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This article proposes a class of goodness-of-fit tests for the auto-
correlation function of a time series process, including those exhibit-
ing long-range dependence. Test statistics for composite hypotheses
are functionals of a (approximated) martingale transformation of the
Bartlett T),-process with estimated parameters, which converges in
distribution to the standard Brownian motion under the null hypoth-
esis. We discuss tests of different natures such as omnibus, directional
and Portmanteau-type tests. A Monte Carlo study illustrates the per-
formance of the different tests in practice.

1. Introduction and statement of the problem. Let f be the spectral
density function of a second-order stationary time series process { X (t)}ez
with mean p and covariance function

Cov(X(j), X (0)) = /_7; FON)cos(A)dr,  j=0,41,42,....

We shall assume that {X(¢)}+cz admits the Wold representation
(1) X({t)=p+ Za(j)e(t —J) with a(0) =1 and Za?(j) < 00,
=0 =0

for some sequence {£(t)}scz satisfying E(e(t)) =0, and E(g(0)e(t)) = o2
if t=0 and =0 for all t# 0. Under (1), the spectral density function of
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{X(t)}+ez can be factorized as

FN=Zh,  Aell
2T
with A(A) :=[ 232, a(j)e 2.
Let
) 7-L:{hg:/oﬂloghg()\)d)\zo,ee@},

where © C RP is a compact parameter space. Much of the existing time series
literature is concerned with parametric estimation and testing, assuming
that h belongs to H, that is, h = hg, for some 6y € ©, because the parameter
0y and the functional form of hgy summarize the autocorrelation structure
of {X(t)}ez. Notice that h € H in (2) guarantees that a(0) =1 in (1) and
0? = mingeo 2 [ f(N\)/ho(A) dX. For our purposes, o2 can be considered a
nuisance parameter, as well as the mean pu.

Classical parameterizations that accommodate alternative models are the
ARMA, ARFIMA, fractional noise and Bloomfield [4] exponential models
(see [35] for definitions). For instance, in an ARFIMA specification, H con-
sists of all functions indexed by a parameter vector 6 = (d,n’,d’)’, where
0O C(—1/2,1/2) x RP* x RP2, of the form

1 Zy(e™)|?
(3) he(\) = TP @ZEeM; ;. Aelo,n],

such that =, and ®; are the moving average and autoregressive polynomials
of orders p; and po, respectively, with no common zeros, all lying outside
the unit circle.
Before statistical inference on the true value 6, is made, one needs to test
the hypothesis Hy:h € H, which can be equivalently stated as
. Geo ()‘) A

1 Hy: 200 =2 for all
(4) 0 Gou(7) 7 or all A € [0, 7] and some 6§, € O,

where

A _
Go(N) == 2/0 }i;(();\)) dA, A €[0,7].

Under Hy, Gy, is the spectral distribution function of the innovation process
{e(t)}1ez and Gy, (7)) = o

Given a record {X (¢)}/_; and a consistent estimator 7 of 6y under Hy,
a natural estimator of Gy, is defined as Gy, 7(\), where

TA/7] I

x(A)
ho(Aj)’

[
2
(5) Goq 1= % A€o, 7).

=1
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Here T =[T'/2], [2] being the integer part of z, and for a generic time series
process {V (t) }iez,
2

T
SNvpe™™|,  j=1,....T,
t=1

1
Iy (Aj) = T

denotes the periodogram of {V (t)}1_; evaluated at the Fourier frequency
A\j =2mj/T for positive integers j.

The formulation of Hy in (4) suggests use of Bartlett’s T),-process as a
basis for testing Hy. The T),-process is defined as
GorN) _ 5], Ae 0,7,
Gor(m)
Notice that g is scale invariant and that, for j # 0mod(T'), Iv()\;) is
mean invariant, so omission of j =0 in the definition of G r entails mean
correction. That is, a7 is independent of both p and o2

Under short-range dependence and H, we have that

Ix(\))
h90 ()‘j)

see [7], Theorem 10.3.1, page 346. So, it is expected that ag, 7 will be asymp-
totically equivalent to Bartlett’s Uy-process for {e(t)}1ez,

G%(\) )\]’

ag’T()\) = T1/2

max E’ — L(A)| =o(1);

1<j<T

o) =TV G -

A€ (0,7,
with
, o TA/7]
G (\) == SL(N), A€o,
j=1

In fact, under suitable regularity conditions, we shall show below that the
aforementioned equivalence also holds under long-range dependence. Ob-
serve that the Up,-process ozgp and the T)-process oy, 7 are identical when
{X(t)}tez is a white noise process.

The U,-process oz% is useful for testing simple hypotheses when the inno-
vations {e(t)}/_; can be easily computed, as is the case when {X(¢)}ez is
an AR model. However, there are many other models of interest whose in-
novations {e(t)}£_; cannot be directly computed, for example, Bloomfield’s
exponential model, or difficult to obtain, as in models exhibiting long-range
dependence, such as ARFIMA models. In those cases, it appears computa-
tionally much simpler to use ag, r for testing simple hypotheses.

The empirical processes a% and ag T, with fixed 6, are random elements

in D[0,7], the space of right continuous functions on [0,7] with left-hand
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side limits, the cadlag space. The functional space D[0, 7] is endowed with
the Skorohod metric (see, e.g., [3]) and convergence in distribution in the
corresponding topology will be denoted by “=".

Under suitable regularity conditions on {e(t)}+cz, it is well known that

(6) o = By,

where B! is the standardized tied down Brownian motion at 7. In terms of
the standard Brownian motion B on [0,1], B} can be represented as

BL(\) :B@) “ABa),  aefo.]
0 0

Grenander and Rosenblatt [18] proved (6) assuming that {e(t)}icz is a
sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random vari-
ables with eight bounded moments. The i.i.d. condition was relaxed by
Dahlhaus [10], who assumed that {e(t)}.cz behaves as a martingale dif-
ference, but still assuming eight bounded moments. Recently Kliippelberg
and Mikosch [27] proved (6) under i.i.d. {(t)}tez, but assuming only four
bounded moments. The i.i.d. requirement is relaxed by the following as-
sumption:

A1l. The innovation process {e(t)}icz satisfies E(e(t)"|Fi—1) = pr with pu,
constant (3 =0 and ps = 0?) for r=1,...,4 and all t =0,%1,...,
where F; is the sigma algebra generated by {e(s),s < t}.

Assumption Al appears to be a minimal requirement to establish a func-
tional central limit theorem for a%, due to the quadratic nature of the pe-
riodogram.

To establish the asymptotic equivalence between oy, 7 and oz?p, we intro-
duce the following smoothness assumptions on h:

A2. (a) h is a positive and continuously differentiable function on (0, 7];

(b) [9log h(X)/OA| = O(A~1) as A — O+

This condition is very general and allows for a possible singularity of A at
A = 0. It holds for models exhibiting long-range dependence, like
ARFIMA (py,d,p1) models with d # 0, as can easily be checked using (3)
and that |1 — ™| = |2sin(\/2)].

THEOREM 1. Assuming Al and A2, under Hy, (6) holds and

sup |ag, () — ap(A)] = 0p(1).
A€[0,7]

We can relax the location of the possible singularity in h at any other
frequency A # 0, as in [23] or, more recently, [14], or even allow for more
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than one singularity. However, for notational simplicity we have taken the
singularity, if any, at A = 0. If the location of the singularity is at A% # 0,
then A2 is modified to the following:

A2'. (a) his a positive and continuously differentiable function on [0, A\?) U
(A%, 73
(b) [0log h(X)/OA| = O(IA — A°|71) as A — AD.

We now comment on the results of Theorem 1. This theorem indicates that
ag, 7 is asymptotically pivotal. One consequence is that critical regions of
tests based on a continuous functional ¢ : D[0, 7] — R can be easily obtained.
Different functionals ¢ lead to tests with different power properties. Among
them are omnibus, directional and/or Portmanteau-type tests. For exam-
ple, classical functionals which lead to omnibus tests are the Kolmogorov—
Smirnov (¢(g) = supycpo«[9(A)|) and the Cramér-von Mises (p(g) =
71 [ g(A\)?d)\), whereas Portmanteau tests, defined as weighted sums of
squared estimated autocorrelations of the innovations, and directional tests
are obtained by choosing an appropriate functional ¢; see Section 3 for de-
tails.

On the other hand, in practical situations the parameters 0y are not known
and, thus, they have to be replaced by some estimate f7. In this situation, as
Theorem 2 below shows, the T),-process is no longer asymptotically pivotal
and, hence, the aforementioned tests are not useful for practical purposes.
The unknown critical values of functionals of the T),-process with estimated
parameters can be approximated with the assistance of bootstrap methods.
This approach has been proposed by Chen and Romano [9] and Hainz and
Dahlhaus [19] for short-range models using the U,-process and by Delgado
and Hidalgo [11], who allow also long-range dependence models using the
T,-process. Alternatively, asymptotically distribution free tests can be ob-
tained by introducing a tuning parameter that must behave in some required
way as the sample size increases. Among them, the most popular one is the
Portmanteau test, although it has only been justified for testing short-range
models. Box and Pierce [5] showed that the partial sum of the squared
residual autocorrelations of a stationary ARMA process is approximately
chi-squared distributed assuming that the number of autocorrelations con-
sidered diverges to infinity with the sample size at an appropriate rate. A
different approach, in the spirit of Durbin, Knott and Taylor [12] for the
classical empirical process, is that in Anderson [2], who proposed to ap-
proximate the critical values of the Cramér—von Mises tests for a stationary
AR model. The method considers a truncated version of the spectral rep-
resentation of oy, 7 with estimated orthogonal components. The number of
estimated orthogonal components must suitably increase with the sample
size. A similar idea was proposed by Velilla [46] for ARMA models. Finally,
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another alternative uses the distance between a smooth estimator of the
spectral density function and its parametric estimator under Hy. This ap-
proach provides asymptotically distribution free tests for short-range models
assuming a suitable behavior of the smoothing parameter as the sample size
diverges; see, for example, Prewitt [34] and Paparoditis [33]. However, the
final outcome of all these tests depends on the arbitrary choice of the tun-
ing/smoothing parameters, for which no relevant theory is available.

