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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 𝛼-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
inference for a wide range of space-time processes. This is pertinent given the abundance of space-time data. Two
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 Janz̧ura, 1998, Guyon, 1995, Jensen and Künsch,
1994, Karácsony, 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 like𝑚-dependence (e.g. Heinrich, 2013, Leonenko, 1975)
or 𝛼-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 Künsch (1994) and Comets and Janz̧ura (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 Künsch (1994) and Comets and Janz̧ura (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 𝛼-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 𝛼-mixing is
convenient since it essentially only pertains the spatial mixing properties of innovations. We note that
our notion of conditional 𝛼-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 𝜎-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 𝑋0, . . . , 𝑋𝐾 and spatial covariates 𝑍0, . . . , 𝑍𝐾 on R𝑑 , where
the latter are considered non-random. For each 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 , we observe 𝑋𝑘 ∩𝑊 and 𝑍𝑘 (𝑣), 𝑣 ∈𝑊,
where 𝑊 ⊂ R𝑑 is a bounded observation window. We consider a model for the 𝑋𝑘 corresponding to a
discrete-time spatial birth-death process that mimics the seasonal behaviour of a plant community.

Given 𝑋𝑘−1 and 𝑍𝑘−1, 𝑋𝑘 = 𝑆𝑘 ∪ 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 where 𝐵𝑘 = ∪𝑢∈𝑋𝑘−1𝑌
𝑘
𝑢 is a union of offspring clusters

𝑌 𝑘𝑢 given by independent Poisson processes. For each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑋𝑘−1, 𝑌 𝑘𝑢 has an intensity function given by
𝛼𝑘𝑢 (·) where 𝛼 > 0 and 𝑘𝑢 (·) is the uniform density on the disc 𝑏(𝑢,𝜔) with center 𝑢 and radius𝜔. The
intensity function depends on 𝑋𝑘−1 only through 𝑢. The point process 𝑆𝑘 represents plants from 𝑋𝑘−1
that survived to time 𝑘 and is given by 𝑆𝑘 = {𝑢 ∈ 𝑋𝑘−1 |𝑅𝑢 = 0}, where the 𝑅𝑢 are Bernouilli variables
conditionally independent given 𝑋𝑘−1 and 𝑍𝑘−1 and with ‘survival’ probability P(𝑅𝑢 = 0|𝑋𝑘−1, 𝑍𝑘−1)
depending on 𝑋𝑘−1 and 𝑍𝑘−1 only through 𝑍𝑘−1 (𝑢). The ‘immigrant’ point processes 𝐼𝑘 , 𝑘 ≥ 1, are
independent Poisson processes of intensity 𝜌 ≥ 0. Given 𝑋𝑘−1, the process 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 of new trees in
generation 𝑘 is a Poisson point process with intensity function given by 𝜌 + 𝛼∑

𝑢∈𝑋𝑘−1
𝑘𝑢 (𝑣), 𝑣 ∈𝑊 .

Suppose parametric models are imposed for the conditional distributions of 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 and 𝑆𝑘 given
𝑍𝑘−1 and 𝑋𝑘−1. For each 𝑘 we let 𝑇𝑊

𝑘
denote the concatenation of likelihood score functions for the
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conditional distributions of 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 and 𝑆𝑘 . Then 𝑇𝑊
𝑘

can be additively decomposed as

𝑇𝑊
𝑘

=
∑︁
l∈D

𝐸𝑘 (l),

where D = {l ∈ Z𝑑 : 𝑐(l) ∩𝑊 ≠ ∅}, 𝑐(l) is the unit cube centered at l and the likelihood score com-
ponent 𝐸𝑘 (l) depends on 𝑍𝑘−1, 𝑋𝑘−1, 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘 only through 𝑍𝑘−1 (𝑣), 𝑣 ∈ 𝑐(l) ∩𝑊 and through the
intersections of 𝑋𝑘−1, 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 , and 𝑆𝑘 with 𝑐(l) ∩𝑊 . Due to boundary effects, the definition of the
variables 𝐸𝑘 (l) may depend on 𝑊 (when 𝑐(l) is not entirely contained in 𝑊). Therefore we will later
on, when considering a sequence of expanding windows𝑊𝑛, add the index 𝑛 and write 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l).

Parametric inference is based on the accumulated score function

𝑇𝑊 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑇𝑊
𝑘

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→∞, expanding observation
window𝑊 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 D ⊂ R𝑑
be a finite lattice and 𝐺 = (D,E) be an undirected graph with vertices in D and edges E where l ≠ j
in D are connected if {l, j} ∈ E. For example, elements of D may represent sub-regions (provinces,
counties or municipalities) of a specific geographical region and edges in E determine interconnections
between these sub-regions due to e.g. adjacency or transportation routes.

Let 𝑋𝑘 = (𝑋𝑘 (l))l∈D , 𝑘 ∈ Z+ = {0,1,2, . . .}, be a sequence of random fields where for any 𝑘 ∈ Z+ and
l ∈ D, we assume that given the history 𝑋0, . . . , 𝑋𝑘−1 and the current neighbourhood 𝑋𝑘 (−k) = 𝑋𝑘 (l),
l ∈ D \ {k}, 𝑋𝑘 (l) follows the conditional distribution

𝑋𝑘 (l)
��𝑋0, . . . , 𝑋𝑘−1, 𝑋𝑘 (−k) ∼ N

(
𝛽𝜉

temp
𝑘−1 (l) + 𝛾𝜉

spat
𝑘

(l),1/𝑎(l)
)
, (1)

where for some 𝑟 ≥ 1,

𝜉
temp
𝑘−1 (l) =

𝑟∑︁
𝑗=1

∑︁
j∈D

𝑏 𝑗 (l, j)𝑋𝑘− 𝑗 (j),

with 𝑋𝑘− 𝑗 (l) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑗 , and

𝜉
spat
𝑘

(l) =
∑︁

j∈D\{l}
𝑏0 (l, j)

(
𝑋𝑘 (j) − 𝛽𝜉 temp

𝑘−1 (j)
)
.
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Let 𝜉 temp
𝑘−1 = (𝜉 temp

𝑘−1 (l))l∈D , 𝜉spat
𝑘

= (𝜉spat
𝑘

(l))l∈D , 𝐴 = diag (𝑎(l) : l ∈ D), and 𝐵 𝑗 =
[
𝑏 𝑗 (l, j)

]
l,j∈D , 𝑗 =

0, . . . , 𝑟 , with diagonal entries 𝑏0 (l, l) = 0 for 𝐵0. Then,

𝜉
temp
𝑘−1 =

𝑟∑︁
𝑗=1

𝐵 𝑗𝑋𝑘− 𝑗 and 𝜉
spat
𝑘

= 𝐵0

(
𝑋𝑘 − 𝛽𝜉 temp

𝑘−1

)
.

We assume that 𝑏0 (l, j), . . . , 𝑏𝑝 (l, j) and 𝑎𝑛 (l) are known and 𝛽, 𝛾 ∈ R are unknown parameters.
Based on observations of 𝑋𝑘 for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 , a score function for estimation of 𝛽 and 𝛾 is given by
(see Section 5.2 of the supplementary material for details)

𝑇 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D

𝐸𝑘 (l),

where

𝐸𝑘 (l) = 𝜀𝑘 (l)
(
𝜉

temp
𝑘−1 (l), 𝜉

spat
𝑘

(l)
)T

and 𝜀𝑘 = 𝐴(𝑋𝑘 − 𝛽𝜉 temp
𝑘−1 − 𝛾𝜉spat

𝑘
).

