arXiv:2407.12221v1 [math.ST] 17 Jul 2024

Estimating invertible processes in Hilbert spaces, with applications to functional ARMA processes

Sebastian Kühnert^{∗1}, Gregory Rice^{†2}, and Alexander Aue^{‡3}

1Fakultät für Mathematik, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, Bochum, DE 2Department of Statistics and Actuarial Science, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, CN 3Department of Statistics, University of California, Davis, Davis, US

July 16, 2024

Abstract

Invertible processes naturally arise in many aspects of functional time series analysis, and consistent estimation of the infinite dimensional operators that define them are of interest. Asymptotic upper bounds for the estimation error of such operators for processes in the Hilbert space L^2[0, 1] have been considered in recent years. This article adds to the theory in this area in several ways. We derive consistent estimates for the operators defining an invertible representation of a stationary process in a general separable Hilbert space under mild conditions that hold for many classes of functional time series. Moreover, based on these results, we derive consistency results with explicit rates for related operator estimates for Hilbert space-valued causal linear processes, as well as functional MA, AR and ARMA processes.

MSC 2020 subject classifications: 47B38, 60G10, 62F12 Keywords: ARMA; functional time series; linear processes; invertible processes

1 Introduction

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

∗sebastian.kuehnert@ruhr-uni-bochum.de †grice@uwaterloo.ca ‡aaue@ucdavis.edu

and Kokoszka and Reimherr (2017). A typical and general setting for fTSA is to assume that the data attain their values in a separable, infinite dimensional Hilbert space H, which we consider throughout this paper.

As is the case with scalar time series, the most oft used models in fTSA are linear models. These include H-valued autoregressive (AR) processes, often described as functional autoregressive (fAR) process, and to a lesser extent in the literature H-valued moving average (fMA) and fARMA processes. Such processes typically admit under regularity conditions stationary solutions that may be represented as H-valued linear and invertible processes. For testing stationarity of general, fTS, we refer the reader to Horváth et al. (2014), Aue and van Delft (2020) and van Delft et al. (2021), and the monograph Bosq (2000) remains an excellent reference for linear processes in function spaces. Such processes also arise in the study of many non-linear fTS processes. For instance under regularity conditions the solutions for the volatility process in H-valued versions of the functional (generalized) autoregressive conditionally heteroscedastic models (f(G)ARCH), see Hörmann et al. (2013), Aue et al. (2017) and Cerovecki et al. (2019), can be represented as (weak) H-valued linear and invertible processes; see e.g. Kühnert (2020) where the processes attained values in the separable Hilbert space H = L^2[0, 1] of squared Lebesgue-integrable functions with domain [0, 1].

When it comes to estimating the infinite dimensional parameters defining such processes, early references such as Bosq (2000) put forward consistent estimators of the operators defining fAR processes. Limit theorems for H-valued linear processes can for instance be found in Merlevède (1996), Merlevède et al. (1997) and Düker (2018), and in Banach spaces in Račkauskas and Suquet (2010). Further, Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017) approached the estimation of the operators in the linear and inverted representation pointwise, without stating explicit estimation rates. In Kühnert (2020), the complete sequences of operators in the linear and inverted representation of invertible linear processes originating from fGARCH models with values in the specific Hilbert space L^2[0, 1]. For fAR operators, Caponera and Panaretos (2022) provided explicit rates under quite mild conditions, and Kara Terki and Mourid (2024) derived both exponential bounds and convergence rates based on sieve estimates. The MA and ARMA case, though, has received substantially less attention in the literature. However, Turbillon et al. (2008) discussed estimating the fMA(1) operator under the quite strict condition that it commutes with the error processes’ covariance operator, and Kuenzer (2024) recently derived consistent estimators of the operators defining an H-valued ARMA process based on a two step approach involving sequentially esitmating the AR and MA components, and employing dimension reduction using an increasing number of principal components. The best achievable rate of estimation under fairly general conditions for the operator defining an fAR process of order one is Mas and Pumo (2009), who establish central limit theorems for such estimators.

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

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

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

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

The additive identity of linear spaces is denoted by 0, and the identity map by I. On Cartesian product spaces V^n, with n ∈ N, scalar multiplication and addition are defined component-wise. W let (B, ‖·‖) denote a Banach space, and (H, ⟨·, ·⟩), (H_⋆ , ⟨·, ·⟩_⋆) be Hilbert spaces with their respective norms and inner products. Then, B^n is a Banach space and H^n a Hilbert space, if they are endowed with the norm ‖x‖^2 = ∑_n i=1 ‖x_i‖^2 and the inner product ⟨x, y⟩ = ∑_n i=1⟨x_i, y_i⟩, respectively, where x := (x_1, . . . , x_n)^⊤, y := (y_1, . . . , y_n)^⊤. By L_{H,H⋆} , S_{H,H⋆} ⊊ L_{H,H⋆} , and N_{H,H⋆} ⊊ S_{H,H⋆} we denote the spaces of linear, bounded; Hilbert-Schmidt (H-S); and nuclear (trace-class) operators A: H → H_⋆, respectively, with operator norm ‖ · ‖_L; H-S inner product ⟨·, ·⟩_S and H-S norm ‖ · ‖_S ; and nuclear norm ‖ · ‖_N , respectively, with T_H := T_{H,H} for T ∈ {L, S, N }. For a given complete orthonormal system (CONS) (a_j )_{j∈N} of H, ∐_{an} a_m : H → span{am, am+1, . . . , an} ⊂ H, with n > m, denotes the projection operator onto the closed linear subspace spanned by a_m, . . . , a_n. All random variables are defined on a common probability space (Ω, A, P). We write X_n = o_P(c_n) and X_n = O_P(c_n) (for n → ∞) for X_n/c_n converging in probability and being stochastically bounded, respectively, for some sequence (c_n)_{n∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞). For p ∈ [1, ∞), L^p_H = L^p_H(Ω, A, P) is the space of (classes of) random variables X ∈ H with E‖X‖^p < ∞, (X_k)_{k∈Z} is an L^p_H-process if (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ L^p_H, and centered if E(X_k) = 0 for all k, with expectation understood as a Bochner-integral.

2.2 Stationarity and lagged (cross-)covariance operators

Let (H, ⟨·, ·⟩), (H_⋆, ⟨·, ·⟩_⋆) be separable Hilbert spaces with their respective inner products. The cross-covariance operator of X ∈ L^2_H and Y ∈ L^2_{H⋆} is defined by C_{X,Y} := E[X − E(X)]⊗[Y − E(Y )], where x ⊗ y := ⟨x, ·⟩y denotes the tensorial product of x ∈ H, y ∈ H_⋆, and the covariance operator of X by C_X = C_{X,X} . If E‖X‖^2 < ∞, C_X ∈ N_H is positive semi-definite and self-adjoint with ‖C_X ‖_N = E‖X − E(X)‖^2. Further, C_{X,Y} ∈ N_{H,H⋆} , for the adjoint holds C^∗_{X,Y} = C_{Y,X} ∈ N_{H⋆,H}, and ‖C_{X,Y} ‖_N ≤ E‖X − E(X)‖‖Y − E(Y )‖_⋆. A process X = (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H is (strictly) stationary if (X_{t1} , . . . , X_{tn} )^d= (X_{t1 +h}, . . . , X_{tn +h}) for all h, t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ Z, n ∈ N, and weakly stationary if it is an L^2_H-process with E(X_k) = μ for all k for some μ ∈ H, and if C_{Xk,Xℓ} = C_{Xk+h,Xℓ+h} for all h, k, ℓ ∈ Z. We call (X_k)_{k∈Z} a white noise (WN ) if (X_k)_{k∈Z} is a centered, weakly stationary process with E‖X_k‖^2 > 0 for all k, and C_{Xk,Xℓ} = 0 for k ≠ l. Provided the process X ⊂ L^2_H is weakly stationary, the lag-h-covariance operators of X are defined by C^h_X := C_{X0,Xh} , for h ∈ Z, where (C^h_X )^∗ = C^{−h}_X . We call C_X := C^0_X the covariance operator of X. If two processes X = (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ L^2_H, Y = (Y_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ L^2_H′ satisfy C_{Xk,Yℓ} = C_{Xk+h,Yℓ+h} for all h, k, ℓ, the lag-h-cross-covariance operators of X, Y are defined by C^h_{X,Y} := C_{X0,Yh} for h ∈ Z, where (C^h_{X,Y} )^∗ = C^{−h}_{Y,X} . Further, we write D_{X,Y} := C^1_{X,Y} .

3 Estimation of the operators in H-valued linear and invertible processes

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

3.1 Estimation in the inverted representation

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

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

Assumption 3.1. X ⊂ L^2_H is a centered, invertible process with representation (1), and ε ⊂ L^4_H.

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

Remark 3.1. Injectivity of the covariance operator C_ε holds if and only if im(C_ε) = H, see Hsing and Eubank (2015). It is also equivalent to the condition that there is no affine, closed, and proper subspace U ⊊ H with P(ε_0 ∈ U) = 1.

The goal of this section is to define, based on a sample X_1, . . . , X_N from X, consistent estimators of the operators (ψ_j )_{j∈N} in (1). The estimators we propose are based on estimates for lagged (cross-) covariance operators of processes X^{[L]}_k := (X_k, X_{k−1}, . . . , X_{k−L+1})^⊤, k ∈ Z, (2) taking value in the Cartesian product Hilbert space H^L. We assume that the lag parameter L = L_N ∈ N grows as a function of the sample size. We define the empirical version Ĉ_X [L] of the covariance operator C_X [L] through

Ĉ_{X[L]} := 1 N − L + 1 N∑ k=L X^{[L]}_k ⊗ X^{[L]}_k , L ≤ N. (3)

We also define D̂_X [L]_{,X} , the empirical version of D_X [L]_{,X} = C^1_{X[L],X} ∈ N_HL_{,H}, by

D̂_{X [L],X} := 1 N − L N−1∑ k=L X^{[L]}_k ⊗ X_{k+1}, L < N. (4)

For all L, Ĉ_X [L] and D̂_X [L]_{,X} are unbiased estimators for C_X[L] and D_X [L]_{,X} , respectively. To derive consistency results for estimates of (ψ_j )_{j∈N} in (1), we assume that these operator estimators have consistency rates for a growing L = L_N as follows.

Assumption 3.3. For some sequence L = L_N → ∞ with L = o(N^{1/3}) holds

‖Ĉ_X [L] − C_X[L] ‖_S = O_P(L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), (5)

‖D̂_X [L]_{,X} − D_X [L]_{,X} ‖_S = O_P(LN^{−1/2}). (6)

Remark 3.2. (a) Assumption 3.3 holds for centered, L^4_H-m-approximable processes, see Kühnert (2024), where the well-known concept L^p_H-m-approximability was introduced by Hörmann and Kokoszka (2010). For p ≥ 1, a process (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ L^p_H is called L^p_H-m-approximable if for each k it holds X_k = f(ϵ_k, ϵ_{k−1}, . . . ) for some i.i.d. process (ϵ_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H and a measurable function f : H^∞ → H (i.e. (X_k)_k is causal (w.r.t. (ϵ_k)_k)) such that ∑_∞ m=1 ν_p(X_m − X^{(m)}_m ) < ∞, where ν_p(·) := (E‖ · ‖^p)^{1/p}, and where X^{(m)}_k := f(ϵ_k, ϵ_{k−1}, . . . , ϵ_{k−m+1}, ϵ^{(m)}_{k−m}, ϵ^{(m)}_{k−m−1}, . . . ) for all k, m, with (ϵ^{(m)}_j )_j being independent copies of (ϵ_j )_j for all m. We would like to point out that Assumption 3.3 can also be satisfied for π-dependent processes, where π-dependence is a recently introduced weak dependence concept for metric space-valued processes by Kutta (2024), as L^p-m-approximibility implies π-dependence.

