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Abstract

Offline estimators are often inadequate for real-time applications. Nevertheless, many
online estimators are found by sacrificing some statistical efficiency. This paper presents a
general framework to understand and construct efficient nonparametric estimators for on-
line problems. Statistically, we choose long-run variance as an exemplary estimand and
derive the first set of sufficient conditions for O(1)-time or O(1)-space update, which allows
methodological generation of estimators. Our asymptotic theory shows that the generated
estimators dominate existing alternatives. Computationally, we introduce mini-batch esti-
mation to accelerate online estimators for real-time applications. Implementation issues such
as automatic optimal parameters selection are discussed. Practically, we demonstrate how
to use our framework with recent development in change point detection, causal inference,
and stochastic approximation. We also illustrate the strength of our estimators in some
classical problems such as Markov chain Monte Carlo convergence diagnosis and confidence
interval construction.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

Online problems arise naturally in many fields of statistics. On top of them, modern comput-

ing allows intractable offline problems to be approached with online techniques. To name a

few, multidimensional integrals can be approximated by Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

methods (Hastings, 1970); deep neural networks can be trained using stochastic approximation

(Robbins and Monro, 1951); week learners can be strengthened through boosting (Schapire,

1990). Nevertheless, many online estimators are found by sacrificing some statistical efficiency

and little is known about the reason behind. In light of it, we propose a general framework

to understand and construct efficient nonparametric estimators for online problems. Long-run

variance (LRV) is an exemplary estimand but our framework applies not only to LRV; see

Section 5 for further discussion.

Statistically, we open the door to methodological studies of online estimators. Prior to

this paper, online estimators were defined directly and their algorithms were provided to show

their computational properties. In LRV estimation, existing works (Wu, 2009; Zheng et al.,

2016; Chan and Yau, 2016, 2017a; Chen et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2021) only focus on how

to select subsamples so that a batch means estimator can be updated online. Nevertheless,

their proposals are all dominated by an offline benchmark that they used and none of them

know the reason. Using the proposed framework, we pinpoint the source of sub-efficiency in

their proposals. While some refinements can be made already, we go beyond that and derive

sufficient conditions for O(1)-time or O(1)-space update, which allows us to construct online

estimators that even dominate the offline benchmark in the literature.

Computationally, we introduce mini-batch estimation to accelerate online estimators for

real-time applications. In practice, users may not be interested in every estimate but estimates

at predetermined points n1, n2, . . . instead. For instance, one may assess the convergence of

a MCMC sample every m iterations for a fixed m ∈ Z+ (Brooks et al., 2011). On the other

hand, high frequency data may arrive faster than executing an online algorithm. To solve these

problems, we bring the concept of mini-batch training in machine learning (Goodfellow et al.,

2016) to LRV estimation. We also present an automatic optimal parameters selector so that

users need not to run any offline pilot procedure.

Practically, we demonstrate how to use our framework with recent development in change
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point detection, causal inference, and stochastic approximation. A notable issue with online

techniques is that a reasonable terminal sample size is not known a priori. In light of it,

statisticians perform inference to terminate their procedures; see, e.g., Flegal and Jones (2010)

and Vats et al. (2019). Lesser known to the statistics community, engineers perform inference

to improve their learning algorithms; see, e.g., Lang et al. (2019). Apart from illustrating the

strength of our framework in these applications, we hope to promote inference-based techniques

developed by one community to another.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 1.2 reviews relevant literature and

introduces some notation. Section 2 proposes a general framework for efficient nonparametric

estimation, from which we construct a LRV estimator methodologically. Section 3 illustrates its

statistical efficiency through asymptotic theory and Monte Carlo experiment. Section 4 demon-

strates its computational efficiency in five interesting applications from different communities.

Section 5 discusses our findings. The R-package rlaser, which implements our estimators, and

the supplement, which contains most algorithms, proofs and ancillary results, are available on-

line. All experiments are performed on Red Hat Enterprise Linux 7.9 with an Intel Xeon CPU

E5-2680 v4 and R version 4.1.1.

1.2 Review

Suppose the sample mean X̄n ∶= n
−1
∑
n
i=1Xi is of interest in an online problem. When the data

{Xi} are independent and identically distributed (IID), Welford (1962) proposed the first online

estimator of nVar(X̄n):

σ̂2
n,WFD =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
2
=
n − 1

n
{σ̂2

n−1,WFD +
1

n
(Xn − X̄n−1)

2
} , (1.1)

where σ̂2
0,WFD = 0. The σ̂2

n,WFD is an online estimator because only a finite number of arithmetic

operations are involved (O(1)-time update) and a finite number of statistics need to be stored

(O(1)-time update). Unfortunately, the IID assumption does not hold in many online problems.

To be more realistic, consider {Xi}i∈Z to be stationary and ergodic with mean µ ∶= E(X1) and

autocovariance function (ACVF) γk ∶= E{(X0 − µ)(Xk − µ)}, k ∈ N0 ∶= {0,1, . . .}. Under some

suitable conditions (see, e.g., Hannan (1979)), the LRV

lim
n→∞nVar(X̄n) = ∑

k∈Z
γk =∶ σ

2 (1.2)

accounts for the serial dependence. In contrast, σ̂2
n,WFD only estimates γ0.
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LRV estimation has a long history because it is crucial to the inference of dependent data.

Let `n be the batch size (also known as the bandwidth parameter) that is monotonically in-

creasing in n. A classical estimator utilizing the overlapping batch means (obm) (Meketon and

Schmeiser, 1984) is

σ̂2
n,obm ∶=

∑
n
i=`n (∑

i
j=i−`n+1Xj − `nX̄n)

2

∑
n
i=`n `n

. (1.3)

However, it is an offline estimator because there is no relation like (1.1) between σ̂2
n+1,obm and

σ̂2
n,obm (Wu, 2009).

Online LRV estimation starts with a series of literature on dynamic batch means (DBM),

which is proposed in Yeh and Schmeiser (2000). DBM allows O(1)-time and O(1)-space update

but may lead to inconsistency. The seminal work of Wu (2009) proposed the first consistent

online estimator based on triangular selection rule (△SR). Specifically, a subsample selection

rule modifies σ̂2
n,obm by replacing `n with a sequence of batch sizes {`i}

n
i=1, which leads to

σ̂2
n,sub ∶=

∑
n
i=1 (∑

i
j=i−`i+1Xj − `iX̄n)

2

∑
n
i=1 `i

. (1.4)

The △SR is an algorithm for constructing {`i}
n
i=1. However, the asymptotic mean squared error

(AMSE) of △SR is much higher than that of σ̂2
n,obm. Chan and Yau (2016, 2017a) proposed

trapezoidal (TSR) and parallelogrammatic (PSR) selection rules to improve the AMSE from

1.78 times (△SR) to 1.20 times (TSR) to 1.12 times (PSR) of σ̂2
n,obm.

Now, we introduce some notation. For a, b ∈ R, define ∑bk=a xk = ∑a≤k≤b,k∈Z xk and a ∨ b =

max(a, b). Denote the floor, ceiling and indicator functions by ⌊⋅⌋, ⌈⋅⌉ and 1{⋅}. For real sequences

{an} and {bn}, write an ∼ bn if limn→∞ an/bn = 1. For p ≥ 1, denote the Lp-norm by ∥⋅∥p. A

random variable ζ is said to be in Lp if ∥ζ∥p <∞.

Remark 1. Existing online LRV estimation literature also includes Zheng et al. (2016), Chen

et al. (2020) and Zhu et al. (2021). To be specific, Zheng et al. (2016) applied prewhitening

to △SR in Wu (2009). Chen et al. (2020) proposed increasing batch sizes for inference related

to stochastic gradient descent, which is same as the generalized PSR in Chan and Yau (2017a)

without overlapping under stationarity. Zhu et al. (2021) adopted a fully online approach

compared with Chen et al. (2020), which is same as the generalized △SR in Chan and Yau

(2017a) under stationarity.
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2 General Framework

2.1 Window Decomposition

Existing literature often regards online update as an algorithmic property and studies online

estimators on an algorithm-by-algorithm basis. This is not only true for LRV but also other

estimands, e.g., in Xiao and Wu (2011) and Huang et al. (2014). Consequently, the search for

efficient online estimators is not methodological as the relation between the statistical efficiency,

computational efficiency and form of estimators remains an open problem. In this section, we

study this problem in an exemplary setting of LRV estimation. Consider the following quadratic

form:

σ̂2
n = σ̂

2
n(W ) ∶=

1

n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − X̄n)(Xj − X̄n), (2.1)

where Wn(i, j) is a window function (also known as a kernel). This choice is motivated by

Song and Schmeiser (1993), who used (2.1) to show that the offline benchmark σ̂2
n,obm and the

Bartlett kernel estimator (Newey and West, 1987),

σ̂2
n,bart ∶=

`n

∑
k=−`n

(1 −
∣k∣

`n
)

1

n

n

∑
i=∣k∣+1

(Xi − X̄n)(Xi−∣k∣ − X̄n), (2.2)

are asymptotically equivalent. Now, we propose a new decomposition that underlies our frame-

work:

Wn(i, j) = T (dTn (i, j))S (dSn(i, j)) , (2.3)

where T (⋅) ∶ [0,∞) → R is called a tapering function, S(⋅) ∶ [0,∞) → {0,1} is called a subsam-

pling function, and dTn (i, j) > 0 and dSn(i, j) > 0 are distances between times i and j when the

sample size is n. Since (2.3) disentangles the tapering weight and subsampling frequency, it al-

lows us to understand and construct efficient online estimators methodologically. For instance,

Example 2 shows that it can easily identify how to improve the state-of-the-art PSR. Moreover,

(2.3) can be considered as a generalization of kernel and subsampling methods in both offline

and online settings. It can be used with many innovations in the literature, which we are going

to see a few later.

To get a grasp of the strength of (2.3), the distances dTn (i, j) and dSn(i, j) in (2.3) are

naturally

dTn (i, j) =
∣i − j∣

tn(i, j)
and dSn(i, j) =

∣i − j∣

sn(i, j)
(2.4)

in order to measure the standardized time lag ∣i − j∣ between observations Xi and Xj , where
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tn(i, j) > 0 and sn(i, j) > 0 are some smoothing parameters. Now, recall the fact that σ̂2
n,obm

and σ̂2
n,bart are asymptotically equivalent (Song and Schmeiser, 1993). Under (2.3), this can be

explained by both of them having the same window that satisfies (2.4). In contrast, the existing

online LRV estimators are sub-efficient because they violate (2.4); see Example 2.

The tapering function T (dTn (i, j)) mainly controls the statistical efficiency as it determines

how much weight to be placed on XiXj , which estimates the ACVF at lag ∣i − j∣. To reduce

variance, it is sensible to assign a lighter weight when the distance dTn (i, j) is large. However,

if T (dTn (i, j)) tapers XiXj too much, a larger bias is introduced. Hence, the taper governs the

bias–variance tradeoff and affects the statistical efficiency.

The subsampling function S(dSn(i, j)) mainly controls the computational efficiency as it

determines which observations to be included in each subsample. Since {Xj}j>i is not observed

at time i in an online setting, consider

σ̂2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
i

∑
j=1

W ′
n(i, j)(Xj − X̄n), (2.5)

where W ′
n(i, j) = (2 − 1i=j)Wn(i, j) assuming Wn(i, j) is symmetric. Then, the i-th subsample

can be interpreted as Sn(i) = {Xj ∶ S(d
S
n(i, j)) = 1,1 ≤ j ≤ i}. Intuitively, the computational cost

increases with the subsample size. Moreover, if Sn(1), . . . ,Sn(n) are defined in an “irregular”

way, it is hard to update the subsamples, and directly affects the time and space complexity.

The next two examples use (2.3) to identify the structural problem of existing online LRV

estimators.

Example 1 (Offline estimators). Let T (x) = 1−x; S(x) = 1x≤1; and dTn (i, j) = d
S
n(i, j) = ∣i−j∣/`n,

where `n = Λn1/3 for some Λ ∈ R+. Then, it gives celebrated Bartlett kernel:

Wbart =Wn,bart(i, j) = (1 −
∣i − j∣

`n
)1∣i−j∣≤`n . (2.6)

Other kernel functions K(x) = T (x)1x≤1 are formed similarly, e.g., T (x) = {1+cos(πx)}/2 leads

to the Tukey–Hanning kernel. Hence, the classical kernel estimators (Andrews, 1991) are our

special cases. For these estimators, there are two important features:

• The distances that determine the tapering and subsampling behaviors, i.e., dTn (i, j) and

dSn(i, j), are identical, and simultaneously controlled by the same bandwidth `n.

• The distances dTn (i, j) and dSn(i, j) depend not only on i, j but also on n because both

distances are standardized by the global bandwidth `n. ∎
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Example 2 (Online estimators). Let T (x) = 1−x; S(x) = 1x≤1; dTn (i, j) = (∣i− j∣+ `n − `i∨j)/`n;

and dSn(i, j) = ∣i − j∣/`i∨j , where `n = Λn1/3, and `n = n−1
∑
n
i=1 `i for some Λ ∈ R+. Then, the

window of PSR can be written as

WPSR =Wn,PSR(i, j) = (1 −
∣i − j∣ + `n − `i∨j

`n
)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨j . (2.7)

The window of other existing online estimators in the form of (1.4) can be similarly represented

as in (2.7); see Supplement F.2. For these estimators, there are also two important features:

• The natural distance ∣i − j∣ in (2.7) is distorted by an amount of `n − `i∨j , which is coun-

terintuitive and inflexible.

• The distances dTn (i, j) and dSn(i, j) are separately regularized by the global average band-

width `n and the local bandwidth `i∨j , respectively. ∎

Example 2 suggests some possible ways to refine existing online LRV estimators. Indeed, a

substitution of `n with `i∨j will already improve the AMSE; see Corollary 3(a). However, we

can achieve more by finding sufficient conditions for O(1)-time or O(1)-space update. In this

way, efficient LRV estimators can be constructed methodologically.

Remark 2. The decomposition in (2.3) is not unique as S(dSn(i, j)) can be absorbed into the

definition of T (dTn (i, j)), which reduces to the classical way to define a window; see Example

1. Nevertheless, (2.3) is flexible for studying the statistical and computational properties. The

decomposed functions T (⋅) and S(⋅) are named as tapering and subsampling to stay close with

the literature; see, e.g., Wu (2011) and Chan and Yau (2017a).

Remark 3. While we only consider (2.4) in this paper, there might be cases where other

distances are natural; see Rho and Vogelsang (2019) for an example in a missing data context.

2.2 Principle-driven Sufficient Conditions

In this subsection, we characterize efficient online σ̂2
n in a principle-driven way and construct

an estimator. In contrast to standard texts in online estimation such as Ljung and Söderström

(1983) and Young (2011), which regard O(1)-time and O(1)-space update collectively as on-

line update, we discuss both updates separately as constant memory may be nonessential and

adversely affect the statistical efficiency.

LASER principles. Consider (2.3). The following step-by-step estimation principles, which
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can be summarized as Local Alike Separated Exterior Ramping, unite the statistical and com-

putational properties of σ̂2
n.

(L) An online estimator should utilize local subsamples.

(A) Under stationarity, if (Xi,Xj) and (Xi′ ,Xj′) are included in the subsamples and ∣i − j∣ =

∣i′ − j′∣, they should be weighted alike.

(S) The tapering and subsampling parameters should be separately chosen.

(E) An O(1)-time estimator should be able to exteriorize the tapering parameter from the

weights of every subsample.

(R) An O(1)-space estimator should ramp up the subsampling parameter until it is too large.

Philosophically, Principle L means that online estimates should be adapted to the present

stage, i.e., the future (e.g., the future sample size n) should not affect the already computed

statistics. In terms of LRV estimation, the subsamples Sn(i) should be constructed based on

their local time i and unaffected when the global time n increases.

Principle A states that when the distances are the same, the data pairs contain the same

amount of information under stationarity and so should be treated equally. This is sensible in

time series and helps to explain the sub-efficiency of existing online estimators. For example,

the state-of-the-art PSR in (2.7) violates Principle A.

Principle S introduces more flexibility to meet different user requirements. In Examples 1

and 2, Wn(i, j) uses the same smoothing parameter `n for both tapering and subsampling. Con-

sequently, tuning `n affects the statistical and computational efficiency simultaneously, which

is usually undesirable. By choosing separate parameters for tapering and subsampling, σ̂2
n can

be tailored for different tasks.

Principle E focuses on the relation between O(1)-time update and the taper. By Principle

A, tn(i, j) should be a function of n such that the distances are standardized by the same

factor. If the n-related part of tn(i, j) can be “exteriorized” out of the weights assigned to every

subsample, the weighted sums will be local and O(1)-time update is possible. For illustration,

consider T (x) = 1 − x in Example 1 with S(x) = 1 and omit 2 − 1i=j in (2.5). Then,

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
i

∑
j=1

(1 −
∣i − j∣

`n
)(Xj − X̄n)

=
`n
n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
i

∑
j=1

(Xj − X̄n) −
1

n`n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
i

∑
j=1

(i − j)(Xj − X̄n)

can be updated in O(1) time because the weighted sums ∑ij=1(Xj−X̄n) and ∑ij=1(i−j)(Xj−X̄n)
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are local. In contrast, we cannot exteriorize `n out of T (∣i− j∣/`n) when T (x) = {1+cos(πx)}/2.

Principle R suggests a relation between O(1)-space update and the subsample. If the sub-

samples change far observations too frequently, e.g., (X1,X2), (X2,X3), (X3,X4), (X4,X5), . . .,

the memory cost is high as individual past observations must be remembered to be removed

from the summary statistics. In contrast, if we ramp up the subsamples’ sizes moderately, e.g.,

(X1,X2), (X1,X2,X3), (X1,X2,X3,X4), (X4,X5), . . ., O(1)-space update is possible. In this

spirit, we define the effective (ramped) subsampling parameter as

s′n ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

s′n−1 + 1, if sn−1 ≤ s
′
n−1 + 1 < φsn−1;

sn, if s′n−1 + 1 ≥ φsn−1

(2.8)

where sn is the intended subsampling parameter, and φ ∈ [1,∞) is the memory parameter.

Before revealing the sufficient conditions, we shall state the constructed estimator for easy

reference:

σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) = σ̂

2
n(WLASER(q,φ)) with Wn,LASER(q,φ)(i, j) = (1 −

∣i − j∣q

tqn
)1∣i−j∣≤s′i∨j , (2.9)

where Θ,Ψ ∈ R+; θ,ψ ∈ (0,1); q ∈ Z+; φ ∈ [1,∞); tn ∼ Θnθ; sn ∼ Ψnψ; and s′n can be found in

(2.8). If there is no ambiguity, we will refer to (2.9) as LASER(q, φ), whose name comes from

the LASER principles. We remark that LASER(q, φ) reduces to σ̂2
n,WFD when si = 0 for i ∈ Z+,

and σ̂2
n,bart when q = φ = 1 and si = tn = `n for i ∈ Z+.

Proposition 1 (O(1)-time update of σ̂2
n). Consider (2.3) with standardized distances in (2.4)

and a subsampling function S(x) = 1x≤1. Let q ∈ Z+; a0, . . . , aq ∈ R; and {s1, s2, . . .},{t1, t2, . . .},

{t′1, t
′
2, . . .} be some non-zero sequences. If

(L) the subsampling parameter is local, i.e., sn(i, j) = si∨j;

(A) the tapering parameter is separable in i∨j and n, i.e., tn(i, j) = tnt
′
i∨j, with {t′i} preferably

a constant sequence;

(S) the sequences {si} and {ti} are preferably different;

(E) the tapering function is of the form T (x) = ∑
q
r=0 arx

r, preferably with a0 = 1, aq = −1, and

a1 = ⋯ = aq−1 = 0; and

(R) the subsampling parameter in (L) is preferably replaced by s′i∨j in (2.8) with φ ∈ [1,∞),

then σ̂2
n can be updated in O(1) time.

Proposition 1 considers a polynomial T (x) for two reasons. First, it is theoretically inter-

esting as other windows can be approximated by a polynomial basis; see, e.g., Sun et al. (2011).
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Table 1: Summary of properties of different LRV estimators. For the discussion of different
properties, see Sections 2.1 (Flexibility), 3.2 (Optimal AMSE), 3.3 (Automatic), 4.1 (Time),
4.2 (Space), and 4.3 (Mini-batch).

Estimator Statistical Properties Computational Properties
σ̂2
n q φ Flexibility Optimal AMSE Automatic Time Space Mini-batch

bart (Newey and West, 1987) 1 / medium Bn = 2.29σ4κ
2/3
1 n−2/3 7 O(n) O(n) 7

parz (Parzen, 1957) 3 / medium Pn = 3.39σ4κ
2/7
3 n−6/7 7 O(n) O(n) 7

WFD (Welford, 1962) 1 / low inconsistent for σ2 / O(1) O(1) /
DBM (Yeh and Schmeiser, 2000) 1 / low inconsistent for σ2 7 O(1) O(1) 7

△SR (Wu, 2009) 1 / medium 1.78Bn 7 O(1) O(1) 7

TSR (Chan and Yau, 2016) 1 / medium 1.20Bn 7 O(1) O(1) 7

PSR (Chan and Yau, 2016) 1 / medium 1.12Bn 7 O(1) O(n1/3) 7

PSR (Chan and Yau, 2017a) 3 / medium 1.06Pn 3 O(1) O(n1/7) 7

LASER (proposal) 1 2 high 1.01Bn 3 O(1) O(1) 7

LASER (proposal) 1 1 high 0.96Bn 3 O(1) O(n1/3) 3

LASER (proposal) 3 1 high 0.98Pn 3 O(1) O(n1/7) 3

Second, it is compatible with the existing selection rule framework as △SR, TSR and PSR can

be written as a linear combination of several parts that satisfy Proposition 1. However, we

notice that a separate set of statistics is needed for online updates of each term in the polyno-

mial. As the flatness at origin determines the convergence rate, it is more practical to consider

T (x) = 1 − xq, which was also suggested by Parzen (1957). Along with the other preferable

conditions, we construct LASER(q, φ).

Proposition 2 (O(1)-space update of σ̂2
n). Consider (2.3) with standardized distances in (2.4)

and a subsampling function S(x) = 1x≤1. Let {sn ∈ N0}n∈Z+ be a fixed sequence or a monoton-

ically increasing random sequence. Suppose the estimator σ̂2
n can be updated in O(1) time. If,

in addition,

(R) the subsampling parameter is ramped with φ ≥ 2, i.e., sn(i, j) = s
′
i∨j in (2.8),

then σ̂2
n can also be updated in O(1) space.

Note that Proposition 2 applies to any O(1)-time σ̂2
n. It considers O(1)-space update as

an additional property to O(1)-time update because the latter is more fundamental in online

problems. According to Principle R, we need to prepare for resets of the effective subsampling

parameter s′n. This is possible if we know the intended sn in advance, e.g., when {sn} is

prespecified, or data-driven but monotonically increasing. By Propositions 1 and 2, LASER(q, φ)

is always O(1)-time, and O(1)-space when φ ≥ 2.

Before proceeding, we summarize the properties of different LRV estimators in Table 1.

While we have restricted our attention to online estimators, we emphasize that our construction

can be used with many innovations in the offline estimation literature; see Example 5. Our
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framework can also be extended easily to estimands other than LRV; see Section 5. For the other

properties, we highlight that automatic update frees users from smoothing parameters selection

so that they only need to decide the characteristic exponent q and the memory parameter φ

with respect to their problems. In general, we recommend LASER(1,1). If memory is scarce,

we recommend LASER(1,2).

Remark 4. Without affecting any properties, LASER(q, φ) can be extended to estimate the

long-run covariance matrix (LRCM). Supplement A.9 describes the multivariate algorithm im-

plemented in our R-package.

Remark 5. The finite-sample estimates of LASER(q, φ) may not be positive definite. This is

because we are motivated to search for efficient online estimators rather than efficient positive

semi-definite estimators in Andrews (1991). To resolve this issue, we follow Jentsch and Politis

(2015) to provide an adjustment that retains asymptotic properties in our R-package; see also

Vats and Flegal (2021). Supplement F.1 restates their procedure and points out that it can

preserve the computational properties of LASER(q, φ).

3 Statistical Properties

3.1 Consistency

Hereafter, we develop the asymptotic theory of σ̂2
n based on the dependence measures of Wu

(2005). Let Xi = g(Fi) for some measurable function g, where Fi ∶= (. . . , εi−1, εi) is the shift

process of IID innovations {εi}i∈Z. Let ε′j be an IID copy of εj , Fi,{j} ∶= (Fj−1, ε
′
j , εj+1, . . . , εi)

and Xi,{j} = g(Fi,{j}). Wu (2005) defined:

• physical dependence measure: δi,p ∶= ∥Xi −Xi,{0}∥p; and

• predictive dependence measure: ωi,p ∶= ∥E(Xi ∣ F0) − E(Xi ∣ F0,{0})∥p.

