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A central limit theorem is established for a sum of random variables belonging to a sequence of random fields. The
fields are assumed to have zero mean conditional on the past history and to satisfy certain conditional @-mixing
conditions in space or time. Exploiting conditional centering and the space-time structure, the limiting normal
distribution is obtained for increasing spatial domain, increasing length of the sequence, or both of these. The
theorem is very well suited for establishing asymptotic normality in the context of unbiased estimating function
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examples demonstrate the applicability of the theorem.
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1. Introduction

While the literature on central limit theorems for spatial stochastic processes is extensive (Biscio and
Waagepetersen, 2019, Bolthausen, 1982, Comets and Janzura, 1998, Guyon, 1995, Jensen and Kiinsch,
1994, Karacsony, 2006, to mention a few), the literature on central limit theorems for spatio-temporal
processes seems much less developed. The theoretical foundation for statistical analysis of space-time
data is thus incomplete which is unfortunate since such data are increasingly common. The objective
of this paper is to derive a central limit theorem for a sequence of random fields that satisfy a certain
conditional centering condition. This condition is motivated by applications of estimating functions in
space-time statistics (see Section 2) where the estimating function based on a random field at one time
point is unbiased (has zero mean expectation at the true parameter value) conditional on the past.

Our central limit theorem is based on increasing spatial domain or increasing time horizon asymp-
totics (or a combination) but does not require stationarity in space nor in time. To prove the theorem
we use a unified framework that more specifically covers both a fixed length sequence of random fields
each with increasing spatial domain, a sequence of random fields with unconstrained time horizon and
fixed spatial domain, and a combination of these asymptotic settings. The proof requires to bound a
large variety of covariances. In the case of spatial random fields, this is typically done by imposing ap-
propriate weak spatial dependence conditions like m-dependence (e.g. Heinrich, 2013, Leonenko, 1975)
or @-mixing (Bolthausen, 1982). Leonenko (1975) considers a central limit theorem for a sequence of
statistics each obtained as a sum of variables for a random field in a sequence of increasing domain
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m-dependent random fields. Instead of using mixing conditions as an intermediate step to bound co-
variances, Doukhan and Lang (2016) propose a notion of weak dependence where they impose decay
conditions directly on covariances. Jensen and Kiinsch (1994) and Comets and Janzura (1998) use a
different strategi for spatial random fields of conditionally centered random variables that have expec-
tation zero given all other variables. By exploiting the conditional centering, they are able to dispense
with spatial mixing assumptions.

Different from Jensen and Kiinsch (1994) and Comets and Janzura (1998), we assume conditional
centering given the past history in time, which is useful for eliminating covariances involving variables
at distinct time points. This is related to the key property of uncorrelated increments for martingales.
In addition we exploit the space-time structure and introduce a novel assumption of @-mixing for a
random field at a given point in time conditional on the past history. This is natural to consider when
the distribution of a space-time process is specified in terms of a sequence of conditional distributions
given the past, see Section 2. Referring again to martingale terminology, this type of a-mixing is
convenient since it essentially only pertains the spatial mixing properties of innovations. We note that
our notion of conditional a-mixing is very different from the notion of conditional m-dependence in
Biscio and Svane (2022) for spatial point processes where conditioning is on an underlying random
field.

To give a concise statement of the various conditions needed, we introduce the novel concept of a
space-time filtration which is an increasing sequence of o--algebras that are indexed both by time points
and subsets of space.

2. Examples of applications

To motivate our central limit we provide some illustrative examples of applications where we try to
strike a balance between accessibility and practical relevance. The targets for our central limit are so-
called score functions. These play a key role in statistical inference where parameter estimates are
obtained by solving estimating equations where score functions involving unknown parameters are
equated to zero.

2.1. A discrete time spatial birth-death point process

Consider a sequence of point processes Xp, ..., Xg and spatial covariates Zy,...,Zg on R4, where
the latter are considered non-random. For each £ =0,...,K, we observe X; N W and Z;(v), ve W,
where W c R¢ is a bounded observation window. We consider a model for the X corresponding to a
discrete-time spatial birth-death process that mimics the seasonal behaviour of a plant community.
Given X;_1 and Zp_1, X = Sk U By U I where By = Uuexkleb’f is a union of offspring clusters
Y,f given by independent Poisson processes. For each u € X;_1, ¥ has an intensity function given by
ak, (-) where @ > 0 and k,,(-) is the uniform density on the disc b(u, w) with center u and radius w. The
intensity function depends on Xj_; only through u. The point process Si represents plants from X _;
that survived to time k and is given by Sy = {u € X;_1|R, =0}, where the R,, are Bernouilli variables
conditionally independent given X;_ and Z;_; and with ‘survival’ probability P(R,, = 0|Xy_1,Zr_1)
depending on Xj_; and Zj_; only through Z;_;(«). The ‘immigrant’ point processes Iy, k > 1, are
independent Poisson processes of intensity p > 0. Given Xj_j, the process By U I of new trees in
generation k is a Poisson point process with intensity function given by p + @ X,ex, | ku(v), vEW.

Suppose parametric models are imposed for the conditional distributions of Bg U I} and Sg given
W . . . .
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conditional distributions of By U I and S . Then T,:’V can be additively decomposed as

Y= E(D,

leD

where D = {1 € Z : c(1) " W # 0}, c(1) is the unit cube centered at 1 and the likelihood score com-

ponent Ex (1) depends on Zy_1, Xy—1, Bg U I, Sk only through Z;_ (v), v € ¢(I) " W and through the

intersections of Xp_1, By U I, and Sg with ¢(1) N W. Due to boundary effects, the definition of the

variables E (1) may depend on W (when c(l) is not entirely contained in W). Therefore we will later

on, when considering a sequence of expanding windows W,,, add the index n and write Ey , (1).
Parametric inference is based on the accumulated score function

K
™ =1
k=1

which has zero mean (is unbiased) since each conditional score function has zero conditional mean by
the first Bartlett identity. For asymptotic inference it is essential to establish asymptotic normality of
TW . Here relevant asymptotic regimes can be expanding time horizon K — co, expanding observation
window W or a combination of these.

The case of increasing window asymptotics is pertinent for rain forest point pattern data sets covering
large study regions. Here tree positions are registered in censuses conducted a moderate number of
times. For example, for the Barro Colorado Island data set (Condit et al., 2019), censuses are available
at just eight time points which does not justify large K asymptotics.

