂
k≥1Hk. We call a sequence (Xk)k≥1 of integrable d-dimensional random

vectors which is adapted to (Hk)k≥1 (i.e. Xk is Hk-measurable for all k ≥ 1) a
reversed martingale difference sequence if E (Xk|Hk+1) = 0 for all k ≥ 1. Note
that in general the partial sum

∑n
k=1Xk will not be Hn-measurable which means

that the sequence (
∑n

k=1Xk)n≥1 will not be a reversed martingale w.r.t. (Hk)k≥1.
Therefore, the following limit theorem should not be confused with central limit
theorems for reversed martingales as obtained e.g. in [9].

Corollary 3.4 (reversed martingale differences) Let (Xk)k≥1 be a square-inte-

grable R
d-valued reversed martingale difference sequence w.r.t. the reversed fil-

tration (Hk)k≥1. If

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXk‖2 1{‖KnXk‖≥ε}|Hk+1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞(CLBd,r

Kn
)

for every ε > 0

and

Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
XkX

T
k |Hk+1

)
KT

n → A in probability as n → ∞ for some(Nd,r
Kn

)

random H∞-measurable symmetric and positive semi-definite

9



d× d-matrix A ,

then

Kn

n∑

k=1

Xk → A1/2Nd H∞-stably as n → ∞ ,

where PNd = N (0, Id) and Nd is independent of H∞.

Proof. For all n ∈ N and 0 ≤ k ≤ n set Fnk := Hn+1−k. Then (Fnk)0≤k≤n,n∈N is a
triangular array of σ-fields as defined in the introduction. Let Xnk = KnXn+1−k

for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Then (Xnk)1≤k≤n,n∈N is a square integrable
martingale difference array w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤n,n∈N. For all n ∈ N and ε > 0 we
have

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fk−1

)
=

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXn+1−k‖2 1{‖KnXn+1−k‖≥ε}|Hn+2−k

)

=
n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXk‖2 1{‖KnXk‖≥ε}|Hk+1

)

which converges to 0 in probability as n → ∞ by (CLBd,r
Kn

) so that (CLBd) is
satisfied for the array (Xnk,Fnk). Moreover, for all n ∈ N

n∑

k=1

E
(
XnkX

T
nk|Fn,k−1

)
= Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
Xn+1−kX

T
n+1−k|Hn+2−k

)
KT

n

= Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
XkX

T
k |Hk+1

)
KT

n

which converges to A in probability as n → ∞ by (Nd,r
Kn

) so that (Nd) is satisfied.
In the present setting we have Gnk =

⋂
m≥n Fmk =

⋂
m≥n Hm+1−k = H∞ for all

n ∈ N and 0 ≤ k ≤ n so that G = σ (
⋃∞

n=1 Gnn) = H∞. Therefore, Theorem 2.3
implies

n∑

k=1

Xnk → A1/2Nd H∞-stably as n → ∞

which in view of

n∑

k=1

Xnk = Kn

n∑

k=1

Xn+1−k = Kn

n∑

k=1

Xk

is the assertion of the corollary. �

Clearly, Corollary 3.4 is the analogue of Corollary 3.2 for reversed martingale dif-
ference sequences. An analogue of Corollary 3.1 for reversed martingale difference

10



sequences can be obtained in the same way, which in turn implies an analogue of
Corollary 3.3 for stationary reversed martingale difference sequences.

A special case of Corollary 3.4 for d = 1 with convergence in distribution instead
of stable convergence has been applied in [3]; see Theorem 5.8 of that paper.
The reference to “reversed martingales” in the formulation of that theorem is
somewhat irritating because reversed martingales play no role there, in the same
way as they play no role in our Corollary 3.4.

4 Sufficient conditions

In this section we will disclose the relationship between the sufficient conditions
in Theorems 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4 as well as the additional condition

E

(
max

1≤k≤kn
‖Xnk‖2

)
→ 0 as n → ∞(Md

2)

for square integrable arrays (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N and the condition

E

(
max

1≤k≤kn
‖Xnk‖

)
→ 0 as n → ∞(Md

1)

for integrable arrays. It will turn out that the implications contained in the
following table are true.

Table 4.1 Relationship between conditions in Theorems 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4

(Md
2) and (Nd)

(a)⇒ (Md
1) and (Rd)

⇓ (b) ⇓ (c)

(CLBd) and (Nd)
(d)⇒ (CLBd

1) and (Rd)
(e)⇒ (Td

a), (TM
d
a) and (TRd

a)

for all 0 < a < ∞

The conditions in the left column require square integrable random vectors, in the
middle integrability is sufficient, and on the right-hand side no moment conditions
are needed at all. The array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N is assumed to be adapted to the
array (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N, and for implication (e) it has to be a martingale difference
array. The implications in Table 4.1 are proven in a sequence of propositions.
The proofs are given in Section 5.

Proposition 4.2 For square integrable adapted arrays we have (Md
2)⇒ (CLBd),

and for integrable arrays we have (Md
1)⇒ (CLBd

1).
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Proposition 4.2 shows that the implications (b) and (c) in Table 4.1 are true. The
next result is a crucial tool in the proofs of Propositions 4.4 and 4.5.

Lemma 4.3 Let d = 2. Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be a 2-dimensional square integrable

adapted array. The conditions

(4.1)
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}

)
→ 0 for all ε > 0

and

(4.2)
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2

)
≤ C < ∞ for some constant C and all n ∈ N

imply

kn∑

k=1

E (Xnk,1Xnk,2|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,1Xnk,2 → 0 in L1 as n → ∞.

Proposition 4.4 For square integrable adapted arrays condition (CLBd) implies

(CLBd
1) and conditions (CLBd) and (Nd) imply (Rd).

Clearly, implication (d) in Table 4.1 follows from Proposition 4.4. Note that from
the already proven implications (b) and (d) in Table 4.1 we see that conditions
(Md

2) and (Nd) imply (Rd). Because condition (Md
1) is trivially implied by (Md

2),
implication (a) in Table 4.1 is also true.

For uniformly bounded arrays satisfying (CLBd) the conditions (Nd) and (Rd)
are in fact equivalent, as shown by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.5 For uniformly bounded adapted arrays, that is, ‖Xnk‖ ≤ a for

all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn and some a < ∞, conditions (CLBd) and (Rd)
imply (Nd).

Of course, in the preceding setting the conditions (CLBd) and (CLBd
1) are equiv-

alent.

The next result proves implication (e) in Table 4.1.

Proposition 4.6 Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be a martingale difference array w.r.t the

σ-fields (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N which satisfies (CLBd
1) and (Rd). Then (Td

a), (TM
d
a) and

(TRd
a) are true for all a > 0 and the limiting matrix A in (Rd) and (TRd

a) is the

same.

12



Clearly, Proposition 4.6 shows that implication (e) in Table 4.1 is true, and all
implications in Table 4.1 are proven. The first part of the next proposition will be
crucial for deriving Theorem 2.4 from Theorem 2.1 as well as from Theorem 2.3.

Proposition 4.7 Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be adapted to the σ-fields (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N.

Assume that for some a > 0 conditions (Td
a), (TM

d
a) and (TRd

a) are satisfied.

(a) The array (Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N is a uniformly bounded martingale difference

array w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N which satisfies the conditions (CLBd
1) and (Rd) as

well as

(4.3)
kn∑

k=1

Xnk −
kn∑

k=1

Xnk (a) → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

(b) The array (Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N also satisfies conditions (Md
2) and (Nd).

The second part of Proposition 4.7 says that an array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn
of d-dimen-

sional random vectors without any integrability assumptions which satisfies the
three conditions (Td

a), (TMd
a) and (TRd

a) for some 0 < a < ∞ appearing in
the lower right corner of Table 4.1 is, as far as stable convergence of the row-
sums is concerned, asymptotically equivalent to a uniformly bounded martingale
difference array satisfying the conditions in the upper left corner of Table 4.1,
which formally is the strongest set of conditions. Consequently, Table 4.1 shows
that as soon as any one of the three Theorems 2.1, 2.3 or 2.4 is proven, the other
two follow by appropriate implications in Table 4.1. We have chosen here to derive
Theorem 2.1 directly from the one-dimensional case by an application of the
Cramér-Wold device and to obtain Theorems 2.3 and 2.4 indirectly via Table 4.1,
but other approaches are possible as well. Therefore, in an informal sense, all
conditions appearing in Table 4.1 may be considered as being tantamount to each
other.

In our final result in this section we will show that the conditional Lindeberg
condition (CLBd) holds if and only if it holds for every component of the random
vectors Xnk. This result is not needed in this paper but it may turn out to be
useful in applications.

Proposition 4.8 For any array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N of d-dimensional random vec-

tors the following statements are equivalent:

(i)

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞

for every ε > 0 .

13



(ii) For every 1 ≤ j ≤ d

kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Xnk,j|2 1{|Xnk,j|≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞

for every ε > 0 .

The same holds for conditions (CLBd
1), (M

d
1) and (Md

2).

5 Proofs of the results of Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.2. For the proof of (Md
2)⇒ (CLBd) note that for all ε, δ > 0

and n ∈ N

P

(
kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε} ≥ δ

)
≤ P

(
max

1≤k≤kn
‖Xnk‖ ≥ ε

)
.

