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1 Introduction

Consider the following nonparametric regression model in continuous time
dy,=S{t)dt+ d§,, 0<t<n, (1.1)

where S(-) is an unknown 1 - periodic function, ()<<, 1S an unobserved
noise. The problem is to estimate the function S on the observations (y,)g<;<,-
Note that, if (£,)y<,<, is a Brownian motion, then we obtain the well-known
"signal+white noise” model which is very popular in statistical radio-physics
(see, for example, [15, 25, 26, 34]). In this paper we assume that in addition
to intrinsic noises in radio-electronic systems, approximated usually by the
gaussian white or color noise, the useful signal S is distorted by the impulse
flow described by Lévy processes defined in the next section. The cause of a
pulse stream can be, for example, either external unintended (atmospheric)
or intentional impulse noises or errors in the demodulation and the channel
decoding for binary information symbols. Note that, for the first time the
impulse noises for the detection signal problems have been studied by Kas-
sam in [18] through compound Poisson processes. Later, such processes was
used in [10, 22, 23, 24, 33] for parametric and nonparametric signal estima-
tion problems. It should be noted that such models are too limited, since
the compound Poisson process can describe only the large impulses influ-
ence with a single fixed frequency. However, the real technical (for example,
telecommunication or navigation) systems work under noise impulses having
different sizes and different frequencies (see, for example, [35]). To take this
into account one needs to use many (may be infinite number) different com-
pound Poisson processes in the same observation model. This is possible to
do only in a framework of Lévy processes which are natural extensions for the
compound Poisson processes. Moreover, it should be noted also that Lévy
models are fruitfully used in the different applied problems (see, for example,
[2, 5, 6, 7] and the references therein). In this paper we consider the adaptive
estimation problem for the function S i.e. when its regularity properties are
unknown. To do this we use the model selection methods. The interest to
such statistical procedures is explained by the fact that they provide adaptive
solutions for the nonparametric estimation through oracle inequalities which
give non-asymptotic upper bounds for the quadratic risks including the min-
imal risk over chosen the estimators family. It will be noted that for the first
time the model selection methods were proposed by Akaike [1] and Mallows
[28] for parametric models. Then, these methods have been developed for
nonparametric estimation problems by Barron, Birgé and Massart [3] and
Fourdrinier and Pergamenshchikov [9] for regression models in discrete time
and Konev and Pergamenshchikov [21] in continuous time. Unfortunately,
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the oracle inequalities obtained in these papers can not provide the efficient
estimation in the adaptive setting, since the upper bounds in these inequali-
ties have some fixed coefficients in the main terms which are more than one.
To obtain the efficiency property one has to obtain the sharp oracle inequali-
ties, i.e. the inequalities in which the coefficient at the principal term is close
to unity. To obtain such inequalities for general non-Gaussian observations
one needs to use the method proposed by Konev and Pergamenshchikov
in [19, 20, 22, 23] for semimartingale models in continuous time based on
the model selection tool developed by Galtchouk and Pergamenshchikov in
[12, 13] for heteroscedastic non-Gaussian regression models in discrete time.

The goal of this paper is to develop a new sharp model selection method
for estimating the unknown signal S using the improved estimation approach.
Usually, the model selection procedures are based on the least squares es-
timates. This paper proposes the improved least squares estimates which
enable us to improve considerably the non-asymptotic estimation accuracy.
For the first time such idea was proposed by Fourdrinier and Pergamen-
shchikov in [9] for regression models in discrete time and by Konev and
Pergamenshchikov in [21] for Gaussian regression models in continuous time.
We develop these methods for the non-Gaussian regression models in contin-
uous time. It should be noted that generally for the conditionally Gaussian
regression models we can not use the well-known improved estimators pro-
posed in [8, 17] for Gaussian or spherically symmetric observations. To apply
the improved estimation methods to the non-Gaussian regression models in
continuous time one needs to use the modifications of the well-known James
- Stein estimators proposed in [24, 33| for parametric problems. We use
these estimators to construct model selection procedures for nonparametric
models. Then to study the non-asymptotic accuracy we develop a special an-
alytical tool for the Lévy regression models to obtain sharp oracle inequalities
for the improved model selection procedures. Then to study the efficiency
property for the proposed estimation procedure we need to obtain a lower
bound for the quadratic risks. Usually, to do this one uses the van Trees
inequality. In this paper we show the corresponding van Trees inequality for
the Lévy regression models and then we derive the needed asymptotic sharp
lower bound for the normalized risks, i.e. we find the Pinsker constant for the
model (1.1). As to the upper bound, similarly to [20], we use the obtained
sharp oracle inequality for the weighted least squares estimators containing
the efficient Pinsker procedure. Therefore, through the oracle inequality we
estimate from above the risk of the proposed procedure by the risk of the effi-
cient Pinsker procedure up to some coefficient which goes to one. As a result
we show the asymptotic efficiency without using the smoothness information
of the function S.