2.2. Conditional autoregressive model

In this section, we consider a spatio-temporal autoregressive model. The model can also be viewed as a
multivariate time series with graphical interactions at each time instance (Dahlhaus, 2000). Let © c R?
be a finite lattice and G = (D, &) be an undirected graph with vertices in D and edges & where 1 # j
in D are connected if {1, j} € &. For example, elements of ) may represent sub-regions (provinces,
counties or municipalities) of a specific geographical region and edges in & determine interconnections
between these sub-regions due to e.g. adjacency or transportation routes.

Let Xi = (Xk(D)ep, k €Z+={0,1,2,...}, be a sequence of random fields where for any k € Z, and
1€ D, we assume that given the history X, ..., Xy and the current neighbourhood Xy (—k) = X (1),
1€ D\ {k}, Xi (1) follows the conditional distribution

XeM[Xos .o Xot, X (=) ~ N (BETP W) + 97 (), 1/a(D)) M

where for some r > 1,

M =" Xe— (),

j=1jeD
with X;_;(I) =0 for k < j, and
EF= Y boLi) (Xel) - BETT )

D\ LP
JEEly
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Let f‘em" = (& T Mhen, £ = " )iep, A = diag (a(l) :1€ D), and B, = [b;(L)] ;. J =
0,...,r, with diagonal entries by(l,1) =0 for By. Then,

temp Z B;X;_; and fspat ( Xi - B é:temp)

J=
We assume that bo(l,j),...,bp,(1,j) and a, (1) are known and B,y € R are unknown parameters.
Based on observations of Xi for k =0, ..., K, a score function for estimation of § and vy is given by

(see Section 5.2 of the supplementary material for details)

T= Z Z Ex (D),

=11eD

where
temp spat T
Ex() =) (£ 0,67 )

and & = A(X — BT —vEFY).
We can asympotlcally approximate the complicated distribution of 7 by a normal distribution as K
tends to infinity.

3. The space-time central limit theorem

Consider for each k,n € N a random field Ey , = (Ex,,(I))1cp,,, on D, C 74, d > 1, where Er,(D)=

( W 2. E I(quz (l)) ,q>1,and (D;),en is a sequence of finite observation lattices while k can

be v1ewed as a time index. As explained in Section 2.1, the index n for the variables Ey ,(l) may
be needed due to edge effects when the variables are constructed from an underlying process on a
continuous observation window W,,.

Depending on the context (see examples in Section 2), it may or may not be reasonable to assume
properties like stationarity or mixing in time for the sequence Ey ,, k € N. If the sequence Ey ,, k € N,
can not be viewed as a part of a stationary sequence, it is convenient to consider it conditional on an
initial condition represented by a o--algebra Hj), see Section 3.1. Defining for K,n € N,

TK n= Z Z Ek n(l) 2)

k=11 D,

we formulate in Section 3.3 a central limit theorem for Z 12 W Tk n with g , = Varg, [Tk »], that
is, the variance conditional on the initial condition H. Condltlons for the theorem are specified in
Section 3.2.

3.1. Notation, space-time filtration and a-mixing

We define d(x, y) = max{|x; — yi| : 1 <i < d}, x,y € R?, and, reusing notation, d(A, B) = inf{d(x, y) :
x€A, yeB}, A,BcR? Forasubset A CR? we denote by |A| the cardinality or Lebesgue measure
of A. The meaning of | - | and d(-, -) will be clear from the context. For ¢ € R we use the brief notation
[E[---]“ for the less ambiguous (E[---])¢
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Conditioning on the past history plays a crucial role for our result. We represent the history by what
we call a space-time filtration whose definition not only involves time points but also spatial regions.
Let (Q, 7, P) be the underlying probability space on which all random objects in this paper are defined.
Recalling Z, ={0,1,2,...}, wecoinaset H ={H; . a|l,k€Zs,AC R4} of o-algebras Hira SF
a space time filtration if Hj g 4 € Hy o oa for I’ <1 <k <k’ and H o C H; kg for A C B. For
brevity we let Hy = H; 4 ga- One can think of the o-algebras Hj x 4 as being generated by stochastic
processes like the space-time point process or space-time autoregressive model in Section 2 as well as
possible space-time exogeneous variables restricted to the space-time domain {/,/+1,...,k} X A. This
in turn makes the Ey , (1) measurable when defined in terms of the underlying processes.

For any o-algebras Gy, G, G>» € 7, the conditional a-mixing coefficient of G| and G, given G is
defined in Prakasa Rao (2009) as

ag,(G1.G2) = FSUPQ [Pg, (Fi N F>) - Pg,(F1)Pg,(F)|,
1€G1
FeG

where Pg, (F) =Eg,[Ir], Eg, denotes the conditional expectation with respect to Gy, Ir(w) =I[w €
F] and I[-] is the indicator function. Similarly, Varg, and Covg, denote variance and covariance
conditional on Gy. Note that 0 < a g, (G, G2) < 1/4 is a Gp-measurable random variable.

For m,c1,c2 > 0 and K € N we define a spatial mixing coefficient

K ¢ c,(m) = sup sup  aqq_, (Ho,k,a Hok,B)- (3)
1<k<K A,BCR4
|[Al<cy,|Bl<c;
d(A,B)>m

Moreover, for m,r >0,n € N, and D C Rd, we define (with a slight abuse of notation) the time mixing
coefficients

ay p(m)= sup a/'H,\._]((l_{O,k,D,(]‘[(l—r)".l,D) and  ap,r(m)=a; p,(m), “4)
LLkeZ
[*kZl:’l

where (x)* = max{x, 0}. Finally, we combine (3) and (4) to obtain for m,m’,cy,cp,r >0, K € N, and
D C R, the space-time mixing coefficient

@ DiK,c,co(mim’) = sup sup  agq_ (Hok,A Hia-ry+.1,B)- &)
k<K  A,BCD
I-k>m|A|<cy,|B|<c)
d(A,B)>m’

This extends the previous mixing coefficients since (3) iS @ gd.x ¢, ¢, (M3 0) and the coefficients in
(4) are @y p:co,00,00(0;m) and @y, D,,:00,00,00 (05 712).

