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Abstract

We study a bootstrap method which is based on the method of sieves. A linear
process is approximated by a sequence of autoregressive processes of order p = p(n),
where p(n) — oo, p(n) = o(n) as the sample size n — oco. For given data, we then
estimate such an AR(p(n)) model and generate a bootstrap sample by resampling
from the residuals. This sieve bootstrap enjoys a nice nonparametric property.

We show its consistency for a class of nonlinear estimators and compare the pro-
cedure with the blockwise bootstrap, which has been proposed by Kiinsch (1989). In
particular, the sieve bootstrap variance of the mean is shown to have a better rate
of convergence if the dependence between separated values of the underlying process
decreases sufficiently fast with growing separation.

Finally a simulation study helps illustrating the advantages and disadvantages of
the sieve compared to the blockwise bootstrap.
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1 Introduction

The bootstrap proposed by Efron (1979) has become a powerful nonparametric method
for estimating the distribution of a statistical procedure. However, by ignoring the order
of the observations, it usually fails for dependent observations.

In the context of stationary time series two different bootstrap methods have been
proposed. A model based approach, which resamples from approximately i.i.d. residuals,
cf. Freedman (1984), Efron and Tibshirani (1986), Bose (1988), Franke and Kreiss (1992).
Also Tsay (1992) uses this approach for diagnostics in the time series context. Obviously,
these procedures are sensible to model misspecification and the attractive nonparametric
feature of Efron’s bootstrap is lost. A nonparametric, purely model free bootstrap scheme
for stationary observations has been given by Kiinsch (1989), see also Liu and Singh
(1992). Kiinsch’s idea is to resample overlapping blocks of consecutive observations where
the involved blocklength grows slowly with the sample size. By construction we call
this procedure blockwise bootstrap (sometimes it is also called moving blocks bootstrap).
After the pioneering paper by Kiinsch (1989), the blockwise bootstrap and modifications
thereof have been studied by Politis and Romano (1992, 1993), Shao and Yu (1993), Naik-
Nimbalkar and Rajarshi (1994), Biithlmann and Kiinsch (1994a, 1994b) and Biihlmann
(1993, 1994a, 1994b). Generally, this blockwise bootstrap works satisfactory and enjoys
the property of being robust against misspecified models. However, the resampled series
exhibits artifacts which are caused by joining randomly selected blocks. The dependence
between different blocks is neglected in the resampled series and the bootstrap sample is
not (conditionally) stationary. Politis and Romano (1994) have given a modification of the
blockwise bootstrap which yields a (conditionally) stationary bootstrap sample. However,
their method depends on a tuning parameter which seems difficult to control.

Our approach here takes up the older idea of fitting parametric models first and
then resampling from the residuals. But instead of considering a fixed finite-dimensional
model we approximate an infinite-dimensional, nonparametric model by a sequence of
finite-dimensional parametric models. This strategy is known as the method of sieves
(cf. Grenander (1981), Geman and Hwang (1982)) and explains the name of our pro-
cedure. To fix ideas, we approximate the true underlying stationary processes by an
autoregressive model of order p, where p = p(n) is a function of the sample size n with
p(n) — oo, p(n) = o(n) (n — o00). Our definition of the bootstrap for a fixed model is
the same as already given by IFreedman (1984). However, we take here the point of view
of approximating sieves. As the blockwise bootstrap, this resampling procedure is again
nonparametric and moreover its bootstrap sample is (conditionally) stationary and does
not exhibit additional artifacts of the dependence structure as above.

In an unpublished paper Kreiss (1988) also discusses the bootstrap for AR(oo) models.
But his approach only covers linear processes

Xi= e, to=1, t € X, (1.1)

=0

where {9;}52, decays exponentially and ¢; is an i.i.d. sequence with E[e,] = 0. This is not
satisfactory, because it covers only linear processes with a very weak dependence, usually
having exponentially decaying mixing coeflicients. This does not allow to interpret the ap-
proximating autoregressive model as a sieve for a broader subclass of stationary processes.



Kreiss (1988) shows under the above conditions consistency of the bootstrap for sample
autocovariances and the linear part of a class of estimates for the unknown autoregressive
parameters of the approximating autoregressive model. Qur results in section 3 are more
general.

A related approach in the frequency domain of stationary time series has been given
by Janas (1992). There one basically resamples from periodogram values which yields
a consistent procedure for smooth functions of the periodogram. This approach can
be interpreted as approximating the modulus |®(e=™] (0 < A < 7), where ®(2) =
Y 20057, ¢o =1 (z €C)is the AR(oo)-transfer function corresponding to the AR(oc)-
process 720 ¢; Xy—j = &4, t € ZL. Under some regularity conditions this model is equiva-
lent to the linear model in (1.1). Our sieve bootstrap captures more in that we approximate
the whole transfer function ®(z) (|z| < 1) instead of only its modulus as above.

We justify the sieve bootstrap by showing its consistency for statistics based on linear
processes as in (1.1), where {¢;}22, are allowed to decay of a certain polynomial speed.
For practice we argue here, that by fitting an autoregressive model first, using e.g. the
Akaike information criterion (AIC), and importantly, by taking the point of view of sieve
approximation, this (model based) bootstrap can still be regarded as a nonparametric
method. Our results contribute in this direction.

In section 2 we give the exact definition of the sieve bootstrap. In section 3 we present
the consistency of the sieve bootstrap for the arithmetic mean and a class of nonlinear
statistics. In particular we include there a comparison with the blockwise bootstrap which
indicates that the sieve bootstrap works better for very weak dependent processes, i.e., for
processes with fast decaying coefficients {1);}72,in (1.1). In section 4 we present results of
a simulation study. We compare the performance of the blockwise and the sieve bootstrap.
To explore some limits of the sieve bootstrap we consider there also nonlinear models which
cannot be represented as in (1.1) with {e}4ez i.i.d. Surprisingly, the sieve bootstrap works
also well for a non-Gaussian autoregressive threshold model which is beyond the linear
theory. In section 5 we include the proofs and some probabilistic properties of the sieve
bootstrap.

2 Definition of the sieve bootstrap

Let { X} }:cz be a real-valued, stationary process with expectation E[Xy] = px. If {X;}iez
is purely stochastic, we know by Wold’s Theorem (cf. Anderson (1971)) that {X;—px }rez
can be written as a one-sided infinite order moving-average process

Xi—px =3 e, to =1, (2.1)

7=0

where {¢;}1ez is a sequence of uncorrelated variables with Ele,] = 0 and 352 ¢F < oo.
We require invertibility of the process in (2.1) which narrows the class of stationary pro-
cesses a little bit. Under these additional assumptions of invertibility(cf. Anderson (1971),
Theorem 7.6.9) we can represent {X;};cz as a one-sided infinite order autoregressive pro-
cess

Y 6i(Ximj = px) =0, ¢o = 1, (2.2)
7=0



with 3772, qﬁ? < 0.