We can asympotically approximate the complicated distribution of 𝑇 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 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 = (𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l))l∈D𝑛 , on D𝑛 ⊆ Z𝑑 , 𝑑 ≥ 1, where 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) =(
𝐸
(1)
𝑘,𝑛

(l), . . . , 𝐸 (𝑞)
𝑘,𝑛

(l)
)T
, 𝑞 ≥ 1, and (D𝑛)𝑛∈N is a sequence of finite observation lattices while 𝑘 can

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

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 𝐸𝑘,𝑛, 𝑘 ∈ N. If the sequence 𝐸𝑘,𝑛, 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 𝜎-algebra H0, see Section 3.1. Defining for 𝐾, 𝑛 ∈ N,

𝑇𝐾,𝑛 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), (2)

we formulate in Section 3.3 a central limit theorem for Σ
−1/2
𝐾,𝑛

𝑇𝐾,𝑛 with Σ𝐾,𝑛 = VarH0 [𝑇𝐾,𝑛], that
is, the variance conditional on the initial condition H0. Conditions for the theorem are specified in
Section 3.2.

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

We define d(𝑥, 𝑦) = max{|𝑥𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖 | : 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑑}, 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R𝑑 , and, reusing notation, d(𝐴, 𝐵) = inf{d(𝑥, 𝑦) :
𝑥 ∈ 𝐴, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐵}, 𝐴, 𝐵 ⊂ R𝑑 . For a subset 𝐴 ⊆ R𝑑 we denote by |𝐴| the cardinality or Lebesgue measure
of 𝐴. The meaning of | · | and d(·, ·) will be clear from the context. For 𝑎 ∈ R we use the brief notation
E[· · · ]𝑎 for the less ambiguous (E[· · · ])𝑎.



Central limit theorem for conditionally centered random fields 5

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 (Ω,F ,P) be the underlying probability space on which all random objects in this paper are defined.
Recalling Z+ = {0,1,2, . . .}, we coin a set H = {H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 | 𝑙, 𝑘 ∈ Z+, 𝐴 ⊆ R𝑑} of 𝜎-algebras H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 ⊆ F
a space time filtration if H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 ⊆ H𝑙′ ,𝑘′ ,𝐴 for 𝑙′ ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑘 ′ and H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 ⊆ H𝑙,𝑘,𝐵 for 𝐴 ⊆ 𝐵. For
brevity we let H𝑘 =H0,𝑘,R𝑑 . One can think of the 𝜎-algebras H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 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 {𝑙, 𝑙 +1, . . . , 𝑘} × 𝐴. This
in turn makes the 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) measurable when defined in terms of the underlying processes.

For any 𝜎-algebras G0,G1,G2 ⊆ F , the conditional 𝛼-mixing coefficient of G1 and G2 given G0 is
defined in Prakasa Rao (2009) as

𝛼G0 (G1,G2) = sup
𝐹1∈G1
𝐹2∈G2

��PG0 (𝐹1 ∩ 𝐹2) − PG0 (𝐹1)PG0 (𝐹2)
��,

where PG0 (𝐹) = EG0 [𝐼𝐹 ], EG0 denotes the conditional expectation with respect to G0, 𝐼𝐹 (𝜔) = 𝐼 [𝜔 ∈
𝐹] and 𝐼 [ · ] is the indicator function. Similarly, VarG0 and CovG0 denote variance and covariance
conditional on G0. Note that 0 ≤ 𝛼G0 (G1,G2) ≤ 1/4 is a G0-measurable random variable.

For 𝑚, 𝑐1, 𝑐2 ≥ 0 and 𝐾 ∈ N we define a spatial mixing coefficient

𝛼𝐾,𝑐1 ,𝑐2 (𝑚) = sup
1≤𝑘≤𝐾

sup
𝐴,𝐵⊆R𝑑

|𝐴| ≤𝑐1 , |𝐵 | ≤𝑐2
d(𝐴,𝐵)≥𝑚

𝛼H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,𝐴,H0,𝑘,𝐵). (3)

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

𝛼𝑟 ,𝐷 (𝑚) = sup
𝑙,𝑘∈Z+
𝑙−𝑘≥𝑚

𝛼H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,𝐷 ,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,𝐷) and 𝛼𝑛,𝑟 (𝑚) = 𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛 (𝑚), (4)

where (𝑥)+ = max{𝑥, 0}. Finally, we combine (3) and (4) to obtain for 𝑚,𝑚′, 𝑐1, 𝑐2, 𝑟 ≥ 0, 𝐾 ∈ N, and
𝐷 ⊆ R𝑑 , the space-time mixing coefficient

𝛼𝑟 ,𝐷;𝐾,𝑐1 ,𝑐2 (𝑚;𝑚′) = sup
𝑙,𝑘≤𝐾
𝑙−𝑘≥𝑚

sup
𝐴,𝐵⊆𝐷

|𝐴| ≤𝑐1 , |𝐵 | ≤𝑐2
d(𝐴,𝐵)≥𝑚′

𝛼H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,𝐴,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,𝐵). (5)

This extends the previous mixing coefficients since (3) is 𝛼∞,R𝑑 ;𝐾,𝑐1 ,𝑐2
(𝑚; 0) and the coefficients in

(4) are 𝛼𝑟 ,𝐷;∞,∞,∞ (0;𝑚) and 𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;∞,∞,∞ (0;𝑚).

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
𝛼-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 𝑙 given
the history up to time 𝑘 − 1. The coefficient (5) is the natural space-time combination of (3) and (4).
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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 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), l ∈ D𝑛, are conditionally centered:

EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)] = 0.

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

(A2) Consider 𝑛, 𝑘 ∈ N, l ∈ Z𝑑 , I ⊂ Z𝑑 , T ⊆ {𝑘, 𝑘 + 1, . . . , 𝐾}. Let 𝑓 : R𝑞 | I | | T | → R be any mea-
surable function and define 𝑌 (T ,I)

𝑛 = 𝑓
(
(𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l)) (𝑘′ ,l) ∈T×I

)
.

(A2-1) there exists a distance 𝑅 > 0 so that 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) and E𝑘−1 [𝑌 (T ,I)
𝑛 ] are measurable with

respect to respectively H0,𝑘,𝐶 (l) and H0,𝑘−1,∪l∈I𝐶 (l) , where 𝐶 (l) denotes a cube of
sidelength 𝑅 centered at l.

(A2-2) there exists a lag 𝑟 ∈ N so that 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) and EH𝑘−1 [𝑌
(T ,I)
𝑛 ] are measurable with respect

to respectively H0,𝑘,D𝑛 and H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,D𝑛 .
(A2-3) there exists a distance 𝑅 > 0 and a lag 𝑟 ∈ N so that 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) and EH𝑖−1 [𝑌

(T ,I)
𝑛 ],

for all 𝑖 in {1, . . . , 𝑘}, are measurable with respect to respectively H0,𝑘,𝐶 (l) and
H(𝑖−𝑟 )+ ,𝑖−1, ( (𝑘−𝑖)∪l∈I𝐶 (l) )∩D𝑛 , where 𝐶 (l) denotes a cube of sidelength 𝑅 centered
at l.

Condition (A1) implies that EH𝑘′ [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)] = 0 for any 𝑘 ′ < 𝑘 . Combined with condition (A2) it fur-
ther holds for any 0 ≤ 𝑘 ′ < 𝑘 < 𝑙, and l, j ∈ Z𝑑 ,

CovH𝑘′ [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), 𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)] = EH𝑘′
[
EH𝑙−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸

T
𝑙,𝑛 (j)]

]
= 0.

Moreover, it holds that EH0 [𝑇𝐾,𝑛] = 0 and

Σ𝐾,𝑛 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

VarH0

[ ∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)
]
=

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l,j∈D𝑛

EH0

[
CovH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)]

]
.