Remark 1. The definitions (3) and (4) involve in a standard way sup over space lags as well as over
sizes of spatial regions or over time lags. The remarkable aspect of (3) is that it just involves conditional
a-mixing for events up to time k conditional on the history up to the immediate past at time k — 1. This
is extremely convenient when considering the common case of processes specified sequentially by the
distribution of the process at time k, k > 1, given the history up to time k — 1, see also Section 3.2.1.
For (4) we similarly only need to consider the development of the of process from time k up to / given

he history up to time k — he coefficien is the natural space-time combination o
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3.2. Conditions

This section specifies and discusses conditions needed for the central limit theorem. We initially assume
the existence of a space-time filtration H so that the following conditional centering condition holds:

(A1) for any k,n € N, the random vectors Ex_, (1), 1 € D, are conditionally centered:

Eg  [Ex,n(D] =

We further need certain space or time ‘localization’ properties:

(A2) Consider n,k e N, 1e 74 174, 7 C {k,k+1,...,K}. Let f: RaNITT 5 R be any mea-

surable function and define Y(T D =f((Exn()(x, l)eq—x_r)

(A2-1) there exists a distance R > 0 so that Ey (1) and Ex_[Y), (7. )] are measurable with
respect to respectively Ho x,cay and Ho x—1,u,.,c ). Where C(I) denotes a cube of]
sidelength R centered at 1.

(A2-2) there exists alag r € N so that Ey , (1) and Eqy, | [V,
to respectively Hy k., p,, and Hx—y+ k-1,D,,-

(A2-3) there exists a distance R > 0 and a lag r € N so that Ey ,(1) and Eg,_, [Y(TI)]

v7 I)] are measurable with respect

for all i in {1,...,k}, are measurable with respect to respectively ﬂ),k’c(l) and
(H(i—r)ﬂi—1,((k—i)ulE]C(l))m1),,, where C(1) denotes a cube of sidelength R centered
atl.

Condition (A1) implies that B¢, [Ex »(1)] = 0 for any k’ < k. Combined with condition (A2) it fur-
ther holds for any 0 < k’ < k <[, and 1,j € Z4,

Covt, [Ein 0, Ern()] =By, [Byy, [EeaWE], (]| =

Moreover, it holds that Eq, [Tk ] =0 and

K
an_ZVar%[ > Eea®] =37 3 B [Covag, [En(D). ErnD]]

1€D,, k=11jeD,

Next, we introduce the following conditional a-mixing conditions for the filtration H:

(A3) there exists a real number p > 2 such that one of the following holds almost surely (where r is
defined in (\A2)).
(A3-1) for afixed K € N, there exists a function @ : R, — R, such that

Exo [aK,ZRZ (m)]T <a(m)

and @(m) = 0(m'), where n +d < 0.
(A3-2) for a fixed n € N, there exists a function @ : R, — R, such that

By, [anr (m)] P < a(m)

and @(m) = O(m¥%), where y < —1
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(A3-3) There exists a function @ : Ry X R, — R, such that

p-2

sup By [0y, et co (mim')] 7 < (i)
k,neN e ’

and @(m;m’) = 0 (m¥m’™), where ¢ < —1 and n+d < 0. In this case we write @(m) =
@(0;m) in analogy to (A3-1).

Finally, to obtain a central limit theorem for Zl_(l ’/1 2TK,,,, we need the following sets of conditions:

(A4) there exist an € > 3(p —2) and a constant 0 < M < co such that for

£6,0"|.

,n

dk,n= sup sup sup Egqy [
1<k<K €Dy i=1,....q
one of the following holds almost surely
(A4-1) sup, e di.n < MEHE.
(A4-2) supg ey dr.n < MEHE.
(A4-3) supgcnsup,endr,n <M

6+€
e -

and, with A.,in (M) being the smallest eigen value of a symmetric matrix M,

(AS) one of the following holds almost surely.
(A5-1) 0 <liminf,_eo Amin (Zk,n) /|Dnl.
(ﬂS-Z) 0 < lim ianHoo /lmin (ZK,n) /K
(A5-3) 0 <liminfg j—co Amin (ZK,n) /(K| Dnl).

The conditional centering condition (A1) is trivially satisfied when the theorem is applied in the
context of conditionally unbiased estimating functions for space-time processes. The localization con-
dition (A2) in general holds trivially for the variables Ey , (1) while the measurability condition for

Eqy, _, [Y,ET’I)] will typically follow from a space or time Markov property of the stochastic process
considered. The possibly most controversial condition is conditional @-mixing (A3). This may be quite
easy to verify when considering stochastic processes specified in terms of conditional distributions, see
for example Section 2.1. We elaborate further in Section 3.2.1 below. The conditions of bounded mo-
ments (A4) and non-vanishing variance (AS) are typical for central limit theorems. The more difficult
condition among these is (AS5) which is often simply left as an assumption. However, we are able to
give a practically verifiable sufficient condition for (AS) in our example in Section 2.2.

3.2.1. Criteria for a-mixing

The condition of @-mixing is translated into bounds for covariances using inequalities originally due to
Davydov (1968) and later on Rio (1993) and Doukhan (1994) where we use the conditional version pro-
vided in Yuan and Lei (2013). While it is possible to impose decay conditions directly on covariances
as in Doukhan and Lang (2016) we find that e-mixing is a well-established, concise and intuitively
appealing measure of spatial dependence. Specific examples of a-mixing processes are m-dependent
processes, Gaussian processes with sufficiently fast decay of the correlation function (Doukhan, 1994),
Neyman-Scott processes with sufficiently fast decay of the cluster density (Waagepetersen and Guan,
2009) and Cox point processes with @-mixing random intensity function. Recently Poinas, Delyon
and Lavancier (2019) established a-mixing for associated point processes which include the important
class of determinantal point processes. In our setting, for example, for the iterated point process in Sec-
tion 2.1, we may relax the assumption that the By are Poisson conditional on the past by the assumption
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3.3. Statement of theorem
Our central limit theorem is
Theorem 1. Let (Tk )k nen be a sequence of q-dimensional statistics of the form (2) and assume

that condition (Al) holds. Assume further that either
(i) conditions (A2-1), (A3-1), (A4-1), and (AS5-1) hold, K is fixed, n — oo and lim,,_, | D, | =

o0, or
(1) conditions (A2-2), (A3-2), (A4-2), and (AS5-2) hold, n is fixed, and K — oo.
(iii) conditions (A2-3), (A3-3), (A4-3), and (A5-3) hold, n, K — oo, lim,, e |D,,| = o0, and K =

O(|D,|€) where 0 < C < min (T, 5 - 27) Jora0<t<min{l/(4d),-1/(2n)}.

Then for any t € R4,

— exp([7]17/2)

_1
Eqy, [exp(itTZKfnTK,n)
almost surely.

