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Abstract

We develop a statistical testing procedure to examine whether the curve-valued time

series of interest is integrated of order d for an integer d ≥ 0. The proposed procedure

can distinguish between integer-integrated time series and fractionally-integrated ones,

and it has broad applicability in practice. Monte Carlo simulation experiments show

that the proposed testing procedure performs reasonably well. We apply our methodol-

ogy to Canadian yield curve data and French sub-national age-specific mortality data.

We find evidence that these time series are mostly integrated of order one, while some

have fractional orders exceeding or falling below one.

Keywords: Functional time series; fractional integration; sequential testing; yield curves;

age-specific mortality rates

∗The R code used in this paper is available at the author’s website.
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1 Introduction

Recent advances in computing and storage technologies have facilitated the presence of

functional data with a graphical representation of curves (Ramsay and Silverman, 2005),

images (Sørensen et al., 2013), and shapes (Srivastava and Klassen, 2016). Unlike conventional

multivariate analysis, each datum in functional data analysis consists of random functions,

which are realizations of a stochastic process commonly residing in a Hilbert space. In

many scientific fields ranging from genomics to finance, analysing functional data has had

a significant impact on statistical methods and thinking, permanently changing how we

display, model and forecast high-frequency data. For an overview of functional data analysis,

Ramsay and Silverman (2005) presented several state-of-the-art statistical techniques while

Ferraty and Vieu (2006) listed a range of nonparametric techniques. Hsing and Eubank

(2015) provided theoretical foundations with an introduction to linear operators, while Mateu

and Giraldo (2022) studied spatially-dependent functional data.

Koner and Staicu (2023) presents a survey of second-generation functional data, including

the analysis of temporally dependent functional data. For an overview of functional time

series, Kokoszka and Reimherr (2017) introduced several state-of-the-art statistical techniques.

Functional time series analysis balances functional data and time series analyses. Similar to its

univariate or multivariate counterparts, a temporal dependence structure exists in functional

observations. It arises in many fields, including biology (Beran et al., 2023), transportation

(Klepsch et al., 2017), environmental science (Damon and Guillas, 2002), finance (Kokoszka

and Zhang, 2012) and demography (Chiou and Müller, 2009). Depending on whether the

continuum is also a time variable, functional time series can be classified into two groups.

For analysing functional time series, a growing body of literature has developed statistical

methods and theory. The bulk of which assumes stationarity over the temporal domain,

i.e., short-range dependence. These include the functional autoregressive model (Bosq, 2000;

Kokoszka and Reimherr, 2013), linear regression with dependent functional variables (Seong

and Seo, 2025), nonparametric functional regression (Ferraty and Vieu, 2006), functional

factor model (Bathia et al., 2010), functional moving average model (Klepsch and Klüppelberg,

2017), and functional autoregressive moving average model (Klepsch et al., 2017).

On the other hand, there have been many notable developments in long memory (see,

e.g., Li et al., 2020; Sabzikar and Kokoszka, 2023; Baek et al., 2024) and cointegration (see,

e.g., Chang et al., 2016b, 2017) of functional time series. The long-memory curve time

series describes processes with greater persistence than short-range dependent ones. In the

stationary case, autocovariance decays very slowly, and the spectral density is unbounded,
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typically at zero frequency. Chang et al. (2016b) considered cointegration for functional time

series and developed statistical methods based on functional principal component analysis.

Beare et al. (2017) and Seo and Beare (2019) extended the Granger-Johansen representation

theorem for nonstationary functional time series taking values in a Hilbert space and a Bayes

Hilbert space, respectively; more recent extensions in this area include Beare and Seo (2020),

Franchi and Paruolo (2020), and Seo (2023).

A research gap in the literature concerning stationary curve time series is how to determine

if the time series of interest is I(0) (i.e., short-range dependent) or I(d) for d ∈ (−0.5, 0.5)\{0}
(i.e., fractionally-integrated). To fill this gap, we offer our solution by presenting a functional

version of the KPSS-type test, which has been widely used for examining the stationarity of

scalar- or vector-valued time series. A similar gap exists in the literature on nonstationary

curve-valued time series, where it is often assumed that such a time series is I(1) or integrated

of any integer order, and hence, appropriately differenced sequences are assumed to be

stationary I(0) sequences. We thus extend our proposed test to assess the widespread

assumption of integer integration for nonstationary time series. A useful testing procedure

based on sequential applications of our proposed tests is also provided; it not only assesses

the statistical plausibility of integer integration but also enables practitioners to identify an

admissible range for the integration order of functional time series.

The remainder of the paper is outlined as follows. In Section 2, we define notation and

introduce fractionally-integrated functional time series. Section 3 outlines assumptions and

develops the proposed tests for examining integer integration; in Section 3.2, we test the

presence of short-range dependence against dependence implied by fractional integration in a

stationary functional time series. Its extension to the nonstationary case is documented in

Section 3.3. Some extensions of the proposed tests, including a sequential testing procedure,

are considered in Section 3.4. In Section 4 we present a series of Monte Carlo simulation

studies. In Section 5, we apply our hypothesis tests to Canadian yield curve data and French

sub-national age-specific mortality rates. Concluding remarks are given in Section 6.

2 Preliminary

2.1 Notation

We let H be a Hilbert space of square-integrable functions on a compact interval, equipped

with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and norm ∥·∥. Let LH denote the space of continuous linear operators

equipped with the usual operator norm ∥ · ∥LH . For any A ∈ LH, ranA denotes the range of
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A and rankA denotes the rank of A (i.e. the dimension of ranA). The adjoint A∗ of A is

the unique element of LH satisfying that ⟨Ah1, h2⟩ = ⟨h1, A∗h2⟩ for all h1, h2 ∈ H. If A = A∗,

it is said to be self-adjoint. We say that A is nonnegative (resp. positive) if ⟨Ah, h⟩ ≥ 0

(resp. ⟨Ah, h⟩ > 0) for all nonzero h ∈ H. An element A ∈ LH is a compact operator if

A =
∑∞

j=1 ajh1j ⊗ h2j for some orthonormal bases {h1j}j≥1 and {h2j}j≥1 and some sequence

of real numbers {aj}j≥1 tending to zero, where ⊗ denotes the tensor product on H. If A is

nonnegative, self-adjoint and compact, we may assume that h1j = h2j and aj ≥ 0, and in this

case {aj}j≥1 become the eigenvalues of A.

A H-valued random element, say U , is a measurable map from the underlying probability

space to H. We say that U is square-integrable if E[∥U∥2] < ∞, and for such a random

element, we may define its expectation E[U ] (satisfying E[⟨U, h⟩] = ⟨E[U ], h⟩ for any h ∈ H)

and covariance operator CU := E[(U − E[U ])⊗ (U − E[U ])].

2.2 Fractionally-integrated functional time series

We consider a H-valued, possibly nonstationary, time series Yt whose d-th (fractional)

difference ∆d(Yt − Y0) can be made stationary I(0) time series under a suitable initial

condition. Hereafter, such a time series is conveniently called a Fractionally-Integrated (FI)

Hilbert-valued Time Series (HTS). The formal definition of the I(0) property in this paper is

given as follows:

Definition 1. The sequence Zt is I(0) if the following are satisfied: (i) for each t ≥ 1, Zt

allows the representation Zt =
∑∞

j=0Ajηt−j for a mean-zero independently and identically

distributed (iid) sequence ηt with covariance Cη and a sequence of bounded linear operator

{Aj}j≥1 ⊂ LH with
∑∞

j=0 ∥Aj∥LH <∞; (ii) its long-run covariance (
∑∞

j=0Aj)Cη(
∑∞

j=0Aj)
∗

is a nonzero operator.

The I(0) property is adopted from recent articles (e.g., Beare et al., 2017; Beare and Seo,

2020; Seo, 2023) concerning integer-integrated functional time series. As will be discussed in

detail later, however, the meaning of ∆d(Yt − Y0) being I(0) is more general and differs in

the present paper. This difference arises not only because d is allowed to be a fraction, but

also, more importantly, because we require only that the highest memory of the time series

∆d(Yt − Y0) be zero, while allowing it to contain anti-persistent components, provided that

stationarity is preserved. Specifically, there may be a projection map P such that ∆d̃P (Yt−Y0)
is I(0) for some d̃ ∈ (−1/2, 0] in our setup. This treatment is not only more realistic but also

necessary for our subsequent analysis in developing a novel test for integer-order integration
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of functional time series.

We are interested in examining integer-order integration hypotheses, i.e., Yt ∼ I(d), where

H0 : d is an integer against H1 : d is a fraction.

Testing the above hypotheses is important for practitioners because it helps determine an

important characteristic of functional time series and identify a suitable statistical model.

The cases with d = 0 and 1 may be the most empirically relevant, and thus, we will focus

on these cases subsequently. Moreover, because of technical reasons, we restrict the range of

admissible values of d as d > −1/2. To sum up, we will mainly examine if d is an integer

contained in the interval (−1/2, 2); however, our test to be developed can be extended to

allow the case with d ≥ 2 in an obvious way, which will be discussed in Section 3 (see Remark

3.3).

