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Abstract

Recent work in dynamic causal inference introduced a class of discrete-time stochastic pro-
cesses that generalize martingale difference sequences and arrays as follows: the random variates
in each sequence have expectation zero given certain lagged filtrations but not given the natural
filtration. We formalize this class of stochastic processes and prove a stable central limit theorem
(CLT) via a Bernstein blocking scheme and an application of the classical martingale CLT. We
generalize our limit theorem to vector-valued processes via the Cramér–Wold device and develop
a simple form for the limiting variance. We demonstrate the application of these results to a
problem in dynamic causal inference and present a simulation study supporting their validity.

Keywords: Causal inference; Cramér–Wold device; Lindeberg method; stochastic process.

1 Introduction

Recent work by Bojinov, Rambachan, and Shephard (hereafter, BRS) proposes randomization-
based methods for estimating time-averaged effects of treatments on future outcomes (Bojinov
et al., 2021; Bojinov and Shephard, 2019). As a simple example, consider a setting in which an
experimenter sequentially randomizes a single individual to a binary treatment At ∈ {0, 1} for
T ∈ N time points. Following each treatment, the experimenter observes an outcome Yt ∈ R. The
proposed methods enable the experimenter to estimate the time-averaged effect of At on Yt+p for
p = 0, 1, 2, . . .. With p = 0, the result is an estimate of the ‘contemporaneous’ or immediate effect
of At on Yt. For p ≥ 1, the resulting estimate provides a measure of effect persistence over time,
with significant effects at larger values of p indicating greater persistence. Assessing treatment
persistence is a well-recognized goal in dynamic causal inference, and other authors have proposed
similar definitions of persistence, usually in a superpopulation setting (Blackwell and Glynn, 2018;
Boruvka et al., 2018; Robins et al., 1999).

BRS propose asymptotically Gaussian inference procedures justified by the martingale central
limit theorem (CLT) (Hall and Heyde, 1980; Häusler and Luschgy, 2015); however, the martingale
CLT does not apply for p ≥ 1. We show in Section 7 that the theory fails for p ≥ 1 because
the supposed-martingale sequence, (Ut)1≤t≤T−p, generally does not satisfy the martingale property,
E(Ut|Ht−1) = 0, where (Ht)−p≤t≤T−p is a filtration with each Ut being Ht-measurable. Rather, it
satisfies a condition that we refer to as the lag martingale property : E(Ut|Ht−p−1) = 0. For p ≥ 1,
we show in (8) that the covariance between neighboring time points is nonnegligible; hence, the
martingale CLT does not apply.
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In spite of this theoretical issue, the proposed framework of BRS poses considerable merit
because it produces unbiased estimates of dynamic causal effects under weak assumptions. In par-
ticular, the framework imposes only weak regularity conditions on the data-generating process for
the outcomes. This stands in contrast to many competing methods in dynamic causal inference
that impose restrictive conditions, such as ‘no carryover effects’ across time periods (Arkhangelsky
et al., 2021; Athey and Imbens, 2022; de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfœuille, 2020; Imai and Kim,
2019). In addition, the BRS framework does not require a superpopulation assumption or indepen-
dent units, enabling its application to a finite set of experimental units. Consequently, addressing
this theoretical issue would provide significant benefit to practitioners, enabling valid asymptotic
inference for the case p ≥ 1 under weak assumptions.

The primary contribution of this work is stable CLTs for lag martingale difference processes
(defined in Section 2), such as those arising from the BRS framework. Similar to the classical
martingale CLT, our results guarantee stable convergence to a scale mixture of Gaussian random
variables. An intuitive characterization of stable convergence is (Jacod and Shiryaev, 2003, Propo-
sition VIII.5.33)

Xn → X G-stably ⇐⇒ (Xn, Y )
d→ (X,Y ) for all G-measurable Y,

where
d→ denotes (weak) convergence in distribution. Stability enables us to obtain a limiting

Gaussian distribution (as opposed to a scale-mixture of Gaussian distributions) by applying the
stable Cramér–Slutsky rule (Häusler and Luschgy, 2015, Theorem 3.18 (b)):

Xn → X G-stably, Yn
p→ Y, Y is G-measurable =⇒ XnYn

d→ XY

where
p→ denotes convergence in probability. In the dynamic causal inference setting discussed

above, 1/Y 2 is the variance of the estimator and may be random.
From a technical standpoint, our results rely on a Bernstein blocking strategy, partitioning the

rows of a triangular array into minor and major blocks (Bernstein, 1927; Dehling and Philipp, 2002).
The minor blocks are constructed to be asymptotically negligible so that the limiting behavior is
determined by partial sums arising from the major blocks, which obey the classical martingale
CLT. Researchers have applied related blocking strategies to obtain CLTs for a wide variety of
stochastic processes exhibiting forms of weak dependence across time, including mixingales, near-
epoch dependent sequences, and mixing sequences (Bardet et al., 2008; de Jong, 1997; Jiang and
Hahn, 2008; Merlevede and Peligrad, 2000; Merlevède, 2003).

Of the results in the literature, mixingale CLTs bear the greatest similarity to our CLTs be-
cause they apply to nonstationary data and guarantee stable convergence relative to a σ-field large
enough to contain the asymptotic variance (Ikeda, 2017; McLeish, 1977; Wu, 2007). For a fixed lag
length p, mixingale arrays are easily seen to nest lag martingale difference arrays as a special case;
however, our specialized theory offers several benefits. First, our Theorem 3 allows the lag length
to increase sublinearly with the sequence length, enabling application to non-mixingale arrays. Sec-
ond, our results provide a convenient form for the asymptotic variance involving only variances and
covariances within the lag window, facilitating asymptotic inference. Third, our approach permits a
straightforward extension to multivariate processes. In fact, these benefits motivated this work and
enable various improvements to the BRS framework; though, we leave the methodological details
to future work.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the basic setup and
definitions of scalar-valued lag-p martingale difference sequences and arrays. Section 3 gives a
basic CLT for scalar-valued processes with a fixed, finite lag length. Section 4 extends the CLT to
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multivariate processes. Section 5 provides the extension to diverging, sublinear lag lengths. Section
6 derives the simplified form of the asymptotic variance. Section 7 illustrates the application of our
theoretical results to the BRS framework and includes a simulation study supporting their validity.
Section 8 concludes with a brief discussion of the results.