Therefore, (Md
2) implies

kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε} → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

Because (Md
2) implies also uniform integrability of

{
max1≤k≤kn ‖Xnk‖2 : n ∈ N

}
,

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞ for all ε > 0

follows from Lemma 6.13 in [5]. For the proof of (Md
1)⇒ (CLBd

1) replace ‖Xnk‖2
everywhere by ‖Xnk‖ and condition (Md

2) by (Md
1). �

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Set Unk = Xnk,1 and Vnk = Xnk,2. Let n ∈ N and ε > 0 be
arbitrary. Then

∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk

∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

E
(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖>ε}|Fn,k−1

)
+

kn∑

k=1

E
(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε}|Fn,k−1

)

−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε} −
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖>ε}

∣∣∣∣∣
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≤
kn∑

k=1

E
(
|UnkVnk| 1{‖Xnk‖>ε}|Fn,k−1

)
+

kn∑

k=1

|UnkVnk| 1{‖Xnk‖>ε}

+

∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε} − E
(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε}|Fn,k−1

)
∣∣∣∣∣

=: In (ε) + IIn (ε) + IIIn (ε) ,

Note that

E (In (ε)) = E (IIn (ε)) =
kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Unk| |Vnk| 1{‖Xnk‖>ε}

)

≤
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖>ε}

)
.

Therefore, (4.1) implies E (In (ε)) → 0 and E (IIn (ε)) → 0 as n → ∞ for all
ε > 0. Moreover, for all n ∈ N and ε > 0, because the real-valued random
variables of the bounded martingale difference sequence

(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε} −E

(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε}|Fn,k−1

))
1≤k≤kn

are pairwise uncorrelated,

E
(
IIIn (ε)

2) =
kn∑

k=1

E
[(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε} − E

(
UnkVnk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε}|Fn,k−1

))2]

≤
kn∑

k=1

E
(
U2
nkV

2
nk1{‖Xnk‖≤ε}

)
≤ ε2

kn∑

k=1

E (|Unk| |Vnk|)

≤ ε2
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2

)
≤ ε2C

by condition (4.2). Hence for all n ∈ N and ε > 0

E

(∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk

∣∣∣∣∣

)
≤ E (In (ε)) + E (IIn (ε)) + εC1/2 .

Because ε > 0 is arbitrary and E (In (ε)) → 0 and E (IIn (ε)) → 0 as n → ∞ are
true, the Lemma is proven. �

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Observe that because of

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤ 1

ε
E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
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for square integrable arrays condition (CLBd
1) is an immediate consequence of

condition (CLBd).

Condition (Rd) follows from (Nd) and

kn∑

k=1

E
(
XnkX

T
nk|Fn,k−1

)
−

kn∑

k=1

XnkX
T
nk → 0 in probability as n → ∞

which is equivalent to

(5.1)

kn∑

k=1

E (Xnk,jXnk,ℓ|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ → 0 in probability as n → ∞

for all 1 ≤ j, ℓ ≤ d. For the proof of (5.1) let j, ℓ be arbitrary. Set Unk = Xnk,j

and Vnk = Xnk,ℓ. Then we have to show

(5.2)

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

For the proof of (5.2) for each 0 < c < ∞ and all n ∈ N we define the stopping
times

τUn (c) = max

{
k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , kn} :

k∑

i=1

E
(
U2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
≤ c

}
,

τVn (c) = max

{
k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , kn} :

k∑

i=1

E
(
V 2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
≤ c

}
and

τn (c) = τUn (c) ∧ τVn (c)

w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤kn
with

∑
∅ = 0 and the real-valued random variables

Unk (c) = Unk1{k≤τn(c)} and Vnk (c) = Vnk1{k≤τn(c)}

for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn. Observe that these random variables are square
integrable because |Unk (c)| ≤ |Unk| and |Vnk (c)| ≤ |Vnk|. Then for all n ∈ N and
0 < c < ∞

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk(5.3)

=

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

E (Unk (c) Vnk (c) |Fn,k−1)

+
kn∑

k=1

E (Unk (c)Vnk (c) |Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

Unk (c) Vnk (c)
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+

kn∑

k=1

Unk (c)Vnk (c)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk

=: In (c) + IIn (c) + IIIn (c) .

Now, using that τn (c) is a stopping time w.r.t. (Fnk)1≤k≤kn
, we have

In (c) =
kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
τn(c)∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)

=

kn∑

k=τn(c)+1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)

so that for all ε > 0

P (|In (c)| ≥ ε) ≤ P (τn (c) < kn) ≤ P
(
τUn (c) < kn

)
+ P

(
τVn (c) < kn

)
(5.4)

≤ P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
U2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
+ P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
V 2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
.

Similarly

P (|IIIn (c)| ≥ ε)(5.5)

≤ P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
U2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
+ P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
V 2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
.

Next we will show IIn (c) → 0 in L1 as n → ∞ for all 0 < c < ∞ by an application
of Lemma 4.3. For this, we set Znk (c) = (Unk (c) , Vnk (c))

T for all n ∈ N and
1 ≤ k ≤ kn. Note that for 0 < c < ∞ and n ∈ N

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2 |Fn,k−1

)
=

kn∑

k=1

E
(
U2
kn (c) + V 2

nk (c) |Fn,k−1

)
(5.6)

=

τn(c)∑

k=1

E
(
U2
kn|Fn,k−1

)
+

τn(c)∑

k=1

E
(
V 2
nk|Fn,k−1

)

≤
τUn (c)∑

k=1

E
(
U2
kn|Fn,k−1

)
+

τVn (c)∑

k=1

E
(
V 2
nk|F,k−1

)
≤ 2c

by definiton of τUn and τVn . This implies

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2

)
≤ 2c
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so that condition (4.2) is satisfied, Observe also that

‖Znk (c)‖2 = U2
kn (c) + V 2

nk (c) ≤ U2
kn + V 2

nk = X2
kn,j +X2

nk,ℓ ≤ 2 ‖Xnk‖2

where the factor 2 is needed only in case j = ℓ so that

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2 1{‖Znk(c)‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤ 2

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε/21/2}|Fn,k−1

)

which by (CLBd) implies

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2 1{‖Znk(c)‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞

for every ε > 0. From this and the bound in (5.6) we obtain

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2 1{‖Znk(c)‖≥ε}

)
→ 0 as n → ∞ for every ε > 0

by dominated convergence. Thus, (4.1) is also satisfied and Lemma 4.3 yields
IIn (c) → 0 in L1 as n → ∞. From (5.3) we get for all ε > 0 and 0 < c < ∞,
using (5.4) and (5.5),

P

(∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ 3ε

)

≤ P (|In (c)| ≥ ε) + P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) + P (|IIIn (c)| ≥ ε)

≤ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
U2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
+ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
V 2
ni|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)

+P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε)

= 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
X2

ni,j|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)
+ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

E
(
X2

ni,ℓ|Fn,i−1

)
> c

)

+P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) .

Now P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) → 0 as n → ∞ for each ε > 0 and 0 < c < ∞ be-

cause of IIn (c) → 0 in L1, and the sequences
(∑kn

i=1E
(
X2

ni,j|Fn,i−1

))
n∈N

and
(∑kn

i=1E
(
X2

ni,ℓ|Fn,i−1

))
n∈N

are bounded in probability as a consequence of con-

dition (Nd), from which the assertion follows. �

Proof of Proposition 4.5. Condition (Nd) follows from (Rd) and

kn∑

k=1

E
(
XnkX

T
nk|Fn,k−1

)
−

kn∑

k=1

XnkX
T
nk → 0 in probability as n → ∞
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which is equivalent to

(5.7)

kn∑

k=1

E (Xnk,jXnk,ℓ|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ → 0 in probability as n → ∞

for all 1 ≤ j, ℓ ≤ d. For the proof of (5.7) let j and ℓ be fixed and set Unk = Xnk,j

and Vnk = Xnk,ℓ. Then we have to show

(5.8)
kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

For the proof of (5.8) for each 0 < c < ∞ and all n ∈ N we define the stopping
times

τUn (c) = min

{
k ∈ {1, . . . , kn} :

k∑

i=1

U2
ni > c

}
∧ kn ,

τVn (c) = min

{
k ∈ {1, . . . , kn} :

k∑

i=1

V 2
ni > c

}
∧ kn and

τn (c) = τUn (c) ∧ τVn (c)

w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤kn
with min ∅ = ∞ and the real-valued random variables

Unk (c) = Unk1{k≤τn(c)} and Vnk (c) = Vnk1{k≤τn(c)}

for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn. Then for all n ∈ N

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk(5.9)

=
kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

E (Unk (c) Vnk (c) |Fn,k−1)

+

kn∑

k=1

E (Unk (c)Vnk (c) |Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

Unk (c) Vnk (c)

+
kn∑

k=1

Unk (c)Vnk (c)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk

=: In (c) + IIn (c) + IIIn (c) .

Now, using that τn (c) is a stopping time w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤kn
, we have

In (c) =
kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
τn(c)∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)
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=

kn∑

k=τn(c)+1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)

so that for all ε > 0

P (|In (c)| ≥ ε) ≤ P (τn (c) < kn) ≤ P
(
τUn (c) < kn

)
+ P

(
τVn (c) < kn

)
(5.10)

≤ P

(
kn∑

i=1

U2
ni > c

)
+ P

(
kn∑

i=1

V 2
ni > c

)
.

Similarly

(5.11) P (|IIIn (c)| ≥ ε) ≤ P

(
kn∑

i=1

U2
ni > c

)
+ P

(
kn∑

i=1

V 2
ni > c

)
.