The representation (2.2) motivates an autoregressive approximation as a sieve for the
stochastic process {X;}iez. By (2.1) we could also use a moving-average approximation,
but we rely on autoregressive approximation which, as a linear method, is much more
popular, faster and well known as a successful technique in different situations (cf. Berk
(1974), An et al. (1982), Hannan (1987)).

We give now the definition of our sieve bootstrap. Denote by X1,..., X,, a sample from
the process { X¢}scz. In a first step we fit an autoregressive process, with increasing order
p(n) as the sample size n increases. Let p = p(n) — oo (n — oo) with p(n) = o(n). We
then estimate the coeflicients qAbLn, .. .,(;Abpm corresponding to model (2.2), usually (but not
necessarily) by the Yule-Walker estimates (cf. Brockwell and Davis (1987), chapter 8.1).
Note that for this purpose we first have to subtract the sample mean X. This procedure
yields residuals

p(n)
En=> Gin(Xiej—X), don=1(=p+1,....n).

=0

In a second step we construct the resampling based on this autoregressive approximation.
We center the residuals

n
gt,n :ét,n_ (n—p)_l Z ét,n (t2p+ 1,...,71)
t=p+1

and denote the empirical c.d.f. of {& .}, by

Then we can resample for any ¢t € 7
ef tad. ~ Fo

and define { X[ };cz by the recursion

p(n) -
D Gin(XiL; = X) =<, (23)
=0

In practice we construct a sieve bootstrap sample X7,... X" in the following way: choose

starting values, e.g., equal to zero, generate an AR(p(n)) process according to (2.3) until
‘stationarity’ is reached and then throw the first generated values away. Such an approach
is implemented for example in S-Plus, function arima.sim. This bootstrap construction
induces a conditional probability IP*, given the sample Xy,..., X,,. As usual, we supply
quantities with respect to IP* with an asterisk *.

Consider now any statistics T, = T,,(X1,..., X,,), where T}, is a measurable function
of n observations. We define the bootstrapped statistics TF by the plug-in principle, i.e.,
T =T.(X],....,X)).

n n



This bootstrap construction exhibits some features which are different from Kiinsch’s
(1989) blockwise bootstrap. It yields again a (conditionally) stationary bootstrap sample
and does not exhibit artifacts in the dependence structure like in the blockwise bootstrap,
where the dependence between different blocks is neglected. The sieve bootstrap sample
is not a subset of the original sample. Moreover, there is no need of ‘pre-vectorizing’
the original observations. Let us explain the vectorizing of observations for the blockwise
bootstrap. Suppose the statistic of interest T, can be written as a functional T at an

m-dimensional empirical c.d.f. Fém),
T, = T(FU)) (m > 1).

Denote by Y; = (X4, ..., Xegmo1)? (t = 1,...,n — m 4 1) the m-dimensional vectorized
observations. Then Fém)is the empirical c.d.f. of {V; ?:_lm‘i'l. The blockwise bootstrap
is now applied to the Y;’s, thus being a ‘block of blocks’ bootstrap scheme. For different
dimensions m one has to use different vectorized observations. Our sieve bootstrap has the
advantage of avoiding the construction of vectorized observations and enjoys the properties
of a plug-in rule. Finally, our sieve bootstrap seems to be more promising for unequally

spaced data or series with many missing values.

3 Main results

3.1 Assumptions

We consider now more carefully the models (2.1) and (2.2) and give the precise assumptions
about the stationary process {X;};cz from which a sample Xy,..., X, is drawn. We
prefer the formulation in the MA(cc) representation (2.1) rather than in the AR(o0)
representation (2.2). Denote by

(I)(Z) = io:gbjzjv ¢0 =1, z¢€ (Dv

7=0
U(z) = Z¢j2j, wo=1, z € C.
7=0
Then the models (2.1) and (2.2) can be written as
O(B)X —px)=¢, X —pux =¥Y(B)e,

where B denotes the back-shift operator (Bz); = 4-1, @ € R%. At least formally we can
see that ¥(2) = 1/®(z). Denote by F; = o({es; s < t}) the o-field generated by {e,} __ ..
Our main assumptions for the model are the following.

(A1) X; —px =3 720 ¥jei—j, o =1 (t € Z) with {;}4ez stationary, ergodic and
Ele|Fi—1] = 0, E[e?|Fi_1] = 0? < 00, Eley|® < oo for some s > 4.

(A2) Y(z)is bounded away from zero for |z| <1, 37724 j"[1;] < oo for some 7 € IN.

Since our sieve bootstrap scheme draws independently from the residuals, it is usually
unable to catch the probability structure of a statistics based on model (A1) with non-
independent variables {¢;};cz. The arithmetic mean as a linear statistics is an exception
in this respect. We therefore sometimes strengthen (Al) to



(A1) Xy —pux =3 720 Y5614, Yo =1 (t € Z) with {e}4ez i.i.d. and
Elei] = 0, Ele¢|® < oo for some s > 4.

Assumption (A1) is basically the same as in An et al. (1982). Assumption (A2) includes
models with polynomial decay of the coefficients {1);}22 or equivalently {¢;}°2,. ARMA
(p, q)-models (p < 00, ¢ < oc) satisfy (A2) with an exponential decay of {1;}72,. Note that
assumption (A2) implies that ®(z) is bounded away from zero for |2| < Tand 3772, 57 [¢;| <
0o. Assumption (Al1’) is more restrictive than the conditions in Kiinsch (1989) for the
blockwise bootstrap, which is shown to be generally valid for strong-mixing sequences (cf.

Kiinsch (1989)).

We now specify our autoregressive approximation and make the following widely used
assumptions:

(B) p=p(n) — o0, p(n) = o(n) (n — oc) and
Gp = (P10 -, Ppn) ! satisfy the empirical Yule-Walker equations
;p(ﬁp = _&pv
where , , = [R(i — M=o = (R(1),...,R(p)T,
R(j) = n™t 2P (0 = X)(X gy - X)-
In the sequel we always denote by R(j) = Cov(Xo, X;).

3.2 Bootstrapping the mean

Our first result shows the consistency in the simple case of the arithmetic mean. As
mentioned in section 3.1 the sieve bootstrap in this case will be shown to be consistent
even for processes as in (Al) with non-independent innovations.

Theorem 3.1 Assume that (A1) with s = 4, (A2) with r = 1 and (B) with p(n) =
o((log(n)/n)"/*) hold. Then
(i) Var*(n™'? 3" X7) = Var(n™? 3 Xy) = op(1) (n — ),
t=1 t=1

n

(1) If in addition n="* 3 (X, — px) —L. N0, i R(k)),

t=1 k=—0c0
sup (P[0~ /23 (X7 = X) < a] = P2 3 (X; — jux) < 2| = op(1) (n — ).
zeR t=1 t=1

Remark: Assumption (A1) only guarantees consistency of second moments, the addi-
tional assumption in (ii) is needed for consistency of the distribution function.