Examples of applications of Theorem 1 are provided in Section 2 while a proof of the theorem is
given in Section 5. We conclude this section with a few remarks.

Remark 2. When K increases in case (iii), dependence may propagate over space which may dilute
the effect of increasing spatial domain. This is particularly reflected by the localization condition (A2-
3). Therefore, to exploit spatial mixing in case (iii) we need to temper increase of time K relative to
increase of space |D,,|.

Remark 3. The conclusion of Theorem 1 is the same for all cases (i)-(iii) and in practice we may not
need the more complex setting of (iii) with n and K jointly tending to infinity. The case of K fixed,
n — oo, is for example relevant in rain forest ecology where spatially large data sets are collected at a
modest number of census times.

Remark 4. There exists some measurable function Xy so that Hy = 0 (Xp). Write ¢x ,(x9) for

_1
Elexp(it’> K,ZnTK,n)|X0 = xo] where expectation is with respect to a regular conditional distribution

_1
of the Ey », 1 <k < K, n €N, given Xy =x¢. Then Eg, [exp(itTZKznTK,,,)] = ¢k .n(Xo) almost surely.

In our proof we thus show that ¢k, (xo) converges to exp(]|¢]|?/2) for almost all values xq of X.

Remark 5. The result in case (ii) (K — oo, n fixed) could alternatively under the same conditions be
established using existing martingale central limit theorems (e.g. Brown, 1971, Hall et al., 2014). To
apply these theorems it is required to control a sum of conditional variances. This, however, involves
all the results from Sections 5.1-5.2, Section 3 in the supplementary material, and derivations similar
to those used to handle the term A; in our proof. We therefore find it more natural to use our unified
framework for all cases (i)-(iii).

Remark 6. In the proof of Theorem 1, we need to bound a large number, of the order K4|Z),,|4, of
certain covariances, see Section 5.3 and the supplementary material. The conditional centering prop-
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to be of the order K3|D,|*. However, it does not affect the order |D,,|*. This is why spatial mixing
assumptions are required in case (i) and (iii).

4. Verification of conditions for application examples

In this section we discuss verification of central limit theorem conditions for the application examples
of Section 2.

4.1. Discrete time spatial birth-death point process

Continuing from Section 2, for any A C R? and [ < k € Z,, we define Hika=0((Xp NA),I <Kk <
k). We consider first case (i) of Theorem 1 and assume that the X are observed within an increasing
sequence of observation windows W,,. Accordingly we introduce the subscript n for the index set D,
the variables Ej (1), and the score function TkW .

By the first Bartlett identity (unbiasedness of score functions), E_,(I) is conditionally centered.
Since By U I = X \ Xk—1 and Si = Xg N Xg_1, Ex n(1) is Hp r, q) measurable. Defining Y,ET’I)
as in (A2), E(Hk_l[Y,gT’I)] is a function only of Xj_ restricted to (Ujerc(i)) ® (K — k)w and
is hence Ho k1, (U;sc(i))@(K—k)w Measurable, which means that (A2-1) holds (here A @ s = {x €
R¥|d({x},A) < s} for A c R and s > 0). Condition (A3-1) holds due to conditional independence of]
the Bernouilli variables R,, and since by independence properties of Poisson processes, (By N I N A)
and (By N I; N B) are independent given H_1, k =1, ..., K, whenever d(A, B) > 0. It is easy to check
that ((A4-1) holds and assuming further that (A5-1) holds, case (i) of our Theorem 1 is applicable to

K K
TK,n = ZT]:Vn = Z Z Ek,n(l),
k=1 k=11€ D,

for any fixed K. The validity of (AS5-1) depends on Xj that e.g. must not be confined to a bounded
region.
Imposing further conditions it is also possible to use the joint space-time asymptotic case (iii) of]
Theorem 1. Suppose that the immigrant intensity p is strictly positive, ensuring that the ‘forest’ never
becomes extinct. Also for u in X or u € Ugs I let C,, denote the cluster consisting of u# and all its
descendants, c.f. the birth-death dynamics for Xy, k > 0. If the probability of survival is small enough
compared to the birth intensities, C,, will be finite almost surely and hence stochastically bounded
in space and time. Thereby techniques similar to those in Cheysson and Lang (2021) can be used to
establish the required a-mixing for case (iii) of Theorem 1.

4.2. Conditional autoregressive model

For this example we consider a fixed spatial domain 9 and hence for notational simplicity skip the
index n which is only pertinent for increasing spatial domain asymptotics.
We define

Hixa=0c({Xped):1e Al <k <k})

for I,k € Zy, ] <k, and A € D. The conditioning in (1) is then equivalent to conditioning on the
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factorization Lemma (Besag, 1974), X is a Gaussian Markov random field with mean vector py_ =
Bftemp and precision matrix Q = A (1 |D| — ¥By), where I,p| is the |D] x |D| identity matrix. We
assume Q is positive definite and symmetric.

Given Hy_q,

K~ BETT+Q7 27y, keN, (6)

where the Z;, k > 1, are independent standard normal vectors.
Define for m € N and k < [ the maximal conditional correlation coefficient

P (Hok, 0. Hi—ry+ 1,0) = sup [Corrgy, | [Z,Y]],

where the supremum is over all random variables Z and Y that are respectively Hy x, » and H;_,)+ 1, p
measurable, and where Eqy, | [Z?] < co and Egy [Y?] < co. It is shown in Section 5.1 in the supple-
mentary material that for a ¢y < —1 and any 1,j € D, Covgy, , [Xk,n(l),Xl,n(j)] =0(m¥) as m — oo
so that

sup o, (Hox,0.Hi-r)+1,0) < constant m¥ .
l,keZy
I-k>m

Since (see inequality (1.12) in Bradley, 2005)

1
g (Hox, 0. Hi-ry+1,0) < 1P Hio (Ho,x,0-Hi—ry+.1,D)
we have

1

p,r(m) < — sup pag  (Hox,0. Hi-ry+1,0) < constant m¥,

4 kez,
l-k>m

which means that Eqy, [cxn p (m)] P is O(m¥) and hence condition (A3-2) holds.
By definition, £, emp , (D and g”P “(1) are respectively measurable with respect to Hx_,)+ x—1.p and
Hik, D\ (13- The condmonal centering (A1) holds because

Bt (B ] =B, |Borrte st i) [ ] (£, .75 D) }

Hence, Tk , provides an unbiased estimating function. In addition, Ey (1) is H(k—)+ x,p mea-
surable and for any 7 C {k,k =1,...,K}, T c O, and measurable function f : RZ7IZI — R/
B [F((ELn(D)ieraer)] is Hx—r)+ x—1,p measurable. This means that the localization condi-
tion (A2-2) holds.