Next we will show IIn (c) → 0 in L1 as n → ∞ for all 0 < c < ∞ by an application
of Lemma 4.3. For this, we set Znk (c) = (Unk (c) , Vnk (c))

T for all n ∈ N and
1 ≤ k ≤ kn. Note that for 0 < c < ∞ and n ∈ N

kn∑

k=1

‖Znk (c)‖2 =
kn∑

k=1

U2
kn (c) + V 2

nk (c) =

τn(c)∑

k=1

U2
kn +

τn(c)∑

k=1

V 2
nk(5.12)

≤
τUn (c)∑

k=1

U2
kn +

τVn (c)∑

k=1

V 2
nk

≤
τUn (c)−1∑

k=1

U2
kn + max

1≤k≤kn
U2
nk +

τVn (c)−1∑

k=1

V 2
nk + max

1≤k≤kn
V 2
nk ≤ 2c+ 2a2

by definiton of τUn and τVn and because U2
nk ≤ ‖Xnk‖2 ≤ a2 and likewise V 2

nk ≤ a2

for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn. Consequently,

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2

)
= E

(
kn∑

k=1

‖Znk (c)‖2
)

≤ 2c+ 2a2 ,

which shows that (Znk (c))1≤k≤kn,n∈N satisfies condition (4.2) in Lemma 4.3. Next,
we will show that condition (4.1) is also satisfied. For this, note that for n ∈ N

and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn

‖Znk (c)‖2 = U2
nk (c) + V 2

nk (c) ≤ U2
nk + V 2

nk = X2
nk,j +X2

nk,ℓ ≤ 2 ‖Xnk‖2

where the factor 2 is needed only in case j = ℓ so that

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Znk (c)‖2 1{‖Znk(c)‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤ 2

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε/21/2}|Fn,k−1

)
.
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Therefore, (CLBd) and Lemma 6.5 in [5] imply

kn∑

k=1

‖Znk (c)‖2 1{‖Znk(c)‖≥ε} → 0 in probability as n → ∞ for every ε > 0 .

In view of (5.12) condition (4.1) follows by dominated convergence. Consequently,
from Lemma 4.3 we obtain IIn (c) → 0 in L1 as n → ∞ for all 0 < c < ∞. From
(5.9) we get for all ε > 0 and 0 < c < ∞, using (5.10) and (5.11),

P

(∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

E (UnkVnk|Fn,k−1)−
kn∑

k=1

UnkVnk)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ 3ε

)

≤ P (|In (c)| ≥ ε) + P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) + P (|IIIn (c)| ≥ ε)

≤ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

U2
ni > c

)
+ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

V 2
ni > c

)
+ P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε)

= 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

X2
ni,j > c

)
+ 2P

(
kn∑

i=1

X2
ni,ℓ > c

)
+ P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) .

Now P (|IIn (c)| ≥ ε) → 0 as n → ∞ for each ε > 0 and 0 < c < ∞ because

of IIn (c) → 0 in L1, and the sequences
(∑kn

i=1X
2
ni,j

)
n∈N

and
(∑kn

i=1X
2
ni,ℓ

)
n∈N

are bounded in probability as a consequence of condition (Rd), from which the
assertion follows. �

Proof of Proposition 4.6. Let a > 0 be arbitrary. From the martingale difference
property of (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N we obtain for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn

(5.13) E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
= −E

(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
.

Proof of (Td
a): By (5.13)

∥∥∥∥∥

kn∑

k=1

E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
∥∥∥∥∥ ≤

kn∑

k=1

∥∥E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∥∥

=

kn∑

k=1

∥∥E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)∥∥ ≤
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
,

and from (CLBd
1) we obtain

(5.14)

kn∑

k=1

E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
→ 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

By Lemma 6.5 in [5] it follows from (CLBd
1) that

kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖>a} → 0 in probability as n → ∞
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and therefore also

(5.15)
kn∑

k=1

Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a} → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

Combining (5.15) and (5.14) we get (Td
a).

Proof of (TMd
a): For all n ∈ N by (5.13)

max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk (a)‖ ≤ max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk‖+ max
1≤k≤kn

∥∥E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∥∥

= max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk‖+ max
1≤k≤kn

∥∥E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)∥∥

≤ max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk‖+
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
.

Note that the second summand on the right-hand side converges to zero in prob-
ability as n → ∞ by (CLBd

1) and that this condition also implies

(5.16) max
1≤k≤kn

‖Xnk‖ → 0 in probability as n → ∞

in view of Proposition 6.6 in [5] which completes the proof.

Proof of (TRd
a): Condition (TRd

a) follows from (Rd) and

kn∑

k=1

XnkX
T
nk −

kn∑

k=1

Xnk (a)Xnk (a)
T → 0 in probability as n → ∞ ,

which is equivalent to

(5.17)

kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ −
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,j (a)Xnk,ℓ (a) → 0 in probability as n → ∞

for all 1 ≤ j, ℓ ≤ d. For the proof of (5.17) let j, ℓ be arbitrary. Then for all
n ∈ N

kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ −
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,j (a)Xnk,ℓ (a)

=
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ −
kn∑

k=1

[
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a} −E

(
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)]
×

[
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a} − E

(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)]

=
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ −
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}
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+

kn∑

k=1

Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)

+
kn∑

k=1

Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}E
(
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)

−
kn∑

k=1

E
(
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)

=: In + IIn + IIIn − IVn .

We have

|In| =
∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

Xnk,jXnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖>a}

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
kn∑

k=1

|Xnk,j| |Xnk,ℓ| 1{‖Xnk‖>a}

≤
kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖>a} .

Now for all n ∈ N and ε > 0

P

(
kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖>a} ≥ ε

)
≤ P

(
max

1≤k≤kn
‖Xnk‖ > a

)
→ 0 as n → ∞

by (5.16) so that

kn∑

k=1

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖>a} → 0 in probability as n → ∞

which clearly entails In → 0 in probability as n → ∞.

For all n ∈ N we have, again using (5.13),

|IIn| =
∣∣∣∣∣

kn∑

k=1

Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
kn∑

k=1

|Xnk,j| 1{‖Xnk‖≤a}
∣∣E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣

=

kn∑

k=1

|Xnk,j| 1{‖Xnk‖≤a}
∣∣E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣

≤ a

kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Xnk,ℓ| 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)

≤ a
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
.
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By (CLBd
1) the right-hand side of these inequalities converges to zero in prob-

ability as n → ∞ so that also IIn → 0 in probability as well as IIIn → 0 in
probability simply by interchanging j and ℓ.

Finally, for all n ∈ N, again using (5.13),

|IVn| ≤
kn∑

k=1

∣∣E
(
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣ ∣∣E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣

=

kn∑

k=1

∣∣E
(
Xnk,j1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣ ∣∣E
(
Xnk,ℓ1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)∣∣

≤
kn∑

k=1

E
(
|Xnk,j| 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
E
(
|Xnk,ℓ| 1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)

≤ a
kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖ 1{‖Xnk‖>a}|Fn,k−1

)
,

where the right-hand side converges to zero in probability as n → ∞ by (CLBd
1)

which proves IVn → 0 in probability as n → ∞ and concludes the proof of the
proposition. �

Proof of Proposition 4.7. (a) From (TMd
a) and ‖Xnk (a)‖ ≤ 2a for all n and

k we see that (Md
1) holds true for the truncated array (Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N which

clearly is a uniformly bounded martingale difference array w.r.t. (Fnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N.

Therefore, (CLBd
1) also holds true by Proposition 4.2. Assumption (TRd

a) is
exactly condition (Rd) for the truncated array (Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N. As to (4.3),
for all n ∈ N we have

kn∑

k=1

Xnk −
kn∑

k=1

Xnk (a) =
kn∑

k=1

Xnk1{‖Xnk‖>a} +
kn∑

k=1

E
(
Xnk1{‖Xnk‖≤a}|Fn,k−1

)
,

and (4.3) is equivalent to (Td
a).

(b) Condition (Md
2) for the uniformly bounded array (Xnk (a))1≤k≤kn,n∈N follows

from (TMd
a) by dominated convergence. Condition (Nd) follows from Proposi-

tions 4.2 and 4.5. �

Proof of Proposition 4.8. Statement (ii) follows from (i) because |Xnk,j| ≤ ‖Xnk‖
for all n, k and j so that

kn∑

k=1

E
(
X2

nk,j1{|Xnk,j|≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
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for all n and j. To obtain statement (i) from (ii) observe that for all n and k

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε} =
d∑

j=1

X2
nk,j1{∑d

ℓ=1
X2

nk,ℓ≥ε2} ≤
d∑

j,ℓ=1

X2
nk,j1{X2

nk,ℓ≥ε2/d}

where

X2
nk,j1{X2

nk,ℓ≥ε2/d} = X2
nk,j1{|Xnk,ℓ|≥ε/d1/2}

= X2
nk,j1{|Xnk,ℓ|≥ε/d1/2}∩{|Xnk,ℓ|≤|Xnk,j|} +X2

nk,j1{|Xnk,ℓ|≥ε/d1/2}∩{|Xnk,ℓ|>|Xnk,j|}
≤ X2

nk,j1{|Xnk,j|≥ε/d1/2} +X2
nk,ℓ1{|Xnk,ℓ|≥ε/d1/2} .

Hence for all n, k and ε

‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε} ≤
d∑

j,ℓ=1

X2
nk,j1{|Xnk,j|≥ε/d1/2} +

d∑

j,ℓ=1

X2
nk,ℓ1{|Xnk,ℓ|≥ε/d1/2}

= 2d

d∑

j=1

X2
nk,j1{|Xnk,j|≥ε/d1/2} .