The proof is given in section 5.3.

We present now a comparison of the sieve bootstrap with the blockwise bootstrap in
the case of the mean X,,. It is shown in Kiinsch (1989, Theorem 3.1) that

¥
nVar (X;) = > (1- [k|/OR(K), (3.1)
k=—¢



where { = {(n) — oo, {(n) = o(n) (n — o0) is the blocklength.
More generally it is shown in Biithlmann and Kiinsch (1994b) that a generalization of the
blockwise bootstrap, the so-called correlated weights bootstrap, satisfies
l
nVar (X;) ~ > w(|kl/OR(K), (3.2)
k=—¢

where w(.) is a window that is twice differentiable at zero with w'(0) = 0, w”(0) # 0.
Formula (3.1) and (3.2) tell that the blockwise or correlated weights bootstrap variance
nVar*(X}) is asymptotically equivalent to a lag-window spectral estimate at zero (mul-
tiplied by 27) with the triangular- or a more smooth window, respectively. Parzen (1957)
has given asymptotic expressions for the mean square error of lag-window spectral esti-
mators (see also Priestley (1981)). Thus under suitable conditions we get

for the blockwise bootstrap:

o0

E[nVar*(X:)] - nVar(X,) ~ —£! Z |k|R(k),
k=—o0
Var(nVar (X)) ~ tn=14( i R(k))?*/3, (3.3)
k=—o0

for the correlated weights bootstrap:

E[nVar* (X)) — nVar(X,) ~ —L"20"(0) Z E*R(k)/2,
k=—o0

Var(nVar (X)) Nﬁn_IQ/OO wia)de (S R(k)). (3.4)

oo k=—0c0

By choosing {(n) = const.n/? in (3.3) or {(n) = const.n?/5 in (3.4), we obtain the best
order for the mean square error of the bootstrap variance, namely

MSEnVar(X})) ~ const.n™/* for the blockwise bootstrap,

MSEnVar (X)) ~ const.n™%> for the correlated weights bootstrap.

In principle, one could obtain better rates for the correlated weights bootstrap under more
restrictive conditions on the dependence structure, i.e., the smoothness of the spectral
density at zero, and by taking a smoother window w(.). However, we have to deal here
with an unsolved ‘oracle’ problem: since we do not know a priori the smoothness of the
spectral density we cannot choose the optimal weights for the correlated weights bootstrap.
On the other hand we can show the following result for the sieve bootstrap.

Theorem 3.2
(i) Assume that (A1) with s = 4, (A2) withr > 1 and (B) with p(n) = o((n/log(n))"/(37+2))
hold. Moreover assume that 3, 4 4. lcuma(Xo, X, X¢,, X¢,)| < 00. Then

nVar<(X:) —nVar(X,) = Op((p/n)?) + op(p™").



(ii) Assume that(A1) with s = 4, (A2) with r = 1 and (B) with p(n) = o((n/log(n))"/4).
Denote by

(n - p)_l Z?:p{—l gl%,n

27| Xm0 Gime A

far(N) =

(-t <A<m)

the autoregressive spectral estimator. Then

nVar*(X;) — 27 far(0) = O(n™") almost surely.

The proof is given in section 5.3

The sieve bootstrap yields a better variance estimate than the blockwise or correlated
weights bootstrap if the coeflicients {%}?‘;0 decay sufficiently fast, i.e., for some kind of
weak form of weak dependence. As an example we consider an ARMA(p, ¢)-model (p <
00,q < 00), where the coefficients {1);}22 decay exponentially. Then for any 0 < & < 1/2
we can choose r > 1/(2k) — 1 and p(n) = const.(n/log(n))/(¥+2) which yields for the
sieve bootstrap

nVar*(X;) —nVar(X,) = Op(n~'/*t%),

compare this with the results for the other bootstrap schemes above. We mention here
that the ‘oracle’ problem can now be solved (at least in some non-optimal sense). For
further discussion, see section 3.4.

By Theorem 3.2 (ii), the sieve bootstrap variance nV ar*(X) is asymptotically equiv-
alent to the autoregressive spectral estimate at zero, multiplied by 27. Under additional
conditions the autoregressive spectral estimate has the same asymptotic distribution as
the lag-window estimate with a rectangular window (cf. Berk (1974)). Our comparison is
now completed by interpreting the different bootstrap variances as lag-window estimates
at zero with different windows, namely rectangular (sieve bootstrap), triangular (block-
wise bootstrap), smooth at zero with some non-vanishing derivative of order h, h > 2
(correlated weights bootstrap). This comparison should only be considered as an addi-
tional interpretation since the sieve bootstrap should be seen as a sieve rather than a
kernel (window) method.

3.3 Bootstrap for a class of nonlinear estimators
We focus now on estimators that are functions of linear statistics, i.e.,

n—m-1

T, = f((n—m+1)"" Z_: 9( Xty o, Xegmo1))s (3.5)

where ¢ = (g1,...,9,)7 and f: R? — R?, (¢,G > 1). Denote by 6 = E[g(X¢, ..., Xepm—_1)]-
This model class is also considered in Kiinsch (1989, Example 2.2). As examples it in-
cludes versions of the sample autocovariances, autocorrelations, partial autocorrelations
and Yule-Walker estimators in autoregressive processes. We usually require that f and ¢
satisfy some smoothness properties and make the following assumptions:



(C) f = (f1,---,f;)7 has continuous partial derivatives y Z—ii’:lx=y (w=1,...,9),
(i = 1,...,m) for y in a neighborhood of U(#) of § and the differentials at 6,
y— Df(6y)=>", g—if”ngyi (u=1,...,4) do not vanish. The function g has

h
continuous partial derivatives of order h (h > 1), y — axf.%k:y which satisfy

the Lipschitz condition: for every y,z

Mgy (x Mgy (x . .
890»7“(89)0» |X=y—ﬁ|x=z SOy —zllu=1,...,¢, 1 <dp,...0, <,
o0, o

th

where ||.|| denotes the Euclidean norm, x, y, z € R™.

Theorem 3.3 Assume that (C), (A1) with s = 2(h + 2), (A2) with r = 1 and (B) with
p(n) = o((n/log(n))'/*) hold. Then, denoting by 6* =B*[g(X7,. .., X{tm_1)],

e [T — f(6%)) < 2] = PYH(T, — f(8)) < 2]] = op(1) (n — o0).
reRY

The proof is given in section 5.3.

One possible extension of the model class as given in (3.5) would be
T,=T(F,), (3.6)

where P, is an empirical distribution of the data and T is a smooth functional.