The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the
noise processes in (1.1) and define the main risks for the estimation problem.
In Section 3 we construct the improved least squares estimates and study
the improvement effect for the Lévy model. In Section 4 we construct the
improved model selection procedure and show the sharp oracle inequalities.
In Section 5 the Monte Carlo simulation results are given. The asymptotic
efficiency is studied in Section 6. In Section 7 we study some properties of
the stochastic integrals with respect to the Lévy processes. In Section 8 we
prove the van Trees inequality for the model (1.1). In Section 9 we prove all
main results and in Appendix we give some technical results.

2 Noise process model
First, we assume that the noise process (§;)y<<, in (1.1) is defined as
§ =oyw, + 052 and  z =2 (u—p),, (2.1)

where o, and o, are some unknown constants, (w,),s  is a standard Brownian
motion, ”*” denotes the stochastic integral with respect to the compensated
jump measure p(ds dx) with deterministic compensator fi(ds dz) = dslI(dx),

. zt:/ot/ROx(u—ﬁ)(dsdx).

Here II(+) is a Lévy measure, i.e. some positive measure on R, = R\ {0},
(see, for example, [7, 16] for details) such that

M(z*) =1 and TII(2°) < oco. (2.2)

We use the notation II(|z|™) = fR |z|™T1(dz). Note that the Lévy measure
0

II(R,) may be equal to +oco. It should be noted that in all papers on the
nonparametric signal estimation in the model (1.1) the main condition on
the jumps is the finiteness of the Lévy measure, i.e. II(R,) < +o00.

The process (2.1) allows us to consider the several independent impulse
noise sources with the different frequencies. Indeed, in this case (see, for
example, page 135 in [7]) we introduce compound Poisson processes into the
model (1.1) as

M Nf

ct = Z Z Y;c,j ) (2.3)

k=1 j=1



where (N}'),5¢, - - -, (N}),5, are independent Poisson processes with the in-
tensities A;,..., A, and the sizes of impulses (Y, ;),51,- .., (Y, ;) 5, are in-
dependent i.i.d. sequences with EY} . = (0 and g,f = EYij < 00. In this case

the Lévy measure for any Borel set I' C R, is defined as

(T) = i MNPV, €T).

Next, note, that if
Z A glf < 00, (2.4)
k>1

then we can introduce the infinite number of the noise jumps setting

k
o) Nt

5=> > Y. (2.5)

k=1 j=1

Moreover, if the total noise intensity >, _ A, = 400, then II(R;) = +o0,
i.e. we obtain the observation model with saturated impulse noise.

In the sequel we will denote by () the distribution of the process (&,)g<;<p
in the Skorokhod space D[0,n] and by Q, we denote all these distributions
for which the parameters o, and o, satisfy the conditions

0<g§af and a:af—i—a;gﬁ, (2.6)

where the bounds ¢ and @ are functions of n, i.e. ¢ = ¢ and & =7, such
that for any € > 0

liminf n°c >0 and lim n™ G, =0. (2.7)
n—oo n—oo
We also assume that the distribution ) of the noise process (&,)y<;<, 1S
unknown. We know only that this distribution belongs to the distribution
family Q,, defined in (2.6)—(2.7). By these reasons we use the robust estima-
tion approach developed for nonparametric problems in [11, 22, 23]. To this
end we will measure the estimation quality by the robust risk defined as

R:(S,,S) = sup Ro(S,,9), (2.8)
QeQ,

where §n is an estimate, i.e. any function of (y,)y<i<,, Rq(:,-) is the usual
quadratic risk defined as

1
Ro(5,.5) == Eq 8, — S|* and ||5||2:/0 S2(t)dt . (2.9)



The first goal in this paper is to develop shrinkage nonparametric estimation
methods for S which improve the non asymptotic robust estimation accuracy
(2.8) with respect to the well known least squares estimators. The next
goal is to provide non asymptotic optimality in the sense of sharp oracle
inequalities. Moreover, asymptotically, as n — oo, our goal is to show the
efficiency property for the proposed shrinkage estimators for the risks (2.8).

3 Improved estimation

Let (¢;);>, be an orthonormal basis in L,[0, 1]. We extend these functions
by the periodic way on R, i.e. ¢;(t)=¢;(t + 1) for any ¢t € R.

B,) Assume that the basis functions are uniformly bounded, i.e. for some
an > 0, which in general case may be depend on n,

sup sup |¢,(t)] < ¢, < o0 (3.1)

0<j<n 0<t<1
For example, we can take the trigonometric basis defined as Tr, = 1 and for
Jj=2
cos(2m[j/2]x) for even j;
Tr;(z) = V2 (3.2)
sin(27[j/2]z) for odd j,
where [a] denotes integer part of a.