This article solves some limitations of existing asymptotically pivotal
tests, only justified under short-range dependence, by considering an asymp-
totically pivotal transformation of cp, 7 related to the cusum of recursive
residuals proposed by Brown, Durbin and Evans [8]. We show that our
testing procedure is valid under long-range specifications. In the next sec-
tion we provide regularity conditions for the weak convergence of ap, 7 and
its asymptotically distribution free transformation. In Section 3 we discuss
the behavior of tests of a very different nature—omnibus, directional and
smooth /Portmanteau—under local alternatives converging to the null at the
rate T—/2. Section 4 reports the results of a small Monte Carlo experiment.
Some final remarks are placed in Section 5. Section 6 provides lemmata with
some auxiliary results, which are employed to prove, in Section 7, the main
results of the paper.

2. Tests based on a martingale transformation of the T,-process with
estimated parameters. A popular estimator of 6 is the Whittle estimator

(7) 7 := argmin Gy (),
0eO

with Gy defined in (5). Let us define

80(3) 1= 25108 ha(), -=~Z¢eo )65, 01)

and introduce the following assumptions:

A3. (a) ¢y, is a continuously differentiable function on (0, 7]; (b) ||0¢a,(N)/
ON| =0(1/X) as A — 0+; and for some 0 < <1 and all A € (0,7],
there exists a K < oo such that (c) supgy. g_g,|<s} [[P0(A)[| < K|log Al;

(d)
1 hgy ()
{0: 16— 90|\<5/2} 160 —6oll*| ha(N)

and (e) Bg, := 7" [ dg, (\) @, (M) dX is positive definite.

K
— 14 6, (N0 — 00)| < 35 108” X

These assumptions are standard when analyzing the asymptotic distribu-
tion of the Whittle estimator 67 and they are satisfied for all parametric
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linear processes used in practice. Standard ARMA models satisfy a stronger
condition, replacing the upper bounds in A3(c) and (d) by a constant inde-
pendent of A. It can easily be shown that A3 is satisfied for ARFIMA models.
Note that A3(e) and Lemma 1 in Section 6 imply that St is positive definite
for T large enough.

A4. The estimator in (7) satisfies the asymptotic linearization
(8) T30 — 00) = S5 [ 0, (N 2(dN) + 0,(1),

The expansion (8), in assumption A4, is satisfied under A1-A3 and ad-
ditional standard identification conditions; see [15, 20] or [45] for a later
reference.

Define

0 =B~ (= [ o, an) 55! [T on ) BL@Y,

THEOREM 2. Under Hy and assuming A1-A4, uniformly in X €[0,7]:

1 [T)\/7r

(a) gy r(N) =aF(X ( Z Do (A )ST / b, (N (dX) +0,(1);

(b) o, T = o

Theorem 2 indicates that the asymptotic critical values of tests based on
ap, 7 cannot be tabulated. However, we can use a transformation of g, 1
that converges in distribution to the standard Brownian motion. To this
end, it is of interest to realize that Theorem 2(a) provides an asymptotic
representation of ag, 7 as a scaled cumulative sum (cusum) of the least
squares residuals in an artificial regression model. For that purpose, observe
that by (2), and using the fact that ¢, is integrable [A3(c)],

9) /0 ! boo(N) dA = 0.

Now, because Lemma 1 in Section 6 with ((\) = ¢g,(A) and (9) imply

that || 27_; dg, (A\r)|| = O(log T), the uniform asymptotic expansion in The-
orem 2(a) indicates that

sup

o T/7]
« A ,
)\E[O,ﬂ] gTyT( ) GO g )
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where

T -1 7
ur(j) = I.(Aj) — 7, (A5) [Z ’Yeo()\k)’Yéo()\k)] > 700 (M) I (A
=1 =

j=1,...,T,

are the least squares residuals in an artificial regression model with de-
pendent variable I.(\;) and a vector of explanatory variables g, ()\;) :=
(1 (;590( ;))'. This fact suggests employing the cusum of recursive residuals
for constructing asymptotically pivotal tests, as were proposed by Brown,
Durbin and Evans [8]; see also [39].

Let us define

I
Ao (j) = 7 > ()8 (M)
k=j+1

and assume the following:
A5. Ap, 7(T) is nonsingular for T = T—-p—1.

The (scaled) cusum of forward recursive least squares residuals is defined
as

T/
O = g T Z xelo,),

where

er(f) = I(%) =%, (X)br(7),  j=1,....T,

are the forward least squares residuals and

br(j) == 90, Z Yoo (M) Le(Ak)-

k 7+1

It is worth observing that the motivation to employ only the first T Fourier
frequencies to compute the recursive residuals is due to the singularity of
Agr(j) forall j>T.
The empirical process 3% can be written as a linear transformation of %,
B%(A) = £90,Ta9“(/\)7 A€ [07 77]7
where, for any function g € D0, 7],

[TA/7]

Cora) =0(73) = 3 60430 [ ool
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The transformation Ly, 7 has the limiting version L0, defined as

£ =00~ L [ 0450 [ G

where

Aoy )= [ 00 (A)p, (3 A

Notice that £, is the martingale innovation of au.; see [25].

This type of martingale transformation has been used by Khmaladze [25]
and Aki [1] in the standard goodness-of-fit testing problem, by Nikabadze
and Stute [32] for goodness-of-fit of distribution functions under random cen-
sorship, by Stute, Thies and Zhu [42], Koul and Stute [28, 29] and Khmaladze
and Koul [26] for dynamic regression models, and by Stute and Zhu [43] for
generalized linear models.

Henceforth, B, () := B(\/x) for A € [0, 7].

THEOREM 3. Under Hy and assuming A1-Ab,
3% = B;.

Because 5% cannot be computed in practice, as it depends on 6, it is
suggested one use [y, 7, where

Bo.r(N) == Lo rag (M)
[TX/x]

27 1
Z eQ,T(j)v )‘6[077T]7
~ Gor(m) T12 e

and
Ix()))
ho(A;)

are the forward recursive residuals in the linear projection of Ix(A;)/hg(A;)
on vp(A;), and where

eo,r(j) =

_Wé()‘J)baT(J)) jzlv"'vTv

\_/

bosr(j) = Z 700) 8)
k 7+1

In order to establish the asymptotic equivalence between 5% and By, 1,
we also need some extra smoothness assumptions on the model under the
null.
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A6. For some 0 < d <1 and all X € (0,7], there exists a constant K < oo
such that

sup | dp(A) — g, () — g, (A) (0 — 0p)|| < K[ log Al
(6: 10—00)1<5) 1160 — 9 |

and ¢y satisfies A3(a)—(c).

This assumption holds for all models used in practice, such as ARFIMA
in (3), Bloomfield’s exponential model and the fractional noise models men-
tioned before. In fact, they satisfy even the stronger condition with K|log )|
replaced by K

THEOREM 4. Under Hy and assuming A1-A6,

sup |8y, r(A) — B (V)] = 0,(1).

A€E[0,7]

Theorem 4 holds true, mutatis mutandis, with 67 replaced by any T2
consistent estimator. Also, from a computational point of view, it is worth
observing that

)

1. 1. rl j ) Ay,
Agr(G) = Agp(G+1) — 7 ' )
0

and

bocr () =bor (G + 1)+ 47510 0) |

see [8] for similar arguments.
Alternatively to B, 1, we could have considered the cusum of backward
recursive residuals, that is,

) o 1 [TA/n)
Ni=— " eo. 7(5),  Ae[0,7],
/BeTyT( ) G0T7T( ) T1/2 ] %1 0T7T(]) [ ]
where
N Ix(N) . ~
e — Yo( ;)b , =p+1,...,T,
0.7(7) hoOn) Yo(Aj)bo,7(7) j=p
_ _ 1 Ix(Ar) 14
bor(3) = AL ()= A and A (A k).
o,7(J) e,T(J)TZ’Ye( k) o ) 0,7(j) TZ’Y& k)7 (k)

k=1 k=1

In this case, we can take advantage of the computational formulae
Ay (e vp (A1) Ag 1 ()
T+ 75 (A1) Ay p (DN 1)

Agr(G+1) = A5 1(5) -
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and

bo,r(j +1) = bo,r(j) + Ag (G + 1Dre(Aj1) Le(Agsn) V9(Nj+1)bo,r(7) |-
’ ho(Aj+1)

This formulation may be useful in small samples when we suspect that the
main discrepancy between the null and the alternative is near w. However,
from Theorems 3 and 4, it is easily seen that the empirical processes B(;%T
and [y, 7 have the same asymptotic behavior.

Let ¢:D[0,7] — R be a continuous functional. Under Hy and the condi-
tions in Theorem 4,

d
CP(BGT,T)%()O(BTF)7
as a consequence of the continuous mapping theorem. For instance,
N ™\ | a d
Kr= sup 59T,T<:> — sup |Br(\)|= sup |B(w)|,
j=1,..T T Ae[0,7] wel0,1]
L 1T jTN a1 7 a [!
Or== = —>—/B2)\d)\:/B2 dw.
T T;ﬁeT,T(T) ' (M) | Brw)dw

The above limiting distributions are tabulated; see, for example, [40], pages
34 and 748.

3. Local alternatives: omnibus, directional and Portmanteau tests. In
this section we shall show that tests based on 3¢, 7 are able to detect local
alternatives of the type

1 1
Hiz s h(A) = hoy (V) (1 )+ ?ST(A))
A € [0, 7] and for some 6 € O,

where [ I(X)dX\ =0, [()) satisfies the same properties as ¢g, in A3(a)—(c), T
is a constant, possibly unknown, and for some finite Ty, |s7(+)| is integrable
for all T'> Tjy. Let us consider some examples.

ExaMpLE 1. If we wish to study departures from the white noise hy-
pothesis in the direction of fractional alternatives, we have

h(A) 1
hoo(N)  |2sin()/2)[24/T/*
for some d # 0. By a simple Taylor expansion up to the second term,
I(\) = —2log |2sin(A/2)| and T=d,

respectively, with the remainder function s being such that, for some 0 <
e <1, [sp(N)| < K|A|7€ for all large T' and some K < oco.