2 Lag martingale difference sequences and arrays

Let (kn)n∈N be a nondecreasing sequence with kn ∈ N and limn→∞ kn = ∞. Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn be a
sequence of real-valued random variables defined on the probability space (Ω,X , P ) for all n ∈ N.
Let (Xnk)0≤k≤kn be a filtration in X so that Xn0 ⊂ Xn1 ⊂ . . . ⊂ Xnkn ⊂ X . For all n ∈ N, we assume
that (Xnk)1≤k≤kn is adapted to the filtration (Xnk)0≤k≤kn , meaning that Xnk is Xnk-measurable
for all 1 ≤ k ≤ kn. In other words, the triangular array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N of random variables is
adapted to the triangular array (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N of σ-fields. We say that A ∈ Lq(P ) if E(|A|q) <∞
in P -probability. With this notation in place, scalar-valued lag-p martingale difference sequences
are defined as follows.

Definition 1 (Lag-p martingale difference sequence). Let p ∈ {0, 1, . . .} and n ∈ N such that
kn ≥ p + 1. The sequence (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn is a (scalar-valued) lag-p martingale difference sequence
if E(Xnk|Xn,k−p−1) = 0 and Xnk ∈ L1(P ) for all p+ 1 ≤ k ≤ kn.

Lag-p martingale difference arrays are defined similarly, allowing n to range over N. Definition
1 nests martingale difference sequences (and, by extension, arrays) as the special case p = 0. We
can relate different lag lengths as follows.

Proposition 1 (Lag relationships). Let p ∈ {0, 1, . . .}, q ∈ {p+ 1, p+ 2, . . .}, and n ∈ N such that
kn ≥ q + 1. If (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn is a lag-p martingale, then (Xnk)q+1≤k≤kn is a lag-q martingale.

Proof. Apply the tower property of expectations.

In particular, Proposition 1 implies that a martingale difference sequence is a lag-p martingale
difference sequence for any p ∈ N; however, the converse is false in general.

3 Basic CLT

We now provide a stable CLT for scalar-valued lag-p martingale difference arrays.

3.1 Setup

Let p ∈ {0, 1, . . .}. We partition the elements of (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn into major and minor blocks. The
starting indices (in k) of these major blocks are given by a sequence (bj)j∈N with bj+1 − bj ≥ p+ 1
for all j ∈ N; by construction, we set b1 = p + 1. The minor blocks fall between the major blocks
and are of length p. Their starting indices are given by the sequence (aj)j∈N with aj := bj+1 − p
denoting the starting index of the minor block immediately following the jth major block. The
major block sizes are then given by dj := aj − bj . We define the minor and major block sums,
respectively, as

Anj :=

min(bj+1−1,kn)∑
k=aj

Xnk, Bnj :=

min(aj−1,kn)∑
k=bj

Xnk.
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We then define corresponding minor and major partial sums as S
(A)
n :=

∑j
(A)
n
j=1 Anj and S

(B)
n :=∑j

(B)
n
j=1 Bnj , respectively, where j

(A)
n := max{j ∈ N : aj ≤ kn} is the number of minor blocks through

index kn and j
(B)
n := max{j ∈ N : aj − 1 ≤ kn} is the number of complete major blocks. We can

then decompose the partial sum as Sn :=
∑kn

k=p+1Xnk = S
(A)
n + S

(B)
n + S

(C)
n , where

S(C)
n :=

{
B
n,j

(B)
n +1

if kn ∈ [b
j
(B)
n +1

, a
j
(B)
n +1

− 2],

0 otherwise

comprises the final block if it is an incomplete major block (i.e., if one or more terms are excluded
because kn < a

j
(B)
n +1

−1). We define the filtration array (Bnj)0≤j≤j(B)
n ,n∈N with each Bnj = Xn,aj−1.

Lastly, a triangular array is square integrable if Xnk ∈ L2(P ) for all 1 ≤ k ≤ kn and n ∈ N.

3.2 Theorem statement

Our basic CLT generalizes the classical martingale CLT (Häusler and Luschgy, 2015, Theorem 6.1).

Theorem 1 (CLT). For some p ∈ {0, 1, . . .}, let (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn,n∈N be a square-integrable lag-
p martingale difference array adapted to (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N. Assume that there exists a blocking
sequence (bj)j∈N as defined in Section 3.1 such that the following conditions hold:

(D) dj → ∞ as j → ∞,

(SP) S
(A)
n + S

(C)
n

p→ 0 as n→ ∞,

(MP) maxp+1≤k≤kn |Xnk|
p→ 0 as n→ ∞,

(N)
∑j

(B)
n
j=1 E

(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

) p→ ψ as n → ∞ for some G-measurable real random variable ψ ≥ 0,

where Gnj := ∩m≥nBmj and G := σ
(
∪∞
n=1 Gn,j(B)

n

)
, and

(CLB)
∑j

(B)
n
j=1 E

(
B2
nj1{|Bnj |≥ϵ}|Bn,j−1

) p→ 0 as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0.

Then Sn → √
ψZ G-stably as n → ∞, where Z is a standard Gaussian random variable that is

independent of G.

In typical applications, we have a martingale difference sequence (Yk)k∈N and corresponding
filtration (Yk)k∈{0}∪N. In this case, we set Xnk = n−1/2Yk and Xnk = Yk. As a result, the filtration
array (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N is nested because Xnk = Yk = Xn+1,k for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn.
Consequently, we can set G = Y∞ := σ (∪∞

k=0Yk), and Theorem 1 yields full stable convergence:
the random variable ψ can depend on any information in Y∞, including all elements of (Yk)k∈N.

3.3 Basic CLT proof

This section provides a proof of Theorem 1.
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3.3.1 Convergence in distribution.

We first prove the following Lemma.

Lemma 1 (CLT). Assume the conditions of Theorem 1. Then Sn
d→ √

ψZ as n→ ∞, where Z is
a standard Gaussian random variable.

Proof. Let f : R → R be a bounded function that is three times continuously differentiable
with bounded derivatives, and define C := max {supx∈R f(x), supx∈R f ′(x)}. The conclusion of
Lemma 1 will follow if we can show that E

{
f(Sn)− f(

√
ψZ)

}
→ 0 as n → ∞. We decompose

E
{
f(Sn)− f(

√
ψZ)

}
as

E
{
f(Sn)− f

(
S(B)
n

)}
+ E

{
f
(
S(B)
n

)
− f(

√
ψZ)

}
= E(In) + E(IIn). (1)

By Taylor’s formula and the decomposition of Sn, we have

f(Sn) = f
(
S(B)
n

)
+
(
S(A)
n + S(C)

n

)
f ′(s) for some s between S(B)

n and Sn.