This framework has a wide range of applications in practice, which include but are not

limited to LRV estimation. Interested readers are referred to Wu (2011). We also use this

framework in coherence with the online LRV estimation literature. For the consistency of σ̂2
n,

the following regularity conditions are imposed.

Assumption 1 (α-stability). For some α > 2, ∆α ∶= ∑
∞
i=0 δi,α <∞.
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Assumption 2 (Summability of window). Let α′ = min(α/2,2). Define

G1,n ∶= max
1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

{∣Wn(i, j)∣ +W
2
n(i, j)} ,

G2,n ∶= max
1≤i,j≤n

∣Wn(i, j)∣ + max
1≤i≤n

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

n

∑
j=2

∣Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)∣
α′
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

1
α′

.

The window function in (2.1) satisfies G1,n = o(n2−2/α′) and G2,n = o(nc) for some constant

c ∈ (0,1 − 1/α′).

Assumption 3 (General window for LRV estimation). For n ∈ Z+ and k = 0, . . . , n − 1, define

wn,k ∶= n
−1
∑
n
i=k+1Wn(i, i − k). The window function in (2.1) satisfies

(a) Wn(i, j) =Wn(j, i) for all n ∈ Z+ and i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n};

(b) Wn(i, i) = 1 for all n ∈ Z+ and i ∈ {1, . . . , n}; and

(c) there exists an increasing sequence {bn}n∈Z+ that diverges to ∞ as n → ∞ such that

max1≤k≤bn ∣wn,k − 1∣ = o(1) and maxbn<k<n ∣wn,k∣ = O(1).

Assumption 1 is known as the stability condition in Wu (2005), which ensures that σ2 <∞.

Assumptions 2 and 3 regulate the behavior of a general window so that σ̂2
n is guaranteed to

be precise and accurate, respectively. These assumptions are easily verifiable once the window

Wn(i, j) and the smoothing parameters sn(i, j) and tn(i, j) are specified. We emphasize that

they are mild and satisfied by many windows and smoothing parameters. For instance, they

hold under Definition 1; see Corollary 1. The next theorem shows the Lα/2-consistency of σ̂2
n.

Theorem 1 (Consistency of σ̂2
n). Let α > 2. Suppose that X1 ∈ L

α. If Assumptions 1–3 hold,

then ∥σ̂2
n − σ

2∥α/2 = o(1).

We highlight that Theorem 1 applies to general σ̂2
n, which covers both offline and online

estimators, e.g., all consistent estimators stated in Table 1. Future research which propose

new principles based on our framework may utilize Theorem 1 to prove consistency. For the

proposed LASER principles, we have the following recommendation.

Assumption 4 (q̃-th order serial dependence). For some q̃ ∈ Z+, uq̃ ∶= ∑k∈Z ∣k∣q̃ ∣γk∣ <∞.

Definition 1 (Parameters of LASER(q, φ)). Let q ∈ Z+ and φ ∈ [1,∞) be fixed; the effective

subsampling parameter s′n depends on sn according to (2.8); and α′ = min(α/2,2). The window

function takes the form in (2.9). The intended subsampling parameter and tapering parameter

take the form sn = min(⌊Ψnψ⌋, n−1) and tn = min(⌈Θnθ⌉, n). The coefficients satisfy Ψ,Θ ∈ R+,

and the exponents satisfy either

12



(a) 0 < ψ ≤ θ < min{2 − 2/α′,1/(1 + q)}; or

(b) 0 < ψ < min{2 − 2/α′,1/(1 + q)} and max{ψ + (ψ − 2 + 2/α′)/(2q), (q − q̃)ψ/q} < θ < ψ,

where q̃ is the order of serial dependence in Assumption 4.

By replacing Assumptions 2 and 3 with Definition 1, the next Corollary shows the Lα/2-

consistency of LASER(q, φ).

Corollary 1 (Consistency of LASER(q, φ)). Let α > 2. Suppose that X1 ∈L
α and Assumption

1 holds. Under Definition 1(a), or Definition 1(b) with Assumption 4, ∥σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) − σ

2∥α/2 =

o(1).

Since {Xi} are dependent, some form of mixing is needed to establish consistency. Assump-

tion 1 is one of such conditions and cannot be replaced in the corollary. For Definition 1, (a) is

in line with the literature. When α ≥ 4, we have α′ = 2 so min{2 − 2/α′,1/(1 + q)} = 1/(1 + q).

This resembles the same upper bound of the bandwidth for σ̂2
n,bart in Andrews (1991). When

2 < α < 4, we have 1 < α′ < 2 so the moment condition may affect the feasible range of (ψ, θ).

When ψ ≤ θ, i.e., case (a), the estimator is always consistent. However, if ψ > θ, i.e., case (b),

sn/tn diverges so the window is not absolutely bounded. In this case, the estimator is inconsis-

tent unless some condition is imposed on the serial dependence. Definition 1(b) handles it under

Assumption 4. Consequently, θ admits the lower bound (q− q̃)ψ/q. We remark that consistency

under ψ ≠ θ is not established in the literature because of the novelty of our framework.

3.2 MSE-optimal Convergence Rate

In this subsection, we establish the exact convergence rates for the variance and bias of LASER(q, φ).

Consider

Assumption 5 (q-th order weak α-stability). For some α ≥ 1 and q ∈ Z+, Ω
(q)
α ∶= ∑

∞
j=0 j

qωj,α <

∞.

Assumption 5 is satisfied by a broad class of linear and nonlinear time series, e.g., ARMA

model, Bilinear model, Generalized Autoregressive Conditional Heteroskedastic (GARCH) model;

see Wu (2011) and the references therein. This assumption also implies uq = ∑k∈Z ∣k∣q ∣γk∣ < ∞

and vq ∶= ∑k∈Z ∣k∣qγk is well-defined; see Wu (2009). Then, the following theorem shows the

exact L2-convergence rate of LASER(q, φ).

Theorem 2 (Exact convergence rate of LASER(q, φ)). Let q ∈ Z+ be fixed. Suppose that X1 ∈L
α

and Definition 1 holds.
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(a) Let α ≥ 4. If Assumption 1 holds, then as n→∞,

n1−ψ−max{2q(ψ−θ),0}Var(σ̂2
n)→Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4, where Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φ ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

2Ψ(φ+1)
ψ+1 1ψ≤θ −

8Ψq+1Θ−q(φq+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(ψq+ψ+1)1ψ=θ +

2Ψ2q+1Θ−2q(φ2q+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(2q+1)(2ψq+ψ+1)1ψ≥θ, φ > 1;

4Ψ
ψ+11ψ≤θ − 8Ψq+1Θ−q

(q+1)(ψq+ψ+1)1ψ=θ + 4Ψ2q+1Θ−2q

(2q+1)(2ψq+ψ+1)1ψ≥θ, φ = 1.

(b) Let α ≥ 2. If Assumption 5 holds for the fixed q, then as n→∞,

Bias(σ̂2
n) ∼

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

o(n−qψ), ψ < θ;

−Θ−qn−qθvq, ψ ≥ θ.

Similar to the consistency under ψ ≠ θ, the variance under α = 4 is not established in the

literature. We weaken this moment condition based on the m-dependent process approximation

in Liu and Wu (2010). Useful lemmas that extend their Propositions 1 and 2 are proved in

Supplement E. It follows from Theorem 2 that ψ = θ = 1/(1+2q) optimize the order of MSE(σ̂2
n)

for each q; see Remark 6. The other MSE-optimal parameters are summarized below.

Corollary 2 (MSE-optimal parameters). Define κq ∶= ∣vq ∣/σ
2. Suppose that the conditions in

Theorem 2(a) and (b) hold. If ψ = θ = 1/(1 + 2q), the AMSE-optimal Ψ is

Ψ⋆ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

{
(φ+1)(2q+1)

2q(q+1) −
4(φq+2−1)(2q+1)

(φ−1)q(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2) +
(φ2q+2−1)

2(φ−1)q(q+1)(2q+1)}
− 1

1+2q
κ

2
1+2q
q , φ > 1;

{
2q+1
q(q+1) −

4(2q+1)
q(q+1)(3q+2) +

1
q(2q+1)}

− 1
1+2q

κ
2

1+2q
q , φ = 1.

In addition, if Θ = ρΨ⋆ is allowed for any ρ ∈ R+, then the AMSE-optimal Θ is

Θ⋆ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

{
(q+2)(3q+2)(φ2q+2−1)

4(2q+1)2(φq+2−1) +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2)
4(2q+1)(φq+2−1) }

1
q

Ψ⋆, φ > 1;

{
(q+1)(3q+2)

2(2q+1)2 +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(q+1)(3q+2)

4(2q+1) }

1
q

Ψ⋆, φ = 1.

If O(1)-space update is required, the AMSE-optimal φ is φ⋆ = 2. Otherwise, the AMSE-optimal

φ is φ⋆ = 1.

Corollary 3 (Benefits of our framework). Let α ≥ 4 and Bn = 2.29σ4κ
2/3
1 n−2/3, where κ1 is

defined in Corollary 2.

(a) (Understanding the structural problem of existing estimators). Suppose that X1 ∈L
α, and

Assumptions 1 and 5 hold for q = 1. If `n is substituted with `i∨j in (2.7), the AMSE-

optimal Λ is Λ⋆ = (9/2)1/3κ2/3
1 . The AMSE improves from 1.12Bn (PSR) to 1.08Bn.

(b) (Constructing O(1)-time estimator methodologically). Under Corollary 2, the AMSE-

optimal parameters for LASER(1,1) are ψ⋆ = θ⋆ = 1/3, Ψ⋆ = (30/19)1/3κ2/3
1 and Θ⋆ =

14



(13/12)Ψ⋆. The AMSE improves 1.12Bn (PSR) to 0.97Bn.

(c) (Constructing O(1)-time and O(1)-space estimator methodologically). Under Corollary 2,

the AMSE-optimal parameters for LASER(1,2) are ψ⋆ = θ⋆ = 1/3, Ψ⋆ = (10/7)1/3κ2/3
1 and

Θ⋆ = (8/7)Ψ⋆. The AMSE improves 1.20Bn (TSR) to 1.01Bn.

Corollary 2 allows us to compare the optimal AMSEs of LASER(q, φ) for different q and φ

with existing offline and online estimators in Table 1. Corollary 3 focuses on q = 1 and confirms

the structural problem of existing online estimators highlighted in Example 2. Surprisingly,

LASER(1,1) and LASER(1,2) are super and nearly optimal in the sense of Chan and Yau

(2017a); see Remark 7. While it is one of the many advantages of LASER(q, φ), we emphasize

that we are proposing a general framework and LASER(q, φ) is constructed from this framework.

Therefore, similar improvements can be expected in other online estimation problems that utilize

windows.

Example 3 (Online LRV estimation). To study the finite-sample efficiency, consider the fol-

lowing time series models:

(I) ARMA(1,1): Let Xi − µ = a(Xi−1 − µ) + bεi−1 + εi, where εi
iid
∼ N(0, ν2). Take a = 0.5,

b = 0.5, ν = 1 and µ = 0, which results in a mildly autocorrelated linear time series.

(II) Bilinear : Same as (4.1), which yields a strongly autocorrelated nonlinear time series.

(III) Fractional Gaussian Noise Process: Let Xi be a zero-mean Gaussian processes with ACVF

E(X0Xk) = a(k+ b)
−c. Take a = 100, b = 5 and c = 5, which leads to a nonlinear time series

where u3 <∞ but u4 =∞.

(IV) ARMA(1,1): Same as Model I but take a = 0.2, b = −0.6, ν = 1 and µ = 0, which results in

a negatively autocorrelated time series.

Under Models I–IV, we compute the MSEs of different online LRV estimators, which includes

TSR, PSR, LASER(1,1) and LASER(1,2), based on 1000 replications; see Table 1 for a summary

of these estimators. Oracle parameters are used to separate the effect of smoothing parameters

selection, which will be investigated in Example 4. Figure 1 confirms the improvements brought

by our framework. While LASER(1,2) performs slightly worse under Model IV, the other O(1)-

space estimator TSR is similar. This is because their subsample sizes are non-monotone and

vary frequently. Since LRV estimators are like weighted sums of the ACVFs with bounds of

summation determined by the subsample sizes, the finite-sample estimates vary more when the

data is negatively autocorrelated. ∎
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Figure 1: LRV estimation using different online estimators: (a) TSR (dotted gray); (b) PSR
(dashed red); (c) LASER(1,1) (longdash blue); (d) LASER(1,2) (dotdash purple). The plots
show the value of MSE(⋅)/MSE(σ̂2

n,bart).

Remark 6. When 1/(1 + 2q) = ψ < θ, the order of MSE(σ̂2
n) is also optimized. However, the

window in Definition 1 becomes rectangular asymptotically. Consequently, there is no known

expression for the leading-order term of MSE(σ̂2
n) and the MSE-optimal parameters cannot be

found (Chan and Yau, 2017b).

Remark 7. We are aware that some offline estimators have a lower AMSE than bart for q = 1.

Nevertheless, the literature has discussed the optimality of online estimators by comparing with

obm (which is asymptotically equivalent to bart) because they admit a similar form. We follow

the same practice to consider bart and parz in Table 1.

3.3 Automatic Optimal Parameters Selection

By Corollary 2, the MSE-optimal parameters depend on κq = ∣vq ∣/σ
2 for some q ∈ Z+. To choose

q accounting for the empirical serial dependence, we recommend q = 1 (q = 3) for a relatively

strongly (weakly) auto-correlated time series. Since the online estimate of σ2 is available from

16



the last iteration, it remains to handle vq = ∑k∈Z ∣k∣qγk for a fixed q. Classical methods such as

parametric plug-in (Andrews, 1991) and correlogram threshold (Paparoditis and Politis, 2012)

are computationally inefficient. The computational properties of an online estimator can be

preserved by applying them on a pilot sample (Wu, 2009), but it may be shortsighted in some

online problems. To fully utilize the increasing sample size in online problems, a natural solution

is to also estimate vq online. Consider

v̂q,n = v̂q,n(W ) ∶=
1

n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)∣i − j∣
q
(Xi − X̄n)(Xj − X̄n). (3.1)

Since v̂q,n has a similar form as σ̂2
n, our framework, particularly the LASER principles, suggests

v̂q,n,LASER(p,φ) = v̂q,n(WLASER(p,φ)) (3.2)

where the window function takes the form in (2.9), q, φ are inherited from σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ), and

p is recommended to be 1; see Remark 8. As WLASER(p,φ) satisfies Principle E, it follows from

Propositions 1 and 2 immediately that v̂q,n,LASER(p,φ) can be updated in O(1) time or space;

see Supplement A.7. Updating σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) becomes automatic in the sense that users only

need to supply the incoming observations, but the smoothing parameters are optimally selected

and the computational properties are preserved. We detail this automatic optimal parameters

selector in Supplement A.8 and compare it with some existing methods in the next example.

Example 4 (Smoothing parameter selection). Consider the following smoothing parameters

selectors for LASER(1,1):

(a) best existing : PSR with the automatic update in Chan and Yau (2017a) is included.

(b) pilot : κ1 is estimated with the first 500 observations. Two Bartlett kernel estimators

with asymptotically rate-optimal bandwidths ⌈n1/5⌉ and ⌈n1/3⌉ are used for v1 and σ2,

respectively.

(c) auto: κ1 is handled with the automatic update in this paper.

(d) oracle: the theoretical value of κ1, which is unknown in practice, is used.

Under (4.1), we obtain the trajectories of LASER(1,1) of a typical realization with 105

observations. We also compute the efficiency gained (in terms of ln MSE(⋅)) for m = 500 (see

Section 4.3) based on 1000 replications. Figure 2 shows that the auto trajectory is very close

to that with the oracle. Meanwhile, the pilot trajectory performs worse in the sense that

it is obviously off from the true LRV in finite sample. This is because realizations of (4.1)
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Figure 2: LRV estimation using different smoothing parameter selectors: (a) best existing (dot-
ted gray); (b) pilot (dashed red); (c) auto (longdash blue); (d) oracle (dotdash purple). The
horizontal line in plot (i) is the true LRV of (4.1).

are strongly autocorrelated so 500 observations and asymptotically rate-optimal bandwidths

may be insufficient to obtain a good estimate of κ1. Although automatic update doubles the

computation cost, it is worth noting that the relative cost is negligible compared with the state

of the art, and a sufficient sample size for pilot study is unknown a priori. ∎

Remark 8. By Theorem 2, a larger q improves the convergence rate of σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) subject to

the empirical serial dependence. A larger p improves v̂q,n,LASER(p,φ) similarly but this improve-

ment has little effect on the LRV estimate.

4 Computational Properties and Applications

4.1 O(1)-time Update and Change Point Detection

Among the properties that characterize efficient online estimators, O(1)-time update is fun-

damental because the time complexity to update a LRV estimator should not be higher than

X̄n. Otherwise, time spent in updating the LRV estimator may be used to improve X̄n in

online problems. For example, one may generate more observations in a simulation (Yeh and

Schmeiser, 2000). While modern hardware allows classical LRV estimators to be computed

more quickly, this does not change the fact that their update costs O(n) time (Meketon and

Schmeiser, 1984). In contrast, LASER(q, φ) can be updated in O(1) time, which is demonstrated

with the following condensed version of the algorithm for updating LASER(1,1). The derivation

and other algorithms can be found in Supplement A.
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Algorithm 1 (LASER(1,1)). Initialize C1 = {1,0,1,X2
1 ,X1,{0, . . . ,0}b=0,1,{X1}}. At time

n ∈ Z+, store Cn = {n, sn, tn,Qn, X̄n,{Kn,b,Rn,b, kn,b, rn,b, Un,b, Vn,b}b=0,1,{Xn−b}b=0,...,sn}. At

time n + 1, update Cn to Cn+1 by:

(a) sn+1 = min{⌊Ψ(n + 1)ψ⌋, n};

(b) tn+1 = min{⌈Θ(n + 1)θ⌉, n + 1};

(c) Qn+1 = Qn +X
2
n+1;

(d) X̄n+1 = (nX̄n +Xn+1)/(n + 1);

(e) Kn+1,0 =Kn,0 +Xn −Xn−sn1sn+1=sn ;

(f) Kn+1,1 =Kn,1 +Kn+1,0 − snXn−sn1sn+1=sn ;

(g) for each b = 0,1,

(i) Rn+1,b = Rn,b +Xn+1Kn+1,b;

(ii) kn+1,b = kn,b + s
b
n+11sn+1=1+sn ;

(iii) rn+1,b = rn,b + kn+1,b;

(iv) Un+1,b = Un,b + kn+1,bXn+1;

(v) Vn+1,b = Vn,b +Kn+1,b.

Output: σ̂2
n+1,LASER(1,1) =

Qn+1 + 2R∗
n+1 + (2r∗n+1 − n − 1)X̄2

n+1 − 2X̄n+1(U
∗
n+1 + V

∗
n+1)

n + 1
,

where D∗
n+1 =Dn+1,0 −Dn+1,1/tn+1 for D ∈ {R, r,U,V }, e.g., r∗n+1 = rn+1,0 − rn+1,1/tn+1.

The next example shows the usefulness of O(1)-time LRV estimators.

Example 5 (Online CP detection). Recently, Gösmann et al. (2021) developed a new approach

for online CP detection in an open-end scenario. In their outlook, they mentioned that the

standard approach to LRV estimation in the field was to employ only the initial data but

updating the LRV estimate was logical particularly for stronger dependent model (Gösmann

et al., 2021). We echo their view in this example. Consider a Bilinear model

Xi = (0.9 + 0.1εi)Xi−1 + εi, where εi
iid
∼ N(0,1). (4.1)

Let µi = E(Xi); k
∗ ∈ Z+; and m be the initial sample size. We are interested in testing

H0 ∶ µ1 = ⋯ = µm = µm+1 = ⋯ against H1 ∶ µ1 = ⋯ = µm+k∗−1 ≠ µm+k∗ = µm+k∗+1 = ⋯.

In this case, the online CP monitoring scheme in Gösmann et al. (2021) can be written as

Êm(k) =m−1/2 max
0≤j≤k−1

(k − j) ∣X̄1,m+j − X̄m+j+1,m+k∣ /σ̂,

where X̄a,b = (b − a + 1)−1
∑
b
i=aXi and σ̂2 is a LRV estimator. Following examples in Gösmann

et al. (2021), we use the same threshold function w(t) = (1 + t)−1, nominal size α = 0.05

and stopping point n∗ = 4000 to monitor w(k/m)Êm(k). We also simulate H1 by X
(δ)
t =

Xt+δ1t≥m+k∗ with 100 burn-in and m = 400 initial observations. However, we consider different

LRV estimation methods:
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Figure 3: Online CP detection at 5% nominal size using different LRV estimation methods: (a)
fix (dotted gray); (b) offline (dashed red); (c) online (longdash blue).

(a) fix : the LRV is estimated with the initial data only, which is the standard approach. σ̂2
m,bart

implemented in the R-package sandwich (Zeileis et al., 2020) without prewhitening and

adjustment is used.

(b) offline: the LRV estimate is computed as in (a). However, the estimate is updated as

data arrive. For robustness, the first order difference statistics in Chan (2022) instead of

the raw data are used. In favor of offline update, the smoothing parameter is first selected

based on the initial data and then scaled according to Chan (2022).

(c) online: the LRV estimate is updated as in (b) but using LASER(1,1).

We conduct the simulation for m + k∗ = 601,1001,1401 and δ = 0,1, . . . ,5 each with 1000

replications. Figure 3 reports the results for m+k∗ = 1401. When the LRV estimate is updated,

the type I error is considerably closer to 5%. Furthermore, the positive predictive value improves

substantially and is the best using online with negligible time cost. The results for m + k∗ =

601,1001 are similar and so deferred to the supplement. ∎

Remark 9. We state that the smoothing parameter selection in Example 5 is favorable to

offline because it reduces the time cost of offline much more than online. The scaling factor in

Chan (2022) due to the use of difference statistics is also optimal to offline only. Investigating

the scaling factor for online is of interest but beyond the scope here.

4.2 O(1)-space Update and Convergence Diagnosis

An online estimator is more attractive if it uses less memory. Indeed, data compression is one

of the reasons to perform online estimation (Ljung and Söderström, 1983). Algorithm 1 shows
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that LASER(1,1) reduces the space complexity from O(n) to O(nψ) as only {Xn−b}b=0,...,sn and

a fixed number of statistics are needed at time n. This is satisfactory because Corollary 2 shows

that ψ = 1/3 is MSE-optimal. However, one may want to further reduce O(nψ) to O(1) in some

real-time applications where memory is limited. To this end, LASER(q, φ) provides a memory

parameter φ so that {Xn−b}b=0,...,sn can be replaced by another fixed yet smaller number of

statistics with minimal loss of efficiency when φ = 2. The next example illustrates the strength

of our O(1)-space LRV estimators.

Example 6 (Online CI construction/Convergence diagnosis). In MCMC methods, a common

goal is to estimate Eζ∼π{h(ζ)} using h̄n ∶= n
−1
∑
n
i=1 h(Xi) by generating a Markov chain {Xi}

that satisfies certain conditions for some distribution π and target function h (Flegal and Jones,

2010). However, the terminal sample size n∗ for a reasonably precise h̄n∗ is unknown a priori.

In light of it, Jones et al. (2006) proposed the half-width test to terminate a simulation at

n∗ = inf {n ∈ Z+
∶ z1−α/2σ̂n/

√
n + p(n) < ε} , (4.2)

where α ∈ (0,1) is the significance level, z1−α/2 is the 100(1 − α/2)% lower quantile of N(0,1),

p(n) is a penalty function for n that is too small, and ε > 0 is the maximum tolerable error.

Essentially, the half-width test is based on the central limit theorem (CLT) for h̄n and stops

when the 100(1−α)% confidence interval (CI) is short enough; see also Glynn and Whitt (1992)

and Vats et al. (2019). Since h̄n can be updated in O(1) space, it is sensible to construct the CI

using an O(1)-space LRV estimator for data reduction, which we demonstrate with a classical

example in Hastings (1970). To sample from N(0,1), Hastings (1970) used a Metropolis–

Hastings algorithm with a random walk on [−δ, δ] as the proposal. Given a MCMC sample

{Xi}
n
i=1 generated with δ = 1, we can estimate Eζ∼N(0,1)(ζ2) by h̄n, where h(x) = x2. Set

α = 0.05 and p(n) = ε1n≤500, we conduct the half-width test for ε = 0.13,0.12, . . . ,0.04 and 1000

replications using different LRV estimators (“R-packages”):

(a) obm (“mcmcse”): the LRV is estimated by the mcse function (Flegal et al., 2021), which

was rewritten in Rcpp (Eddelbuettel and François, 2011) in Google Summer of Code 2021.

obm with lugsail parameter r=1 is used.