3 Testing integer integration

3.1 Assumptions

We will consider the time series of functional observations Y0 = {Yt − Y0}Tt=1. For some

nonnegative integer δ ≥ 0, we hereafter let Yδ = {Yδ,t}Tt=δ+1 be the δ-th difference of Y0, i.e.,

Yδ,t = ∆δ(Yt − Y0), t ≥ δ + 1, (3.1)

where ∆0 is understood as the identity operator. For our asymptotic analysis, we will assume

that the time series Y0 satisfies some regularity conditions, which are introduced below:

Assumption F. The time series Y0 = {Y0,t}t≥1 is a FIHTS satisfying the following properties:

(i) For some K > 0, there exist a H-valued sequence {Xt}t≥1 and orthogonal projections

P1, . . . , PK such that
∑K

j=1 Pj = IH (the identity map on H) and Y0,t =
∑K

j=1 PjXt for

t ≥ 1. Moreover, for each j = 1 . . . , K and

d1 > d2 > . . . > dK > −1/2,
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there exists a stationary I(0) sequence {vj,t}t∈Z satisfying the following:

v1,t = ∆d1P1Xt =
∞∑
k=0

ψ1,kεt−k, (3.2)

...

vK,t = ∆dKPKXt =
∞∑
k=0

ψK,kεt−k, (3.3)

where {ψj,k}j≥1 is a sequence in LH with
∑∞

k=0 k∥ψj,k∥LH <∞ for all j, and εt is an

iid copies of ε with mean zero and positive definite covariance Cε.

(ii) E[∥εt∥p] <∞ for some p > max{4, 2/(2dK + 1)}.

(iii) H1 := ranP1 is finite dimensional, i.e., dim(H1) = rankP1 <∞.

(iv) d1 ∈ (−1/2, 2).

Some comments on Assumption F are in order. We first note that Y0 is a FIHTS with

the dominant subspace H1 := ranP1 (see e.g., Li et al., 2020, 2023; Seo and Shang, 2024).

The case where H1 is a finite dimensional subspace has been considered in the literature

on FIHTS, and thus Assumption F(iii) does not seem to be restrictive. In our theoretical

development, finite dimensionality of H1 is only used to easily obtain a stochastic bound

of a certain operator (see e.g., (A.8)). It should also be noted that we do not require finite

dimensionality of the other subspaces (i.e., ranP2, . . . , ranPK), and thus the time series

described by Assumptions F(i)-(iii) is still quite general than those considered in the recent

literature. If d1 = 0, the time series Xt defined in Assumption F is I(0) in the sense of

Definition 1. That is, the time series basically allows potential memory reduction on H and

thus our statistical inference needs to be based on elements in H1; if we use (IH − P1)Zt,

then we may mistakenly conclude that its memory is negative even if Y0 is I(0) and, due to

this nature, it is important to base our statistical inference on the dominant subspace H1.

Assumption F(iv) is introduced to simplify the subsequent discussion. Under this assumption,

the order of integer integration is either 0 or 1. This assumption does not place any practical

restriction given that examples of I(d) processes with d ≥ 2 appear to be scarce and thus they

have been seldom discussed in the literature on function time series analysis. Moreover, even

if we mainly develop our theoretical results under this assumption, it is straightforward to

extend the subsequent results to the case with d1 ∈ (−1/2,m) for some other integer m > 2

(see Remark 3.3).
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It will be convenient to introduce some additional notation. For any time series Z =

{Zt}Tt=t0
(which will be set to Y0, Y1 or their projections in the subsequent discussion), where

the realizations are given for t = t0, . . . , T (e.g., t0 = 1 if Z = Y0 while t0 = 2 if Z = Y1), we

define

KT(Z) :=
T∑

t=t0

(
t∑

s=t0

Zs ⊗
t∑

s=t0

Zs

)
.

We also let

ΛT(Z) := T−1

q∑
s=−q

w(s, q)
∑

t0≤t,t−s≤T

Zt ⊗ Zt−s, (3.4)

where w(s, q) = 1 − |s|/(q + 1), which corresponds to the Bartlett kernel weight function.

KT(Z) (resp. ΛT(Z)) is the unnormalized sample covariance (long-run covariance) operator of∑t
s=t0

Zs (resp. Zt).

3.2 Testing I(0)-ness against FI alternatives

We first consider testing I(0)-ness (i.e., d1 = 0) against stationary FI alternatives (i.e.,

the cases where d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) \ {0}), and then this will be later extended to the case

accommodating nonstationary FI alternatives (i.e., the cases where d1 ≥ 1/2). The test is

constructed from the time series Y0.

Under Assumption F, we know that v1,t = ∆d1P1Xt is a stationary I(0) sequence. We let

Λv1 denote the population long-run covariance operator of v1,t, i.e.,

Λv1 =
∞∑

s=−∞

E [v1,t ⊗ v1,t−s] .

Let h̄ be any unit-norm element of the dominant subspace H1. We first establish the

following preliminary result, which helps in understanding the practical challenges involved

in developing a test for examining integer integration: below and hereafter, we let W denote

the standard Brownian motion on [0, 1] and let
∫
represent

∫ 1

0
for notational simplicity.

Proposition 3.1 (An infeasible test). Suppose that −1/2 < d1 < 1/2 and Assumption F is

satisfied. Then,

T−2⟨KT(Y0)h̄, h̄⟩
d→ cD

∫
W (r)2dr if d1 = 0,
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where cD = ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩. On the other hand,

T−2⟨KT(Y0)h̄, h̄⟩
p→ 0 if d1 ∈ (−1/2, 0),

T−2⟨KT(Y0)h̄, h̄⟩
p→ ∞ if d1 ∈ (0, 1/2).

From Proposition 3.1, we know that the statistic ⟨KT(Y0)h̄, h̄⟩ has discriminating power

for the null hypothesis of I(0)-ness against stationary FI alternatives. However, in practice,

Proposition 3.1 cannot directly be used for statistical inference since cD and h̄, which is

an element of H1, are unknown. Given that h̄ is an element of the dominant subspace,

one might attempt to replace h̄ with a reasonable estimator h̄T , which can be obtained by

estimating the dominant subspace of H1 using some existing methods (see, e.g., Li et al.,

2020), and then employing a standard long-run covariance estimator, if available, to replace

cD = ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩ with its feasible counterpart. In fact, our estimator is obtained in a broadly

similar manner. However, it should be noted that the asymptotic properties of the estimator

of h̄ will inevitably and crucially depend on the value of d1 and possibly on the other memory

parameters, d2, . . . , dK (it is difficult to believe that a reasonable estimator, independent of

the memory properties, exists). As a consequence, it is also not straightforward at all to

replace cD with its feasible counterpart while preserving discriminating power against FI

alternatives for any nonzero values of d1.

In order to have a feasible and asymptotically valid test, we require additional conditions

for the time series introduced in Assumption F. We will hereafter assume the following

conditions for the stationary component of Y0:

Assumption S. Let dS := max{dj : dj < 1/2} and let PS =
∑

dj≤dS
Pj in Assumption F.

The stationary sequence of PSXt satisfies the following: (i) T−1
∑T

t=1 PSXt = Op(T
−1/2+dS);

(ii) for any ℓ ≥ 0, T−1
∑T

t=ℓ+t0
PSXt ⊗ PSXt−ℓ

p→ CS,ℓ := E[PSXt ⊗ PSXt−ℓ] and (iii) CS,0 is

positive definite on H1.

Some comments on the above are in order. Note that the time series {PSXt}t≥1 is a

stationary process, and in this case, assuming condition (ii) does not appear to be restrictive.

For example, Salish and Gleim (2019) establish (i) and (ii) for FIHTS (with long-range

dependence) under nonrestrictive conditions. Assumption S along with Assumption F will be

maintained throughout this section.

We next show that a feasible version of the test can be obtained from KT(Y0) and its

dominant eigenvector h̄T , corresponding to the maximal eigenvalue. Specifically, consider the
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test statistic

V0 = T−2 ⟨KT(Y0)h̄T , h̄T ⟩
⟨ΛT(Y0)h̄T , h̄T ⟩

.

The above statistic is used to examine the null of I(0)-ness against FI alternatives. V0 may

be viewed as a ratio of two different variances (associated with KT(Y0) and ΛT(Y0)), and

thus it may be called a variance-ratio statistic. The dominant eigenvector h̄T can easily be

computed from the standard functional principal component analysis (FPCA), and thus the

test statistic is easy-to-compute.

We will show that the test based on V0 is consistent against stationary FI alternatives

under the following additional assumptions: below, we let X1 = {P1Xt}Tt=1, where Xt and P1

are detailed in Assumption F (note that the subscript 1 is associated with P1 and is used

differently from that of Y1).

Assumption A1. d1 = dS = max{dj : dj < 1/2}, and furthermore, the following hold:

(i) q−2d1⟨ΛT(X1)h, h⟩
p→ cj,h > 0 for any h ∈ H1 with ∥h∥ = 1; (ii) q → ∞ and q = o(T υ) for

υ ∈ (0, 1/2); if d1 < 0, it is further assumed that υ < |(d1 − d2)/2d1|.