Next, we introduce the following conditional 𝛼-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 a fixed 𝐾 ∈ N, there exists a function 𝛼̄ : R+ → R+ such that

EH0

[
𝛼𝐾,2𝑅2 ,∞ (𝑚)

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 ≤ 𝛼̄(𝑚)

and 𝛼̄(𝑚) =𝑂 (𝑚𝜂), where 𝜂 + 𝑑 < 0.
(A3-2) for a fixed 𝑛 ∈ N, there exists a function 𝛼̃ : R+ → R+ such that

EH0

[
𝛼𝑛,𝑟 (𝑚)

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 ≤ 𝛼̃(𝑚)

and 𝛼̃(𝑚) =𝑂 (𝑚𝜓), where 𝜓 < −1.
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(A3-3) There exists a function 𝛼̃ : R+ ×R+ → R+ such that

sup
𝑘,𝑛∈N

EH0

[
𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,∞ (𝑚;𝑚′)

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 ≤ 𝛼̃(𝑚;𝑚′)

and 𝛼̃(𝑚;𝑚′) =𝑂 (𝑚𝜓𝑚′𝜂), where 𝜓 < −1 and 𝜂+𝑑 < 0. In this case we write 𝛼̄(𝑚) =
𝛼̃(0;𝑚) in analogy to (A3-1).

Finally, to obtain a central limit theorem for Σ−1/2
𝐾,𝑛

𝑇𝐾,𝑛, we need the following sets of conditions:

(A4) there exist an 𝜖 ≥ 3(𝑝 − 2) and a constant 0 < 𝑀𝜖 <∞ such that for

𝑑𝐾,𝑛 = sup
1≤𝑘≤𝐾

sup
l∈D𝑛

sup
𝑖=1,...,𝑞

EH0

[���𝐸 (𝑖)
𝑘,𝑛

(l)
���6+𝜖 ] ,

one of the following holds almost surely
(A4-1) sup𝑛∈N 𝑑𝐾,𝑛 ≤ 𝑀6+𝜖

𝜖 .
(A4-2) sup𝐾∈N 𝑑𝐾,𝑛 ≤ 𝑀6+𝜖

𝜖 .
(A4-3) sup𝐾∈N sup𝑛∈N 𝑑𝐾,𝑛 ≤ 𝑀6+𝜖

𝜖 .

and, with 𝜆min (𝑀) being the smallest eigen value of a symmetric matrix 𝑀 ,

(A5) one of the following holds almost surely.
(A5-1) 0 < lim inf𝑛→∞ 𝜆min

(
Σ𝐾,𝑛

)
/|D𝑛 |.

(A5-2) 0 < lim inf𝐾→∞ 𝜆min
(
Σ𝐾,𝑛

)
/𝐾 .

(A5-3) 0 < lim inf𝐾,𝑛→∞ 𝜆min
(
Σ𝐾,𝑛

)
/(𝐾 |D𝑛 |).

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 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) while the measurability condition for
EH𝑘−1 [𝑌

(T ,I)
𝑛 ] will typically follow from a space or time Markov property of the stochastic process

considered. The possibly most controversial condition is conditional 𝛼-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 (A5) are typical for central limit theorems. The more difficult
condition among these is (A5) which is often simply left as an assumption. However, we are able to
give a practically verifiable sufficient condition for (A5) in our example in Section 2.2.

3.2.1. Criteria for 𝛼-mixing

The condition of 𝛼-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 𝛼-mixing is a well-established, concise and intuitively
appealing measure of spatial dependence. Specific examples of 𝛼-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 𝛼-mixing random intensity function. Recently Poinas, Delyon
and Lavancier (2019) established 𝛼-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 𝐵𝑘 are Poisson conditional on the past by the assumption
that the 𝐵𝑘 are conditionally 𝛼-mixing Neyman-Scott, Cox, or determinantal point processes.
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3.3. Statement of theorem

Our central limit theorem is

Theorem 1. Let (𝑇𝐾,𝑛)𝐾,𝑛∈N be a sequence of 𝑞-dimensional statistics of the form (2) and assume
that condition (A1) holds. Assume further that either

(i) conditions (A2-1), (A3-1), (A4-1), and (A5-1) hold, 𝐾 is fixed, 𝑛→∞ and lim𝑛→∞ |D𝑛 | =
∞, or

(ii) conditions (A2-2), (A3-2), (A4-2), and (A5-2) hold, 𝑛 is fixed, and 𝐾→∞.
(iii) conditions (A2-3), (A3-3), (A4-3), and (A5-3) hold, 𝑛, 𝐾→∞, lim𝑛→∞ |D𝑛 | =∞, and 𝐾 =

𝑂 ( |D𝑛 |𝐶 ) where 0 < 𝐶 < min
(
𝜏, 1
𝑑
− 2𝜏

)
for a 0 < 𝜏 < min{1/(4𝑑),−1/(2𝜂)}.

Then for any 𝑡 ∈ R𝑞 ,

EH0

[
exp(𝑖𝑡TΣ− 1

2
𝐾,𝑛

𝑇𝐾,𝑛)
]
→ exp(∥𝑡∥2/2)

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 |D𝑛 |.

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→∞, 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 𝑋0 so that H0 = 𝜎(𝑋0). Write 𝜙𝐾,𝑛 (𝑥0) for

E[exp(𝑖𝑡TΣ− 1
2

𝐾,𝑛
𝑇𝐾,𝑛) |𝑋0 = 𝑥0] where expectation is with respect to a regular conditional distribution

of the 𝐸𝑘,𝑛, 1 ≤𝑘 ≤ 𝐾 , 𝑛 ∈ N, given 𝑋0 = 𝑥0. Then EH0 [exp(𝑖𝑡TΣ− 1
2

𝐾,𝑛
𝑇𝐾,𝑛)] = 𝜙𝐾,𝑛 (𝑋0) almost surely.

In our proof we thus show that 𝜙𝐾,𝑛 (𝑥0) converges to exp(∥𝑡∥2/2) for almost all values 𝑥0 of 𝑋0.

Remark 5. The result in case (ii) (𝐾 →∞, 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 𝐴1 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 |D𝑛 |4, of
certain covariances, see Section 5.3 and the supplementary material. The conditional centering prop-
erty (A1) is crucial in this regard since it immediately reduces the number of the non-zero covariances
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to be of the order 𝐾3 |D𝑛 |4. However, it does not affect the order |D𝑛 |4. 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 ⊆ R𝑑 and 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 ∈ Z+, we define H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 = 𝜎((𝑋𝑘′ ∩ 𝐴), 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 ′ ≤
𝑘). We consider first case (i) of Theorem 1 and assume that the 𝑋𝑘 are observed within an increasing
sequence of observation windows 𝑊𝑛. Accordingly we introduce the subscript 𝑛 for the index set D,
the variables 𝐸𝑘 (l), and the score function 𝑇𝑊

𝑘
.