It is shown in Section 5.3 of the supplementary material that

Sk = Varg [Tk n] = diag(2Q) .4,

where /l(l) > Ktrace (32 ) and /1(2) = ZKtrace(B2 ). We assume trace(B2 ,) >0and t1race(B2 W) >

0. Then, liminfg 0 /1(1) /K > 0 and liminfg _ e /1(2) /K > 0 and hence condition (A5-2) holds.
Following Section 5 4 in the supplementary materlal COIldlthIl (A4- 2) holds for v=6+ € and

> :1 = : > ; ; II hial
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5. Proof of the central limit theorem

The following Sections 5.1-5.2 contain prerequisites needed for the proof in Section 5.3.

5.1. Mixing covariance inequalities

LetY and Z be random variables with E¢, [|[Y|P] < co a.s. and Egy, [|Z]|P] < oo a.s. for some p > 2 and
k € Z,. Then (Yuan and Lei, 2013, Theorem 3.4),

|Covay, [Y,Z]| <8 (Egq [1YIP1Eg, [|Z|P])% @, (o(¥).0(2) 7 (7)

where o(Y),0(Z) € ¥ denote the o-algebras generated by Y and Z. By an application of Holder’s
inequality,

Bt [Covar 17,211 | < 88, | (B, [1Y1P 1 [1Z1P1) 7 g, (o(0),00(20)'F | <

8550 | (B (1Y "’]i)p]iﬁ%[(Em [|Z|PJ%)”]%E(HO

(awk (a(Y>,cr<z>>”/)”l

[N]

P

= 8Egq, [|YIP17 Byy, [1ZIP]7 Egy, [y, (0 (V). 0(2)] 7 8)

5.2. Bounds on covariances

In the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 5.3, we need to bound covariances of the form

Covayy [EknWEL, (), Exr n(V)Ep n ()] )

for 1 <k,k’ <Kandk <l <K,k’ <I’ <K in the one-dimensional case g = 1.
The covariance (9) can be rewritten as

Bty [CoVey , [ExnME1n(§), Exr.n()Er )] ]
+Covety [Bt_, [EknWELn (D], Bty [Exr n (V) Ep n()]1]

where k* = max{k, [, k’,l’}. If precisely one index coincides with k*, then by conditional centering, the
covariance (9) is zero. Thus, the covariance (9) can only be non-zero in the cases a) k* =k =1>1" > k’
ork*=k'=U'>l>2k,b)k*=1l=U>k,k’,c)k*=k=1=U'>k" ork*=0'"=k"=1>k, and d)
k*=k=1=k’=1". To derive bounds in the cases a)-d) we exploit recursively the space-time structure,
conditional centering, and conditional -mixing. We consider below a) for cases (i)-(iii). The remaining
simpler b)-d) are covered in Section 3 in the supplementary material. The obtained bounds for (9) are
summarized in Table 1.

5.2.1. Bounds in case (iii) a)

Consider the case k* =k =1>1" >k’ (k" =k’ =1" >1 > k is handled the same way). Then
Covyy,_, [Ek,n(l)Ek,n(j), Ek/,n(l’)El/,n(j’)] =0 and hence the covariance (9) reduces to

’ s/
’ ’
g 5
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Table 1. Bounds on the covariance (9) in different cases.

a) case (i) 8MEKa(d({Lj},{V.i'}) - KR/2)

case (ii) 8M4(a(k—1—z)+1[k*—1]zl—1~(k—1—z))

case (iii) sm? (&(k 1=V d{LjL{V.iH -R)

HIK =V EE k= 1= id (L) V3D - (1 + 1= z‘)R/z))

b) case (i) + (iii) SMEa(d({Lj}.{I.j}) - R)

case (ii) 2M‘E1
¢) case (i) + (iii) 8Mia(d({Lj}, {V.i'}) - R)

case (ii) ZMi
d) case (i) + (iii) SM2Ka(d({Lj}.{.j’}) - KR/2)

case (ii) om?

We rewrite (10) as

Egt [Bre, [Ekn WEkn() ] (Exr sV Ep 50 (i') = Bggy [Exr n (V) Er n(57)]1)]
v
=Bty |Brte_, [Ekn DEk,n()] Z (Bt [Exr n)Ep 0 ()] =B, [Exr n(V)Ep n(§)])
i=1
l/
=ZE% [Covay, , (B [EknDEkn ()] By, [Ex n (V) Ep o ()1)] -
i=1

If k" <1’ then Bqy,  [Exr.n(V)Ep »(j')] =0 and therefore By, [Ex n(V)Ep »(j')] =0foralli <1’ -1
meaning that the only non-zero term in the previous expression is the one fori =/, i.e.

Eg, [Covar,_, (Bag  [Exn(DErn()] Exr n(V)Er ()] - (11)

If condition (A2-3) holds, E¢y, | [Ex,n(DEk,»(j)] and Eyr (') Ep (') are measurable with respect
to respectively Hx_,y+ k-1,cyucjno, and Ho i .cyucj))no,- Since

ag,_, (Hor.caryuei)ndn» Hik-r)+ k-1, 0)UCGHN D)
<@, p xor22r2 (K= 1=15d(CA)UCJ),CA)UC(j)))
Sa’r,Z)n;k,ZRz,ZRz(k -1- l,;d({l,j}, {l,7j,}) - R),

we can use (8) to bound (11) and hence (10) by

1 1
8B, [ty [Exn WExnDI|”]7 Eggy [|1Exrn V) Er ()17 ] 7

p-2

X Egty [0, p,oreore (k= 1= d({(Li V0D =B 7

By Jensen’s 1nequahty, we can bound Eq_{o [|Eg,_, [Ek n(DEg, n(J) |p]% E% [|Ek n(l)Ek n(J) 117]
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second term in the previous expression and using condition (A3-3) on the third term yields the bound
8MEa(k—1-1".d({Lj}.{.J'}) - R). (12)

for the covariance (10).