This formula gives |In| =
∣∣∣S(A)
n + S

(C)
n

∣∣∣ · |f ′(s)| ≤ 2C because C bounds f . But we also have

|f ′(s)| ≤ C, implying that |In| p→ 0 because S
(A)
n +S

(C)
n

p→ 0 by (SP); thus, dominated convergence
gives E|In| → 0 as n → ∞. As for E(IIn), the array (Bnj)1≤j≤j(B)

n ,n∈N is easily shown to be a

square-integrable martingale difference array adapted to (Bnj)0≤j≤j(B)
n ,n∈N. Consequently, we can

apply the martingale CLT (Häusler and Luschgy, 2015, Theorem 6.1) to show that E(IIn) → 0 as
n→ ∞.

3.3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.

Using Lemma 1, we now adapt step 4 in the proof of Theorem 6.1 in (Häusler and Luschgy, 2015) to
prove Theorem 1. Let E := ∪∞

n=1Gn,j(B)
n

, where Gnj is defined in (N). The sequence (Gnj)1≤j≤j(B)
n ,n∈N

is nondecreasing in both indices, so σ(E) = G, Ω ∈ E , and E is closed under finite intersections. By
(Häusler and Luschgy, 2015, Theorem 3.17, (i) ⇐⇒ (iv)),

Sn →
√
ψZ G-stably ⇐⇒ PSn

F → P
√
ψZ

F weakly for every F ∈ E , P (F ) > 0,

where P YF denotes the conditional distribution of Y given F . We now let F ∈ E be arbitrary with
P (F ) > 0. By monotonicity of (G

n,j
(B)
n

)n∈N, there exists m ∈ N such that F ∈ G
m,j

(B)
m

. Define

J := j
(B)
m + 1 and N := min {n ∈ N : kn ≥ bJ}. Under PF , the array (Xnk)bJ≤k≤kn,n≥N is a lag-p

martingale difference array adapted to (Xnk)aJ−1−1≤k≤kn,n≥N . We then verify the conditions of
Theorem 1. First, (D) holds because we have removed only a finite number of terms. Second,
(SP) yields

j
(B)
n∑
j=J

Anj + S(C)
n

p→ 0 as n→ ∞ in P -probability

because the omitted terms (Anj)1≤j<J are asymptotically negligible by (MP). Because F ∈ E
is fixed with P (F ) > 0, the above statement also holds in PF -probability, so that (SP) contin-
ues to hold for the arrays (Xnk)bJ≤k≤kn,n≥N and (Xnk)aJ−1−1≤k≤kn,n≥N in PF -probability. Third,
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maxp+1≤k≤kn |Xnk|
p→ 0 as n → ∞ in P -probability by (MP), so this convergence also holds in

PF -probability. We then have maxbJ≤k≤kn |Xnk|
p→ 0 as n→ ∞ in PF -probability because

max
bJ≤k≤kn

|Xnk| ≤ max
p+1≤k≤kn

|Xnk| PF -almost surely,

so (MP) continues to hold. Fourth, by conditions (MP) and (N), we have

j
(B)
n∑
j=J

EP
(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

) p→ ψ in P -probability as n→ ∞

because, again, the omitted terms are asymptotically negligible. We also have EP
(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

)
=

EPF

(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

)
PF -almost surely for all J ≤ j ≤ j

(B)
n and n ≥ N , which gives

j
(B)
n∑
j=J

EPF

(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

) p→ ψ in PF -probability as n→ ∞,

so that (N) holds. Finally, (CLB) immediately implies that

j
(B)
n∑
j=J

EPF

(
B2
nj1{|Bnj |≥ϵ}|Bn,j−1

) p→ 0 in PF -probability as n→ ∞

for all ϵ > 0. Because these conditions are satisfied, we may apply Lemma 1 to obtain that∑kn
k=bJ

Xnk
d→ √

ψZ as n → ∞ under PF . As for the omitted terms, we have
∑bJ−1

k=p+1Xnk
p→ 0

by (MP); thus, we also have Sn
d→ √

ψZ as n→ ∞ under PF .

4 Multivariate extension

We now show that Theorem 1 permits a multivariate extension.

4.1 Multivariate definitions

In this section, we consider vector-valued arrays (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N adapted to (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N.
Each element Xnk takes values in Rq for some q ≥ 2. Letting 0q denote the zero vector in Rq,
Definition 1 can then be generalized as follows.

Definition 2 (Multivariate lag-p martingale difference sequence). Let p ∈ {0, 1, . . .} and n ∈ N
such that kn ≥ p + 1. The sequence (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn is a multivariate lag-p martingale difference
sequence if E(Xnk|Xn,k−p−1) = 0q and Xnkj ∈ L1(P ) for all p+ 1 ≤ k ≤ kn and 1 ≤ j ≤ q.

As above, the array version is similar, allowing n to range over N.

4.2 Multivariate CLT

For x,y ∈ Rq, let ⟨x,y⟩ = x⊤y and ∥x∥ =
√

⟨x,x⟩. For a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix
Q, we let Q1/2 denote the (unique) symmetric, positive semidefinite square-root matrix such that
Q1/2Q1/2 = Q. The array (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N is square-integrable if Xnkj ∈ L2(P ) for all n ∈ N,
1 ≤ k ≤ kn, and 1 ≤ j ≤ q. We define Sn, S

(A)
n , S

(B)
n , S

(C)
n , Anj , and Bnj as in Section 3.1,

replacing Xnk with Xnk. Theorem 1 can then be extended as follows to the multivariate setting.
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Theorem 2 (Multivariate CLT). For some p ∈ {0, 1, . . .}, let (Xnk)p+1≤k≤kn,n∈N be a square-
integrable lag-p martingale difference array adapted to (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N with Xnk ∈ Rq for some
q ≥ 2. Assume there exists a blocking sequence (bj)j∈N as defined in Section 3.1 such that (D) and
the following conditions hold:

(SPq)
∥∥∥S(A)

n + S
(C)
n

∥∥∥ p→ 0 as n→ ∞,

(MPq) max1≤k≤kn ∥Xnk∥
p→ 0 as n→ ∞,

(Nq)
∑j

(B)
n
j=1 E

(
BnjB

⊤
nj |Bn,j−1

) p→ Ψ as n→ ∞ for some random G-measurable symmetric, positive

semidefinite matrix Ψ ∈ Rq×q, and

(CLBq)
∑j

(B)
n
j=1 E

(
∥Bnj∥21{∥Bnj∥≥ϵ}|Bn,j−1

) p→ 0 as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0.