By the first Bartlett identity (unbiasedness of score functions), 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) is conditionally centered.
Since 𝐵𝑘 ∪ 𝐼𝑘 = 𝑋𝑘 \ 𝑋𝑘−1 and 𝑆𝑘 = 𝑋𝑘 ∩ 𝑋𝑘−1, 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) is H0,𝑘,𝑐 (l) measurable. Defining 𝑌 (T ,I)

𝑛

as in (A2), EH𝑘−1 [𝑌
(T ,I)
𝑛 ] is a function only of 𝑋𝑘−1 restricted to (∪i∈I𝑐(i)) ⊕ (𝐾 − 𝑘)𝜔 and

is hence H0,𝑘−1, (∪i∈I𝑐 (i) )⊕(𝐾−𝑘 )𝜔 measurable, which means that (A2-1) holds (here 𝐴 ⊕ 𝑠 = {𝑥 ∈
R𝑑 |d({𝑥}, 𝐴) ≤ 𝑠} for 𝐴 ⊂ R𝑑 and 𝑠 > 0). Condition (A3-1) holds due to conditional independence of
the Bernouilli variables 𝑅𝑢 and since by independence properties of Poisson processes, (𝐵𝑘 ∩ 𝐼𝑘 ∩ 𝐴)
and (𝐵𝑘 ∩ 𝐼𝑘 ∩ 𝐵) are independent given H𝑘−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

𝑇𝐾,𝑛 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑇
𝑊𝑛
𝑘

=

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l),

for any fixed 𝐾 . The validity of (A5-1) depends on 𝑋0 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 𝜌 is strictly positive, ensuring that the ‘forest’ never
becomes extinct. Also for 𝑢 in 𝑋0 or 𝑢 ∈ ∪𝑘≥1𝐼𝑘 let 𝐶𝑢 denote the cluster consisting of 𝑢 and all its
descendants, c.f. the birth-death dynamics for 𝑋𝑘 , 𝑘 ≥ 0. If the probability of survival is small enough
compared to the birth intensities, 𝐶𝑢 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 𝛼-mixing for case (iii) of Theorem 1.

4.2. Conditional autoregressive model

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

We define

H𝑙,𝑘,𝐴 = 𝜎({𝑋𝑘′ (l) : l ∈ 𝐴, 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 ′ ≤ 𝑘})

for 𝑙, 𝑘 ∈ Z+, 𝑙 ≤ 𝑘 , and 𝐴 ⊆ D. The conditioning in (1) is then equivalent to conditioning on the
history H𝑘−1 = H0,𝑘−1,D and the neighborhood information H𝑘,𝑘,D\{l} . Given H𝑘−1, by Brook’s
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factorization Lemma (Besag, 1974), 𝑋𝑘 is a Gaussian Markov random field with mean vector 𝜇𝑘−1 =

𝛽𝜉
temp
𝑘−1 and precision matrix 𝑄 = 𝐴

(
𝐼 |D | − 𝛾𝐵0

)
, where 𝐼 |D | is the |D| × |D| identity matrix. We

assume 𝑄 is positive definite and symmetric.
Given H𝑘−1,

𝑋𝑘 ∼ 𝛽𝜉 temp
𝑘−1 +𝑄−1/2𝑍𝑘 , 𝑘 ∈ N, (6)

where the 𝑍𝑘 , 𝑘 ≥ 1, are independent standard normal vectors.
Define for 𝑚 ∈ N and 𝑘 ≤ 𝑙 the maximal conditional correlation coefficient

𝜌H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D ,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D) = sup
��CorrH𝑘−1 [𝑍,𝑌 ]

��,
where the supremum is over all random variables 𝑍 and𝑌 that are respectively H0,𝑘,D and H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D
measurable, and where EH𝑘−1 [𝑍2] <∞ and EH𝑘−1 [𝑌2] <∞. It is shown in Section 5.1 in the supple-
mentary material that for a 𝜓 < −1 and any l, j ∈ D, CovH𝑘−1

[
𝑋𝑘,𝑛 (l), 𝑋𝑙,𝑛 (j)

]
= 𝑂 (𝑚𝜓) as 𝑚→∞

so that

sup
𝑙,𝑘∈Z+
𝑙−𝑘≥𝑚

𝜌H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D , 𝐻(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D) ≤ constant 𝑚𝜓 .

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

𝛼H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D ,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D) ≤ 1
4
𝜌H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D ,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D),

we have

𝛼𝑛,𝑟 (𝑚) ≤
1
4

sup
𝑙,𝑘∈Z+
𝑙−𝑘≥𝑚

𝜌H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D ,H(𝑙−𝑟 )+ ,𝑙,D) ≤ constant 𝑚𝜓 ,

which means that EH0

[
𝛼𝑛,𝑟 (𝑚)

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 is 𝑂 (𝑚𝜓) and hence condition (A3-2) holds.

By definition, 𝜉 temp
𝑘−1,𝑛 (l) and 𝜉spat

𝑘,𝑛
(l) are respectively measurable with respect to H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,D and

H𝑘,𝑘,D𝑛\{l} . The conditional centering (A1) holds because

EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)] = EH𝑘−1

[
E𝜎 (H𝑘−1∪H𝑘,𝑘,D𝑛\{l} )

[
𝜖𝑘,𝑛 (l)

] (
𝜉

temp
𝑘−1,𝑛 (l), 𝜉

spat
𝑘,𝑛

(l)
)T

]
= 0.

Hence, 𝑇𝐾,𝑛 provides an unbiased estimating function. In addition, 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) is H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘,D mea-
surable and for any T ⊆ {𝑘, 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾}, I ⊂ D, and measurable function 𝑓 : R2 | T | |I | → R,
EH𝑘−1 [ 𝑓 ((𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (l))𝑙∈T ,l∈I)] is H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,D measurable. This means that the localization condi-
tion (A2-2) holds.

It is shown in Section 5.3 of the supplementary material that

Σ𝐾,𝑛 =VarH0 [𝑇𝐾,𝑛] = diag(𝜆 (1)
𝐾,𝑛

, 𝜆
(2)
𝐾,𝑛

),

where 𝜆 (1)
𝐾,𝑛

≥ 𝐾trace
(
𝐵2

1,𝑛

)
and 𝜆 (2)

𝐾,𝑛
= 2𝐾trace(𝐵2

0,𝑛). We assume trace(𝐵2
0,𝑛) > 0 and trace(𝐵2

1,𝑛) >

0. Then, lim inf𝐾→∞ 𝜆
(1)
𝐾,𝑛

/𝐾 > 0 and lim inf𝐾→∞ 𝜆
(2)
𝐾,𝑛

/𝐾 > 0 and hence condition (A5-2) holds.
Following Section 5.4 in the supplementary material, condition (A4-2) holds for 𝜈 = 6 + 𝜖 and

𝜖 ≥ 3(𝑝 − 2). Therefore, the case (ii) of Theorem 1 is applicable for the statistic 𝑇𝐾,𝑛.
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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

Let 𝑌 and 𝑍 be random variables with EH𝑘 [|𝑌 |𝑝] <∞ a.s. and EH𝑘 [|𝑍 |𝑝] <∞ a.s. for some 𝑝 > 2 and
𝑘 ∈ Z+. Then (Yuan and Lei, 2013, Theorem 3.4),��CovH𝑘 [𝑌, 𝑍]

�� ≤ 8
(
EH𝑘 [|𝑌 |

𝑝]EH𝑘 [|𝑍 |
𝑝]

) 1
𝑝 𝛼H𝑘 (𝜎(𝑌 ), 𝜎(𝑍))

𝑝−2
𝑝 , (7)

where 𝜎(𝑌 ), 𝜎(𝑍) ⊆ F denote the 𝜎-algebras generated by 𝑌 and 𝑍 . By an application of Hölder’s
inequality,��EH0

[
CovH𝑘 [𝑌, 𝑍]

] �� ≤ 8EH0

[ (
EH𝑘 [|𝑌 |

𝑝]EH𝑘 [|𝑍 |
𝑝]

) 1
𝑝 𝛼H𝑘 (𝜎(𝑌 ), 𝜎(𝑍))

𝑝−2
𝑝

]
≤

8EH0

[ (
EH𝑘 [|𝑌 |

𝑝]
1
𝑝

) 𝑝 ] 1
𝑝
EH0

[ (
EH𝑘 [|𝑍 |

𝑝]
1
𝑝

) 𝑝 ] 1
𝑝
EH0

[(
𝛼H𝑘 (𝜎(𝑌 ), 𝜎(𝑍))