To analyze the validity of the sieve bootstrap for estimators as in (3.6) we need re-
sults about the sieve bootstrapped empirical process. This route has been given in
the i.i.d. set-up by Bickel and Freedman (1981) and for the blockwise bootstrap by
Naik-Nimbalkar and Rajarshi (1994) and Biihlmann (1993, 1994a, 1994b). At present,
no results in this direction exist for the sieve bootstrap. However, for the linear part
(n—m+ D' TF(Xy, ..., Xipm—1; P) of an estimator in (3.6), Theorem 3.3 usu-
ally yields consistency; here I F(x, P) denotes the influence function of the functional T
at the m-dimensional distribution P of (Xy,..., X¢ym—1) (cf. Hampel et al. (1986)).

3.4 Choice of the order p

Our main results in section 3.2 and 3.3 require some regularity conditions for the order
p = p(n) of the approximating autoregressive process which cover quite general situations.
This order acts as some kind of smoothing parameter. We briefly address now the question
of a ‘good’ or even some kind of optimal choice of p. Our Theorem 3.2 and its discussion
indicate that the choice of p determines the accuracy of the procedure. We suggest two
concepts which can be combined for choosing the parameter p.

If the process {X;}tez is an AR(o0) as in (2.2) (not being of finite order), then the
AIC criterion leads to an asymptotically efficient choice p4rc for the optimal order pyp(n)
of some projected AR(o0), cf. Shibata (1980). As an example, suppose that the autore-
gressive coefficients in (2.2) decay like

¢j ~ const.j"", (j — o0).
j

Then 37724 j"|¢;| < oo for r = [v — 1 — k] (k > 0), where [z] denotes the integer part
of # € R, and equivalently 322, j"|¢;| < co. On the other hand, Shibata (1980) has



shown that pasc ~ const.n/(?*). Therefore parc = o((n/log(n))F*? (r = [v — 1 — &])
which is the assumption of Theorem 3.2(i). This then explains that pasc is at least a

‘good’ order for nVar*(X}) in Theorem 3.2(i): it is such that the error nVar*(X}) —
nVar(X,) gets (automatically) smaller with faster decay of the coefficients {¢;}32, in
(Al). In other words, the sieve bootstrap solves the oracle problem. Shibata (1981)
shows also the optimality of AIC for the global relative squared error of the autoregressive
spectral estimator [ _((far(A) — f(N)/f(A)%d)\. But by Theorem 3.2(ii) we know that
the corresponding AR spectral estimator should be considered locally at zero. At present
we have no optimality result of AIC for nVar*(X}).

The other concept relies on the idea of prewhitening, as a graphical device. For some
candidates p, we fit the autoregressive model, obtain the residuals and compute some spec-
tral density estimate based on the residuals. We would choose p such that this estimated
spectrum is close to a constant. This method can detect autocorrelation but is not able

to distinguish between uncorrelated and independent innovations (compare assumptions

(Al) and (A17)).

These two concepts seem to be nicer than the adaptive choice of a blocklength in the
blockwise bootstrap (cf. Bithlmann and Kiinsch (1994)). There, the optimal blocklength
depends not only on the dependence structure of the observation process but also on the
structure of the estimator to be bootstrapped.

4 Simulations

We study and compare the performance of the sieve and blockwise bootstrap. We consider
the following models.

(M1) AR(48), X, = T8, 6, X1—j + e 6 = (~17F175/(j + 1) (j = L,...,48), where
ey i, ~ N(0,1).

(M2) ARMA(1,1), X; = 0.8X;_1—0.5¢,_14¢;, where g, i.i.d. ~ 0.95N(0, 1)+0.05N (0, 100).
Models with these ARMA-parameters have been considered in Glasbey (1982).

(M3) ARMA(1,1), X; = —0.8X;_1—0.56¢_1+¢;, where ¢4 4.i.d. ~ 0.95M(0, 1)40.05A7(0, 100).

(M4) SETAR(2;1,1), X; = (1.5 — 0.9X,1 + )1 [x,_ <o) + (0.4 — 0.6Xi—1 + )1 ix,_, 50,
where ¢; 7.i.d. ~ A/(0,4). This model is considered in Moeanaddin and Tong (1990).

Models (M1)-(M3) satisfy our assumption (A1’) for any s € IN. This is not true for model
(M4), which represents a nonlinear process with non-Gaussian marginal distribution (cf.
Moeanaddin and Tong (1990)). In models (M1) and (M2) the autocorrelation function is
positive (in (M1), there are at lag 31 and some bigger lags slightly negative autocorrelations
of the order 10™%), whereas in (M3) and (M4) the autocorrelation function is ‘damped-
periodic’, i.e., alternatively changing signs and decreasing.

Since the sieve bootstrap relies on a linear approximation we do not want to give
advantage to the sieve bootstrap and consider here always the sample median as the
estimator to be bootstrapped.

For the sieve bootstrap we choose the order p(n) of the approximating autoregres-
sive process by minimizing the Akaike information criterion (AIC) in a range 0 < p <

10



10log10(n) (this is the default value in S-Plus), cf. Shibata (1980). For the blockwise
bootstrap we estimate the blocklength adaptively as in Biithlmann and Kiinsch (1994b)
where we make the additional truncation of very large blocklengths at size n/2 (this was
used in (M3) and (M4)).

Our results are based on 100 simulations, the number of bootstrap replicates is al-
ways 300. We only report the bootstrap estimates for the variance, the estimates for
higher cumulants are not very accurate (cf. Bithlmann and Kiinsch (1994b)). Denote by
T, = med{X1,..., X}, 02 = aVar(T,), (62) = nVar*(T}), RMSE = MSE((02)")/o2
(relative mean square error). We computed E, 5.D. and RM SFE as sample moments over
the 100 simulations, an estimated standard deviation of RM SF is given in parentheses.
The true variance o2 is based on 1000 simulations. The sample sizes are n = 64 and

n = 512.

sieve bootstrap, n = 64 o | E[(c2)*] | 5.D.((c2)%) RMSE
(M1) 16.40 | 13.16 8.57 0.312 (0.061)
(M2) 14.11 8.14 8.18 0.515 (0.063)
(M3) 3.13 5.03 5.17 3.089 (0.891)
(M4) 8.85 7.81 1.99 0.065 (0.008)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 64
(M1) 16.40 9.86 6.80 0.331 (0.025)
(M2) 14.11 8.26 9.34 0.610 (0.072)
(M3) 3.13 7.11 11.69 15.520 (6.872)
(M4) 8.85 11.44 15.75 3.255 (1.600)
sieve bootstrap, n = 512
(M1) 16.68 | 16.10 4.25 0.066 (0.009)
(M2) 14.22 | 12.45 6.49 0.223 (0.046)
(M3) 2.62 2.87 0.68 0.076 (0.020)
(M4) 9.79 8.03 1.09 0.045 (0.004)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 512
(M1) 16.68 | 14.24 5.10 0.115 (0.015)
(M2) 14.22 | 11.03 4.28 0.141 (0.013)
(M3) 2.62 3.47 2.37 0.928 (0.265)
(M4) 9.79 9.93 5.75 0.345 (0.058)

The results can be classified as follows. For processes with positive autocorrelation
function, both procedures have roughly about the same performance. There might be a
small advantage for the sieve bootstrap for small sample sizes.