Then Sn → Ψ1/2Zq G-stably as n → ∞, where Zq ∈ Rq is a standard Gaussian random vector
that is independent of G.

The conditions in Theorem 2 are straightforward generalizations of those in Theorem 1. Con-
ditions (Nq) and (CLBq) appear in Häusler and Luschgy (2024).

4.3 Multivariate CLT proof

For q = 1, the conclusion follows from Theorem 1. Following the proof strategy in Häusler and
Luschgy (2024), we employ a stable version of the Cramér–Wold device (Häusler and Luschgy,
2015, Corollary 3.19, (i) ⇐⇒ (iii)). According to this device, it suffices to show that for any
q ∈ N and an arbitrary nonrandom vector u ∈ Rq\{0q}, that

⟨u,Sn⟩ →
〈
u,Ψ1/2Zq

〉
G-stably as n→ ∞, (2)

which can be shown via Theorem 1 because ⟨u,Sn⟩ is scalar-valued. Accordingly, we fix u ∈
Rq\{0q}. For all n ∈ N, we have ⟨u,Sn⟩ =

∑kn
k=1 ⟨u,Xnk⟩ =

∑kn
k=1 Ynk, where Ynk := ⟨u,Xnk⟩.

The array (Ynk)p+1≤k≤kn,n∈N is a scalar-valued lag-p martingale difference array adapted to the
array (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N. We now verify the conditions of Theorem 1 making use of the inequality

|Ynk| = |⟨u,Xnk⟩| ≤ ∥u∥ · ∥Xnk∥. Below, we use redefine the scalar quantities S
(A)
n , S

(B)
n , S

(C)
n ,

and Bnj in terms of Ynk. We have∣∣S(A)
n + S(C)

n

∣∣ = ∣∣〈u,S(A)
n + S(C)

n

〉∣∣ ≤ ∥u∥ ·
∥∥S(A)

n + S(C)
n

∥∥ p→ 0 as n→ ∞

by (SPq), verifying (SP) for the array (Ynk)p+1≤k≤kn,n∈N. Similar reasoning yields

max
p+1≤k≤kn

|Ynk| ≤ ∥u∥ max
p+1≤k≤kn

∥Xnk∥ → 0 as n→ ∞,

verifying (MP). Condition (Nq) gives

j
(B)
n∑
j=1

E
(
B2
nj |Bn,j−1

)
= u⊤


j
(B)
n∑
j=1

E
(
BnjB

⊤
nj |Bn,j−1

)u
p→ u⊤Ψu as n→ ∞,
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verifying (N). Lastly, we have

j
(B)
n∑
j=1

E
(
B2
nj1{|Bnj |≥ϵ}|Bn,j−1

)
≤ ∥u∥2

j
(B)
n∑
j=1

E
(
∥Bnj∥21{∥Bnj∥≥

√
ϵ/∥u∥}|Bn,j−1

)
p→ 0

as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0 by (CLBq), verifying (CLB). Applying Theorem 1, we obtain〈
u,

kn∑
k=1

Xnk

〉
=

kn∑
k=1

Ynk → (u⊤Ψu)1/2Z G-stably as n→ ∞.

Because (u⊤Ψu)1/2Z
d
=

〈
u,Ψ1/2Zq

〉
and Ψ is G-measurable, (2) holds as well. Because u ∈

Rq\{0}q and q ∈ N are arbitrary, the conclusion of Theorem 2 follows.

5 Diverging lags

We now consider a generalization of Definition 2 that allows for diverging lag lengths.

5.1 Diverging lag definition

We generalize Definition 2 as follows.

Definition 3 (Lag martingale difference sequence). Let n, q, s ∈ N with kn ≥ s, and let (Xnk)s≤k≤kn
be a sequence of random variables in Rq. Then (Xnk)s≤k≤kn is a lag martingale difference sequence
if there exists a sequence (pk)s≤k≤kn , pk ∈ N such that E(Xnk|Xn,k−pk−1) = 0q, Xnkj ∈ L1(P ), and
k − pk − 1 ≥ 0 for all s ≤ k ≤ kn and 1 ≤ j ≤ q.

As above, martingale difference arrays are defined similarly, allowing n to range over N. We
refer to the lag as diverging if pk → ∞ a k → ∞. We say that (Xnk)s≤k≤kn,n∈N is a lag martingale
difference sequence of order γ ≥ 0 if there exists C > 0 such that pk ≤ Ckγ for all k ∈ N. The lag
is sublinear if (Xnk)s≤k≤kn,n∈N is of order γ < 1.

5.2 Blocking sequences

One challenge in generalizing Theorem 2 to diverging lags is developing a suitable blocking scheme.
Proposition 2 demonstrates the existence of such a scheme for sublinear lags. In Proposition 2,
condition (CN) ensures that the minor blocks comprise a vanishing proportion of the total number
of terms, (DN) ensures that each major block is of negligible size compared to the total number
of major-block terms, and (L) guarantees that the martingale property eventually holds for the
major-block sums.

Proposition 2 (Diverging blocks). Let (Xnk)s≤k≤kn,n∈N be a lag martingale difference array with
sublinear lag. Then there exist sequences (aj)j∈N and (bj)j∈N defining the starting indices of minor
and major blocks, respectively, such that (D) and the following conditions hold:

(CN)
∑J

j=1 cj/
∑J

j=1(cj + dj) → 0 as J → ∞, where cj := bj+1 − aj and dj := aj − bj,

(DN) max1≤j≤J(dj)/
∑J

j=1 dj → 0 as J → ∞, and

(L) There exists J ∈ N such that E(Xnk|Xn,aj−1−1) = 0q for all bj ≤ k < aj, j ≥ J , and n ∈ N.