(b) TSR (“rTACM”): the LRV is estimated by the rTACM function (Chan and Yau, 2017a). The

best existing O(1)-space (and O(1)-time) estimator TSR is used.

(c) LASER(1,2) (“rlaser”): the LRV is estimated by the lrv function with LASER(1,2).

Arguments that are not mentioned, such as the smoothing parameter selector, are left as
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Figure 4: Online 95%-half-width test using different LRV estimators: (a) obm (dotted gray);
(b) TSR (dashed red); (c) LASER(1,2) (longdash blue).

default in all R-functions. Figure 4 shows that the coverage rates using LASER(1,2) are com-

parable to obm and always better than TSR, which is consistent with their optimal AMSE in

Table 1. Moreover, LASER(1,2) is considerably faster than obm, and this speed improvement

is not due to software implementation as the lrv function is written in R (R Core Team, 2021).

Finally, we emphasize that LASER(1,2) requires a constant amount of memory only. ∎

Remark 10. An alternative approach to online CI construction is self-normalization (SN)

(Shao, 2010), which generally leads to a better coverage but wider width. However, this does

not apply to Example 6 because SN is inconsistent for σ2. For a fixed ε in (4.2), using SN will

result in a non-degenerate terminal sample size and so an incorrect coverage.

4.3 Mini-batch Estimation and Causal Inference

In practice, many problems are approached in a way similar to the MCMC convergence assess-

ment described in Section 1.1 instead of in a completely online manner. For these problems, the

LRV estimator can be updated every m iterations rather than every iteration. Nevertheless,

none of the existing LRV estimators address this issue. In light of it, we propose mini-batch

estimation, which consists of two algorithmic modifications:

(a) removing redundant operations: we take Algorithm 1 as an example. When LASER(1,1)

is updated at time nj+1 from nj , some intermediate statistics still need to be computed

at all nj + 1, nj + 2, . . . , nj+1. For example, Ki,0 should be updated by

Ki,0 =Ki−1,0 +Xi−1 −Xi−si1si=si−1 for i = nj + 1, nj + 2, . . . , nj+1
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as they are needed to compute other statistics, e.g., Rnj+1,0. However, other statistics that

are only related to the output can be computed at time nj+1 directly.

(b) applying vectorized operations: computation time can be further reduced through vector-

ization; see, e.g., Wickham (2019). While offline estimators can also be vectorized, online

estimators have an edge that each update is computed from nj to nj+1 only. In contrast,

offline estimators may need to compute an update from 1 to nj+1.

The next example demonstrates the practical value of mini-batch LRV estimators.

Example 7 (Online moment selection/Causal inference). To deal with multiple data sources

in causal inference, Gupta et al. (2021) proposed online moment selection (OMS), a strategy

that applies the generalized method of moments (GMM) (Hansen, 1982) to estimate the average

treatment effect (ATE) and decide which data sources to query. Their best policy, OMS via

explore-then-greedy (OMS-ETG), updates the data source selection ratio in batches based on

the asymptotic variance estimate. However, they have only considered the sample variance es-

timator. Motivated by Hansen (1982), we compare different variance estimators in the presence

of serial dependence here. Consider

X = aZ + η, Y = bX + ξ, η /⊥⊥ ξ, η ⊥⊥ Z, ξ ⊥⊥ Z, (4.3)

where Z is the instrument, X is the treatment, Y is the outcome, b is the target ATE,

{{Z,X},{Z,Y }} are data sources, and ⊥⊥ denotes independence. Everything is same as the

instrumental variable example in Gupta et al. (2021) except that {Zi,Xi, Yi} are not IID; see

Supplement F.4 for detail. Then, we run an OMS-ETG algorithm that collects 20% of the

sample per round for 5 rounds and n = 1000,1500, . . . ,5000 with different variance estimators:

(a) sample: the sample variance estimator, whose univariate online version is WFD, is used.

(b) PSR: PSR with automatic and adaptive update in Chan and Yau (2017a) is used.

(c) LASER(1,1): mini-batch LASER(1,1) with automatic update and m = ⌊0.02n⌋ is used; see

also Remark 4.

(d) oracle: the data source selection ratio is pre-estimated based on 106 observations using

GMM with bart.

Based on 1000 replications, we compute the ATE MSEs and time costs relative to oracle.

Figure 5 shows that LASER(1,1) brings noticeable statistical improvement to OMS-ETG with

negligible time cost. Meanwhile, PSR gives similar improvement with a much higher time cost.

In line with Hansen (1982), sample leads to a consistent but not the most efficient ATE estimate
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Figure 5: ATE estimation using OMS-ETG with different variance estimators: (a) sample
(dotted gray); (b) PSR (dashed red); (c) LASER(1,1) (longdash blue).

under dependence. ∎

4.4 Stochastic Approximation

Stochastic approximation (Robbins and Monro, 1951) is a popular class of optimization algo-

rithms, particularly in machine learning (Goodfellow et al., 2016). Commonly, users consider

the optimization problem minw∈Rd Eζ∼Π{h(w, ζ)}, where ζ denotes the data sampled from some

(unknown) distribution Π, w represents the model parameters, and h(w, ζ) is a loss function

(Lang et al., 2019). In the vanilla stochastic gradient descent (SGD), the model parameters are

updated by wi = wi−1 − ηigi−1, where w0 is the initial point, ηi is the learning rate at the i-th

iteration, and gi denotes the gradient of h(w, ζi) with respect to w at w = wi (Zhu et al., 2021).

Since SGD is an O(1)-time, O(1)-space and anytime algorithm, it is widely used in real-time

applications.

Despite its popularity and advantages, SGD still suffers from the convergence problem of

many online techniques: a reasonable terminal sample size is not known a priori. In Examples

8 and 9, we present two different views to this problem recently developed by the statistics

and engineering communities, respectively. Coincidentally, they both utilize LRV estimators to

perform some kind of real-time inference, where our framework fits in seamlessly.

Example 8 (Convergence of SGD: a statistical view). In light of the convergence problem,

Zhu et al. (2021) proposed quantifying the uncertainty of the averaged SGD (ASGD), whose

limit theorems had been established (Polyak and Juditsky, 1992), in a fully online fashion; see

24



also Remark 1. Building on △SR in Wu (2009), they provide an alternative non-overlapping

version and derive both versions’ rate-optimal batch size under the non-stationarity in SGD. To

be specific, suppose the learning rate is chosen to be ηi = η0i
−α for some η0 > 0 and α ∈ (1/2,1).

Then, the starting point of the k-th block in △SR should be ak = ⌊Ak2/(1−α)⌋ for some A > 0. In

several Monte Carlo experiments, Zhu et al. (2021) showed that the performance is relatively

insensitive to the choice of A.

On the other hand, it is certain that TSR and PSR dominate △SR under stationarity (Chan

and Yau, 2017a). Using our framework, Example 2 further reveals the structural problem of

these selection rules. Wondering whether similar results hold under non-stationarity, we consider

a logistic regression example. Let {ζi = (xi, yi)}i∈Z+ and w∗ denote an IID sequence of data and

the true model parameter, where xi ∼ N(0,Id), yi ∣ xi ∼ Bernoulli({1 + exp(−x⊺iw
∗)}−1), w∗

is a d-dimensional vector linearly spaced between −1 and 1, and d = 10. The loss function is

h(w,xi, yi) = (1− yi)x
⊺
iw + ln{1+ exp(−x⊺iw

∗)}. Following experiments in Zhu et al. (2021), the

learning rate is chosen as ηi = 0.5i−α with α = 0.505, and the starting point of the k-th block is

set to be ak = ⌊Ak2/(1−α)⌋ with A = 1 for:

(a) △SR (“rTACM”): TSR with ξ = 0 in Chan and Yau (2017a) is used, which is essentially the

overlapping △SR in Zhu et al. (2021) as ak is set to be the same. Automatic update does

not apply because of non-stationarity.

(b) online LASER (“rlaser”): ”LASER” with q = 1 and m = 1 is used. While (2.8) does

not apply, blocking with ak is compatible with the form in (2.3). In the k-th block,

the subsampling parameter increases by 1 per iteration until it reaches the block maxi-

mum ⌈2A(1−α)−1k(1+α)/(1−α)⌉, where it remains unchanged until the next block, and the

tapering parameter is chosen to be the block maximum scaled according to Corollary 2.

(c) mini-batch LASER (“rlaser”): the LRV is estimated as in (b) except that m = 104.

(d) TSR (“rTACM”): TSR with ξ = 1 is used, which is proven to be more efficient than △SR

under stationarity.

We compare the above in constructing 95% CIs for the summed coefficient 1⊺w∗ with a

burn-in stage (Chen et al., 2020) of size 500 based on 1000 replications. Figure 6 shows that the

performance of △SR is consistent with the empirical findings in Zhu et al. (2021). Furthermore,

there are notable improvements according to the theory under stationarity. Real-time inference

is enabled by mini-batch estimation without loss of statistical efficiency. These indicate that

our framework can be used as a novel starting point for research in the same area. Finally, we

25



0.65

0.7

0.75

0.8

0.85

0.9

1 10 20 30 40 50

co
ve

ra
ge

n = 10000i , sample size

(i) Coverage

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

1 10 20 30 40 50
w

id
th

n = 10000i , sample size

(ii) Width

0

10

20

30

40

50

1 10 20 30 40 50

se
co

nd
s

n = 10000i , sample size

(iii) Time
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remark that CIs constructed with LRV estimators can be used as convergence diagnostics; see

Example 6 and Zhu et al. (2021). ∎

Example 9 (Convergence of SGD: an engineering view). Lang et al. (2019) took a differ-

ent approach to the convergence problem of SGD. As the vanilla SGD or its popular variants

typically require problem-specific hyperparameter hand-tuning to achieve good performance

(Wilson et al., 2017), Lang et al. (2019) proposed the statistical adaptive stochastic approxima-

tion (SASA) method to automatically find good learning rate schedules for different problems.

Fundamentally, SASA tries to identify whether training progress has stalled by testing sta-

tionarity of {wj}. It applies not only to the vanilla SGD but also a wider class of stochastic

approximation method; see Zhang et al. (2020).

Here, we shall focus on the vanilla case as it is studied in Example 8. Let dj = w
⊺
j−1gj−1 −

0.5ηjg
⊺
j−1gj−1. If {wj} starts under non-stationarity and converges to a stationary state, we

have limj→∞ E(dj) = 0 as long as gj is generated with some time-homogeneous dynamics (Zhang

et al., 2020), which is satisfied by SGD. Based on the Markov chain CLT in Jones et al. (2006),

SASA tests this condition and decreases the learning rate geometrically if stationarity is not

rejected. For more details, we refer readers to Zhang et al. (2020) as they extend SASA to

SASA+ using the same idea. Now, we revisit the logistic regression in Example 8 with the same

setting but different learning rate schedules:

(a) Vanilla SGD: the learning rate ηi = 0.5i−α with α = 0.505 in Zhu et al. (2021) is used.

(b) SASA+: the learning rate is chosen by SASA+ in Zhang et al. (2020); see Supplement F.5
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for the complete algorithm, where we change the offline obm used in the original SASA+

to mini-batch LASER(1,1).

Figure 7 shows that SASA+ can drastically improve the statistical efficiency. This is not

surprising because of two reasons. First, SASA(+) is inspired by the theoretical and empirical

success of geometrically decaying learning rate in some (strongly convex) scenarios; see, e.g.,

Ge et al. (2019). Second, SASA(+) is shown to match with the best hand-tuned learning rate

schedules on several deep learning tasks (Lang et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020). While SASA(+)

needs additional time to perform inference, the cost is small with mini-batch LASER(1,1). ∎

5 Discussion

Ljung and Söderström (1983) mentioned that “many people regard the area (of recursive iden-

tification/estimation) to be a ‘bag of tricks’ rather than a theory”. Indeed, existing online

estimators are often found by sacrificing some statistical efficiency and studied on an algorithm-

by-algorithm basis. Contrary to this approach, we presented a novel framework to understand

and construct efficient nonparametric estimators for online problems. Our framework consisted

of a flexible window decomposition, a principle-driven theoretical approach, and a common

practical acceleration. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to character-

ize the form of online (LRV) estimators through sufficient conditions. The study of necessary

conditions would be a theoretically important future direction.

Using LRV as an exemplary estimand, we demonstrated how to construct an estimator that

27



could be super or nearly optimal in the sense of Chan and Yau (2017a). It is impressive to see

that requiring O(1)-time update does not harm the statistical efficiency, while further requiring

O(1)-space update has practically negligible cost. The constructed estimator LASER(q, φ) is

also general as it was shown to be compatible with difference statistics (Chan, 2022), automatic

update (Chan and Yau, 2017a), and blocking for SGD (Zhu et al., 2021). Other innovations that

may be added, which are all potential directions, include but are not limited to prewhitening

(Andrews and Monahan, 1992), weighted batch means (Liu and Flegal, 2018), and lugsail lag

window (Vats and Flegal, 2021).

Apart from LRV estimation, our framework can be applied to a considerable number of tasks.

One example is the estimation of vq discussed in Section 3.3. Other examples include spectral

density estimation (Xiao and Wu, 2011), nonparametric regression (Huang et al., 2014), and

asymptotic variance estimation for other estimators such as sample quantile (Doss et al., 2014).

This is because our window decomposition generalizes the existing kernel and subsampling

methods in both offline and online settings. Any estimator built upon these methods can

be reconstructed and likely improved under our framework as in Example 2. For example, a

classical kernel density estimator takes the form

f̂n,1(x) =
1

n`n

n

∑
i=1

Wn(x,Xi) =
1

n`n

n

∑
i=1

T (
∣x −Xi∣

`n
)1∣x−Xi∣≤`n . (5.1)

Huang et al. (2014) noticed that f̂n,1(x) can only be updated in O(n) time when `n ≠ `n+1 so

they proposed

f̂n,2(x) =
1

∑
n
i=1 `i

n

∑
i=1

T (
∣x −Xi∣

`i
)1∣x−Xi∣≤`i , (5.2)

which can be updated in O(1) time. Nevertheless, our Principle A suggests that

f̂n,3(x) =
1

ntn

n

∑
i=1

T (
∣x −Xi∣

tn
)1∣x−Xi∣≤si (5.3)

is likely more efficient but still O(1)-time if T (x) is a polynomial as in Proposition 1. Note

that users can also propose new principles on top of our framework. For instance, one may

investigate variable tapers in Terrell and Scott (1992):

f̂n,4(x) =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

1

tn(x,Xi)
T (

∣x −Xi∣

tn(x,Xi)
)1∣x−Xi∣≤si , (5.4)

where the tapering parameter may depend on the point of estimation x or observation Xi. This

is something that the existing frameworks, e.g., subsample selection rule, cannot come up with.
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Last but not least, we selected several interesting applications from different communities.

They included change point detection, MCMC convergence diagnosis, causal inference, and

stochastic approximation. One useful message is that offline problems can be approached and

sometimes better solved with online techniques. Another interesting observation is that different

communities may develop different attitudes to inference. We hope this paper broadens the

audience of online techniques and serves as a bridge between different communities regarding

inference.

A Algorithms

A.1 Overview of Notations

In this subsection, we state and explain the notations that we are going to use throughout

Section A. Most of them will be recalled later when they are used. Note that these notations

only apply to Section A in general. We begin with some simple components:

Kn,b ∶=
sn

∑
k=1

kbXn−k,

Rn,b ∶=
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k,

Un,b ∶=
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi,

Qn ∶=
n

∑
i=1

X2
i ,

kn,b ∶=
sn

∑
k=1

kb,

rn,b ∶=
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kb,

Vn,b ∶=
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi−k,

X̄n =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

Xi,

where b ∈ N0 = {0,1, . . .}. Note the first subscript n indicates the sample size and the second

subscript b indicates the exponent in the summation, which is usually related to the characteris-

tic exponent q. We capitalize the variables when they depends on the observations X1, . . . ,Xn.

To lighten notations in the algorithms, we define the shorthands

R(a,b,c)
n ∶= Rn,a −

Rn,b

tcn
, R(a,b)

n = R(a,b,b)
n = Rn,a −

Rn,b

tbn
,

and similarly for r
(a,b,c)
n , U

(a,b,c)
n , V

(a,b,c)
n , e.g., U

(a,b,c)
n = Un,a − Un,b/t

c
n. After we introduce the

characteristic exponent q, we need the backward finite difference operator ∇(b)⋅, which is defined

by

∇
(1)f(k) ∶= f(k) − f(k − 1) and ∇

(b)f(k) ∶= ∇(b−1)f(k) −∇(b−1)f(k − 1),

29



where b ∈ Z+ and f is a function that takes an integer input k. Then, we have

d
(b)
k,q = ∇

(b)kq and D(b)
n,q ∶=

sn

∑
k=1

d
(b)
k,qXn−k,

where b = 1,2, . . . , q. Note that the superscript (b) indicates the number of backward finite

differences, which is used in d
(b)
k,q and D

(b)
k,q only. When the memory parameter φ > 1, the intended

subsampling parameter si is ramped up as s′i defined in (2.8). The components become

K ′
n,b ∶=

s′n

∑
k=1

kbXn−k,

R′
n,b ∶=

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k,

U ′
n,b ∶=

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXi,

k′n,b ∶=
s′n

∑
k=1

kb,

r′n,b ∶=
n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kb,

V ′
n,b ∶=

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXi−k,

where b ∈ N0. Since the prime symbol is used in the ramped subsampling parameter s′i, we

reserve it for the corresponding components. The shorthands become

R′(a,b,c)
n ∶= R′

n,a −
R′
n,b

tcn
, R′(a,b)

n = R′(a,b,b)
n = R′

n,a −
R′
n,b

tbn
,

and similarly for r
′(a,b,c)
n , U

′(a,b,c)
n , V

′(a,b,c)
n , e.g., U

′(a,b,c)
n = U ′

n,a −U
′
n,b/t

c
n. To perform O(1)-space

update when φ ≥ 2, we need some “pre-calculated” components (denoted by the double prime

symbol):

an ∶= ⌈φsn⌉,

K ′′
n,b ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

K ′′
n−1,b + (an−1 − s

′
n)
bXn, s′n ≥ an−1 − sn−1 and s′n > 0;

0, s′n < an−1 − sn−1 or s′n = 0,

k′′n,b ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

k′′n−1,b + (an−1 − s
′
n)
b, s′n ≥ an−1 − sn−1 and s′n > 0;

0, s′n < an−1 − sn−1 or s′n = 0.

In a mini-batch setting, we are interested in updating the components at n0 = 1 < n1 < n2 < ⋯

instead of at n = 1,2, . . .. Therefore, we use the notations

Rnj ,b =
nj

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k,

Unj ,b =
nj

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi,

Qnj =
nj

∑
i=1

X2
i ,

rnj ,b =
nj

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kb,

Vnj ,b =
nj

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi−k,

X̄nj =
1

nj

nj

∑
i=1

Xi,
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where b, j ∈ N0. For Kn,b and kn,b, they need to be computed at nj−1 + 1, nj−1 + 2, . . . , nj and so

we introduce the vector notations

K⃗nj ,b ∶= (Knj−1+1,b, . . . ,Knj ,b)
⊺ and k⃗nj ,b ∶= (knj−1+1,b, . . . , knj ,b)

⊺.

A.2 LASER(1,1): Known Zero-mean

Since the constructed estimator LASER(q, φ) is based on a novel framework, we shall show the

derivation of the algorithm of LASER(1,1) when µ = 0 is known for illustrative purpose first.

The other algorithms can be derived using a similar procedure and will be discussed later. To

begin with, note that the estimator can be written as

σ̄2
n,LASER(1,1) =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

X2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tn
)XiXi−k

=
1

n
(Qn + 2Rn,0 −

2

tn
Rn,1) ,

where

Qn =
n

∑
i=1

X2
i , Rn,0 =

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

XiXi−k and Rn,1 =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kXiXi−k.

The recursive formula for Qn is trivial so we shall focus on Rn,0 and Rn,1. To lighten notations,

write the subsampling parameter at the last iteration as s = sn−1. For Rn,0, we have

Rn,0 =
n−1

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

XiXi−k +Xn

sn

∑
k=1

Xn−k

= Rn−1,0 +XnKn,0,

where Kn,0 = ∑
sn
k=1Xn−k. Note that Kn,0 can be updated easily since

Kn,0 =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1 −Xn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1, sn = s + 1.

Similarly, for Rn,1, observe that

Rn,1 =
n−1

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kXiXi−k +Xn

sn

∑
k=1

kXn−k

= Rn−1,1 +XnKn,1,
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where Kn,1 = ∑
sn
k=1 kXn−k. We can update Kn,1 recursively by

Kn,1 =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,1 +Kn,0 − sXn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,1 +Kn,0, sn = s + 1.

We summarize the recursive formulas for different components in the order of their updates:

Proposition A.1. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increas-

ing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1.

Then, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

Kn,0 =
sn

∑
k=1

Xn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1 −Xn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1, sn = s + 1,

Kn,1 =
sn

∑
k=1

kXn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,1 +Kn,0 − sXn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,1 +Kn,0, sn = s + 1,

Rn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k = Rn−1,b +XnKn,b for b = 0,1,

Qn =
n

∑
i=1

X2
i = Qn−1 +X

2
n.

When the data arrive sequentially, we need to maintain a vector x⃗ in order to store the last

sn observations to update the moving sum Kn,0. This can be implemented efficiently using a

queue data structure as it is first-in-first-out. Hence the recursive algorithm for σ̄2
n,LASER(1,1) is

given by Algorithm A.1.

A.3 LASER(1,1): Unknown General Mean

When µ ∈ R is unknown, we can subtract the sample mean X̄n = n−1
∑
n
i=1Xi from each obser-

vation. Therefore, the estimator can be written as

σ̂2
n,LASER(1,1) =

1

n
{
n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
2
+ 2

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tn
) (Xi − X̄n)(Xi−k − X̄n)}

=
1

n
{
n

∑
i=1

X2
i − nX̄

2
n + 2

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tn
) (XiXi−k −XiX̄n −Xi−kX̄n + X̄

2
n)}

=
1

n
[Qn − nX̄2

n + 2Rn,0 −
2

tn
Rn,1 − 2X̄n {

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tn
) (Xi +Xi−k − X̄n)}]
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Algorithm A.1: LASER(1,1), known zero-mean

[1] initalization:
[2] Set n = 1, s = 0,Qn =X

2
1 ,Kn,0 =Kn,1 = Rn,0 = Rn,1 = 0

[3] Push X1 into x⃗
[4] begin
[5] Receive Xn+1

[6] Set n = n + 1
[7] Compute sn, tn
[8] Retrieve Xn−1,Xn−s−1 from x⃗ /* last and first elements in x⃗ */

[9] if sn == s then
[10] Update Kn,0,Kn,1 with Prop. A.1
[11] Pop Xn−s−1 from x⃗

[12] else
[13] Update Kn,0,Kn,1 with Prop. A.1

[14] Push Xn into x⃗
[15] Update Rn,0,Rn,1,Qn with Prop. A.1
[16] Set s = sn
[17] Output σ̄2

n,LASER(1,1) = (Qn + 2Rn,0 − 2Rn,1/tn)/n

=
1

n
{Qn + 2Rn,0 −

2

tn
Rn,1 + (2rn,0 −

2

tn
rn,1 − n) X̄

2
n

− 2X̄n (Un,0 −
1

tn
Un,1 + Vn,0 −

1

tn
Vn,1)},

where the additional components are

rn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kb, Un,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi and Vn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi−k for b = 0,1.

To lighten notations, denote R
(a,b)
n = Rn,a − Rn,b/t

b
n and similarly for r

(a,b)
n , U

(a,b)
n , V

(a,b)
n , e.g.,

U
(a,b)
n = Un,a −Un,b/t

b
n. Then, the estimator can be expressed as

σ̂2
n,LASER(1,1) =

1

n
{Qn + 2R(0,1)

n + (2r(0,1)n − n)X̄2
n − 2X̄n(U

(0,1)
n + V (0,1)

n )} .