𝑝−2
𝑝

) 𝑝

𝑝−2
] 𝑝−2
𝑝

= 8EH0 [|𝑌 |
𝑝]

1
𝑝 EH0 [|𝑍 |

𝑝]
1
𝑝 EH0

[
𝛼H𝑘 (𝜎(𝑌 ), 𝜎(𝑍))

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 . (8)

5.2. Bounds on covariances

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

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
(9)

for 1 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑘 ′ ≤ 𝐾 and 𝑘 ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝐾, 𝑘 ′ ≤ 𝑙′ ≤ 𝐾 in the one-dimensional case 𝑞 = 1.
The covariance (9) can be rewritten as

EH0

[
CovH𝑘∗−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛j′)

] ]
+CovH0

[
EH𝑘∗−1

[𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)],EH𝑘∗−1
[𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)]

]
,

where 𝑘∗ = max{𝑘, 𝑙, 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 = 𝑙 > 𝑙′ ≥ 𝑘 ′
or 𝑘∗ = 𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′ > 𝑙 ≥ 𝑘 , b) 𝑘∗ = 𝑙 = 𝑙′ > 𝑘, 𝑘 ′, c) 𝑘∗ = 𝑘 = 𝑙 = 𝑙′ > 𝑘 ′ or 𝑘∗ = 𝑙′ = 𝑘 ′ = 𝑙 > 𝑘 , and d)
𝑘∗ = 𝑘 = 𝑙 = 𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′. To derive bounds in the cases a)-d) we exploit recursively the space-time structure,
conditional centering, and conditional 𝛼-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 = 𝑙 > 𝑙′ ≥ 𝑘 ′ (𝑘∗ = 𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′ > 𝑙 ≥ 𝑘 is handled the same way). Then
CovH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
= 0 and hence the covariance (9) reduces to

CovH0

[
EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)

]
, 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
. (10)
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Table 1. Bounds on the covariance (9) in different cases.

a) case (i) 8𝑀4
𝜖 𝐾𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

case (ii) 8𝑀4
𝜖

(
𝛼̃ (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′) + 𝐼 [𝑘′ = 𝑙′]∑𝑙′−1

𝑖=1 𝛼̃ (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖)
)

case (iii) 8𝑀4
𝜖

(
𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)

+𝐼 [𝑘′ = 𝑙′]∑𝑙′−1
𝑖=1 𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑙′ + 1 − 𝑖)𝑅/2)

)
b) case (i) + (iii) 8𝑀4

𝜖 𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)
case (ii) 2𝑀4

𝜖

c) case (i) + (iii) 8𝑀4
𝜖 𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)

case (ii) 2𝑀4
𝜖

d) case (i) + (iii) 8𝑀4
𝜖 𝐾𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

case (ii) 2𝑀4
𝜖

We rewrite (10) as

EH0

[
EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)

] (
𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′) − EH0 [𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l

′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)]
) ]

=EH0

[
EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)

] 𝑙′∑︁
𝑖=1

(
EH𝑖 [𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l

′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)] − EH𝑖−1 [𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l
′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)]

) ]

=

𝑙′∑︁
𝑖=1

EH0

[
CovH𝑖−1

(
EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)],EH𝑖 [𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l

′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)]
) ]
.

If 𝑘 ′ < 𝑙′ then EH𝑙′−1
[𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)] = 0 and therefore EH𝑖 [𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)] = 0 for all 𝑖 ≤ 𝑙′ − 1

meaning that the only non-zero term in the previous expression is the one for 𝑖 = 𝑙′, i.e.

EH0

[
CovH𝑙′−1

(
EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)], 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l

′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)
) ]
. (11)

If condition (A2-3) holds, EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)] and 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′) are measurable with respect
to respectively H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,𝐶 (l)∪𝐶 (j)∩D𝑛 and H0,𝑙′ ,𝐶 (l′ )∪𝐶 (j′ ) )∩D𝑛 . Since

𝛼H𝑙′−1

(
H0,𝑙′ ,𝐶 (l′ )∪𝐶 (j′ )∩D𝑛 ,H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,𝐶 (l)∪𝐶 (j)∩D𝑛

)
≤𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,2𝑅2 (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 (𝐶 (l) ∪𝐶 (j),𝐶 (l′) ∪𝐶 (j′)))

≤𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,2𝑅2 (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅),

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

8EH0

[��EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)]
��𝑝] 1

𝑝 EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′) |𝑝

] 1
𝑝

× EH0

[
𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,2𝑅2 (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)

] 𝑝−2
𝑝

By Jensen’s inequality, we can bound EH0

[��EH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)]
��𝑝] 1

𝑝 by EH0

[��𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)]��𝑝]
and then by 𝑀2

𝜖 using equation (2) in the supplementary material. Using the same reasoning on the
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second term in the previous expression and using condition (A3-3) on the third term yields the bound

8𝑀4
𝜖 𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′, 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅). (12)

for the covariance (10).
Consider next 𝑙′ = 𝑘 ′. In this case we distinguish between 𝑖 = 𝑙′ and 𝑖 < 𝑙′. For the term with 𝑖 = 𝑙′

we by similar arguments as above again obtain the bound (12). For 𝑖 < 𝑙′, if condition (A2-3) holds,
EH𝑖 [𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)] is measurable with respect to H(𝑖+1−𝑟 )+ ,𝑖, ( (𝑙′−𝑖)𝐶 (l′ )∪𝐶 (j′ ) )∩D𝑛 . Thus, since

𝛼H𝑖−1

(
H(𝑘−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘−1,𝐶 (l)∪𝐶 (j)∩D𝑛 ,H(𝑖+1−𝑟 )+ ,𝑖, (𝑙′−𝑖) (𝐶 (l′ )∪𝐶 (j′ ) )∩D𝑛

)
≤𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,2( (𝑘−𝑖)𝑅)2 (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖; 𝑑 (𝐶 (l) ∪𝐶 (j), (𝑙′ − 𝑖) (𝐶 (l′) ∪𝐶 (j′))))

≤𝛼𝑟 ,D𝑛;𝑘,2𝑅2 ,2( (𝑘−𝑖)𝑅)2 (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑙′ − 𝑖 + 1)𝑅/2)

from (2) in the supplementary material, (8), and condition (A3-3) we obtain the bound 8𝑀4
𝜖 𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1−

𝑖), 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑙′ + 1 − 𝑖)𝑅/2).
Collecting everything, (10) is bounded in case (iii) by

8𝑀4
𝜖

(
𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅) + 𝐼 [𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′]

𝑙′−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑙′ + 1 − 𝑖)𝑅/2)
)
.

In case (i) with 𝐾 fixed we can use 𝑙′ ≤ 𝐾 and simplify the bound to 8𝑀4
𝜖 𝛼̄(𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) −𝐾𝑅) and

in case (ii) with 𝑛 fixed we can simplify to 8𝑀4
𝜖

(
𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′) + 𝐼 [𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′]∑𝑙′−1

𝑖=1 𝛼̃(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 𝑞 = 1. Then Σ𝐾,𝑛 = 𝜎

2
𝐾,𝑛

=VarH0 [𝑇𝐾,𝑛] is
scalar and by conditional centering (A1),

𝜎2
𝐾,𝑛 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘,𝑘′=1

∑︁
l,l′∈D𝑛

EH0 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l
′)] =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l,l′∈D𝑛

EH0 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l
′)] .