A€ 0,7,
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ExXAMPLE 2. If we consider departures in the direction of MA(1) alter-
natives, we obtain

h(\) 1 1 5
=1—-—n=——2cos()\) + =17, A e |0,7].
ey NE (A) il [0, 7]

Thus, 7 =17, [(\) = —2cos()\) and s7(A\) = n?.

ExXAMPLE 3. If we consider departures in the direction of AR(1) alter-
natives, then

h(A)

ha, (\)

Thus, 7 =9 and [(\) =2cos(A) with |[sp(N\)| < K, for all large T' and some
K <o0.

-1
:[1—53 2cos(A)+i52] L aeloql.
T T

For A € [0, 7], let us define

A _ ™ ~
10 L0y = = [0 = 2%,045 0 [T Ry ai ) an

™ A

and
M(X) :=Br(\) + 71 L()), A€ 0,m7].

We have the following theorem.

THEOREM 5. Assuming the same assumptions as in Theorem 4, under
Hir,

50T7T = M.

Using the fact that M and B, are identically distributed, except for the
deterministic shift 7 - L, and taking into account that 21/2sin((j — 1/2)\)
and 1/(j —1/2)?7? are the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues in the Kac-Siegert
representation of By [24], the orthogonal components of M,

m(j) = 21/2(j—%)/Oﬂsin((j—%))\)M()\)d)\, i=1,2,...,

are independently distributed normal random variables with mean 7 - £(j)
and variance 1, where

K(j):21/2(j—%)/0ﬂsin((j—%))\)L(A)d)\, ji=1,2,....

Using the (asymptotically) orthogonal components of Sy, 7,

r(i) =22 - 4) [ “sin((j - YNBo (NN, =12,
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we obtain the spectral representation,

Bopr(A) = _ol/2 Z mr(j Sljn_Jl/—Z;/Z) )’ e [0,7].

By Theorem 5 and the continuous mapping theorem, finitely many of the
mp(j)’s converge in distribution to the corresponding m(j)’s under Hyp.
Using Parseval’s theorem,

CT—>Z j—1/2

Using similar arguments to those in [13] in the context of the standard
empirical process with estimated parameters, tests based on

n
=Y mp(j),
j=1

with a reasonable choice of n > 1, will lead to gains in power, compared to
Cr, in the direction of alternatives with significant autocorrelations at high
lags. These Portmanteau tests are related to Neyman’s [31] smooth tests,
a compromise between omnibus and directional tests, and for each n > 1,
under Hy7 we have that

War5x2 (72 > (j)> :
j=1

That is, tests based on V~Vn7T are asymptotically pivotal under Hy (7 =0)
for each choice of n, and more importantly, they are able to detect local
alternatives converging to the null at the parametric rate T-1/2, provided
that () # 0 for some j = 1,...,n. The latter is in contrast with the classical
Portmanteau tests based on

~ nr
(11) Qe = (T 5r(5))°,

j=1
where pr(j) is some estimate of the jth autocorrelation of the re&duals It
has been shown that QnT T is approximately distributed as a XnT under
Hj specifying a short-range model and assuming that np diverges as T — 0.
On the other hand, the resulting test is able to detect alternatives converging
to the null at the rate nflp/4T_1/2 (see, e.g., [21]), which is slower than T—1/2.
In practice, it is recommended that one use the discrete version

Wn,T = Zm%(])
j=1
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of Wn,Ty with

o< (5-1) (-2 ) (3
T\J) ‘= J B Tk—l J 27T GT,TT-

On the other hand, optimal tests of Hy in the direction Hir can be
constructed applying results in [16] (see also [17] and references therein),
as was suggested by Stute [41] in the context of goodness-of-fit testing of a
regression function. Asymptotically, testing for Hy in the direction of Hyp
is equivalent to testing H:E(m(j)) =0 for all j > 1, against Hy :E(m(j)) =
7-4(j) for all j > 1 with L known, but maybe with unknown 7. Under Hy, the
distribution of {m(j)};>1 is completely specified, as it is also under H; when
the parameter 7 is known. Then the likelihood-ratio for a finite-dimensional
set (m(1),...,m(n)) is

_ o6y - (i) — T4 )
12 A, =exp|T) 7)) (m(j) ——F==) ]
(12) p<;<y>(<y> )

Grenander [16] showed that A, —, A as n — oo, and that the most pow-
erful test at significance level a has a critical region of the form {A., >k},
with Po{Aoc >k} = if 3552, ?2(j) < oo. The latter condition is satisfied in
our context by Parseval’s theorem and A3(c) because [ is a square integrable
function.

Define

2 5=143) -m(7)
(5 2 ()

Then under Hy, v iN(O, 1), and in view of (12), ¢ forms a basis to obtain
optimal critical regions. When the sign of 7 is known, the critical region
of the uniformly most powerful test at significance level « is {¢ > 214}
when 7 >0 and {¢) < —z1_o} when 7 <0, where z, is the v quantile of the
standard normal. Also, when the sign of 7 is unknown, the most powerful un-
biased test at significance level a has critical region given by {|[¢)| > z1_o/2}

These arguments suggest an (asymptotically) optimal Neyman—Pearson
test in the direction of Hir based on the first n orthogonal components of
Bo,,T, using the test statistic

i St lG) ()
" (=1 ()12
Schoenfeld [38] proposes the same type of statistic in the standard goodness-

of-fit testing context. Under Hy and the assumptions in previous sections,
we have that

b=

zﬁn,Ti>N(0, 1) as T — oo for each fixed n.
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Also, arguing as in Schoenfeld’s [38] Theorem 3, the convergence in dis-
tribution of én:r 7 when np increases with T' can be shown. Approximately
optlmal tests for Hy in the direction of Hyr reject Hy at significance level «
when W’nT 7| > 21_q/2 if 7 has unknown sign, T/JnT T > 21—o when 7 >0 and

T/JnT,T < —Z1—q When 7 <0.

4. Some Monte Carlo experiments. A small Monte Carlo study was car-
ried out to investigate the finite sample performance of the different tests.
To that end, we considered the AR(1), MA(1) and ARFIMA (0, dy,0) models

(13) (1=00L)X(t) = &),
(14) X(t) = (1 =noL)e(t),
(15) (1 —L)*X(t) =<(1),

respectively, where the parameter 0y equals oy, 19 and dy for the different
models and L is the lag operator. The innovations {e(¢)}/_; areii.d. N'(0,1),
and the sample sizes used are T =200 and 500 with different values of
the parameters dg, 19 and dy. For models (13) and (14), we considered dy,
1o = —0.8,—0.5,0.0,0.5,0.8, whereas for model (15) dyp = 0.0,0.2,0.4. The
ARFIMA model was simulated using an algorithm by Hosking [22].

For the three models and all values of 6y, we computed the proportion
of rejections in 50,000 generated samples for both sample sizes. Whittle
estimates are obtained according to (7). For each of the models considered
¢g is given by

s 9 in—2 d—cosA
AR(1), 9—5-¢5()‘)—a510g’1 0et™" = 21—2(5008)\+527
o : 7 — COS A
MA(1 log 1 —e™ '
(1), 0=n:¢y(N) = aon og]| | 1—2ncos A+ n?’

ARFIMA(0,d,0), 0=d:¢s(\) = 8d10g|1 e 72 = —2log|2sin(\/2)|.

0
We also report, as a benchmark, the proportion of rejections using
17 Poo.r(7)
CO::—/ 2 N)d\=T 0, 27
bom [ ehaa =TS

which is suitable for testing simple hypotheses. In addition, for the sake of
comparison, we provide the results for the Box and Pierce [5] test statistic
(11) using several values of np increasing with T, where pr(j), j > 1, are
the sample autocorrelations of the residuals {&(¢)}/_,. Specifically, for the
AR(1) model,

ét)=(1-0rL)X(1),
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with X (¢) =0 for ¢ <0; for the MA(1) model,
E(t) = X(t) —nre(t —1),
with £(0) =0; and for the ARFIMA(0,d,0) model,

t—1

E(t)=>_9(j,dr)X(t - j),

J=0

where 9(j,d) are the coefficients in the formal expansion
(1=1)"=2_9(,dL,
=0

with
F(] B d) _ * a—1_—x
L(-d)T(G+1) T(a) _/0 2 le™" da.

The standardized values of QnT,T, (QnT’T —nr)//2nr are compared with
the 5% critical value of the standard normal (see Hong [21]) instead of the
usual X%"T_l) approximation correcting by the loss of degrees of freedom
due to parameter estimation, which is justified under Gaussianity. The two
approximations provide a similar proportion of rejections. We also tried the
weighting suggested by Ljung and Box [30], which produced very similar
results.

First we analyze the size accuracy of the Cramér—von Mises test based
on B, r- The empirical sizes of the tests based on CT, reported in Table 1,
are reasonably close to the nominal ones. The asymptotic approximation
improves noticeably when the sample size increases from 7" = 200 to 1" = 500,
this improvement being uniform for all the models, although the empirical
size is smaller than the nominal level. Tests based on @, 7 have serious
size distortions for the smaller sample size and large values of |n| in the
MA (1) model, since Whittle estimates can be quite biased in these cases. The
empirical size of tests based on @), T depends substantially on the number of
autocorrelations used. In addition, for the larger choices of ny implemented,
QnT,T over-rejects Hy. The usual recommendation ny = O(Tl/ 2) also seems
reasonable here, in terms of size accuracy.