Using the same procedure as in Section A.2, we can derive the recursive formulas for the

additional components:

Proposition A.2. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increas-

ing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1. For

each b = 0,1, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

kn,b =
sn

∑
k=1

kb =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

kn−1,b, sn = s > 0;

kn−1,b + s
b
n, sn = s + 1,

rn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kb = rn−1,b + kn,b,
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Algorithm A.2: LASER(1,1), unknown general mean

[1] initalization:
[2] Set n = 1, s = 0,Qn =X

2
1 , X̄n =X1

[3] Set Kn,b = Rn,b = kn,b = rn,b = Un,b = Vn,b = 0 for b = 0,1
[4] Push X1 into x⃗
[5] begin
[6] Receive Xn+1

[7] Set n = n + 1
[8] Compute sn, tn
[9] Retrieve Xn−1,Xn−s−1 from x⃗ /* last and first elements in x⃗ */

[10] if sn == s then
[11] Update Kn,b with Prop. A.1 for b = 0,1
[12] Pop Xn−s−1 from x⃗

[13] else
[14] Update Kn,b with Prop. A.1 and kn,b with Prop. A.2 for b = 0,1

[15] Push Xn into x⃗
[16] Update Rn,b,Qn with Prop. A.1 and rn,b, Un,b, Vn,b, X̄n with Prop. A.2 for b = 0,1
[17] Set s = sn

[18] Output σ̂2
n,LASER(1,1) = {Qn + 2R

(0,1)
n + (2r

(0,1)
n − n)X̄2

n − 2X̄n(U
(0,1)
n + V

(0,1)
n )}/n

Un,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi = Un−1,b + kn,bXn,

Vn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi−k = Vn−1,b +Kn,b,

X̄n =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

Xi =
(n − 1)X̄n−1 +Xn

n
.

We notice that it may not be necessary to maintain the components separately, e.g., Un,0

and Un,1. Instead, we can maintain the components like Un = ∑
n
i=1∑

si
k=1(1 − k/tn)Xi directly.

However, it may violate Principle E. Consequently, the recursive formulas for these components

will depend on the tapering parameter tn and cannot be generalized to the settings in Sections

A.4 or A.6 without restricting the changes in tn. Therefore, it is better to maintain the com-

ponents separately with an exterior tn. The recursive algorithm for σ̂2
n,LASER(1,1) is given by

Algorithm A.2.

A.4 LASER(q,1): Characteristic Exponent

In this subsection, we illustrate how to derive recursive formulas for σ̂2
n,LASER(q,1). We are going

to focus on the q-th order term as similar formulas apply to lower order terms except that a

separate set of components is needed for each term.

To begin with, we follow the same procedure as in Sections A.2 and A.3 to write the estimator
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as

σ̂2
n,LASER(q,1) =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
2
+

2

n

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
) (Xi − X̄n)(Xi−k − X̄n)

=
1

n
{Qn + 2R(0,q)

n + (2r(0,q)n − n)X̄2
n − 2X̄n(U

(0,q)
n + V (0,q)

n )} ,

where the shorthands, e.g., R
(0,q)
n = Rn,0 −Rn,q/t

q
n, are introduced in Section A.3; see Section

A.1 for an overview of notations. Now, we need to work on a recursive formula for Kn,q =

∑
sn
k=1 k

qXn−k in order to update Rn,q. To this end, we can use the backward finite difference to

be discussed in Section D.1. Recall the backward finite difference operator ∇(b)⋅ is defined by

∇
(1)f(k) = f(k) − f(k − 1) and ∇

(b)f(k) = ∇(b−1)f(k) −∇(b−1)f(k − 1),

where b ∈ Z+ and f is a function that takes an integer input k. When f(k) = kq, we have the

recursive relation

∇
(1)kq = kq − (k − 1)q and ∇

(b)kq = ∇(b−1)kq −∇(b−1)
(k − 1)q.

To lighten notations, denote d
(b)
k,q = ∇

(b)kq. From Section D.1, we know that d
(q)
k,q is a non-zero

constant and well-defined when k > q. Therefore, we can expand the recursive relation and put

k = q + 1 to obtain

d
(q)
q+1,q = (q + 1)q − (

q

1
)qq + (

q

2
)(q − 1)q −⋯ + (−1)q1q

=

q

∑
r=0

(−1)r(
q

r
)(q − r + 1)q.

Similarly, the initial values d
(b)
b+1,q for b = 1,2, . . . , q − 1 are given by

d
(b)
b+1,q =

b

∑
r=0

(−1)r(
b

r
)(b − r + 1)q.

It remains to find d
(b)
k,q when k > b + 1 for b = 1,2, . . . , q − 1. By rearranging ∇(b+1)kq = ∇(b)kq −

∇(b)(k − 1)q, we have

d
(b)
k,q = ∇

(b)kq = ∇(b)
(k − 1)q +∇(b+1)kq

= d
(b)
k−1,q + d

(b+1)
k,q .

When k increases, we can update d
(b)
k,q recursively from b = q − 1 to b = 1 since d

(b)
k−1,q comes from

the last iteration and d
(b+1)
k,q is a constant or has been updated. We summarize the recursive
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formulas for d
(b)
k,q below:

d
(b)
k,q =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, k < b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q;

∑
b
r=0(−1)r(br)(b − r + 1)q, k = b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q;

d
(q)
q+1,q, k > b + 1 and b = q;

d
(b)
k−1,q + d

(b+1)
k,q , k > b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q − 1.

We notice that it is also possible to compute d
(b)
k,q directly using d

(b)
k,q = ∑

b
r=0(−1)r(br)(k − r)

q;

see, e.g., Zia (1991). Nonetheless, this approach requires more arithmetic operations when k

changes. Therefore, it is more desirable to use the recursive formulas for d
(b)
k,q. Analogous to

Proposition A.1, the recursive formulas for the zero-mean components are summarized below.

Proposition A.3. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increas-

ing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1.

Then, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

c(b)q =
b

∑
r=0

(−1)r(
b

r
)(b − r + 1)q for b = 1,2, . . . , q,

d(b)sn,q =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q;

c
(b)
q , sn = b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q;

d
(b)
s,q , sn = s > b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q;

d
(b)
s,q , sn = s + 1 > b + 1 and b = q;

d
(b)
s,q + d

(b+1)
s+1,q , sn = s + 1 > b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , q − 1,

D(q)
n,q =

sn

∑
k=1

d
(q)
k,qXn−k

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < q + 1;

D
(q)
n−1,q + c

(q)
q Xn−q−1 − d

(q)
s,qXn−s−1, sn = s ≥ q + 1;

D
(q)
n−1,q + c

(q)
q Xn−q−1, sn = s + 1 ≥ q + 1,

D(b)
n,q =

sn

∑
k=1

d
(b)
k,qXn−k for b = q − 1, q − 2, . . . ,1,

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < b + 1;

D
(b)
n−1,q + c

(b)
q Xn−b−1 +D

(b+1)
n,q − d

(b)
s,qXn−s−1, sn = s ≥ b + 1;

D
(b)
n−1,q + c

(b)
q Xn−b−1 +D

(b+1)
n,q , sn = s + 1 ≥ b + 1,
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Kn,q =
sn

∑
k=1

kqXn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,q +Xn−1 +D
(1)
n,q − s

qXn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,q +Xn−1 +D
(1)
n,q , sn = s + 1,

Kn,0 =
sn

∑
k=1

Xn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1 −Xn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,0 +Xn−1, sn = s + 1,

Rn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k = Rn−1,b +XnKn,b for b = 0, q,

Qn =
n

∑
i=1

X2
i = Qn−1 +X

2
n.

Analogous to Proposition A.2, the recursive formulas for the additional components are as

follows:

Proposition A.4. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increas-

ing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1. For

each b = 0, q, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

kn,b =
sn

∑
k=1

kb =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

kn−1,b, sn = s > 0;

kn−1,b + s
b
n, sn = s + 1,

rn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kb = rn−1,b + kn,b,

Un,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi = Un−1,b + kn,bXn,

Vn,b =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kbXi−k = Vn−1,b +Kn,b,

X̄n =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

Xi =
(n − 1)X̄n−1 +Xn

n
.

The recursive algorithm for σ̂2
n,LASER(q,1) is given by Algorithm A.3.

A.5 LASER(q, φ): Memory Parameter

In this subsection, we illustrate how to derive recursive formulas for σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) with q = 1

and φ ≥ 2. We take these values to focus on how to perform O(1)-space update. The general

algorithm for q ∈ Z+ and φ ≥ 2, which is implemented in our R package, can be obtained by

combining the ideas in Section A.4 and here.
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Algorithm A.3: LASER(q,1)

[1] initalization:
[2] Set n = 1, s = 0,Qn =X

2
1 , X̄n =X1

[3] Set Kn,b = Rn,b = kn,b = rn,b = Un,b = Vn,b = 0 for b = 0, q

[4] Compute c
(b)
q , and set D

(b)
n,q = d

(b)
sn,q = 0 for b = 1,2, . . . , q

[5] Push X1 into x⃗
[6] begin
[7] Receive Xn+1

[8] Set n = n + 1
[9] Compute sn, tn

[10] Retrieve Xn−1, . . . ,Xn−1−max{min(sn−1,q),0} and Xn−s−1 from x⃗
[11] if sn == s then

[12] Update D
(b)
n,q with Prop. A.3 for b = q, q − 1, . . . ,1

[13] Update Kn,b with Prop. A.3 for b = 0, q
[14] Pop Xn−s from x⃗

[15] else

[16] Update d
(b)
sn,q,D

(b)
n,q with Prop. A.3 for b = q, q − 1, . . . ,1

[17] Update Kn,b with Prop. A.3 and kn,b with Prop. A.4 for b = 0, q

[18] Push Xn into x⃗
[19] Update Rn,b,Qn with Prop. A.3 and rn,b, Un,b, Vn,b, X̄n with Prop. A.4 for b = 0, q
[20] Set s = sn

[21] Output σ̂2
n,LASER(q,1) = {Qn + 2R

(0,q)
n + (2r

(0,q)
n − n)X̄2

n − 2X̄n(U
(0,q)
n + V

(0,q)
n )}/n

To begin with, we follow the same procedure as in Sections A.2 and A.3 to write the estimator

as

σ̂2
n,LASER(1,φ) =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
2
+

2

n

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tn
) (Xi − X̄n)(Xi−k − X̄n)

=
1

n
{Qn + 2R′(0,1)

n + (2r′(0,1)n − n)X̄2
n − 2X̄n(U

′(0,1)
n + V ′(0,1)

n )} ,

where the shorthands, e.g., R
′(0,1)
n = R′

n,0 −R
′
n,1/tn, are similarly introduced in Section A.3; see

Section A.1 for an overview of notations. Since q = 1, the components are analogous to those

in Propositions A.1 and A.2 with the only difference in the use of the ramped subsampling

parameter s′i. When s′i is increasing, there is no difference in the recursive formulas. However,

when s′i is too large that it resets to the value of si, we need another way to update the

components recursively. For φ ≥ 2, this can be done by “pre-calculating” some components. We

summarize the recursive formulas for the zero-mean components below.

Proposition A.5. Suppose the intended subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically

increasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1. Furthermore, suppose the ramped subsampling

parameter defined in (2.8), i.e., {s′i}i∈Z+, is ramped with φ ≥ 2. Write its value at the last

iteration as s′ = s′n−1. Denote the ramping upper bound by an = ⌈φsn⌉. To keep the branching

simple, assume sn and an only increase when s′n resets. Then, the following components can be
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updated in O(1) time and O(1) space:

K ′
n,0 =

s′n

∑
k=1

Xn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, 0 = s′n = s′;

K ′
n−1,0 +X

′
n−1, 0 < s′n = s′ + 1;

K ′′
n−1,0, 0 < s′n = sn−1 < s

′;

K ′′
n−1,0 +X

′′
n−1, 0 < s′n = sn−1 + 1 < s′,

K ′
n,1 =

s′n

∑
k=1

kXn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, 0 = s′n = s′;

K ′
n−1,1 +K

′
n,0, 0 < s′n = s′ + 1;

K ′′
n−1,1, 0 < s′n = sn−1 < s

′;

K ′′
n−1,1 + snX

′′
n−1, 0 < s′n = sn−1 + 1 < s′,

K ′′
n,0 =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

K ′′
n−1,0 +Xn, s′n ≥ an−1 − sn−1 and s′n > 0;

0, s′n < an−1 − sn−1 or s′n = 0,

K ′′
n,1 =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

K ′′
n−1,1 + (an−1 − s

′
n)Xn, s′n ≥ an−1 − sn−1 and s′n > 0;

0, s′n < an−1 − sn−1 or s′n = 0,

R′
n,b =

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXiXi−k = R′
n−1,b +XnK

′
n,b for b = 0,1,

Qn =
n

∑
i=1

X2
i = Qn−1 +X

2
n,

X ′′
n =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

X ′
n−1, s′n = an − sn;

X ′′
n−1, s′n ≠ an − sn,

X ′
n =Xn.

Note that K ′′
n−1,0,K

′′
n−1,1,X

′
n−1,X

′′
n−1 are the “pre-calculated” versions of

K ′
n−1,0,K

′
n−1,1,Xn−1,Xn−sn , respectively, when s′n resets to sn. Using these components, we

do not need to store the past observations explicitly, e.g., by maintaining the vector x⃗ in Algo-

rithm A.1. As a result, only a constant amount of memory is involved. For the restriction that

sn and an only increase when s′n resets, we remark that the statistical efficiency is not affected

asymptotically as it just slightly delay the increment of sn. For the additional components,

their recursive formulas are as follows:

Proposition A.6. Suppose the intended subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monoton-

ically increasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1. Furthermore, suppose the ramped

subsampling parameter defined in (2.8), i.e., {s′i}i∈Z+, is ramped with φ ≥ 2. Write its value

at the last iteration as s′ = s′n−1. Denote the ramping upper bound by an = ⌈φsn⌉. To keep
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the branching simple, assume sn and an only increase when s′n resets. For each b = 0,1, the

following components can be updated in O(1) time and O(1) space:

k′n,b =
s′n

∑
k=1

kb =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, 0 = s′n = s′;

k′n−1,b + (s′n)b, 0 < s′n = s′ + 1;

k′′n−1,b, 0 < s′n = sn−1 < s
′;

k′′n−1,b + s
b
n, 0 < s′n = sn−1 + 1 < s′,

k′′n,b =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

k′′n−1,b + (an−1 − s
′
n)
b, s′n ≥ an−1 − sn−1 and s′n > 0;

0, s′n < an−1 − sn−1 or s′n = 0,

r′n,b =
n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kb = r′n−1,b + k
′
n,b,

U ′
n,b =

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXi = U
′
n−1,b + k

′
n,bXn,

V ′
n,b =

n

∑
i=1

s′i

∑
k=1

kbXi−k = V ′
n−1,b +K

′
n,b,

X̄n =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

Xi =
(n − 1)X̄n−1 +Xn

n
.

The recursive algorithm for σ̂2
n,LASER(1,φ) is given by Algorithm A.4.

A.6 Mini-batch Estimation

In mini-batch estimation, the traditional recursive formulas are extended to updating at n0 =

1 < n1 < n2 < ⋯ instead of at n = 1,2, . . .. In this subsection, we illustrate how to derive

recursive formulas for σ̂2
nj ,LASER(q,φ) with q = 1 and φ = 1. The general algorithm for q ∈ Z+,

which is implemented in our R package, can be obtained by combining the ideas in Section A.4

and here. Note that we do not develop algorithm for φ > 1 because fewer operations can be

vectorized under ramping. In that case, the improvement in computational efficiency brought

by mini-batch estimation is less significant.

To begin with, we follow the same procedure as in Sections A.2 and A.3 to write the estimator

as

σ̂2
nj ,LASER(1,1) =

1

nj

nj

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄nj)
2
+

2

nj

nj

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
k

tnj
)(Xi − X̄nj)(Xi−k − X̄nj)

=
1

nj
{Qnj + 2R(0,1)

nj + (2r(0,1)nj − nj)X̄
2
nj − 2X̄nj(U

(0,1)
nj + V (0,1)

nj )} ,

where the shorthands, e.g., R
(0,1)
nj = Rnj ,0 −Rnj ,1/tnj , are similarly introduced in Section A.3;
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Algorithm A.4: LASER(1, φ)

[1] initalization:
[2] Set n = 1, s = 0,Qn =X

2
1 , X̄n =X1

[3] Set K ′

n,b =K
′′

n,b = R
′

n,b = k
′

n,b = k
′′

n,b = r
′

n,b = U
′

n,b = V
′

n,b = 0 for b = 0,1

[4] Set s′ = a = 0,X ′

n =X
′′

n =X1

[5] begin
[6] Receive Xn+1

[7] Set n = n + 1
[8] Compute sn, tn, an
[9] if s′ + 1 < a then
[10] Set s′n = s

′ + 1, sn = s, an = a /* restrict sn when s′n > s
′ */

[11] Update K ′

n,b with Prop. A.5 and k′n,b with Prop. A.6 for b = 0,1

[12] if s′n ≥ a − s then
[13] Update K ′′

n,b with Prop. A.5 and k′′n,b with Prop. A.6 for b = 0,1

[14] else
[15] Set s′n = sn, a = an
[16] if s′n == s then
[17] Update K ′

n,b with Prop. A.5 and k′n,b with Prop. A.6 for b = 0,1

[18] else
[19] Update K ′

n,b with Prop. A.5 and k′n,b with Prop. A.6 for b = 0,1

[20] Set K ′′

n,b = k
′′

n,b = 0 for b = 0,1

[21] Update R′

n,b,Qn with Prop. A.5 and r′n,b, U
′

n,b, V
′

n,b, X̄n with Prop. A.6 for b = 0,1

[22] if s′n == an − sn then
[23] Set X ′′

n =X ′

n

[24] Set s′ = s′n, s = sn,X
′

n =Xn

[25] Output σ̂2
n,LASER(1,φ)={Qn+2R′(0,1)

n +(2r′(0,1)n −n)X̄2
n−2X̄n(U

′(0,1)
n +V ′(0,1)

n )}/n

see Section A.1 for an overview of notations. Note that the components are identical to those

in Propositions A.1 and A.2. However, we need to work on computationally efficient formulas

for K⃗nj ,b = (Knj−1+1,b, . . . ,Knj ,b)
⊺ and k⃗nj ,b = (knj−1+1,b, . . . , knj ,b)

⊺ where b = 0,1. To this end,

we can utilize vectorized operations such as cumulative sums. The corresponding recursive

formulas are stated below.

Proposition A.7. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically in-

creasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as

s = snj−1, where n0 = 1 < n1 < n2 < ⋯ are the sample points that are of interest. Let

f(i) = inf {k ∶ ∑
k
h=2 1sh=sh−1

≥ i}. To keep the branching simple, assume snj−1+1 = snj−1 for

all j ∈ Z+. For nj−1 < n ≤ nj, the following components can be updated in O(nj − nj−1) time:

Kn,0 =Knj−1,0 +
n−1

∑
i=nj−1

Xi −
n−sn−1

∑
i=nj−1−s

Xi,

Kn,1 =Knj−1,1 +
n

∑
i=nj−1+1

Ki,0 −
n−sn−1

∑
i=nj−1−s

sf(i)Xi,

kn,b = knj−1,b +
sn

∑
i=s+1

ib for b = 0,1.
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Note that we fix snj−1+1 = snj−1 for all j ∈ Z+ to ensure the subsampling parameter at the

beginning of each mini-batch update agrees with that at the end of the previous update. This

does not affect the statistical efficiency asymptotically as it just delay the increment of snj−1+1

(if any) by one observation. For the definition of f(i), it is used to handle changes in the

subsampling parameter when we compute cumulative sums. Once K⃗nj ,b and k⃗nj ,b are available,

only the values at the end point nj are required for the remaining components. We summarize

their recursive formulas as follows:

Proposition A.8. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically in-

creasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1. Further suppose n0 = 1 < n1 < n2 < ⋯ are the

sample points that are of interest. To keep the branching simple, assume snj−1+1 = snj−1 for all

j ∈ Z+. For each b = 0,1, the following components can be updated in O(nj − nj−1) time:

Rnj ,b = Rnj−1,b +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

XiKi,b,

Qnj = Qnj−1 +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

X2
i ,

rnj ,b = rnj−1,b +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

ki,b,

Unj ,b = Unj−1,b +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

ki,bXi,

Vnj ,b = Vnj−1,b +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

Ki,b,

X̄nj =
1

nj

⎛

⎝
nj−1X̄nj−1 +

nj

∑
i=nj−1+1

Xi
⎞

⎠
.

The recursive algorithm for σ̂2
nj ,LASER(1,1) is given by Algorithm A.5.

A.7 Nuisance Parameter Estimation

In this subsection, we illustrate how to derive recursive formulas for v̂q,n,LASER(p,φ) with p, q ∈

Z+ and φ = 1. The general algorithms under ramping or mini-batch estimation, which are

implemented in our R package, can be obtained by combining the ideas in Sections A.5, A.6

and here.

To begin with, we follow the same procedure as in Sections A.2 and A.3 to write the estimator

as

v̂q,n,LASER(p,1) =
2

n

n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

(1 −
kp

tpn
)kq(Xi − X̄n)(Xi−k − X̄n)
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Algorithm A.5: Mini-batch LASER(1,1)

[1] initalization:
[2] Set n = 1, s = j = 0,Qnj =X

2
1 , X̄nj =X1

[3] Set Knj ,b = Rnj ,b = knj ,b = rnj ,b = Unj ,b = Vnj ,b = 0 for b = 0,1
[4] Set x⃗ = (X1)

⊺

[5] begin
[6] Receive Xn+1,Xn+2, . . . ,Xnj+1

[7] Set j = j + 1
[8] Compute nj , s⃗nj = (snj−1+1, . . . , snj)

⊺, tnj
[9] Set snj−1+1 = s /* ensure the subsampling parameters agree */

[10] Compute K⃗nj ,b, k⃗nj ,b with Prop. A.7 for b = 0,1 using cumulative sums
[11] Update Rnj ,b,Qnj , rnj ,b, Unj ,b, Vnj ,b, X̄nj with Prop. A.8 for b = 0,1

[12] Retrieve Knj ,b, knj ,b from K⃗nj ,b, k⃗nj ,b for b = 0,1
[13] Set n = nj , s = snj
[14] Set x⃗ = (Xn−s, . . . ,Xn)

⊺

[15] Output σ̂2
nj,LASER(1,1)

={Qnj+2R(0,1)nj
+(2r(0,1)nj

−nj)X̄
2
nj
−2X̄nj (U

(0,1)
nj

+V (0,1)nj
)}/nj

=
2

n
{R(q,p+q,p)

n + r(q,p+q,p)n X̄2
n − X̄n(U

(q,p+q,p)
n + V (q,p+q,p)

n )} ,

where the shorthands, e.g., R
(q,p+q,p)
n = Rn,q −Rn,p+q/tpn, are the full versions of those introduced

in Section A.3; see Section A.1 for an overview of notations. The components are analogous

to those in Propositions A.3 and A.4 with the only difference in the new subscript p + q. We

summarize the recursive formulas for the zero-mean components below.

Proposition A.9. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increas-

ing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1. For

each ρ = q, p + q, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

c(b)ρ =
b

∑
r=0

(−1)r(
b

r
)(b − r + 1)ρ for b = 1,2, . . . , ρ,

d(b)sn,ρ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , ρ;

c
(b)
ρ , sn = b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , ρ;

d
(b)
s,ρ , sn = s > b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , ρ;

d
(b)
s,ρ , sn = s + 1 > b + 1 and b = ρ;

d
(b)
s,ρ + d

(b+1)
s+1,ρ , sn = s + 1 > b + 1 and b = 1,2, . . . , ρ − 1,

D(ρ)
n,ρ =

sn

∑
k=1

d
(ρ)
k,ρXn−k

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < ρ + 1;

D
(ρ)
n−1,ρ + c

(ρ)
ρ Xn−ρ−1 − d

(ρ)
s,ρXn−s−1, sn = s ≥ ρ + 1;

D
(ρ)
n−1,ρ + c

(ρ)
ρ Xn−ρ−1, sn = s + 1 ≥ ρ + 1,
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D(b)
n,ρ =

sn

∑
k=1

d
(b)
k,ρXn−k for b = ρ − 1, ρ − 2, . . . ,1,

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn < b + 1;

D
(b)
n−1,ρ + c

(b)
ρ Xn−b−1 +D

(b+1)
n,ρ − d

(b)
s,ρXn−s−1, sn = s ≥ b + 1;

D
(b)
n−1,ρ + c

(b)
ρ Xn−b−1 +D

(b+1)
n,ρ , sn = s + 1 ≥ b + 1,

Kn,ρ =
sn

∑
k=1

kρXn−k =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

Kn−1,ρ +Xn−1 +D
(1)
n,ρ − s

ρXn−s−1, sn = s > 0;

Kn−1,ρ +Xn−1 +D
(1)
n,ρ, sn = s + 1,

Rn,ρ =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kρXiXi−k = Rn−1,ρ +XnKn,ρ.

For the additional components, their recursive formulas are as follows:

Proposition A.10. Suppose the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically in-

creasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1. Write its value at the last iteration as s = sn−1.

For each ρ = q, p + q, the following components can be updated in O(1) time:

kn,ρ =
sn

∑
k=1

kρ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, sn = s = 0;

kn−1,ρ, sn = s > 0;

kn−1,ρ + s
ρ
n, sn = s + 1,

rn,ρ =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kρ = rn−1,ρ + kn,ρ,

Un,ρ =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kρXi = Un−1,ρ + kn,ρXn,

Vn,ρ =
n

∑
i=1

si

∑
k=1

kρXi−k = Vn−1,ρ +Kn,ρ,

X̄n =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

Xi =
(n − 1)X̄n−1 +Xn

n
.