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

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

X_k = ∞∑ ℓ=−∞ ϕ_ℓ(ε_{k−ℓ}), (7) with ∑_∞ ℓ=−∞ ‖ϕℓ‖L < ∞. This is the case if the LP’s operators fulfill the stronger condition ∑_∞ k=1 ∑_∞ ℓ=k[‖ϕ_ℓ‖_L + ‖ϕ_{−ℓ}‖_L] < ∞. We also make use of estimates of functional principal components. Before we do, we make several useful observations. The covariance operator of an LP can be described in terms of the linear operators in (15) and error covariance operator C_ε through

C_X = ∞∑ i=0 ϕ_iC_εϕ^∗_i . (8)

The following are then immediate consequences of Assumptions 3.1–3.2. Now, let (λ_j , c_j )_{j∈N} = (λ_j (L), c_j (L))_{j∈N} , and (λ̂_j , ĉ_j )_{j∈N} = (λ̂_j (L), ĉ_j (L))_{j∈N} be the sequence of eigenvalue/eigenfunction pairs of the covariance operators C_X[L] , and Ĉ_X[L] ∈ N_HL , respectively. According to Bosq (2000), Lemma 4.2, it holds that

sup_{j∈N} |λ̂_j − λ_j | ≤ ‖Ĉ_X [L] − C_X[L] ‖_L. (9)

Suitable estimators for the eigenfunctions c_j , which are unambiguous except for their sign, are ĉ^′_j := sgn⟨ĉ_j , c_j ⟩ĉ_j , with sgn(x) := 1_{[0,∞)}(x)−1_{(−∞,0)}(x), x ∈ R. As covariance operators are positive semi-definite, injectivity of C_X[L] ∈ N_HL after Proposition 3.1 is equivalent to strict positivity. Hence, the eigenvalues satisfy λ_1 ≥ λ_2 ≥ · · · > 0. If the eigenspaces associated to each eigenvalues λ_j are one-dimensional, according to Bosq (2000), Lemma 4.3, it holds that ‖ĉ^′_j − c_j ‖ ≤ 2 √ 2 α_j ‖Ĉ_X [L] − C_X [L] ‖_L, where α_1 := λ_1 − λ_2, and α_j := min(λ_{j−1} − λ_j, λ_j − λ_{j+1}) for j > 1. Moreover, for all k ∈ N it holds with Λ_k := sup_{1≤j≤k}(λ_j − λ_{j+1})^{−1} that sup 1≤j≤k ‖ĉ^′_j − c_j ‖ ≤ 2 √ 2 Λ_k‖Ĉ_X[L] − C_X[L] ‖_L. (10)

We note Λ_k = (λ_k − λ_{k+1})^{−1} if there is a convex function κ: R → R with κ(j) = λ_j for all j. We remind the reader that below we will be taking L = L_N with L_N → ∞, and Λ_k = Λ_{k,N} .

The estimates for the operators in the inverted representation are derived based on the approximate Yule-Walker equation

D_X [L]_{,X} = Ψ_LC_X[L] + ∑ ℓ>L ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X [L],X} , (11)

where the process X^{[L]} = (X^{[L]}_k )_{k∈Z} ⊂ H^L is defined in (2), and the operator Ψ_L ∈ L_HL_{,H} is given by Ψ_L := (ψ_1 · · · ψ_L). (12)

Thereby, ∑ ℓ>L ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X[L],X} exists for all fixed L ∈ N, as ∑ ℓ≥1 ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X[L],X} converges in the operator norm topology under Assumption 3.1.

Based on a sample X_1, . . . , X_N from X, we focus on estimating Ψ_L. This can be achieved by using Tychonoff regularization, see, e.g., Hall and Horowitz (2005), with an estimator Ψ̂_L = Ψ̂_L(K, N) of the form

Ψ̂_L := D̂_{X [L],X}Ĉ^†_{X [L]} ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1

= D̂_X [L]_{,X} (Ĉ_X[L] + θ_N I)^{−1} ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1

, (13)

where I: H^L → H^L is the identity map, Ĉ_X [L] and D̂_X [L]_{,X} are the estimates in (3)–(4), K = K_N ∈ N, (θ_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) are tuning parameter sequences satisfying K_N → ∞, θ_N → 0, and ĉ_1, . . . , ĉ_K are the eigenfunctions associated to the first K largest eigenvalues λ̂_1 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̂_K of Ĉ_X [L] .

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

Assumption 3.4. The eigenvalues λ_j = λ_j(L) of C_X [L] satisfy λ_j ≠ λ_{j+1} for each L = L_N and j.

Assumption 3.5. Each of the operators in (1) satisfy that ψ_i ∈ S_H, and ∑_∞ i=1 ‖ψ_i‖^2_S < ∞.

Assumption 3.4, which implies that each eigenspace of the covariance operator C_X [L] is onedimensional, seems to be strict. For example when X is an independent and identically distributed process the eigenvalues of C_X[L] = diag(C_X , . . . , C_X ) have multiplicity at least L. However, for nondegenerate linear processes in which at least some of the operators ϕ_j in (15) are non-zero, this condition is more plausible. This condition is weaker than many related works in which a specific form of the eigenvalue gaps f(j) = λ_j − λ_{j−1} are prescribed; see for instance the equation 3.2 in Hall and Horowitz (2007).

The method we use to quantify the error between Ψ̂_L and Ψ_L entails first decomposing Ψ_L into a suitable finite dimensional representation and a remainder term, and then evaluating the error of Ψ̂_L in estimating each component. In order to quantify the estimation of the remainder term, we employ a Sobolev condition akin to that used in Hall and Meister (2007) to derive precise asymptotic results for the estimation errors of densities in the deconvolution setting. To state our Sobolev type condition, we let (μ_j , d_j )_{j∈N} denote the eigenvalue/eigenfunction pairs corrsponding to the covariance operator C_X ∈ N_H. Then, (c_i ⊗ d_j )_{i,j∈N} = (c_i(L) ⊗ d_j )_{i,j∈N} is a CONS of S_HL_{,H}, so, if Ψ_L ∈ S_HL_{,H}, which holds if the ψ_i are H-S operators, Ψ_L = ∑ i ∑ j ⟨Ψ_L, c_i ⊗ d_j ⟩_S (c_i ⊗ d_j ).

Assumption 3.6. For some β > 0, the limit S_Ψ(β) := lim_{N→∞} S_{ΨLN} (β) < ∞ exists, where for each L = L_N ∈ N holds,

S_{ΨL}(β) = S_{ΨL}(β, (c_i ⊗ d_j )_{i,j}) = ∞∑ i=1 ∞∑ j=1 ⟨Ψ_L, c_i ⊗ d_j ⟩^2_S (1 + i^{2β} + j^{2β} ) < ∞.

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

K^{1+β}λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2 = O(N^{1/2}), ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L = o(KΛ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), θ_N = o(KΛ_K L^2N^{−1/2}),

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

‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S = O_P(K^{−β}). (14)

Remark 3.3. (a) Theorem 3.1 improves on comparable results in the literature in several ways.

In contrast to Kühnert (2020), our result is stated for general, invertible linear processes without assuming that they originate from a specific model, and where the processes are allowed to attain values in arbitrary, separable Hilbert space rather than only in L^2[0, 1]. Most notably, we analyze the complete operators and state explicit asymptotic upper bounds, rather than either focusing on finite-dimensional projections which is commonly done in operator estimation, see Hörmann et al. (2013) and Aue et al. (2017), or omitting stating the rate when completely observing the operators, see Cerovecki et al. (2019) for fGARCH models, and Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017) for invertible linear processes. Further, we measured the estimation errors even with the H-S- instead of the weaker operator norm as in Aue and Klepsch (2017) and Klepsch and Klüppelberg (2017). The Sobolev type condition we utilized in our estimation, is, as far as we are aware, in the context of operator estimation only used for fGARCH models in Kühnert (2020). Moreover, we refrained from a simplifying convexity assumption for the eigenvalues.

(b) Although Λ_K is defined via the eigenvalues λ_K , we can only simplify the sequences’ requirements in Theorem 3.1 (and in other results) in certain situations. For example, if for each L there are convex functions κ_L : R → R so that for the eigenvalues holds κ_L(j) = λ_j(L) for all j, and if λ_j(L) decays for j → ∞ exponentially fast for each L, and if λ_j(L) = c_Le^{−j} for some constant c_L > 0. Then, we obtain the explicit form Λ_K = (λ_K − λ_{K+1})^{−1} = d_Lλ^{−1}_K , with d_L := (c_L(1 − e^{−1}))^{−1} > 0.

(c) By following the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.1 (and all other asymptotic results), it seems like our result could have been even formulated in sense of L^2-convergence instead of stochastic boundedness with a certain rate, but our inequalities contain reciprocals of eigenvalue estimates which only converge in the stochastic sense.

3.2 Estimating the operators in the causal linear process representation

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

X_k = ε_k + ∞∑ j=1 ϕ_j (ε_{k−j} ), k ∈ Z, (15)

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

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

Proposition 3.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.2 hold. Then

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

(b) The covariance operators C_X [L] : H^L → H^L are injective for all L.

(c) If ∑_∞ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}) = ∑_∞ ℓ=0 B_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}) for some i ∈ N, then, A_ℓ = B_ℓ for all ℓ ∈ N.

(d) If X is a causal linear process, and if ∑_∞ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(X_{i−ℓ}) = ∑_∞ ℓ=0 B_ℓ(X_{i−ℓ}) for some i ∈ N, then A_ℓ = B_ℓ for all ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2, }.

For an invertible LP X in Assumption 3.1 such that

X_k = ε_k + ∞∑ i=1 ψ_i(X_{k−i}), and X_{k−i} = ε_{k−i} + ∞∑ j=1 ϕ_j (ε_{k−i−j}), for all k, i ∈ Z, we have with ϕ_0 := I that

X_k = ε_k + ∞∑ i=1 [^i∑ j=1 ψ_j ϕ_{i−j} ] (ε_{k−i}), k ∈ Z.

This representation, the linear representation (15), Assumption 3.2 and Proposition 3.1 (c) yield

ϕ_i = i∑ j=1 ψ_j ϕ_{i−j}, i ∈ N. Hence, with ψ̂_j = Ψ̂^{(j)}_L denoting the j’th component of the estimator Ψ̂_L in (13) for Ψ_L = (ψ_1, . . . , ψ_L), a reasonable estimate for ϕ_i is ϕ̂_i = ϕ̂_i(L, K), defined iteratively with ϕ̂_0 := I, and

ϕ̂_i :=^i ∑ j=1 ψ̂_jϕ̂_{i−j} , i ∈ N. (16) By assuming that the operators satisfy a Sobolev condition, we also obtain the following consistency result for the complete operators in the linear representation. Proposition 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 holds

‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i‖_S = O_P(K^{−β}), i ∈ N.

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

4 Consequences for fARMA processes

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

4.1 fAR processes

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

X_k = ε_k + p∑ i=1 α_i(X_{k−i}) a.s., k ∈ Z, (17) where (ε_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H is a WN, and where α_i ∈ L_H are operators with α_p ≠ 0. With

A_p = (α_1 · · · α_p) ∈ L_Hp_{,H},

and Ψ_p in (12), we have A_p = Ψ_p, and the exact Yule-Walker equation C^1_{X[p],X} = A_pC_X[p] . Then,

Â_p := Ψ̂_p,

with Ψ̂_p = Ψ̂_{p,K} being the estimator in (13) for L = p, and some K ∈ N, and with α̂_i := Â^{(i)}_{p,K} , i ∈ {1, . . . , p} being its components, we obtain the following corollary of Theorem 3.1.