For estimating the unknown function S in (1.1) we consider it’s Fourier
expansion

S(t) = 005(t).
j=1
The corresponding Fourier coefficients

0, = (5.0,) = / S(t) 6, (1) dt

can be estimated as

In view of (1.1), we obtain



where

1 n
§= Z=00) and L(f)= / £(t) dé,.

As in [20] we define a class of weighted least squares estimates for S(t)
Sy = Z >‘<j)‘9j¢j ) (3.4)
j=1

where the weights A = (A(j))1<j<n € R" belong to some finite set A from
[0, 1]™ for which we set

v, =card(A) and [A|, = max L(N), (3.5)

€
where card(A) is the number of the vectors A in A and L(A) = > 77, A(j). In
the sequel we assume that all vectors from A satisfies the following condition.

B,) Assume that for any vector A € A there exists some fixed integer
d = d(X) such that their first d components equal to one, i.e. A(j) =1 for
1 <j<dforany \ € A.

Remark 3.1. Note that the weight coefficients satisfying the condition B,)
was introduced in [32] to construct the efficient estimation for the nonpara-
metric regression model in discrete time.

Now we need the o - field generated by the jumps of the process (2.1),
ie. weset G, = a{zt ,0 <t < n}. To construct the improved estimators we
need the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. For any n > 1 the random vector dem = (&;)1<j<a 15 the
g, - conditionally Gaussian in R? with zero mean and the covariance matriz

Gn = (Egz §j|gn)1§i,j§d
such that

inf (trG, — X (G.)) > (d—1)

3.6
ot (3.6)

g )
-n

where A,,,.(A) is the mazimal eigenvalue of the matriz A.

Now, for the first d Fourier coefficients in (3.3) we use the improved
estimation method proposed for parametric models in [33]. To this end we

set 0 = (0,)1<j<q- In the sequel we will use the norm |z|5 = ijl x? for



any vector ¥ = (), from R?. Now we define the shrinkage estimators
as

* SNV . Cn
9,\,]- =1 —-9,\)0; and g,(j) = ml{lgjgd} ; (3.7)
nld
where i1
=) =

<rn + dﬁn/n> n

and the threshold @, > 0 is given in the lower bound (3.6). The positive
parameter 7, is such that
. T
lim r, =oc0 and lim = =0 (3.8)
n—00 n—oo NS
for any € > 0.
Now we introduce a class of shrinkage weighted least squares estimates
for S as

Sy =Y \1)b; 0, (3.9)
j=1

We denote the difference of quadratic risks of the estimates (3.4) and
(3.9) as
Ag(S) == R(S5,S) — Rg(Sy, 5).-

We obtain the following result.

Theorem 3.2. Let the observed process (y,)o<;<, describes by the equations
(1.1)~(2.1). Then for anyn > 1

sup sup Ag(S) < -2 (3.10)
QEQ, |IS|<r,

Remark 3.2. The inequality (3.10) means that non-asymptotically, i.e. for
non large n > 1, the estimate (3.9) outperforms in mean square accuracy the
estimate (3.4). As we will see later in the efficient weight coefficients d ~ n*
asn — oo for some € > 0. Therefore, in view of the definition of the constant
¢, in (3.7) and the conditions (2.7) and (3.8) nc, — oo as n — oco. This
means that improvement is considerably may better than for the parametric
regression when the parameter dimension d is fized [33].



4 Model selection

In this section we construct a model selection procedure for the estimation
of S'in (1.1) on the basis of the weighted shrinkage estimators (3.9). To this
end we consider the empirical squared error defined as

Err,(A) = |15} - S

In order to obtain a good estimate, we have to write a rule to choose a weight
vector A € A in (3.9). It is obvious, that the best way is to minimise the
empirical squared error with respect to \. Making use the estimate definition
(3.9) and the Fourier transformation of S implies

Err,(\) = S0 X0)0,)7 -2 306, 6, + ISP, (@)

Since the Fourier coefficients (6;);-, are unknown, the weight coefficients
(A;)j>1 can not be found by minimizing this quantity. To circumvent this
difficulty one needs to replace the terms 6} i 0; by their estimators 5)\7 ; defined
as

G,.=0" 06— (4.2)

2J ANg oD n

where 7, is the estimate for the limiting variance of o = E 532' which we
choose in the following form

n

~ ~ 1"
g, = Z fj and t; = - /0 Tr,(t)dy; . (4.3)
j=lva1

For this change in the empirical squared error, one has to pay some penalty.
Thus, one comes to the cost function of the form

T, = Y NG)0;,) =2 ) MG Ty, + 6 P,(N), (4.4)

where 0 is some positive constant, ]3n()\) is the penalty term defined as

~ o, |A\?
P(\)=-—"-"2 4.
() = 72 (4.5)
We define the improved model selection procedure as
S*=S.. and A\ =argmin,_, J,()). (4.6)
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It will be noted that \* exists because A is a finite set. If the minimizing
sequence in (4.6) A* is not unique, one can take any minimizer. Now, to
write the oracle inequality we set

Vo= (146 (1+0)(1+¢ vy, (4.7)

where ¢ = nmax, , c>(A). It is useful to note that in view of the first
condition in (2.7) and the properties (3.8) the constant c* is not large as
n — oo, i.e. for any € > 0

*

lim 2 =0. (4.8)

n—oo NE

First we study the non asymptotic properties for the procedure (4.6).