Thus for all n and ε

kn∑

k=1

E
(
‖Xnk‖2 1{‖Xnk‖≥ε}|Fn,k−1

)
≤ 2d

d∑

j=1

kn∑

k=1

E
(
X2

nk,j1{|Xnk,j|≥ε/d1/2}|Fn,k−1

)

so that (i) holds. The proofs of the statements about (CLBd
1), (M

d
1) and (Md

2) are
similar. �

6 Application: Stable autoregressive models of order d

We consider an autoregressive process (Yn)n≥−d+1 of order d generated recursively
by

Yn = θ1Yn−1 + · · ·+ θdYn−d + Zn , n ≥ 1 ,

where θ = (θ1, . . . , θd)
T ∈ R

d, (Zn)n≥1 is an i.i.d. sequence of real random vari-
ables with Z1 ∈ L2 (P ) , E (Z1) = 0, σ2 = Var (Z1) > 0 and the initial value
(Y0, . . . , Y−d+1)

T is an R
d-valued random vector independent of (Zn)n≥1 with

Y0, . . . , Y−d+1 ∈ L2 (P ). The least squares estimator for the parameter θ on
the basis of the observations Y−d+1, . . . , Y0, Y1, . . . , Yn is given by

θ̂n =

(
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)−1 n∑

k=1

Uk−1Yk , n ≥ 1 ,
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where Uk = (Yk, Yk−1, . . . , Yk−d+1)
T , k ≥ 0, and where

(∑n
k=1 Uk−1U

T
k−1

)−1
:= 0

if the random symmetric and positive semidefinite matrix
∑n

k=1Uk−1U
T
k−1 is not

positive definite and therefore singular.

We prove a mixing central limit theorem for θ̂n in the so-called stable case of the
autoregressive model. For classical convergence in distribution the asymptotic
theory for θ̂n is well-known in this case; see e.g. [1], Chapter 5, [2], Chapter 8
and [10].

The process (Un)n≥0 can be expressed as a d-dimensional autoregession of order
one, namely

Un = BUn−1 +Wn , n ≥ 1 ,

where

B = B (θ) =




θ1 . . . θd−1 θd
0

Id−1
...
0


 and Wn = (Zn, 0, . . . , 0)

T .

Then, by induction, we have

(6.1) Un = BnU0 +
n∑

j=1

Bn−jWj = BnU0 +
n∑

j=1

Bj−1Wn+1−j , n ≥ 0 .

Let Fn = σ (U0, Z1, . . . , Zn) , n ≥ 0. Then all processes are adapted to the filtra-
tion (Fn)n≥0.

In the sequel we assume that the spectral radius of B is strictly less than one, i.e.
all eigenvalues of B are strictly less than one in absolute value. This condition
defines the stable case in the theory of autoregression models. Then there exists
a submultiplicative norm ‖·‖B on the space R

d×d of all real d × d-matrices with
‖B‖B < 1; see [11], Theorem 4.24. The Frobenius norm ‖·‖F on R

m×n is also
submultiplicative, satisfies ‖D‖F =

∥∥DT
∥∥
F
and is compatible with the Euclidean

ℓ2-norm ‖·‖ (same notation on various spaces), i.e. ‖Du‖ ≤ ‖D‖F ‖u‖ for all
u ∈ R

n and D ∈ R
m×n as a consequence of submultiplicativity and ‖u‖F = ‖u‖.

Since all norms on R
d×d are equivalent, there is a real constant C (B) such that

‖D‖F ≤ C (B) ‖D‖B for all D ∈ R
d×d.

Note that the above condition on the eigenvalues of B implies the existence of

a stationary distribution µ, Un
d→ µ as n → ∞, where µ is the distribution of∑∞

j=0B
jWj+1, and for the choice PU0 = µ the process (Yn−d+1)n≥0 is strictly

stationary. The covariance matrix of µ is given by

σ2

∞∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

,
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where Ĩd denotes the d× d-matrix with a one in the upper left corner and zeros
elsewhere. To see that both series converge observe that ‖Bj‖B ≤ ‖B‖jB for all
j ≥ 1 by submultiplicativity of ‖·‖B. Consequently,

κ1 :=

∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
= ‖Id‖F +

∞∑

j=1

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
≤ d1/2 + C (B)

∞∑

j=1

∥∥Bj
∥∥
B

≤ d1/2 + C (B)
∞∑

j=1

‖B‖jB < ∞

because ‖B‖B < 1. Therefore

E

( ∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
|Zj+1|

)
=

∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
E (|Zj+1|) = κ1E (|Z1|) < ∞

so that

(6.2)

∞∑

j=0

∥∥BjWj+1

∥∥ ≤
∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
‖Wj+1‖ =

∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
|Zj+1| < ∞

almost surely (which is true already under E log+ |Z1| < ∞, cf. [5], Lemma 8.1)
and

∞∑

j=0

∥∥∥Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T∥∥∥

F
≤

∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F

∥∥∥Ĩd
∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥
(
Bj
)T∥∥∥

F
=

∞∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥2
F
=: κ2 < ∞

in view of κ1 < ∞. In the following theorem it will be crucial that the symmetric
matrix

Σ = Σ (ϑ) =
∞∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

is positive definite and therefore invertible. This will be shown at the end of this
section in Lemma 6.3. The σ-field F∞ = σ (

⋃∞
n=0Fn) is defined by the filtration

(Fn)n≥0.

Theorem 6.1 In the above setting,

√
n
(
θ̂n − θ

)
→ Σ−1/2Nd F∞-mixing

and (
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)1/2 (
θ̂n − θ

)
→ σNd F∞-mixing

as n → ∞, where PNd = N (0, Id), Nd is independent of F∞ and Σ−1/2 :=(
Σ1/2

)−1
.
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The above statements may also be read as

√
n
(
θ̂n − θ

)
→ N

(
0,Σ−1

)
mixing

and (
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)1/2 (
θ̂n − θ

)
→ N

(
0, σ2Id

)
mixing ,

where mixing is short for F -mixing. In case d = 1 Theorem 6.1 reduces to
Theorem 9.1 in [5].

We will present here two proofs of Theorem 6.1. Both proofs are based on the fact
that the process (Xn)n≥1 with Xn = Un−1Zn is a square integrable martingale dif-
ference sequence. In the first proof we use the filtration (Fn)n≥0 introduced above

and apply the stable central limit theorem of Corollary 3.2 with Kn = n−1/2Id,
and stationarity plays no role. The conditional Lindeberg condition (CLBd

Kn
)

and the norming condition (Nd
Kn

) will be verified by elementary but lengthy com-
putations exploiting nothing more than the dynamics of the Un-process via the
representation (6.1). The second proof uses the fact that for a starting value U 0

with PU0 = µ the process (Xn)n≥1 is strictly stationary and ergodic and is a
martingale difference sequence w.r.t. a filtration (Gn)n≥0 defined below so that
Corollary 3.3 can be applied in this special case. In a second step it is not difficult
to show that the asymptotics of the normalized sums n−1/2

∑n
k=1Xk is the same

for all starting values.

First proof of Theorem 6.1. As announced above, we apply the stable central limit
theorem of Corollary 3.2 with Kn = n−1/2Id to the square integrable martingale
difference sequence (Xn)n≥1 with Xn = Un−1Zn w.r.t. the filtration (Fn)n≥0.

Step 1. In a first step, we prove the conditional Lindeberg condition (CLBd
Kn

).
For all n ≥ 1 and ε, δ > 0 we have

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖KnXk‖2 1{‖KnXk‖≥ε}|Fk−1

)
=

1

n

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖Uk−1Zk‖2 1{‖Uk−1Zk‖≥ε

√
n}|Fk−1

)

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2E
(
Z2

k1{‖Uk−1Zk‖≥ε
√
n}∩{‖Uk−1‖≤δ

√
n}|Fk−1

)

+
1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2E
(
Z2

k1{‖Uk−1Zk‖≥ε
√
n}∩{‖Uk−1‖>δ

√
n}|Fk−1

)

≤
(
1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2
)
E
(
Z2

11{|Z1|≥ε/δ}
)
+

1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2 1{‖Uk−1‖>δ
√
n}σ

2

=: In (ε, δ) + IIn (δ) σ
2 .
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For all δ > 0 we will show that IIn (δ) → 0 in probability as n → ∞. For this,
note that for all n ≥ 1 and δ, ε̃ > 0 we have

P

(
1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2 1{‖Uk−1‖>δ
√
n} ≥ ε̃

)
≤ P

(
max
1≤k≤n

‖Uk−1‖ > δ
√
n

)

so that it is enough to show that

1√
n

max
1≤k≤n

‖Uk−1‖ → 0 in probability as n → ∞ .

From (6.1) we obtain for all k ≥ 1

‖Uk−1‖ ≤
∥∥Bk−1U0

∥∥+
k−2∑

j=0

∥∥BjWk−1−j

∥∥ ≤
∥∥Bk−1

∥∥
F
‖U0‖+

k−2∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
‖Wk−1−j‖

≤ κ3 ‖U0‖+
k−2∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
|Zk−1−j| ≤ κ3 ‖U0‖+ κ1 max

1≤j≤k−1
|Zj| ,

where κ3 := supj≥0 ‖Bj‖F < ∞ because of κ1 < ∞. Consequently, for all n ≥ 1,

1√
n

max
1≤k≤n

‖Uk−1‖ ≤ 1√
n
κ3 ‖U0‖+ κ1

1√
n

max
1≤j≤n

|Zj| ,

where the right-hand side converges in probability to zero as n → ∞ because
(Zi)i≥1 is an i.i.d. sequence with E (Z2

1) < ∞, and IIn (δ) → 0 in probability as
n → ∞ is proven. From the above bound on ‖Uk−1‖ we also obtain for all k ≥ 1

E
(
‖Uk−1‖2

)1/2 ≤ κ3E
(
‖U0‖2

)1/2
+

k−2∑

j=0

∥∥Bj
∥∥
F
E
(
Z2

1

)1/2

≤ κ3E
(
‖U0‖2

)1/2
+ κ1σ =: κ4 .