We introduce spatial and temporal truncation distances 𝑚𝑛 and 𝑙𝐾 as follows. In case (i), 𝑙𝐾 =∞ and
𝑚𝑛 = |𝐷𝑛 |𝜏 with 0 < 𝜏 < min{1/(4𝑑),−1/(2𝜂)} so that as 𝑛→∞,

𝑚𝑛→∞, 𝑚2𝑑
𝑛

|D𝑛 |1/2
→ 0 and 𝑚

𝜂
𝑛 |D𝑛 |1/2 → 0. (13)

In case (ii), 𝑚𝑛 =∞ and 𝑙𝐾 = 𝐾 𝜏̃ with 0 < 𝜏 < −1/(2𝜓) so that as 𝐾→∞,

𝑙𝐾 →∞, 𝑙𝐾

|𝐾 |1/2
→ 0 and 𝑙

𝜓

𝐾
|𝐾 |1/2 → 0. (14)

In case (iii), we choose 𝑚𝑛 = |𝐷𝑛 |𝜏 and 𝑙𝐾 = 𝐾 𝜏̃ with 𝜏 and 𝜏 as above, so that as 𝑛, 𝐾→∞, both (13)
and (14) are satisfied.
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We further define 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 = 𝑇𝐾,𝑛/𝑉𝐾,𝑛 where

𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
(l,j) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

EH0 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)],

and J𝐾,𝑛 = {(l, j) : l, j ∈ D𝑛,d(l, j) ≤ 𝑚𝑛}. Then 𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

coincides with 𝜎2
𝐾,𝑛

in case (ii) and 𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

is a
spatially truncated version of 𝜎2

𝐾,𝑛
in cases (i) and (iii). In Section 4 of the supplementary material it

is shown that, uniformly in 𝐾 , ���1 −𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛/𝜎

2
𝐾,𝑛

��� 𝑎.𝑠.−−−−→
𝑛→∞

0. (15)

We next need to define a quantity 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) (see paragraph below) as a sum over variables 𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)
so that we can show convergence to zero of EH0 [𝐴1], EH0 [𝐴2], and EH0 [𝐴3] where

𝐴1 = 𝑖𝑡𝑒
𝑖𝑡 𝑆̄𝐾,𝑛

(
1 − 1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)
)
,

𝐴2 =
𝑒𝑖𝑡 𝑆̄𝐾,𝑛

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)
(
1 − 𝑖𝑡𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) − exp

{
−𝑖𝑡𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

})
,

𝐴3 =
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) exp
{
𝑖𝑡

(
𝑆𝐾,𝑛 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

)}
,

and, following Bolthausen (1982),
(
𝑖𝑡 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛

)
𝑒𝑖𝑡 𝑆̄𝐾,𝑛 = 𝐴1 − 𝐴2 − 𝐴3.

If the above mentioned convergences hold then for any 𝑡 ∈ R, EH0

[ (
𝑖𝑡 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛

)
𝑒𝑖𝑡 𝑆̄𝐾,𝑛

]
→ 0,which

by Lemma 2 in Bolthausen (1982) (see also the discussion in Biscio, Poinas and Waagepetersen, 2018)
implies EH0

[
exp

(
𝑖𝑡𝑆𝐾,𝑛

) ]
→ exp(𝑡2/2) which again implies the desired result EH0

[
exp

(
𝑖𝑡
𝑇𝐾,𝑛
𝜎𝐾,𝑛

)]
→

exp(𝑡2/2).
To handle 𝐴1 we want EH0

[∑𝐾
𝑘=1

∑
l∈D𝑛 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

]
/𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

= 1 and we want a small number
of terms in 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l). However, we also prefer that 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) is close to 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 in order to deal with 𝐴3.
A suitable compromise is given by

𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) =
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

∑︁
(𝑙,j) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘,l)

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j),

where

I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) = {(𝑙, j) : 𝑘 ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝐾, 𝑙 − 𝑘 ≤ 𝑙𝐾 , (l, j) ∈ J𝐾,𝑛}.

Compared to 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 we avoid all 𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) for 𝑙 prior to 𝑘 . Combined with the truncation by 𝑚𝑛 or 𝑙𝐾 in
space or ahead in time (or both) this makes the number of terms in 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) small. Also, omitting
𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) terms for 𝑙 < 𝑘 turns out not to be a problem for handling 𝐴3.

In the remainder we consider the convergences of EH0 [𝐴1], EH0 [𝐴2], and EH0 [𝐴3].
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5.3.1. Convergence of EH0 [𝐴1]

First note that

EH0

[
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)
]
=

1
𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

∑︁
(𝑙,j) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘,l)

EH0 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)]

=
1

𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
(l,j) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

EH0 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j)] = 1,

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

EH0

[
|𝐴1 |2

]
≤ 𝑡2

𝑉4
𝐾,𝑛

VarH0

[ 𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

∑︁
(𝑙,j) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘,l)

𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)
]

=
𝑡2

𝑉4
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘,𝑘′=1

∑︁
l,l′∈D𝑛

∑︁
(𝑙,j) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘,l)

(𝑙′ ,j′ ) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘′ ,l′ )

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
=

𝑡2

𝑉4
𝐾,𝑛

(2𝑎 + 𝑏 + 2𝑐 + 𝑑) ,

where

𝑎 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝑙′∑︁
𝑘′=1

𝑙′−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
𝑏 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=2

𝑙−1∑︁
𝑘,𝑘′=1

𝑙−𝑘,𝑙−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j′)

]

𝑐 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑘′=1

𝑘−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘′ ,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j′)

]
𝑑 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j), 𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l′)𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (j′)

]
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),

|𝑎 | ≤ 8𝐾4𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄ (d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

|𝑏 | ≤ 8𝐾3𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄ (d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)

|𝑐 | ≤ 8𝐾2𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄ (d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝑅)
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|𝑑 | ≤ 8𝐾2𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄ (d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2) .

The proof now proceeds by splitting the above sums according to whether d(l, l′) < 3𝑚𝑛 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 (𝐾4 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑

𝑛 ), 𝑏 = 𝑂 (𝐾3 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ), 𝑐 = 𝑂 (𝐾2 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑

𝑛 )
and 𝑑 =𝑂 (𝐾2 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑

𝑛 ). Hence, 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑 are all 𝑂 ( |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ) for 𝐾 fixed.

Case (ii): In case (ii),

|𝑎 | ≤8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝑙′∑︁
𝑘′=1

𝑙′−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

(
𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′) + 𝐼 [𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′]

𝑙′−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼̃ (𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖)
)

≤8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4

(
𝑙𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′) +
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝑘−2∑︁
𝑧=𝑘−1−𝑙′

𝛼̃(𝑧)
)
.

The first term can be directly bounded by 8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4𝑙𝐾𝐾

∑∞
𝑧=0 𝛼̃(𝑧). By condition (A3-2), 𝛼̃𝑛 (𝑧) =

𝑂 (𝑧𝜓), 𝜓 < −1, and
∑∞
𝑧=0 𝛼̃𝑛 (𝑧) ≤ constant

∑∞
𝑧=0 𝑧

𝜓 <∞. Hence this expression is 𝑂 (𝐾𝑙𝐾 |D𝑛 |4). The
second term can be rewritten as

8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4

𝐾−2∑︁
𝑧=0

𝛼̃(𝑧)#{(𝑘, 𝑙′) : 1 ≤ 𝑙′ < 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾, 𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′ ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 𝑘 − 2}

≤8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4

𝐾−2∑︁
𝑧=0

𝛼̃(𝑧)#{(𝑘, 𝑡) : 2 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾,1 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝐾, 𝑡 − 1 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 𝑘 − 2}

≤8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4

𝐾−2∑︁
𝑧=0

𝛼̃(𝑧)#{(𝑘, 𝑡) : 2 + 𝑧 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾,1 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑧 + 1}

≤8𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4𝐾2

(
1
𝐾

𝐾−2∑︁
𝑧=0

(𝑧 + 1)𝛼̃(𝑧)
)
.