Next we study the power performance of the tests. To this end, we report
first, in Table 2, the proportion of rejections under the alternative hypothesis
for different nonnested specifications with the model specified under the null.
We cannot conclude that one test is clearly superior to the others in any
of the four cases analyzed. As expected, the power of the Portmanteau test
decreases as np increases. In view of Tables 1 and 2, we can conclude that
a choice of large np, around T2 produces reasonable size accuracy, but

0(j,d) =
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TABLE 1
Empirical size of omnibus and Portmanteau tests at 5% significance

T =200 T = 500

éT Cf(l)" Q3,T QG,T Q~10,T QZO,T CT C'(I)‘ Q~3,T QG,T QIS,T Q35,T

do, Ho: AR(1)

—0.8 4.92 469 3.34 3.72 391 3.61 5.07 5.17 3.56 3.87 4.35 3.97

—0.5 4.38 496 2.80 3.38 3.60 3.41 4.96 5.16 3.12 3.75 4.17 3.82
0.0 4.07 496 2.66 3.35 3.45 3.37 4.62 5.10 3.00 3.63 4.11 3.82
0.5 3.59 495 2.67 3.33 3.57 3.40 4.50 5.04 2.97 3.82 4.17 3.80
0.8 3.08 4.92 2.89 3.44 3.73 3.54 427 511 333 3.77 432 388

?707H0:MA(1)

—0.8 4.25 837 4.32 454 442 3.95 4.89 6.67 4.13 4.39 4.56 4.07

—0.5 4.16 5.06 2.83 3.41 3.65 3.38 4.89 5.18 3.13 3.76 4.15 3.83
0.0 4.08 4.96 2.51 3.26 3.46 3.32 4.62 5.10 2.94 3.61 4.05 3.82
0.5 3.60 5.08 2.65 3.30 3.55 3.41 4.49 5.15 296 3.77 413 3.82
0.8 3.89 7.72 15.33 15.30 15.33 15.05 4.63 6.42 8.03 8.44 8.68 8.17

do, Ho : 1(d)
0.0 3.53 496 2.76 3.40 3.68 3.47 4.48 510 3.13 3.90 429 3.83
0.2 3.04 495 276 3.39 3.63 3.46 4.54 5.15 3.14 3.89 4.27 381
0.4 3.58 5.21 2.79 3.39 3.59 3.44 458 537 3.14 3.88 427 3.80

such a choice is not the best possible one in order to maximize the power.
The test based on Cp is fairly powerful compared to the Portmanteau test
for all cases considered, and it works remarkably well when testing an AR(1)
in the direction of an MA(1) alternative.

Finally, we analyze the power of the different tests when testing an AR(1)
specification in the direction of local ARFIMA(1,d,0) with d=7/T"/?, and
in the direction of local ARMA(1,1) alternatives with moving average pa-
rameter 7 = 7/T/2, for different values of 7. The proportion of rejections for
these designs is reported in Tables 3 and 4. We also consider tests based on
the test statistics Wn 7 and zbn 7 (one-sided and two-sided, zb T and \wn 7
resp.), choosing n =3 and 6, which has been recommended by Stute, Thies
and Zhu [42] for a different goodness-of-fit test problem. Of course, tests
based on the first n (asymptotic) orthogonal components of Sy, 1 are sensi-
tive to the choice of n, as also happens with tests based on the n (asymptotic)
orthogonal components of ag, 7 (the estimated autocorrelations of the in-
novations) in Portmanteau tests. The omnibus test based on C7 still works
fairly well compared to the others, including the optimal and smooth tests.
The directional tests are the most powerful in the directions for which they
are designed, and the tests based on Wn,T and QnT’T work very similarly,
though VAV,LT exhibits a better size precision for the choices of n considered.
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TABLE 2
Empirical power of omnibus and Portmanteau tests at 5% significance

T = 200 T = 500

CT Q3,T Q~6,T Q~10,T QZO,T C'T Q3,T QG,T QIS,T Q~35,T

n, Ho:AR(1), H; : MA(1)

—0.8 100.00 99.97 99.95 99.25 92.34 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

—0.5 80.82 70.16 55.53 44.38 31.25 99.84 99.23 97.54 88.65 68.72
0.2 7.12 5.04 4.98 4.86 4.34 12.16 8.31 7.35 6.27 5.21
0.5 70.82 72.03 57.50 46.06 32.15 9859 99.32 97.83 89.19 69.29
0.8 99.56 99.99 99.95 99.30 92.76 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

(57 Hop: 1\/A[A(1)7 H: IAR(l)

—0.8 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.99 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

—-0.5 8436 77.15 66.51 57.37 44.02 99.73 99.47 9845 94.26 82.89
0.2 7.16 3.7 3.99 3.94 3.63 12.04 6.65 6.42 5.73 4.80
0.5 77.08 7486 64.04 54.79 31.78 99.19 99.41 9835 93.77 82.04
0.8 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 99.97 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

0, Ho:1(d), Hi:AR(1)

0.2 11.34 12.84 13.00 11.27 13.13 3492 33.35 33.01 2398 15.71

0.5 26.81 34.11 41.17 3555 2494 7529 81.36 87.81 80.73 58.52

0.8 9.82 1286 21.01 21.32 1541 3321 38.74 57.53 61.63 39.15
d, Ho:AR(1), H:1:1(d)
0.1 8.22 4.98 5.66 5.11 4.83 16.79 12.07 14.09 12.34 9.10

0.2 19.90 13.74 16.20 1523 11.81 51.77 45.04 53.29 47.54 36.11
0.3 36.03  25.92 32.00 30.50 24.35 82.80 74.84 85.12 81.44 69.62
0.4 48.83 34.86 43.78 43.31 3548 9440 8730 9556 94.31 87.38

5. Final remarks. Our results can be extended to goodness-of-fit tests of
models that can accommodate simultaneously stationary and nonstationary
time series. For instance, if the increments Y (t) := (1—-L)X (¢), t=0,+£1,...,
are second order stationary with zero mean and spectral density g such that

lim [A24"YgN) =G >0 for some d € [0.5,1.5),
A—0+

we can define the pseudo-spectral density function of {X (¢)}ez, f, as

FO) = ).

Thus, when d # 1, g has a singularity at A =0, as happens with many long-
range dependent time series (cf. A2). If {X(¢)}icz is stationary, f becomes
the standard spectral density function.

If either {Y (¢) }rez or {X (t) }1ez satisfies Wold’s decomposition, f admits
the factorization
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TABLE 3
Empirical size and power under local alternatives at 5% significance

19

Hy:AR(1), H; : ARFIMA(1,d = /T2, 0)

T p Cr Wsr Wer |¥sr| |der| Uir vPdr Qsr Qer
T =200
0 0.0 4.07 3.19 2.59 4.70 4.81 4.48 5.12 2.66 3.35
0.5 3.59 2.98 2.32 3.79 4.24 3.62 3.99 2.67 3.33
0.8 3.08 2.52 1.94 3.94 3.10 3.75 4.02 2.89 3.44
1 0.0 6.26 5.40 4.37 8.39 11.13 13.44 16.63 3.68 4.25
0.5 3.57 2.90 2.26 3.45 4.19 4.19 5.64 2.73 3.37
0.8 3.01 2.25 1.66 4.10 4.52 7.80 8.53 3.87 4.41
2 0.0 12.19 12.04 10.53 19.93 26.15 28.94 35.10 7.80 9.13
0.5 3.44 2.91 2.36 3.47 4.15 4.25 6.27 2.91 3.58
0.8 4.84 3.16 2.19 9.17 10.33 16.59 17.98 8.45 7.58
3 0.0 21.92 23.63 21.27 35.77 44.37 47.20 54.61 15.17 18.02
0.5 3.26 2.74 2.39 3.65 4.43 4.99 6.48 3.27 3.92
0.8 9.13 6.61 4.10 20.13 22.90 31.95 35.14 21.18 16.12
4 0.0 33.38 27.13 24.15 50.40 59.39 62.18 69.12 23.88 29.88
0.5 3.41 2.47 2.38 4.09 4.75 6.80 7.61 4.32 4.67
0.8 17.48 14.65 9.09 38.10 43.37 53.13  57.56  46.00 33.97
T =500
0 0.0 4.62 4.22 3.66 4.81 4.78 4.57 5.06 3.00 3.63
0.5 4.50 3.99 3.40 4.26 4.58 4.27 4.43 2.97 3.82
0.8 4.27 3.56 3.09 3.90 3.85 4.63 3.63 3.33 3.77
1 0.0 6.93 7.03 6.29 9.35 11.62 14.63 17.54 4.37 5.13
0.5 4.58 4.42 4.08 4.85 5.35 58.30 7.43 3.02 3.93
0.8 4.74 4.13 3.47 5.72 5.90 9.61 9.83 4.12 4.64
2 0.0 14.22 15.51 14.23 23.43 29.37 33.47 39.37 10.03 11.60
0.5 4.69 4.72 4.67 4.83 6.49 6.37 10.18 3.08 4.21
0.8 7.36 6.13 4.73 11.57 12.08 19.11 19.81 7.27 7.38
3 0.0 26.86 31.03 29.55 44.70 53.35 56.44  63.59  21.28 24.91
0.5 4.65 5.04 5.48 4.71 7.14 5.44 11.31 3.30 4.60
0.8 13.56 11.62 8.18 23.46 24.65 34.56 35.78 15.23 13.51
4 0.0 43.62 51.19 49.81 66.34 74.28 75.93 81.84 37.13 43.93
0.5 4.65 5.18 6.35 5.05 7.03 5.09 10.80 3.81 5.09
0.8 24.44 23.10 16.17 42.07 44.05 54.86 56.23 31.28 25.74

|1/3nT| denotes two-sided tests, whereas 121::T are one-sided (right-hand side) tests.

where h satisfies A2. Thus, given a parametric family H, for example, the
ARFIMA specification given in (3), a T)-process for testing that h € H is

O/éUT,T()‘) = T1/2 |:

Gy (N i}

g)T7T(7T) T

A€ 0,7,
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TABLE 4
Empirical size and power under local alternatives at 5% significance

Hy:AR(1), Hi : ARMA(1,1),n = 7/T*/2
T p  Cr Wsr Wer |dsr| [Per| @ir Pdr Qsr Qer

T =200
0 0.0 4.13 3.09 3.58 3.98 4.39 4.18 4.39 2.65 3.36
0.5 3.62 2.80 2.22 3.68 4.04 3.93 4.14 2.67 3.31
0.8 3.06 2.38 1.86 3.00 3.21 3.45 3.64 2.93 3.46

1 00 4.22 3.10 2.58 3.88 4.23 3.74 3.93 2.76 3.40
0.5 5.52 4.08 2.90 5.51 5.76 8.86 9.20 3.08 3.61
0.8 7.81 5.63 3.66 .77 7.98 13.13  13.62 5.47 5.05