This gives E
(
‖Uk−1‖2

)
≤ κ2

4 for all k ≥ 1 so that for all n ≥ 1 and ε, δ > 0

E (|In (ε, δ)|) = E

(
1

n

n∑

k=1

‖Uk−1‖2
)
E
(
Z2

11{|Z1|>ε/δ}
)
≤ κ2

4E
(
Z2

11{|Z1|>ε/δ}
)
.

Hence for all n ≥ 1 and ε, ε̃, δ > 0

P
(∣∣In (ε, δ) + IIn (δ) σ

2
∣∣ ≥ ε̃

)
≤ P (|In (ε, δ)| ≥ ε̃/2) + P

(
|IIn (δ)| ≥ ε̃/2σ2

)

≤ 2

ε̃
E (|In (ε, δ)|) + P

(
|IIn (δ)| ≥ ε̃/2σ2

)

≤ 2κ2
4

ε̃
E
(
Z2

11{|Z1|>ε/δ}
)
+ P

(
|IIn (δ)| ≥ ε̃/2σ2

)
.
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Note that ε, ε̃ > 0 are fixed. Because of IIn (δ) → 0 in probability as n → ∞
and E (Z2

1) < ∞ the right-hand side of this inequality can be made arbitrarily
small for all large n by choosing δ sufficiently small. This concludes the proof of
(CLBd

Kn
).

Step 2. We now turn to the proof of (Nd
Kn

) and show

(6.3) Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
XkX

T
k |Fk−1

)
KT

n → σ4Σ in probability as n → ∞ .

For all n ≥ 1 we have

Kn

n∑

k=1

E
(
XkX

T
k |Fk−1

)
KT

n =
1

n

n∑

k=1

E
(
ZkUk−1U

T
k−1Zk|Fk−1

)
=

σ2

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

so that (6.3) follows from

(6.4)
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1 → σ2Σ in probability as n → ∞ .

For all n ≥ 1 we obtain from (6.1)

1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

Bk−1U0U
T
0

(
Bk−1

)T
+

1

n

n∑

k=1

Bk−1U0

(
k−1∑

j=1

Bj−1Wk−j

)T

+
1

n

n∑

k=1

(
k−1∑

j=1

Bj−1Wk−j

)
UT
0

(
Bk−1

)T

+
1

n

n∑

k=1

(
k−1∑

j=1

Bj−1Wk−j

)(
k−1∑

j=1

Bj−1Wk−j

)T

=: I1,n + I2,n + I3,n + I4,n .

For all n ≥ 1, let G1,n (I) = Bn−1U0U
T
0 (Bn−1)

T
. Then

‖G1,n (I)‖F ≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥
F
‖U0‖2

∥∥Bn−1
∥∥
F
≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥2
F
‖U0‖2 → 0

everywhere because κ1 < ∞ so that

‖I1,n‖F =

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

k=1

G1,k (I)

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 1

n

n∑

k=1

‖G1,k (I)‖F → 0 everywhere
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which implies I1,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞.

Our next aim is to show that I2,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. For n ≥ 1, let

G2,n (I) = Bn−1U0

(∑n−1
j=1 B

j−1Wn−j

)T
. Then

‖G2,n (I)‖F ≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥
F
‖U0‖

∥∥∥∥∥

n−1∑

j=1

Bj−1Wn−j

∥∥∥∥∥

≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥
F
‖U0‖

n−1∑

j=1

∥∥Bj−1
∥∥
F
|Zn−j|

so that

E
(
‖G2,n (I)‖F

)
≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥
F
E (‖U0‖)E (|Z1|)

n−1∑

j=1

∥∥Bj−1
∥∥
F

≤
∥∥Bn−1

∥∥
F
E (‖U0‖)E (|Z1|)κ1 → 0

as n → ∞ because κ1 < ∞. Consequently,

E
(
‖I2,n‖F

)
= E

(∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

k=1

G2,k (I)

∥∥∥∥∥
F

)
≤ 1

n

n∑

k=1

E
(
‖G2,k (I)‖F

)
→ 0 as n → ∞

which proves I2,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. Because of I3,n = IT2,n we also
have I3,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. Therefore, it remains to consider I4,n.
For all n ≥ 1 we have

I4,n =
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j,m=1

Bj−1Wk−jW
T
k−m

(
Bm−1

)T

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j,m=1

Bk−j−1WjW
T
m

(
Bk−m−1

)T

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j,m=1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−m−1

)T
ZjZm

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j=1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−j−1

)T
Z2

j

+
1

n

n∑

k=1

∑

1≤j<m≤k−1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−m−1

)T
ZjZm

+
1

n

n∑

k=1

∑

1≤m<j≤k−1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−m−1

)T
ZjZm =: II1,n + II2,n + II3,n .
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We will examine II3,n first. For all n ≥ 1 we have

II3,n =
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

Bk−1−j Ĩd
(
Bk−1−m

)T
ZjZm

=
1

n

n−1∑

j=2

n∑

k=j+1

j−1∑

m=1

Bk−1−j Ĩd
(
Bk−1−m

)T
ZjZm

=
1

n

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

(
n∑

k=j+1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−m−1

)T
)
ZjZm =:

1

n

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)ZjZm ,

with deterministic d× d-matrices Mn (j,m). Now for all n ≥ 2

E
(
‖II3,n‖2F

)
=

1

n2

d∑

p,q=1

E



(

n−1∑

j=2

[
j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

]
Zj

)2

 .

Since the Zj are independent with mean zero we obtain for 1 ≤ j′ < j that

E

([
j′−1∑

m=1

Mn (j
′, m)p,q Zm

]
Zj′

[
j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

]
Zj

)

= E

([
j′−1∑

m=1

Mn (j
′, m)p,q Zm

]
Zj′

[
j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

])
E (Zj) = 0

and likewise for 1 ≤ j < j′. Therefore we get

E
(
‖II3,n‖2F

)
=

1

n2

d∑

p,q=1

n−1∑

j=2

E



[

j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

]2
Z2

j




=
σ2

n2

d∑

p,q=1

n−1∑

j=2

E



[

j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

]2


=
σ2

n2

d∑

p,q=1

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

E

([
Mn (j,m)p,q Zm

]2)

=
σ2

n2

d∑

p,q=1

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

Mn (j,m)2p,q E
(
Z2

m

)
=

σ4

n2

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

‖Mn (j,m)‖2F ,

where the next to the last equation follows as before from the independence of
the Zj and E (Zj) = 0. Now for all 2 ≤ j ≤ n− 1 and 1 ≤ m ≤ j − 1

‖Mn (j,m)‖F ≤
n∑

k=j+1

∥∥Bk−j−1
∥∥
F

∥∥∥Ĩd
∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥
(
Bk−m−1

)T∥∥∥
F
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=

n∑

k=j+1

∥∥Bk−j−1
∥∥
F

∥∥Bk−m−1
∥∥
F
=

n−j−1∑

ℓ=0

∥∥Bℓ
∥∥
F

∥∥Bℓ+j−m
∥∥
F

≤
∥∥Bj−m

∥∥
F

∞∑

ℓ=0

∥∥Bℓ
∥∥2
F
= κ2

∥∥Bj−m
∥∥
F
.

Using this bound we obtain for all n ≥ 1

E
(
‖II3,n‖2F

)
≤ σ4κ2

2

1

n2

n−1∑

j=2

j−1∑

m=1

∥∥Bj−m
∥∥2
F
≤ σ4κ3

2

1

n

which proves II3,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. Because of II2,n = IIT3,n we also
have II2,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. It remains to consider

II1,n =
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−2∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

Z2
k−j−1 .

For this, we write

II1,n − σ2Σ =II1,n − σ2

∞∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

=
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−2∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T (

Z2
k−j−1 − σ2

)

− σ2

n

n∑

k=1

∞∑

j=k−1

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

=: III1,n − σ2III2,n .

As for the deterministic III2,n, let, for n ≥ 1, G2,n (III) =
∑∞

j=n−1B
j Ĩd (B

j)
T
.

Then

‖G2,n (III)‖F ≤
∞∑

j=n−1

∥∥∥Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T∥∥∥

F
→ 0 as n → ∞

because κ2 < ∞ so that

‖III2,n‖F =

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

k=1

G2,k (III)

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 1

n

n∑

k=1

‖G2,k (III)‖F → 0 as n → ∞ .

It remains to show that III1,n → 0 in probability as n → ∞. For this, we set
Vj = Z2

j − σ2 for all j ≥ 1. These random variables are i.i.d. and integrable with
mean zero. For all n ≥ 1 we have

III1,n =
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−2∑

j=0

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

Vk−j−1 =
1

n

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j=1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−j−1

)T
Vj

=
1

n

n−1∑

j=1

n∑

k=j+1

Bk−j−1Ĩd
(
Bk−j−1

)T
Vj =:

1

n

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j) Vj ,
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with deterministic d× d-matrices Rn (j). Because of E (Vj) = 0 for all j ≥ 1, for
all n ≥ 1 and 0 < c < ∞ we can write

III1,n =
1

n

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j)
[
Vj1{|Vj |≤c} −E

(
Vj1{|Vj |≤c}

)]

+
1

n

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j) Vj1{|Vj |>c} −
1

n

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j)E
(
Vj1{|Vj |>c}

)

=: IV1,n + IV2,n − IV3,n .