Assumption A1(i) is a high-level assumption employed to conveniently obtain a feasible

version of the test. Under Assumptions F and S, primitive sufficient conditions for this can

be found in e.g., Abadir et al. (2009), as detailed in Remark 3.1. Requirements for the

lag-truncation parameter q are detailed by Assumption A1(ii). A choice of q for the case when

d1 ≥ 0 is common in practical studies, necessiating the sample long-run covariance estimation,

and thus does not place any practical restriction. The requirement for the case d1 < 0 is

introduced for mathematical convenience, related to anti-persistent components; combined

with Assumption A1(i), this assumption facilitates extending our asymptotic results developed

for persistent FIHTS (with d1 > 0) to the case with anti-persistent FIHTS (with d1 < 0);

see our proof of Proposition 3.2. This specifically requires that q increases at a sufficiently

slow rate depending on the values of d1 and d2. A theoretical choice satisfying this condition

regardless of the values of d1 and d2 is q = O(log T ). We conjecture that this assumption

is not essential for our theoretical results and can be relaxed by developing appropriate

asymptotic results for anti-persistent functional time series. However, investigating this issue

requires a comprehensive study of its own, and thus we do not further pursue it in the present

paper.

Remark 3.1. If d1 < 1/2 (and thus d1 = dS), for any h ∈ Hj with ∥h∥ = 1, ⟨ΛT(X1)h, h⟩
is the sample long-run covariance estimator of a fourth-order stationary I(d1) sequence

(Assumption F). From Theorem 2.2 of Abadir et al. (2009), we know that, under certain
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non-restrictive conditions on the spectral density and autocovariances of such a time series

(detailed in equation (1.1) and Assumption M in their paper), ⟨q−2d1ΛT(X1)h, h⟩ converges to
a positive constant depending on d1 and h, under a requirement on q implied by Assumption

A1(ii) (see Section A.3 of the Appendix for more details). In this case, Assumption A1(i) is

clearly satisfied.

We next develop a feasible test of the null of I(0)-ness against stationary FI alternatives.

Proposition 3.2 (Feasible test of I(0)-ness). Suppose that −1/2 < d1 < 1/2 and Assump-

tions F, S and A1 are satisfied. Then,

V0
p or d−→


0 if d1 ∈ (−1/2, 0),∫
W (r)2dr if d1 = 0,

∞ if d1 ∈ (0, 1/2).

Proposition 3.2 shows that the V0-test has power against stationary FI alternatives with

d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) \ {0}. Given this result, it appears to be reasonable to conjecture that this

test also has power against nonstationary FI alternatives concerning more persistent FIHTS,

and this is investigated in the following:

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that d1 ≥ 1/2 and Assumptions F and S hold. If d1 = 1/2, we

further assume that, for any h ∈ H1 and t = 1, . . . , T ,

⟨P1Xt, h⟩ = Op(
√

log T ), (3.5)

where P1Xt is defined in Assumption F. Then, V0
p→ ∞.

In fact, based on some key asymptotic results used in the proof of Proposition 3.2, it is

not difficult to show that the test statistic V0 diverges to infinity under nonstationary FI

alternatives with d1 > 1/2. To conveniently address the particular case of weak nonstationarity

(d1 = 1/2), Proposition 3.3 imposes condition (3.5). This condition does not seem restrictive

and is expected to hold generally given that ⟨P1Xt, h⟩ can be understood as the partial sum

process
∑t

s=1 xs, where {xs}s≥1 is an I(−1/2) time series, and
∑T

s=1 xs = Op(
√
log T ) holds

under standard regularity conditions for such a time series; see, e.g., Liu (1998, Lemma 2.1)

and Tanaka (2017, Ch. 12).

Propositions 3.2 and 3.3 give us a consistent test for examining if d1 ∈ (−1/2, 0), {0}, or
(0,∞). Rejection in the upper (resp. lower) tail of the V0-test means that the time series is

fractionally-integrated with persistence (resp. anti-persistence).
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3.3 Testing I(1)-ness against FI alternatives

Suppose that the V0-test proposed in Section 3.2 rejects the null hypothesis of I(0)-ness in

the upper tail and thus d1 > 0 is concluded. Practitioners may then be interested in testing

the null of I(1)-ness against FI alternatives as the next step. Considering the properties of

an I(1) time series, it may be appropriate to apply the test considered in Section 3.2 to the

first-differenced observations Y1 = {Y1,t}Tt=2 (see (3.1)). Specifically, define

V1 = T−2 ⟨KT(Y1)h̄T , h̄T ⟩
⟨ΛT(Y1)h̄T , h̄T ⟩

, (3.6)

where h̄T is the dominant eigenvector which we used in Section 3.2. We will demonstrate that

the test based on the above statistic can be used to examine I(1)-ness against FI alternatives,

not only as a test applied after the V0-test in Section 3.2, but also as a standalone test

for examining I(1)-ness against I(d)-ness for any other possible d in the admissible range

(−1/2, 2) (see Remark 3.2 to appear).

We investigate the asymptotic properties of V1. To this end, for the time series defined in

Assumption F, we let ∆X1 = {P1∆Xt}Tt=2 and employ the following conditions:

Assumption A2. d1 > 1/2 and the following hold: (i) q−2(d1−1)⟨ΛT(∆X1)h, h⟩
p→ cj,h > 0

for any h ∈ H1 with ∥h∥ = 1; (ii) if d1 = 3/2, for any h ∈ H1, ⟨P1∆Xt, h⟩ = Op(
√
log T );

(iii) q → ∞ and q = o(T υ) for υ ∈ (0, 1/2); if d1 ∈ (1/2, 1), υ < |(d1 − d2)/2(d1 − 1)|.

The above conditions are obvious adaptations of Assumption A1 and(3.5) for nonstationary

FIHTS with d1 > 1/2. We first show that the V1-test is consistent against nonstationary FI

alternatives.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose that d1 > 1/2 and Assumptions F, S and A2 are satisfied. Then,

the following hold:

V1
p or d−→


0 if d1 ∈ (1/2, 1),∫
W (r)2dr if d1 = 1,

∞ if d1 > 1.

That is, the V1-test can distinguish the null of I(1)-ness from nonstationary FI alternatives.

Moreover, we can determine which of the following intervals includes the memory parameter

d1: (1/2, 1), {1}, and (1, 2).

Even if the V1-test, described in Proposition 3.4, can be used to examine I(1)-ness, there

is an unsatisfactory property as a test used after rejection of the V0-test in the upper tail:
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according to Propositions 3.2 and 3.3, rejection of the V0-test means that the memory

parameter of Y0 is contained in the interval (0,∞), but rejection of the V1-test in the lower

tail in Proposition 3.4 means that the memory of Y0 is included in the interval (1/2, 1),

not (0, 1) containing all fractions between 0 and 1. Thus it would be useful if we extend

the V1-test given in Proposition 3.4 so that the test has a discriminating power when Y0 is

FIHTS in Assumption F with d1 ∈ [0, 1/2]. We hereafter investigate this issue. Given that

Y0 ∼ I(d1) implies that ∆Xt ∼ I(d1 − 1), this obviously requires a detailed investigation of

statistical properties of an I(d1 − 1) process. A complicated case occurs particularly when

d1 = 1/2, and, to deal with this case conveniently, we assume the following condition for the

subsequent discussion:

Assumption A3. If d1 = 1/2, the following hold: (i) ⟨P1Xt, h⟩ = Op(
√
log T ); (ii) q → ∞

and q = o(T υ) for υ ∈ (0, 1/2) and there exists a divergent sequence dT = o(T/ log T ) such

that dT ⟨ΛT(∆X1)h, h⟩ is bounded away from zero with probability approaching one for every

h ∈ H1.

Assumption A3(i) is a repetition of the requirement for the case with d1 = 1/2 given in

Proposition 3.3. Assumption A3(ii) seems to be a fairly high-level condition, but it is not

restrictive. For example, Cho et al. (2015, Theorem 6) show that Gaussian I(−1/2) processes

generally satisfy this condition with dT = q/ log q, which is of much smaller asymptotic order

than T/ log T under q = o(T 1/2). We thus believe that some deviations from the conditions

employed by Cho et al. (2015) can also be accommodated under Assumption A3. The desired

extension of the V1-test in Proposition 3.4 is given as a direct consequence of our next result:

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that 0 ≤ d1 ≤ 1/2 and Assumptions F, S and A3 hold. Then

V1 →p 0.

Remark 3.2. Proposition 3.5 can be extended to the case with −1/2 < d1 ≤ 1/2 without

requiring further assumptions. In fact, our proof of Proposition 3.5 given in the Appendix is

provided to accommodate this more general case. This means that the V1-test is a standalone

test, which can be used to examine I(1)-ness against I(d) for any other values of d in the

admissible range (−1/2, 2) (see Assumption F(iv)).

Remark 3.3 (V2-test and its further extension). Due to simplicity and empirical relevance,

we focus in this paper on the case with d1 ∈ (−1/2, 2). However, the V1-test can be extended

to another test, say the V2-test, using the second-differenced time series of Y2,t (see (3.1)), for

examining I(2)-ness against FI alternatives. The extension from the V1-test to the V2-test
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is quite obvious and similar to that from the V0-test to the V1-test, which is described by

Propositions 3.4 and 3.5. In a similar manner, the Vk-test for an integer k ≥ 3 can also be

considered.

3.4 Extensions

3.4.1 Sequential testing procedure

In this section, we consider a combined procedure of the two tests developed in Sections 3.2

and 3.3 as a way to assess the statistical plausibility of the null hypothesis of integer integration.