Theorem 4.1. There exists some constant 1 > 0 such that for any n > 1
and 0 < 0 < 1/2, the risk (2.9) of estimate (4.6) for S satisfies the oracle
inequality

1+ 50 Von
Ro(S%,9) < inR,(S5,5) +1—=
ol 8) = 5 M Ra(50, 8) 155
12|A|,Eqlo, — 0
+ AlnEq ) (4.9)
n
In the case, when the value of o is known, one can take o, = o and
o |\]?
P, = 2P (1.10)
n

then we can rewrite the oracle inequality (4.9) in the following form

1+50 Vo,
. * 1 )
T WnRq(S59) +1-5

Ro(S5%,5) <

Also we study the accuracy properties for the estimator (4.3).

Proposition 4.2. Let in the model (1.1) the function S(-) is continuously
differentiable. Then, there exists some constant1 > 0 such that for anyn > 2

and S .
S (L+[1S]1%)

E lc —0ol <1 4.11
Q|Un 0-’ = \/ﬁ ) ( )

where S is the derivative of the function S.
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Remark 4.1. It should be noted that to estimate the parameter o in (4.2)
we use the equality (3.3) for the Fourier coefficients t; = (S, Tr;) with re-
spect to the trigonometric basis (3.2), since, as is shown in Lemma A.6 in
[19] for any continuously differentiable function S and for any m > 1 the
sum Zj>m t? can be estimated from above in an explicite form. Therefore,
through the trigonometric basis we can estimate the variance o uniformly over
the functions S, when we will study the efficiency property for the proposed
procedures.

To obtain the oracle inequality for the robust risk we impose the following
additional conditions.

C,) Assume that the upper bound for the basic function defined in (3.1) is
such that for any € > 0

C,) Assume that the set A is such that for any e >0

. Un .
lim — =0 and lm
n—oo NE n—oo T

Al
T = 0. (4.12)

We note that Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 4.2 directly imply the follow-
ing inequality.

Theorem 4.3. If the conditions C,) — C,) hold for the distribution Q of
the process € in (1.1), then for any n > 2 and 0 < 6 < 1/2, the robust risk
(2.8) of estimate (4.6) for continuously differentiable function S satisfies the
oracle inequality

14+56 . ... B,(1+ 5%
T WnR, (S5 8) + = — 5>

R (S, S) < (4.13)

where the term B, is independent of S and for any e > 0

lim & =0.

n—oo NS
Remark 4.2. Note that sharp oracle inequalities similar to (4.9) and (4.13)
was obtained earlier by Konev and Pergamenshchikov in [19, 22, 23] for
model selection procedures based on the weighted least squares estimates (3.4).
Unfortunately, we can not use such oracle inequalities for the model selection
procedures, based on the weighted shrinkage estimates (3.9) since they depend

11



non linearly on the coefficients . This is main technical difficulty which
doesn’t allow us to use the obtained oracle inequalities. Moreover, in all
these papers the oracle inequalities are obtained under condition that the Lévy
measure is finite. The inequalities (4.9) and (4.13) are obtained without
conditions on the impulse noises.

Now we specify the weight coefficients (A(j));>, in the way proposed
in [12] for a heteroscedastic regression model in discrete time. Consider a
numerical grid of the form

A, =A{1 ... k,} x{r,...,rm},

where r; = ip, and m = [1/p?]. Both parameters k, > 1 and 0 < p, < 1 are
the functions of n such that for any ¢ > 0

kn
lim, ., k,=+o0, lim, , — =0,

Inn (4.14)
lim, . p,=0 and lim, ,  np, = +o00.

One can take, for example,
1
= gy 2 k= Vot l)

For each a = (3,7) € A, we introduce the weight sequence A\, = (A;(@));5,
as

M) =1ggcq + (1= (/wa)’) 1racjcin (4.15)
where d = d(a) = [w,/In(n + 1)],
B 1/(26+1) _(B+1D(2B+1) _n
w, = (TBT”Un) , Tg= 20 and v, = 5
We set
A= {Na),aeA,}. (4.16)

It will be noted that in this case v, = k,m. Therefore, the conditions (4.14)
imply the first limit equality in (4.12). Moreover, in view of the definition
(4.15) and taking into account that 75 < 1 for 3 > 1 the function L(A)
defined in (3.5) can be estimated for any A € A as

max L()\) < max w. < v'/3p71/3
na; ()_AeA 0 <, P,

Therefore, using here the conditions (2.7) and (4.14) we get the last limit in
(4.12), i.e. the condition Cs) holds for the set A defined in (4.16).
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Remark 4.3. It will be observed that the specific form of weights (4.15) was
proposed by Pinsker [3]] for the filtration problem with known smoothness
of the regression function observed with an additive gaussian white noise in
continuous time. Nussbaum [32] used such weights for the gaussian regression
estimation problem in discrete time.