If the autocorrelation function of the model is ‘damped-periodic’, the sieve bootstrap
outperforms the blockwise bootstrap. This can be explained by the equivalence of the
bootstrap variance to the corresponding spectral estimators at zero. It is known from
spectral estimation that lag-window estimation is harder for ‘damped-periodic’ autocor-
relation functions, whereas the autoregressive estimate is usually more reliable. In (M3)
with n = 64 both procedures perform badly. This is mainly due to the influential innova-
tion outliers in the series: one such outlier is followed by approximately 10 contaminated
values until the series stabilizes. Therefore we considered also the model

(M37) ARMA(l,l), Xt = —0.8Xt_1 - 0-5525—1 + Et, where Et 1..d. ~ .-
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sieve bootstrap, n = 64 o2 | E[(c2)*] | S.D.((e2)) RMSE
(M37) 2.39 2.28 0.72 0.093 (0.013)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 64
(M37) 2.39 2.93 2.26 0.945 (0.198)
sieve bootstrap, n = 512
(M37) 2.24 2.19 0.28 0.016 (0.002)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 512
(M37) 2.24 2.94 2.10 0.977 (0.430)

Now the sieve bootstrap performs very well. The fact that the blockwise bootstrap does
not gain performance with the larger sample size is due to one ‘extraordinary’ realization
out of the 100 simulations. Without this realization the RM S F for the blockwise bootstrap
with n = 512 decreases to 0.559.

The surprise is the extremely high performance of the sieve bootstrap in (M4), though
this model is beyond the theory of linear processes as in (A1’). The approximating series
does not even asymptotically capture the model (M4). However, it seems that the AR
approximation is in some sense close enough, the marginal distribution of X; is not too
far away from Gaussianity (cf. Moeanaddin and Tong (1990)). The blockwise bootstrap,
which does not seem to be restricted to linear processes as in (2.1) yields a poor result.

To see where the sieve bootstrap brakes down we finally considered a similar threshold
model as (M4) but now with smaller innovations &;

(M47) SETAR(271,1), Xt - (15 - 0.9Xt_1 —|— gt)l[Xt_1§0] —|— (—04 - 0.6Xt_1 ‘|‘ 515)1[Xt_1>0],
where ¢; i.i.d. ~ N(0,1). See Moeanaddin and Tong (1990).

The marginal distribution of X, in (M4’) is now strongly bimodal and much further away
from Gaussianity than in (M4).

Since the blockwise bootstrap behaves wildly we use the median and MAD as estima-
tors based on the 100 simulations for the expectation and standard deviation.

sieve bootstrap, n = 64 o2 | E[(c2)*] | S.D.((c2)%) RMSE
(M47) 7.47 3.45 0.76 0.300 (0.011)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 64
(M47) 7.47 3.49 3.88 0.553 (0.049)
sieve bootstrap, n = 512
(M47) 12.47 3.60 0.54 0.508 (0.006)
blockw. bootstrap, n = 512
(M47) 12.47 9.96 8.45 0.499 (0.040)

The sieve bootstrap has a bias which does not decrease with increasing sample size.
This exhibits the fact that the model (M4’) cannot be represented as a linear process. As
expected the standard deviation decreases with larger sample size.

For the blockwise bootstrap, the relative bias is getting smaller with larger sample size.
This reflects the theory that the blockwise is asymptotically working for general mixing
processes which can be strongly nonlinear. However, the blockwise bootstrap is better
than the sieve bootstrap. We wondered if we could use a fixed blocklength and improve
the blockwise procedure: by trying the blocklengths ¢ = 4,8, 16,32, 64 for the sample size
n = 512, we could not find any significantly better result.
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We draw the final conclusion that in the framework of linear processes, the sieve
bootstrap is generally superior over the blockwise bootstrap.

5 Structural properties of the sieve bootstrap and proofs

5.1 Autoregressive approximation

We first cite here two results which serve as important tools in our analysis. Using the
estimation procedure as in (B), we set ®,(z) = é?(:%) Gin?, Gom=1(2€C, |2] <1). Tt
is known that ®,,(2) is invertible for |z| < 1,i.e., 1/®,(2) = ¥, (2) = 2520 izt (J2] < 1)
(cf. Brockwell and Davis (1987), p. 233). Hence using the definition (2.3) of the sieve
bootstrap we represent

X7 =X =) tjuerj, te L
=0
The next result can be seen as a generalization of Wiener’s Theorem (cf. Wiener (1933),

Zygmund (1959)) for the estimation case.

Lemma 5.1 Assume that (A1) with s =4, (A2) with r € N and (B) hold. Suppose that
p(n) = of(n/log(n))"/Cr+2).

Then there exists a random variable ny such that

o0
sup Z]'TW]‘M < oo almost surely.

nan ]‘:0

Proof: This is essentially Theorem 3.1 in Biithlmann (1995), which covers slightly more
general situations. a

Lemma 5.2 Assume that (A1) with s = 4, (A2) with v = 1 and (B) with p(n) =
o((n/log(n))'/*) hold.

Then
Z W]n — ;] = o(1) (n — o00) almost surely.
7=0
Prof: See Biithlmann (1995), formula (3.2) and (3.3). 0

5.2 Properties of the sieve bootstrap sample

We first present some results about the resampled innovations e} i.2.d. Fsm. By the
definition of F. , (see section 2) we have

E*[=3] = 0. (5.1)

The next Lemma gives results about higher moments.
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Lemma 5.3 Assume that (A1) with s = max{2w,4} w € IN, (A2) with r = 0 and (B)
with p(n) = o((n/log(n))/?) hold. Then

E*[()™] = E[()*™] + op(1).