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

‖α̂_i − α_i‖_S = O_P(K^{−β}), i = 1, . . . , p. (18)

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

4.2 fMA processes

Formally, a centered process (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H is a functional moving-average process with order q ∈ N (fMA(q)) if

X_k = ε_k + q∑ j=1 β_j (ε_{k−j}) a.s., k ∈ Z, where (ε_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H is a WN, and where β_j ∈ L_H are operators with β_q ≠ 0. By putting

β̂_j = ϕ̂_j, (19)

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

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

‖β̂_j − β_j ‖_S = O_P(K^{−β}), j = 1, . . . , q.

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

4.3 fARMA processes

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

X_k = ε_k + p∑ i=1 α_i(X_{k−i}) + q∑ j=1 β_j (ε_{k−j} ) a.s., k ∈ Z, (20)

where (ε_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H is a WN, and α_i, β_j ∈ L_H are operators with α_p ≠ 0, β_q ≠ 0. We combine the fARMA(p, q) representation of the process (X_k)_{k∈Z} in (20) and its inverted representation (1). We note that, as with multivariate ARMA processes, in general the operators α_i and β_j are not identifiable. Sufficient conditions for the identifiability of fARMA operators are put forward in equation (10) and Propositions 1-3 of Kuenzer (2024). Spangenberg (2013) establishes conditions under which such processes may be represented using (15) and (1). We assume below that the fARMA models that we consider are identifiable and admit solutions that are ISLPs.

4.3.1 fARMA(1,1) processes

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

X_k = ε_k + α_1(X_{k−1}) + β_1(ε_{k−1}) a.s., k ∈ Z. (21)

From this identity, Proposition 3.1(c,d) and ε_{k−1} = X_{k−1} − ∑_∞ j=1 ψ_j (X_{k−1−j} ) it follows with ψ_0 = I,

ψ_i = { α_1 + β_1, if i = 1, −β_1ψ_{i−1}, if i > 1. (22)

Although we may use the estimator Ψ̂_L in (13) to asymptotically estimate all operators ψ_i consistently, we cannot immediately obtain consistent estimates for the ARMA(1, 1) operators, as ψ_1 ∈ S_H does not have a bounded inverse. However, with ψ̂_i = Ψ̂^{(i)}_L being the i’th component of the estimator Ψ̂_L in (13), equation (22) suggests the following estimators α̂_1 = α̂_1(L, K, M) for α_1 and β̂_1 = β̂_1(L, K, M) for β_1 :

α̂_1 := ψ̂_1 − β̂_1, β̂_1 := − ψ̂_2ψ̂^†_1 f̂_M∐

f̂_1

= − ψ̂_2ψ̂^∗_1 (^ ψ_1ψ̂^∗_1 + γ_N I )_{−1}^{f̂M}∐ f̂_1

, (23)

where (K_N )_N , (L_N )_N , (M_N )_N ⊂ N, (γ_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) are tuning parameter sequences such that min{K_N , L_N , M_N } → ∞, and γ_N → 0 as N → ∞, f̂_1, . . . , f̂_M are the eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalues ρ̂_1 ≥ · · · ≥ ρ̂_M ≥ 0 of ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 : H → H, and f_1, . . . , f_M are the eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalues ρ_1 ≥ · · · ≥ ρ_M ≥ 0 of ψ_1ψ^∗_1 : H → H. These estimators are consistent under the following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1. α_1, β_1 ∈ S_H are H-S operators.

Assumption 4.2. The image of the operator ψ_1 : H → H lies dense.

Assumption 4.3. The eigenvalues of ψ_1ψ^∗_1 : H → H satisfy ρ_j ≠ ρ_{j+1} for all j ∈ N.

Assumption 4.4. For some γ > 0 holds ∞∑ i=1 ∞∑ j=1 ⟨β_1, f_i ⊗ f_j⟩^2_S (1 + i^{2γ} + j^{2γ} ) < ∞.

Theorem 4.1. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, Assumptions 4.1–4.4, and M^{1+γ} ρ^{−1}_M P_M = O(K^β) and γ_N = o(ρ_M M^{−γ} ) hold. Then, the fARMA(1, 1) operators satisfy max { ‖α̂_1 − α_1‖_S , ‖β̂_1 − β_1‖_S } = O_P(M^{−γ} ).

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

(b) Assumptions 4.1, 4.3–4.4 are of the same type as the assumptions for the operators in the inverted representation in Theorem 3.1. The additional listed Assumption 4.2 is needed so that identifiability of β_1 we estimate based on the identity ψ_2 = −β_1ψ_1 in (22) is guaranteed.

4.3.2 fARMA(p,q) processes The procedure for centered fARMA(p, q) processes (X_k)_{k∈Z} ⊂ H in (20) for arbitrary p, q is similar as for fARMA(1, 1) processes. Similar to the transformations that led to (22), we obtain for any p and q, with α_i = β_j = 0 for i > p, j > q, ∞∑ i=1 ψ_i(X_{k−i}) = max(p,q) ∑ i=1 [ α_i + β_i − i−1∑ j=1 β_jψ_{i−j} ] (X_{k−i}) − ∞∑ i=max(p,q)+1 [ q∑ j=1 β_j ψ_{i−j} ] (X_{k−i}).

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

ψ_i = { α_i + β_i − ∑_{i−1} j=1 β_j ψ_{i−j}, if 1 ≤ i ≤ max(p, q), − ∑_q j=1 β_j ψ_{i−j} , if i > max(p, q). (24)

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

B_q := (β_1 · · · β_q) ∈ L_Hq_{,H}, Ψ^′_{[i]} = Ψ^′_{[i]}(p, q) := (ψ_{p+q+i−1} · · · ψ_{p+i}) ∈ L_Hq_{,H}, i ≥ 0, (25)

the identity (24) becomes ψ_{p+q} = −B_qΨ^{′ ⊤}_{[0]} . Identifiability of B_q, and thus of β_1, . . . , β_q, are given if the image of Ψ^{′ ⊤}_{[0]} ∈ L_{H,H}q lies dense. Identifiability of B_q can be established using the relationship

Ψ^′_{[q]} = −B_q ∏ , (26) where ∏ = ∏ (p, q) ∈ L_Hq is the operator-valued matrix defined by

∏ := Ψ^′_{[q−1]}

Ψ^′_{[q−2]} . . Ψ^′_{[0]} = ψ_{p+2q−2} ψ_{p+2q−3} · · · ψ_{p+q−1} ψ_{p+2q−3} ψ_{p+2q−4} · · · ψ_{p+q−2} . . . . · · · . . ψ_{p+q−1} ψ_{p+q−2} · · · ψ_p . (27)

For Ψ^′_{[i]} and ∏ = ∏ (p, q), we use the estimates Ψ̂^′_{[i]} = Ψ̂^′_{[i]}(L, K) and^ ∏ =^ ∏ (p, q; L, K), respec- tively, defined by

Ψ̂^′_{[i]} := (ψ̂_{p+q+i−1} · · · ψ̂_{p+i}) ∈ L_{Hq,H}, i ≥ 0, and (28)

^∏ : = Ψ̂′_{[q−1]}

Ψ̂′_{[q−2]} . . Ψ̂′_{[0]} = ψ̂_{p+2q−2} ψ̂_{p+2q−3} · · · ψ̂_{p+q−1} ψ̂_{p+2q−3} ψ̂_{p+2q−4} · · · ψ̂_{p+q−2} . . . . · · · . . ψ̂_{p+q−1} ψ̂_{p+q−2} · · · ψ̂_p , (29)

where ψ̂_i = Ψ̂^{(i)}_{L,K} denotes the ith component of Ψ̂_L in (13). Due to (37), the operator-valued vectors

Ψ^′_{[i]}, Ψ̂^′_{[i]} and matrices ∏ ,^ ∏ are under Assumption 3.5 elements of S_Hq_{,H} and S_Hq , respectively,

thus ∏ ∏_∗ ,^ ∏ ^∏∗ ∈ N_Hq are nuclear. As a result of (24) and (26), the estimators α̂_i = α̂_i(L, K, M) and β̂_j = β̂_j (L, K, M) for α_1 and β_1, respectively, are

α̂_i := ψ̂_i + B̂_{[i]}Ψ̂^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} , 1 ≤ i ≤ p, β̂_j := { B̂^{(j)}_q , if 1 ≤ j ≤ q, 0, if j > q. (30)

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

B̂_q := −Ψ̂^′_{[q]}^ ∏†^{ĥM}∐ ĥ_1

= −Ψ̂^′_{[q]} ^∏^∗( ^∏ ^∏^∗ + γ_N I )_{−1}^ĥM∐ ĥ_1 ,

where (K_N )_N , (L_N )_N , (M_N )_N ⊂ N, (γ_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) are sequences with min{K_N , L_N , M_N } → ∞ and γ_N → 0. Further, ĥ_1, . . . , ĥ_M and h_1, . . . , h_M are the eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalues ζ̂_1 ≥ · · · ≥ ζ̂_M ≥ 0 and ζ_1 ≥ · · · ≥ ζ_M ≥ 0 of ^∏ ^∏^∗ : Hq → Hq and ∏∏^∗ : Hq → Hq, respectively,

and (h_i ⊗ d_j )_{i,j} is a CONS of S_Hq_{,H}, where d_j are the eigenfunctions of C_X . Further, we define B̂_{[i]} = B̂_{[i]}(q; L, K), B_{[i]} = B_{[i]}(q), Ψ̂′′′_{[i]} = Ψ̂′′′_{[i]}(p, q; L, K), Ψ′′′_{[i]} = Ψ′′′_{[i]}(p, q) ∈ S_{Hmax(i,q),H} for any i, q by

B̂_{[i]} := { B̂_i, if 1 ≤ i < q, B̂_q, if i ≥ q, and B^{[i]} := { B_i, if 1 ≤ i < q, B_q, if i ≥ q, (31)

Ψ̂^{′′′}_{[i]} := { Ψ̂′′_{[0]}, if 1 ≤ i ≤ q,

Ψ̂′′_{[i−q]}, if i > q, and Ψ^{′′′[q]} := { Ψ^{′′}_{[0]}, if 1 ≤ i ≤ q, Ψ^{′′}_{[i−q]}, if i > q, (32)

with Ψ̂^{′′}_{[i]} and Ψ̂^{′′}_{[i]} being identical to Ψ̂^′_{[i]} in (28) and Ψ^′_{[i]} in (25) for all i, respectively, except for a reversed sign in the first component.

Assumption 4.5. α_1, . . . , α_p, β_1, . . . , β_q ∈ S_H are H-S operators.

Assumption 4.6. The image of the operator-valued matrix ∏ : H^q → H^q lies dense.

Assumption 4.7. The eigenvalues of ∏∏_∗ : H^q → H^q satisfy ζ_j ≠ ζ_{j+1} for all j ∈ N.

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

Assumption 4.8. For some γ > 0 holds ∞∑ i=1 ∞∑ j=1 ⟨B_q, h_i ⊗ d_j ⟩^2_S (1 + i^{2γ} + j^{2γ} ) < ∞.

Theorem 4.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, Assumptions 4.5–4.8, and M^{1+γ} ζ^{−1}_M Z_M = O(K^β) and γ_N = o(ζ_M M^{−γ} ) hold. Then, for the fARMA(p, q) operators holds max 1≤i≤p,1≤j≤q { ‖α̂_i − α_i‖_S , ‖β̂_j − β_j ‖_S } = O_P(M^{−γ} ).