2 0.0 5.01 3.50 2.79 3.77 4.06 3.36 3.46 3.45 3.82
0.5 8.53 6.10 4.02 8.58 9.06 14.33  14.61 4.51 4.56
0.8 18.07 13.73 8.53 20.63 21.26 30.93 3141 12,52  10.66

3 00 7.79 5.04 3.76 4.62 4.92 6.00 6.06 5.60 5.32
0.5 10.64 7.80 5.16 10.84 11.25 17.39  17.87 5.76 5.41
0.8 3210 2717 17.65 37.68 38.18 50.25  50.49 23.84 20.09

4 0.0 14.60 9.51 6.65 10.86 11.01 16.70  16.78  11.03 8.99
0.5 10.67 8.16 5.42 10.65 11.01 17.11 17.57 5.93 5.56
0.8 45.29  42.62 29.55 52.48 52.79 64.96 64.97 36.18 31.63

T =500
0 0.0 4.70 4.43 3.86 4.66 5.68 4.52 4.62 2.99 3.64
0.5 4.50 4.23 3.70 4.53 4.55 4.50 4.52 2.99 3.80
0.8 4.39 3.94 3.40 4.22 4.26 4.37 4.38 3.34 3.78

1 0.0 4.74 4.37 3.83 4.70 4.75 4.31 4.35 3.02 3.70
0.5 6.68 5.72 4.73 6.71 6.61 10.25  10.36 3.75 4.32
0.8 9.56 8.06 6.00 10.03 10.08 16.20 16.28 6.26 5.82

2 0.0 5.00 4.47 3.90 4.76 4.87 3.61 3.62 3.34 3.90
0.5 11.06 8.94 6.81 11.48 11.43 18.23  18.17 6.06 5.88
0.8 2321 19.66 13.89 26.87 26.88 38.01 3799 15.66 13.35

3 00 6.31 5.17 4.38 4.95 5.03 3.19 3.18 4.25 4.55
0.5 16.44  13.17 9.58 17.26 17.24 26.26  26.03 9.45 8.39
0.8 42.78  38.92 28.30 50.11 49.91 62.36 6242 3223  27.37

4 0.0 9.48 6.98 5.57 5.09 5.16 4.09 4.07 6.40 5.98
0.5 21.08 17.22 12.42 22.10 21.95 32.15 3199 12.84 10.89
0.8 6244 60.69 47.41 70.99 70.86 80.69  80.67 52.01 46.42

|1/;nT| denotes two-sided tests, whereas 121::T are one-sided (right-hand side) tests.

where Gieﬂ,T is analogous to Gy, but using the tapered periodogram, for
example,

X w)X (e
2yl w?()

TY(N) :
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Here O = argmingee G (7) is the Whittle estimator proposed by Velasco
and Robinson [45], which admits a similar asymptotic first order expansion
as in (8), and where w is a taper function, for example, the full cosine taper

1 27t
w(t):§<1—cos<%>), t=1,...,T.

If the full cosine taper is used, because of its desirable asymptotic properties
(see [44]), it is recommended in practice to base our tests on the empirical
process ﬁg’T 7, Where

w PINY?2 o & _
ﬁ@j‘(Am) = <T4) Gwi ZGG,T(])v m = 17' o 7T7

T G,T(Tr) j=1
with
w Ig{}()‘J) / w
egr(J) = — Yp(A J)
G,T( ) h@(A]) 9( ]) G,T( )
1) = AL 3 2 TEOW
or T S ho(Ak)
and
T 4
P2 im L= () 35

7500 (Y w?(t)? 18]

Under appropriate regularity conditions, it can be proved using tools in [44]
and [45] that B 7= Bs.

Finally, the methodology can be extended to test the correlation struc-
ture of the innovations of regression models (e.g., distributed-lags models)
using the martingale part of the U,-process based on the residuals. When
E(z(t)u(s)) =0 for all ¢, s, where {z(t)}/_; are the regressors and {u(¢)}}_,
the error term, the residual Up,-process is asymptotically equivalent to the
Up,-process based on the true innovations, and there is no need to use tests
based on the martingale part of the U,-process. When E(z(t)u(t —s)) # 0
for some s > 0, the first-order expansion of the residual Up,-process depends
on the cross-spectrum of the innovations and regressors. However, it seems
possible to apply the results in this paper to implement tests based on the
(approximate) martingale part of this Up-process with estimated parame-
ters.

6. Lemmas. This section provides a series of lemmas which will be used
in the proofs of the main results. Some of them can be of independent
interest. Henceforth, 2(¥) denotes the kth element of a p x 1 vector z and K
a finite positive constant. Also, we shall abbreviate g(\;) by g; for a generic
function g(A).
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LEMMA 1. Let C:(0,7] — RP be a function such that ||C(N)| < K|log A|¢,
¢>1, and ||OC(N)/ON| < KA"Ylog A~ for all A >0. Then, as T — oo,

cj——/c d

PRrROOF. The left-hand side of (16) is bounded by

T)\/7r
log T

(16) sup (og )
€0, 7'(']

(17) sup —/ ((z)dz||+ sup Z C]——/ x)dzx||.
Aefo,r/T)!1 T /0 \e[r/T 7] j=1 i

The first term of (17) is bounded by

1 7T/T w/ T ’
L[ e@ldr <& [T ogalt e <k EED

™ Jo

(log’ T )

Next, by the triangle inequality, the second term of (17) is bounded by

W/f
== [7 cwde

sup
e [W/fﬂr]

(18)
TA/x]
1 (G+1)7/T
+ s - g:/"% I~ ¢@]da.

The first term of (18) is bounded by KT~ (log T’ since ||¢(x)|| < K |logz|°.
Next, by the mean value theorem, the second term of (18) is bounded by

(+1)m/T

Tl (j+)m/T 1
KZ/ —E—x|10g:17|z 1dZE<KZ |log x|t dx
j=1 jT('/T )\j T j= 1] '7r/T
K(logT)*
< - =~ .

The next lemma corresponds to Giraitis, Hidalgo and Robinson’s [14]
Lemma 4.4, which we state without proof for easy reference. For this pur-

pose, let u; := hj_1/2(27rT)_1/2 S X () ;= (2rT) V2L e(t)e™
and Rx.(\) be the spectral coherency ([6], pages 256-257) between X and
. Also, herewith ¢ will denote the conjugate of the complex number c.

LEMMA 2.  Assuming Al and A2, then, as T — oo, the following rela-
tions hold uniformly over 1 <j <k <T:

E(u;v;) = Rxc; + O(j " log(j +1));
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E(ujv;) = O0(i ' log(j +1));

max(|E(ugD;)|, [E(upv;)]) = O~ log(k));

max(|E(vpa;)|, [E(veu;)|) = O~ log(k)).

The next lemma corresponds to the proof of expression (4.8) of [37], pages
1648-1651, using the orders of magnitude of the terms a1, az,b; and be in [37]
and Lemma 3 there, but using our Lemma 2 instead of Robinson’s [36]
Theorems 1 and 2 when appropriate.

LEMMA 3. Let (:[0,7] — RP satisfy the same conditions on ¢g, in A3(a)—(c).
Then, assuming Al and A2, as T — oo, for 1 <r<s<T,h=1,...,p
2

v;)

s

§Klog2(T)Z{ “Llog(T —1—2 “2log*(T —|—j_1k:_1/2)}.

j=r
LEMMA 4. Let ¢: [0, 7] — RP satisfy the same conditions on ¢g, in A3(a)—(c)
and write
of . [Ti/:ﬂc ( 2>
’ Tl/2 = J 2T
and
| [/

Ix,;, o
2SN — (X5 P
#0-mm 2 655
j=1
Then, under the conditions of Theorem 1, for some 0 <6 < 1/6,
(19) E sup [l65()) = a7 (V)] = O(T™").

€l0,m

PROOF. It suffices to show that (19) holds for each element of the vector
dgp()\) - agp()\). Then, by the triangle inequality the left-hand side of (19) is
bounded by

[T)\/7r
2
B e 3
(20)
[TA/x]
+2E}\21[Bp7r 1/2 Z C Uj — ;)|
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The first term of (20) is bounded by
2 2
2% ) _ 70—
T1/2 Z’C {(E‘UJ‘ 271) (E(UJ”J) 271_)

_ (E(Ujvj) - ;) + (E’Uj‘z B §>}

B logT log(j +1) _
_0<T1/2Z : >—0<T ),

by Lemma 2, because E|vj|> = (2r) ~1o?, and by assumption \C](-k)] < KlogT.

Next, to show that the second term of (20) is O(T~%), it suffices to show
that

1
AT Zc““ ()~ 7))

By the triangle inequality the left-hand side of (21) is bounded by

(21) IE max_ =0(T79).

[T7)

+E sz (@ - 7)

(22) IE max T1/2

1 k)
(T8 T1/2 Zg( )Uj(uj 7j)

1 K
(23) +Es:[cfrg}li}1< 7 > CJ(- Vi (a; — )]

where % <fB< % Using the inequality

2
29 (suplesl ) =suplesf? < 3 ley .
P P >
by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality the square of (22) is bounded by
4 [T%] | s 2 N
E Zg ~ ;)| =0T Mog T) = O(T~%)
s=1 lj=1

using Lemma 3.