Let ηα be the α% quantile of
∫
W (r)2dr for α ∈ (0, 1/2). Consider the following test function:

Dseq = 1{ηα < V0 < η1−α}+ 1{V0 > η1−α}1{ηα < V1 < η1−α}, (3.7)

where 1{·} denotes the binary indicator function and Dseq = 1 is understood as acceptance of

the null hypothesis of integer integration. If d1 = 0, we find that P(ηα < V0 < η1−α) → 1−2α

while P(V0 > η1−α) → 0. On the other hand, if d1 = 1, P(V0 > η1−α) → 1 and P(ηα < V1 <

η1−α) → 1− 2α. Thus under either of these cases, P{Dseq = 1} → 1− 2α. If d1 is a fraction

in (−1/2, 2), then either of the following holds:

P(V0 < ηα) → 1, P(V0 > η1−α and V1 < ηα) → 1 or P(V0 > η1−α and V1 > η1−α) → 1.

Therefore, P{Dseq = 0} → 1. Therefore, (3.7) constitutes a consistent decision rule to

distinguish the null hypothesis of integer integration against fractional integration with

significant level 2α. These results are summarized below:

Corollary 3.1. Suppose that all the assumptions for the V0- and V1-tests in Sections 3.2

and 3.3 are satisfied for d1 ∈ (−1/2, 2). Then, under the null of integer integration of order 0

or 1,

P{Dseq = 1} → 1− 2α.

Under the alternative of fractional integration of order d ∈ (−1/2, 2) \ {0, 1},

P{Dseq = 0} → 1.

Remark 3.4. For simplicity, we only considered FIHTS with the memory parameter d1 ∈
(−1/2, 2). However, we may extend the testing procedure developed in Corollary 3.1 to

accommodate integrated time series of a higher order by sequentially adding the Vk-test for

k = 2, 3, . . . ,M for a finite integer M , obtained from extending the V1-test (see Remark
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3.3). As illustrated by Corollary 3.1, sequential applications of these tests do not distort the

asymptotic size and are consistent. For example, if we consider the case with d1 ∈ (−1/2, 3),

we can additionally apply the V2-test described in Remark 3.3, and in this case, the relevant

test function will become

Dseq = 1{ηα < V0 < η1−α}+ 1{V0 > η1−α}1{ηα < V1 < η1−α}

+ 1{V0 > η1−α}1{V1 > η1−α}1{ηα < V2 < η1−α}.

As shown above, the combination of the V0- and V1-tests can not only be used to examine

integer integration, but also enables us to determine which of the following subsets of (−1/2, 2)

contains the true memory parameter:

I1 = (−1/2, 0), I2 = {0}, I3 = (0, 1), I4 = {1}, I5 = (1, 2).

That is, by first applying the V0-test, we may determine if d1 ∈ I1 (when the test is rejected in

the lower tail) or d1 ∈ I2 (when the test is not rejected) or d1 ∈ I3 ∪I4 ∪I5 (when the test is

rejected in the upper tail). If the latter is concluded from the V0-test, then we may apply the

V1-test to determine if d1 ∈ I3 (when the test is rejected in the lower tail) or d1 ∈ I4 (when

the test is not rejected) or d1 ∈ I5 (when the test is rejected in the upper tail). This can be

a useful information in implementing some statistical methods on the memory parameter

requiring appropriate bounds of d1 as an input, such as the local Whittle estimator of Li

et al. (2021), Li et al. (2023), and Seo and Shang (2024) in the functional time series setup.

If the time series of interest is anticipated to be similar to an I(1) process as in many

empirical examples, a reversed procedure may be more practically relevant. Specifically, we

may first apply the V1-test to determine if d1 ∈ I5 (when the test is rejected in the upper

tail) or d1 ∈ I4 (when the test is not rejected) or d1 ∈ I1 ∪ I2 ∪ I3 (when the test is rejected

in the lower tail). If the latter is concluded from the V1-test, we may apply the V0-test to

determine if d1 ∈ I3 (when the test is rejected in the upper tail) or d1 ∈ I2 (when the test is

not rejected) or d1 ∈ I1 (when the test is rejected in the lower tail). This may be understood

as a reversed version of the aforementioned testing procedure.

3.4.2 Deterministic terms

In the previous sections, we have used the initialized variable Yt − Y0, which is assumed to

have zero mean. We in this section consider the case with an unknown intercept, where

observations are given by Ỹ0 = µ+Y0 = {µ+ Y0,t}Tt=1, and consider a testing procedure that
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is robust to the existence of an unknown intercept. We hereafter define

K̃T(Z) :=
T∑

t=t0

(
t∑

s=t0

(Zs − Z̄T )

)
⊗

(
t∑

s=t0

(Zs − Z̄T )

)
,

where Z̄T is the sample mean of Zt over t = t0, . . . , T . We also let

Λ̃T(Z) := T−1

q∑
s=−q

w(s, q)
∑

t0≤t,t−s≤T

(Zt − Z̄T )⊗ (Zt−s − Z̄T ),

where w(s, q) = 1− |s|/(q + 1). We then consider the test statistic given as follows:

Ṽ0 = T−2 ⟨K̃T(Ỹ0)h̃T , h̃T ⟩
⟨Λ̃T(Ỹ0)h̃T , h̃T ⟩

,

where h̃T is the dominant eigenvector of K̃T(Y0).

We can similarly define Ṽ1 as in (3.6). However, since we use the first-differenced sequence

for this test, the test statistic does not change from V1 in (3.6), except that h̄T is replaced by

h̃T . As will be discussed in our proof of Proposition 3.6, under Assumption F, h̃T satisfies

all the necessary properties required for h̄T , which are used to establish the asymptotic

properties of the test. Hence, the two tests have the same limiting behaviors under the null

and alternative hypotheses. We thus focus only on the limiting behavior of Ṽ0 in this section.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose that −1/2 < d1 < 1/2, Assumptions F and S hold, and Assumption

A1 is satisfied when ΛT (X1) is replaced by Λ̃T (X1). Then,

Ṽ0
p or d−→


0 if d1 ∈ (−1/2, 0),∫
W̃ (r)2dr if d1 = 0,

∞ if d1 ∈ (0, 1/2),

where W̃ is the standard Brownian bridge on [0, 1], given by W̃ (r) = W (r) − rW (1). If

d1 ≥ 1/2, Assumptions F and S hold, and (3.5) is satisfied when d1 = 1/2, then Ṽ0
p→ ∞.

Remark 3.5. We discuss primitive sufficient conditions for Assumption A1(i) to be satisfied

when ΛT (X1) is replaced by Λ̃T (X1) in Section A.3 of the Appendix.
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4 Simulation studies

4.1 Simulation data generating process

We provide simulation results for the proposed test. The simulation data generating process

(DGP) considered in this section is similar to the curve-valued processes considered by Seo

and Shang (2024). In our subsequent experiments, d1 is controlled to be a specified value in

[−0.45, 0.45], and depending on this value, we generate FIHTS so that it exhibits various

degrees of memory reduction on H.

Let {ek}k≥1 be an orthonormal basis of H, where {ek}r1k=1 is an orthonormal set, spanning

the dominant subspace H1 = ranP1 of dimension r1 > 0. We next define H2 = ranP2 as the

(r2 − r1)-dimensional subspace spanned by {ek}r2k=r1+1, and successively define Hj = ranPj

as the span of {ek}
rj
k=rj−1+1 for j = 1, . . . , K and r1 < r2 < . . . < rK .

For each j, we let ∆djPjXt in (3.2) – (3.3) be generated as follows:

∆djPjXt =

rj∑
ℓ=rj−1+1

aℓ,tσℓeℓ, aℓ,t ∼ ARMA(1, 1), (4.1)

where the AR coefficient ϕℓ and MA coefficient θℓ, characterizing the ARMA(1, 1) process

{aℓ,t}, are determined as follows in each simulation run:

ϕℓ ∼ U [−b, b] and θℓ ∼ U [−b, b],

for some b > 0 without dependence on any other variables. In the subsequent simulation

experiments, we consider the cases with b = 0.15 and b = 0.6, and obviously, the former

case is closer to white noise than the latter. Using (4.1) and an appropriate anti-differencing

operation, we construct PjXt and compute Y0,t as Y0,t =
∑K

j=1 PjXt for large enough K > 0.

σℓ in (4.1) is a sequence decaying to zero as ℓ gets larger, this is introduced to ensure the

required summability condition for the resulting time series to be H-valued (see e.g. Nielsen

et al., 2023a); we specifically let σℓ = ℓ−2 so that the variances of aℓ,t for ℓ ≥ 1 become

summable.

For each simulation run where d1 is specified, we let d2, . . . , dK and the dimensions of

ranPj, pj = rj − rj−1 (for j ≥ 1 with r0 = 0), be randomly determined. By doing so, we

can evaluate the average performance of the proposed test to some degree for various values

of those parameters. Specifically, in our simulation concerning the stationary FIHTS (i.e.,

the case where d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2)), we let pj ∼ [U(1, 4)], where [a] denotes the integer part of

a. The memory parameters d2, . . . , dK are determined as the ordered (from the largest to
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smallest) realizations {d̄j}Kj=1 from uniform random variables given by

d̄j ∼

U((d1 − 0.2) ∨ −0.5, (d1 − 0.1) ∨ −0.49) if j = 2,

U((d1 − 0.5) ∨ −0.5, (d1 − 0.2) ∨ −0.49) if j ≥ 3,
(4.2)

where a ∨ b = max{a, b} for a, b ∈ R. Since we consider the case where d1 ∈ [−0.45, 0.45], d2

(i.e., the largest d̄j) obtained as above satisfies that 0.04 < |d1 − d2| < 0.2, and hence the

simulation DGP always allows a moderate memory reduction, which may be regarded as a

realistic assumption in many empirical applications.