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

5 Conclusion

5.1 Summary

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

5.2 A promising concept of invertibility

It is worth to point out that Granger and Andersen (1978) established a more general notion of invertibility as the series representation (1) for real-valued processes. They called a real-valued process (X_k)_k invertible if E(ε̂_k − ε_k)^2 → 0 for k → ∞, with ε_k = X_k − f(X_{k−1}, X_{k−2}, . . . , X_{k−p}, ε_{k−1}, ε_{k−2}, . . . , ε_{k−q}), k ∈ N, (33) ε̂_k = X_k − f(X_{k−1}, X_{k−2}, . . . , X_{k−p}, ε̂_{k−1}, ε̂_{k−2}, . . . , ε̂_{k−q}), k ∈ N, (34) where ε̂_0, ε̂_{−1}, . . . , ε̂_{1−q} and X_0, X_{−1}, . . . , X_{1−p} are given for some p, q ∈ N, where (ε_k)_k is i.i.d. and centered with finite second moments, and where f is a measurable function. In the case that the function f is unknown it was replaced by its estimate f̂ (if given). Hallin (1980, 1981) generalized this concept of invertibility even further by using ε̂_0, ε̂_{−1}, . . . rather than letting time tend to infinity which enabled also the analysis of time-dependent processes.

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

‖ε̂_{kN} − ε_{kN} ‖ = o_P(1),

where N is the sample size (as usual), k_N → ∞, (ε_k)_k is i.i.d., and ε̂_{kN} and ε_{kN} have the representations (33)–(34), respectively. This notion of invertibility is based on Granger and Andersen (1978) but it is milder (hence its name), because finite second moments of the innovations are not required, the convergence is in a weaker sense (in probability rather than in the L^2-sense), and, for technical reasons, (k_n)_n can be explicitly chosen. It can be shown that invertibility in the common sense (1) implies mild Granger-Andersen invertibility. Moreover, as mentioned in Granger and Andersen (1978) for real-valued processes, there are also functional time series which are mild Granger-Andersen invertible but not invertible as in the sense (1), and there are processes that are not invertible in both senses: Under certain conditions bilinear functional time series in a general, separable Hilbert space as stated in Hörmann and Kokoszka (2010) can be mild Granger- Andersen invertible but not invertible in the sense (1), and, e.g., the non-linear MA(1) process X_k = α_1(ε^2_{k−1}) + ε_k a.s. in L^2[0, 1] can be strictly stationary but not invertible in both senses.

5.3 Future research

Although mild Granger-Andersen invertibility discussed in the previous section is useful in situations where invertibility in the sense (1) does not hold, our proof technique generally cannot be used as one not necessarily can truncate a series, and let the number of summands go to infinity. As a result, the entire estimation method must be modified and appropriate assumptions must be made. Another research topic is the derivation of estimators and consistency rates in general Banach, possibly even in metric spaces.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to note that they did not receive any funds for this project. Furthermore, the majority of Sebastian Kühnert’s work took place during his employment at University of California, Davis, and the remaining work at Ruhr University Bochum.

References

Aue, A. and A. van Delft (2020). Testing for stationarity of functional time series in the frequency domain. Annals of Statistics 48 (5), 2505–2547.

Aue, A., L. Horváth, and D. Pellatt (2017). Functional generalized autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity. Journal of Time Series Analysis 38, 3–21.

Aue, A. and J. Klepsch (2017). Estimating functional time series by moving average model fitting.

arXiv:1701.00770. https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.00770.

Bosq, D. (2000). Linear Processes in Function Spaces. Lecture Notes in Statistics. New York:

Springer.

Caponera, A. and V. Panaretos (2022). On the rate of convergence for the autocorrelation operator in functional autoregression. Statistics & Probability Letters 189 (109575).

Cerovecki, C., C. Francq, S. Hörmann, and J.-M. Zakoïan (2019). Functional GARCH models: The quasi-likelihood approach and its applications. Journal of Econometrics 209 (2), 353–375.

van Delft, A., V. Characiejus, and H. Dette (2021). A nonparametric test for stationarity in functional time series. Statistica Sinica 31 (3), pp. 1375–1395.

Düker, M.-C. (2018). Limit theorems for Hilbert space-valued linear processes under long-range dependence. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 128 (5), 1439–1465.

Granger, C. W. J. and A. Andersen (1978). On the invertibility of time series models. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 8 (1), 87–92.

Hall, P. and J. Horowitz (2005). Nonparametric methods for inference in the presence of instrumental variables. Annals of Statistics 33 (6), 2904–2929.

Hall, P. and J. Horowitz (2007). Methodology and convergence rates for functional linear regression.

Annals of Statistics 35 (1), 70–91.

Hall, P. and A. Meister (2007). A ridge-parameter approach to deconvolution. Annals of Statistics 35 (4), 1535–1558.

Hallin, M. (1980). Invertibility and generalized invertibility of time series models. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology 42 (2), 210–212.

Hallin, M. (1981). Addendum to: ”invertibility and generalized invertibility of time series models”.

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology 43 (1), 103.

Hörmann, S., L. Horváth, and R. Reeder (2013). A functional version of the ARCH model. Econometric Theory 29 (2), 267–288.

Hörmann, S. and P. Kokoszka (2010). Weakly dependent functional data. Annals of Statistics 38, 1845–1884.

Hörmann, S. and P. Kokoszka (2010). Weakly dependent functional data. Ann. Statist. 38, 1845–

1884.

Horváth, L. and P. Kokoszka (2012). Inference for functional data with applications. New York:

Springer.

Horváth, L., P. Kokoszka, and G. Rice (2014). Testing stationarity of functional time series. Journal

of Econometrics 179 (1), 66–82.

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

Introduction to Linear Operators. West Sussex: Wiley.

Kara Terki, N. and T. Mourid (2024). Exponential bounds and convergence rates of sieve estimators

for functional autoregressive processes. Sankhya A 86 (1), 364–391.

Klepsch, J. and C. Klüppelberg (2017). An innovations algorithm for the prediction of functional

linear processes. Journal of Multivariate Analysis 155, 252–271.

Klepsch, J., C. Klüppelberg, and T. Wei (2017). Prediction of functional ARMA processes with an

application to traffic data. Econometrics and Statistics 1, 128–149.

Kokoszka, P. and M. Reimherr (2017). Introduction to Functional Data Analysis. Chapman and

Hall/CRC.

Kuenzer, T. (2024). Estimation of functional ARMA models. Bernoulli 30 (1), 117–142. Kühnert, S. (2019). Über funktionale ARCH- und GARCH-Zeitreihen. Ph. D. thesis, University of

Rostock.

Kühnert, S. (2020). Functional ARCH and GARCH models: A Yule-Walker approach. Electronic

Journal of Statistics 14 (2), 4321–4360.

Kühnert, S. (2022). Lagged covariance and cross-covariance operators of processes in Cartesian

products of abstract Hilbert spaces. Electronic Journal of Statistics 16 (2), 4823–4862. Kühnert, S. (2024+). Estimating lagged (cross-)covariance operators of L^p-m-approximable

processes in Cartesian product Hilbert spaces. In revision. arXiv:2402.08110.

https://https://arxiv.org/pdf/2402.08110.

Kutta, T. (2024+). Approximately mixing time series. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4882128. Liebl, D. (2013). Modeling and forecasting electricity spot prices: A functional data perspective.

Annals of Applied Statistics 7 (3), 1562–1592.

Mas, A. and B. Pumo (2009). Linear processes for functional data.

Merlevède, F. (1996). Central limit theorem for linear processes with values in a Hilbert space.

Stochastic Processes and their Applications 65 (1), 103–114.

Merlevède, F., M. Peligrad, and S. Utev (1997). Sharp conditions for the CLT of linear processes

in a Hilbert space. Journal of Theoretical Probability 10, 681–693.

Račkauskas, A. and C. Suquet (2010). On limit theorems for Banach-space-valued linear processes.

Lithuanian Mathematical Journal 50, 71–87.

Ramsay, J. and B. Silverman (2005). Functional data analysis. Springer Series in Statistics. New York: Springer.

Spangenberg, F. (2013). Strictly stationary solutions of ARMA equations in Banach spaces. Journal of Multivariate Analysis 121, 127–138.

Turbillon, C., D. Bosq, J.-M. Marion, and B. Pumo (2008). Estimation du paramètre des moyennes mobiles Hilbertiennes. Comptes Rendus. Mathématique 346 (5-6), 347–350.

A Some operator norm (in-)equalities

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

Lemma A.1. Let (H, ⟨·, ·⟩) be a Hilbert space with respective inner product, and let A_i, B_{ij} ∈ L_H and S_{ij} ∈ S_H be bounded and H-S operators, respectively, where i = 1, . . . , m ∈ N, j = 1, . . . , n ∈ N. Then, the following holds.

(a) The operator-valued vector A := (A_1 · · · A_m) satisfies A ∈ L_Hm_{,H}, with ‖A‖_L ≤ ‖ ‖ m∑ i=1 A_i ‖ ‖_L. (35)

(b) For the operator-valued matrix B := (B_{ij} )_{1≤i≤m,1≤j≤n} holds B ∈ L_Hm_{,H}n , with ‖B‖_L ≤ m∑ i=1 ‖(B_{i1} · · · B_{in})‖_L. (36) (c) For the operator-valued matrix S := (S_{ij} )_{1≤i≤m,1≤j≤n} holds S ∈ S_Hm_{,H}n , with

‖S‖^2_S = m∑ i=1 n∑ j=1 ‖S_{ij} ‖^2_S . (37)

Proof. (a) For any x := (x_1, . . . , x_m)^⊤ ∈ H^m holds ‖A(x)‖ = ‖ ‖^m∑ i=1 A_i(x_i) ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖^m∑ i=1 A_i ‖ ‖ L ‖x_i‖. Thus, as ‖x_i‖ ≤ ‖x‖ for all i, the assertion follows from the definition of the norm ‖ · ‖_L.

(b) Elementary conversions and the definition of our norms lead indeed to ‖B‖_L = ( sup ‖x‖≤1 m∑ i=1 ‖ (B_{i1} · · · B_{in})(x) ‖_2 )1/2

≤ m∑ i=1 sup ‖x‖≤1 ‖ (B_{i1} · · · B_{in})(x) ‖ = m∑ i=1 ‖(B_{i1} · · · B_{in})‖_L.

(c) See Kühnert (2019), Lemma 2.16 (b).

B Proofs of the results in Sections 3–4

B.1 Proofs of results in Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3.1. (a) Due to (8) holds for any x ∈ H with x ≠ 0, ⟨C_X (x), x⟩ = ∞∑ i=0 ⟨ϕ_iC_εϕ^∗_i (x), x⟩ = ∞∑ i=0 ⟨ C^{1/2}_ε ϕ^∗_i (x), C^{1/2}_ε ϕ^∗_i (x) ⟩ = ∞∑ i=0 ‖ ‖C^{1/2}_ε ϕ^∗_i (x) ‖ ‖^2.

Due to ϕ^∗_0 = ϕ_0 = I, and as C^{1/2}_ε is injective after Assumption 3.2, we have ‖C^{1/2}_ε ϕ^∗_i (x)‖ > 0. Thus, for any x ∈ H with x ≠ 0 holds ⟨C_X (x), x⟩ > 0, in other words, C_X is a strictly positive operator which is as such injective.

(b) Suppose by way of contradiction that there exists a v = (v_1, . . . , v_L)^⊤ ∈ H^L such that v ≠ 0, and 0 = ⟨C_X [L] (v), v⟩ = var (^{L−1}∑ i=0 ⟨X_{−i}, v_i⟩ ) . If this is so there exists an r ≤ L − 1 so that v_r ≠ 0, and almost surely ⟨X_{−r}, v_r⟩ = − L−1∑ i=r+1 ⟨X_{−i}, v_i⟩. (38)

Notice the right hand side of the above is measurable with respect to σ(ε_i, i ≤ −r − 1). Due to the representation (15), the left hand side of the above is equal to ∞∑ ℓ=0 ⟨ϕ_ℓ(ε_{−r−ℓ}), v_r⟩, where ϕ_0 = I. Multiplying each side of (38) with ⟨ε_{−r}, v_r⟩ and taking expectations gives that ⟨C_ε(v_r), v_r⟩ = 0, with v_r ≠ 0, which contradicts the injectivity of C_ε.