5 Monte Carlo simulations

In this section we give the results of numerical simulations to assess the
performance and improvement of the proposed model selection procedure
(4.6). We simulate the model (1.1) with 1-periodic function S of the form

S(t) =t sin(2mt) + t*(1 — t) cos(4mt) (5.1)
on [0, 1] and the Lévy noise process ¢, is defined as
§&=05w,+0.5z%.

Here z, is a compound Poisson process with intensity A = II(2?) = 1 and a
Gaussian NV(0, 1) sequence (Y;);5, (see, for example, [23]).

We use the model selection procedure (4.6) with the weights (4.15) in
which k, = 100 + y/In(n + 1), r; = i/In(n + 1), m = [In*(n + 1), 7@, = 0.5
and § = (3 +Inn)~2. We define the empirical risk as

R(S", 5) = ézﬁww —5(1))?

N
B(S:()~ 500 = 5 3 (Snl) — S))’
=1
where the observation frequency p = 100001 and the expectations was taken
as an average over N = 1000 replications.

Table 1 gives the values for the sample risks of the improved estimate
(4.6) and the model selection procedure based on the weighted LSE (3.15)
from [22] for different numbers of observation period n. Table 2 gives the
values for the sample risks of the the model selection procedure based on the
weighted LSE (3.15) from [22] and it’s improved version for different numbers
of observation period n.
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Table 1: The sample quadratic risks for different optimal A

n 100 | 200 | 500 | 1000

R(S5., S) 0.0118 | 0.0089 | 0.0031 | 0.0009
R(S5, S) 0.0509 | 0.0203 | 0.0103 | 0.0064
R(S;, S)/R(S:., S) | 4.3 2.3 3.3 7.1

Table 2: The sample quadratic risks for the same optimal h\

n 100 | 200 | 500 | 1000

R(S, S) 0.0237 | 0.0103 | 0.0041 | 0.0011
R(S5, S) 0.0509 | 0.0203 | 0.0103 | 0.0064
R(S;, S)/R(Sz, ) | 21 2.2 2.5 5.8

Figure 1: Behavior of the regression function and its estimates for n = 100.

Remark 5.1. Figures 1-4 show the behavior of the procedures (3.4) and (4.6)
depending on the values of observation periods n. The bold line is the function
(5.1), the continuous line is the model selection procedure based on the least
squares estimators S and the dashed line is the improved model selection
procedure S*. From the Table 2 for the same \ with various observations
numbers n we can conclude that theoretical result on the improvement effect
(3.10) is confirmed by the numerical simulations. Moreover, for the proposed
shrinkage procedure, Table 1 and Figures 14, we can conclude that the benefit
is considerable for non large n.
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for n = 200.

for n = 500.

Figure 4: Behavior of the regression function and its estimates for n = 1000.
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6 Asymptotic efficiency

In order to study the asymptotic efficiency we define the following functional

Sobolev ball .
W, ={feCko,1] : SO <r},
=0

where r > 0 and k£ > 1 are some unknown parameters, C’; [0, 1] is the space
of k times differentiable 1 - periodic R — R functions such that for any
0<i<k—-1

FO0) = ro).
In order to formulate our asymptotic results we define the Pinsker constant
which gives the lower bound for normalized asymptotic risks

I 2k /(2k+1)

l _ 1 2%k 1/(2k+1) (™

W) = (14 2K)r) ey
It is well known that for any S € W, . the optimal rate of convergence is
n~2k/(k+1) (see, for example, [34, 32]). On the basis of the model selection
procedure we construct the adaptive procedure S* for which we obtain the
following asymptotic upper bound for the quadratic risk, i.e. we show that
the parameter (6.1) gives a lower bound for the asymptotic normalized risks.
To this end we denote by ¥ the set of all estimators S, of S measurable

with respect to the process (1.1), i.e. measurable with respect to o-field
U{yt7 OStSn}

(6.1)

Theorem 6.1. The robust risk (2.8) admits the following asymptotic lower
bound R
liminf inf o2 sup R*(S,,S) > ,(r).

n—00 §7L€E7L SEW]CYT
We show that this lower bound is sharp in the following sense.

Theorem 6.2. The quadratic risk (2.8) for the estimating procedure S* has
the following asymptotic upper bound

limsup v?*/ @) gup R*(S*,S) < 1,(r).

n—00 SeW, .
It is clear that Theorem 6.2 and Theorem 6.1 imply

Corollary 6.3. The model selection procedure S* is asymptotically efficient,
1.€.

lim (v,)%41 sup RE(S%,S) = 1(r). (6.2)

n
n—00 SEW,,.,
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Remark 6.1. Note that the equality (6.2) implies that the parameter (6.1)
is the Pinsker constant in this case (cf. [34]).