The recursive algorithm for v̂q,n,LASER(p,1) is similar to Algorithm A.3 once we have Propo-

sitions A.9 and A.10. Therefore, we omit its pseudocode here.

A.8 Automatic Optimal Parameters Selection

In this subsection, we discuss how to select the smoothing parameters sn and tn automatically

when we update σ̂2
n,LASER(q,φ) with q ∈ Z+ and φ = 1. The general algorithms under ramping or

mini-batch estimation are similar and thus omitted.

To begin with, denote the set of components used to update σ̂2
n and v̂q,n by C(σ̂2

n) and

44



Algorithm A.6: Automatic optimal parameters selector for LASER(q,1)

[1] input for the selector:
[2] (i) n, sn, tn – the sample size, subsampling and tapering parameters from the last iteration
[3] (ii) Ψ◇, ψ⋆ – the optimal coefficient (excluding κ) and exponent for computing sn
[4] (iii) Θ◇, θ⋆ – the optimal coefficient (excluding κ) and exponent for computing tn
[5] (iv) s0, t0 – the minimum values of subsampling and tapering parameters
[6] input for the estimators:
[7] (v) Xn+1 – the new observation
[8] (vi) C(σ̂2

n,LASER(q,1)),C(v̂q,n,LASER(p,1)) – the components for recursive estimation

[9] begin

[10] Set κ̂ = ∣v̂q,n,LASER(p,1)∣ /σ̂
2
n,LASER(q,1)

[11] Set sn+1 = ⌊Ψ◇κ̂
2/(1+2q)(n + 1)ψ⋆⌋ and tn+1 = ⌊Θ◇κ̂

2/(1+2q)(n + 1)θ⋆⌋
[12] if sn < max(sn+1, s0) then
[13] Set sn+1 = sn + 1
[14] else
[15] Set sn+1 = sn

[16] if tn < max(tn+1, t0) then
[17] Set tn+1 = tn + 1
[18] else
[19] Set tn+1 = tn

[20] Update σ̂2
n,LASER(q,1) with Xn+1,C(σ̂2

n,LASER(q,1)), sn+1, tn+1

[21] Update v̂q,n,LASER(p,1) with Xn+1,C(v̂q,n,LASER(p,1))

C(v̂q,n). For instance,

C(σ̂2
n,LASER(1,1)) = {n, s,Qn, X̄n,{Kn,b,Rn,b, kn,b, rn,b, Un,b, Vn,b}b=0,1

} ;

see Algorithm A.2. We also define Ψ◇ = Ψ⋆/κ2/(1+2q) and Θ◇ = Θ⋆/κ2/(1+2q), which denote the

optimal coefficients for computing sn and tn excluding the unknown κ; see Corollary 2. Then,

the automatic optimal parameters selector is given by Algorithm A.6.

There are several remarks about Algorithm A.6. First, the nuisance parameter estimate κ̂

seems to use fewer observations than the updated LRV estimate σ̂2
n+1. This is natural because

the selector uses the previous LRV estimate σ̂2
n as the denominator for κ̂. If the numerator v̂q,n

was updated first, the nuisance parameter estimate could be unstable in a mini-batch setting

where κ̂ = ∣v̂q,nj+1
∣ /σ̂2

nj . Alternatively, we can update κ̂ as follows:

(1) Set κ̂n = ∣v̂q,n∣ /σ̂
2
n.

(2) Update σ̂2
n with Xn+1, κ̂n.

(3) Update v̂q,n.

(4) Set κ̂n+1 = ∣v̂q,n+1∣ /σ̂
2
n+1.

(5) Reupdate σ̂2
n with Xn+1, κ̂n+1.

Using a similar procedure, it is further possible to update κ̂ iteratively. However, we do
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not recommend doing so because the computation time will increase significantly with little

improvement in statistical efficiency.

Second, updating v̂q,n also requires smoothing parameters selection. Denote these ancillary

smoothing parameters by s◇n and t◇n. We notice that it is not possible to select the coefficients

of s◇n and t◇n based on asymptotic theory as another nuisance parameter κp+q will arise. This

circular problem is common and well-known in nonparametric estimation. If we just consider

the exponents, choosing s◇n = ⌊n1/{1+2(p+q)}⌋ may be too small and lead to poor empirical per-

formance. Therefore, we suggest

s◇n =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

⌊n1/2⌋, n ≤ n0;

⌊max [n
1/2
0 , (p + q)n1/{1+2(p+q)}]⌋ , n > n0,

where n0 = 1000 is a threshold for small sample size and the empirical adjustment ⌊n1/2⌋ is

recommended by Jones et al. (2006). The ancillary tapering parameter t◇n may admit the

same form except that the floor functions are replaced by the ceiling functions as t◇n cannot

be zero. Although it is possible to select the coefficients according to some benchmark models

such as AR(q) instead of using p + q, this kind of benchmarking is still optimal to a particular

stochastic process only. Hence we recommend the simple choice p + q to solve the problem of

small exponents when p + q is large.

Third, the main smoothing parameters sn and tn can be lower bounded by s0 and t0 in

finite sample. This is because if users wrongly choose a large characteristic exponent q without

accounting for the empirical serial dependence, the computed sn and tn may be too small in

finite sample. In light of a similar problem, Jones et al. (2006) suggested using ⌊n1/2⌋. However,

this is not adaptive and Theorem 2 states that this is not MSE-optimal. To balance theoretical

and practical considerations, we provide the possibility to lower bound sn and tn by s0 and t0 in

our R package, where the default is s0 = t0 = 5. The empirical adjustment ⌊n1/2⌋ is implemented

for the aforementioned ancillary smoothing parameters s◇n and t◇n in small sample only. Example

4 shows that recursive estimation with Algorithm A.6 performs very close to that with the oracle

and much better than that with a pilot study.

A.9 Multivariate Extension

In the main text, we focus on LRV estimation to introduce new ideas. Nevertheless, our

framework is also applicable to long-run covariance matrix (LRCM) estimation. Consider a
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d-dimensional time series {Xi = (X
(1)
i , . . . ,X

(d)
i )⊺}i∈Z, where d ∈ Z+. The LRCM is defined as

Σ ∶= limn→∞ nVar(X̄n), where Γk = Cov(X0,Xk). We can estimate Σ by

Σ̂n = Σ̂n(W ) ∶=
1

n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − X̄n)(Xj − X̄n)
⊺. (A.1)

Using the symmetry of (A.1), the (h, k)-th entry of Σ̂n can be expressed as

Σ̂(h,k)
n =

1

2n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j) (X̂
(h)
i X̂

(k)
j + X̂

(k)
i X̂

(h)
j )

=
1

2n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j) {(X̂
(h)
i + X̂

(k)
i ) (X̂

(h)
j + X̂

(k)
j ) − X̂

(h)
i X̂

(h)
j − X̂

(k)
i X̂

(k)
j }

=
1

2
{σ̂2

n(W ;X(h)
+X(k)

) − σ̂2
n(W ;X(h)

) − σ̂2
n(W ;X(k)

)} , (A.2)

where X̂
(k)
i = X

(k)
i − X̄

(k)
n is the demeaned version of X

(k)
i for i = 1, . . . , n and k = 1, . . . , d;

and σ̂2
n(W ;Y ) denotes the LRV estimator σ̂2

n(W ) if (univariate) data Y1∶n are used. In view of

(A.2), Σ̂n can be expressed as a function of d(d + 1)/2 LRV estimators σ̂2
n with different input

samples. Hence, all computational and statistical properties discussed before are also enjoyed

by Σ̂n without the need of deriving new formulas or theories.

In practice, users are usually interested in a scalar statistic c⊺X̄n, instead of the whole

vector X̄n, for some c ∈ Rd. Then, the smoothing parameters in Σ̂n can be selected so that the

LRV estimator of the reference statistic, i.e., σ̂2
n(W ;c⊺X), is optimized. The vector c can be

interpreted as the relative importance of the d entries in X. The selected smoothing parameters

can be used for all entries, which enable efficient matrix operations and enhance computational

efficiency. An additional advantage of this approach is that users only need to specify the

relative importance of the d entries in X. In contrast, Chan and Yau (2017a) required users to

specify the relative importance of d× d entries in Σ. It is not only difficult to interpret but also

hard to determine the relative importance.

B Proof of Theorems

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof is divided into 4 steps, which are stated in Sections B.1.1 to B.1.4. Each step requires

some technical lemmas, whose proofs are deferred to Section E.
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B.1.1 Replacement of Sample Mean

By Assumption 3(b) and the symmetry of γk, we can focus on the following rewritten form:

σ̂2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)
2
+

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − X̄n)(Xj − X̄n). (B.1)

Define the known-mean version of σ̂2
n as

σ̄2
n ∶=

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − µ)
2
+

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − µ)(Xj − µ). (B.2)

By Minkowski inequality, we have

∥σ̂2
n − σ

2∥α
2

≤ ∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α

2

+ ∥σ̄2
n − σ

2∥α
2

.

Lemma E.1 states that ∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α/2 = o(1). Hence it suffices to show that the known-mean

version satisfies ∥σ̄2
n − σ

2∥
α/2 = o(1).

Without loss of generality, assume µ = 0 for the remaining of this proof. Otherwise, consider

the demeaned series {Xi − µ}.

B.1.2 Approximation by m-dependent Process

Define the m-dependent process and m-dependent process approximated version of σ̄2
n as

X̃i ∶= E(Xi ∣ εi−m, . . . , εi), (B.3)

σ̃2
n ∶=

1

n

n

∑
i=1

X̃2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)X̃iX̃j , (B.4)

respectively. By Minkowski inequality, we have

∥σ̄2
n − σ

2∥α
2

≤ ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α
2

+ ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥α
2

.

Lemma E.2 states that ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α/2 = o(1). Thus, it remains to show that

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥
α/2 = o(1).

B.1.3 Approximation by Martingale Difference

For i = 1,2, . . . , n, define

Mi ∶=
∞
∑
h=0

E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi), (B.5)

Di ∶=Mi − E(Mi ∣ Fi−1). (B.6)
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Note that {Di} is a martingale difference sequence with respect to the filtration Fi. Therefore,

the martingale difference approximated version of σ̃2
n is

σ̆2
n ∶=

1

n

n

∑
i=1

D2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)DiDj . (B.7)

Applying Minkowski inequality again,

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥α
2

≤ ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α
2

+ ∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥α
2

.

By Lemma E.3, ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α/2 = o(1). Therefore, it suffices to prove that

∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥
α/2 = o(1).

B.1.4 Application of Ergodic Theorem

Since Di’s are martingale differences, E(DiDj) = 0 for i ≠ j. We can also choose m such that

m →∞ as n →∞ by Assumption 2; see Section E.3. Therefore, by Lemma E.4, E(σ̆2
n) → σ2 as

n →∞. Using the Ergodic Theorem (see, e.g., Durrett (2019)), we obtain ∥σ̆2
n − σ

2∥
α/2 = o(1).

On the other hand,

E(σ̄2
n) = γ0 +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)γi−j = γ0 +
2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
k=1

Wn(i, i − k)γk

= γ0 + 2
n−1

∑
k=1

1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

Wn(i, i − k)γk

= γ0 + 2 ∑
1≤k≤bn

wn,kγk + 2 ∑
bn<k<n

wn,kγk,

where wn,k = n−1
∑
n
i=k+1Wn(i, i − k) is defined in Assumption 3. By the definition of LRV

σ2 = γ0 + 2∑k∈Z+ γk and Minkowski inequality, we have

∣E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∣ =

RRRRRRRRRRR

2 ∑
1≤k≤bn

(wn,k − 1)γk + 2 ∑
bn<k<n

(wn,k − 1)γk − 2
∞
∑
k=n

γk

RRRRRRRRRRR

≤ 2 ∑
1≤k≤bn

∣wn,k − 1∣∣γk∣ + 2 ∑
bn<k<n

(∣wn,k∣ + 1)∣γk∣ + 2
∞
∑
k=n

∣γk∣.

Note that under Assumption 1, ∑k∈Z ∣γk∣ <∞; see Wu (2009). Therefore,

∑
1≤k≤bn

∣wn,k − 1∣∣γk∣ ≤ max
1≤k≤bn

∣wn,k − 1∣ ∑
1≤k≤bn

∣γk∣ = o(1),

∑
bn<k<n

(∣wn,k∣ + 1)∣γk∣ = ( max
bn<k<n

∣wn,k∣ + 1) ∑
bn<k<n

∣γk∣ = o(1),
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∞
∑
k=n

∣γk∣ = o(1).

It follows that ∣E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∣ = o(1) and

∣E(σ̄2
n) − E(σ̆2

n)∣ ≤ ∣E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∣ + ∣E(σ̆2
n) − σ

2∣ = o(1).

Combining the results with Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n) + E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∥α
2

≤ ∥σ̆2
n − σ

2∥α
2

+ ∣E(σ̄2
n) − E(σ̆2

n)∣ = o(1),

which completes the proof.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof is divided into 6 steps, which are stated in Sections B.2.1 to B.2.6. Each step requires

some technical lemmas, whose proofs are deferred to Section E. Before beginning the proof, we

explain some blocking variables that will be used later:

νk ∶=
⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢

1

(φ − 1)ψ
(

1

Ψ
)

1
ψ

k
1
ψ
−2

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
, (B.8)

$k ∶= ⌈(φ − 1)k⌉, (B.9)

ηk ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

1 +∑k−1
h=1$h ⋅ νh, φ ∈ (1,∞);

⌈( kΨ)
1
ψ ⌉ , φ = 1.

(B.10)

Note that we group both {i ∈ Z+ ∶ si = 0} and {i ∈ Z+ ∶ si = 1} in the first block. For φ > 1, we

can partition {1, . . . , n} into sn blocks of data with ramps as the subsample size will be ramped:

{1, . . . , n} =

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

sn−1

⋃
h=1

h-th block
³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ

νh

⋃
i=1

i-th ramp
³¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹·¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹µ
ηh+i$h−1

⋃
j=ηh+(i−1)$h

{j}

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
sn−1 complete block

⋃

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

n

⋃
j=ηsn

{j}

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
last incomplete block

,

where ∪i1i=i0Ei = ∅ if i0 > i1, for any sets Ei’s. We visualize an example in Figure 8. Note that

the physical meaning of ηk is the minimum sample size such that the intended subsample size

is k. For φ = 1, this can be seen from

Ψηψk ∼ k ⇐⇒ ηk ∼ (
k

Ψ
)

1
ψ

.
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Figure 8: A blocking example with n = 100, Ψ = 1, ψ = 1/3 and φ = 2. The 4th block (solid
blue) is incomplete so we do not need to find ν4.

For φ > 1, this interpretation also holds but we define ηk based on νk and $k instead, where νk

is the number of ramps and $k is the width of a ramp in the k-th block:

(φ − 1)k ⋅ νk ∼ ηk+1 − ηk ⇐⇒ νk ∼
1

(φ − 1)ψ
(

1

Ψ
)

1
ψ

k
1
ψ
−2
.

B.2.1 Replacement of Sample Mean

We find the exact convergence rate of variance first. Recall the definitions of unknown-mean

version σ̂2
n and known-mean version σ̄2

n in (B.1) and (B.2), respectively. For simplicity, write

∥⋅∥2 = ∥⋅∥. We are going to approximate ∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ by ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥. To this end, we can use

the following procedure:

First, by Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ + ∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥ + ∣E(σ̂2

n) − E(σ̄2
n)∣

=∶ ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ +H1 +H2. (B.11)
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By similar steps as in (C.3),

G3,n = O(n2ψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}+1
) and G4,n = O(nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}+1

),

where G3,n and G4,n are defined in Lemma E.1. Therefore, by Lemma E.1 and Jensen’s in-

equality,

H1 = O(n−1
) +O (n−

3
2G

1
2
3,n) +O (n−2G4,n) = O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1

) ,

H2 ≤ E ∣σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∣ ≤H1 = O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1

) .

(B.11) now becomes

∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ +O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1
) . (B.12)

On the other hand, applying Minkowski inequality to ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ yields

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ +H1 +H2

= ∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ +O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1
) ,

which implies

∥σ̂2
n − E(σ̂2

n)∥ ≥ ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ +O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1
) . (B.13)

Check that 2ψ +max{2q(ψ − θ),0}− 2 < ψ +max{2q(ψ − θ),0}− 1 always holds under Definition

1 because ψ < 1/(1 + q) < 1. Hence, it suffices to show that

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥
2
∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1. (B.14)

Without loss of generality, assume µ = 0 for the remaining of this proof. Otherwise, consider

the demeaned series {Xi − µ}.

B.2.2 Approximation by Blocking

When φ > 1, we can partition the ramped subsamples using (B.8) to (B.10) into sn blocks:

σ̄2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

X2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)XiXj

=
1

n

n

∑
i=1

X2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

s′i

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)XiXi−k

=
2

n

sn−1

∑
h=1

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)XjXj−k
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+
1

n

⎧⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎩

n

∑
i=1

X2
i + 2

n

∑
j=ηsn

s′j

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)XjXj−k

⎫⎪⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎭

=∶ σ̄2
1,n + σ̄

2
2,n, (B.15)

where σ̄2
2,n is constructed from the sum of squared terms and the last incomplete block. Then,

we can use the same procedure from (B.11) to (B.14) to argue that σ̄2
2,n is asymptotically

negligible in finding the variance. First, by Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̄2
1,n − E(σ̄2

1,n)∥ + ∥σ̄2
2,n − E(σ̄2

2,n)∥ .

In view of Lemma E.6,

∥σ̄2
2,n − E(σ̄2

2,n)∥
2
= o(nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1).

Repeating the same arguments in (B.12) and (B.13), it remains to prove

∥σ̄2
1,n − E(σ̄2

1,n)∥
2
∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1,

for the case φ > 1. If φ = 1, we do not need partition the subsamples as in (B.15) because the

subsampling parameter is monotonically increasing instead of being ramped. In that case, we

consider

σ̄2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

X2
i +

2

n

n

∑
i=2

s′i

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)XiXi−k

=
2

n

sn

∑
h=1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)XiXi−h +

1

n

n

∑
i=1

X2
i

=∶ σ̄2
3,n + σ̄

2
4,n, (B.16)

where σ̄2
4,n is constructed from the sum of squared terms only. Since ∥σ̄2

4,n − E(σ̄2
4,n)∥

2
= O(n−1)

by Lemma E.6, we can similarly argue that σ̄2
4,n is asymptotically negligible in finding the

variance.

With slight abuse of notation, we only write σ̄2
n in Sections B.2.3 and B.2.4 for tidiness.

This is possible because the results on σ̄2
n also apply to σ̄2

1,n and σ̄2
3,n, which is equivalent to say

that the last incomplete block or sum of squared terms does not exist. We will separate the two

cases when we try to find Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φ.
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B.2.3 Approximation by m-dependent Process

Recall the definition of m-dependent process approximated version σ̃2
n in (B.4). We are going to

approximate ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ by ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n)∥. To this end, we can use the same procedure from

(B.11) to (B.14) again. By Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n)∥ + ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥ .

Since ψ > 0, we can always choose m = o(nψ/6) such that m →∞ as n →∞. Then, dm,α = o(1)

as n → ∞ by Lemma E.5, and G5,n = O(nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}) by (C.3), where dm,α and G5,n are

defined in (E.4) and Lemma E.2, respectively. For α ≥ 4, Lemma E.2 states that

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥ = O (n−
1
2dm,αG

1
2
5,n) = o (n

ψ
2
+max{q(ψ−θ),0}− 1

2 ) .

Repeating the same arguments as in (B.12) and (B.13), it remains to show that

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n)∥
2
∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1.

B.2.4 Approximation by Martingale Difference

Recall the definition of martingale difference approximated version σ̆2
n in (B.7). We can use the

same procedure from (B.11) to (B.14) again to approximate ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n)∥ by ∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n)∥. By

Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n)∥ ≤ ∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n)∥ + ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥ .

Note that G6,n = O(nmax{q(ψ−θ),0}) by (C.5), where G6,n is defined in Lemma E.3. In Section

B.2.3, we have chosen m = o(nψ/6). It follows from Lemma E.3 that

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥ = O (m
5
2n−

1
2G6,n) = o (n

ψ
2
+max{q(ψ−θ),0}− 1

2 ) ,

as α ≥ 4 implies α′ = 2. Repeating the same arguments as in (B.12) and (B.13), it suffices to

prove

∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n)∥
2
∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1.

B.2.5 Exact Convergence Rate of Variance

Consider the case φ > 1. We similarly define σ̆2
1,n as in (B.15) with Xj replaced by martingale

difference Dj . By Section B.2.2, we can work on ∥σ̆2
1,n − E(σ̆2

1,n)∥ instead of ∥σ̆2
n − E(σ̆2

n)∥. Then,
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by E(DiDj) = 0 when i ≠ j (see Section E.4) and Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̆2
1,n − E(σ̆2

1,n)∥

=
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXXX

sn−1

∑
h=1

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)DjDj−k

XXXXXXXXXXXX

≤
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXXX

sn−1

∑
h=⌈(m+1)/φ⌉

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h+m+1

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑

k=m+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)DjDj−k

XXXXXXXXXXXX

+
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXXX

sn−1

∑
h=1

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h

min{j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h,m}
∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)DjDj−k

XXXXXXXXXXXX

=∶H3 +H4, (B.17)

where m is the ancillary variable used in m-dependent process approximation. In Section

B.2.3, we have chosen m = o(nψ/6), which means m = o(sn) under Definition 1. As the physical

meaning of j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h in the above is the ramped subsample size at the j-th observation,

m = o(sn) implies that min{j − ηh − (i − 1)$h + h − 1,m} = m most of the time. Consequently,

H4 = o(H3). Repeating the same arguments as in (B.12) and (B.13), we only need to prove

H2
3 ∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1. (B.18)

For φ = 1, we can similarly define σ̆2
3,n as in (B.16) so that

∥σ̆2
3,n − E(σ̆2

3,n)∥

=
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXX

sn

∑
h=1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)DiDi−h

XXXXXXXXXXX

≤
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXX

sn

∑
h=m+1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)DiDi−h

XXXXXXXXXXX

+
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXX

m

∑
h=1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)DiDi−h

XXXXXXXXXXX

=∶H5 +H6. (B.19)

Repeating the arguments from (B.17) to (B.18), we only need to prove

H2
5 ∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ

4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1. (B.20)

Lemma E.7 confirms (B.18) and (B.20).
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B.2.6 Exact Convergence Rate of Bias

Now, we find the exact convergence rate of bias. To approximate Bias(σ̂2
n) by Bias(σ̄2

n), we use

the same procedure from (B.11) to (B.14). Note that

Bias(σ̂2
n) = Bias(σ̄2

n) + E(σ̂2
n) − E(σ̄2

n).

By (B.11),

∣E(σ̂2
n) − E(σ̄2

n)∣ =H2 = O (nψ+max{q(ψ−θ),0}−1
) .

Check that ψ − 1 < −ψ and ψ + q(ψ − θ) − 1 < −qθ always hold under Definition 1 because

ψ < 1/(1 + q) ≤ 1/2. Repeating the same arguments as in (B.12) and (B.13), we can assume

µ = 0, and it suffices to prove

Bias(σ̄2
n) ∼

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

o(n−ψ), ψ < θ;

−Θ−qn−qθvq, ψ ≥ θ.

To better illustrate the idea, we consider the case φ = 1 first. Recall that we can rearrange the

order of summations in (B.16). Taking expectation yields

E(σ̄2
n) =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

γ0 +
2

n

sn

∑
h=1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)γh

= γ0 + 2
sn

∑
h=1

n − ηh + 1

n
(1 −

hq

tqn
)γh

∼ γ0 + 2
sn

∑
h=1

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

1 −
hq

tqn
− (

h

sn
)

1
ψ

(1 −
hq

tqn
)

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

γh, (B.21)

where we have used the order of ηh in (B.10) to arrive at (B.21). As n→∞, γ0+2∑
sn
h=1 γh → σ2.

On the other hand, by Kronecker’s lemma and Assumption 5 that uq = ∑j∈Z ∣j∣q ∣γj ∣ <∞,

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ

γh =
1

sqn

sn

∑
h=1

h1/ψ

s
1/ψ−q
n

γh

=
1

sqn

⌈s1−qψn ⌉
∑
h=1

h1/ψ

(s1−qψ
n )

1/ψ γh +
1

sqn

sn

∑

h=⌈s1−qψn ⌉+1

(h1−qψ)1/ψ

(s1−qψ
n )

1/ψ h
qγh

=
1

sqn
o(1) +

1

sqn
o(1) = o(s−qn ).