By condition (A3-2), (𝑧 + 1)𝛼̃𝑛 (𝑧) −→
𝑧→∞

0. Hence, by Cesàro summation, 1
𝐾

∑𝐾−2
𝑧=0 (𝑧 + 1)𝛼̃𝑛 (𝑧) −→

𝐾→∞
0

and this expression is 𝑜( |D𝑛 |4𝐾2). We further have |𝑏 | ≤ 2𝑀4
𝜖 |D𝑛 |4𝑙2𝐾 , |𝑐 | ≤ 2𝑀4

𝜖 |D𝑛 |4𝑙𝐾 and
|𝑑 | ≤ 2𝑀4

𝜖 |D𝑛 |4𝐾 . Then 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑 are all 𝑂 (𝐾𝑙2
𝐾
|D𝑛 |4) + 𝑜(𝐾2 |D𝑛 |4) which is 𝑜(𝐾2) for 𝑛 fixed as a

consequence of (14).

Case (iii): In case (iii),

|𝑏 | ≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=2

𝑙−1∑︁
𝑘,𝑘′=1

𝑙−𝑘,𝑙−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄(𝑑 ({j}, {j′}) − 𝑅)

≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖𝐾𝑙

2
𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄(𝑑 ({j}, {j′}) − 𝑅)
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and

|𝑐 | ≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑘′=1

𝑘−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄(𝑑 ({l, j}, {j′}) − 𝑅)

≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖𝐾𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̄(𝑑 ({l, j}, {j′}) − 𝑅)

Similarl to case (i), by splitting the sum according to whether d(l, l′) < 3𝑚𝑛 or not (see Biscio and
Waagepetersen, 2019) we get that |𝑏 | =𝑂 (𝐾𝑙2

𝐾
|D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑

𝑛 ) and |𝑐 | =𝑂 (𝐾𝑙𝐾 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ).

For |𝑑 | we get

|𝑑 | = 8𝑀4
𝜖𝐾

2
∑︁

(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛
𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2).

We follow Biscio and Waagepetersen (2019) by splitting the above sum according to whether d(l, l′) <
3𝑚𝑛 or not and conclude that there exists a constant 𝐶̃ > 0 such that∑︁

(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛
𝛼̄(d({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

≤ 𝐶̃ |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛

©­«
∑︁
𝑧≥3𝑚𝑛

𝑧𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧 − 2𝑚𝑛 − 𝐾𝑅/2) +
∑︁
𝑧≤4𝑚𝑛

𝑧𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧 − 𝐾𝑅/2)ª®¬ .
For the first sum, since 𝐶 < 𝜏 then 𝐾 = 𝑜( |𝐷𝑛 |𝜏) = 𝑜(𝑚𝑛) and we get for sufficiently large 𝑛,

∑︁
𝑧≥3𝑚𝑛

𝑧𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧 − 2𝑚𝑛 − 𝐾𝑅/2) =𝑂 ©­«
∞∑︁

𝑧≥3𝑚𝑛

𝑧𝜂+𝑑−1ª®¬ = 𝑜(1).
By splitting the second sum according to whether 𝑧 − 𝐾𝑅/2 < 0 or not we get∑︁

𝑧≤4𝑚𝑛

𝑧𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧 − 𝐾𝑅/2) ≤
∑︁

𝑧≤⌊𝐾𝑅/2⌋
𝑧𝑑−1 +

∑︁
𝑧≤⌊4𝑚𝑛−𝐾𝑅/2⌋

(𝑧 + 𝐾𝑅)𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧)

≤
(
𝐾𝑅

2

)2

+
∞∑︁
𝑧=0

(𝑧 + 𝐾𝑅/2)𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧).

The term (𝑧 +𝐾𝑅/2)𝑑−1 consists of monomials of the form 𝑧𝑖𝐾𝑑−1−𝑖 for all 𝑖 ≤ 𝑑 − 1 and
∑∞
𝑧=0 𝑧

𝑖𝛼̄(𝑧)
is finite by assumption (A3-3). Thus(

𝐾𝑅

2

)2

+
∞∑︁
𝑧=0

(𝑧 + 𝐾𝑅/2)𝑑−1𝛼̄(𝑧) =𝑂 (𝐾𝑑),

and |𝑑 | =𝑂 (𝐾2+𝑑 |𝐷𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ).
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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).

|𝑎 | ≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝑙′∑︁
𝑘′=1

𝑙′−𝑘′≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

(
𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑙′; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑘 ′ + 1 − 𝑙′)𝑅/2)

+ 𝐼 [𝑘 ′ = 𝑙′]
𝑘′−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼̃(𝑘 − 1 − 𝑖; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − (𝑘 ′ + 1 − 𝑖)𝑅/2)
)

≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

(
𝑙𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−2∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

+
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=2

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙′=1

𝑘−2∑︁
𝑡=𝑘−𝑙′

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)
)

≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

(
𝑙𝐾𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

+
𝐾−2∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)#{(𝑘, 𝑙′) : 1 ≤ 𝑙′ < 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾, 𝑘 − 𝑙′ ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑘 − 2}
)

≤ 8𝑀4
𝜖

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

(
𝑙𝐾𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)

+ 𝐾
𝐾−2∑︁
𝑡=0

𝑡𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2)
)
.

Using the same reasoning as in the bound of |𝑑 | and condition (A3-3) we get∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2) =𝑂 ( |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 𝑡

𝜓𝐾𝑑).

Hence

𝑙𝐾𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑡=0

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2) =𝑂 (𝑙𝐾 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 𝐾

𝑑+1)

and ∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2) −→
𝑡→∞

0.

Hence, by Cesàro summation,

1
𝐾

𝐾−2∑︁
𝑡=0

∑︁
(l,j) , (l′ ,j′ ) ∈J𝐾,𝑛

𝑡𝛼̃(𝑡; 𝑑 ({l, j}, {l′, j′}) − 𝐾𝑅/2) −→
𝐾→∞

0.
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Thus |𝑎 | =𝑂 (𝑙𝐾 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 𝐾

𝑑+1) + 𝑜(𝐾2). In conclusion, 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑 are all 𝑂 (𝐾2+𝑑 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ) + 𝑜(𝐾2).

In summary,𝑉4
𝐾,𝑛
EH0 [|𝐴1 |2] is𝑂 (𝑚2𝑑

𝑛 |D𝑛 |) in case (i), 𝑜(𝐾2) in case (ii), and𝑂 (𝐾2+𝑑 |D𝑛 |𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 ) +

𝑜(𝐾2) in case (iii). By (15), assumption (A5-1), (A5-2), or (A5-3), |D𝑛 |/𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

, 𝐾/𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

or |D𝑛 |𝐾/𝜎2
𝐾,𝑛

are 𝑂 (1) as 𝑛, 𝐾 , or both 𝑛 and 𝐾 tends to infinity. Hence EH0 [|𝐴1 |2] is 𝑂 (𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 |D𝑛 |−1) in case (i) and

𝑜(1) in case (ii), and 𝑂 (𝐾𝑑𝑚2𝑑
𝑛 |D𝑛 |−1) + 𝑜(1) =𝑂 ( |𝐷𝑛 |𝑑 (𝐶+2𝜏 )−1) + 𝑜(1) (since 𝐾 =𝑂 ( |D𝑛 |𝐶 )) in

case (iii). Thus EH0 [𝐴1] converges to zero in all cases (i)-(iii).

5.3.2. Convergence of EH0 [𝐴2]

According to Taylor’s formula, there exists a constant 𝑐 so that��1 − 𝑖𝑡𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) − exp
{
−𝑖𝑡𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

}�� ≤ 𝑐𝑡2𝑆2
𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l).

We thus get

EH0 [|𝐴2 |] ≤
𝑐𝑡2

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |𝑆2

𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)
]

=
𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

∑︁
(𝑙,j) , (𝑙′ ,j′ ) ∈I𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘,l)

EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)

]
.