Remark 6.2. [t should be noted that the equality (6.2) means that the robust
efficiency holds with the convergence rate

(0,) 757 .

It is well known that for the simple risks the optimal (minimax) estimation
convergence rate for the functions from the set W . s n2k/ Gk (see, for
example, [34, 32, 15]). So, if the distribution upper bound @, — 0 asn — oo
we obtain the more rapid rate, and if 7, — 00 as n — oo we obtain the more
slow rate. In the case when @,, is constant the robust rate is the same as the
classical non robust convergence rate.

Remark 6.3. The property (6.2) means that the model selection procedure
(4.6) asymptotically has the same efficiency property as the LSE model se-
lection (see, [13, 20]). So, it means that the proposed shrinkage method
non-asymptotically has benefit with respect to LSE and asymptotically the
shrinkage methods keep the efficiency property.

7 Stochastic calculus for the Lévy processes

In this section we study the process (2.1). First we recall the Novikov in-
equalities, [31], also referred to as the Bichteler—Jacod inequalities, see [4, 30],
providing bounds of the moments of the supremum of purely discontinuous
local martingales for p > 2 and for any n > 1

E suwp [T (u— i)l < C, (E(TP«f,)"" +E(TP«f,)) . (7.1)

0<t<n

where €, is some positive constant. Further for any two functions f and g
from L, [0, ¢] with ¢ > 0 we use the following notations

t t
()= [ FO9ds and 7= [ Fods. (@2
0 0
Proposition 7.1. For any nonrandom function f and g from L0, t]

EL(/)1(9) =0 (f.9), (7.3)

where the noise variance o is given in (2.6).
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Now we set
L(f) = I}(f) ~EL(f) and M,(f) =M. (74)
For any [0,n] — R function f we introduce the following uniform norm

[f1ln = sup [f()].

0<t<n

Proposition 7.2. Let f and g be two borel [0,n] — R functions such that
Ifll, < @, and ||g|l, < &, . Then for any 0 <t <n

EL()T(9) | <o* (20,907 + 6, (")) (7.5)

Proof. Using (A.2) with f = g we can obtain that the process (I;);5
satisfies the following stochastic equation

dI,(f) = dM,(f),  To(f) =0.
Note that from the definition of M,(f, f) in (A.2) we can represent I,(f) as
L) = TN + T, (7.6)
where I(f) = 20y [i I,(f)f(s)dw, and

B =20 [ 101z 43 [ Ps)am,.

Moreover, by the Ito formula

i - | T (f)dLlig) + / T (9)dL(h)

T 402 / £(5) 9(s)LL(F)1,(g)ds + J79

where JI9 = > o<sct Afg(f) Afg(g). Using the last in condition (2.2) and
the inequality (7.1) we can obtain that for any bounded measurable [0, n] —

R function h .

sup E ( /0 " hs) dzs) < 0. (7.7)

0<t<n

From this and the Holder inequality we obtain that

sup EIXg) I(f) < swp (BI%(9)) (BIS(f)"* < o0

0<t<n 0<t<n
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Therefore, in view of Proposition (7.1)
E](f —400/ f(s fg)ds+EJfg—200(fg) —I—EJfg

From the definition of the discrete part of ]Ntd( f) in (7.6) we can represent the
jumps term jtf 9 as

JP9 =0l J19 + 205 I + 0, J19 (7.8)

where I =3 T (N)I,_(9)f(s)g(s) (Az,)?,
119 = (I (NF($)(s) +1,_(9)(f*(5)) (Az,)’

and j?f”tg = D ocsct f2(s)g%(s) (Az,)*. In view of Proposition 7.1 and the
upper bound (7.7) and taking into account that II(z2) = 1 we calculate

B = [ ELNL@I©9(eds =0 [ (.0, f()als)ds =T (£

0

t

EJ[7 =11(z") | f(5)9(s) (9(s)EL,(f) + f(s)EL(g))ds = 0.

and E.J{{ = f 12(s) 5. So,
E jtfyg = 20§U(f’ g)t2 + U;lH(lA) (f27 92)t I

and, therefore,

EL(f) L(9) = 20° (f,9); + o3T1(=") (f*. 9°),

Taking into account here that 03 < 02 and the conditions of the proposition
we obtain the upper bound (7.5). Hence Proposition 7.2. [
Now for any y € R™ we define the following function

= Z Y; Zﬁ(@bj) : (7.9)

For this we show the following property.
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Proposition 7.3. For anyn > 1

sup ET.(y) < (244, 1(z")on. (7.10)

yeR™, lyll<1

Proof. From Proposition 7.2 it follows that

ET,(y) = > vy, EL(6,)1,(5;)

,j=1

n n 2
<202 3" oyl (60, 6,)? + oI (z m) |
=1

1,j=1

Taking into account here that the functions (¢;);-, are orthonormal, and the
fact that (22;1 |yl-|)2 < n, we obtain the bound (7.10). [

8 The van Trees inequality for the Lévy pro-
cesses

In this section we consider the following continuous time parametric regres-
sion model (1.1) with the function S defined as

d

S(t,0) = Z 0;;(t)

=1

with the unknown parameters 6 = (6,,...,60,)’. Here we assume that the
functions (¢;);«;<4 are 1-periodic and orthogonal functions.