(c) According to Fubini’s theorem, and as linear operators commute with the expected value, we have for any i, j, k, E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ ∞∑ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}) = ∞∑ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ε_{i−ℓ}). (39) We note that E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ε_{i−ℓ} = 0 when j ≠ ℓ, and when j = ℓ, E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ε_{i−j} = ∞∑ r=0 E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩⟨c_r, ε_{i−j} ⟩c_r = λ_kc_k after Bosq (2000), equation (1.36). Combining with (39), we have that

E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ ∞∑ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}) = λ_kA_j (c_k).

Similarly, E⟨c_k, ε_{i−j} ⟩ ∞∑ ℓ=0 B_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}) = λ_kB_j(c_k).

Hence, due the hypothesis λ_kA_j (c_k) = λ_kB_j (c_k) for all j, k ∈ N, and as C_ε is injective, λ_k > 0, thus A_j (c_k) = B_j (c_k) for all j, k ∈ N. Consequently, as (c_j )_j forms a CONS of H, for all j holds indeed A_j = B_j.

(d) We note that if X is an SLP, then Z_i = ∑_∞ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(X_{i−ℓ}) is also an SLP, since

Z_i = ∞∑ ℓ=0 A_ℓ(X_{i−ℓ}) = ∞∑ ℓ=0 D_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}),

where D_ℓ = ∑_ℓ j=0 A_j ϕ_{ℓ−j}. By hypothesis we also have that

Z_i = ∞∑ ℓ=0 B_ℓ(X_{i−ℓ}) = ∞∑ ℓ=0 F_ℓ(ε_{i−ℓ}),

where F_ℓ = ∑_ℓ j=0 B_j ϕ_{ℓ−j}. According to part (c), F_ℓ = D_ℓ for all ℓ ∈ N. Since ϕ_0 = I we have then that A_0 = D_0 = F_0 = B_0. Now the result follows by induction.

In several places, we make use of the following upper bounds derived from Bosq (2000). From the definition of X^{[L]} = (X^{[L]}_k )_{k∈Z}, and stationarity of X = (X_k)_{k∈Z} follows ‖C_X [L] ‖_N = E‖X^{[L]}_0 ‖^2 = L E‖X_0‖^2. (40) Further, due to the definition of X^{[L]}, stationarity and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, holds, ‖C^h_{X [L]} ‖_N ≤ E‖X^{[L]}_0 ‖^2 = L E‖X_0‖^2, h ∈ Z, ‖C^h_{X [L],X} ‖_N ≤ √ L E‖X_0‖^2, h ∈ Z. (41) Moreover, the eigenvalues λ_k = λ_k(L) of C_X[L] satisfy λ_1 ≥ λ_2 ≥ · · · > 0 after Proposition 3.1 (b) and Assumption 3.4, and ‖C_X [L] ‖_N = ∑_∞ j=1 λ_j and (40) yield

λ_k < 1 k k∑ j=1 λ_j < k^{−1}L E‖X_0‖^2, k, L ∈ N,

and consequently, with Λ_k = Λ_k(L) in (10), provided E‖X_0‖^2 > 0, we obtain Λ_k ≥ λ^{−1}_k > kL^{−1}(E‖X_0‖^2)^{−1}, k, L ∈ N.

At first, towards proving Theorem 3.1, we focus on an idealized case in which Ψ_L is finitedimensional, and may be diagonalized with respect to the CONS (c_i ⊗ d_j )_{i,j} = (c_i(L) ⊗ d_j )_{i,j} of

S_HL_{,H}, where (λ_j , c_j )_{j∈N} = (λ_j(L), c_j (L))_{j∈N} and (μ_j, d_j )_{j∈N} are the eigenpair sequences of the covariance operators C_X[L] ∈ N_HL and C_X ∈ N_H, respectively. Thus, if Ψ_L ∈ S_HL_{,H}, which is given if all ψ_i are H-S operators, we have

Ψ_L = ∞∑ i=1 ∞∑ j=1 ⟨Ψ_L, c_i ⊗ d_j ⟩_S (c_i ⊗ d_j).

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

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

Ψ_L = Ψ_L(K) = K∑ i=1 K∑ j=1 p_{i,j,L}(c_i ⊗ d_j ). (42)

Theorem B.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.5, B.1 hold. Further, let K ∈ N be fixed, and suppose that ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L = o(Λ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), and also θ_N = o(λ_K ) and θ_N = o(Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}), where Λ_K = sup_{1≤j≤K} (λ_j − λ_{j+1})^{−1}. Then, it holds

‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S = O_P ( λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2} ) , K ∈ N. (43) Proof. To reiterate, (λ_j , c_j )_{j∈N} = (λ_j (L), c_j (L))_{j∈N} , (λ̂_j , ĉ_j )_{j∈N} = (λ̂_j (L), ĉ_j (L))_{j∈N} and (μ_j , d_j )_{j∈N} are the eigenpair sequences of the covariance operators C_X[L] , Ĉ_X[L] ∈ N_HL and C_X ∈ N_H, respectively, where X^{[L]} = (X^{[L]}_k )_{k∈Z} ⊂ H^L, with L ∈ N, is the process in (2) being defined via our ISLP X = (X_k)_{k∈Z} in Assumption 3.1. Further, (c_i ⊗ d_j)_{i,j} = (c_i(L) ⊗ d_j )_{i,j} is a CONS of S_HL_{,H}, and due to Assumptions 3.5, B.1, Ψ_L ∈ S_HL_{,H} is an H-S operator which has for some K ∈ N and almost all L ∈ N the representation Ψ_L = Ψ_L(K) = ∑_K i=1 ∑_K j=1 p_{i,j,L}(c_i ⊗ d_j ). Moreover, for the eigenvalues of C_X[L] holds λ_1 > · · · > λ_K > 0 for all L after Assumptions 3.1–3.4. Throughout, we write D̂, D for D̂_X [L]_{,X} = Ĉ^1_{X[L],X} , D_X [L]_{,X} = C^1_{X[L],X} ∈ S_HL_{,H}, and Ĉ , C for Ĉ_X[L] , C_X [L] ∈ N_HL , respectively.

From the definition of Ψ̂_L, due to Ĉ^† = (Ĉ + θ_N I)^{−1}, the approximate Yule-Walker equation (11), and C^‡ := C C^†, follows

Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L = (D̂ − D)Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 + D ( Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 −C^† c_K∐

c_1 ) + DC^† c_K∐

c_1 −Ψ_L

= (D̂ − D)Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 + D ( Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 − C^† c_K∐

c_1 ) + ( ∑ ℓ>L ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X [L],X} ) C^† c_K∐

c_1

+ Ψ_L ( C^‡ c_K∐

c_1 − I ) .

Consequently, due to triangle inequality and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality, we have ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S ≤ ‖D̂ − D‖_S ‖ ‖Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 ‖ ‖_L + ‖D‖S ‖ ‖Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 − C^† c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖_L

+ ‖ ‖ ∑ ℓ>L ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X[L],X} ‖ ‖_S ‖ ‖C^† c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖_L + ‖ ‖ΨL ( C^‡ c_K∐

c_1 − I )‖ ‖_S . (44)

Thereby, according to the definition of Ĉ^†, C^† and the operator norm, for all K, L, N holds ‖ ‖Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 ‖ ‖_L = ‖ ‖(Ĉ + θN I)^{−1} ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 ‖ ‖_L = sup_{1≤j≤K}(λ̂j + θN )^{−1} = (λ̂K + θN )^{−1} =: ℓ̂K,N , (45) ‖ ‖C^† c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖_L = ‖ ‖(C + θN I)^{−1} c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖_L = sup_{1≤j≤K}(λj + θN )^{−1} = (λK + θN )^{−1} =: ℓK,N . (46)

Further, due to (41), ‖D‖_S ≤ √ L E‖X_0‖^2. (47)

From the definition of the operator norm, the projection operators and Ĉ^† and C^† follows with x̂_j := ⟨x, ĉ^′_j ⟩, x_j := ⟨x, c_j ⟩, ℓ̂_{j,N} := (λ̂_j + θ_N )^{−1} and ℓ_{j,N} := (λ_j + θ_N )^{−1}, ‖ ‖Ĉ_†^{ĉK}∐ ĉ_1 − C^† c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖ L = sup_{‖x‖≤1} ‖ ‖^∞∑ j=1 x̂_jĈ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 ĉ^′_j − x_jC^† c_K∐

c_1 c_j ‖ ‖

= sup_{‖x‖≤1} ‖ ‖ K∑ j=1 x̂_jĈ^†(ĉ^′_j ) − x_j C^†(c_j ) ‖ ‖

≤ sup_{‖x‖≤1} K∑ j=1 ‖ ‖x̂_jℓ̂_{j,N} (ĉ^′_j − c_j ) ‖ ‖ + sup ‖x‖≤1 K∑ j=1 ‖ ‖(x̂_jℓ̂_{j,N} − x_jℓ_{j,N} )(c_j ) ‖ ‖ . (48)

For the first term in (48) holds due to elementary conversions and (10), sup ‖x‖≤1 K∑ j=1 ‖ ‖x̂_jℓ̂_{j,N} (ĉ^′_j − c_j ) ‖ ‖ ≤ K sup 1≤j≤K ℓ̂_{j,N} ‖ĉ^′_j − c_j ‖ ≤ 2 √ 2Kℓ̂_{K,N} Λ_K ‖Ĉ − C ‖_L . (49)

For the second term in (49) holds due to similar conversions as above, sup ‖x‖≤1 K∑ j=1 ‖( x̂_jℓ̂_{j,N} − x_j ℓ_{j,N} ) (c_j ) ‖ ≤ sup_{‖x‖≤1} K∑ j=1 ‖ (x̂_j − x_j)ℓ̂_{j,N} (c_j ) ‖ + sup_{‖x‖≤1} K∑ j=1 ‖ x_j (ℓ̂_{j,N} − ℓ_{j,N} )(c_j ) ‖

≤ Kℓ̂_{K,N} sup_{1≤j≤K}‖ĉ^′_j − c_j ‖ + sup_{1≤j≤K} ‖ ‖(ℓ̂_{j,N} − ℓ_{j,N} )(c_j ) ‖ ‖ ≤ 2 √ 2Kℓ̂_{K,N} Λ_K ‖Ĉ − C ‖_L + sup_{1≤j≤K}|ℓ̂_{j,N} − ℓ_{j,N} |. (50) Due to the definition of ℓ̂_{j,N} and ℓ_{j,N} , and (9), we have sup 1≤j≤K |ℓ̂_{j,N} − ℓ_{j,N} | ≤ sup_{1≤j≤K} ℓ̂_{j,N} ℓ_{j,N} |λ̂_j − λ_j | ≤ ℓ̂_{K,N} ℓ_{K,N} ‖Ĉ − C ‖_L. (51) Hence, by combining (48)–(51), and due to ℓ_{K,N} ≤ λ^{−1}_K ≤ Λ_K , we obtain ‖ ‖Ĉ^† ĉ_K∐

ĉ_1 − C^† c_K∐

c_1 ‖ ‖_L ≤ ‖Ĉ − C ‖L ℓ̂K,N ΛK ( 4 √ 2K + 1 ) . (52)