Consider next I’ = k’. In this case we distinguish between i =/’ and i < [’. For the term with i =/’
we by similar arguments as above again obtain the bound (12). For i < I’, if condition (A2-3) holds,
Eq(, [Err,n(1')Ep ,(§')] is measurable with respect to H(jw1—p)+ i (('=i)C (¥)uC(j))nD, - Thus, since

gt (Hik—ry* k=1, UCGND Hiix1=r)* i, (=1 (C()UC ()N Dy )
<@, p, k2R 2((k-iyR2 (K= 1=1:d(CH)UC), (' =i)(CA)UC({))))
Sar,z)n;k,zRZ,z((k_i)R)Z(k —1-id({LjL{l.ji') - (" =i+ 1)R/2)

from (2) in the supplementary material, (8), and condition (A3-3) we obtain the bound 8 M ‘G‘&(k -1-

0),d({Lj}{1.J'}) — (" + 1 =)R/2).
Collecting everything, (10) is bounded in case (iii) by

-1
8M{ |a(k—1-1d({Lj}.{.j'}) - R) +1[k' =1'] Z a(k—1-id({Lj5L{V.j') - ("+1-)R/2
i=1
In case (i) with K fixed we can use I’ < K and simplify the bound to 8M%a(d({1,j},{l’,j’}) - KR) and
in case (ii) with n fixed we can simplify to 8M?# (&(k 1= +I[K =] k-1~ i)).

5.3. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. By an extension of the Cramér-Wold device (Lemma 2.1 in Biscio, Poinas and Waagepetersen,
2018), it suffices to verify Theorem 1 in the univariate case g = 1. Then Xk , = 0'12( o = Varg [Tk o] is
scalar and by conditional centering (A1),

K K
Tkn= D0 D) ErExaMEr n()] =" > By [ExnExn(l)].
kk'=11V €D, k=11VeD,,

We introduce spatial and temporal truncation distances m,, and [k as follows. In case (i), [x = o0 and
my = |Dy|T with 0 < 7 <min{1/(4d),—-1/(2n)} so that as n — oo,

2d

W—m and m)|D,|"* > 0. (13)
n

ny; — oo,

In case (ii), m,, = co and g = K7 with 0 < ¥ < —1/(2¢) so that as K — co,

Ik

¥ pr1)2
—|K|1/2_>0 and [ |K|"*—0. (14)

lK—)OO,

In case (iii), we choose m,, = |D,| and g = K with 7 and ¥ as above, so that as n, K — oo, both (13)
and (14) are satisfied




14

We further define Sk, = Tk n/Vk.n Where

K
VEa=>" D Ea[EcaDEca(),

k=1 (l’j) € JK,n,

and Jk.n ={(Lj) :1j € Dy, d(L,j) < my}. Then Vi  coincides with oz in case (ii) and Vi  isa
spatially truncated version of 0'12{ ,, in cases (i) and (iii). In Section 4 of the supplementary material it
is shown that, uniformly in K,

2550, (15)

n—oo

‘1 - V12<,n/0_12<,n

We next need to define a quantity Sk, (k,l) (see paragraph below) as a sum over variables E;_,, (j)
so that we can show convergence to zero of Eqy [A1], E,[A2], and E¢ [A3] where

K

Ay :nens‘K,n(l _ VKl >3 Ek,na)SK,n(k,l)),
M k=11eD,

l'tS‘K’n K ) )
Ay = ev D0 Ern (1= itS i n (k) = exp {=itSk n (K D)})

K.n 211D,

K

1 = -

Az = e Z Z Egn(Mexp{it (Sk.n—Sk.n(k.D)},

k=11 D,

and, following Bolthausen (1982), (it — Sk ) el1SKn = A — Ay — As.
If the above mentioned convergences hold then for any 7 € R, Eqy, [(it - Sk.n) e”SKVn] — 0,which
by Lemma 2 in Bolthausen (1982) (see also the discussion in Biscio, Poinas and Waagepetersen, 2018)
implies Eq¢y, [exp (itSk.n)] — exp(t?/2) which again implies the desired result Eg, [exp (zt%)] -
exp(12/2).
To handle A} we want Eg [Zszl 2leD, Ein()Sk n(k, l)] /VIQ{’H =1 and we want a small number

of terms in SK,n (k,1). However, we also prefer that Sk _,(k,1) is close to SK,n in order to deal with A3.
A suitable compromise is given by

= 1
SK,n(k,l) =

E1n(j),
Kom (1jy eI ()

where
Ig n(k,)={(L,j) : k<I<K,l-k<lIk,(L})) € Ik n}

Compared to S’K,n we avoid all Ej ,,(j) for [ prior to k. Combined with the truncation by m,, or [ in

space or ahead in time (or both) this makes the number of terms in Sk ,,(k,1) small. Also, omitting

E; »(j) terms for [ < k turns out not to be a problem for handling As.
n the remainder we consider the convergence
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5.3.1. Convergence of Eqy)[A1]

First note that

Ep |7 Z > B8k (k1| = By Exn (DE1n (J)]
Ko i 1eD, n k=11€ Dy, (L,j) € Ix n (k1)
1 K
=22, D ErlEeaMEra()l=1,

K.,n k=1 (Lj)e Ik .n

where the second equality is due to conditional centering. Thus,

K
By |11| < Varw Z S Era®ELG)
k=11€ Dy, (1) € Ix.p (k1)
2 K ) ) ., 2
— Covty [ExnErn (). Exrn (W) Ep ()] = —— (2a +b+2c +d)
VK n kk'=1LVeD, (1.j)elx.n(k.]) Vin
(1§ eIk (K1)

where

l
>, D Covay [EknMErn(), Exn () Er n(i)]
k=2U'=1 k'=1 (Lj),I.j)eIk.n
1 <Ilg

K -1
b= Z > Covay [ExnMErn(i), Exr n(V)ELn(i)]
=2 kk'= (L), (V.Jj") € Ik ,n
I-k,I-k' <lK
K k-1
= > Covay [ExnMErn (), Exr n () Exn(i')]
k=2 k'=1  (Lj),(V.i') eIk n
k—k'<Ik

K
d=%" 3 Covyg [ExaEin() Een(V)Exn()]
k=1 (Lj),(V.i") € Ik ,n

are corresponding to cases a)-d) in Section 5.2.We control a-d in each of the cases (i) and (ii) using the
bounds in Table 1.
Case (i): In case (i),

jal <8K*mE > @ @{LiL Vi) - KR/2)
Li),(V.J) €Ik n

bl<8K3ME D @ d{LILLID) - R)
L), (V.i") €Ik ,n

el <8KMf Y @d({Lih {1, i') - R)




16

dI<8K*ME Y ad({Li) 1. - KR/2).