Check that 1 − qψ > 0 always holds under Definition 1. Similarly,

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ hq

tqn
γh =

1

tqn

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ

hqγh

=
1

tqn
o(1) = o(t−qn ). (B.22)
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Consequently, (B.21) becomes

E(σ̄2
n) ∼

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

σ2 − 2∑
sn
h=1 (h/sn)

1
ψ γh +O(t−qn ), ψ < θ;

σ2 − 2t−qn ∑snh=1 h
qγh + o(t

−q
n ), ψ ≥ θ

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

σ2 + o(n−qψ), ψ < θ;

σ2 −Θ−qn−qθvq + o(n−qθ), ψ ≥ θ.

For φ > 1, note that the partitions in (B.15) cannot give a form like (B.21) after taking expec-

tation. By rearranging the order of summations, approximating the sums by Riemann integrals

and using the order of νi in (B.8),

E(σ̄2
n)

= γ0 +
2

n

sn−1

∑
h=1

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)γk +

2

n

n

∑
j=ηsn

s′j

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)γk

∼ γ0 +
2

n

⌈φsn⌉
∑
k=1

γk ∫
sn

k/φ ∫
νh

0
∫

(φ−1)h

max(k−h,0)
(1 −

kq

tqn
) dj di dh

=γ0 +
2

n

⌈φsn⌉
∑
h=1

γh∫
sn

h/φ ∫
νi

0
∫

(φ−1)i

max(h−i,0)
(1 −

hq

tqn
) dk dj di

= γ0 +
2

n

⌈φsn⌉
∑
h=1

(1 −
hq

tqn
)γh∫

sn

h/φ
νi{(φ − 1)i −max(h − i,0)}di

∼ γ0 +
2

(φ − 1)ψ
(

1

sn
)

1
ψ
sn

∑
h=1

(1 −
hq

tqn
)γh {∫

h

h/φ
(φi − h)i

1
ψ
−2

di + ∫
sn

h
(φ − 1)i

1
ψ
−1

di}

+
2

(φ − 1)ψ
(

1

sn
)

1
ψ

⌈φsn⌉
∑

h=sn+1

(1 −
hq

tqn
)γh∫

sn

h/φ
(φi − h)i

1
ψ
−2

di.

Evaluating the integrals, we have

E(σ̄2
n) ∼ γ0 + 2

sn

∑
h=1

(1 −
hq

tqn
)

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

1 −
ψ (φ1−1/ψ − 1)

(φ − 1) (ψ − 1)
(
h

sn
)

1
ψ
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

γh

+2
⌈φsn⌉
∑

h=sn+1

(1 −
hq

tqn
)

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

φ

φ − 1
+

1

(φ − 1)(ψ − 1)
⋅
h

sn
−

φ1−1/ψψ
(φ − 1) (ψ − 1)

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

γh. (B.23)

Repeating the arguments from (B.21) to (B.22), we have

E(σ̄2
n) ∼

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

σ2 + o(n−qψ), ψ < θ;

σ2 −Θ−qn−qθvq + o(n−qθ), ψ ≥ θ,

which completes the proof.
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C Proof of Corollaries

C.1 Proof of Corollary 1

By Theorem 1, it suffices to verify Assumptions 2 and 3 under Definition 1. We find the order

of G1,n and G2,n first. For G1,n, we have

G1,n = max
1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∣1 −
∣i − j∣q

tqn
∣1∣i−j∣≤s′i∨j + (1 −

∣i − j∣q

tqn
)

2

1∣i−j∣≤s′i∨j

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

≤ max
1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

∣1 −
∣i − j∣q

tqn
∣1∣i−j∣≤φsn + max

1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

(1 −
∣i − j∣q

tqn
)

2

1∣i−j∣≤φsn (C.1)

≤ 2
φsn

∑
k=0

∣1 −
kq

tqn
∣ + 2

φsn

∑
k=0

(1 −
kq

tqn
)

2

≤ O(1) ⋅ ∫
φsn

0
∣1 −

kq

tqn
∣ dk +O(1) ⋅ ∫

φsn

0
(1 −

kq

tqn
)

2

dk (C.2)

≤ O(nψ + nq(ψ−θ)+ψ) +O(nψ + n2q(ψ−θ)+ψ
) = O(nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}

), (C.3)

where (C.1) follows from the fact that s′i∨j ≤ φsn for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, and (C.2) follows from

approximating the sums by Riemann integrals. When ψ ≤ θ, check that ψ+max{2q(ψ− θ),0} <

2 − 2/α′. When ψ > θ, we have

ψ +max{2q(ψ − θ),0} < ψ − 2q ⋅
ψ − 2 + 2/α′

2q
= 2 −

2

α′
.

For G2,n, observe that

G2,n = max
1≤i,j≤n

∣Wn(i, j)∣ + max
1≤i≤n

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

n

∑
j=2

∣Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)∣
α′
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

1
α′

≤ max(∣1 −
φqsqn
tqn

∣ ,1) + 2
φsn

∑
k=0

∣
(k + 1)q − kq

tqn
∣

≤ O(nmax{q(ψ−θ),0}
) +O(1) ⋅ ∫

φsn

0

kq−1

tqn
dk (C.4)

= O(nmax{q(ψ−θ),0}
+ nq(ψ−θ)) = O(nmax{q(ψ−θ),0}

), (C.5)

where (C.4) follows from approximating the sum by a Riemann integral. When ψ ≤ θ, check

that c ∈ (0,1 − 1/α′) satisfies max{q(ψ − θ),0} = 0 < c. When ψ > θ, there exists c ∈ (1 − 1/α′ −

ψ/2,1 − 1/α′) such that

max{q(ψ − θ),0} < −q ⋅
ψ − 2 + 2/α′

2q
< c.
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Now we verify Assumption 3. It is clear that Wn(i, j) =Wn(j, i) and Wn(i, i) = 1 for all n ∈ Z+

and i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} under Definition 1. In addition, note that

max
1≤k≤bn

∣wn,k − 1∣ = max
1≤k≤bn

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)1k≤s′i − 1∣

= max
1≤k≤bn

∣−
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

kq

tqn
1k≤s′i −

1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

1k>s′i −
k

n
∣

≤ max
1≤k≤bn

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

kq

tqn
1k≤s′i∣ +

1

n

n

∑
i=1

1bn>s′i +
bn
n
,

max
bn<k<n

∣wn,k∣ = max
bn<k<n

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)1k≤s′i∣

≤ max
bn<k<n

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

kq

tqn
1k≤s′i∣ +

1

n

n

∑
i=1

1bn≤s′i .

When ψ ≤ θ, note that s′i ≥ Cn
2ψ/3 for some C ∈ R+ and i > n2/3. We can choose bn = O(nψ/2)

such that

1

n

n

∑
i=1

1bn>s′i ≤
n2/3

n
+

1

n
∑

n2/3<i≤n
1bn>Cn2ψ/3 = o(1).

Therefore,

max
1≤k≤bn

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

kq

tqn
1k≤s′i∣ +

1

n

n

∑
i=1

1bn>s′i +
bn
n

≤
1

n

n

∑
i=1

bqn
tqn

+ o(1) + o(1) = o(1),

max
bn<k<n

∣
1

n

n

∑
i=k+1

kq

tqn
1k≤s′i∣ +

1

n

n

∑
i=1

1bn≤s′i ≤
φq

n

n

∑
i=1

sqn
tqn

+O(1) = O(1).

When ψ > θ, Assumption 3(c) does not hold. However, Assumption 3(c) is only used to show

that ∣E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∣ = o(1) in Section B.1.4. We prove the same thing under Definition 1(b) and

Assumption 4. Consider the case φ = 1, by (B.21) we have

E(σ̄2
n) ∼ σ

2
− 2

sn

∑
h=1

hq

tqn
γh − 2

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ

(1 −
hq

tqn
)γh.

Since uq̃ <∞ under Assumption 4, Kronecker’s lemma gives

sn

∑
h=1

hq

tqn
γh =

sq−q̃n

tqn

sn

∑
h=1

hq−q̃

sq−q̃n

hq̃γh = O(nq(ψ−θ)−q̃ψ)o(1) = o(nq(ψ−θ)−q̃ψ),

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ

γh =
1

sq̃n

sn

∑
h=1

h1/ψ

s
1/ψ−q̃
n

γh

=
1

sq̃n

⌈s1−q̃ψn ⌉
∑
h=1

h1/ψ

(s1−q̃ψ
n )

1/ψ γh +
1

sq̃n

sn

∑

h=⌈s1−q̃ψn ⌉+1

(h1−q̃ψ)1/ψ

(s1−q̃ψ
n )

1/ψ h
q̃γh

= O(n−q̃ψ)o(1) +O(n−q̃ψ)o(1) = o(n−q̃ψ),

sn

∑
h=1

(
h

sn
)

1
ψ hq

tqn
γh =

sq−q̃n

tqn

sn

∑
h=1

hq−q̃+1/ψ

s
q−q̃+1/ψ
n

hq̃γh = o(n
q(ψ−θ)−q̃ψ

).
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Check that

q(ψ − θ) − q̃ψ < 0 ⇐⇒
q − q̃

q
ψ < θ,

which is always true under Definition 1(b). The case φ > 1 can be similarly proved using (B.23).

Therefore, we have ∣E(σ̄2
n) − σ

2∣ = o(1), which completes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Corollary 2

We try to find Ψ⋆ first assuming we do not separate the smoothing parameters, i.e., Ψ = Θ. If

ψ = θ = 1/(1 + 2q), then as n→∞, the standardized AMSE is given by

n2q/(1+2q)MSE(σ̂2
n)

→

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

κ2
q

Ψ2q +
Ψ(φ+1)(2q+1)

q+1 −
8Ψ(φq+2−1)(2q+1)

(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2) +
Ψ(φ2q+2−1)

(φ−1)(q+1)(2q+1) , φ > 1;

κ2
q

Ψ2q +
2Ψ(2q+1)

q+1 −
8Ψ(2q+1)

(q+1)(3q+2) +
2Ψ

2q+1 , φ = 1.

Differentiating the standardized AMSE with respect to Ψ, we can derive the minimizer Ψ⋆

easily:

Ψ⋆ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

{
(φ+1)(2q+1)

2q(q+1) −
4(φq+2−1)(2q+1)

(φ−1)q(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2) +
(φ2q+2−1)

2(φ−1)q(q+1)(2q+1)}
− 1

1+2q
κ

2
1+2q
q , φ > 1;

{
2q+1
q(q+1) −

4(2q+1)
q(q+1)(3q+2) +

1
q(2q+1)}

− 1
1+2q

κ
2

1+2q
q , φ = 1.

When the smoothing parameters are separated, we can allow Θ = ρΨ⋆, where ρ ∈ R+, to view

Θ as an improvement to the optimal value without separation of parameters. Consequently, we

find ρ that minimize

n2q/(1+2q)MSE(σ̂2
n)

→

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

κ2
q

ρ2qΨ2q
⋆

+
Ψ⋆(φ+1)(2q+1)

q+1 −
8ρ−qΨ⋆(φq+2−1)(2q+1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2) +

ρ−2qΨ⋆(φ2q+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(2q+1) , φ > 1;

κ2
q

ρ2qΨ2q
⋆

+
2Ψ⋆(2q+1)

q+1 −
8ρ−qΨ⋆(2q+1)
(q+1)(3q+2) +

2ρ−2qΨ⋆

2q+1 , φ = 1.

Differentiating the above with respect to ρ, the minimizer is

ρ⋆ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

{
(q+2)(3q+2)(φ2q+2−1)

4(2q+1)2(φq+2−1) +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2)
4(2q+1)(φq+2−1) }

1
q

, φ > 1;

{
(q+1)(3q+2)

2(2q+1)2 +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(q+1)(3q+2)

4(2q+1) }

1
q

, φ = 1.

Note that the κ2
q from Ψ−2q−1

⋆ will cancel with the κ2
q in ρ⋆. Therefore, the AMSE-optimal Θ is

Θ⋆ =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

{
(q+2)(3q+2)(φ2q+2−1)

4(2q+1)2(φq+2−1) +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(3q+2)
4(2q+1)(φq+2−1) }

1
q

Ψ⋆, φ > 1;

{
(q+1)(3q+2)

2(2q+1)2 +
Ψ−2q−1
⋆

κ2
q(q+1)(3q+2)

4(2q+1) }

1
q

Ψ⋆, φ = 1.
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Using Ψ⋆ and Θ⋆, we can check that the standardized AMSE decreases when φ decreases,

ceteris paribus. Hence the AMSE-optimal φ is φ⋆ = 1. If O(1)-space update is required, the

AMSE-optimal φ is φ⋆ = 2 by Proposition 2.

C.3 Proof of Corollary 3

If `n is substituted with `i∨j in (2.7) so that the window becomes

WPSR′ =Wn,PSR′(i, j) = (1 −
∣i − j∣

`i∨j
)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨j ,

Theorem 2 does not apply directly. Nevertheless, we can use the same procedure as in Section

B.2 to prove a similar theorem particularly for WPSR′ . After going through the steps, we have

n1−λVar(σ̂2
n,PSR′)→

4Λ

3(λ + 1)
and Bias(σ̂2

n,PSR′) ∼ −
Λ−1

(1 − λ)
n−λv1.

Clearly, λ⋆ = 1/3 optimize the order of MSE(σ̂2
n,PSR′

). We can also find that Λ⋆ = (9/2)1/3κ2/3
1

by differentiating MSE(σ̂2
n,PSR′

) and the improvement in AMSE follows. For the other items,

Theorem 2 and Corollary 2 apply directly.

D Proof of Propositions

D.1 Proof of Proposition 1

From (2.3) and (2.5), we have

σ̂2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n)

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

i

∑
j=1

(2 − 1i=j)T (
∣i − j∣

tn(i, j)
)S (

∣i − j∣

sn(i, j)
) (Xj − X̄n)

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

.

Under the conditions in Proposition 1, σ̂2
n can be further written as

σ̂2
n =

1

n

n

∑
i=1

(Xi − X̄n){
si

∑
k=0

(2 − 1k=0)

q

∑
r=0

ar (
k

tnt′i
)

r

(Xi−k − X̄n)}

=
1

n

q

∑
r=0

ar
trn

n

∑
i=1

Xi

(t′i)r
(Ki,r − ki,rX̄n) −

1

n

q

∑
r=0

ar
trn

n

∑
i=1

X̄n

(t′i)r
(Ki,r − ki,rX̄n), (D.1)

where Ki,r = ∑
si
k=0(2−1k=0)k

rXi−k and ki,r = ∑
si
k=0(2−1k=0)k

r. To prove Proposition 1, it suffices

to find a way such that Ki,r in (D.1) can be computed in O(1) time as ki,r is a special case. To

do so, note that

Ki,r =
si

∑
k=0

(2 − 1k=0)k
rXi−k = 0rXi + 2

i−1

∑
j=i−si

(i − j)rXj
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Algorithm D.1: Pratical O(1)-time update

[1] input:
[2] (i) n, s – the sample size and subsampling parameter from the last iteration
[3] (ii) Cn,r, r = 0,1, . . . , q – the components for the r-th order term
[4] (iii) x⃗ – the vector storing the last s observations
[5] begin
[6] Receive Xn+1

[7] Set n = n + 1
[8] Compute sn, tn
[9] Retrieve Xn−1, . . . ,Xn−1−max{min(sn−1,q),0} and Xn−s−1 from x⃗

[10] if sn == s then
[11] Update Cn,r with Prop. A.3 and A.4 for r = 0,1, . . . , q
[12] Pop Xn−s from x⃗

[13] else
[14] Update Cn,r with Prop. A.3 and A.4 for r = 0,1, . . . , q

[15] Push Xn into x⃗
[16] Set s = sn
[17] Output the online estimate computed with Cn,r, where r = 0,1, . . . , q

= 0rXi + 2
r

∑
u=0

(
r

u
)ir−u(−1)u

i−1

∑
j=i−si

juXj

= 0rXi + 2
r

∑
u=0

(
r

u
)ir−u(−1)u(Pi−1,u − Pi−si−1,u),

where Pi,u = ∑
i
j=1 j

uXj . If we store Pi,u for i = 1, . . . , n − 1 and u = 0, . . . , q, we can update Pn,u

by Pn−1,u+n
uXn for u = 0, . . . , q, and consequently compute An,r in O(1) time, which completes

the proof.

In the remaining of this subsection, we discuss the implications of the conditions in Propo-

sition 1. To begin with, note that (D.1) requires O(n) space as it has to store all Pi,u’s.

Furthermore, to support access of Pi,u in O(1) time, an array or hash table of unlimited size is

necessary. Otherwise, we may not be able to perform direct access, which is needed for comput-

ing Pn−1,u − Pn−sn−1,u with unrestricted sn, or we may need to resize the data structure, which

typically costs O(n) time under direct access; see Remark D.1. To perform practical O(1) time

update, we can assume t′i = 1 for all i ∈ Z+, and replace the subsampling parameter condition

by “the subsampling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increasing sequence such that

supi∈Z+ ∣si+1 − si∣ ≤ 1”. Denote the set of components used to update the r-th order term in the

polynomial by Cn,r. For instance,

Cn,r = {Kn,r,Rn,r, kn,r, rn,r, Un,r, Vn,r,{d
(b)
sn,r,D

(b)
n,r}

b=1,...,r
} ;

see Algorithm A.3. Then, we have the Algorithm D.1.

Now, we interpret the conditions in Proposition 1 one by one. Recall the backward finite
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difference operator ∇(b)⋅ is defined by

∇
(1)f(k) = f(k) − f(k − 1) and ∇

(b)f(k) = ∇(b−1)f(k) −∇(b−1)f(k − 1),

where b ∈ Z+ and f is a function that takes an integer input k. The implications of the polynomial

T (x) condition are twofold. First, the tapering parameter can be exteriorzed, which has been

briefly discussed in Section 2.2. This is important because the tapering parameter should depend

on n according to Principle A. However, such tapered sum, e.g., ∑
si
k=1 cos(πk/tn)Xi−k, may not

be updated in O(1) time when tn changes. Polynomial T (x) is free of this problem as we can

work on ∑
si
k=1 T (k)Xi−k instead of ∑

si
k=1 T (k/tn)Xi−k.

Second, the backward finite difference method can be used to derive recursive formulas

for polynomial T (x). This is because if ∇qT (k) is a constant, we can recursively update

∑
si
k=1 T (k)Xi−k by rearranging the finite differences:

∇
q−1T (k) = ∇qT (k) +∇q−1T (k − 1),

∇
q−2T (k) = ∇q−1T (k) +∇q−2T (k − 1),

⋮

T (k) = ∇T (k) + T (k − 1).

Since the terms on right hand side are either constants, updated by their above formulas, or

coming from the last iteration (for those with T (k − 1)), we can update ∑
si
k=1 T (k)Xi−k in O(1)

time. A working example has been illustrated in Section A.4. In contrast, if ∇qT (k) is not

a constant for any q ∈ Z+, the backward finite difference method will fail. Consequently, it

is uncertain whether ∑
si
k=1∇

qT (k)Xi−k can be updated in O(1) time. A typical example is

T (k) = exp(k) as its derivative, which is the continuous analogue of finite difference, is always

exp(k). Restricting T (k) to be a q-th order polynomial avoids this problem as the constancy

of ∇qT (k) is well-known; see, e.g., Beji (2018).

Next, we investigate the separable tapering parameter tn(i, j) = tnt
′
i∨j condition. Note that

i ∨ j is taken in the smoothing parameter to make the window symmetric only. If we do not

assume t′i = 1 for all i ∈ Z+, O(1)-time update is still possible in Algorithm D.1 by a similar

decomposition as in (D.1). However, we do not consider it in Algorithm D.1 because it may

violate Principle A. In contrast, if the tapering parameter is not separable, e.g., tn(i, j) =
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n + (i ∨ j), the decomposition in (D.1) becomes

σ̂2
n =

1

n

q

∑
r=0

ar
n

∑
i=1

Xi

(n + i)r
(Ki,r − ki,rX̄n) −

1

n

q

∑
r=0

ar
n

∑
i=1

X̄n

(n + i)r
(Ki,r − ki,rX̄n),

Consequently, we need to re-compute XiKi,r/(n + i)
r for i = 1, . . . , n and r = 0, . . . , q, which

likely cannot be done in O(1) time.

Then, we discuss the subsampling function S(x) = 1x≤1 condition. It is possible to use other

subsampling functions such as S(x) = 1x≤C for some C ∈ R+. Nevertheless, the form S(x) = 1x≤1

is commonly studied in the literature. It also offers a direct relationship between sn(i, j) and

the subsample size since

Sn(i) = {Xj ∶ S (
∣i − j∣

sn(i, j)
) = 1,1 ≤ j ≤ i} = {Xj ∶ i − sn(i, j) ≤ j ≤ i} ,

which means that the subsample size is approximately sn(i, j). Note that we use the term

“approximately” because sn(i, j) may not be an integer. If we use other S(x) such as 1x<C , we

will lose this nice interpretation of sn(i, j).

Finally, for the subsampling parameter condition, the importance of local subsample has

been briefly elaborated in Section 2.2. In short, it makes online estimation possible by adapting

the estimates to their corresponding points in time. By changing the condition to “the subsam-

pling parameter {si ∈ N0}i∈Z+ is a monotonically increasing sequence such that supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤

1”, Algorithm D.1 only requires O(sn) space in contrast to the O(n) space requirement of (D.1).

In addition, Algorithm D.1 can be implemented using a queue data structure, which supports in-

sertions and the necessary access inO(1) time. We remark that the condition supi∈Z+ ∣si+1−si∣ ≤ 1

is sufficient throughout Section A because the subsample size grows sublinearly and cannot ex-

ceed the sample size in practice; see Definition 1.

Remark D.1. When an online algorithm exhausts the initial memory, its theoretically O(1)-

time operations may need more than O(1) time to deal with memory reallocation. Therefore,

the choice of data structure matters in implementation, and O(1)-space update is desirable

under memory constraint.

Remark D.2. We believe that the conditions in Proposition 1 are close to be necessary given

their implications. In particular, it is clear that online estimation is closely related to the

backward finite difference method. However, it will be difficult to prove that an online algorithm

does not exist without certain conditions in general.
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Algorithm D.2: Practical O(1)-space update

[1] input:
[2] (i) n, s – the sample size and subsampling parameter from the last iteration
[3] (ii) C′

n,C
′′

n – the original components and their pre-calculated versions
[4] (iii) s′, a – the ramped subsampling parameter and its upper bound from the last iteration
[5] begin
[6] Receive Xn+1

[7] Set n = n + 1
[8] Compute sn, tn, an
[9] if s′ + 1 < a then
[10] Set s′n = s

′ + 1, sn = s, an = a /* restrict sn when s′n > s
′ */

[11] Update C′

n with their recursive formulas
[12] if s′n ≥ a − s then
[13] Update C′′

n with their recursive formulas
[14] else
[15] Re-initialize C′′

n with their recursive formulas

[16] else
[17] Set s′n = sn, a = an
[18] Replace the applicable components in C′

n with C′′

n

[19] Update C′

n with their recursive formulas
[20] Re-initialize C′′

n with their recursive formulas

[21] Set s′ = s′n, s = sn
[22] Output the recursive estimate computed with C′

n

D.2 Proof of Proposition 2

To prove that the conditions are sufficient for having O(1)-space update, we consider the case

that the original subsampling parameter si is monotonically increasing. Denote the set of

original components and the set of pre-calculated components under ramping by C′
n and C′′

n ,

respectively. For instance,

C′
n = {Qn, X̄n,{K

′
n,b,R

′
n,b, k

′
n,b, r

′
n,b, U

′
n,b, V

′
n,b}b=0,1

} ;

see Algorithm A.4. Since the estimator can be updated in O(1) time, recursive formulas for

updating C′
n and C′′

n exists. Then, the proof is completed by Algorithm D.2. For the case

that si is fixed or prespecified, the algorithm is similar as the ramping upper bound ai is also

prespecified.

In the remaining of this subsection, we discuss the implications of the conditions in Proposi-

tion 2. The O(1)-time update condition ensures the existence of recursive formulas for updating

C′
n and C′′

n . Consequently, we can use the pre-calculation technique to perform O(1)-time and

O(1)-space update. A working example has been illustrated in Section A.5.

Next, we discuss the subsampling function S(x) = 1x≤1 condition. As in Proposition 1, this

condition offers a direct relationship between the ramped subsampling parameter s′i∨j and the
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subsample size since

Sn(i) = {Xj ∶ S (
∣i − j∣

s′i
) = 1,1 ≤ j ≤ i} = {Xj ∶ i − s

′
i ≤ j ≤ i} ,

which means that the subsample size is approximately s′i∨j ; see Section D.1.

Finally, for the subsampling parameter condition, it ensures the correctness of the pre-

calculation technique in Algorithm D.2. This is because we need to re-initialize C′′
n to prepare

for the next reset of s′n. If re-initialization cannot be done, we need to drop far observations in

C′′
n , which ruins the O(1)-space update. To re-initialize properly, we need s′n ≤ a − s for some

s′n ∈ [s, a), which is guaranteed by the φ ≥ 2 condition. If the original subsampling parameter si

is not monotonically increasing but prespecified, we can still pre-calculate the components by

computing sn at the next point of reset in advance.