Also, by using triangle inequality, operator-valued Hölder’s inequality and (41), we get for any L, ‖ ‖ ∑ ℓ>L ψ_ℓC^{1−ℓ}_{X [L],X} ‖ ‖ S ≤ √ L E‖X_0‖^2 ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L, (53)

where the series exists for all L after Assumption 3.1. At last, after the definition of the H-S norm, with Ψ_L = Ψ_L(K) in (42), c_i ⊗ d_j , with c_i = c_i(L) and d_j being the eigenfunctions of C = C_X[L] and C_X , respectively, C^‡ = C (C + θ_N I)^{−1}, with δ_{jk} being the Kronecker-Delta, so δ_{jk} = 1 if j = k, and δ_{jk} = 0 if j ≠ k, with Ψ_L = Ψ_L(K), we get ‖ ‖ ‖ΨL ( C^‡ c_K∐

c_1 − I )‖ ‖^2_S = ∞∑ i=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ΨL ( 1_{[1,K]}(i)C^‡ − I ) (c_i) ‖ ‖ ‖^2

= ∞∑ i=1 ( 1_{[1,K]}(i)λ_i(λ_i + θ_N )^{−1} − 1 )_2 ‖ ‖ K∑ k=1 K∑ ℓ=1 p_{k,ℓ,L}(c_k ⊗ d_ℓ)(c_i) ‖ ‖^2

= K∑ i=1 ( λ_i(λ_i + θ_N )^{−1} − 1 )_2 ‖ ‖ K∑ k=1 K∑ ℓ=1 p_{k,ℓ,L}δ_{i,k} d_ℓ ‖ ‖^2

= θ^2_N ‖ ‖^K∑ k=1 K∑ ℓ=1 (λ_k + θ_N )^{−1}p_{k,ℓ,L}d_ℓ ‖ ‖^2

≤ θ^2_N ℓ^2_{K,N} ‖ ‖ K∑ k=1 K∑ ℓ=1 p_{k,ℓ,L}d_ℓ ‖ ‖^2 = θ^2_N ℓ^2_{K,N} ‖ΨL(K)‖^2_S . (54)

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

lim_{L→∞}‖Ψ_L(K)‖^2_S ≤ lim_{L→∞}‖Ψ_L‖^2_S = lim_{L→∞} L∑ i=1 ‖ψ_i‖^2_S = ∞∑ i=1 ‖ψ_i‖^2_S < ∞. (55)

Altogether, by plugging (45)–(47) and (52)–(54) in (44), we obtain for all K, L, N, ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S ≤ ℓ̂_{K,N} ‖D̂ − D‖_S + √ L E‖X_0‖^2‖Ĉ − C ‖_L ℓ̂_{K,N} Λ_K ( 4 √ 2K + 1 ) + ℓ_{K,N} √ L E‖X_0‖^2 ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L + θ_N ℓ_{K,N} ‖Ψ_L(K)‖_S .

Hence, due to (5)–(6), (λ̂_K +θ_N )^{−1 P}→ λ^{−1}_K after λ̂_K^P→ λ_K , θ_N = o(λ_K ) and the continuous mapping theorem, and because of ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L = o(Λ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), θ_N = o(Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}) and (55), our claim is proven.

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

Lemma B.1. Let C, Ĉ ∈ L_H be positive semi-definite, self-adjoint, compact operators with eigenvalues φ_1 > φ_2 > · · · > 0, and φ̂_1 ≥ φ̂_2 ≥ · · · ≥ 0, respectively, where Ĉ denotes an estimate for C which is defined based on a sample with sample size N ∈ N such that ‖Ĉ − C‖_L = O_P(c_N ), where (c_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) is a sequence with c_N → 0. Further, let (a_N )_{N∈N} , (b_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) be sequences with a_N → ∞ and b_N → 0 such that both b_N = o(φ_{aN} ) and c_N = o(φ_{aN} ). Then,

(φ̂_{aN} + b_N )^{−1} = O_P(φ^{−1}_{aN} ).

Proof. Evidently, for any a_N holds |φ̂_{aN} − φ_{aN} | ≤ ‖Ĉ − C‖_L, and thus |φ̂_{aN} /φ_{aN} − 1| ≤ ‖Ĉ − C‖_L φ_{aN} , where the right-hand side goes to zero because ‖Ĉ − C‖_L = O_P(c_N ) and c_N = o(φ_{aN} ). Hence, φ̂_{aN} /φ_{aN}^P→ 1, and (φ̂_{aN} + b_N )/φ_{aN}^P→ 1 as b_N = o(φ_{aN} ). Further, the continuous mapping theorem implies φ_{aN} /(φ̂_{aN} + b_N )^P→ 1 from which directly follows (φ̂_{aN} + b_N )^{−1} = O_P(φ^{−1}_{aN} ).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. In this proof, we make use of the notation in the proof of Theorem B.1. Firstly, Ψ_L(K) = ∑_K i=1 ∑_K j=1 ⟨Ψ_L, c_i ⊗ d_j ⟩_S (c_i ⊗ d_j ) and Assumption 3.6 imply

‖Ψ_L(K) − Ψ_L‖^2_S = ∞∑ i=1 ∞∑ j=1 max(i,j)>K ⟨Ψ_L, c_i ⊗ d_j ⟩^2_S ≤ K^{−2β}S_{ΨL} (β), K, L ∈ N. (56)

Further, due to arguments in the proof of Theorem B.1, θ_N = o(λ_K ) and K^{1+β}λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2 = O(N^{1/2}) which give ℓ̂_{K,N} = (λ̂_K + θ_N )^{−1} = O_P(λ^{−1}_K ) after Lemma B.1, and by using the triangle inequality, ∑ ℓ>L ‖ψ_ℓ‖_L = o(KΛ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), and θ_N = o(KΛ_K L^2N^{−1/2}), we get indeed

‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S + ‖Ψ_L(K) − Ψ_L‖_S = O_P(Kλ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}) + O(K^{−β}) = O_P(K^{−β} ).

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

ψ_ℓ = ψ_ℓ(K) := [ Ψ_L(K) ]_{(ℓ)} = K∑ i=1 K∑ j=1 p_{i,j,L}(c_i ⊗ d_j )^{(ℓ)} = K∑ i=1 K∑ j=1 p_{i,j,L}(c^{(ℓ)}_i ⊗ d_j ). (57) The finite-dimensional representation of the operators ϕ_i are not necessarily as simple. For instance for ϕ_2 holds due to ϕ_1 = ψ_1 and ϕ_2 = ψ_1ϕ_1 under Assumption B.1 for sufficiently large L,

ϕ_2(K) = ψ^2_1 (K) = K∑ i=1 K∑ i^′=1 K∑ j=1 K∑ j^′=1 p_{i,j,L} p_i′_{,j}′_{,L} ( c^{(ℓ)}_i ⊗ d_j )( c^{(ℓ)}_{i′} ⊗ d_j′ ) = ⟨c^{(ℓ)}_i , d_j′ ⟩ c^{(ℓ)}_{i′} ⊗ d_j .

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

ϕ_i = ϕ_i(K) := i∑ j=1 ψ_j (K)ϕ_{i−j} (K), i ∈ N, with ϕ_0(K) := I. (58)

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

‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i(K)‖_S = O_P ( λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2} ) , i, K ∈ N.

Proof. With ϕ^′_i := ‖ϕ_i(K)‖_L, ψ̂^′_j := ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L for all i, j, ϕ̂_0 = ϕ_0(K) = I, (16), (57)–(58), elementary conversions and ‖ψ̂_j − ψ_j(K)‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S , we obtain for any i ∈ N,

‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i(K)‖_S = ‖ ‖^i∑ j=1 ψ̂_jϕ̂_{i−j} − ψ_j (K)ϕ_{i−j} (K) ‖ ‖ S ≤ i∑ j=1 ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L‖ϕ̂_{i−j} − ϕ_{i−j}(K)‖_S + ‖ϕ_{i−j} (K)‖_L‖ψ̂_j − ψ_j (K)‖_S

≤ i−1∑ j=1 ψ̂^′_j ‖ϕ̂_{i−j} − ϕ_{i−j} (K)‖_S +^{i−1} ∑ j=0 ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S ϕ^′_j .

Since ‖ϕ̂_1 − ϕ_1(K)‖_S = ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1(K)‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S = O_P(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}) after Theorem B.1, we obtain an asymptotic upper bound for ‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i(K)‖_S by doing (i − 1) iterations of the above inequality. By using ϕ^′_0 = 1 and the convention that factors depending on j_k for some k in the multi-sums below are set 1 if

∑_0

j_k=1 is given, due to ϕ ′ i = ‖ϕ_i(K)‖_L and ψ̂^′_j = ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L for all i, j, after Theorem B.1, implying also ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L = ‖ψ_j (K)‖_L + o_P(1) for all j, with

Θ(i, K) := 1 + i−1∑ k=1 i−j_0−1 ∑ j_1=1 · · · i−j_{k−1}−1 ∑ j_k=1 (^{k−1}∏ ℓ=1 ‖ψ_{jk} (K)‖_L )[ ‖ϕ_{jk} (K)‖_L + ‖ψ_{jk} (K)‖_L ] , it holds for each i, K, ‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i(K)‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S × [_{i−1} ∑ j_1=0

ϕ^′_{j1} + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=0

ψ̂^′_{j1} ϕ^′_{j2} + · · · +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−3}−1 ∑ j_{i−2}=1 i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=0 (^{i−2}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} ) ϕ^′_{ji−1} ]

+ i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−1}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} ) ‖ ‖ϕ̂_{i−}∑_{i−1k=1 jk} − ϕ_{i−}∑_{i−1k=1 jk}(K) ‖ ‖_S = ‖ψ̂_1−ψ_1(K)‖_S

≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S × [ 1 + i−1∑ j_1=1

ϕ^′_{j1} + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1

ψ̂^′_{j1} ϕ^′_{j2} + · · · +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−2}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} ) ϕ^′_{ji−1}

+ i−1∑ j_1=1

ψ̂^′_{j1} +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1

ψ̂^′_{j1}ψ̂^′_{j2} + · · · +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−1}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} ) ]

= ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S [ Θ(i, K) + o_P(1) ] . Consequently, after Theorem B.1, our claim is shown.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. By using the arguments in the proof of Proposition B.1, with ϕ^′_i := ‖ϕ_j (K)‖_L, ϕ^{′′}_i := ‖ϕ_j ‖_L, ψ̂^′_j := ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L and ψ^′_j := ‖ψ_j (K)‖_L for all i, j, K, and ‖ψ_j (K) − ψ_j ‖_S ≤

‖Ψ_L(K) − Ψ_L‖_S for L ≥ j, we get for L ≥ i, ‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i‖_S ≤ ‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i(K)‖_S + ‖ϕ_i(K) − ϕ_i‖_S ≤ ‖ ‖^i∑ j=1 ψ̂_jϕ̂_{i−j} − ψ_j (K)ϕ_{i−j} (K) ‖ ‖ S + ‖ ‖^i∑ j=1 ψ_j(K)ϕ_{i−j} (K) − ψ_j ϕ_{i−j} ‖ ‖ S ≤ i−1∑ j=1 ψ̂^′_j ‖ϕ̂_{i−j} − ϕ_{i−j}(K)‖_S + ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S^{i−1} ∑ j=0 ϕ^′_j

+ i−1∑ j=1 ψ^′_j ‖ϕ_{i−j} (K) − ϕ_{i−j} ‖_S + ‖Ψ_L(K) − Ψ_L‖_S i−1∑ j=0 ϕ^{′′}_j .