In the cases where nonstationary FIHTS are considered, we let d1 ≥ 0.55, and let p1(= r1),

p2(= r2 − r1) and d2 be determined as follows:

p1 ∼ [U(1, 4)], p2 ∼ [U(1, 4)], d2 ∼ U((d1 − 0.2) ∨ 0.5, (d1 − 0.1) ∨ 0.51). (4.3)

We then let P1Xt and P2Xt constitute the nonstationary part XN
t of the time series, with

∆d1P1Xt and ∆d2P2Xt being generated as in (4.1). The time series used in the analysis is

obtained by adding a stationary component XS
t to this nonstationary time series; specifically

we let the stationary part XS
t be generated exactly as in the above case concerning stationary

FIHTS with d1 = 0.25.

We let the basis system {ek}k≥1 vary to some degree across different simulation runs (see

e.g., Aue et al., 2018). Specifically, we let {ek}k≥1 be the Fourier basis functions of which the

first five basis functions are randomly permuted, so that the dominant parts of the time series

take values in different subspaces across different simulation runs. This is also to avoid that

the performance of the test is evaluated with specific shapes of the dominant components of

the generated functional observations.

4.2 Simulation results

We first examine the sizes and correct rejection rates of the proposed V0- and V1-tests in

various scenarios regarding the integration order. The correct rejection rate is slightly different

from the power of the test. Specifically, it measures the relative frequency that the null is

rejected at lower (resp. upper) tail when d1 < 0 (resp. d1 > 0) for the V0-test. For the V1-test,

it measures the relative frequency that the test is rejected at lower (resp. upper) tail when

d1 < 1 (resp. d1 > 1). Considering that our testing results may also be used to conjecture a

reasonable range for d1, the correct rejection rate represents a performance measure as the

relative frequency of the correct decision being made by the proposed test.
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Table 1 shows the simulated sizes and correct rejection rates of the V0- and V1-tests in

various scenarios. It may be noticeable that the V0-test (resp. V1-test) performs better in

the case where d1 > 0 (resp. d1 > 1) compared to the case where d1 < 0 (resp. d1 < 1).

This may be partly due to the restriction on admissible values of dj in the DGP in each

case. As described in (4.2) and (4.3), in the simulation DGP concerning the stationary (resp.

nonstationary) case, the second most persistent I(d2) component is set to a stationary (resp.

nonstationary) process, and thus d2 needs to satisfy d2 > −1/2 (resp. d2 > 1/2). If d1 is

lower than the specified integer value under the null in each case, the gap between d1 and d2

tends to be smaller, and overall d1, . . . , dK tend to become more homogeneous (and hence less

distinguishable from the data) compared to the case where d1 is greater than the specified

integer value.

Table 1: Size and correct rejection rates

(a) V0-test for H0 : d1 = 0

HH
HHHHT

d1 -0.45 -0.3 -0.15 0 0.15 0.3 0.45

b = 0.15 250 0.832 0.470 0.128 0.031 0.264 0.659 0.946
500 0.942 0.654 0.195 0.038 0.322 0.762 0.968
750 0.979 0.757 0.248 0.036 0.360 0.804 0.984
1000 0.994 0.812 0.282 0.041 0.392 0.834 0.991

b = 0.60 250 0.781 0.471 0.155 0.062 0.281 0.674 0.943
500 0.910 0.643 0.220 0.064 0.342 0.762 0.968
750 0.952 0.736 0.269 0.062 0.378 0.802 0.981
1000 0.978 0.791 0.306 0.064 0.398 0.841 0.990

(b) V1-test for H0 : d1 = 1

HHH
HHHT
d1 0.55 0.7 0.85 1 1.15 1.3 1.45

b = 0.15 250 0.800 0.460 0.117 0.032 0.280 0.676 0.945
500 0.935 0.658 0.168 0.035 0.358 0.790 0.971
750 0.975 0.757 0.206 0.028 0.404 0.834 0.981
1000 0.990 0.809 0.238 0.033 0.432 0.862 0.987

b = 0.60 250 0.752 0.465 0.148 0.062 0.294 0.687 0.939
500 0.901 0.634 0.206 0.064 0.373 0.789 0.970
750 0.955 0.730 0.235 0.058 0.411 0.830 0.981
1000 0.974 0.788 0.264 0.054 0.431 0.857 0.985

Notes: In the case with either d1 = 0 or 1, the size of the test is reported; the nominal size is 5%. Except for
these cases, the correct rejection rates are reported. The number of Monte Carlo replications in each case
is 2000.

Overall, the V0- and V1-tests perform better as the sample size T gets larger, and both

18



tests have good size control. The correct rejection rates also increase as d1 moves away from

the hypothesized integer value for both tests, which may well be expected from the theoretical

results presented earlier. The parameter b, which measures the tendency of departure of the

underlying ARMA process {aℓ,t} from white noise, seems to affect the performance of the

tests, but the difference is moderate for the considered values of b.

We next examine the performance of the sequential testing procedure discussed in Sec-

tion 3.4.1. We first investigate how accurately the testing procedure identifies integer

integration (the cases where d = 0 or 1) in the simulation DGP. We also assess its perfor-

mance in the case of fractional integration by computing the relative frequency of correctly

identifying the interval that includes the fractional order. The simulation results are presented

in Table 2, along with additional details of the Monte Carlo experiments. Overall, the testing

procedure performs reasonably well, even with a moderate sample size of T = 250, and its

performance improves clearly as the sample size increases.

Table 2: Relative frequencies of correct determination of integer/fractional integration

(a) Case with integer integration

Case T = 250 T = 500 T = 750 T = 1000
b = 0.15 d1 ∈ {0, 1} 0.970 0.960 0.959 0.957

d1 = 0 0.969 0.959 0.959 0.952
d1 = 1 0.950 0.955 0.957 0.962

b = 0.60 d1 ∈ {0, 1} 0.947 0.941 0.936 0.934
d1 = 0 0.948 0.935 0.934 0.931
d1 = 1 0.924 0.941 0.937 0.938

(b) Case with fractional integration

Case T = 250 T = 500 T = 750 T = 1000
b = 0.15 d1 < 0 0.520 0.669 0.756 0.794

d1 ∈ (0, 1) 0.552 0.714 0.770 0.794
d1 > 1 0.715 0.757 0.800 0.827

b = 0.60 d1 < 0 0.533 0.657 0.718 0.754
d1 ∈ (0, 1) 0.563 0.702 0.749 0.776
d1 > 1 0.724 0.767 0.788 0.806

Notes: In the top panel, d1 is set to 0 or 1 in the simulation DGP, and the case d1 ∈ {0, 1} reports the
relative frequency of the cases where d1 = 0 or 1 is concluded by the testing procedure for each sample size;
the total number of Monte Carlo replications is set to 2000. Within the same simulation results, the case
d1 = 0 (resp. d1 = 1) reports the frequency of correctly determining d1 by the testing procedure, relative to
the frequency of the cases where d1 = 0 (resp. d1 = 1) in the simulation DGP. The bottom panel reports the
frequency of correctly identifying the subset Ij for each sample size, relative to the frequency of the cases
where d1 ∈ Ij in the simulation DGP. In each simulation run concerning this case, d1 is randomly chosen;
specifically, d1 is determined by one of the following four uniform random variables, each of which can occur
with a probability 1/4: U(−0.485,−0.15), U(0.15, 0.5), U(0.5, 0.85), or U(1.15, 1.5). The number of Monte
Carlo replications in each case is 2000.
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We additionally examine the finite sample performance of the Ṽ0-test, which is discussed

in Section 3.4.2. In this simulation experiment, we added a nonzero mean µℓ to each of

the ARMA process aℓ,t in 4.1, and µℓ is drawn from N(0, 1) in each simulation, without

dependence of any other variables. The simulation results are reported in Table 3. The

results are qualitatively similar to those of Table 1.

Table 3: Size and correct rejection rates for the Ṽ0-test for H0 : d1 = 0

HHH
HHHT
d1 -0.45 -0.3 -0.15 0 0.15 0.3 0.45

b = 0.15 T = 250 0.824 0.478 0.136 0.044 0.206 0.474 0.743
T = 500 0.966 0.724 0.224 0.042 0.268 0.624 0.896
T = 750 0.993 0.842 0.298 0.035 0.316 0.723 0.943
T = 1000 0.998 0.896 0.345 0.036 0.345 0.780 0.963

b = 0.60 T = 250 0.775 0.476 0.172 0.085 0.208 0.491 0.762
T = 500 0.939 0.689 0.248 0.077 0.288 0.650 0.902
T = 750 0.976 0.782 0.314 0.082 0.328 0.739 0.946
T = 1000 0.991 0.846 0.350 0.083 0.360 0.790 0.961

Notes: The nominal size is 5%. The number of Monte Carlo replications in each case is 2000.

5 Empirical applications

5.1 Canadian yield curves for zero-coupon bonds

We apply our proposed test to the end-of-day Canadian yield curves for the period spanning 04

July 2022 to 11 September 2024; the data used in this section is publicly available at https:

//www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/interest-rates/bond-yield-curves/. Except for the

days with missing observations, the total number of observations is 545. Each observation

corresponds to zero-coupon bond yields at 120 regularly spaced maturities ranging from

0.25 to 30 (years). In Figure 1, we present a rainbow plot of the Canadian yield curve data

by maturities. A similar dataset is used by Seo and Shang (2024), although their analysis

employs a long-span, monthly frequency time series, whereas the analysis here considers a

daily frequency.