8



Proof. Let γ ∈ [0, 1) be the order of (Xnk)s≤k≤kn,n∈N. Let A,B > 0 be arbitrary and let α, β > 0
such that γ < α/(1 + β) and α < β. The following sequences are easily shown to satisfy the above
conditions:

aj :=

⌈
j∑
l=1

(
lB

)β
+

j−1∑
l=1

(
lA

)α⌉
+ s, bj :=

⌊
j−1∑
l=1

{(
lB

)β
+
(
lA

)α}⌋
+ s.

5.3 Diverging-lag CLT

We adopt the notation of Section 4.2 for Sn, S
(A)
n , S

(B)
n , S

(C)
n , Anj , Bnj , and related quantities.

We can then adapt Theorem 2 as follows.

Theorem 3 (Diverging-lag CLT). Let (Xnk)s≤k≤kn,n∈N be a square-integrable lag martingale dif-
ference array of sublinear lag length adapted to (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N with Xnk ∈ Rq for some q, s ∈ N.
Assume there exist blocking sequences (aj)j∈N, (bj)j∈N as defined in Section 5.2 such that (D), (L),
and the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. Then Sn → Ψ1/2Zq G-stably as n → ∞, where Zq ∈ Rq is
a standard Gaussian random vector that is independent of G.

The primary difference between Theorems 2 and 3 is that Theorem 3 replaces the highly struc-
tured blocking sequence defined in Section 3.1 with condition (L) from Proposition 2. We do not
explicitly require conditions (CN) and (DN) from Proposition 2. For data-generating processes
likely to arise in practice, however, we expect these conditions to serve as prerequisites for those
of Theorem 2; otherwise, the minor blocks may not be asymptotically negligible, and some major
block terms may dominate the summations in (Nq) and (CLBq).

5.4 Diverging-lag CLT Proof

To prove Theorem 3, we first provide a slight generalization of Lemma 1.

Lemma 2. Assume the conditions of Theorem 3 with dimension q = 1. Further, assume that

condition (L) of Proposition 2 holds with J = 1. Then Sn
d→ √

ψZ as n → ∞, where Z is a
standard Gaussian random variable.

Proof. Because condition (L) holds with J = 1, we have E(Bnj |Bn,j−1) = 0 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ j
(B)
n and

n ∈ N; thus (Bnj)1≤j≤j(B)
n ,n∈N is a martingale difference array adapted to (Bnj)1≤j≤j(B)

n ,n∈N, so we

can apply the proof technique of Lemma 1.

We now prove Theorem 3, beginning with the case q = 1. We proceed as in Section 3.3.
Let F ∈ E be arbitrary with P (F ) > 0. We can find m ∈ N such that F ∈ G

m,j
(B)
m

. We then

define J1 := j
(B)
m + 1. Now let J2 ∈ N be the constant J in Proposition 2 condition (L) for

the given sequences (aj)j∈N and (bj)j∈N. Set J := max(J1, J2) and N := min {n ∈ N : kn ≥ bJ}.
We then have that (Xnk)bJ≤k≤kn,n≥N is a square-integrable lag martingale difference array with
sublinear lag adapted to (Xnk)aJ−1−1≤k≤kn,n≥N . Using the same steps as in Section 3.3, the array
(Xnk)bJ≤k≤kn,n≥N satisfies conditions (SP), (MP), (N), and (CLB) in PF -probability with respect to
(Xnk)aJ−1−1≤k≤kn,n≥N . Further, (bj)j∈N satisfies (D) by assumption, and condition (L) is satisfied
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for all major blocks as required by Lemma 2 because each block index j corresponding to the array
(Xnk)bJ≤k≤kn,n≥N is greater than or equal to J2; thus, Lemma 2 gives

kn∑
k=bJ

Xnk
d→
√
ψZ as n→ ∞ under PF .

As in Section 3.3, condition (MP) guarantees that
∑bJ−1

k=s Xnk
p→ 0, so we also have Sn

d→ √
ψZ as

n→ ∞ under PF , proving that Sn → √
ψZ G-stably as n→ ∞. For q ≥ 2, apply the Cramér–Wold

device as in the proof of Theorem 2 to deduce the multivariate statement from the univariate case.

6 Limiting variance

This section discusses the limiting variance appearing in Theorems 1, 2, and 3. For generality, we
consider the setting of Theorem 3 with limiting variance Ψ. Condition (Nq) gives a summation that
converges in probability to Ψ. Each term in this summation can be expressed as E (Ψnj |Bn,j−1),
where

Ψnj :=

aj−1∑
k=bj

[
Var (Xnk|Xn,k−pk−1) +

min(pk,k−bj)∑
l=1

{
Cov (Xnk,Xn,k−l|Xn,k−pk−1)

+ Cov (Xn,k−l,Xnk|Xn,k−pk−1)
}]
. (3)

In applications, it would be convenient to have an expression for the asymptotic variance that
involves only expectations of a finite lag length. Accordingly, we define

Ψn :=

j
(B)
n∑
j=1

Ψnj , (4)

Ψ̄n :=

kn∑
k=s

[
Var (Xnk|Xn,k−pk−1) +

min(pk,k−s)∑
l=1

{
Cov (Xnk,Xn,k−l|Xn,k−pk−1)

+ Cov (Xn,k−l,Xnk|Xn,k−pk−1)
}]
, (5)

where the second expression, Ψ̄n, includes the minor-block terms omitted from Ψn. Theorem 4
provides conditions under which Ψn

p→ Ψ as n→ ∞. Below, we let ∥Q∥F := ∥vec(Q)∥ denote the
Frobenius norm of a matrix, Q.

Theorem 4 (Asymptotic variance). Assume that the following conditions hold for the array of
matrices given as (Ψnj)1≤j≤j(B)

n ,n∈N:

(CLB1
F )

∑j
(B)
n
j=1 E(∥Ψnj∥F1{∥Ψnj∥F≥ϵ}|Bn,j−1)

p→ 0 as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0 and

(SBF )

(∑j
(B)
n
j=1 E

(
∥Ψnj∥F

∣∣Bn,j−1

))
n∈N

is bounded in probability.

Then Ψn
p→ Ψ as n→ ∞.
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We provide a proof of Theorem 4 in Appendix A. Corollary 1 provides a condition under which
we also have Ψ̄n

p→ Ψ as n→ ∞.

Corollary 1 (Simple asymptotic variance). Assume that the omitted terms Ψ̄n −Ψn are asymp-
totically negligible in the sense of the following assumption:

(VN) ∥Ψ̄n −Ψn∥F p→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Then Ψ̄n
p→ Ψ as n→ ∞.