To complete the proof, we need to show that (23) = O(T~%). To that
end, let ¢=0,...,[T] — 1 with % < ¢ < (3. By the triangle inequality (23) is
bounded by

1
max

s [T8)+q(s)T/[T%]
T1/2 s:[f‘ﬁ}-l-l,...,f‘ {

> - > }quk)vj(ﬂa' - ;)

J=[TP]+1 J=[TP]+1




GOODNESS-OF-FIT FOR LINEAR PROCESSES 25

(25) N o
[TP]+q(s)T/[T°]

max > C](-k)?fj (@ — ;)]

T2 .~
T2 s=[TB]+1,..,T =T 41

where ¢(s) denotes the value of ¢ =0, ..., [T°] — 1 such that [T7] + q(s)T/[T*]
is the largest integer smaller than or equal to s, and using the convention
Yi=0ifd<ec

By the definition of ¢(s) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the square
of the second term of (25) is bounded by

[T8)+4T/[T¥) . ’

E=  max X G )
0=0o [T 1= (Fey 4

Z Bl Y G =)

J=ITP)+1

by (24). But, using Lemma 3, we have that the right-hand side of the last
displayed inequality is bounded by

4 [T
Klog~T Z (1 ’LZ\+ + Iq ]1/2T1/2(1 g))
q=0 T
< Klog*T(T P+ T Y?) < KT™%,
where |g|+ = max{1,|q|}. To complete the proof, we need to show that the

first term in (25) is O(T~?). To that end, we note that this term is bounded
by

s

Z C( (T —05)|,

J=1+[T8)+qT/[T<]

=5 max - max
TY? oo, [T5]-1 *

where the max, runs for all values s =1+ [T8) + qT/[T5),...,[TP) + (q +
1)T/[T¢]. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and (24), the square of the last
displayed expression is bounded by

1 [T11 [P (a+ )T /[T9] 2
~ > E

T e s=1+[T8)+qT/[T9]

s

> ¢y —v))

F=1-+[T8]+qT/[T¥)

= [T5]—1 [TP]+(g+1)T/[T%] S(1—¢)/2
log* T 1 109/
<K 7 > > {—+ H3/2 }

9=0 s=1+[T#]+qT/[T7] al+
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i

where in the first inequality we have used Lemma 3 and that, for ¢ > 1 and
Y =0,

s K [TP]4(q+1)T/[T%]
Y iV 3 1
(TP +qT =)

G=14[T8)+¢T/[T5] j=1+[TP)+qT/[T*]

KTA=9)1-%)
< ——

This completes the proof. [

REMARK 1. Lemma 4 holds for ozgp(/\) and dgp(/\) replaced by

.. ~C . -
5N = af(m) —af(V),  Gr(N) = ag(n) a5 (),
respectively. This is so because the triangle inequality implies that

E sup [d5()) — dr(N)] <2E sup |ad(A) —a5(\)]-
Ael0,7] A€[0,7]

Define, for p and ¥ € [0, 7],

5 [T9 /7]
(26) Cs (,u, V)= TT1/2 Z Cp COS(S)‘P)y
p=[Tp/7)+1

where ¢ is as in Lemma 1 and p <.

LEMMA 5. For0<pu<d1,92<m, as'T — oo,

T—-1T-t
(27) D> s, 91) (1, 92) = g, 91,92) (1 + (1)),

t=1 s=1
where  g(p,91,92) = 7L [P ) (w)du — (770 7 C(u) du)(n Tt X
72 ¢ () du).

PROOF. A typical component of the matrix on the left-hand side of (27)
is
g [T (T2 /7] T-17T—t

ﬁ Z Cz(alfl) Z CI(JSQ) Z Z cos(sAp, ) cos(sAp,)

p1=[Tp/x]+1 pa=[Tp/x]+1 =1 s=1
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4 [%ﬁl/n]/\ﬁﬁz/n] T-17T—t

:W Z (k2 ZZCOS (sAp)

p=[Tp/m]+1 =1 s=1
(28) -
(TY1 /7]

k
TP
p1=[Tp/7)+1

[T92 /7] T 17—t

X Z 102 Z Z{COS S)‘p1+102) +COS(S)‘101 p2)}

pe=[Tp/m+1 =1 s=
p27p1

Because cos? A = (1 + cos(2)))/2, then using formulae in [6], page 13, we
have that 37" S cos?(s)\,) = (T — 1)?/4 and, for p; # pa,

s
T-1T-t

Z Z{COS(S)‘IJ1+102) +cos(sAp,—p,) } = =T

t=1 s=1

a~nd, hence, we conclude that the right-hand side of (28) is, recalling that

=[1/2],
TO1 /7] A[TY2 /7
(T - 1) (1 o % 2/ (kl)C(k2)>
j:v P P

T2 P
p=[Tu/m]+1

5 [T91 /7] (T2 /7]
_ 2 Z (k1) Z (k2)
TT < P1 £ P2
p1=[Tp/7]+1 po=[Tp/7]+1
p2#£p1

= g(kl’]w)(:u'aﬁlvﬁQ)(l + 0(1))7

by Lemma 1 and where ¢(¥1:52) (1,19, 195) denotes the (ki,ks)th element of
the matrix g(u,91,92). O

We now introduce the following notation. For 0 < v < vy <,

[T/ 71/2 T
(29) 517T(’U1,’02) = (% Z Cp) (TT 2(52(t) - 0-2)>7

p=[Tv1 /7] +1 t=1

T t—1
(30) gQT ’U1,’U2 Z Z Ct s('Ula'U2)a
s=1

where ¢(+,-) is given in (26) and ¢ is as in Lemma 1.
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LEMMA 6. Let 0<wvy <v<wvy<m. Then assuming Al, for k=1,...,p
and for some B >0 and 0 <9 <1,

31)  E(E8 0, o) 1R (0, 0)%) < K(v2 —v1)?70,  j=1,2,

where EI(T)(vl, ) and 52(2(1)1,1)) are the kth components of (29) and (30),
respectwely

Proor. We begin with j =1. By Lemma 1,

[Tws /7]

1 L [v2 \logTV 1-5/2
= > GV (P <K < K (vp—v1)' 7,
Tp:[i:vl/ﬂ]—i-l T T

after we notice that we can take T~ < (vy — v1), since otherwise (31) holds
trivially. On the other hand, A1 implies that E(37_; (£2(t) —0?))? < KT So,
using the inequality (vy — v)(v — 1) < (v2 — v1)? and the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, we have that IE(|<S’1 T(vl, )||€1(k%(v,v2)|) < K(vy —v1)*7°.

To complete the proof, it suffices to examine that the inequality in (31)
holds for j =2. Now

E(Sék% (v1,v2))" =16 H Z cg?)_sj (v1,v2)E(e(t1)e(s1) .. .e(ts)e(sq)).

J=11<s;<t; <T

Since the number of equal indices in the set {t1,$1,...,%4,54} does not ex-
ceed 4, by assumption Al it follows that [E(e(t1)e(s1)...e(ts)e(s4))] < K.
Moreover, by Al the inequality [E(e(¢1)e(s1) . ..e(ta)e(s4))] # 0 can hold only
if any t;,s; are repeated in {t1,s1,...,ts,54} at least twice. Hence, by the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we obtain that

4 1/2
E(gz(k% Ul,UQ H ( Z (C,Ef)_sj (’Ul,’L)g))2>

J=1 \1<s;<t; <T
2
:K< > (Cgﬁ)s(ULW))Z)-
1<s<t<T

But by Lemma 5 the right-hand side of the last displayed equation is bounded
by

K(%/”l (D) du _( / U du) ) < K(vp—v1)*°

because | [, (M) ()P dx| < K|vg — v1|'79/2 for p=1,2. This concludes the
proof choosing =2 by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. [
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LEMMA 7. Denote n:=1I., —0?/(27) and

[Tv/x] , o T
Z Cpnp  and Ry (v) = m NZ CpMps
p=1 p=[Tv/m]+1

2w
Rp(v) = Fi2

(0<wv<m)

with ¢ as in Lemma 1. Let 0 < vy <v <wvy < 7. Then assuming Al, for
some >0 and 0 < < 1:

( (6;) E(|| R} (v2) — RE(0)[|° | RE(v) = R (1)) < K (v2 — v1)77°,
32
j=1,2.

(b)  Rp(v )iN(o 47r2v<j>( ),  j=12,
where VW (v) = o [ C(u)¢! (v) du/m + otk f§ C(u)du [} ¢'(u)du/7* and

V@) (v )_U4f C( )¢ (u )du/w—ka k[ C(u)du [ C( Ydu/m?, thhK} denot-
ing the fourth cumulant of {(t)/o ez .

PROOF. We begin with (a). We shall consider R2(v) only, R%(v) being
similarly handled. From the definition of 7,, and

, , or  [Tv2/7]
Ryp(v) — Ryp(v2) = m Z Cpllps
p=[Tv/7]+1

we have that

R%(U) — R%(Ug) = 51;[(1),?}2) + 527T(1),U2),
where & 7(v,v2) and & r(v,v2) are given in (29) and (30), respectively.
Now (32) follows immediately from Lemma 6 and standard inequalities.

Part (b). We will examine R}.(v) £>/\/'(0,4712V(1)(v)), the proof for j =2
being handled identically. But this follows by an obvious extension of The-
orem 4.2 of [14] because ((u) satisfies the same conditions on h,,(u) there.
U

LEMMA 8. Assume A1-A4. Then we have that, for some 0 <4< 1/6,

(TA/x] [TA/7]

2m Ix a2> 2m < 02)
. . LA T —
o [TA/x]
(33) (T > <j¢€0]>T1/2(0T to)
7j=1
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1
“0(7)
2 T Ix i o2
b)) = D Cj< - - _>
/2 4 ho.; 2
r J=[TA/x]+1 Org 4T
2 T o?
a2 U (favj - %)
J=[TA/7]+1
2 T
o ~ 1
- <? Z Cj%o,j)Tm(@T —0p) + Op(ﬁ),
j=[TA/x]+1

where the O,(1/T°) terms are uniform in X € [0,7], and where ((u) and
C(w)|| are as in Lemma 1.

PROOF. We examine (a), part (b) being handled similarly. The difference
between the left-hand side of (33) and the first term on its right-hand side
is

[TA/x]
27 IX7' hg J
ffl/g Z Cj hGOJj [hgojj -1+ ¢/00,j(0T - 90)]
=1 ) T
(34) o i
[TA/7] [TA/7]
2 Ix; > 2w ;o Ix
+ =5 i\ i | — = By L (07 — o).
T2 ]Z::l CJ(@(M. =7 )T T ]Z:ZI CiPay. heo,j( T — 6o)
First we notice that
(35) O — 0o = O,(T~'/%),

which follows by (8) in assumption A4, and because
(36) 3 Y na (2L~ L) =0,
T1/2 kgl 0 h o,k c p

(recall that under Hy, hj = hy, ;), by Lemma 4 and Markov’s inequality, and

2 T d 1 /
m kgl(zﬁgo,kle,k —)N<0, %/0 ¢90 (u)¢90 (u) du)

(37) )
[ by () Bodw)
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by Lemma 7 with ((u) = ¢g,(u). Notice also that E%:l b0, = O(logT) by
Lemma 1 because (9) and A3 part (c) implies that ¢g,()\) satisfies the same
conditions on ((\) in Lemma 1.