In some recent articles, a time series of yield curves is often mentioned as an example of

nonstationary functional time series (see e.g., Li et al., 2023; Nielsen et al., 2023a; Seo and

Shang, 2024), and empirical evidence suggests that such a time series behaves similarly to an

I(1) process. We examine this in detail using our methodology.

Specifically, we apply the sequential testing procedure based on the V0- and V1-tests to

the yield curve data. The test results are reported in the first two columns of Table 4. As
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Figure 1: Visualization of Canadian yield curves

reported in the table, the V0-test is rejected in the upper tail with a p-value nearly equal to

zero, meaning that I(0) stationarity is strongly rejected against a higher order integration. On

the other hand, the null hypothesis of I(1)-ness is not rejected at 5% significance level, from

which we conclude that the time series of interest is I(1). Given that our testing procedure

can easily be extended to examine a higher order integration (see Remark 3.3), one may want

to confirm this test result by implementing the V2-test and checking if the null of I(2)-ness is

rejected in the lower tail. The test result is reported in the third column of Table 4, and the

null of I(2)-ness is strongly rejected against a lower order integration.

Table 4: Testing results for Canadian yield curves

V0-test V1-test V2-test

Statistic 58.06 1.82 0.004
p-value < 0.001 0.08 < 0.001
Test result Rejection in the upper tail Accept Rejection in the lower tail

Notes : The p-values in the second row are derived from 200,000 Monte Carlo replications of the approximate
limiting distribution. The third row presents the test results at the 5% significance level, where the null
hypothesis is rejected if the test statistic falls below the 2.5th percentile (q0.25) or exceeds the 97.5

th percentile
(q0.975) of the limiting distribution, approximately 0.045 and 2.126, respectively. The reported p-value is
computed as 2min{P(Vj > q0.975),P(Vj < q0.025)}, considering each of the considered tests is two-sided.

If the considered tests are implemented at the 10% significance level, then the V1-test

rejects the null hypothesis of I(1) integration as well, and thus the testing procedure concludes

that this time series is fractionally-integrated of order d ∈ (1, 2). Overall, our test results

confirm the nonstationarity of the Canadian yield curve time series with an integration order

of d = 1 or d ∈ (1, 2).
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5.2 French sub-national mortality rates

We next apply our proposed tests to age- and sex-specific French sub-regional mortality

data from 1901 to 2021, with the data sourced from the French Human Mortality Database

at https://frdata.org/en/french-human-mortality-database/ (see Bonnet, 2020, for

data description). Depending on the territorial units for statistics, there exist NUT1, NUT2

and NUT3 ranging from the largest to the smallest units. For illustration, we consider the

middle level, i.e., NUT2, which has 22 regions. The number of samples is 121 for all regions

except one (Alsace), which allows records with many missing or overly imputed entries from

1901 to 1920; for that region, we use data from 1921 to 2021. As is common in the literature on

proportional rate data, we use the logit transformation of the mortality rate in the following

analysis (see e.g., Cairns et al., 2011). The logit transformation ensures the transformed

data are adequately defined. Mortality rates for each year are observed for ages ranging from

0 to 110 (and older) for both genders over time. We treat the logit transformation of the

mortality rates at various ages as functional observations, as in Hyndman and Ullah (2007)

and Shang and Hyndman (2017), before applying our proposed tests.

In Figure 2a, we display a rainbow plot of the logit-transformed age-specific female

mortality for the region Île de France, along with its functional autocorrelation (ACF) plot

in Figure 2b. From the rainbow plot, we observe a decreasing trend in age-specific mortality

rates over the years. By examining the functional autocorrelation plot of Mestre et al. (2021),

we notice a strong persistence exhibited in the data set.

(a) Rainbow plot (b) Functional ACF plot

Figure 2: Graphical displays of the logit-transformed age-specific female mortality rates in
region Île de France.
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Age-specific mortality rates are often considered to be I(d) functional time series of integer

integration order d (mostly d = 1). As in Section 5.1, we assess this using the V0-, V1- and

V2-tests, covering 0, 1 and 2 as possible integer integration orders.

For each region, we apply our testing procedure to identify the order of integration of

age-specific mortality rates for each gender, and the test results are reported in Table 5. For

most regions, our testing procedure concludes that the considered time series is I(1), which

may be understood as evidence supporting the popularity of using the random walk with

drift as the forecasting technique in Lee and Carter’s (1992) model. For some regions, the

test results suggest fractional integration orders exceeding one (̂Ile de France and Nord-Pas-

de-Calais for female data) or falling below one (five regions for male data). However, there

is no case where I(0)-ness is supported in the considered dataset. This finding is consistent

with the existing empirical evidence of nonstationarity or long-range dependence in a time

series of age-specific mortality rates.

Table 5: Testing results for 22 sub-national age- and gender-specific logit-mortality rates

No. Region d1 for female data d1 for male data

1 Île de France ∈ (1, 2) 1
2 Centre-Val de Loire 1 1
3 Bourgogne 1 1
4 Franche-Comté 1 1
5 Basse-Normandie 1 1
6 Haute-Normandie 1 1
7 Nord-Pas-de-Calais ∈ (1, 2) ∈ (0, 1)
8 Picardie 1 ∈ (0, 1)
9 Alsace 1 ∈ (0, 1)
10 Champagne-Ardenne 1 1
11 Lorraine 1 1
12 Pays de la Loire 1 1
13 Bretagne 1 1
14 Aquitaine 1 1
15 Limousin 1 ∈ (0, 1)
16 Poitou-Charentes 1 1
17 Languedoc-Roussillon 1 1
18 Midi-Pyrénées 1 1
19 Auvergne 1 1
20 Rhône-Alpes 1 1
21 Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur 1 1
22 Corse 1 ∈ (0, 1)

Notes : For the first and seventh regions of female data, we conducted the V2-test and found that the tests
are rejected in the lower tail, and concluded that d1 ∈ (1, 2).
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6 Concluding remarks

In this paper, statistical tests for examining if a functional time series of interest is integer-

integrated or fractionally-integrated are proposed, and these are extended to a sequential

testing procedure, which can be used to identify the integration order or an interval including

it in a unified framework. Given recent interest in curve-valued time series exhibiting strong

persistence, we believe that the proposed methods are useful for practitioners. To illustrate

our methdology and its practical relevance, we apply the proposed tests to the Canadian

yield curve data and the French sub-national age-specific mortality data. The results overall

support the widespread assumption of I(1) for such time series in the literature, although

evidence of fractional integration is also observed in certain cases.

There are a few ways in which the methodology presented here can be useful in practice,

and we briefly mention two. First, our hypothesis testing procedure can assist in identifying

the admissible range of fractional integration orders of functional time series, which, in turn,

may help in estimating the fractional order, a crucial component for statistical inference on

such time series; see e.g., Li et al. (2021, 2023) concerning the local Whittle estimator of the

fractional order for functional time series. Second, to illustrate, we considered yield curve and

mortality datasets; however, the developed testing procedure can also be applied to various

economic/statistical functional time series, which are often assumed to be integer-integrated,

and can provide statistical evidence either in support of or against this assumption in favor

of a fractional integration order. Some existing examples in the recent literature include

earning densities (Chang et al., 2016a) and their transformations (Seo, 2024), age-specific

employment rates (Nielsen et al., 2023a), and high-frequency financial time series, such as

cumulative intraday returns (Gabrys et al., 2010) and intraday records of a volatility index

(Shang et al., 2019).
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A Appendix

A.1 Preliminary results

We collect some preliminary results, which will be repeatedly used in the subsequent discussion,

as follows:

Lemma A.1. Suppose that Assumption F holds. Then the following hold:

(i) ∥KT(Y0)∥LH and ∥P1KT(Y0)P1∥LH are Op(T
2+2d1).

(ii) The dominant eigenvector h̄T of KT(Y0) converges to a random vector h̃ taking val-

ues in H1 in the sense that ∥h̄T − sgn(⟨h̄T , h̃⟩)h̄T∥
p→ 0. More specifically, ∥h̄T −

sgn(⟨h̄T , h̃⟩)h̃∥ = Op(T
−(d1−d2)).

Proof of Lemma A.1. We first show (i). Since d1 > −1/2, under Assumption F,
∑t

s=1Xs

is a Type-II fractionally-integrated process of integration order d̃1 = 1 + d1 > 1/2. Then

from Theorem 3.1 of Li et al. (2023) and similar arguments used in its proof, we deduce

that T−2d̃1⟨KT(Y0)v1, v2⟩ converges to a well defined limit. Particularly if v1, v2 ∈ ranP1, it

converges to an almost surely nonzero (random) constant, but if either of v1 or v2 is contained

in [ranP1]
⊥, it decays to zero. From these results, we find that ∥KT(Y0)∥LH = Op(T

2d̃1) and

∥P1KT(Y0)P1∥LH = Op(T
2d̃1), from which the desire results immediately follow.