Proof. Decompose the normed difference as∥∥Ψ̄n −Ψ
∥∥
F
≤

∥∥Ψ̄n −Ψn

∥∥
F
+ ∥Ψn −Ψ∥F = In + IIn.

As n→ ∞, we have In
p→ 0 by (VN) and IIn

p→ 0 by Theorem 4.

In applications, provided the variance and covariances within the minor blocks are similar in
size to those of the major blocks, (VN) will typically hold because the minor blocks comprise a
vanishing proportion of the total number of terms. We generally expect Ψ̄n to outperform Ψn as
an estimator of Ψ because Ψn omits the variance contribution of the minor blocks, but Ψ̄n does
not.

7 Application

We now apply our theoretical results to the BRS framework described in Section 1.

7.1 Setup

We consider a simplified setting with a single experimental unit representing, for example, a single
individual. The individual is assigned a binary treatment At ∈ {0, 1} at each time point t ∈
{1, 2, . . . , T} for T ∈ N. From t = 2 onward, we posit potential values (Rubin, 1974) for each
of these treatment variables. At t = 2, we have A2(0) and A2(1), representing the treatment
that would be assigned under A1 = 0 or A1 = 1, respectively. The observed treatment is A2 =
A2(A1). For t ≥ 3, these potential values depend on the full treatment path up to t − 1, denoted
as At−1 := (A1, A2, . . . , At−1) or at−1 for a fixed (nonrandom) realization. In general, we have
potential treatments (At(at−1))at−1∈{0,1}t−1 and an observed treatment At = At(At−1).

Associated with each time point, we also have real-valued potential outcomes (Yt(at))at∈{0,1}t
and an observed outcome Yt = Yt(At). We denote the outcomes up to time point t associated with
at as Y t(at) := (Y1(a1), Y2(a2), . . . , Yt(at)), and we denote the observed vector of outcomes up to
time point t as Y t := Y t(At). We denote the full set of potential outcomes across all possible
treatment paths as Y := (Yt(at))at∈{0,1}t,t∈{1,2,...,T}. As in Bojinov et al. (2021) and Bojinov and
Shephard (2019), we assume that the treatments are sequentially randomized.

Assumption 1 (Sequential randomization). For all t, at, and at−1, we have

Pr(At = at|At−1 = at−1,Y) = Pr {At = at|At−1 = at−1,Y t−1(at−1)} .

Below, we use colon notation to denote the value of a variable between certain time points;
for example, A4:6 := (A4, A5, A6). With this notation, we denote the assignment probabilities as
follows.
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Definition 4 (Assignment probabilities). Let p ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T} and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T − p}. For all
at:(t+p), define

pt
(
at:(t+p);At−1,Y t−1(at−1)

)
:= Pr

(
At:(t+p) = at:(t+p)|At−1,Y t−1(at−1)

)
.

For brevity, we write Pt
(
at:(t+p)

)
:= pt

(
at:(t+p);At−1,Y t−1(at−1)

)
. We further assume that

the assignment probabilities for the observed treatment path are known.

Assumption 2 (Known assignment probabilities). For all p ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T} and t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T −
p}, the quantity Pt(At:(t+p)) is known.

We define a filtration (Ft)0≤t≤T , where Ft := σ(Y,At) is the σ-field generated by Y and
At. Because Y is used to generate every Ft, the setup and corresponding statistical procedures
effectively fix Y at its realized value.

7.2 Causal estimand

Except where noted, the remainder of this section focuses on the special case of p = 1 and the
following lag-1 causal estimand.

Definition 5 (Lag-1 causal effect). For t ∈ {2, 3, . . . , T}, the lag-1 causal effect is

τt :=
{Yt (At−2, 1, 1)− Yt (At−2, 0, 1)}

2
+

{Yt (At−2, 1, 0)− Yt (At−2, 0, 0)}
2

.

The lag-1 causal effect, τt, quantifies the effect of treatment At−1 on the outcome at the next
time point, Yt, averaging over At = 0 and At = 1 with equal probability. Our statistical goal is to
estimate an average of these lag-1 causal effects over time.

Definition 6 (Average lag-1 causal effect). The average lag-1 causal effect is

τ :=
1

T − 1

T∑
t=2

τt.

Definitions 5 and 6 correspond with Definition 2 in Bojinov and Shephard (2019) with p = 1 and
uniform weights. The estimand τ describes the degree to which treatment effects persist across two
consecutive time periods, averaged over time. BRS show that τt and τ can be unbiasedly estimated
as

τ̂t :=
(−1)1−At−1Yt

2Pt−1

(
A(t−1):t

) , τ̂ :=
1

T − 1

T∑
t=2

τ̂t. (6)

To study the properties of their general estimators for p ≥ 0, BRS define a quantity Ut := τ̂t+p−τt+p
and show that E(Ut|Ft−1) = 0; however, this definition has the disadvantage that Ut is Ft+p-
measurable but not Ft-measurable unless p = 0 (in Section 1, Ht = Ft+p). Hence, the classical
martingale CLT applies only if p = 0 because E(Ut|Ft+p−1) ̸= 0 in general. For clarity, we instead
define Wt := τ̂t − τt, which is easily seen to be Ft-measurable with E(Wt|Ft−p−1) = 0. BRS’s
assumption further imply that Wt ∈ L1(P ); thus, (Wt)p+1≤t≤T is a lag-p martingale difference
sequence adapted to (Ft)0≤t≤T .

To apply Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 with p = 1, we define the arrays (Xnt)2≤t≤n,n∈N and
(Xnt)0≤t≤n,n∈N with Xnt := n−1/2Wt and Xnt := Ft, and we assume that Y and AT are embedded
in an asymptotic regime under which the assumptions of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 are satisfied.
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In particular, this will generally require that min {Pt(At), 1− Pt(At)} is bounded away from zero
(or approaches zero sufficiently slowly); otherwise, the conditional variances may increase without
bound. Combining the G-stable convergence of Theorem 1 with Corollary 1, we have

Sn√
ψ̄n

→ Z G-mixing as n→ ∞, (7)

where Z is standard Gaussian and ψ̄n is a scalar version of Ψ̄n defined in (5). This result enables
asymptotic Gaussian inference for τn even though ψ̄n converges in probability to a random variable,
ψ.