E Proof of Lemmas

E.1 Lemma E.1

The following lemma shows that the unknown-mean version σ̂2
n and the known-mean version

σ̄2
n are asymptotically equivalent in the Lα/2-sense.

Lemma E.1. Let α > 2. Suppose that X1 ∈L
α. If Assumption 1 holds, then

∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α

2

= O(n−1
) +O (n−

3
2G

1
2
3,n) +O (n−2G4,n) ,

where

G3,n ∶=
n

∑
i=2

RRRRRRRRRRR

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

2

+
n−1

∑
j=1

RRRRRRRRRRR

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

2

and G4,n ∶=

RRRRRRRRRRR

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

.

In addition, if Assumptions 2 and 3(a) also hold, then

∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α

2

= o(1).
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Proof. By Minkowski inequality and Hölder’s inequality,

∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α

2

≤ ∥
1

n

n

∑
i=1

(2Xi − X̄n − µ)(µ − X̄n)∥
α
2

+

XXXXXXXXXXX

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j){X̄
2
n − (X̄n − µ)(Xi +Xj) − µ

2
}

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

≤ ∥(X̄n − µ)(µ − X̄n)∥α
2

+

XXXXXXXXXXX

2

n

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j){(X̄n − µ)
2
− (X̄n − µ)(Xi +Xj − 2µ)}

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

≤ ∥X̄n − µ∥
2

α
+

2

n

RRRRRRRRRRR

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

∥X̄n − µ∥
2

2α

+
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi +Xj − 2µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

∥X̄n − µ∥α .

(E.1)

By the moment inequality in Theorem 3 of Wu (2011) and Assumption 1, ∥X̄n − µ∥α = O(n−1/2).

For the last term in (E.1), we can use Minkowski inequality to decompose the sum:

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi +Xj − 2µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

+

XXXXXXXXXXX

n−1

∑
j=1

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)(Xj − µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

.

By Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010),

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi − µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤ Cα∆α

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

n

∑
i=2

RRRRRRRRRRR

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

2

≤ Cα∆αG
1
2
3,n,

XXXXXXXXXXX

n−1

∑
j=1

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)(Xj − µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤ Cα∆α

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

n−1

∑
j=1

RRRRRRRRRRR

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)
RRRRRRRRRRR

2

≤ Cα∆αG
1
2
3,n,

where Cα ∈ R+ is some constant that only depends on α and may change from line to line in

the proofs. Hence under Assumption 1,

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=2

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xi +Xj − 2µ)
XXXXXXXXXXXα

= O(G
1
2
3,n).

Combining the results, we have

∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α

2

= O(n−1
) + n−1G4,nO(n−1

) + n−1O(G
1
2
3,n)O(n−

1
2 )

= O(n−1
) +O (n−

3
2G

1
2
3,n) +O (n−2G4,n) .
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In addition, if Assumptions 2 and 3(a) also hold, Minkowski inequality gives

G3,n ≤ 2
n

∑
i=1

⎛

⎝

n

∑
j=1

∣Wn(i, j)∣
⎞

⎠

2

≤ 2
n

∑
i=1

G2
1,n = O(n)o (n4− 4

α′ ) = o(n3
),

G4,n ≤
n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

∣Wn(i, j)∣ ≤
n

∑
i=1

G1,n = O(n)o (n2− 2
α′ ) = o(n2

),

since α′ ∈ (1,2]. Therefore, ∥σ̂2
n − σ̄

2
n∥α/2 = o(1).

E.2 Lemma E.2

Recall that we can assume µ = 0 after applying Lemma E.1. Define

∆m,α ∶=
∞
∑
i=m

δi,α, (E.2)

Υm,α ∶=

¿
Á
ÁÀ

∞
∑
i=m

δ2
i,α, (E.3)

dm,α ∶=
∞
∑
i=0

min(δi,α,Υm+1,α), (E.4)

Pi⋅ ∶= E(⋅ ∣ Fi) − E(⋅ ∣ Fi−1). (E.5)

For simplicity, write ∆0,α = ∆α. The following lemma shows that the known-mean version σ̄2
n

and the m-dependent process approximated version σ̃2
n are asymptotically equivalent in the

Lα/2-sense.

Lemma E.2. Let α > 2 and α′ = min(α/2,2). Suppose that X1 ∈ L
α. If Assumption 1 holds,

then

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α
2

= O (n
1
α′
−1dm,αG

1
2
5,n) ,

where

G5,n ∶= max
1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

{W 2
n(i, j) +W

2
n(j, i)}.

In addition, if Assumptions 2 and 3(a) also hold, then

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α
2

= o(1).

Remark E.1. The proof of Lemma E.2 follows a similar procedure as the proof of Proposition

1 in Liu and Wu (2010). However, their Proposition 1 cannot be applied directly since our

window functions may depend on the running indices i, j in addition to the difference i − j.

In addition, their Proposition 1 does not provide explicit approximation of ∑ni=1X
2
i , which is

included in our estimators. Finally, their Proposition 1 does not consider the case of 2 < α < 4,
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which we will show later for proving consistency of our estimators.

Proof. Recall that the m-dependent process X̃j is defined in (B.3). Let Zi = 2∑i−1
j=1Wn(i, j)Xj ,

and Z̃i = 2∑i−1
j=1Wn(i, j)X̃j . Define the intermediate approximated version

σ̃∗n ∶=
1

n

n

∑
i=1

XiX̃i +
2

n

n

∑
i=2

Xi

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)X̃j =
1

n

n

∑
i=1

XiX̃i +
1

n

n

∑
i=2

XiZ̃i.

In addition, recall that Xi,{h} = g(Fi,{h}) represents a coupled version of Xi = g(Fi) with εh

replaced by an IID copy ε′h in Fi. We similarly define Zi,{h} and Z̃i,{h} as the coupled versions

of Zi and Z̃i, respectively. Note that for any Xi ∈ σ(Fi),

∥PhXi∥α ≤ ∥Xi −Xi,{h}∥α ;

see Wu (2005). Therefore, by Minkowski inequality,

n ∥Ph(σ̄
2
n − σ̃

∗
n)∥α

2

≤

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=1

{Xi(Xi − X̃i) −Xi,{h}(Xi,{h} − X̃i,{h})}

+
n

∑
i=2

{Xi(Zi − Z̃i) −Xi,{h}(Zi,{h} − Z̃i,{h})}
XXXXXXXXXXXα

2

≤
n

∑
i=1

∥Xi,{h}{(Xi − X̃i) − (Xi,{h} − X̃i,{h})}∥α
2

+
n

∑
i=1

∥(Xi −Xi,{h})(Xi − X̃i)∥α
2

+ ∥
n

∑
i=2

Xi,{h}{(Zi − Z̃i) − (Zi,{h} − Z̃i,{h})}∥
α
2

+
n

∑
i=2

∥(Xi −Xi,{h})(Zi − Z̃i)∥α
2

=∶ I1 + I2 + I3 + I4. (E.6)

By Jensen’s inequality,

∥X̃i − X̃i,{0}∥α = ∥E(Xi −Xi,{0} ∣ εi−m, . . . , εi, ε′0)∥α

≤ ∥Xi −Xi,{0}∥α = δi,α.

For α > 2, Burkholder inequality and Theorem 1 of Wu (2005) give

∥Xi − X̃i∥
2

α
= ∥

∞
∑
l=0

Pi−lXi −
∞
∑
l=0

Pi−lX̃i∥

2

α

= ∥
∞
∑

l=m+1

Pi−lXi∥

2

α
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≤ Cα
∞
∑

l=m+1

∥Pi−lXi∥
2
α

≤ Cα
∞
∑

l=m+1

δ2
l,α = CαΥ2

m+1,α.

Combining the results yields

∥Xi − X̃i −Xi,{h} + X̃i,{h}∥α ≤ Cαmin(δi−h,α,Υm+1,α). (E.7)

Now we begin to derive upper bounds for I1 to I4. By Hölder’s inequality, (E.7) and stationarity,

I1 ≤
n

∑
i=1

∥Xi,{h}∥α ∥Xi − X̃i −Xi,{h} + X̃i,{h}∥α

≤ Cα max
1≤i≤n

∥Xi,{h}∥α
n

∑
i=1

min(δi−h,α,Υm+1,α)

≤ Cα ∥X1∥α dm,α.

Observe that dm,α ≤ ∑
∞
i=0 δi,α = ∆α. Hence under Assumption 1 and X1 ∈ L

α, I1 = O(1). For

the second term in (E.6), by Hölder’s inequality we have

I2 ≤
n

∑
i=1

∥Xi −Xi,{h}∥α ∥Xi − X̃i∥α

≤ max
1≤i≤n

∥Xi − X̃i∥α

n

∑
i=1

δi−h,α

≤ CαΥm+1,α∆α.

Note that

Υm+1,α =

¿
Á
ÁÀ

∞
∑

i=m+1

δ2
i,α ≤

¿
Á
ÁÀ

∞
∑
i=1

δ2
i,α ≤

¿
Á
ÁÀ

∣
∞
∑
i=1

δi,α∣

2

= ∆α.

So under Assumption 1, I2 = O(1). For the third term in (E.6), we first rearrange the order of

summation:

I3 =

XXXXXXXXXXX

2
n

∑
i=2

Xi,{h}
i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xj − X̃j −Xj,{h} + X̃j,{h})
XXXXXXXXXXXα

2

=

XXXXXXXXXXX

2
n−1

∑
j=1

(Xj − X̃j −Xj,{h} + X̃j,{h})
n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)Xi,{h}
XXXXXXXXXXXα

2

.

By Minkowski inequality, Hölder’s inequality, Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010) and (E.7),

I3 ≤ 2
n−1

∑
j=1

∥Xj − X̃j −Xj,{h} + X̃j,{h}∥α

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)Xi,{h}
XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤ Cα∆α

n

∑
j=1

min(δj−h,α,Υm+1,α)

¿
Á
ÁÀ

n

∑
i=j+1

W 2
n(i, j)
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≤ Cα∆αdm,α max
1≤j≤n

¿
Á
ÁÀ

n

∑
i=j+1

W 2
n(i, j)

≤ Cα∆αdm,αG
1
2
5,n.

Under Assumption 1, I3 = O(dm,αG
1/2
5,n). For the last term in (E.6), note that by Lemma 1 of

Liu and Wu (2010),

∥Zi − Z̃i∥α =
XXXXXXXXXXX

2
i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(Xj − X̃j)

XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤ Cα∆m+1,α

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

i−1

∑
j=1

W 2
n(i, j)

≤ Cα∆m+1,αG
1
2
5,n.

Thus, by Hölder’s inequality and Assumption 1,

I4 ≤
n

∑
i=1

∥Xi −Xi,{h}∥α ∥Zi − Z̃i∥α

≤ Cα∆m+1,αG
1
2
5,n

n

∑
i=1

δi−h,α

≤ Cα∆α∆m+1,αG
1
2
5,n.

Note that
∞
∑
i=0

Υm+1,α −∆m+1,α =
∞
∑
i=0

¿
Á
ÁÀ

∞
∑

i=m+1

δ2
i,α −

∞
∑

i=m+1

√
δ2
i,α ≥ 0,

which implies ∆m+1,α ≤ dm,α. Hence we have I4 = O(dm,αG
1/2
5,n). Combining the results, we can

bound (E.6) by

∥Ph(σ̄
2
n − σ̃

∗
n)∥α

2

=
1

n
{O(1) +O(dm,αG

1
2
5,n)}

= O (n−1dm,αG
1
2
5,n) .

Finally, by the decomposition Xn − E(Xn) = ∑
n
h=−∞PhXn for stationary {Xi} and Burkholder

inequality,

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
∗
n + E(σ̃∗n)∥

α′

α
2

≤ Cα
n

∑
h=−∞

∥Ph(σ̄
2
n − σ̃

∗
n)∥

α′

α
2

= O (n1−α′dα
′

m,αG
α′

2
5,n) ,

∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
∗
n + E(σ̃∗n)∥α

2

= O (n
1
α′
−1dm,αG

1
2
5,n) .
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A similar inequality for ∥σ̃∗n − E(σ̃∗n) − σ̃2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α/2 completes the proof of the general case.

In addition, note that dm,α = o(1) as m → ∞ in view of Lemma E.5. To fulfill this condition,

we can choose m such that m→∞ as n→∞ by Assumption 2; see Section E.3. It also follows

from Assumptions 2 and 3(a) that

G5,n = 2 max
1≤i≤n

n

∑
j=1

W 2
n(i, j) ≤ 2G1,n = o(n

2− 2
α′ ).

Therefore, ∥σ̄2
n − E(σ̄2

n) − σ̃
∗
n + E(σ̃∗n)∥α/2 = o(1). A similar inequality for

∥σ̃∗n − E(σ̃∗n) − σ̃2
n + E(σ̃2

n)∥α/2 completes the proof.

E.3 Lemma E.3

The following lemma shows that the m-dependent process approximated version σ̃2
n and the

martingale difference approximated version σ̆2
n are asymptotically equivalent in the Lα/2-sense.

Lemma E.3. Let α > 2 and α′ = min(α/2,2). Suppose that E∣X1∣
α <∞. If Assumption 1 holds,

then

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α
2

= O (m3− 1
α′ n

1
α′
−1G6,n) ,

where

G6,n ∶= max
1≤i,j≤n

∣Wn(i, j)∣ + max
1≤i≤n

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

n

∑
j=2

{∣∇1Wn(j, i)∣
α′
+ ∣∇2Wn(i, j)∣

α′
}

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

1
α′

,

∇1Wn(j, i) =Wn(j, i) −Wn(j − 1, i) and ∇2Wn(i, j) =Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1).

In addition, if Assumptions 2 and 3(a) also hold, then

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α
2

= o(1).

Remark E.2. The proof of Lemma E.3 follows a similar procedure as the proof of Proposition

2 in Liu and Wu (2010). However, their Proposition 2 cannot be applied directly for similar

reasons stated in Remark E.1. It is also worth noting that Wn(i, j) is implicitly assumed to be

real throughout our paper. Therefore, we do not consider the case of complex coefficients in

contrast to Proposition 2 of Liu and Wu (2010).

Proof. We first show some simple results that will be used later in this proof. They were

similarly established in the proof of Proposition 2 in Liu and Wu (2010) but we try to give more

details here. Recall that X̃i, Mi and Di are defined in (B.3), (B.5) and (B.6), respectively. By
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the construction of X̃i, we can rewrite Mi by

Mi =
m

∑
h=0

E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi),

since E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi) = 0 when h > m. In addition, Di’s are m-dependent and form martingale

differences with respect to Fi. By Minkowski inequality, Jensen’s inequality and stationarity of

Xi, we have

∥Mi∥α = ∥
m

∑
h=0

E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi)∥

α

≤ 2m ∥X1∥α . (E.8)

We also have

Mi − E(Mi+1 ∣ Fi) =
m

∑
h=0

E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi) −
m

∑
h=0

E(X̃i+h+1 ∣ Fi)

= E(X̃i ∣ Fi) = X̃i.

As a result,

X̃i −Di =Mi − E(Mi+1 ∣ Fi) −Mi + E(Mi ∣ Fi−1)

= E(Mi ∣ Fi−1) − E(Mi+1 ∣ Fi). (E.9)

Now we begin the main part of this proof. Let

Y1,i = X̃i

i−8m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj), Y2,i = X̃i

i−1

∑
j=i−8m+1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj),

Yi = 2X̃i

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj) = 2(Y1,i + Y2,i),

Y ′
i = 2(X̃i −Di)

i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)Dj .

By Minkowski inequality,

n ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α
2

≤ ∥
n

∑
i=1

{X̃2
i − E(X̃2

i )}∥
α
2

+ ∥
n

∑
i=1

{D2
i − E(D2

i )}∥
α
2

+ ∥
n

∑
i=1

{Yi − E(Yi)}∥
α
2

+ ∥
n

∑
i=1

{Y ′
i − E(Y ′

i )}∥
α
2

=∶ I5 + I6 + I7 + I8. (E.10)

To upper bound the first term in (E.10), note that

∥X̃2
i − X̃

2
i,{0}∥α

2

≤ ∥E(Xi −Xi,{0}∣εi−m, . . . , εi, ε′0)∥α ∥E(Xi +Xi,{0}∣εi−m, . . . , εi, ε′0)∥α

≤ δi,α ∥Xi +Xi,{0}∥α .
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Hence under Assumption 1 and Xi ∈L
α,

∞
∑
i=0

∥X̃2
i − X̃

2
i,{0}∥α

2

≤ sup
i∈N0

∥Xi +Xi,{0}∥α
∞
∑
i=0

δi,α

= ∆α sup
i∈N0

∥Xi +Xi,{0}∥α <∞.

This means that {X̃2
i } is α/2-stable (Wu, 2011). Thus, it follows from Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu

(2010) that

I5 = O

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

(
n

∑
i=1

1α
′

)

1
α′
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

= O(n
1
α′ ).

To upper bound the second term in (E.10), we apply Minkowski inequality to obtain

I6 ≤
4m−1

∑
i=1

XXXXXXXXXXXX

⌊(n−i)/(4m)⌋
∑
h=0

{D2
i+4mh − E(D2

i+4mh)}

XXXXXXXXXXXXα2

. (E.11)

Since D2
i ’s are also m-dependent, (E.11) becomes

I6 =m ⋅O

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

(
n

m
)

1
α′
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

= O(m1− 1
α′ n

1
α′ ).

For the third term in (E.10), we try to find an upper bound for Y1,i first. By (E.9), Minkowski

inequality, Jensen’s inequality and (E.8),

XXXXXXXXXXX

i−8m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

=

XXXXXXXXXXX

i−8m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j){E(Mj ∣ Fj−1) − E(Mj+1 ∣ Fj)}

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

≤ Cαm ∥X1∥α
2

max
1≤i,j≤n

∣Wn(i, j)∣

+

XXXXXXXXXXX

i−8m

∑
j=2

{Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)}E(Mj ∣ Fj−1)

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

=∶ Cαm ∥X1∥α
2

max
1≤i,j≤n

∣Wn(i, j)∣ + I9. (E.12)

To upper bound I9, note that E(Mj ∣ Fj−1) = ∑
m
h=1 Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1) and Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1)

are martingale differences with respect to Fj−h. They can be verified since

m

∑
h=1

Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1) =
m

∑
h=1

{E(Mj ∣ Fj−h) − E(Mj ∣ Fj−h−1)}

= E(Mj ∣ Fj−1) − E(Mj ∣ Fj−m−1) = E(Mj ∣ Fj−1),

and

E{Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1) ∣ Fj−h−1} = E(Mj ∣ Fj−h−1) − E(Mj ∣ Fj−h−1) = 0.
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Hence, by Burkholder inequality, Minkowski inequality, Jensen’s inequality and (E.8),

Iα
′

9 ≤ Cα
i−8m

∑
j=2

∥{Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)}
m

∑
h=1

Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1)∥

α′

α
2

≤ Cα
i−8m

∑
j=2

∣Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)∣
α′

{
m

∑
h=1

∥Pj−hE(Mj ∣ Fj−1)∥α
2

}

α′

≤ Cαm
2α′

∥X1∥
α′
α
2

i−8m

∑
j=2

∣Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)∣
α′
,

which implies that

I9 ≤ Cαm
2
∥X1∥α

2

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

i−8m

∑
j=2

∣Wn(i, j) −Wn(i, j − 1)∣
α′
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

1
α′

.

(E.12) becomes
XXXXXXXXXXX

i−8m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

≤ Cαm
2G6,n ∥X1∥α

2
. (E.13)

Similarly, we have

XXXXXXXXXXX

i−1

∑
j=i−8m+1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)

XXXXXXXXXXXα
2

≤ Cαm
2G6,n ∥X1∥α

2
. (E.14)

Now to apply the idea of independence as in (E.11), we need to check that Y1,i, Y1,i+4m, Y1,i+8m, . . .

are martingale differences. This can be verified since

E(Y1,i+4m ∣ Fi) = E
⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

X̃i+4m

i−4m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)

RRRRRRRRRRR

Fi

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

=
i−4m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)E(X̃i+4m) = 0.

Using Hölder’s inequality and (E.13),

∥Y1,i∥α
2
≤ ∥X̃i∥α

XXXXXXXXXXX

i−8m

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)(X̃j −Dj)

XXXXXXXXXXXα

≤ Cαm
2G6,n ∥X1∥

2
α .

Thus, by Burkholder inequality,

XXXXXXXXXXXX

⌊(n−i)/(4m)⌋
∑
h=0

Y1,i+4mh

XXXXXXXXXXXX

α′

α
2

≤ Cα

⌊(n−i)/(4m)⌋
∑
h=0

∥Y1,i+4mh∥
α′

α
2

≤ Cαm
2α′−1nGα

′

6,n ∥X1∥
2α′

α ,
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which implies
XXXXXXXXXXXX

⌊(n−i)/(4m)⌋
∑
h=0

Y1,i+4mh

XXXXXXXXXXXXα2

≤ Cαm
2− 1

α′ n
1
α′G6,n ∥X1∥

2
α .

By Minkowski inequality,

∥
n

∑
i=1

Y1,i∥
α
2

≤
4m−1

∑
i=1

XXXXXXXXXXXX

⌊(n−i)/(4m)⌋
∑
h=0

Y1,i+4mh

XXXXXXXXXXXXα2

≤ Cαm
3− 1

α′ n
1
α′G6,n ∥X1∥

2
α . (E.15)

For Y2,i, observe that

E{Y2,i+12m − E(Y2,i+12m) ∣ Fi} = E(Y2,i+12m) − E(Y2,i+12m) = 0.

Therefore, by (E.14) and similar arguments as in (E.15), we have

∥
n

∑
i=1

{Y2,i − E(Y2,i)}∥
α
2

≤ Cαm
3− 1

α′ n
1
α′G6,n ∥X1∥

2
α .

By Minkowski inequality and E∣X1∣
α <∞, we now have

I7 ≤ ∥
n

∑
i=1

Y1,i∥
α
2

+ ∥
n

∑
i=1

{Y2,i − E(Y2,i)}∥
α
2

= O (m3− 1
α′ n

1
α′G6,n) . (E.16)

To upper bound the last term in (E.10), note that we can rearrange the order of summation by

n

∑
i=1

Y ′
i = 2

n

∑
i=2

(X̃i −Di)
i−1

∑
j=1

Wn(i, j)Dj

= 2
n−1

∑
j=1

Dj

n

∑
i=j+1

Wn(i, j)(X̃i −Di).

Therefore, by similar arguments as in (E.13), (E.15) and (E.16),

I8 = O (m3− 1
α′ n

1
α′G6,n) .

Combining the results in (E.10) gives us

∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α
2

= n−1
{O(n

1
α′ ) +O(m1− 1

α′ n
1
α′ ) +O (m3− 1

α′ n
1
α′G6,n)}

= O (m3− 1
α′ n

1
α′
−1G6,n) ,

since α′ ∈ (1,2]. For the additional case, note that m needs to be chosen such that m → ∞

when n →∞ for m-dependent process approximation to work well. Under Assumptions 2 and

3(a),

G6,n ≤ 2G2,n = o(n
c
),
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for some constant c ∈ (0,1 − 1/α′). Therefore, We can choose m = O(n(1−1/α′−c)/3) such that

m→∞ as n→∞, and ∥σ̃2
n − E(σ̃2

n) − σ̆
2
n + E(σ̆2

n)∥α/2 = o(1).

E.4 Lemma E.4

To establish the consistency or variance of our estimators under martingale difference approxi-

mation, we have the following lemma.

Lemma E.4. Let α > 2. If Assumption 1 holds, then as m→∞,

∥Di∥→ σ and Var(DiDj)→ σ4,

for positive integers i and j where ∣i − j∣ >m.

Proof. Recall that the LRV can be expressed in a probabilistic representation σ = ∥∑
∞
h=iPiXh∥;

see, e.g., Wu (2009). By Minkowski inequality, Theorem 1 of Wu (2005) and (E.7),

∥Di −
∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥ = ∥
∞
∑
h=0

{E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi) − E(X̃i+h ∣ Fi−1)} −
∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥

= ∥
∞
∑
h=i

Pi(X̃h −Xh)∥

≤
∞
∑
h=i

∥X̃h −Xh − X̃h,{i} +Xh,{i}∥ ≤ C2dm,2,

where dm,2 is defined in (E.4). As m→∞, dm,2 = o(1) in view of Lemma E.5. Thus, we have

lim
m→∞∥Di −

∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥ = 0.

By Minkowski inequality,

lim sup
m→∞

∥Di∥ ≤ lim sup
m→∞

∥Di −
∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥ + lim sup
m→∞

∥
∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥ = σ.