Proof: It is

E[(e)™) = (n—p)7 _Z (1 — £, (5.2)

where &) = (n—p) ' 1 Eine
We first show

£ = op(1). (5.3)

Denote by Op = (P1,ns- - .,¢p7n)T the solutions of the theoretical Yule-Walker equations
, pOp = —7p (compare with assumption (B) and replace the sample moments by true

moments) For ease of notation we set in the sequel (b]n = ¢jn = 0 for j > p, ¢0n =
¢o,n = 1. We write

n

é%):(n_p)_l( Z( X :uX Z¢] —I_ Z Qtn‘l’ Z Rtn

t=p+1 t=p+1 t=p+1

= [+ II+1II, (5.4)

where Q. = Y0_o(¢jm — ¢jn)(Ximj — X), Ripn = 3320(djn — ¢;)(Xe—j — X). By (A1)
and (A2) we have

I=0p(n 2. (5.5)
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
P no P _
(< (DG = 650)) 2 (0= p)" D0 D (X = X))V (5.6)
j=0 t=p+1j=0

In An et al. (1982), proof of Theorem 5, it is shown under the assumption about p(n)
that

Zp: ¢J, —¢in) = 0((109(71)/71)1/2) almost surely.
7=0

Thus by (5.6)
IT = o(log(n)/n)" " Op(p'/?) = op(1). (5.7)

Furthermore by the extended Baxter inequality,

o0 o0
> bjn — b5] < const. > |4
=0

J=p+1
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(see Bithlmann (1995), proof of Theorem 3.1). Thus

P o0
E[IIT] <EIX, = X| Y (60 — &l SEIX, = X[ Y [j] = op(1). (5.8)
7=0

J=p+1
By (5.4), (5.5), (5.7) and (5.8) we have shown (5.3).
Next we show that

Write

ét,n =&t (X - luX) Z ¢] + Qt,n + Rt,n (510)

i=0

(for the notation see (5.4)). Analogously as for proving (5.7), (5.8) and using that E|e,|** <
00, we arrive at

(n—p)~! Zn: |Qeal® = op((p"/*(log(n)/n)"*)*) = op(1), (5.11)

t=p+1
(=) S [Real = 0p(( S |65)P) = op(1). (5.12)
t=p+1 j=p+1

Now expand the right hand side of (5.10). Then by (5.11), (5.12), the ergodicity of {e;}1em
and by using Hélder’s inequality we can show (5.9). Finally by a binomial expansion in
(5.2) and using (5.3), (5.9) and again Hélder’s inequality we complete the proof.

Lemma 5.4 Assume that (A1) with s = 4, (A2) with v = 1 and (B) with p(n) =
o((log(n)/n)"*) hold. Then

€7 &, ¢ in probability.

Proof: Denote by F.,(2) = (n—p)~' S0 11 L <a]s Fe(2) = Pley < 2] and by daf., .)
the Mallows metric (cf. Bickel and Freedman (1981)). Then it is known that

dy(F ., Fo) = o(1) almost surely,

see Bickel and Freedman (1981), Lemma 8.4.
Thus it remains to prove that

dg(Fsm,FE’n) = op(1), Fsm defined as in section 2. (5.13)

Let S be uniformly distributed on {p+1,...,n} and let Zy = g, Z3 = €g,,, where &, is
defined as in section 2. Then

dy(Fem, Fen)? <E|Zy — 73]

= 0=p Y Gt = =) Y (Quat Rin— (X =) Y 6y — )2,
t=p+1 t=p+1 j=0

where we used the notation as in the proof of Lemma 5.3. But the last expression converges
to zero in probability by (5.3), (5.11), (5.12) and (X — pux ) = op(1). Hence (5.13) holds.O

In the next step we extend Lemma 5.4 for the innovations to the observations.
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Lemma 5.5 Assume that (A1°) with s = 4, (A2) with r = 0 and (B) with p(n) =
o((log(n)/n)'/?) hold. Then

X/ 4, X, in probability.

Proof: Let M > 0, we specify its value later. We decompose

00 M
X7 =3 dinei oy = D byeiy + Ul + Vi,
M ~ ~
where Ut*yn = j:0(¢j7n - %)5?—]‘7 ‘/tTn = Z(]?.;M—I—l ij,ng:;_]‘-

Let z € R be a continuity point of the c.d.f. of X; and let v > 0 be arbitrary. Then as
for proving Slutsky’s Theorem

M
PUX; <] < PAY Wyl <o+l PUUL] > v /20 + PHIVE > /2]

=0

By Markov’s inequality
M ~
U] > 7/21 €2 [0 — wiIE* ||/
=0

PV > /21 <2 Y [ulElerl /v,
j=M+1

By Lemma 5.1, 3272 34y |1Lj7n| <MY 0 j|1@j7n| < const. M~ almost surely. More-
over by Lemma 5.2, for any finite M and any & > 0 there exists an ng = no(M,£) such
that for n > ng

M ~
D i — 5l <€
7=0

Let x> 0 be arbitrary. We bound E*|e¥| < (B*|¢7]?)!/? and use Lemma 5.3. Thus we can
choose M = M(v, k) such that for n sufficiently large

P*[|U7,| > v/2] < k/2 in probability,

P*[|V,| > v/2] £ k/2 in probability. (5.14)
Therefore
M
P*X; < 2] < P[> wjer_; < @+ 9]+ & in probability (5.15)
7=0

and analogously

M
P*X; <] > ]P*[Z ie;_; < & — ] — &k in probability. (5.16)

- —J
=0



By the Cramér-Wold device and Lemma 5.4 combined with the i.i.d. property of {¢;}+cz
and the conditional i.i.d. property of {¢} };cz we have for n sufficiently large

M M
P[> bjer; <+ = P[> vjej <+ 7] < £ in probability. (5.17)
7=0 7=0

Analogously as before we can show for an arbitrary ¢ > 0

M

P[> giers <o t7] <PX <oty 40+ (5.15)
=0
]M

P ey <a—9]>PX; <2 —v-(] -k (5.19)
7=0

(We use here that 3°72 /11 [1h;] = o(1) (M — oo); if the M chosen in (5.14) is too small
we increase M which would not affect the results above).
By (5.15)-(5.20) we have for n sufficiently large

P X[ <z] <IP[X; <z + 7+ (] + 3k in probability,

P [X] <z] > IP[X; <2 — v — (] — 3k in probability.
Since v, ¢ and k are arbitrary and z is a continuity point of the c.d.f. of X; we complete
the proof. a

Corollary 5.6 Suppose that the assumptions of Lemma 5.5 hold. Then for every d € IN,
t1,...,tq € X

(X7

17

cH X)) 4, (X4y,...,X¢,) in probability.

Proof: We use the Cramér-Wold device and show that

d d
ZCiXt*i LN Z ¢; Xy, (¢; € R) in probability.

For this we decompose X' as in the proof of Lemma 5.5 and follow its lines. a

5.3 Proofs of main results

Proof of Theorem 3.1
(i) By using successively Lemma 5.3, Lemma 5.1 with » = 1 and Lemma 5.2 we have

n—1

nVar(Xp) = D0 D it a(l = kl/n)E 7]
k=—n+1 7=0

n—1

= > imw,ﬂu — k| /n)Ele|*(1 + op(1))

k=—n+1 7=0

= (3 il op(1)

i=0

= (SRl + op(L).

i=0
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Since nVar(X,)) = (3720 ¥j.n) Eles|* we have shown (i).
(ii) We truncate the MA(oc) representation of X7 — X and set
— M ~
X;M—X:Z%‘,ngf—jv nM_n ZX
J=0

Then as for proving (i)

nVar* ( Zzb] 2]E|5t| + op(1).