For all n ≥ 2 and 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1 we have

‖Rn (j)‖F ≤
n∑

k=j+1

∥∥Bk−j−1
∥∥
F

∥∥∥Ĩd
∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥
(
Bk−j−1

)T∥∥∥
F
=

n∑

k=j+1

∥∥Bk−j−1
∥∥2
F
≤ κ2 .

This bound yields for all n ≥ 1

E
(
‖IV2,n‖F

)
≤ 1

n

n−1∑

j=1

‖Rn (j)‖F E
(
|V1| 1{|V1|>c}

)
≤ κ2E

(
|V1| 1{|V1|>c}

)

and

‖IV3,n‖F ≤ 1

n

n−1∑

j=1

‖Rn (j)‖F E
(
|V1| 1{|V1|>c}

)
≤ κ2E

(
|V1| 1{|V1|>c}

)
.

To produce a bound for IV1,n we set Vj (c) = Vj1{|Vj |≤c} − E
(
Vj1{|Vj |≤c}

)
and get

E
(
‖IV1,n‖2F

)
=

1

n2
E



∥∥∥∥∥

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j) Vj (c)

∥∥∥∥∥

2

F




=
1

n2

d∑

p,q=1

E



(

n−1∑

j=1

Rn (j)p,q Vj (c)

)2

 =

1

n2

d∑

p,q=1

n−1∑

j=1

E
(
Rn (j)

2
p,q Vj (c)

2
)
,

using the fact that the Rn (j)p,q are deterministic and the random variables Vj (c)
are independent with mean zero. Because of |Vj (c)| ≤ 2c we obtain

E
(
‖IV1,n‖2F

)
≤ 4c2

1

n2

n−1∑

j=1

‖Rn (j)‖2F ≤ 4c2κ2
2

1

n
.

Combining the bounds established so far we arrive at

E
(
‖III1,n‖F

)
≤ E

(
‖IV1,n‖F

)
+ E

(
‖IV2,n‖F

)
+ ‖IV3,n‖F
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≤ E
(
‖IV1,n‖2F

)1/2
+ E

(
‖IV2,n‖F

)
+ ‖IV3,n‖F

≤ 2cκ2
1√
n
+ 2κ2E

(
|V1| 1{|V1|>c}

)

for every 0 < c < ∞. Because of E (|V1|) < ∞ the right-hand side of this
inequality can be made arbitrarily small for all sufficiently large n by choosing
c large enough. This proves E

(
‖III1,n‖F

)
→ 0 as n → ∞, and III1,n → 0 in

probability follows. This concludes the proof of (6.4) and therefore of (6.3).

Step 3. Corollary 3.2 now implies

(6.5)
1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk = Kn

n∑

k=1

Xk → σ2Σ1/2Nd F∞-mixing as n → ∞ .

To complete the proof of the theorem we will rely on the following fact: Let
X̃, X̃n, n ≥ 1, be d-dimensional random vectors defined on some probability space
(Ω,F , P ), let Ωn ∈ F , n ≥ 1, be events with P (Ωn) → 1 as n → ∞, and let G ⊂ F
be a sub-σ-field of F . Then, as n → ∞,

(6.6) X̃n → X̃ G-mixing if and only if X̃n1Ωn → X̃ G-mixing .

This follows from Theorem 3.18 (a) in [5] because for all n ≥ 1 and ε > 0 we have

P
(∥∥∥X̃n − X̃n1Ωn

∥∥∥ ≥ ε
)
≤ P (Ωc

n) → 0 as n → ∞ so that
∥∥∥X̃n − X̃n1Ωn

∥∥∥ → 0

in probability. We will apply (6.6) with Ωn =
{
det
(∑n

k−1 Uk−1U
T
k−1

)
> 0
}
for

n ≥ 1, for which

P (Ωc
n) ≤ P

(∣∣∣∣∣det
(
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)
− det

(
σ2Σ

)
∣∣∣∣∣ >

1

2
det
(
σ2Σ

)
)

→ 0

as n → ∞ by (6.4) because the determinant of a matrix is a continuous function
of the matrix components. Define f : Rd×d × R

d → R
d by

f (D, x) =

{
D−1x , D ∈ GL (d,R) ,
0 , otherwise .

Then f is Borel measurable and continuous at every point in the open subset
GL (d,R)× R

d. We have on Ωn

θ̂n − θ =

(
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)−1 n∑

k=1

Uk−1Yk − θ

=

(
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)−1 n∑

k=1

Uk−1

(
UT
k−1θ + Zk

)
− θ
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=

(
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)−1 n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk

because
∑n

k=1 Uk−1U
T
k−1 is invertible so that still on Ωn

√
n
(
θ̂n − θ

)
= f

(
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1,

1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk

)
=: Cn

and

(
n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)1/2 (
θ̂n − θ

)
= f



(
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)1/2

,
1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk




=: Dn .

It follows from (6.4), (6.5) and Theorem 3.18 (b) in [5] that

(
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1,

1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk

)
→
(
σ2Σ, σ2Σ1/2Nd

)
F∞-mixing

and, using the continuity of the square root of positive semidefinite matrices,



(
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1

)1/2

,
1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk


→

(
σΣ1/2, σ2Σ1/2Nd

)
F∞-mixing

as n → ∞. Using Theorem 3.18 (c) in [5], this yields

Cn → f
(
σ2Σ, σ2Σ1/2Nd

)
F∞-mixing

and
Dn → f

(
σΣ1/2, σ2Σ1/2Nd

)
F∞-mixing

as n → ∞. This concludes the proof. �

Second proof of Theorem 6.1. As explained above, the second proof of Theo-
rem 6.1 exploits stationarity and ergodicity of the autoregressive model.

From now on we work with a bilateral i.i.d. sequence (Zn)n∈Z with Z1 ∈ L2 (P ),
E (Z1) = 0 and σ2 = Var (Z1) ∈ (0,∞) (which represents a bilateral extension of
the sequence of innovations (Zn)n≥1). Let Wn = (Zn, 0, . . . , 0)

T , n ∈ Z.

Recall the dynamics

Un = Un (U0) = BnU0 +
n∑

j=1

Bj−1Wn+1−j =: BnU0 + Ln , n ≥ 0 ,
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established in (6.1), where the summand Ln is independent of the initial value U0.
The random variable U 0 =

∑∞
j=0B

jW−j is well-defined by the argument which
proved (6.2) and satisfies the integrability and independence assumptions on the
initial values of the Un-process. Write Un = Un

(
U 0

)
for n ≥ 0 so that

(
Un

)
n≥0

is the Un-process for the initial value U 0.

Step 1. The processes
(
Un

)
n≥0

and
(
Un−1Zn

)
n≥1

are stationary and ergodic.

To see this we apply Lemma A.3 with (X ,A) = (R,B (R)), (Y ,B) =
(
R

d,B
(
R

d
))

and T2 = N0 and N, respectively. Note that for n ≥ 0

Un = BnU 0 +

n∑

j=1

Bj−1Wn−(j−1) =

∞∑

j=0

Bn+jW−j +

n−1∑

k=0

BkWn−k

=
∞∑

j=0

Bn+jWn−(n+j) +
n−1∑

k=0

BkWn−k =
∞∑

k=n

BkWn−k +
n−1∑

k=0

BkWn−k

=

∞∑

k=0

BkWn−k =

∞∑

k=0

Bke1Zn−k

almost surely, where e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)T ∈ R
d (moving average representation of

Un). This suggests the choice Λ =
{
x ∈ R

N0 :
∑∞

j=0‖B‖jB |xj | < ∞
}

and f :

R
N0 → R

d,

f (x) =





∞∑

j=0

Bje1xj , x ∈ Λ

0 , x /∈ Λ .

Then clearly Λ ∈ B (R)N0 , P
(
(Zj)j≥0 ∈ Λ

)
= P

(
(Zn−j)j≥0 ∈ Λ

)
= 1 for every

n ∈ Z and f is measurable. We obtain Un = f
(
(Zn−j)j≥0

)
almost surely for

n ≥ 0. Since (Zn)n∈Z is stationary and ergodic (cf. [8], Proposition 4.5 or [7],

Example 20.26), this yields stationarity and ergodicity of
(
Un

)
n≥0

by Lemma A.3.

Next choose f1 : R
N0 → R

d, f1 (x) = x0f
(
SN0 (x)

)
. Then

f1

(
(Zn−j)j≥0

)
= Znf

(
(Zn−1−j)j≥0

)
= ZnUn−1

almost surely for n ≥ 1 which again by Lemma A.3 yields stationarity and er-
godicity of

(
Un−1Zn

)
n≥1

.

Step 2. We also need the following asymptotic equivalences between the process
Un = Un

(
U 0

)
, n ≥ 0, and the process Un = Un (U0) , n ≥ 0, with an arbitrary

initial value U0, namely

(6.7)
1

n

n∑

j=1

Uj−1U
T
j−1 −

1

n

n∑

j=1

U j−1U
T

j−1 → 0 almost surely
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and

(6.8)
1√
n

n∑

j=1

Uj−1Zj −
1√
n

n∑

j=1

U j−1Zj → 0 almost surely

as n → ∞.