In this application, ψ̄n is not computable from the observed data because it depends on unob-
served potential outcomes. In their work, BRS address this challenge by proposing an estimable
variance bound. A similar strategy could be applied in our setting; though, we would need to bound
the sum of variance and covariance terms defining ψ̄n. Because our primary goal is to validate the
theoretical results of Sections 3–6, our simulation study will use the ‘oracle’ variance estimator, ψ̄
(we omit the subscript n in the simulation results). Future methodological work in this area could
address the additional statistical challenge of deriving an estimable bound for ψ̄.

We proceed by deriving the terms needed to compute ψ̄ in the simulation study. In the ex-
pressions that follow, pt(at;At−2, a,Y) := Pr(At = at|At−2, At−1 = a,Y) as in Definition 4. The
variance Var (Wt|Ft−2) is

Pt−1(0)Pt−1(1)

4

{∑1
a=0 Yt (At−2, 1, a)

Pt−1(1)
+

∑1
a=0 Yt (At−2, 0, a)

Pt−1(0)

}2

+

1∑
a=0

{
Yt (At−2, a, 1)

pt (1;At−2, a,Y)
− Yt (At−2, a, 0)

pt (0;At−2, a,Y)

}2 pt (1;At−2, a,Y) pt (0;At−2, a,Y)

4Pt−1(a)
.

The required covariance term, Cov (Wt−1,Wt|Ft−2), is

(−1)1−At−2

4Pt−2 (At−2)

1∑
at−1=0

(−1)1−at−1Yt−1(At−2, at−1)

Pt−1 (at−1)

1∑
at=0

Yt(At−2, at−1, at) (8)

− τt
(−1)1−At−2

2Pt−2(At−2)

1∑
a=0

Yt−1(At−2, a).

7.3 Simulation study

We now describe a simulation study we performed to evaluate our theoretical results.

7.3.1 Simulation setup.

We set T=100,000 and perform 10,000 independent replications. We implemented our simulation
in Python, coding the main simulation loop in Cython (Behnel et al., 2010) to reduce computation
time. The simulation completes in under one minute on a personal laptop with 48 GB of RAM
and 14 CPUs. We initially set the assignment probabilities to 0.5. After observing At = 1 at 100
distinct time points, we alter the assignment probability as follows to ensure ψ is a nondegenerate
random variable. If the 100th value of At = 1 occurs at an odd time point, we set

Pr(At = 1|At−1,Y) =

{
0.1 if At−1 = 1,

0.5 otherwise.
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Figure 1: Estimates from the simulation study. Panel (a) plots kernel density estimates (KDEs) of
the sampled values of τ and the corresponding unbiased estimator τ̂ . Panel (b) compares a KDE
of the sampled values of W := τ̂ − τ to a Gaussian distribution with σW := SD(W ), offering visual
evidence of the non-Gaussianity ofW . Panel (c) shows the estimates of ψ̄ segmented by whether the
100th value of At = 1 is even or odd, highlighting how the limiting variance is a random variable.

On the other hand, if the 100th value of At = 1 occurs at an even time point, we set Pr(At =
1|At−1,Y) = 0.5 uniformly. We draw the outcomes as follows:

Yt(At−1, a)|At−1
iid∼ Gamma {θt(At−1), 1} , θt(At−1) =

{
2 if At−1 = 0,

3 if At−1 = 1

for a = 0, 1. This sampling scheme results in a causal effect τ that differs slightly between repli-
cations with E(τ) = 1. Within each replication, τ̂ is conditionally unbiased for the sampled value
τ .

7.3.2 Simulation results.

Figure 1 displays the estimates from the simulation study. Panel 1a plots kernel density estimates
(KDEs) of τ and τ̂ across replications. Panel 1b plots a KDE for W := τ̂ − τ compared to a
Gaussian distribution with standard deviation σW := SD(W ), providing visual evidence that W is
not (marginally) Gaussian. We also applied the Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) test (Kolmogorov, 1933;
Smirnov, 1948) against a Gaussian distribution with standard deviation equal to σW , resulting in
a p-value of 1.5× 10−35.

Theorem 1 implies that the asymptotic distribution ofW is a scale mixture of Gaussian random
variables with ψ playing the role of random scale parameter. Panel 1c plots the simulated values
of ψ̄—estimates of ψ in the sense of Corollary 1—segmented by whether the 100th value of At = 1
occurs at an even or odd time point. These estimates concentrate around 32.5 and 245.4 for the even
and odd groups, respectively, with each group comprising roughly 50% of the simulation replicates.
Consequently, Theorem 1 implies that the asymptotic distribution of

√
TW is an approximately

equal mixture of Gaussian random variables with mean zero and variances corresponding to those
of these two groups (estimated at 32.5 and 245.4). To further evaluate this theoretical implication,
we fit a two-component Gaussian mixture model to the sampled values of

√
TW . The fitted model

estimates one component with a mixture weight of 52%, mean of −0.2, and variance of 241.4;
the other component is estimated at 48%, -0.1, and 30.8 for these quantities, respectively. These
estimates closely match the theoretical values we expect based on Theorem 1 and Corollary 1,
providing additional empirical support for their validity.

To further illustrate the implications of stability in Theorems 1 and 2, we define the quantity

Z :=
(
T/ψ̄

)1/2
W : a realized value from the sequence

(
ψ̄
−1/2
n Sn

)
n∈N. By (7), the asymptotic
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Figure 2: Normalized estimates of W from the simulation study. Panel (a) plots a KDE of Z :=(
T/ψ̄

)1/2
W vs. a standard Gaussian distribution, showing close agreement as expected based on

(7). Panel (b) performs a similar comparison but omitting the covariance terms in the definition of
ψ̄; we label the resulting quantity Z-naive. The comparison of the KDE for Z-naive to the standard
Gaussian distribution shows significant disagreement, highlighting the need for the covariance terms
to obtain valid asymptotic inference.

distribution of Z is standard Gaussian. Figure 2 plots the empirical distribution of Z and a
related quantity, Z-naive, that we formed using a variant of ψ̄ that omits the covariance terms
defined in (8). Panel 2a shows that the empirical distribution of Z closely matches that of a
standard Gaussian as expected. We applied the KS test and two-sided t-tests for E(Z) = 0 and
E(Z2) = 1, resulting in p-values of 0.34, 0.61, and 0.83, respectively, offering little to no evidence
against the null hypothesis that Z is standard Gaussian. Panel 2b includes a similar plot for
Z-naive, showing noticeable disagreement between the empirical distribution and the standard
Gaussian distribution. We applied the hypothesis tests above, resulting in p-values of 0.29, 0.53,
and 4.2 × 10−37, respectively, providing conclusive evidence that the variance is not equal to one.
This comparison highlights the need for the covariance terms in ψ̄. For general p ≥ 1, their
omission results in miscalibrated asymptotic inference due to the possibility of short-term temporal
correlation in lag martingales. In contrast, for p = 0, these covariance terms are zero, so they need
not be included and inference requires only the classical martingale CLT.