7=0

We now use a blocking technique with ‘small, negligible’ and ‘large, dominating’ blocks.
Let

ta+(i—1)b
Ay = Z (Xip—X), i=1,...,[n/(a+b)],
t=(i—1)(a+b)+1
i(a+b)
B, = (X;M—X),i:l,...,[n/(a—l—b)],
t=iat (i—1)b

where a = a(n) — o0, b = b(n) — oo, a(n) = o(n), b(n) = o(a(n)). Let N(a +b) =
and assume without loss of generality that N € IN. Then

1/2(X wm-X N n—l/zzA _I_n—l/zzBm
We first show that

N
n_1/2 ZBTL,Z = OP*(l) in probablhty (520)

=1

It is B*[n~1/2 Zf\il Byl = 0. Since the X[,,’s are M-dependent with respect to IP~,
{B,:}Y, are (conditionally) independent for n sufficiently large and hence, as for proving

(i)

N
Var*(n~'/? Z B,:)=n"'NVar<(B,.)

=1
M
= nTINO(Y ¢i)Eled]® + op(1) = op(1).
7=0
Therefore (5.20) holds.
We next show that
n~1/? Z A <, N Zzb] ’E|gs|?) in probability. (5.21)

=1
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Again E*[n='/2° N A, ;] = 0. As above, and by using Na ~ n,

N
Var*(n_1/2 Z Api) = n_lNaVar*(AnJ)

=1
M
= (Ul + op(1). (5.22)
j=0
Then we check Lindeberg’s condition
Al
NE*[— 1[|An71/gn|>ﬁ]] = op(1) for K > 0, (5.23)

o
where 02 = Var*(N, A, ;) ~ const.n in probability.
But by reasoning as for Chebychev’s inequality

2

sk Anl _ _ %
NE [—5114, , fonlsn] € NeT20 B A |

2
0y

A direct calculation using Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.3 leads then to E*|4,,1|* = Op(a?)

and hence
Az
NE'| = Uy, jon>)) = OP(Nn™%a?) = Op(n~'a) = op(1),
which proves (5.23).
Thus by (5.22), (5.23) and the M-dependence of the X;M’s we have shown (5.21) and

hence by (5.20)

M
nl/z(X;M - X) 4, N(0, (> #;)%E|e,|?) in probability. (5.24)

7=0
Finally we show that the effect of truncation is negligible. Let
WY = A = K =YY et
t=1j=M+1
Then

n—1 00
Var ('Y = 30 3 a1 — [kl/n)E e
k=—n+1j=M+1

o0 o0
< const. Z |4hi | < comst. M~ Z §|;.0] in probability. (5.25)
j=M+1 j=M+1

By (5.24) and (5.25) we complete the proof for (ii) (for this kind of reasoning cf. Anderson
(1971), Corollary 7.7.1). O

Proof of Theorem 3.2

Note that Cov*(X§, X)) = R(k)]%sf|2 for [k| < p, where 6% = R(0) + ¢4, is the Yule-
Walker estimate of 02 = El|e;|?. The difference between E*|¢¥|* and 62 is due to initial
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conditions like X,_; = ... = Xo = X. These edge effects are negligible, i.e., o =
1+ Op(pn~!). We have by using Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.3
nVar*(X})
p
= > RO = [kl/n)(1+Op(pn~") +2 Z Z%,n%%n — k/n)E"|e7|?
k=—p k=p+1 57=0
P <.
= > RE)1—1kl/n)(1+O0p(pn™ )+ Op( Y |¥jnl)
k=—p J=p+1
p A
= Y R~ [k]/n)(1+Op(pn™") +op(p™").
k=-p

Now (i) follows by Theorem 9.3.4 in Anderson (1971).

For (ii) we observe that

|0V ar*(X2) — 27 f4r(0)]

n—1
< n7'2 Z ECov™ (X, X))+ 2] Z Cov*(Xg, X7)(1 = k/n)|
k=1 k=n
< _122|¢],n|23|¢ﬁn| +n 1222]|¢],n| ) almost surely,
7=0j5=n
where the last bound follows from Lemma 5.1. a

Proof of Theorem 3.3
In the sequel we denote by X; = (X4 .., Xeymo1)?, X = (Xf,...,Xf+m_1)T. The
strategy is to show that

n—m-1
(n—m+ 1) 3 (9(X]) —E[g(X])]) == N(0,Zpuxn) in probability, — (5.26)

t=1

where (X)y0 = Y je_o Cov(9u(Xo), gu(Xy)) is the asymptotic covariance matrix of (n —
mA+1)"V2 50 mH  (g(X ) —E[g(X,)]). We leave the proof away that, under the conditions
of Theorem 3.3,

n—m

(n—m+1)7Y2 3 (g(Xe) —Elg(Xe)]) 5 N0, s )-

t=1

This can be shown in a similar (easier) way as the following proof for the bootstrap
quantities.
Then we will use the Delta technique.

We proceed similarly as for proving Theorem 3.1(ii). We denote by Xy = X +

Z] —0 ¢]7n5t i Xem = px + Z] —o Vjci—; and define X7 EM and Xy as in the analogous way
as for X7 and Xq.
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In a first step we show that

n—m-1 n—m-1
Cov*((n—m+1)""* 37 gu(Xip),(n—m+ 172 37 g,(Xi )
t=1 t=1
= (SM)up +op(l) (1 <u,v<yq), (5.27)

where (EM)u,v = Qi-ljjr\b[_lm_H COv(gu(XO)vgv(Xk))‘
We immediately have by the M-dependence of the X[ ),’s

n—m-1 n—m-1
Cov™((n—m+1)""2 3" gu(Xjp) (n=m+ 177 3 gu(X5ap))
t=1 t=1
M+m—1
=S Cor(guXan) 0u(XEan)) (1 — [k /(n — m 4 1)), (5.28)
k=—M-m+1

We truncate the g,’s,

Gu(x) = gu(X) 15,00 < K] T K sign(gu(x)), K > 0.

Since g, is continuous and bounded we get by Corollary 5.6, which also holds for the
truncated versions X;M and Xy v,

M+m—1
Yo Cov™(Gu(Xg ) 9u(Xiar))
k=—M-m+1
M+4+m-1

= > Cov(gu(Xom), #u(Xim)) + op(1). (5.29)
k=—M—-m+1

Now we discuss that the the effect of truncating the g,’s is negligible. We have by Holder’s
inequality
E*1gu(X5 a0 guxs 1511
< (BT gu (X0 PRI (216, (X5 )| > KDY = Op(1) K20
(we show ]E*|gu(XaM)|2(h+2)/(h+1) = Op(1) in the same way as later (5.34)).