As for (6.7), let Gn = Un−1U
T
n−1 − Un−1U

T

n−1 for n ≥ 1. Then

Gn =Bn−1
(
U0U

T
0 − U 0U

T

0

) (
Bn−1

)T
+Bn−1

(
U0 − U 0

)
LT
n−1

+ Ln−1

(
UT
0 − U

T

0

) (
Bn−1

)T

so that

‖Gn‖F ≤ ‖Bn−1‖2F
(
‖U0‖2 + ‖U0‖2

)
+ 2‖Bn−1‖F

(
‖U0‖+ ‖U0‖

)
‖Ln−1‖ .

Using

‖Ln−1‖ ≤
n−1∑

j=1

‖Bj−1‖F ‖Wn−j‖ =
n−1∑

j=1

‖Bj−1‖F |Zn−j| ,

we find

E (‖Ln−1‖) ≤
n−1∑

j=1

‖Bj−1‖FE (|Zn−j|) ≤ κ1E (|Z1|) < ∞

so that

∞∑

n=1

E
(
‖Bn−1‖F‖Ln−1‖

)
=

∞∑

n=1

‖Bn−1‖FE (‖Ln−1‖) ≤ κ2
1E (|Z1|) < ∞ .

This yields ‖Bn−1‖F‖Ln−1‖ → 0 almost surely. Combined with ‖Bn−1‖2F → 0 we
obtain ‖Gn‖F → 0 almost surely as n → ∞. Consequently,
∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

j=1

Uj−1U
T
j−1 −

1

n

n∑

j=1

U j−1U
T

j−1

∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

j=1

Gj

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 1

n

n∑

j=1

‖Gj‖F → 0

almost surely as n → ∞.

As for (6.8) we have for n ≥ 1

1√
n

n∑

j=1

Uj−1Zj −
1√
n

n∑

j=1

U j−1Zj =
1√
n

n∑

j=1

(
Uj−1 − U j−1

)
Zj

=
1√
n

n∑

j=1

Bj−1
(
U0 − U 0

)
Zj

38



so that
∥∥∥∥∥

1√
n

n∑

j=1

Uj−1Zj −
1√
n

n∑

j=1

U j−1Zj

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1√
n

n∑

j=1

‖Bj−1‖F
(
‖U0‖+ ‖U 0‖

)
|Zj|

≤ 1√
n

(
‖U0‖+ ‖U 0‖

) ∞∑

j=1

‖Bj−1‖F |Zj | → 0

almost surely as n → ∞ in view of (6.2).

From Step 1 we know that
(
Un−1Zn

)
n≥1

is stationary and ergodic, and it is a mar-

tingale difference sequence w.r.t. the filtration (Gn)n≥0, where Gn = σ(U0, Zj, j ∈
Z, j ≤ n), with E

(
‖U 0Z1‖2

)
= E

(
‖U 0‖2

)
E (Z2

1 ) < ∞ by independence of U 0

and Z1 and E
(
‖U 0‖2

)
< ∞ and E (Z2

1) = σ2 < ∞. Therefore, by Corollary 3.3,

1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk → E
(
U 0Z1

(
U 0Z1

)T)1/2
Nd G∞-mixing as n → ∞

where G∞ = σ (
⋃∞

n=0 Gn), with E
(
U 0Z1

(
U0Z1

)T)
= E (Z2

1)E
(
U0U

T

0

)
= σ4Σ

so that

(6.9)
1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk → σ2Σ1/2Nd G∞-mixing as n → ∞ .

From (6.9) and (6.8) we obtain for Un = Un (U0) with an arbitrary initial value
U0 by an application of Theorem 3.18 (a) in [5]

(6.10)
1√
n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1Zk → σ2Σ1/2Nd G∞-mixing and hence F∞-mixing

as n → ∞ since F∞ ⊂ G∞. Furthermore, Step 1 and the ergodic theorem (cf.

Theorem A.4 with X = U , T = N0, f :
(
R

d
)N0 → R

d×d, f (x) = π0 (x) π0 (x)
T ,

where π0 :
(
R

d
)N0 → R

d, π0 (x) = x0 and
∥∥f
(
U
)∥∥

F
≤
∥∥U 0

∥∥2 ∈ L1 (P )) imply

1

n

n∑

j=1

U j−1U
T

j−1 =
1

n

n−1∑

j=0

U jU
T

j → E
(
U0U

T

0

)
= σ2Σ almost surely as n → ∞ ,

so that by (6.7)

(6.11)
1

n

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1 → σ2Σ almost surely as n → ∞ .
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Step 3. The remaining part of the proof is the same as Step 3 in the first proof of
Theorem 6.1, because (6.10) is the same as (6.5) and (6.11) can be used instead
of (6.4). �

From the equations

n∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1 =

m∑

k=1

Uk−1U
T
k−1 +

n∑

k=m+1

Uk−1U
T
k−1 for all n > m ≥ 1

for symmetric and positive semidefinite matrices we see that
∑n

k=1Uk−1U
T
k−1 is

positive definite for all n ≥ m whenever
∑m

k=1Uk−1U
T
k−1 is positive definite.

Therefore, the sequence (Ωn)n≥1 of events appearing in Step 3 the proof of The-
orem 6.1 is non-decreasing so that P (Ωn) < 1 for all n ≥ 1 or P (Ωn) = 1 for
all n ≥ n0 and some n0 ≥ 1. The following examples show that both cases do
indeed occur.

Examples 6.2. 1. Let P (U0 = 0) > 0 and P (Z1 = 0) > 0. For all n ≥ 1 we have
{Yn = Yn−1 = . . . = Y1 = Y0 = . . . = Y−d+1 = 0} ⊂ Ωc

n so that

P (Ωc
n) ≥ P (Yn = Yn−1 = . . . = Y1 = Y0 = . . . = Y−d+1 = 0)

≥ P (Zn = . . . = Z1 = 0, U0 = 0) = P (Z1 = 0)n P (U0 = 0) > 0 .

2. For n ≥ 1, let

Ỹn =




Y0 Y−1 . . . Y−d+2 Y−d+1

Y1 Y0 . . . Y−d+3 Y−d+2

Y2 Y1 . . . Y−d+4 Y−d+3
...

...
...

...
Yd−1 Yd−2 . . . Y1 Y0

Yd Yd−1 . . . Y2 Y1
...

...
...

...
Yn−1 Yn−2 . . . Yn−d+1 Yn−d




=




UT
0

UT
1

UT
2
...

UT
d−1

UT
d
...

UT
n−1




.

Then Ỹ T
n Ỹn =

∑n
j=1Uj−1U

T
j−1 and rank

(
Ỹn

)
= rank

(
Ỹ T
n Ỹn

)
. We consider three

cases.

Case 1. Assume P (Y0 6= 0) = 1 and P (Y−1 = · · · = Y−d+1 = 0) = 1. Then with

probability one Ỹd is a lower triangular matrix with all diagonal elements different

from zero so that rank
(
Ỹd

)
= d almost surely which implies P (Ωd) = 1, whence

P (Ωn) = 1 for all n ≥ d.

Case 2. Assume P (U0 = 0) = 1 and P (Z1 6= 0) = 1. Then Y1 = UT
0 θ + Z1 =

Z1 6= 0 with probability one so that rank
(
Ỹd+1

)
= d almost surely and therefore

P (Ωd+1) = 1, whence P (Ωn) = 1 for all n ≥ d+ 1. �
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Case 3. Assume that PZ1 is continuous. Then rank
(
Ỹ2d

)
= d almost surely.

In fact, it follows that P Yn is continuous for every n ≥ 1 and we have d ≥
rank

(
Ỹ2d

)
≥ rank (Dd), where Dd denotes the d× d-submatrix of Ỹ2d consisting

of the last d rows of Ỹ2d, i.e.

Dd =




Yd Yd−1 . . . Y1
...

...
...

Y2d−2 Y2d−3 . . . Yd−1

Y2d−1 Y2d−2 . . . Yd


 .

In order to show that rank (Dd) = d almost surely consider for 1 ≤ j ≤ d the
j × j-submatrices Fj of Dd given by

Fj =




Yj Yj−1 . . . Y1
...

...
...

Y2j−2 Y2j−3 . . . Yj−1

Y2j−1 Y2j−2 . . . Yj


 ,

where Fd = Dd, and let Λj = {det (Fj) 6= 0}. Then by induction, P (Λj) = 1
for every 1 ≤ j ≤ d since Λ1 = {Y1 6= 0} and P (Y1 6= 0) = 1 and assuming
P (Λj−1) = 1 for some 2 ≤ j ≤ d, we obtain by Laplace expansion of det (Fj)
along the last row of Fj that

Λc
j ∩ Λj−1 = {det (Fj) = 0} ∩ Λj−1

=
{
Y2j−1 (−1)j+1 det (Fj−1) + f1 (Y1, . . . , Y2j−2) = 0

}
∩ Λj−1

= {Y2j−1 + f2 (Y1, . . . , Y2j−2) = 0} ∩ Λj−1

= {ϑ1Y2j−2 + · · ·+ ϑdY2j−1−d + Z2j−1 + f2 (Y1, . . . , Y2j−2) = 0} ∩ Λj−1

= {Z2j−1 = f3 (Ym, . . . , Y2j−2)} ∩ Λj−1 ⊂ {Z2j−1 = f3 (Ym, . . . , Y2j−2)}

form = (2j − 1− d)∧1 and certain Borel measurable functions f1, f2 : R
2j−2 → R

and f3 : R
s → R with s = 2j−1−m = 2j−2 if 2j−2 ≥ d and s = d if 2j−2 ≤ d−1

so that by independence of Z2j−1 and (Ym, . . . , Y2j−2),

P
(
Λc

j

)
= P

(
Λc

j ∩ Λj−1

)
≤ P (Z2j−1 = f3 (Ym, . . . , Y2j−2))

=

∫

Rs

P (Z2j−1 = f3 (y1, . . . , ys)) dP
(Ym,...,Y2j−2) (y1, . . . , ys) = 0 .