Following the lines in the proof of Proposition B.1, ϕ^′_i = ‖ϕ_i(K)‖_L → ϕ^{′′}_i = ‖ϕ_i‖_L for all i, and ψ̂′_j = ‖ψ̂_j ‖_L = ψ′′_j + o_P(1) for all j after Theorem 3.1, where ψ′′_j = ‖ψ_j ‖_L, and ψ′′_0 = 1, with

Θ^′(i) := lim_{K→∞} Θ(i, K) = 1 + i−1∑ k=1 i−j_0−1 ∑ j_1=1 · · · i−j_{k−1}−1 ∑ j_k=1 (^{k−1}∏ ℓ=1 ‖ψ_{jk} ‖_L )[ ‖ϕ_{jk} ‖_L + ‖ψ_{jk} ‖_L ] , for each i, we obtain indeed

‖ϕ̂_i − ϕ_i‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S × [ 1 + i−1∑ j_1=1

ϕ^′_{j1} + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1

ψ̂^′_{j1} ϕ^′_{j2} + · · · +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−2}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} ) ϕ^′_{ji−1}

+ i−1∑ j_1=1

ψ̂^′_{j1} +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1

ψ̂^′_{j1}ψ̂^′_{j2} + · · · +^{i−1} ∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−1}∏ k=1 ψ̂^′_{jk} )]

+ ‖Ψ_L(K) − Ψ_L‖_S × [ 1 + i−1∑ j_1=1

ϕ^{′′}_{j1} + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1

ψ^′_{j1} ϕ^{′′}_{j2} + · · · + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−2}∏ k=1 ψ^′_{jk} ) ϕ^{′′}_{ji−1}

+ i−1∑ j_1=1

ψ^{′′}_{j1} + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 ψ^{′′}_{j1} ψ^{′′}_{j2} + · · · + i−1∑ j_1=1 i−j_1−1 ∑ j_2=1 · · · i−j_{i−2}−1 ∑ j_{i−1}=1 (^{i−1}∏ k=1 ψ^{′′}_{jk} )]

= O_P(K^{−β} ) Θ^′(i) = O_P(K^{−β}).

B.2 Proofs of results in Section 4

Proof of Corollary 4.1. As already indicated, part (a) and (b) follow immediately from Theorems B.1–3.1, respectively, by putting L = p, and due to A_p = Ψ_p and Â_{p,K} = Ψ̂_{p,K}.

Proof of Corollary 4.2. The parts (a) and (b) result from Propositions B.1, 3.2, respectively, by putting β_j = ϕ_j and β̂_j = ϕ̂_j.

Assumption B.2. For fixed M ∈ N, there are constants b_{i,j,1} ∈ R so that

β_1 = β_1(M) = M∑ i=1 M∑ j=1 b_{i,j,1}(f_i ⊗ f_j). (59)

To assume a finite-dimensional representation of α_1 is not necessary, as the Assumptions B.1–B.2 entail together with (23) that for α_1 holds with ψ_1(K) in (57),

α_1 = α_1(K, M) := ψ_1(K) + β_1(M).

Theorem B.2. Let (X_k)_{k∈Z} be the fARMA(1, 1) process in (21), let the assumptions of Theorem B.1 and Assumptions 4.1–4.3, B.2 hold, and the sequence in (23) satisfies γ_N = o(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}). Then, for fixed K, M, and L = L_N → ∞ in Theorem B.1 holds max { ‖α̂_1 − α_1(K, M)‖_S , ‖β̂_1 − β_1(M)‖_S } = O_P ( λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2} ) . Proof. The conversions in this proof are similar to those in the proof of Theorem B.1. We remind that (ρ_j , f_j)_{j∈N} , (ρ̂_j , f̂_j )_{j∈N} are the eigenpair sequences of ψ_1ψ^∗_1 , ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 ∈ N_H, respectively, where ψ_i ∈ S_H are the H-S operators in the inverted representation (1), and ψ̂_i = Ψ̂^{(i)}_{L,K} ∈ S_H its estimators, the ith components of Ψ̂_L in (13). Similar as in the proofs above, we have

sup_{j∈N} |ρ̂_j − ρ_j | ≤ ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L. (60)

Further, the eigenvalues satisfy ρ_1 > ρ_2 > · · · > 0 due to Assumptions 4.2–4.3 and since ψ_1ψ^∗_1 is injective which is given as the image of ψ_1 lies dense. Thus, sup 1≤j≤M ‖f̂^′_j − f_j‖ ≤ 2 √ 2P_M ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L, M ∈ N, (61)

where f̂^′_j := sgn⟨f̂_j , f_j⟩f̂_j and P_M := sup_{1≤j≤M} (ρ_j − ρ_{j+1})^{−1}. Thereby, due to triangle inequality and sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm holds,

‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L ≤ ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ( ‖ψ_1‖_L + ‖ψ̂_1‖_L ) . (62)

Moreover, (γ_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) is a sequence with γ_N → 0, and for β_1 holds β_1 = β_1(M) = ∑_M i=1 ∑_M j=1 b_{i,j,1}(f_i ⊗ f_j) after Assumption B.2.

As β̂_1 := −ψ̂_2ψ̂^†_1 ∐^_{fM} f̂_1 , where ψ̂ † 1 = ψ̂^∗_1 (ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 + γ_N I)^{−1}, with ψ^†_1 := ψ^∗_1 (ψ_1ψ^∗_1 + γ_N I)^{−1}, ψ^‡_1 := ψ^∗_1 ψ^†_1, and ψ_2 = −β_1ψ_1 from (22), due to triangle and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality holds

‖β̂_1 − β_1‖_S ≤ ‖ψ̂_2 − ψ_2‖_S ‖ ‖ψ̂†_1^{f̂M}∐ f̂_1 ‖ ‖ L + ‖ψ_2‖_S ‖ ‖ψ̂†_1^{f̂M}∐ f̂_1 −ψ^†_1 f_M∐

f_1 ‖ ‖ L + ‖ ‖β_1(ψ‡_1^{fM}∐ f_1 −I )‖ ‖_S . (63)

Due to the definition of ψ̂^†_1 and the operator norm, ‖A‖^2_L = ‖A^∗A‖_L for any A ∈ L_H, as ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 commutes with (ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 + γ_N I)^{−1}, the projection operator ∐^_{fM} f̂_1 with ψ̂1ψ̂ ∗ 1 and (ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 + γ_N I)^{−1}, and as ( ∐^_{fM} f̂_1 )

∗ = ( ∐^_{fM} f̂_1 ) 2 = ∐^_{fM} f̂_1 , it holds ‖ ‖ψ̂†_1^{f̂M}∐ f̂_1 ‖ ‖^2 L = ‖ ‖^{f̂M}∐ f̂_1 (^ ψ^†_1

)_∗^

ψ^†_1 f̂_M∐

f̂_1 ‖ ‖ L = ‖ ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂_{∗1} (ψ̂_1ψ̂_{∗1} + γ_N I)−2^{f̂M}∐

f̂_1 ‖ ‖ L = sup 1≤j≤M ρ̂_j (ρ̂_j + γ_N )^2

≤ (ρ̂_M + γ_N )^{−1} =: p̂_{M,N} . (64)

We get as in the proof of Theorem B.1, from the definition of the projection operators, ψ̂^†_1 and ψ^†_1,

with f̂^′_j := sgn⟨f_j , f̂_j⟩f̂_j , x̂_j := ⟨x, f̂^′_j ⟩, x_j := ⟨x, f_j ⟩, p̂_{j,N} := (ρ̂_j + γ_N )^{−1} and p_{j,N} := (ρ_j + γ_N )^{−1} : ‖ ‖ ‖ψ̂^†_1 f̂_M∐

f̂_1 − ψ^†_1 f_M∐

f_1 ‖ ‖ ‖_L

= sup_{‖x‖≤1} ‖ ‖ M∑ j=1 x̂_jp̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1 (f̂^′_j ) − x_jp̂_{j,N} ψ^∗_1(f_j ) ‖ ‖

≤ sup_{‖x‖≤1} M∑ j=1 ‖ ‖x̂_jp̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1 (f̂^′_j − f_j) ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖(x̂_j − x_j)p̂_{j,N} ψ̂^∗_1 (f_j) ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖x_j [p̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1 − p_{j,N} ψ^∗_1 ](f_j) ‖ ‖ . (65)

Due to elementary conversions and (61)–(62) holds sup ‖x‖≤1 M∑ j=1 ‖ x̂_jp̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1(f̂^′_j − f_j) ‖ ≤ M sup_{1≤j≤M} p̂_{j,N} ‖ψ̂^∗_1 (f̂^′_j − f_j )‖ ≤ 2 √ 2Mp̂_{M,N} P_M ‖ψ̂_1‖_L‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L . (66)

Further, due to similar conversions as above, sup ‖x‖≤1 M∑ j=1 ‖ ‖(x̂_j − x_j)p̂_{j,N} ψ̂^∗_1 (f_j) ‖ ‖ ≤ M sup_{1≤j≤M}p̂_{j,N} ‖f̂^′_j − f_j‖‖ψ̂^∗_1 (f_j )‖ ≤ 2 √ 2Mp̂_{M,N} P_M ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L sup_{1≤j≤M} ( ‖ψ^∗_1 (f_j )‖ + ‖ ‖[ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ^∗_1 ](f_j) ‖ ‖) ≤ 2 √ 2Mp̂_{M,N} P_M ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L ( ρ^{1/2}_M + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ) . (67)

Moreover, we get sup ‖x‖≤1 M∑ j=1 ‖ ‖x_j[p̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1 − p_{j,N} ψ^∗_1 ](f_j ) ‖ ‖ = sup 1≤j≤M ‖[ p̂_{j,N}ψ̂^∗_1 − p_{j,N} ψ^∗_1 ] (f_j ) ‖

≤ sup 1≤j≤M ‖ ‖(p̂_{j,N} − p_{j,N} )ψ̂^∗_1 (f_j ) ‖ ‖ + sup 1≤j≤M ‖ ‖p_{j,N} [ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ^∗_1](f_j ) ‖ ‖

≤ sup 1≤j≤M |p̂_{j,N} − p_{j,N} | sup_{1≤j≤M} ( ‖ψ^∗_1 (f_j)‖ + ‖ ‖[ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ^∗_1](f_j ) ‖ ‖ ) + p_{M,N} ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ≤ P_M [ p̂_{M,N} ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L ( ρ^{1/2}_M + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ) + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ] , (68)

where we utilized p_{M,N} ≤ ρ^{−1}_M ≤ P_M . By combining (65)–(68), using (62), and ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L = o_P(1) and thus ‖ψ̂_1‖_L = ‖ψ_1‖_L + o_P(1) after Theorem B.1, for fixed K, M, and L = L_N → ∞ holds ‖ ‖ψ̂^†_1 f̂_M∐

f̂_1 − ψ^†_1 f_M∐

f_1 ‖ ‖_L ≤ 2 √ 2Mp̂_{M,N} P_M ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1‖_L [ ‖ψ̂_1‖_L + ρ^{1/2}_M + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ]

+ P_M [ p̂_{M,N} ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L ( ρ^{1/2}_M + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ) + ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L ]

≤ P_M ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L [ 2‖ψ_1‖_L p̂_{M,N} ( 2 √ 2M [ ‖ψ_1‖_L + ρ^{1/2}_M ] + ρ^{1/2}_M ) + 1 + o_P(1) ] . (69)

Furthermore, similar as in the proof of Theorem B.1, we get with β_1 = β_1(M) in (59), because f_j are the eigenfunctions of ψ_1ψ^∗_1 , and ψ^‡_1 := ψ_1ψ^∗_1 (ψ_1ψ^∗_1 + γ_N I)^{−1}, ‖ ‖β_1(ψ‡_1^{fM}∐ f_1 −I )‖ ‖^2_S ≤ γ^2_N p^2_{M,N} ‖ ‖^M∑ k=1 M∑ ℓ=1 b_{k,ℓ,1}f_ℓ ‖ ‖^2 = γ_{2N} p_{2M,N} ‖β_1(M)‖_{2S} . (70)