Let x > 0 be arbitrary. Hence we can choose K = K(k,M(x)) = K(x) such that for n
sufficiently large

|C0v™(9u(X5 1) 9u( X5 ar)) — Cov™(Gu(XG ar)s Gu( X 1))
< K/(M 4+ m —1) in probability. (5.30)

Analogously we can do the same for the original observations
|Cov(gu(Xo,m), gu(Xi,m)) — Cov(Gu(Xom), Go(Xem))| < /(M +m —1).  (5.31)

Putting together (5.28)-(5.31) and using that x > 0 is arbitrary we have shown (5.27).
Now we invoke the Cramér-Wold device for showing the convergence of the random vec-
tor (n—m+1)""2 S5 (g(X ) ~B*[g(X; yy)]). Denote by ((x) = 31y cugu(x), e €
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RR. Then we use the same blocking technique as in the proof of Theorem 3.1(ii) (for no-
tation see also there). We will show now the Lindeberg condition as in (5.23), where now

A1 = 3o (UXF ) — E7[U(XF pp)]). We bound
A? 1
NE™| 02’

n

1[|An71/gn|>ﬁ]] < NI{_60;2_6]E*|AH71|2+6 (6 > 0). (5.32)

By using the M-dependence of the X[ ,’s with respect to P* we get
B[ A1 [*T0 < const.a(n) /2 (6 > 0), B U(X] )T = 0p(1), (5.33)
cf. Yokoyama (1980). Choose ¢ = 1/(h +1). We will show now that
E*[0(X] )P0 = Op(1). (5.34)
We use the following notation for the linear operator for the ¢-th derivative:

'l (v)2 B Q'L - DU(x) |
8xd1...8wd. YRy e Fdi dxg, ...0xq, y)= Oxq, ...0xq Y’

7

where x = (21, ... xm)T, y = (vy1,... ,ym) , (21,...,2m)T

Denote by ||.||«p the usual £,-norm with respect to IP*. By a Taylor expansion
= > DUX (XS = X) + DM(TY(XT = X)),

where |7 — X|[| < || X5, — X[, [|.|| denoting the Euclidean norm in R™.
Hence by Minkowski’s inequality

IXE A a2/ (h1)
< DD X ar = Xllezazgonry + DX pr = X)llarynen)- (5.35)
Now by the definitions of D'(.) and X[y and by using Lemma 5.3

| DX X ar = X)lleogo/oht)

M
< comst. Y | B |er|FHHUADN = Op(1) (0 < i < h - 1), (5.36)

i=0

On the other hand, by using the Lipschitz property of M)

aacil...acih
|D™M(7) — D"(0)| < const.||t — X|| < const.|| X v — X1,
and therefore, similarly as above,
— M ~
1D ()X a1 = Flleagaghany < const. 3 1y JE7 || FH/FD04D Z 0,(1). (5.37)
7=0
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By (5.35)-(5.37) we have shown (5.34) and hence (5.33). Therefore by (5.32), the Lindeberg
condition holds. Hence by invoking (5.27)

n—m-1

(n—m+1)71/2 > (9(Xia) = E [g(XSa0)]) 4, N(0,X ) in probability. (5.38)

t=1

Next we show that

]\/l[im (M )upw = (X)yw, v,v=1,...,m. (5.39)
First we prove in a straightforward way by using Taylor expansions (in a similar spirit as for
proving (5.34)) and by using the smoothness of g(.), E|e¢|?"**?) < oo and the assumption

Y520 gl < o0

M+4+m-1 M+4+m-1
| Z Cov(gu(XO,M)vgv(Xk,M)) - Z Cov(gu(XO)vgv(Xk)N
k=—M-m+1 k=—M-m+1
< const. Z gl
i=M

Furthermore we can show, again using the smoothness of ¢(.),

o0

ST |Cov(gu(Xo), 9u(Xi))| = 0 (M — o0).
k=M4+m

(This would follow directly if additionally {X;}iez would be strong-mixing, but we can
prove it by using similar techniques as for showing (5.40) below).
The last two estimates then prove that (5.39) holds.

Then we show that the effect of truncating the MA(oo) representation of X7 is negli-
gible, we will show

n—m-1
Var((n —m+1)71/2 Z (U(X7) = (X pp)) < const. M~" in probability.  (5.40)

t=1
Denote by Z; = ((X}) — (X} p)- Then

n—m-1 o)

Var((n—m+ 172 37 (UX7) = X)) £ Y2 [Cov™(Z5, Z7)-

t=1 k=—0c0

Let & > m be fixed. Denote by

k—m k—m
Y v ) 0 T
X}; -X= ( ij,ng};—jv ceey Z ¢j,n€z+m—1—j) ’

=0 =0

MA(k—m) MA(k—m)
* v h 0 T
X};,M - X = ( ij,ng};—jv SRR Z ¢j,ngz+m—1—j)
=0 =0



Then
7 = 6X7) — (K + 1= 1T,
where I = ((X}) — €(X3), 1T = (X ) — (X ap)-
By independence of ({(X}) — K(X;M)) and Zg with respect to IP* we have
|Cov™(Zg, Z )| [E"[(Z5 — E*[ZoD1 ] + [E7[(Z5 — E*[Z5]) 1]
170 = E*[Zollla (M [l2 + [[11]].2)-

By using Taylor expansions (7p, 7% denote the appropriate mid-points), Hélder’s and
Minkowski’s inequality we obtain the following bounds (similarly as in (5.36) and (5.37))

IAN A

A

h—1
1Zolle < D ID UG A a1y (i) | (K5 = X a1l gn)
=1

+ D™ (o) ez 1OXF = X a1y

o0

const. Z |1Lj7n| in probability,
j=M+1

IN

h—1
ke < D IDUXE ) lea(rary s hmiv ) 1OXF = XD [Lo g
=1

+ 1D )2 1XE = Xl )

o0
< const. Z |1Lj7n| in probability,
7=k—m+1
and similarly
M ~
||[11]|.2 < const. Z |1;.»| in probability,

F=(MA(k—m))+1

where the right hand side disappears for & > M + m.
For 0 < k < m the bound for || Z;||.2 applies. Hence

o0 o0 R o0 R
Y Cov™(Z5,Z0)| < const. Y il D 1450l
k=—o0 j=M+1 j=0

< const.M ™! in probability,

where the last bound follows by Lemma 5.1 with r = 1. This proves (5.40) and therefore
by (5.38), (5.39) and by applying Corollary 7.7.1in Anderson (1971) we have shown (5.26).

Finally we use the Delta technique. Similarly as for (5.27) we can show [|§* — §|| =
op(1). Using this and the continuous differentiability of f we can show along the same
lines as in Serfling (1980) (proof of Theorem A, p.122) that n'/?(T* — f(6*)) has the same
asymptotic distribution as nl/z(Tn — f(8)). This completes the proof. O
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