This implies P (Ωc
2d) ≤ P (Λc

d) = 0 and thus P (Ωn) = 1 for all n ≥ 2d. �

Finally, invertibility of the matrix Σ is shown in the following lemma which
already occurs in [1], Lemma 5.5.5.
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Lemma 6.3 The matrix
∑d−1

j=0 B
j Ĩd (B

j)
T

is positive definite. Consequently,

Σ =
∑d−1

j=0 B
j Ĩd (B

j)
T
+
∑∞

j=dB
j Ĩd (B

j)
T
is positive definite as well and hence

invertible.

Proof. Since Ĩd is symmetric and idempotent, Bj Ĩd (B
j)

T
= Bj Ĩd

(
Bj Ĩd

)T
so

that uTBj Ĩd (B
j)

T
u =

∥∥∥∥
(
Bj Ĩd

)T
u

∥∥∥∥
2

for every u ∈ R
d. Moreover, the first row

of
(
Bj Ĩd

)T
is given by the transposed first column of Bj denoted by (Bj)

•1 while

all other rows of
(
Bj Ĩd

)T
are zero which implies

∥∥∥∥
(
Bj Ĩd

)T
u

∥∥∥∥
2

= 〈(Bj)
•1 , u〉

2
.

Consequently, we obtain for every u ∈ R
d

uT

(
d−1∑

j=1

Bj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T
)
u =

d−1∑

j=1

uTBj Ĩd
(
Bj
)T

u =
d−1∑

j=1

〈(
Bj
)
•1
, u
〉2

.

For every j = 0, · · · , d − 1 the first column of the d × d-matrix Bj satisfies
(Bj)j+1,1 = 1 and (Bj)j+k,1 = 0 for k = 2, · · · , d − j. This follows by induction

from (B0)
•1 = (Id)

•1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0)T and

(
Bj+1

)
•1
=
(
BBj

)
•1
=
(〈

θ,
(
Bj
)
•1

〉
,
(
Bj
)
11
, . . . ,

(
Bj
)
d−1,1

)T
.

Now assume
∑d−1

j=0 〈(Bj)
•1 , u〉

2
= 0 for some u ∈ R

d. Hence 〈(Bj)
•1 , u〉 = 0

for every j = 0, . . . , d − 1 or equivalently Du = 0, where the j-th row of the
d × d-matrix D denoted by Dj• is given by Dj• = ((Bj−1)

•1)
T
for j = 1, . . . , d.

Then D is a lower triangular matrix with all diagonal elements equal to 1 so that
det (D) = 1 6= 0. We conclude that u = 0 is the only solution of the equation
Du = 0. �

Appendix

We recall some basic facts about stationarity and ergodicity of random processes.
Let (X ,A) denote a measurable space and let T ∈ {N,N0,Z}. The shift S = ST

on X T is defined by S (x) = S
(
(xn)n∈T

)
= (xn+1)n∈T . It is

(
AT ,AT

)
-measurable.

Let AT (S) =
{
A ∈ AT : S−1 (A) = A

}
denote the σ-field of invariant (more pre-

cisely, S-invariant) measurable subsets of X T . Let X = (Xn)n∈T be an X -valued
process defined on some probability space (Ω,F , P ) and note that X can be seen
as an X T -valued random vector. The process X is called (strictly) stationary if
P S(X) = PX and ergodic if PX

(
AT (S)

)
= {0, 1}.

In the sequel let (Y ,B) be a further measurable space and let T1, T2 ∈ {N,N0,Z}.
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Lemma A.1 Let g : X T1 → YT2 be an
(
AT1,BT2

)
-measurable map which is

equivariant in the sense of g ◦ ST1 = ST2 ◦ g. Then, if X = (Xn)n∈T1
is an X -

valued stationary process, the Y-valued process Y := g (X) is stationary. If X is

ergodic, then Y is ergodic.

Here the equation Y = g (X) means

Yn = πT2

n (Y ) = πT2

n (g (X)) =
(
πT2

n ◦ g
)
(X) =: gn (X) = gn

(
(Xn)n∈T1

)

for all n ∈ T2, where πT2

n : YT2 → Y denote the projections on YT2 .

Proof. (see [6], Lemma A1.1) Assume that X is stationary. Then

P ST2 (Y ) = P ST2◦g(X) = P g◦ST1 (X) =
(
P ST1(X)

)g
=
(
PX
)g

= P g(X) = P Y

so that Y is stationary. Next we note that g−1
(
BT2

(
ST2

))
⊂ AT1

(
ST1

)
. In fact,

if H ∈ BT2

(
ST2

)
, then

(
ST1
)−1 (

g−1 (H)
)
=
(
g ◦ ST1

)−1
(H) =

(
ST2 ◦ g

)−1
(H) = g−1

((
ST2
)−1

(H)
)

= g−1 (H) .

Hence, if X is ergodic, then

P Y
(
BT2

(
ST2
))

= PX
(
g−1

(
BT2

(
ST2
)))

⊂ PX
(
AT1

(
ST1
))

= {0, 1}

which shows that Y is ergodic. �

Equivariance of g = (gn)n∈T2
may be read as follows.

Lemma A.2 Assume T1 = Z if T2 = Z. Let g : X T1 → YT2 be measurable and

let S = ST1.

(a) Let T2 ∈ {N0,Z}. Then g is equivariant if and only if gn = h ◦ Sn for every

n ∈ T2 and some measurable map h : X T1 → Y. The same holds true in case

T2 = N and T1 = Z.

(b) Let T2 = N and T1 ∈ {N,N0}. Then g is equivariant if and only if gn =
h ◦ Sn−1 for every n ∈ N and some measurable map h : X T1 → Y. A sufficient

condition for equivariance of g is gn = h◦Sn for every n ∈ N and some measurable

map h.

Proof. Note that equivariance of g means that gn ◦S = gn+1 for every n ∈ T2. In
any case, the condition gn = h ◦Sn for every n ∈ T2 implies equivariance of g. In
fact, we obtain

gn+1 = h ◦ Sn+1 = h ◦ Sn ◦ S = gn ◦ S
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for every n ∈ T2 so that g is equivariant. Also the condition gn = h ◦ Sn−1 for
every n ∈ T2 = N implies equivariance of g since

gn+1 = h ◦ Sn = h ◦ Sn−1 ◦ S = gn ◦ S
for every n ∈ T2.

(a) Assume that g is equivariant. Let T2 ∈ {N0,Z}. Then we obtain from
gn+1 = gn ◦ S, n ∈ T2 by induction gn = g0 ◦ Sn, n ∈ N0. If T2 = Z, then
T1 = Z and by induction g−n ◦ Sn = g0, n ∈ N0 so that g−n = g0 ◦ S−n for every
n ∈ N0 since S = SZ is bijective. If T2 = N and T1 = Z, then by induction
gn = g1 ◦ Sn−1, n ∈ T2 = N. Choosing h = g1 ◦ S−1 yields gn = h ◦ Sn for every
n ∈ T2 = N.

(b) If g is equivariant, then by induction gn = g1 ◦ Sn−1, n ∈ N. �

As a consequence we obtain the following preservation of stationarity and ergod-
icity.

Lemma A.3 Let T1 = Z and let X = (Xn)n∈Z be an X -valued stationary and

ergodic process. Let f : X N0 → Y be an
(
AN0 ,B

)
-measurable map and let Yn =

f
(
(Xn−j)j≥0

)
for every n ∈ T2. Then Y = (Yn)n∈T2

is stationary and ergodic.

Proof. The map ϕ : X Z → X N0 , ϕ (x) = (x−j)j≥0 is
(
AZ,AN0

)
-measurable since

πN0

j (ϕ (x)) = x−j = πZ

−j (x) for j ≥ 0, where πN0

j and πZ

−j are projections on

X N0 and X Z, respectively, and πZ

−j is
(
AZ,A

)
-measurable. Define g = (gn)n∈T2

:

X Z → YT2 by gn = f ◦ ϕ ◦
(
SZ
)n
. Then g is equivariant by Lemma A.2 and we

have gn (x) = f
(
(xn−j)j≥0

)
for every x ∈ X Z, n ∈ T2 so that Y = g (X). The

assertion follows from Lemma A.1. �

The pointwise ergodic theorem of Birkhoff in this setting reads as follows. Let
T ∈ {N,N0,Z} and let I := AT (S), where S = ST .

Theorem A.4 (Ergodic theorem, Birkhoff ) Let X = (Xn)n∈T be an X -valued

stationary process. If f ∈ L1
(
PX
)
, then

1

n

n−1∑

j=0

f
(
(Xk+j)k∈T

)
=

1

n

n−1∑

j=0

f ◦ Sj (X) → EPX (f |I) ◦X = E (f (X) |IX)

almost surely as n → ∞ with IX = X−1 (I). The same holds true for measurable

maps f : X T → R
k×m with ‖f (X)‖F ∈ L1 (P ) by componentwise application of

the result for real-valued functions f .

Proof. See [8], Theorem 2.3, or [7], Theorem 20.14. �

Note that by Lemmas A.1 and A.2, the processes Yj = f ◦ Sj (X) , j ≥ 0 and
Yj = f ◦ Sj−1 (X) , j ≥ 1 are stationary.
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