Given that
∑t

s=1 PjXs is a Type-II fractionally-integrated process of integration order

d̃j = dj + 1 > 1/2, we deduce from similar arguments used in Proposition 2.1 and Theorem

3.1 of Li et al. (2023) that
∑t

s=1 PjXs = Op(T
d̃j−1/2) uniformly in t = 1, . . . , T , and thus find

that ∥PjKT(Y0)Pk∥LH = Op(T
d̃j+d̃k) for all j, k ∈ {1, . . . , K}. Combining this result with (i)

and the fact that d1 > d2 > . . . > dK , we find that

∥T−2d̃1(KT (Y0)− P1KT (Y0)P1)∥LH = Op(T
−(d1−d2)).

From nearly identical arguments used in the proof of Proposition 3.2 of Chang et al. (2016b),

we further find that (a) the dominant eigenvector h̄T of KT(Y0) converges to the dominant

eigenvector h̃ of P1KTP1, which is random (and also dependent on T ) but takes values in

H1 = ranP1 with probability one and (b) ∥h̄T − sgn(⟨h̄T , h̃⟩)h̃∥ = Op(T
−(d1−d2)).
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A.2 Proofs

To reduce notational burden, we hereafter let

K̂0 = KT(Y0), K̂1 = KT(Y1), Λ̂0 = ΛT(Y0), Λ̂1 = ΛT(Y1).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. From Lemma A.1, we know that T−2K̂0 = T−2P1K̂0P1 + op(1).

This implies that

T−2⟨K̂0h̄, h̄⟩ = T−2⟨P1K̂0P1h̄, h̄⟩+ op(1).

Since d1 = 0, we find that

T−2P1K̂0P1 =
1

T

T∑
t=1

(
1√
T

t∑
s=1

P1v1,s

)
⊗

(
1√
T

t∑
s=1

P1v1,s

)
.

When d1 = 0 and the summability condition imposed on {ψ1,j}j≥0 is given, {P1v1,t}t≥1 becomes

the so-called L4-m-approximable sequence (Proposition 2.1 of Hörmann and Kokoszka, 2010).

We then deduce from Theorem 1.1 of Berkes et al. (2013) and Theorem 2.1 of Horváth

et al. (2014) that sup0≤r≤1 ∥T−1/2
∑⌊Tr⌋

t=1 P1v1,t −W(r)∥ = op(1), where W(r) is a H-valued

Brownian motion whose covariance operator is given by P1Λv1P1. Moreover, using similar

arguments used in the proof of Lemma 1 of Nielsen et al. (2023b), we may also assume that

∥T−2P1K̂0P1 −
∫
W(r)⊗W(r)dr∥LH

p→ 0. Given that P1Λv1P1 is the covariance operator of

W and h̄ ∈ H1, we find that

T−2⟨K̂0h̄, h̄⟩
d→
∫

⟨W(r), h̄⟩2 d
= ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩

∫
W (r)2dr. (A.1)

From (A.1), the desired result is established.

Now suppose that d1 < 0. Then, we know from Lemma A.1(i) that T−2K̂0 = op(1), from

which we find that T−2⟨K̂0h̄, h̄⟩
p→ 0. On the other hand, in the case where d1 > 0, we

may deduce from Theorem 3.1 of Li et al. (2023) and Lemma A.1(i) that T−2−2d1⟨K̂0h̄, h̄⟩
converges to a well defined nondegenerate limit, from which, T−2⟨K̂0h̄, h̄⟩

p→ ∞ is deduced

as desired.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Noting that Λ̂0 is self-adjoint nonnegative definite, we deduce from

Assumptions F, S and A1 that q−2d1∥Λ̂0∥LH = Op(1). Since ∥h̄T − sgn(⟨h̄T , h̄⟩)h̄∥
p→ 0 (see

Lemma A.1), we find that ⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = ⟨P1Λ̂0P1h̄, h̄⟩+ op(1) when d1 = 0. Moreover, under

the summability condition on {ψ1,j}j≥1 given by Assumption F, {P1Xt}t≥1 is the so-called

L4-m-approximable sequence and P1Λ̂0P1 is its sample long-run covariance. From Theorem 2
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of Horváth et al. (2013), it is deduced that ∥P1Λ̂0P1 − Λv1∥LH

p→ 0. We thus find that

⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩
p→ ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩. (A.2)

On the other hand, we note that

⟨T−2K̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = ⟨T−2P1K̂0P1h̄, h̄⟩+ op(1)
d→
∫
⟨W(r), h̄⟩2 d

= ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩
∫
W (r)2dr. (A.3)

Thus the desired result when d1 = 0 follows from (A.2) and (A.3).

We then consider the case where d1 ̸= 0. V0 can be written as

V0 = ((T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩)−1⟨T−2−2d1K̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩,

where T−2−2d1⟨K̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ can be shown to converge to a well defined nondegenerate limit under

the employed assumptions using similar arguments used in Theorem 3.1 of Li et al. (2023).

Using the results given in Lemma A.1, we deduce that q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = q−2d1⟨P1Λ̂0P1h̄, h̄⟩+
Op(q

−2d1T−(d1−d2)). From this result and Assumptions F, S and A1, it is deduced that

q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = q−2d1⟨P1Λ̂0P1h̄, h̄⟩ + op(1)
p→ c1,h holds under either of (a) d1 > 0 or (b)

d1 < 0 (since Op(q
−2d1T−(d1−d2)) = o(1) under Assumption A1(ii)), where c1,h is a positive

random constant whose randomness results from that h̄ is random. Combining this result

with the fact that T/q → ∞, we find that (T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩
p→ 0 if d1 > 0 (and thus

V0
p→ ∞) while (T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩

p→ ∞ if d1 < 0 (and thus V0
p→ 0).

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Note that the test statistic can be written as

(T−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩)−1⟨T−2−2d1K̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩. (A.4)

As discussed in our proof of Proposition 3.2, T−2−2d1⟨K̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ converges to a well defined

nondegenerate limit. From Assumptions F, S, similar arguments used in the proof of Theorem

3.1 of Li et al. (2023) and the condition (3.5), it can be deduced that T−2d1
∑T

t=1Xt ⊗Xt =

T−2d1
∑T

t=1 P1Xt ⊗ P1Xt + op(1) = Op(1) if d1 > 1/2 while (T log T )−1
∑T

t=1Xt ⊗ Xt =

(T log T )−1
∑T

t=1 P1Xt ⊗ P1Xt + op(1) = Op(1) if d1 = 1/2. From the construction of Λ̂0, we

may also deduce that Λ̂0 = Op(qT
2d1−1) if d1 > 1/2 and Λ̂0 = Op(q log T ) if d1 = 1/2; that is,

Λ̂0 = Op(qmax{T 2d1−1, log T}) for any d1 ≥ 1/2. This in turn implies that T−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̄T , h̄T ⟩ =
Op(max{qT−1, qT−2d1 log T}), which converges to zero given that d1 ≥ 1/2 and T/q → ∞
(Assumption A1(ii)) hold. From these findings, we know that the test statistic in (A.4)

diverges to infinity.
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Proof of Proposition 3.4. In the case where d1 = 1, we find from only a slight modification

of the arguments used in our proof of Proposition 3.2 that

T−2⟨K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩
d→
∫
⟨W(r), h̄⟩2 d

= ⟨Λv1h̄, h̄⟩
∫
W (r)2dr.

Since ∥h̄T − sgn(⟨h̄T , h̄⟩)h̄∥
p→ 0, we note that ⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = ⟨P1Λ̂1P1h̄, h̄⟩ + op(1) (see

Lemma A.1). Note that P1Λ̂1P1 is the sample long-run covariance of {P1∆Xt}t≥1, which is

L4-m-approximable under the conditions employed in Assumption F, and thus ∥P1Λ̂1P1 −
Λv1∥LH

p→ 0 (Horváth et al., 2013, Theorem 2). From these results, the desired result when

d1 = 1 is obtained.

We next consider the case where d1 ∈ (1/2, 3/2) \ {1}. We write the test statistic as

follows:

V1 = ((T/q)−2(d1−1)q−2(d1−1)⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩)−1⟨T−2−2(d1−1)K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩,

where ⟨T−2−2(d1−1)K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ converges to a well defined nondegenerate limit as in the previous

proofs. We observe that ∥h̄T−sgn(⟨h̄T , h̄⟩)h̄∥ = Op(T
−(d1−d2)), and thus q−2(d1−1)⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ =

q−2(d1−1)⟨P1Λ1P1h̄, h̄⟩ + Op(q
−2(d1−1)T−(d1−d2)) (see Lemma A.1). From similar arguments

used in our proof of Proposition 3.1, we find that (T/q)−2(d1−1)q−2(d1−1)⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩
p→ 0 if

d1 ∈ (1, 3/2) while (T/q)−2(d1−1)q−2(d1−1)⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩
p→ ∞ if d1 ∈ (1/2, 1), from which the

desired results follow.

In the case where d1 ≥ 3/2, it can be shown that V1
p→ ∞ using nearly identical arguments

used in our proof of Proposition 3.3.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. First consider the case with d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2). Then the test

statistic can be written as

(T ⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩)−1⟨T−1K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩. (A.5)

Let yt = ⟨Xt, h̄T ⟩. We find that

⟨T−1K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ =
1

T

T∑
t=2

(yt − y1)
2 =

1

T

T∑
t=2

y2t + y21 + op(1) = ⟨Ĉ0h̄T , h̄T ⟩+ y21 + op(1), (A.6)

where Ĉ0 = T−1
∑T

t=2Xt ⊗Xt. On the other hand, from similar algebra used in the proof of

28



Theorem 4 of (Cho et al., 2015, pp. 234–5), we find that

⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ =Op(qT
−1) +

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=2

(2− 2w(1, q))y2t

)

+

q∑
r=2

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=r+1

2(2w(r − 1, q)− w(r − 2, q)− w(r, q))ytyt−r+1

)

+

(
1

T

T−1∑
t=2

2(2w(q, q)− w(q − 1, q))ytyt−q

)
− 1

T

T∑
t=q+2

2w(q, q)ytyt−q−1.