By conditional centering and since 𝑙, 𝑙′ ≥ 𝑘 , EH0 [|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)𝐸𝑙′ ,𝑛 (j′)] is zero unless 𝑙 = 𝑙′. By
Hölder’s inequality

��EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j′)

] �� ≤ (
EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |3

]
EH0

[
|𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) |3

]
EH0

[
|𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j′) |3

] ) 1
3
,

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

EH0 [|𝐴2 |] ≤
𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘

∑︁
j,j′D𝑛

d(l,j)≤𝑚𝑛 ,d(l,j′ )≤𝑚𝑛

EH0

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) |𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j′)

]

≤ 𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘

∑︁
j,j′D𝑛

d(l,j)≤𝑚𝑛 ,d(l,j′ )≤𝑚𝑛

𝑀3
𝜖 ≤

𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾2 |D𝑛 | (2⌈𝑚𝑛⌉ + 1)2𝑑𝑀3
𝜖 ,

since the cardinality of {j ∈ Z𝑑 : d(l, j) ≤ 𝑚𝑛} is at most (2⌈𝑚𝑛⌉ + 1)𝑑 .
In the case (ii), (A4-2) implies that

EH0 [|𝐴2 |] ≤
𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l,j,j′∈D𝑛

∑︁
𝑘≤𝑙≤𝐾
𝑙−𝑘≤𝑙𝐾

𝑀3
𝜖 ≤

𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾 |D𝑛 |3𝑙𝐾𝑀3
𝜖 .
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For case (iii) we obtain from (A4-3) that

EH0 [|𝐴2 |] ≤
𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

∑︁
𝑘≤𝑙≤𝐾
𝑙−𝑘≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j,j′D𝑛

d(l,j)≤𝑚𝑛 ,d(l,j′ )≤𝑚𝑛

𝑀3
𝜖 ≤

𝑐𝑡2

𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

𝐾 |D𝑛 | (2⌈𝑚𝑛⌉ + 1)2𝑑 𝑙𝐾𝑀
3
𝜖 .

Since |D𝑛 |3/2/𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

, 𝐾3/2/𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

, and |D𝑛 |3/2𝐾3/2/𝑉3
𝐾,𝑛

are𝑂 (1) in respectively cases (i), (ii), and (iii)
and using (13) and (14), EH0 [|𝐴2 |] converges to zero in each of the cases (i)-(iii).

5.3.3. Convergence of EH0 [𝐴3]
Note that ��EH0 [𝐴3]

�� ≤ 1
𝑉𝐾,𝑛

∑︁
l∈D𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

��CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), exp

{
𝑖𝑡

(
𝑆𝐾,𝑛 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

)}] �� .
We can partition the difference 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l) as 𝐵1 + 𝐵2, where

𝐵1 =
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑙=1

∑︁
j∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)

and

𝐵2 =



1
𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘

∑︁
j∈D𝑛:d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), in case (i)

1
𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘>𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j), in case (ii)

1
𝑉𝐾,𝑛


𝐾∑︁

𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛:d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) +
𝐾∑︁

𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘>𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j)
 , in case (iii).

Since 𝐵1 is H𝑘−1 measurable and using conditional centering,

|CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), exp

{
𝑖𝑡

(
𝑆𝐾,𝑛 − 𝑆𝐾,𝑛 (𝑘, l)

)}]
| = |CovH0

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l), e𝑖𝑡 (𝐵1+𝐵2 )

]
|

= |EH0

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵1EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ]
| ≤ EH0

��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] �� .
In case (i), 𝐵2 is a function of {𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) : 𝑙 = 𝑘, . . . , 𝐾, j ∈ D𝑛,d(l, j) > 𝑚𝑛} and

EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

]
= EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)EH𝑘

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ]
= CovH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l),EH𝑘

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ]
.

The localization assumption (A2-1) implies that EH𝑘
[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

]
is H0,𝑘,∪j∈D𝑛 :d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛𝐶 (j) measurable and

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

EH0

[��CovH𝑘−1 [𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l),EH𝑘 [e
𝑖𝑡𝐵2 ]]

��] ≤ 8𝑀𝜖EH0

[
𝛼H𝑘−1

(
H0,𝑘,𝐶 (l) ,H0,𝑘,∪j∈D𝑛 :d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛𝐶 (j)

)] 𝑝−2
𝑝

≤8𝑀𝜖EH0

[
𝛼𝐾,𝑅2 ,∞

(
d(𝐶 (l),∪j∈D𝑛:d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛𝐶 (j))

) ] 𝑝−2
𝑝 ≤ 8𝑀𝜖 𝛼̄(𝑚𝑛 − 2𝑅) ≤ constant 𝑚𝜂𝑛 .
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In case (ii), 𝐵2 is a function of {𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) : 𝑙 = 𝑘 + ⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋ + 1, . . . , 𝐾, j ∈ D𝑛} and

EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

]
= EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)EH𝑘+⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ]
= CovH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l),EH𝑘+⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ]
.

By the localization assumption (A2-2), EH𝑘+⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋ [e𝑖𝑡𝐵2 ] is H(𝑘+𝑙𝐾−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘+⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋,D𝑛 measurable and using
same type of arguments as for (i),

EH0

[��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ��] ≤ EH0

[���CovH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l),EH𝑘+⌊𝑙𝐾 ⌋

[
e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] ] ���]
≤8𝑀𝜖EH0

[
𝛼H𝑘−1 (H0,𝑘,D𝑛 ,H(𝑘+𝑙𝐾−𝑟 )+ ,𝑘+𝑙𝐾 ,D𝑛 )

] 𝑝−2
𝑝 ≤ 8𝑀𝜖EH0

[
𝛼𝑛,𝑟 (𝑙𝐾 )

] 𝑝−2
𝑝

≤8𝑀𝜖 𝛼̃(𝑙𝐾 ) ≤ constant 𝑙𝜓
𝐾
.

Considering case (iii), 𝐵2 = 𝐵21 + 𝐵22 with

𝐵21 =
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛:d(l,j)>𝑚𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) and 𝐵22 =
1

𝑉𝐾,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘>𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛

𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j).

Thus ��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵2

] �� ≤ ��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵22

] �� + ��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) (e𝑖𝑡𝐵21 − 1)e𝑖𝑡𝐵22

] �� .
Since 𝐵22 coincides with 𝐵2 in case (ii) we can proceed as in case (ii) for the term EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵22

]
in the above inequality and conclude EH0

[��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)e𝑖𝑡𝐵22

] ��] is 𝑂 (𝑙𝜓
𝐾
). For the second term, by

a first order Taylor expansion and (2) in the supplementary material,��EH𝑘−1

[
𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l) (e𝑖𝑡𝐵21 − 1)e𝑖𝑡𝐵22

] �� ≤ √
2|𝑡 |EH𝑘−1

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐵21 |

]
≤
√

2|𝑡 |
𝑉𝑘,𝑛

𝐾∑︁
𝑙=𝑘:𝑙−𝑘≤𝑙𝐾

∑︁
j∈D𝑛

EH𝑘−1

[
|𝐸𝑘,𝑛 (l)𝐸𝑙,𝑛 (j) |

]
=𝑂 (𝑙𝐾 |𝐷𝑛 |𝑀2

𝜖 /𝑉𝑘,𝑛).

We have |D𝑛 |/𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

, 𝐾/𝑉2
𝐾,𝑛

or |D𝑛 |𝐾/𝜎2
𝐾,𝑛

are𝑂 (1) as 𝑛, 𝐾 , or both 𝑛 and 𝐾 tends to infinity. Using
(13) or (14), EH0 [𝐴3] → 0 in cases (i)-(iii).

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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