L)), (V") €Ik n
The proof now proceeds by splitting the above sums according to whether d(1,1’) < 3m,, or not.
We omit the details which follow quite closely the proof of the spatial case (see e.g. Biscio and
Waagepetersen, 2019) and obtain that a = O(K*|D,|m2%), b = O(K3|D,|m2?), ¢ = O(K?| Dy, |m2%)
and d = O(K?|D,|m24). Hence, a, b, ¢, d are all O(|D,,|m2¢) for K fixed.

Case (ii): In case (ii),

-1

K k-1 14
la| ssM;‘|@n|4Z Z (d(k —1=U)+I[K =1] Z ak—1- i))

k=210'=1 k'=1 i=1
U'-k'<lg
K k-1 K k-1 k-2
<8M*|D,[* ZKZ a(k -1 —1’)+ZZ a(2)].
k=21"=1 k=21'=1z=k—-1-1I"

The first term can be directly bounded by 8M§|Dn|4lKK Yeo@(2). By condition (A3-2), @n(z) =
0(z%), ¥ < -1, and ZZO:O an(z2) < constantZ‘;:O z¥ < c0. Hence this expression is O (Klx|Dy|*). The
second term can be rewritten as

K-2
SMDal* > a(#{(k, 1) 1<l <k <K, k-1-1'<z<k-2}
z=0
K-2
<BMED,* ) a(#{(k,1):2< k<K, 1<1<Kj1-1<z<k-2}
z=0
K-2
58M§|1),,|4Za(z)#{(k,t):2+zsks1<,1szsz+1}
z=0
1 K-2
<8M*| D, |*K? e Z (z+ 1)&(1)) .
z=0

By condition (A3-2), (z+ 1)@, (z) — 0. Hence, by Cesaro summation, % Zfzaz(z + 1), (2) P 0
Z—>00 —00

and this expression is o(|D,|*K?). We further have |b| < 2M%|D,|*2, |c| < 2M?*|D,|*Ix and
|d| < 2M?}|D,|*K. Then a, b, ¢, d are all O(KI%|Dy|*) + 0(K*|D,[*) which is o(K?) for n fixed as a
consequence of (14).

Case (iii): In case (iii),

K
bl <smt Y, a@d{rin-m

=2 kk'=1  (Lj),V.j) €Ik n
K

<8MIKIE ), @ d{{i ) -R)




and

K k-1
el<8mi> > > ad{Liniih-R)

k=2 K’ L), (V.j") €Ik .n
k—k'<lk

I/\ﬂ‘

<8MiKlx > ald{LiL{’h-R)
(L), (V.J") €Ik n

Similarl to case (i), by splitting the sum according to whether d(1,1’) < 3m,, or not (see Biscio and
Waagepetersen, 2019) we get that |b| = O(Kl%{|Dn|mfld) and |c| = O (Klg | D, |m2%).
For |d| we get

dl=8MiK> Y @d({Lih{1,i'h) - KR/2).
(L), (V.J") €Tk n

'We follow Biscio and Waagepetersen (2019) by splitting the above sum according to whether d(L,1) <
3m,, or not and conclude that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

> @@Lk AY.) - KR/2)
(l’j)’(l,’j’)EJK,n

< C|D,|m*¢ Z 4 a(z-2m, - KR/2) + Z 4 la(z-KR/2)|.

z>3mp z<4my

For the first sum, since C < 7 then K = o(|D,|") = 0o(m,,) and we get for sufficiently large n,

Z 4 a(z-2m, —KR/2)=0 Z ZM = 0(1).
z23my, z>3my,

By splitting the second sum according to whether z — KR /2 < 0 or not we get

Z 4 'a(z - KR/2) < Z A1y Z (z+ KR 'a(z)

z<4my, z<|KR/2| z<|4m,—-KR/2]

< (KR) Z(z +KR/2)%a(z).

The term (z+ KR /2)?~! consists of monomials of the form z'K4~1~ foralli < d — 1 and Z;o:o Za(z)
is finite by assumption (A3-3). Thus

(KR) Z(z+KR/2)d‘ (2)=0(K%).

and |d| = O(K**?|D,,|m24)
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To bound |a| we can combine the previous reasoning used to deal with |d| and the method used to
bound |a| in case (ii).

K k-1 4
lal sSM;‘ZZ Z Z (&(k— 1-1:d({LjL{V.j}) - (K +1=1")R/2)

k=20'=1 k'=1 (L)),(V.j')eIk.n
U'-k'<Ik

k'—1

HIK =] ) @k = 1=5d({LiLAV.J') = (K + 1=DR/2)

i=1

K k-2
< 8M¢ (IKZ a(5;d({Lj}, (V. §'}) - KR/2)
(l’j)’(llvj,)ejK,n k=2 t=0
K k-1 k-2
33N a@d({L§ AV - KR/2)
k=21'=1t=k-l

K
IKK Y\ @(td({Li}AV.§') — KR/2)
t=0

<8Mm?
W), (V. §)e Tk n

K-2
+ D @t d({LiL V.5 - KR/2D#(K 1) 1< <k <K k-1'<t<k- 2})
t=0

<8m?
(HRUDEN

K
IKK Y a(d({Lj}AV.§'}) - KR/2)
t=0

K-2
+ K ) 1a(sd (L A1) - KR/2)
t=0

Using the same reasoning as in the bound of |d| and condition (A3-3) we get

a(t;d({Lj}AV,i'}) — KR/2) = O(|Dy|m24 1Y K9).
Lj),(V.i") eIk n

Hence
K
kKDY >, @nd{Li ALY - KR/2) = Ok | Dylmi K
1=0 (Lj),(V".j") € Ik n
and

& d({LikAV,§'H) —KR/2) — 0.
L), (V.i") €Tk n

Hence, by Cesaro summation,

1

K-2
=2 2, @A) ih -KR/2) — 0.
=0 (-3
T \CI PERC N VATV QN {2
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Thus |a| = O (Ig| D, |m2¢ K" + 0(K?). In conclusion, a, b, ¢, d are all O(K**|D,,|m2%) + o(K?).

In summary, Vi | Eg( [|A1[*] is O(m2?|D,|) in case (i), o(K?) in case (ii) and O(K**| D, |lm29) +
0(K?) in case (iii). By(15) assumption (A5-1), (A5-2), or (AS5-3), | Dy |/Vi n,K/v}(,n orIDan/O'I%’nI
are O(1) as n, K, or both n and K tends to infinity. Hence Eqy, [|A; [?]is O(m2?|D,|~") in case (i) and
o(1) in case (ii), and O(K¢m2|D,|™") + 0(1) = O(|D,|4 €27 =1) 4 6(1) (since K = O(|D,|€)) in
case (iii). Thus Eq, [A1] converges to zero in all cases (i)-(iii).