Let us denote by v, the distribution of the process (§,)g<;<, on the Sko-
rokhod space D[0, n]. From Proposition A.2 it follows that in this space for
any parameters § € R?, the distribution P, of the process (1.1) is absolutely
continuous with respect to the v, and the corresponding Radon-Nikodym
derivative, for any function x = (2,)y<,<, from DJ[0,n], is defined as

F(z,0) = i—i);(x) :exp{/on S,6) g — /On Mdt} RNCEY

2 2
o3 201

where
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and for any measurable set A in R with 0 ¢ A

UDERIES) DR INSe

0<s<t

Let U be a prior density on R? having the following form:

d

U@)=U(bs,...,0q) = Huj(8j>7

j=1

where w; is some continuously differentiable density in R. Moreover, let

g(0) be a continuously differentiable R — R function such that, for each
1<j<d,

lim g(6)u;(9,) =0 and / OO <00, (82)

\9j|ﬁoo
where g’(0) = 0g(0)/06;. For any B(X) x B(R¢)-measurable integrable
function H = H(z,0) we denote

EH:/W/ H(z,0)dP,U(#)dd

:/Rd/XH(x,&)f(x,@)U(G)dug(x)dé),

where X' = DJ0, n].
Lemma 8.1. For any FY-measurable square integrable function g, and for
any 1 < 5 <d, the following inequality holds
i
nijHQUfQ + Ij 7

E(7, — 9(0))* >

where

u”
77.:/ g.(0)U(#)dl and [»:/ dz.
= [, 5000 =

Proof. First of all note that, the density (8.1) on the process £ is bounded
with respect to 6, € R and for any 1 < j <d

limsup f(&,0) = 0 a.s.

6;]—00
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Now, we set

o d(f(z,0)U(0))/00,
U =U(z,0) = flz,)U@O)

J J
Taking into account the condition (8.2) and integrating by parts yield

B (@, ~00)0) = [ Gul@) 00 g (1. 1U0) dowy(at)

:/X (/ g,(0) f(z,0)U ) (Hd@) (dz) = ;.

i#j

Now by the Bouniakovskii-Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we obtain the following
lower bound for the quadratic risk

TEU2
J

To study the denominator in the left hand of this inequality note that in
view of the representation (8.1)

L ofwe) 1
f(y,0) 09 —01/0 V(1) duw, .

Therefore, for each § € R?,

1 9f(y0) _
f(y7 8) 60]

1L 9f(w,0)\ _ 1 [" n
5 (76 %, )=/ 0 = Sl

Using equality

E,

and

we get
~~ n
EU? = = o[> + 1.

Hence Lemma &.1. Il
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9 Proofs

9.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Consider the quadratic error of the estimate (3.9)

n d n
1S5 = SIP =D (AW, —0,)° =D (A1, —0,)* + D (A1), —
j=1 7=1 j=d+1
d R (’9\
= Z +c -2, 2(9] 0,)—=*
g 16,1l
~ d o~ ~
=S\ = S|P+ —2¢, Y (6, —0,)1,(6,).
7j=1

where v;(z) = z;/||z||4 for z = (2;),<;<4 € R?. Therefore, we can represent
the risk for the improved estimate ST as

d
Ro(S5,8) = RSy, ) + ¢ = 2¢, B s Y (0

where J; = E(y; (9 )(A 6,)|G,). Now, taking into account that the vector

Gn = (9 )1<J<d is the G, conditionally gaussian vector in R? with mean =

(0,)1<j<q and covariance matrix n~'G,,, we obtain

] = / () (x — 0,)p(a]G, )da
R
Here p(z|G,) is the conditional distribution density of the vector 6, , i.e.
1 ( (m—@)’G;l(x—H))
exp | — :
(2m)4/2\/det G, P 2

Recall, that the 7 denotes the transposition. Changing the variables by u =
G '/%(z — 0), one finds that

. 3
1= s o [ toesn (-4

where 7;(u) = Lj(G}l/Qu +0) and g,; denotes the (i,)-th clement of GY/2.
Furthermore, integrating by parts, the integral J; can be rewritten as

p(z]G,) =

d

J —ZZE(gﬂgm s >ru:an\gn) .