At the same time,

lim inf
m→∞ ∥

∞
∑
h=i

PiXh∥ ≤ lim inf
m→∞ ∥Di∥ + lim inf

m→∞ ∥
∞
∑
h=i

PiXh −Di∥ ,

which implies lim infm→∞ ∥Di∥ ≥ σ. By Sandwich Theorem, we have limm→∞ ∥Di∥ = σ. For

Var(DiDj), recall that Di’s form martingale differences with respect to Fi and are m-dependent.

Without loss of generality, assume i > j. Then E(DiDj) = E{DjE(Di ∣ Fj)} = 0 and

Var(DiDj) = E(D2
iD

2
j ) − {E(DiDj)}

2

= E(D2
i )E(D2

j )
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= ∥Di∥
2
∥Dj∥

2
→ σ4,

where ∣i − j∣ >m as m→∞.

E.5 Lemma E.5

The following lemma provides an asymptotic upper bound of dm,α.

Lemma E.5. Let α > 2. If Assumption 1 holds, then as m→∞, dm,α = o(1).

Proof. Let M = f(m) such that Υm+1,α > supi≥M δi,α and M →∞ as m→∞. Then

dm,α =
∞
∑
i=0

min (δi,α,Υm+1,α)

≤
M−1

∑
i=0

Υm+1,α +
∞
∑
i=M

δi,α =MΥm+1,α +
∞
∑
i=M

δi,α.

As m→∞, ∑∞
i=M δi,α → 0 and Υm+1,α → 0 by Assumption 1. It suffices to show that MΥm+1,α →

0, which we may apply the L’Hôpital’s rule:

lim
m→∞MΥm+1,α = lim

m→∞
f(m)

1/Υm+1,α
= lim
m→∞−

f ′(m)Υ2
m+1,α

Υ′
m+1,α

,

which is 0 if

f ′(m) = −
Υ′
m+1,α

Υm+1,α
⇐⇒ f(m) = − ln(Υm+1,α) +C,

where C is an arbitrary constant. We check that − ln(Υm+1,α)→∞ since Υm+1,α → 0. To ensure

f(m) is always positive, we can take C = ln(Υ0,α) + 1.

E.6 Lemma E.6

The following lemma provides asymptotic upper bounds of the sum of squared terms and the

last incomplete block σ̄2
2,n when φ > 1, and the sum of squared terms σ̄2

4,n when φ = 1.

Lemma E.6. Let α ≥ 4. Suppose that X1 ∈L
α. If Assumption 1 holds, then

∥σ̄2
2,n − E(σ̄2

2,n)∥
2
= o(nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1) and ∥σ̄2

4,n − E(σ̄2
4,n)∥

2
= O(n−1

).

Proof. We first establish the stability of {XiXi−k} for a fixed k ∈ [0, i) ∩ Z. By Minkowski

inequality and Hölder’s inequality,

∥XiXi−k −Xi,{0}Xi−k,{0}∥α
2

= ∥Xi(Xi−k −Xi−k,{0}) +Xi−k,{0}(Xi −Xi,{0})∥α
2

≤ δi−k,α ∥Xi∥α + δi,α ∥Xi−k,{0}∥α .
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Hence under Assumption 1 and Xi ∈L
α,

∞
∑
i=0

∥XiXi−k −Xi,{0}Xi−k,{0}∥α
2

≤ ∆α (sup
i∈N0

∥Xi∥α + sup
i∈N0

∥Xi−k,{0}∥α)

<∞,

which means {XiXi−k} is α/2-stable for a fixed k ∈ [0, i) ∩ Z (Wu, 2011). For α ≥ 4, it follows

from Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010) that

∥σ̄2
4,n − E(σ̄2

4,n)∥ =
1

n
∥
n

∑
i=1

{X2
i − E(X2

i )}∥ =
1

n
⋅O

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

(
n

∑
i=1

12
)

1
2
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

= O(n−
1
2 ).

In addition, by Minkowski inequality and Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010),

∥σ̄2
2,n − E(σ̄2

2,n)∥ ≤
2

n

XXXXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
j=ηsn

s′j

∑
k=1

(1 −
kq

tqn
){XjXj−k − E(XjXj−k)}

XXXXXXXXXXXXX

+O(n−
1
2 )

≤
2

n

⌈φsn⌉
∑
k=1

XXXXXXXXXXX

n

∑
j=ηsn

(1 −
kq

tqn
)1k≤s′j{XjXj−k − E(XjXj−k)}

XXXXXXXXXXX

+O(n−
1
2 )

≤ O(n−1
)

⌈φsn⌉
∑
k=1

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

n

∑
j=ηsn

∣1 −
kq

tqn
∣

2

+O(n−
1
2 )

= O(nψ+max{q(ψ−θ,0}−1) +O(n−
1
2 ).

Check that 2ψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−2 < ψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1 and −1 < ψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1

always hold under Definition 1.

E.7 Lemma E.7

Define

H7,φ ∶=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

2

n

sn−1

∑
h=⌈(m+1)/φ⌉

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h+m+1

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑

k=m+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)DjDj−k, φ > 1;

2

n

sn

∑
h=m+1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)DiDi−h, φ = 1.

(E.17)

Note that Var(H7,φ) = H
2
3 for φ > 1, and Var(H7,φ) = H

2
5 for φ = 1, where H3 and H5 are

defined in (B.17) and (B.19), respectively. The following lemma provides the exact convergence

rate of Var(H7,φ).

Lemma E.7. Let α ≥ 4. Suppose that X1 ∈L
α. If Assumption 1 holds, then as n→∞,

Var(H7,φ) ∼Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ
4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1,
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where Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φ

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

4 ∫
Ψ

0 ∫
νw

0 ∫
(φ−1)w

0 ∫
w+y

0 (1ψ≤θ − 2zqΘ−q1ψ=θ + z2qΘ−2q1ψ≥θ) dz dy dx dw, φ > 1;

4 ∫
Ψ

0 ∫
1
(w/Ψ)1/ψ (1ψ≤θ − 2wqΘ−q1ψ=θ +w2qΘ−2q1ψ≥θ) dx dw, φ = 1

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

2Ψ(φ+1)
ψ+1 1ψ≤θ −

8Ψq+1Θ−q(φq+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(ψq+ψ+1)1ψ=θ +

2Ψ2q+1Θ−2q(φ2q+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(2q+1)(2ψq+ψ+1)1ψ≥θ, φ > 1;

4Ψ
ψ+11ψ≤θ − 8Ψq+1Θ−q

(q+1)(ψq+ψ+1)1ψ=θ + 4Ψ2q+1Θ−2q

(2q+1)(2ψq+ψ+1)1ψ≥θ, φ = 1.

Proof. Consider φ > 1 first. Recall that Di’s form martingale differences with respect to Fi and

are m-dependent. Therefore, E(DiDi−k) = 0 if k > m, and E(DiDi−kDjDj−k) = 0 if k > m and

i ≠ j. By Lemma E.4, we have Var(DiDi−k)→ σ4 for k >m as m→∞. Thus, as n→∞,

Var(H7,φ) =
4

n2
Var

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

sn−1

∑
h=⌈(m+1)/φ⌉

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h+m+1

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑

k=m+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)DjDj−k

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

∼
4σ4

n2

sn−1

∑
h=⌈(m+1)/φ⌉

νh

∑
i=1

ηh+i$h−1

∑
j=ηh+(i−1)$h+m+1

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h
∑

k=m+1

(1 −
kq

tqn
)

2

. (E.18)

Since we can choose m = o(nψ/6) as in Section B.2.3, we can approximate (E.18) by Riemann

integrals and use change of variables to obtain

Var(H7,φ) ∼
4σ4

n2 ∫

sn

0
∫

νh

0
∫

ηh+i$h
ηh+(i−1)$h ∫

j−ηh−(i−1)$h+h

0
(1 −

kq

tqn
)

2

dk dj di dh

=
4σ4

n2 ∫

sn

0
∫

νh

0
∫

$h

0
∫

h+j

0
(1 −

kq

tqn
)

2

dk dj di dh

=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

4σ4nψ−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

νw
0 ∫

(φ−1)w
0 ∫

w+y
0 1 dz dy dx dw, ψ < θ;

4σ4nψ−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

νw
0 ∫

(φ−1)w
0 ∫

w+y
0 (1 − zqΘ−q)2 dz dy dx dw, ψ = θ;

4σ4nψ+2q(ψ−θ)−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

νw
0 ∫

(φ−1)w
0 ∫

w+y
0 z2qΘ−2q dz dy dx dw, ψ > θ

=Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ
4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1.

Evaluating the integral gives

Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φ =
2Ψ(φ+1)
ψ+1 1ψ≤θ −

8Ψq+1Θ−q(φq+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(q+2)(ψq+ψ+1)1ψ=θ +

2Ψ2q+1Θ−2q(φ2q+2−1)
(φ−1)(q+1)(2q+1)(2ψq+ψ+1)1ψ≥θ.

Now consider φ = 1. By similar arguments as in (E.18),

Var(H7,φ) ∼
4σ4

n

sn

∑
h=m+1

n

∑
i=ηh

(1 −
hq

tqn
)

2

.

Using Riemann integral approximation and change of variables,

Var(H7,φ) ∼
4σ4

n2 ∫

sn

0
∫

n

ηh
(1 −

hq

tqn
)

2

di dh
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=

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

4σ4nψ−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

1
(w/Ψ)1/ψ 1 dx dw, ψ < θ;

4σ4nψ−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

1
(w/Ψ)1/ψ(1 −wqΘ−q)2 dx dw, ψ = θ;

4σ4nψ+2q(ψ−θ)−1
∫

Ψ
0 ∫

1
(w/Ψ)1/ψ w2qΘ−2q dx dw, ψ > θ

=Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φσ
4nψ+max{2q(ψ−θ),0}−1.

Evaluating the integral gives

Vψ,Ψ,θ,Θ,q,φ =
4Ψ

ψ + 1
1ψ≤θ −

8Ψq+1Θ−q

(q + 1) (ψq + ψ + 1)
1ψ=θ +

4Ψ2q+1Θ−2q

(2q + 1) (2ψq + ψ + 1)
1ψ≥θ.

F Ancillary Results

F.1 Positive Definiteness Adjustment

A practical concern in LRCM estimation is that the finite-sample estimates may not be positive

definite. Indeed, classical estimators such as those utilizing the overlapping batch means and

Bartlett kernel are only guaranteed to be positive semidefinite. To address this issue, we follow

Jentsch and Politis (2015) to provide an adjustment that retains asymptotic properties of LRCM

estimators:

(1) Obtain the diagonal matrix V̂ = diag(Σ̂n).

(2) Compute the correlation matrix R̂n = V̂
−1/2

Σ̂nV̂
−1/2

.

(3) Eigendecompose the correlation matrix into R̂n = Q̂Λ̂nQ̂
⊺
, where Q̂ is an orthogonal

matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors and Λ̂n = diag(λ̂1, . . . , λ̂d) is the diagonal

matrix whose diagonal elements are the eigenvalues.

(4) Set Λ̂+
n = diag(λ̂+1 , . . . , λ̂

+
d), where λ̂+i = max(λ̂i, an

−b) for some user-specified a > 0 and

b > 1/2. We use a = {ln(n)/d}1/2 and b = 9/10 as suggested in Vats and Flegal (2021).

(5) Return the positive definite estimate Σ̂+
n = V̂

1/2
Q̂
⊺
Λ̂+
nQ̂V̂

1/2
.

Since this procedure costs O(d) time and space, it is able to preserve the computational

properties of online estimators.
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F.2 Example 2: Window of Selection Rules

In this subsection, we try to find the window associated with the subsampling estimator defined

in (1.4). Recall that

σ̂2
n,sub ∶=

∑
n
i=1 {∑

i
j=i−`i+1(Xj − X̄n)}

2

∑
n
i=1 `i

.

Let ¯̀
n = n

−1
∑
n
i=1 `i be the global average batch size. Assume that t ↦ t − `t is a monotonically

increasing sequence, which is satisfied by △SR, TSR and PSR. Then, we can write

σ̂2
n,sub =

1

n¯̀
n

n

∑
i=1

i

∑
j=i−`i+1

i

∑
j′=i−`i+1

(Xj − X̄n)(Xj′ − X̄n)

=
1

n¯̀
n

n

∑
j=1

n

∑
j′=1

∑
i∈In(j,j′)

(Xj − X̄n)(Xj′ − X̄n)

=
1

n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

∣In(i, j)∣
¯̀
n

(Xi − X̄n)(Xj − X̄n),

where In(i, j) = {t ∈ {1, . . . , n} ∶ i, j ∈ {t − `t + 1, . . . , t}}. Denote fn(i) = max{t ∈ {1, . . . , n} ∶ i ∈

{t − `t + 1, . . . , t}} and bn(i) = fn(i) − i + 1. Physically, the meaning of fn(i) is the largest index

such that the i-th observation is still included in the subsample, while bn(i) is the subsample

size of the fn(i)-th subsample. We can express the cardinality of In(i, j) as

∣In(i, j)∣ = {bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j).

Consequently, σ̂2
n,sub is exactly equivalent to σ̂2

n(Wsub) with

Wsub =Wn,sub(i, j) = (1 −
∣i − j∣ + ¯̀

n − bn(i ∧ j)
¯̀
n

)1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j).

Note that the subsampling parameter admits the form bn(i ∧ j) because the way to subsample

differs under the subsampling form in (1.4) and the quadratic form in (2.1). Nevertheless, we

can approximate Wsub under PSR asymptotically by

WPSR =Wn,PSR(i, j) = (1 −
∣i − j∣ + ¯̀

n − `i∨j
¯̀
n

)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨j .

We formalize this result with the following proposition.

Proposition F.1. Let α ≥ 4. Suppose that X1 ∈ Lα. If Assumptions 1 and 5 hold for q = 1,

and `i = min(⌊Λiλ⌋, i) for some Λ ∈ R+ and λ ∈ (0,1/2), i.e., PSR is used, then

∥σ̂2
n(Wsub) − σ̂

2
n(WPSR)∥

2

∥σ̂2
n(Wsub) − σ2∥

2
= o(1).

Proof. When Assumptions 1 and 5 hold for q = 1, we can apply Theorem 3 of Chan and Yau
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(2017a) to obtain ∥σ̂2
n(Wsub) − σ

2∥
2
= O(nmax(−2λ,λ−1)). It suffices to show that

∥σ̂2
n(Wsub) − σ̂

2
n(WPSR)∥ = o(n

max(−λ,λ−1
2

)
).

Now, recall the definition of the known-mean version σ̄2
n in (B.2). We can follow Section B.2.1 to

replace the sample mean similarly and assume µ = 0 without loss of generality. This is because

our Lemma E.1 and the Lemma E.1 in Chan and Yau (2017a) give

∥σ̂2
n(WPSR) − σ̄

2
n(WPSR)∥ = O(nλ−1

) and ∥σ̂2
n(Wsub) − σ̄

2
n(Wsub)∥ = O(nλ−1

)

Check that λ − 1 < max(−λ,λ − 1/2) always hold because λ ∈ (0,1/2). Therefore, we only need

to prove

∥σ̄2
n(Wsub) − σ̄

2
n(WPSR)∥ = o(n

max(−λ,λ−1
2

)
).

Note that we can express σ̄2
n(Wsub) and σ̄2

n(WPSR) by

σ̄2
n(Wsub) =

1

n¯̀
n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj ,

σ̄2
n(WPSR) =

1

n¯̀
n

n

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

(`i∨j − ∣i − j∣)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨jXiXj .

Denote Fn(i) = max{t ∈ Z+ ∶ i ∈ {t − `t + 1, . . . , t}}, Ξ1,n = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} ∶ bn(i) − `i > 1},

Ξ2,n = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} ∶ fn(i) < Fn(i)}, and Ξ3,n = {1, . . . , n}∖ {Ξ1,n ∪Ξ2,n}. The meaning of Ξ1,n

is the set of indices in the beginning where `i is strictly increasing, while the meaning of Ξ2,n

is the set of indices that belongs to the last incomplete block where Fn(i) is truncated by n.

Then, we partition σ̄2
n(Wsub) into

σ̄2
1,n(Wsub) =

1

n¯̀
n
∑

i∈Ξ1,n

n

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj

+
1

n¯̀
n
∑

i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ1,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj ,

σ̄2
2,n(Wsub) =

1

n¯̀
n
∑

i∈Ξ2,n

n

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj

+
1

n¯̀
n
∑

i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ2,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj ,

σ̄2
3,n(Wsub) =

1

n¯̀
n
∑

i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ3,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj ,

and similarly for σ̄2
n(WPSR) with {bn(i∧j)− ∣i−j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j) replaced by (`i∨j − ∣i−j∣)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨j .
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By Minkowski inequality,

∥σ̄2
n(Wsub) − σ̄

2
n(WPSR)∥ ≤ ∥σ̄2

1,n(Wsub) − σ̄
2
1,n(WPSR)∥ + ∥σ̄2

2,n(Wsub) − σ̄
2
2,n(WPSR)∥

+ ∥σ̄2
3,n(Wsub) − σ̄

2
3,n(WPSR)∥

=∶H8 +H9 +H10.

ForH8, since Ξ1,n is the set of indices in the beginning where `i is strictly increasing, maxi∈Ξ1,n i ≤

C for some constant C ∈ R+ that may change from line to line in the remaining of this proof.

Without loss of generality, consider i ≥ j as in (2.5). By Minkowski inequality and the meaning

of Ξ1,n,

H8 ≤
2

n¯̀
n

XXXXXXXXXXX

C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj

XXXXXXXXXXX

+
2

n¯̀
n

XXXXXXXXXXX

C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

(`i∨j − ∣i − j∣)1∣i−j∣≤`i∨jXiXj

XXXXXXXXXXX

=∶H11 +H12.

Consider H11, Minkowski inequality gives

H11 ≤
2

n¯̀
n

XXXXXXXXXXX

C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j) {XiXj − E(XiXj)}

XXXXXXXXXXX

+
2

n¯̀
n

RRRRRRRRRRR

C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

{bn(i ∧ j) − ∣i − j∣}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)E(XiXj)

RRRRRRRRRRR

=∶H13 +H14. (F.1)

Since the stability of {XiXj} for j ∈ {1, . . . , i} has been established in Section E.6, it follows

from Assumption 1 and Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010) that

H13 ≤ O(n−1−λ
)

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

C+`n
∑
i=1

RRRRRRRRRRR

C

∑
j=1

C
RRRRRRRRRRR

2

= O(n−1−λ
)O(n

λ
2 ) = o(nmax(−λ,λ−1

2
)
). (F.2)

On the other hand, ∑k∈Z ∣γk∣ <∞ under Assumption 1; see Wu (2009). By Minkowski inequality,

H14 ≤ O(n−1−λ
)
C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

C ∣γ∣i−j∣∣ = O(n−1−λ
)O(1) = o(nmax(−λ,λ−1

2
)
). (F.3)

Using the same procedure from (F.1) to (F.3), we have

H12 ≤ O(n−1−λ
)

¿
Á
Á
ÁÀ

C+`n
∑
i=1

RRRRRRRRRRR

C

∑
j=1

`n

RRRRRRRRRRR

2

+O(n−1−λ
)
C+`n
∑
i=1

C

∑
j=1

`n∣γ∣i−j∣∣
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= O(n−1−λ
)O(n

3λ
2 ) +O(n−1−λ

)O(nλ) = o(nmax(−λ,λ−1
2

)
).

For H9, since the meaning of Ξ2,n is the set of indices that belongs to the last incomplete block

where Fn(i) is truncated by n, mini∈Ξ2,n i ≥ (`n/Λ)1/λ − C = n − C; see (B.10). Repeating the

same arguments, we have

H9 = o(n
max(−λ,λ−1

2
)
).

Finally, note that for i, j ∈ Ξ3,n, we have {bn(i ∧ j) − `i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j) = 1 or {bn(i ∧ j) −

`i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j) = 0. By Minkowski inequality,

H10 =
1

n¯̀
n

XXXXXXXXXXXX

∑
i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ3,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − `i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)XiXj

XXXXXXXXXXXX

≤
1

n¯̀
n

XXXXXXXXXXXX

∑
i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ3,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − `i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j) {XiXj − E(XiXj)}

XXXXXXXXXXXX

+
1

n¯̀
n

RRRRRRRRRRRR

∑
i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ3,n

{bn(i ∧ j) − `i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)E(XiXj)

RRRRRRRRRRRR

=∶H15 +H16.

Without loss of generality, consider i ≥ j again. By similar reasons as in (F.2) and (F.3),

H15 ≤ O(n−1−λ
)

¿
Á
Á
Á
ÁÀ ∑

i∈Ξ3,n

RRRRRRRRRRRRR

i

∑
j=mink∈Ξ3,n

k

{bn(i ∧ j) − `i∨j}1∣i−j∣≤bn(i∧j)

RRRRRRRRRRRRR

2

= O(n−
1
2 ) = o(nmax(−λ,λ−1

2
)
),

H16 ≤ O(n−1−λ
) ∑
i∈Ξ3,n

∑
j∈Ξ3,n

1∣i−j∣≤`n ∣γ∣i−j∣∣

= O(n−1−λ
)O(nλ) = o(nmax(−λ,λ−1

2
)
).

Combining the results completes the proof.

F.3 Example 5: Other Cases

Figure 9 reports the results for m + k∗ = 601 (top panel) and m + k∗ = 1001 (bottom panel),

which are similar to the results for m + k∗ = 1401 in Example 5.
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Figure 9: Online CP detection at 5% nominal size using different LRV estimation methods: (a)
fix (dotted gray); (b) offline (dashed red); (c) online (longdash blue). The locations of the CP
are m + k∗ = 601 (top panel) and m + k∗ = 1001 (bottom panel).

F.4 Example 7: Details of Model

Consider an ARMA(1,1) model

Xi − µ = α(Xi−1 − µ) + βεi−1 + εi where εi
iid
∼ N(0, ν2

).

Data in Example 7 is simulated as follows:

W ∼ N(0,1),

Z ∼ ARMA(1,1) with α = 0.5, β = 0.5, ν = 1, µ = 0,

ex ∼ ARMA(1,1) with α = 0.6, β = 0.6, ν = 1, µ = 0,

ey ∼ ARMA(1,1) with α = −0.7, β = −0.7, ν = 1, µ = 0,

X = aZ +W + ex,
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Algorithm F.1: Modified SASA+

[1] input:
[2] (i) η0, τ – the initial learning rate and its drop factor
[3] (ii) Tburn,Nmin – the burn-in size and minimum sample size for testing
[4] (iii) Ktest – the period to perform hypothesis test
[5] (iv) α – the significance level of hypothesis testing
[6] begin
[7] Set k = 0, t = 0, η = η0

[8] while not the end of training do
[9] Randomly sample ζk

[10] Compute the gradient gk
[11] Set wk+1 = wk − ηgk

[12] Set dk = wk ⋅ gk − 0.5η ∥gk∥
2
2, where ⋅ denotes the dot product

[13] Set N = t − Tburn + 1
[14] if t > Tburn and k mod Ktest == 0 then
[15] Update d̄N , σ̂

2
N with dk+1−min(Ktest,t−Tburn)

, . . . , dk
[16] else if t == Tburn then
[17] Initialize d̄N , σ̂

2
N with dk

[18] Set t = t + 1
[19] if N > Nmin and k mod Ktest == 0 then

[20] if 0 ∈ d̄N ± z1−α/2σ̂N /
√
N then

[21] Set t = 0, η = τη

[22] Set k = k + 1

Y = bX +W + ey.

Same as Gupta et al. (2021), a = 1 and b = 1 are used.

F.5 Example 9: Details of SASA+

In Example 9, we change the offline LRV estimator used in the original SASA+ Zhang et al.

(2020) to our mini-batch LASER(1,1). Now, we state the modified SASA+ in Algorithm F.1.

In SASA, d̄N was a moving average so as to “diminish the effect of ‘initialization bias’ due

to starting outside of the stationary distribution” (Lang et al., 2019). As seen in Example 6,

another reason could be the computational burden of offline LRV estimators. To deal with the

these issues, Zhang et al. (2020) further reduced the sample size of the moving average and

conducted the hypothesis test every Ktest iterations in their SASA+. In our modified SASA+,

we use burn-in and mini-batch LRV estimators instead. The parameter Ktest perfectly matches

the idea of our mini-batch size. We summarize the parameters used in Example 9 below:

• Initial learning rate: the average of the first 5000 learning rates used in Vanilla SGD, i.e.,

η0 = 5000−1
∑

5000
k=1 0.5k−0.505. This allows a relatively fair start when Nmin = 5000. Note

that in addition to SASA+, Zhang et al. (2020) proposed an automatic method to select
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η0, which was not included in Example 9.

• Learning rate drop factor: τ = 0.8.

• Burn-in size: Tburn = 2500.

• Minimum sample size for testing: Nmin = 5000.

• Period to perform test: Ktest = 500.

• Significance level: α = 0.05.
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