5.3.2. Convergence of Eq,[A2]

According to Taylor’s formula, there exists a constant ¢ so that
|1 = itS (k1) = exp {=itSk n(k.D}| < Sk, (k.]).
We thus get

2
ct
Eqq,[1A2]] <

M=

Bty |1 Exn DSk, (K1)
> B ]

Vi.n k=11€D,

X

Ctz Z Z Z Etty [|1ExnWIELn ) Er n ()] -

K n k=11€ Dy, (1,§),(I".j’) €Ix . (k.1)

By conditional centering and since 1,1 > k, By, [|Ex,n(DIE;n () Er n(j')] is zero unless [ =1". By
Holder’s inequality

Ql—

Bt [1Exn DIELa D ELn ()] ] < (Bt [IEen WP | Bty |IELa G| B [1ELa GNP

and hence in case (i) from (A4-1), we obtain

K

R P Z Z Ety [1Exn D|Ern ) Ern ()]

K n k=11eD,, I=k
d( J)<mn d(l j)<mp

Ct2 K K
<3 > > Mgsv3 1D, (2[ma] + DX M3,

K.n k=11€ Dy, 1=k j.j Dn
d(Lj)<mp,d(Lj")<mp

since the cardinality of {j € Z9 : d(1,j) < m,} is at most (2[m,] + 1)<.
In the case (ii), (A4-2) implies that

RSP S S SRV SN ORI V)

Knk llJJEan<l<K K,n
I-k<lg

=
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For case (iii) we obtain from (A4-3) that

2 K 2
ct ct
Eqq [142]] < § § § § M3 < V3—K|Z)n|(2(mn1+l)2dlKM§.
1< n k=11€D, k<l<K j.Jj On K.,n

[=k<lk d(l.])<”1n d(Lj") <my,

Since |D,1|3/2/V2 1(3/2/V3 ,and | D, |3/2K3/2/V3 are O(1) in respectively cases (i), (ii), and (iii)
and using (13) and (14) By, [fA2|] converges to zero 1n each of the cases (1)-(iii).

5.3.3. Convergence of Eqy[A3]
Note that

(B, [A3])| <— > Z|<COV% [Ex.n (). exp {it (Sk.n — Sk.a(k.D)}]|-
Vk.n 16Dy, k=1

We can partition the difference Sk, — Sk . (k,1) as B + B,, where

By = VKnZ > Eali)

I=1 je D,

and

K
1 . : .
- >, Ewali. in case (i)
Kon 12k je D:d () > m
K
1 . : .
By = v Z Z E;n(j), in case (ii)
K ki k> 1k je D,
K K
1 . . :
% Z Epn(j)+ Z Z Epn(j)|,  incase (iii).
Kon | 1=k <1x je D,:a i) >m I=k:l-k>Ig je Dy

Since By is Hj._; measurable and using conditional centering,
(Cov 44, [Eren 0, exp {it (Sk.n = Skc.n (kD) }] | = 1oV, | Ein (1), BrE2) |

= |E% [eil‘BlE(Hkil [Ek,n(l)eith]] | < Eg, iEﬂk—l [Ek’n(l)eitBZH.
In case (i), By is a function of {E; ,(j) : [ =k,...,K,j € Dy,d(1,j) > mp} and

B, [ExnMe"P2] =By [Exn(DBqy [¢7P2]] = Covay_, [Exn(D),Byy [e7P2]].

The localization assumption (A2-1) implies that Eqy, [e"52] is Ho k. Ucp, a1y 2mn

hence by (8) and (A3-1),

c(j) measurable and

p-2

Bty (|00, [Ern (V. Ey [ P11]] < 8MeEyg |ang, (Hoctr Houhen,angomect)|

p=2
<8MEgy, [ag g2 o (A(C(), Yjen, d1j)>m, C(1)))] 7 < 8Mca@(m, —2R) < constant m,!.




In case (ii), By is a function of {E; ,,(j) : I =k + Ik ]+ 1,...,K,j € Dy} and
Eg, [Ek,neith] =Eg [Ek,n(l)E“/'{k+uKJ [eith]] =Covyy, _, [Ek,n(l),E‘]-{k+L,KJ [eith]] .

By the localization assumption (A2-2), EWHUK | [e/'B2] is H(k+ix—r)* k+| 1k |, D, Measurable and using
same type of arguments as for (i),

Bt [lEﬂk—l [Ek,n(l)eith]” <Ex, [

COV‘Hk—l [Ek,n (l)’EWkﬂlKJ [eith] ] H

p=2 p=2
<8M By, [aa , (Hok, 00 Hiksix—r) ktie, )| 7 < 8MeBgy, [an,r(Ik)] 7

<8Mca(lg) < constant l}?.

Considering case (iii), By = Byj + By with

K K
1 . 1 .
By, = Ein() and By = > D E).
VK,n I=kil—k<lr i . . VK,n 1 .
=k:l-k<lg je D,:d(Lj)>m, [=k:l-k>Ik je Dy

Thus

Erey [Ek,n (l)e”Bz” < |E‘Hk-1 [Ek,n (l)eithz] | +

Er [Ek,n(l)(emg21 - 1)6”822”.

Since By, coincides with B in case (ii) we can proceed as in case (ii) for the term Eqy, [E kn (et 322]

in the above inequality and conclude Eqy, [|[Egq, | [Ek,»(De"B22]|] is O(Z}g). For the second term, by
a first order Taylor expansion and (2) in the supplementary material,

Eg_, [Exn(D (B2 —1)eB2]| < V2lt|Eqgy,_, [|Ex.n()Bal]

V2lf| < j 2
< V Z E‘Hkq [lEk,n(l)El,n(J)l] = 0(1K|DH|ME/V](”1)'
K okl “k<ix je Dy

'We have |Dn|/V,2< e I(/Vf( , Or |@,1|K/0'12< , are O(1) asn, K, or both n and K tends to infinity. Using
(13) or (14), E4(,[A3] — 0 in cases (i)-(iii). O

Supplementary Material

The supplementary material for this article provides supporting results and computations for the proof
of Theorem 1 and for Section 2.2. It can be found at http://doi.org/10.1017/[TO BE SET].
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