We observe, as in Cho et al. (2015), that w(r − 1, q) − w(r − 2, q) − w(r, q) = 0 for every

r = 1, . . . , q and also find that 2w(q, q)−w(q− 1, q) = 0. From a little bit of algebra, we find

that

q⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = Op(q
2T−1) +

q

T

T−1∑
t=2

(2/(q + 1))y2t −
q

T

T∑
t=q+2

(2/(q + 1))ytyt−q−1

= Op(q
2T−1) +

2

T

T−1∑
t=2

y2t −
2

T

T∑
t=q+2

ytyt−q−1 = op(1) + 2(⟨Ĉ0 − Ĉq+1, h̄T , h̄T ⟩.

(A.7)

Under Assumption S, we find that ⟨Ĉ0 − Ĉq+1, h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = ⟨C0 − Cq+1, h̄T , h̄T ⟩ + op(1) =

⟨C0, h̄, h̄⟩+ op(1) for large enough T and q, where h̄ is a unit-norm vector taking values in

H1 (see Lemma A.1). Since C0 is positive definite on a finite dimensional subspace H1, we

may write P1C0P1 =
∑dim(H1)

j=1 ajfj ⊗ fj with adim(H1) > 0. We then observe that

⟨C0, h̄, h̄⟩ ≥ min
h∈H1,∥h∥=1

⟨C0, h, h⟩ ≥ adim(H1). (A.8)

Combining this result with (A.5), (A.7) and the fact that T/q → ∞, we find that

T ⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩
p→ ∞ (A.9)

From (A.5), (A.6) and (A.9), we find the test statistic converges to zero if −1/2 < d1 < 1/2.

To establish the desired result for the case with d1 = 1/2, we write the inverse of the test

statistic as follows:

V −1
1 = dT ⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩(dT ⟨T−2K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩)−1. (A.10)
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We first observe that

⟨(T log T )−1K̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ =
1

T log T

T∑
t=2

(yt − y1)
2

=
1

T log T

T∑
t=2

y2t −
2

T log T
y1

T∑
t=2

yt +
1

log T
y21. (A.11)

Note that under Assumption A3 we have (T log T )−1
∑T

t=1 yt = Op(1/
√
log T ), and thus, for

large enough q and T ,

1

T log T
y1

T∑
t=2

yt +
1

log T
y21 = Op(1/

√
log T ), (A.12)

and

1

T log T

T∑
t=2

y2t =
1

T log T

T∑
t=1

⟨Xt, h̄T ⟩2 =
1

log T
⟨P1Ĉ0P1h̄, h̄⟩+ op(1) = Op(1). (A.13)

Combining (A.11)-(A.13), we find that dTT
−2K̂1 = Op(dTT

−1 log T ). Since Λ̂1 is self-adjoint

nonnegative definite, we find from Assumptions A3 that dT∥Λ̂1∥LH = Op(1) and thus

dT ⟨Λ̂1h̄T , h̄T ⟩ = dT ⟨P1Λ̂1P1h̄, h̄⟩ + op(1), which is bounded away from zero for any h ∈ H1

with probability approaching one. Since dTT
−1 log T → 0, we thus find that the inverse

statistic considered in (A.10) diverges to infinity, implying that V1
p→ 0.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. Let Λ̃0 = Λ̃(Y0) and K̃0 = K̃(Y0) for notational simplicity.

With slight modifications of our proofs of Lemma A.1, the following can be shown: (a)

∥K̃0∥LH = Op(T
2+2d1), (b) ∥P1K̃0P1∥LH = Op(T

2+2d1), (c) h̃T converges to a random vector

h̃ taking values in H1 and (d) ∥h̃T − sgn(⟨h̃T , h̃⟩)h̃∥ = Op(T
−(d1−d2)).

First consider the case where d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2). We know from Assumptions F and S that,

for d1 in the considered range, T−1
∑T

s=1 P1Xs = Op(T
d1−1/2), and hence T−1

∑T
s=1Xs =

Op(T
d1−1/2). Using this result, we find that

Λ̃0 = T−1

q∑
s=−q

w(s, q)
∑

t:1≤t,t−s≤T

{Xt ⊗Xt−s − X̄T ⊗Xt−s −Xt ⊗ X̄T + X̄T ⊗ X̄T},

= T−1

q∑
s=−q

w(s, q)
∑

t:1≤t,t−s≤T

Xt ⊗Xt−s +Op(qT
2d1−1).

Thus,

q−2d1Λ̃0 = q−2d1Λ̂0 +Op((T/q)
2d1−1). (A.14)
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Since T/q → ∞, Op((T/q)
2d1−1) = op(1) for any d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2), we have q−2d1Λ̃0 =

q−2d1Λ̂0 + op(1). From similar arguments and the existing asymptotic results used in our

proof of Proposition 3.1, we deduce that

⟨T−2K̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩ = ⟨T−2P1K̃0P1h̃T , h̃T ⟩+ op(1)
d→ ⟨Λv1h̃, h̃⟩

∫
W̃ (r)2dr.

Then the desired result when d1 = 0 immediately follows from that ⟨Λ̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩ = ⟨Λ̂0h̃T , h̃T ⟩+
op(1), as shown above, and that ⟨Λ̂0h̃T , h̃T ⟩

p→ ⟨Λv1h̃, h̃⟩ as we earlier established in our proof

of Proposition 3.2.

In the case where d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) \ {0}, we write the test statistic as follows:

((T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩)−1⟨T−2−2d1K̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩.

With some obvious modification of our proofs of Proposition 3.2, we find that ⟨T−2−2d1K̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩
converges to a well defined nondegenerate limit. Moreover, (T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̃0h̃T , h̃T ⟩ =

(T/q)−2d1q−2d1⟨Λ̂0h̃T , h̃T ⟩ + op(1) (see (A.14) and note that T/q → ∞), which converges to

zero (resp. diverges to infinity) if d1 ∈ (0, 1/2) (resp. d1 ∈ (−1/2, 0)), as earlier shown in our

proof of Proposition 3.2. From these results, the desired results when d1 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) \ {0}
follow.

To show that Ṽ0
p→ ∞ when d1 ≥ 1/2, we use nearly identical arguments used in our

proof of Proposition 3.3, noting that, under the employed assumptions, T−2d1
∑T

t=1(Xt −
X̄T )⊗ (Xt − X̄T ) = Op(1) if d1 > 1/2 while (T log T )−1

∑T
t=1(Xt − X̄T )⊗ (Xt − X̄T ) = Op(1)

if d1 = 1/2.

A.3 Detailed discussion on Remarks 3.1 and 3.5

A set of primitive sufficient conditions for Assumption A1(i) (and also a similar condition

used in Proposition 3.6) can be deduced from Abadir et al. (2009). For notational simplicity,

let xj,t := ⟨Xt, hj⟩ for hj ∈ Hj (see Assumption F) and let fj be the spectral density of xj,t.

Suppose that

fj(ω) = aj|ω|−2dj + o(|ω|−2dj) as ω → 0, (A.15)

where aj > 0 and dj ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) as considered in Assumption S. If dj < 0, the following is

further assumed:

fj(ω) ≤ C|ω|−2dj for ω ∈ [−π, π]. (A.16)
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Define the lag-s autocovariance of xj,t as γj(s) (i.e., γj(s) = Cov(xj,t, xj,t+s)) and let κ(s, u, r)

be the forth-order cumulant defined by κj(s, u, r) = E[xtxt+sxt+uxt+r] − [γj(s)γj(u − r) +

γj(u)γj(s− r) + γj(r)γj(s− u)]. As in Assumption M of Abadir et al. (2009), we consider

the following conditions:

γj(s) ∼ cs2dj−1 if dj ̸= 0,
∞∑

s=−∞

|γj(s)| <∞ if dj = 0, (A.17)

and

∞∑
s,u,r=−∞

|κj(s, u, r)| ≤ C if dj < 0, sup
s

n∑
u,r=−n

κj(s, u, r)| ≤ Cn2dj if dj ≥ 0. (A.18)

Then from Theorem 2.2 of Abadir et al. (2009), Assumptions F, the condition q = o(T 1/2)

and (A.15) – (A.18), we find that both q−2dj⟨Λ̂0hj, hj⟩ and q−2dj⟨Λ̃0hj, hj⟩ converge to ajg(dj),
where

g(dj) =


2Γ(1−2dj) sin(πdj)

dj(1+2dj)
if dj ̸= 0,

2π if dj = 0,
(A.19)

where Γ(·) is the gamma function.
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Horváth, L., Kokoszka, P., and Rice, G. (2014). Testing stationarity of functional time series.

Journal of Econometrics, 179(1):66–82.

Hsing, T. and Eubank, R. L. (2015). Theoretical Foundations of Functional Data Analysis,

with An Introduction to Linear Operators. Wiley series in probability and statistics. Wiley,

Chichester, West Sussex, United Kingdom.

Hyndman, R. J. and Ullah, M. S. (2007). Robust forecasting of mortality and fertility rates:

A functional data approach. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 51(10):4942–4956.
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