Next, A3 part (d) implies that, uniformly in A\ € [0, 7], the norm of the
first term of (34) is bounded by

[T/]
. 1 Ix ; _
(38) KT —bol*z 3 1log? AlIGlI 7t = 0,177,
j=1 05

because (35) implies that we can take § = KT~/2 in A3 part (d) so that
)\j_‘; < K when 6 < KT~Y/2 and j > 1, and also because by Markov’s in-
equality and Lemmas 4 and 7,

[TX/x]

7 2 oG (22 - 52| = 0,a)
T = hg(),j 2w

sup
A€[0,7]

and because by Lemma 1 with ||¢(u)|||log?(u)| there,

[T/7] L )
sup | = ) |10g2/\j|||<j||——/ | Tog? (w)][|¢ (w)|| du| = o(T~1/2).

The second term of (34) is O,(T~%) by Lemma 4 and Markov’s inequality.

Next, proceeding similarly as in (38), since ¢ ()\)qb’go (M) satisfies the same con-
ditions as ¢(\)|log A|, the third term of (34) is T~ o2 Zgii/ﬂ qus{%’jfl/?(HT -
00) + O,(T~?), which concludes the proof. [

LEMMA 9.  Assuming A1, for any 0 <v < (1—0)/4, with § as in Lemma 7,
we have that, for all k=1,....p,
k k
"0\, m) B 51(,%0\27%))2
(ﬂ' — /\1)” (ﬂ' — /\2)”
52(?1)“()‘177() _ 52(?“()‘277()
(m—A)?"  (m— X))V

< K()\2 o /\1)2—5—21),

69 @

4
(40)  (b) E( ) <K (Mg — A\ )20

for all 0 < \{ < \g <, and where 51(2(/\1, A2) and 52(2(/\1, A2) are given in
(29) and (30), respectively.

PrROOF. We begin with (b). By standard inequalities the left-hand side
of (40) is bounded by

4 4
KE(i(W _1A1)v 555“%(A1,A2)> +K ( o _1A1)U - _&2)“) E(E{ (A2, m))".




32 M. A. DELGADO, J. HIDALGO AND C. VELASCO

By Lemma 6, for any 0 < § < 1, we have that the last displayed expression
is bounded by

(/\2 o )\1)2—6
(ﬂ' - /\1)4U

1 1

4
w) X (r—A)"  (7— >\2)U> (m =2

4 K(
Consider the case Ay — A\ < 2_1(7T — \g) first. By the mean value theorem
(41) is

(}\2 . )\1)2—5
K (m— A
4 K U4()\2 — )\1)4
(m = AP (m = Ag)0H =2 (B(m — A1) + (1 = B) (7 — Ag))4=4

< K(/\2 _/\1)2—5—411 —|—K(7T— )\2)—5—411—2(/\2 o )\1)4’

where = (A1, A2) € (0,1), and then because m — A1 > Ao — Ay and m— Ay >
7 — Ao > 0. But the right-hand side of the last displayed inequality is bounded
by K (Ao — A1)?797% since Ay — A\; <271 (7 — o).

Next, consider the case for which 271 (7 — A\3) < Ay — A;. Using the in-
equality a® —b* < (a —b)* for any 0 <¢ <1 and a > b, we have that (41) is
bounded by

()\2 _ )\1)4v(7T _ /\2)2—6
(ﬂ' — )\1)4U (71' — )\2)411

where we have used 0 < Ay — A1 <7 — A\ and ™ — A\ < 2(A2 — A\q). This
completes the proof of part (b).

Next part (a). By definition and A1, the left-hand side of (39) is bounded
by

K()\Z o )\1)2—5—47) +K S K()\Z . A1)2_5_4v,

% 1 [TAz /7] " 2
(71-_/\1)211 (7 Z Cj )

J=[TA1 /7)+1

1 IS TG
+K((7T—/\1)U_(7T—>\2)U> (% Z Cj )

j=[TA2/m]+1

SK()\Q . )\1)2—5—21)

by Lemma 1, and then proceed as in part (b). O

In what follows we shall abbreviate v; , A, +(q) by Hor(q).
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LEMMA 10. Assuming A1-Ab, for all e >0,

[TX/x]

1 H, k
lim limsupPr< sup |= Z 63’7T()
A=T Too Ao<A<T Tk:[TAo/le T1/2
(42) N
T 2
[Xj (o > }
X 797( = — — || >e,=0.
j:zk;rl " \hor ;2w

PROOF. Abbreviate hy ! Ix; —I.; by s; and take A > /2 without
loss of generality. Noting that he_leIXJ- — 02/(27) = »; + n;, where n; =
I j — 0?/(2m), we have

/) 7
1 H, k
D S LD SRR
OSSTIT k=[To/n)+1 j=k+1
K T k 6/2
<= Y Hua®l(1-3)
k=[TXo/7]+1
(43) i
X{ sup (1—k/T)%2 & N
ET 00,5 %)
[Too/m<k<T T j=k+1
P L5 L |
-_— Y 97» . ,
[TAO/W]SICST T1/2 Pt 0,717

for any 0 < ¢ < 1. The first factor on the right-hand side of (43) is bounded
by

1 T E\6/2-1
Kz ¥ lhwesl(1- %)

k=[Tho/m)+1

- K<T— [?o/w]y/{

using

. e\~
l4pr®I<KE(1-Z) .

because || Ag,(\)|| > K~(m — \) by assumption A5 and because Lemma 1

implies that supe, /<< | Agy (k) — Ag, ([km/T))|| = O(T~ 1og? T).
Next, by Lemma 9 the second term inside the braces on the right-hand

side of (43) is Op(1) for § > 0 small enough, whereas Lemma 8 and (35)
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imply that the first term is bounded by

(1-kD)2 &

. sup . j:, Z /7907j¢/007j Op(l)
[Tho/m]<kL<T j=k+1
p
[To/n]<k<T e

= Op(lm = Xol’?),

because of T-1 <T-1 < infiz, ]<k<7(1 —k/T), 0< & <1, and an obvious
0/T|SR>

extension of Lemma 1 but with ¢(X) =g, ()¢, (A) there. So, (43) is Oy (|7 —

Ao|?), which implies that (42) holds because § > 0. O

LEMMA 11. Assuming A1-A6,
1 i (Por,; — @ )( Ix logT)
Tl/z jz[iF)\/wH-l " 007 heT,j 271' T1/2

(44) sup
A€[0,7]

PROOF. The expression inside the norm on the left-hand side of (44) is

1 T . IX,J
=5 2 Ons( ot 1) (6r—60)
j=[Tx/n]+1 7
1 T . o2
(45) + T1/2 NZ qb@o,j <Ie,j - %) (HT — 90)
j=[TA/m]+1
1 T . Ix; o2
+ T1/2 Z (07,5 — Po0.j — P60.5(0T — 60)) <m _ %>
J=[TA/7]+1

By A6 and then noting that |a —b| < (a —b) + 2b for a >0 and b > 0, the
norm of the third term of (45) is bounded by

s 167 — 0o 90||2 IXJ _
T1/2
- TI/Q e BLAj hGij 27'(' T = &

logT
—0,(737)
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by (35) and then using Lemmas 8 and 7 with ((\) = |log A|, and Lemma 1,
respectively. So, uniformly in A, the third term of (45) is 0,(1). Likewise,
the first term of (45) is O,(T~'/?) uniformly in A using Lemma 8 with

C(\) = g, (A) and (35). Observe that ¢, (\) satisfies the same conditions as
¢(\) in Lemma 8 by A6. Finally, the second term of (45) is O,(T~/?) by

Lemma 7 with ¢((\) = ¢g,(A). O

LEMMA 12. Assuming A1-A6, for all € >0,

[T/
1 H
lim limsupPr{ sup |= Z 03,7T(Q)
A0—=T T oo Ao<A<7 T _ T1/2
q=[TXo/7]+1
(10 )
T 2
IX]' o ) }
X 70,'<—’—— >ep=0.

PROOF. Notice that (35) implies that it suffices to show (46) in the set
{161 — 60|l < KT~Y2mz'}, where my +m7'T~1/2 — 0. On the other hand,
Lemma 11 and then Lemma 8 imply that, uniformly in ¢,

1 Z o2 T B )
T1/2 2 Wri = <? D 0,305 | T2 (60— 01) + Op(T°),
47 j=q+1 j=q+1
—1 i: —1 % 1/2

J=q+1 Jj=q+1

proceeding as in the proof of (44) but with sz; + n; replaced by n; there.
Observe that we can take Ag > 7/2. Next, uniformly in ¢, A6 implies that

_sup [[Apr7(q) — Ago,r ()| = (m = A0) Op (|07 — o)),
[Tho/m]<q<T

which will imply that, with probability approaching one, as T — oo,
q

1
1452 2@l < 143 @) 1+ KTVt < K (1- 2

because ||Ag,(A)|| > K~*(m — \) and Lemma 1 implies that

_sup[[Agy () = Ago([am/T]| = O(T " log? T).
Tho/r]<q<T

So, we have that, for 0 <6 < 1/2,
TX/m

1 [2/3] Hopr(a) < Iy a_2>

T T1/2 or.d j 2w

q=[TXo/7]+1 J=q+1

sup
Ao <A<m
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1 [T/ g\ o/
<K swp = > lhwal(1- %)
ASASTIL g /a1

(48)

—5/2 T

q 1

(1 - => — > Yo"
T T/ Jj=q+1

X { sup
[Txo/w]<q<T
+O0p(|m — /\0|6/2)},

by (47) and because 771 < T-1 < inf[T,\o/n]gqg:T(l —¢/T). But Lemma 9
implies that

T
Cosup |[(L—g/T) TV g, gm|| = Op(1),
[Tro/m)<q<T j=a+1
and A3 implies that

[TA/x] —1+45/2 T 5/2

1 T—[Th/m
sup T Z 1760, (1 - %) < K(%) )

AOSAST L o /al+1

and, hence, the left-hand side of (48) is O, (|7 — A\o|*/?). From here we con-
clude that (46) holds because 6 > 0. O

7. Proofs. This section provides the proofs of the main results which are
based on the series of lemmas given in the previous section.