By plugging the inequalities (64), (69)–(70) into (63), and afterwards using that for all i holds ‖ψ̂_i − ψ_i‖_L ≤ ‖ψ̂_i − ψ_i‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S , we get

‖β̂_1 − β_1(M)‖_S

≤ p̂^{1/2}_{M,N} ‖ψ̂_2 − ψ_2‖_S + ‖ψ_2‖_S P_M ‖ψ̂_1 − ψ_1‖_L × [ 2‖ψ_1‖_L p̂_{M,N} ( 2 √ 2M [ ‖ψ_1‖_L + ρ^{1/2}_M ] + ρ^{1/2}_M ) + 1 + o_P(1) ] + γ_N p_{M,N} ‖β_1(M)‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S ( p̂^{1/2}_{M,N} + ‖ψ_2‖_S P_M [ 2‖ψ_1‖_L p̂_{M,N} ( 2 √ 2M [ ‖ψ_1‖_L + ρ^{1/2}_M ] + ρ^{1/2}_M ) + 1 + o_P(1) ])

+ γ_N p_{M,N} ‖β_1(M)‖_S . (71)

Since K, M are fixed, L = L_N → ∞, p̂^a_{M,N}^P−→ ρ^{−a}_M after (60), (62) and Theorem B.1 for any a ≠ 0, and γ_N = o(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}), we get ‖β̂_1 − β_1(M)‖_S = O_P(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}). Further, α̂_1 = ψ̂_1 − β̂_1 and α_1(K, M) = ψ_1(K) − β_1(M) entail

‖α̂_1 − α_1(K, M)‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S + ‖β̂_1 − β_1(M)‖_S

= O_P ( λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2} ) . Hence, our claim is proven.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By combining the inequalities in the proofs of Theorems 3.1, B.1–B.2, for min{K_N , L_N , M_N } → ∞ holds because of p̂_{M,N} = O_P(ρ^{−1}_M ) according to Lemma B.1 with ‖ψ̂_1ψ̂^∗_1 − ψ_1ψ^∗_1 ‖_L = O_P(K^{−β}), M^{1+γ} ρ^{−1}_M P_M = O(K^β) and γ_N = o(ρ_M M^{−γ} ), and Assumption 4.4 indeed ‖β̂_1 − β_1‖_S = O_P(M^{−γ} ), thus ‖α̂_1 − α_1‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S + ‖β̂_1 − β_1‖_S = O_P(M^{−γ} ).

Assumption B.3. For fixed M ∈ N, there are constants b^′_{i,j,q} ∈ R so that

B_q = B_q(M) = M∑ i=1 M∑ j=1 b^′_{i,j,q}(h_i ⊗ d_j ). Due to the identity (24), which is equivalent to α_i = ψ_i + B_{[i]}Ψ^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} for i = 1, . . . , p, we get similar as

in Section 3.2, a finite-dimensional representation of α_i via the finite-dimensional representations

of the operators ψ_i and β_j . Namely, it holds

α_i = α_i(K, M) := ψ_i(K) + B_{[i]}(M)Ψ^{′′ ⊤}_{[i]} (K), 1 ≤ i ≤ p.

Theorem B.3. Let (X_k)_{k∈Z} be the fARMA(p, q) process in (20), let the assumptions of Theorem

B.1 and Assumptions 4.5–4.7 and B.3 hold, and let γ_N = o(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}). Then, for fixed K, M,

and L = L_N → ∞ as in Theorem B.1, it holds max 1≤i≤p,1≤j≤q { ‖α̂_i − α_i(K, M)‖_S , ‖β̂_j − β_j (M)‖_S } = O_P ( λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2} ) . (72)

Proof. This proof proceeds as the proof of Theorem B.2. Herein, (ζ_j , h_j )_{j∈N} , (ζ̂_j, ĥ_j )_{j∈N} are the

eigenpair sequences of ∏∏_∗ ,^ ∏ ^∏∗ ∈ N_Hq , respectively, with ∏ ,^ ∏ ∈ S_Hq defined in (27) and (29),

respectively, and where ∏ ∈ S_Hq and ∏∏_∗ ∈ N_Hq hold after Assumption 3.5 and (37). Further, sup_{j∈N} |ζ̂_j − ζ_j| ≤ ‖ ‖ ^∏ ^∏^∗ − ∏∏_∗‖ ‖_L , (73)

with ζ_1 > ζ_2 > · · · > 0 after Assumptions 4.6–4.7, and sup 1≤j≤M ‖ĥ^′_j − h_j ‖ ≤ 2 √ 2Z_M ‖ ‖ ^∏ ^∏^∗ − ∏∏^∗ ‖ ‖ L , M ∈ N, (74) with ĥ^′_j := sgn⟨ĥ_j , h_j ⟩ĥ_j and Z_M := sup_{1≤j≤M} (ζ_j − ζ_{j+1})^{−1}. Due to the definition of the operator-

valued vectors and matrices, and (35), holds ‖ ‖ ^∏ − ∏ ‖ ‖ L ≤ q−1∑ i=0 ‖Ψ̂^′_{[i]} − Ψ^′_{[i]}‖_L . (75)

Consequently, as ‖Ψ̂^′_{[i]} − Ψ^′_{[i]}‖_S ≤ ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S for L ≥ p + q + i − 1, we obtain for L ≥ p + 2q − 2, ‖ ‖ ^∏ ^∏^∗ − ∏∏^∗ ‖ ‖ L ≤ ‖ ‖ ^∏ − ∏ ‖ ‖ L (‖ ‖ ∏‖ ‖_L + ‖ ‖ ^∏ ‖ ‖ L )

≤ q‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S (‖ ‖ ∏‖ ‖_L + ‖ ‖ ^∏‖ ‖_L ) . (76)

At first, we show the claimed consistency results for the operators β_j . For B̂_q = −Ψ̂^′_{[q]}^ ∏†∐^_{hM} ĥ_1 ,

with^ ∏† =^ ∏∗ (^ ∏ ^∏∗ +γ_N I)^{−1} and ∏_† = ∏_∗ ( ∏∏_∗ +γ_N I)^{−1}, where (γ_N )_{N∈N} ⊂ (0, ∞) is a sequence

with γ_N → 0, and with ∏_‡ := ∏∏_† and Ψ^′_{[q]} = −B_q ∏ in (26), holds

B̂_q − B_q = (Ψ^′_{[q]} − Ψ̂^′_{[q]})^ ∏†^{ĥM}∐ ĥ_1

+ Ψ^′_{[q]} (∏_†^hM∐ h_1 − ^∏^{† ĥM}∐ ĥ_1 ) + B_q (∏_‡^hM∐ h_1 − I ) .

Subsequently, by using triangle inequality and operator-valued Hölder’s inequality, the definition of the operators and the norms below, and ideas from the proof of Theorem B.2, with B_q = B_q(M) in Assumption B.3 holds for sufficiently large L with ẑ_{M,N} := (ζ̂_M +γ_N )^{−1} and z_{M,N} := (ζ_M +γ_N )^{−1} :

‖B̂_q − B_q‖_S ≤ ẑ^{1/2}_{M,N} ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S + ‖Ψ^′_{[q]}‖_S ‖ ‖ ∏_†^{hM}∐ h_1 − ^∏^{† ĥM}∐ ĥ_1 ‖ ‖_L + γN zM,N ‖Bq(M)‖S . (77)

Thereby, similar as in the proof of Theorem B.2, by using (73)–(76) and ‖ · ‖_L ≤ ‖ · ‖_S , we get ‖ ‖ ‖ ∏_†^{hM}∐ h_1 − ^∏^{† ĥM}∐ ĥ_1 ‖ ‖ ‖_L

≤ 2 √ 2Mẑ_{M,N} Z_M ‖ ‖ ^∏ ^∏^∗ − ∏∏_∗‖ ‖_L (‖ ‖ ^∏‖ ‖_L + ζ^{1/2}_M + ‖ ‖ ^∏ − ∏‖ ‖_L )

+ ζ^{−1}_M [ ẑ_{M,N} ‖ ‖ ^∏ ^∏^∗ − ∏∏_∗‖ ‖_L ( ζ^{1/2}_M + ‖ ‖ ^∏ − ∏‖ ‖_L ) + ‖ ‖ ^∏ − ∏‖ ‖_L ]

= qZ_M ‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S [ 2 ‖ ‖∏ ‖ ‖ L ẑ_{M,N} ( 2 √ 2M [ ‖ ‖ ∏‖ ‖_L + ζ^{1/2}_M ] + ζ^{1/2}_M ) + 1 + o_P(1) ] . (78)

By plugging (78) into (77), for fixed K, M, and L = L_N → ∞, since ẑ^a_{M,N}^P−→ ζ^{−a}_M after (73), (76) and Theorem B.1 for any a ≠ 0, and γ_N = o(λ_K Λ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}), we get ‖B̂_q − B_q(M)‖_S = O_P(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}), and subsequently ‖β̂_j − β_j (M)‖_S = O_P(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^2N^{−1/2}) for each j.

Moreover, due to α̂_i = ψ̂_i + B̂_{[i]}Ψ̂^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} , α_i(K, M) = ψ_i(K) + B_{[i]}(M)Ψ^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} (K), α_i = β_j = β̂_j = 0 for i > p and j > q, and elementary conversions, we obtain for L ≥ p + q + i − 1 for any i, p, q :

‖α̂_i − α_i(K, M)‖_S ≤ ‖ψ̂_i − ψ_i(K)‖_S + ‖B̂_{[i]}(M)‖_L‖Ψ̂^{′′′}_{[i]} − Ψ^{′′′}_{[i]}(K)‖_S + ‖Ψ^{′′′}_{[i]}(K)‖_L‖B̂_{[i]} − B_{[i]}(M)‖_S

≤ (1 + ‖B̂_{[i]}(M)‖_L)‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L(K)‖_S + ‖Ψ^{′′′}_{[i]}(K)‖_L‖B̂_q − B_q(M)‖_S .

Hence, due to ‖B̂_{[i]}(M)‖_L ≤ ‖B_{[i]}(M)‖_L+‖B̂_{[i]}−B_{[i]}(M)‖_L and ‖B̂_{[i]}−B_{[i]}(M)‖_L ≤ ‖B̂_q −B_q(M)‖_L, we have ‖α̂_i − α_i(K, M)‖_S = O_P(λ^{−1}_K Λ_K L^{3/2}N^{−1/2}) for any i. Therefore, (72) is shown.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Based on the arguments in the proofs of Theorems 4.1, B.3, Assumption 4.8, for min{K_N , L_N , M_N } → ∞ holds after z_{M,N} = O_P(ζ^{−1}_M ) according to Lemma B.1 with ‖^ ∏ ^∏∗ − ∏∏_∗ ‖_L = O_P(K^{−β}), M^{1+γ} ζ^{−1}_M Z_M = O(K^β) and γ_N = o(ζ_M M^{−γ} ), that ‖B̂_q − B_q‖_S = O_P(M^{−γ} ), so ‖β̂_j −β_j ‖_S = O_P(M^{−γ} ) for each j. Further, due to α̂_i = ψ̂_i +B̂_{[i]}Ψ̂^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} in (30), α_i = ψ_i +B_{[i]}Ψ^{′′′ ⊤}_{[i]} , and similar conversions as in Theorem B.3 give for sufficiently large L for each i,

‖α̂_i − α_i‖_S ≤ (1 + ‖B_{[i]}‖_L)‖Ψ̂_L − Ψ_L‖_S + ‖Ψ^{′′′}_{[i]}‖_L‖B̂_q − B_q‖_S + o_P(M^{−γ} )

= O_P(M^{−γ} ).