8 Conclusion

This paper introduces lag martingales and proves several CLTs for their partial sums. Our CLTs
guarantee stable convergence to a scale mixture of Gaussian random variables. Our most general
CLT (Theorem 3) applies to vector-valued processes with sublinear lag lengths. In addition to the
CLTs, we also derive a convenient form for the asymptotic variance in Corollary 1.

This work was motivated by the dynamic causal inference method of BRS (Bojinov et al., 2021;
Bojinov and Shephard, 2019). Our theoretical results enable application of their framework with
lag length p ≥ 1. The stability of our CLTs explicitly allows for a random limiting variance—a
possibility that is difficult to rule out in practice. We illustrate the application of our theoretical
results to the BRS framework in Section 7 and provide a simulation study to empirically verify
their implications. Future methodological work in this area could leverage our theoretical results to
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generalize the BRS framework in various ways, including to estimate effect moderation and allow
for dependence across units in the treatment assignment process.

The literature on martingale CLTs includes a wide range of sufficient conditions (Häusler and
Luschgy, 2015, 2024). In the present work, we have employed various versions of the nesting
(N) and conditional Lindeberg (CLB) assumptions because other authors have argued that these
assumptions produce the “most common and useful” CLT (Häusler and Luschgy, 2024, p. 4)
and, indeed, in our application setting, these assumptions lead to a convenient expression for the
asymptotic variance. Future work could develop additional sufficient conditions for our CLTs and,
perhaps, demonstrate their application to other stochastic processes satisfying the lag martingale
property, such as moving-average processes.
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A Proof of Theorem 4

To prove Theorem 4, we first present a generalization of Proposition 6.16 in Häusler and Luschgy
(2015).

Lemma 3. Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be an array of random variables with Xnk ∈ L1(P ) for all 1 ≤
k ≤ kn and n ∈ N, and let (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N be an array of σ-fields. Assume

(CLB1)
∑kn

k=1 E
(
|Xnk|1{|Xnk|≥ϵ} | Xn,k−1

) p→ 0 as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0 and

(SB)
(∑kn

k=1 E
(
|Xnk|

∣∣Xn,k−1

))
n∈N

is bounded in probability.

Then
kn∑
k=1

E(Xnk|Xn,k−1)−
kn∑
k=1

Xnk
p→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Proof. The proof follows from a slight generalization of the proofs of Lemma 6.14 and Proposition
6.16 in Häusler and Luschgy (2015).

We extend this lemma to vector-valued processes via the Cramér–Wold device.

Lemma 4. Let (Xnk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N be an array of random q-vectors with Xnkj ∈ L1(P ) for all n ∈ N,
1 ≤ k ≤ kn, and j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , q}. Let (Xnk)0≤k≤kn,n∈N be an array of σ-fields. Assume

(CLB1
q)

∑kn
k=1 E(∥Xnk∥1{∥Xnk∥≥ϵ}|Xn,k−1)

p→ 0 as n→ ∞ for every ϵ > 0 and

(SBq)
(∑kn

k=1 E
(
∥Xnk∥

∣∣Xn,k−1

))
n∈N

is bounded in probability.

Then
kn∑
k=1

E
(
Xnk|Xn,k−1

)
−

kn∑
k=1

Xnk
p→ 0q as n→ ∞.

Proof. The case q = 1 follows directly from Lemma 3. For q > 1, we apply the Cramér–Wold
device as in the proof of Theorem 2. Accordingly, let q ∈ N and u ∈ Rq\{0q} be arbitrary. Our
goal is to show that〈

u,

kn∑
k=1

E
(
Xnk|Xn,k−1

)
−

kn∑
k=1

Xnk

〉
d→ ⟨u,0q⟩ as n→ ∞, (9)
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which will then imply that

kn∑
k=1

E
(
Xnk|Xn,k−1

)
−

kn∑
k=1

Xnk
d→ 0q as n→ ∞,

implying the conclusion of the lemma because the limits are constant. We define Ynk := ⟨u,Xnk⟩
and show that the conditions of Lemma 3 are satisfied for (Ynk)1≤k≤kn,n∈N. First, we have Ynk ∈
L1(P ) for all n ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ kn because Ynkj ∈ L1(P ), j ∈ {1, . . . , q}. Second, we have

kn∑
k=1

E
(
|Ynk|1{|Ynk|≥ϵ} | Xn,k−1

)
≤ ∥u∥

kn∑
k=1

E
(
∥Xnk∥1{∥Xnk∥≥ϵ/∥u∥} | Xn,k−1

) p→ 0

as n→ ∞ for all ϵ > 0 by (CLB1
q) so that (CLB1) holds. Third, we have

kn∑
k=1

E
(
|Ynk|

∣∣Xn,k−1

)
≤ ∥u∥

kn∑
k=1

E
(
∥Xnk∥

∣∣Xn,k−1

)
,

which is bounded in probability by (SBq), implying (SB); thus, Lemma 3 gives

kn∑
k=1

E(Ynk|Xn,k−1)−
kn∑
k=1

Ynk
d→ 0.

We also have 〈
u,

kn∑
k=1

E
(
Xnk|Xn,k−1

)
−

kn∑
k=1

Xnk

〉
=

kn∑
k=1

E(Ynk|Xn,k−1)−
kn∑
k=1

Ynk

and ⟨u,0q⟩ = 0, so (9) also holds, implying the conclusion of the lemma.

We now prove Theorem 4. Note that Ψn :=
∑j

(B)
n
j=1 Ψnj and

∑j
(B)
n
j=1 E(Ψnj |Bn,j−1)

p→ Ψ as
n→ ∞. Then apply Lemma 4 to the array (vec(Ψnj))1≤j≤j(B)

n ,n∈N.
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