PrROOF OF THEOREM 1. Part (a) follows by Lemma 4 with ((A\) =1
there. The proof of part (b) follows immediately from part (a) and Lemma 7
with ((A) =1 there. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. Part (a). By Lemma 8 with ((\) =1 there and
the definitions of Gy and GOT, we have that

TV2(Gorr(N) = GF(V)
/7]

2 ~
~(F 3 s ) 700~ 00
j=1

52 [T/ / : o T Ik
(T ]z::l ¢90,J> T G(;O,T(w)Tl/?z_:%O’khg .

+0p(1),
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by (8) and (9), and where the o0,(1) term is uniform in X € [0, 7|. Likewise,

(50) TY?(Gop 1 (m) — G (m)) = 0p(1)
because of (36) and (37) and, by Lemma 1 with ((A) = ¢,(A) and (9),
we have |71 erzl P9,.5l = O(T1logT). So, (50) holds. Also, it is worth
noticing that Lemma 1 with ((A) = ¢g,(\)dp, (A) implies that [|S7 — Xg,|| =
O(T ' og?T).

On the other hand, noting that (50) and A1 imply that

(51) Gi(m) = 0® +0,(T71/?),
and that
|Gy, () = Gip(m)| = 0, (T~17%)
by Lemma 4, then by (49), (50) and (36), uniformly in \, we obtain that

T'2(Gopr(N) = GF (V)

agy,7(A) = ap(A) +

G.(m)
(52) e T(A)TW( 1 )
ke Go,.1(m) G%(W)
. 1 [TX/n] 1 T
= ap(N) 7 ; l¢907]ST D ( T1/2 Z ookl k| + Op(l)

which concludes the proof of part (a).

Next part (b). Taking into account part (a), part (b) follows because
Lemma 7 guarantees the fidi’s convergence of aOT and its tightness. Tight-
ness of the second term on the right-hand side of (52) follows by (37) and

Lemma 1 and then because fo)‘ ¢o,(u) du is Holder’s continuous of order
greater than 1/2 by A3. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 3. Using (51) and recalling that Hyp 7(j) = ’y(;JAO_%F(j),
we obtain that

e

0(y\) — 2,
A= 7 3 ((;Iw 1)

(53)

— Ho, 1 ( Z Yo,k ( ek 1)) + op(1),

k 7+1

where the o0,(1) term is uniform in A € [0, 7].
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Suppose, to be shown later, that the convergence in [0, Ag] holds for any
0 < A\g < 7. Then, because B, and the limit of the process T-1/2 Zg-?‘l/ﬂ] (I —

02 /27) are continuous in [0, 7], Billingsley’s [3] Theorem 4.2 implies that it
suffices to show that, for all € > 0,

1 Hoy. 1l
)\lim limSupPr{ Sup 1= Z %2(])
02T T—00 AoSAsm Tj:[T)‘O/ﬂ'H g
T 2w
% Z Y60,k _2[E,k_1 > € :07
k=j+1 7

which follows by Lemma 10; compare the second term on the right-hand
side of (43).
So, to complete the proof, we need to show that, for any 0 < A\g <,

1 [TA/7] o
T1/2 2 |\ (G2t 1t

GO

1
_HQO, Z ’Y@O’ ( e,k 1)) = mBW()\),
k 7+1

in [0, Ag]. Fidi’s convergence follows by Lemma 7, part (b) after we note that
the second term on the right-hand side of (53) is

1 T 1kA[TA/7r} o
G M) CI)

and (T~ ZM[TA/ ™ Hgy 1(4))70, 1 satisfies the same conditions of Lemma 7
for ¢(N), for example, those of hy(A) in [14], Theorem 4.2. Then, it suffices
to prove tightness. Since aOT is tight, we only need to show the tightness
condition of

| T/ ) 52
(55) AT(/\) = ? Zl HGO, ( )<T1/2 kz—l—l’yeo, (Ia,k - %)>
J= J

By Billingsley’s [3] Theorem 15.6, it suffices to show that
E(|A7(9) = Ar(@)||Ar(A) = Ar(9)]) < KA = pf*

for all 0 < p <9 <A <7 and some 0 > 1/2. Observe that we can take T-1<
|\ — p|, since otherwise the last inequality is trivial. Because (A —19) (¢ — p) <



GOODNESS-OF-FIT FOR LINEAR PROCESSES 39

(A — p)?, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it suffices to show the last
displayed inequality holds for E|A7()\) — Ap(u)|?, which is

Y T T
% Z HGO,T (J) Z Z 79(),@1 ’7(/9(),52
Gk=[Tu/m)+1 O =j+10l=k+1

02 02
<E|(Lt — ) (L = )| Hopr®)
/)

> N Hoor (DI Hoor ()]

k=[Tw/7]+1

< K(HO) - Hp)2 + T~210g? T),

=

A - . ~
HO) = 7! / Hoo(z)dz and |Hr(\) — BN < KT logT
0

[TX/]

Hr(\) =T 3" ||Hgyr(j)
j=1

by Lemma 1. From here we conclude by Billingsley’s [3] Theorem 15.6, be-

cause H (é) is a monotonic, continuous and nondecreasing function such that
|H) —H(p)| < KXN—pl®, 6>1/2and TP <A —p|. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 4. By definition of 8y 7 and B, it suffices to show
that

[TA/n]

7 2 () (ot = 1ea)
56 —_— - — H, — I
(56) T1/2 ,; <h9T,k =k ot ]%17607] horg
and
[T/~
1 1 Ix Gop,r(m)
- | = H ( J - L )
G@T,T(W)<T kzzjl 00,7 1/2 _zk;rlwo’] hor. 2
1
57 -
(57) Go, ()

[T/~
1 1 Ix; G9T7T(7T)
<(F 3 oz 3 (22 - Gen)

k=1 j=k+1 Or,j
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converge to zero uniformly in A € [0, 7]. Expression (56) is op(1), uniformly
in A € [0, 7], because the contribution due to the term in brackets in the last
line of (52), that is, —QS;,OJZW(G%(W))_1S:FIT_1/2 S boo ek, is easily
seen to be zero. Next, because

| Tyl
7 3 ol Azs® 5 sl
T ;55
| T/ 1 L
<Kz 3 sl 4320 (1- 7|
| T/
<K= Y lerll <K
T k=1

by integrability of vy, and ||Ag, r(k)(1 — k/T)"Y| >0 by A3 and A5, it
implies that the contribution to (56) due to the term o,(1) on the right-
hand side of (52) is negligible.

Next we examine (57). Because of (50) and (51), it suffices to show that

l[Ti/:wJ Hy, (k) ZT: '(IX,]‘ _a_2>
T T2 1909\ 1 2m

k=1 j=k+1 0r,j

(58)

Hy (k) & Ix;, o2
— 7037,11( ) Z 76T,j X.J -
T1/2 ho. ;i 2w

j=k+1 T>J

converges to zero uniformly in \ € [0, 7], after observing that

[TA/x] T [T /7] T
sup | Hopo(k) D vorg— » Hopr(k) D Y054 =0
A€, ]| =1 j=k+1 k=1 j=k+1

First, we observe that Lemmas 10 and 12 imply that it suffices to show
the uniform convergence in A € [0, A\g] for any Ao < 7. But (58) is equal to

| /Al 7 I, o
-~ S H g7
(59) T kgl Op, T Z 790 g~ Vorj (hGT,j 271')
[TA/n] T 2
1 1 IX g
60 + = H k) — H k ( g —)
(60) = kZ::l( 00,7 (k) — Hop (k) T/ _Xk;rl’wo,a hor, 2

So, the theorem follows if (59) and (60) are o,(1) uniformly in X € [0, \g].
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To that end, we first show that

| /]
(61) S = Z 6605 — Pop.ill = 0p(1),
(62) AS[ISI; ]||A (N = Az (W) = o(1),
€ 0
(63) Aes[lolli ]||A9T,T(>\) — Al (N = 0p(1).
0

(61) follows proceeding as with the proof of (44) in Lemma 11, but without
the factor hg_Tl Axj— o?/(2m); (62) follows because assumption A5 implies
that Ag,(Ao) > 0 and because, by assumption A3, |[¢g,(A)¢p, (V)| satisfies
the same conditions on ((\) in Lemma 1, so that
sup [ Ag, (A) — Agor(N)| = O(T log? T);
A€[0,A0]

and (63) follows proceeding as with the proof of (61) and (62).

Now we show that (59) is 0,(1) uniformly in A € [0, Ag], which follows by
Lemma 11 and (61)-(63), noting that (vy, ; — 7, ;) = (0,p, ; — Ph,. ;); SO
does (60) by (61) and (63) and noting that

T

1 IXj O'2
Sup | = E : 7907j( - ) =0p(1)
/2 £ ho.; 2
refo,q]| TY J=[TA/x]+1 07, m

by Lemmas 7 and 8 with ((A) =g, (A) there and observing (35) and that
by Lemma 1, T~} Zf:[%A/W]+1 V00,5 Do — Ix V00 (2) D, () dz. T

PrROOF OF THEOREM 5. Under Hip, we have that, by definition,

[TA/7] 9 [TA/7]
2 Ix o°T
’ T j=1 hj T3/2 j=1
[TA/7] 2 [TA/7]
1 I
+ 2 (BT Y ey
T3 h;  2m) T2 = hy

By Lemmas 1, 4 and 7 with {(\) = 7I()), and because |sp| is integrable, we
have

o [TA/7]
G907T()\):? Z ej T+ ~1/27T/ l(w) du+ op( T2,

j=1
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So, using (51) because [y I(u)du =0, we have that, uniformly in A € [0, 7],

[TX/x]

~ Go,r(A) A ~ 27 A T A
1/2( G001\ AN _pryp( AT _A ~_/
T (G ( ) 7T> T <G0 (ﬂ-)T Z Ie,] T + T1/27T 0 l(u) du)

0o, T\ T

T j=1

+op(1)

A
:oz?p()\)—l-;/o l(u) du + op(1).

From here the conclusion is straightforward. [
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