=1 k=1
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In view of the inequality 2’ Az < A\jpaz(A)]]z||* and Proposition 3.1 we obtain
that

tan §;Gngn>
10,010 16,1°
1

16,10

Moreover, using the Jensen inequality we can estimate the last expectation
from below as

Egs (10,171 = Eqs (10 +n726,)1)7" = (16ll,+n "B sllé, o)™

From Proposition 7.1 and the condition (2.6) we obtain

Ag(S) = ci — 20nn_1EQ7S (

< =2, (d- l)gnn_lEQﬁ

EQ,SHEnH?l <o,d.
So, for ||S|| <,
Bos 10,7 > (r,+v/da,/n)
and, therefore,
(d—1)g,

Ag(S) < & —2¢, =—c.
(rn—i— dﬁn/n> n

Hence Theorem 3.2. O

9.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Using the definitions (4.1), (4.2) and (4.4), we obtain that for any A € A

n

- - ) a-\n *
Err,(A) = J,(0) +2 > A(j) (% 0, — = —0;. 9j>
j=1

+ |92 = 6P, (N). (9.1)

Now we set

Bia) = 2= S M0 Baulh) = X MGG

and M\ =—=>Y Ao, (9.2)



where g, (5) = (¢,(A)/10]4) 1{1<j<qy and Ej = {7 — Ey¢7. Taking into account
the definition (4.5), we can rewrite (9.1)
o—0
Err,(A) = J,(\) +2 “L(A) +2M(N)

—2B,,(\) +2/P, 2”

)y I1S11* -

where the function L()) is defined in (3.5), A = /||
be a fixed sequence in A and A* be as in (4.6)
(9.3), we consider the difference

P, (9-3)

n- Let Ao = (Ao()))1<n
Substituting A\g and \* in
Err,(\*) —

Err, (Ao) < 27— 2" L(w) + 2M(w)
n

- 2Bl,n()\*) + 2Bl,n(>\0)
By B, ,, (o)
+2¢/P,(\*) i/ﬁ —2y/P,(\o) “’\/%
— 0P, (\) + 6P, (N),
where w = \* — g € A, and

Ay=A—X={\— ), AeA}. (9.4)
Note that |L(w)| < 2|A|,. Moreover, note also that

ng =

=c2(\) < —" 9.5
20 < (95)
where ¢* is defined in (4.7). Therefore, through the Cauchy—Schwarz inequal-
ity we can estimate the term B, ()) as

1/2
|/\| AL, 2\
1Bia)] < ZA = ra) (74 82,00)
where 72 = ‘

(x( J))1<j<n for © € R™. So, applying the elementary inequality

2lab| < ea* +e7'v? (9.6)
with some arbitrary € > 0, we get

c
2|B1,n(/\)| S 6Pn(>\) +

eEon

*

"(o+ B;).
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Moreover, by the same method we estimate the term B, , i.e.

B,, (A B2 (N) B:
2P <P+ 22 <P ) +

where _ .
B = max (B;n(/\) + B;n()\ )) :

Note that from Proposition 7.3 we obtain that

E,B; <Y (EQB;n(X) n EQB;TL(XQ)) <22+ g M(zY)o% . (9.7)
AEA

Using the bounds above, one has

4Al, o, — ol
_l’_ -

Err,(\*) < Err,(\o) +2M (w)
n
2 c 2 B
+=—(c+B)+=-=2
€ no € no

+26P,(\) + 2P, (M) — 6P, (X)) + 6P, (o) -

The setting ¢ = §/4 and the estimating where this is possible § by 1 in this
inequality imply

Err, (\*) < Err, (o) + W +2M(w)
16(ct +1)(c+B;) 65 ,., 0 ~
+ — 2P (\) + 2P, (Ag) + 0P, (No) .
ono 2 2

Moreover, taking into account here that

~ Al lG —
1B,(00) — P, ()] < Reln =01
and that 6 < 1/2, we obtain that
Al G —
Err, (\*) < Err, (Ag) + M + 2M (w)
N 16(c;, + (o + B;) 5P O) + 35P ). (9.8)
ono 2" g Tl A
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Now we examine the third term in the right-hand side of this inequality.
Firstly we note that
Z*
2[M ()] < ellSe|* + — (9.9)

where S =377 | @,;0;¢; and
nM?(x)
Z* = sup ———==.
venr ||

We remind that the set A; is defined in (9.4). Using Proposition 7.1 we can
obtain that for any fixed v = (z;),<;, € R"

EI’(S,) oS> o <«
20,y _ 24 \Pa) ol _ 0 2 2
E M*(z) = 2 =— = E Uy Hj (9.10)
j=1
and, therefore,
nM?(x)
E,Z* < g — L < gy,. 9.11
T 115 =" (611
xEM

Moreover, the norm ||S}. — S || can be estimated from below as
0

n

1S5 = S5 1P =Y (@) + B())E;

j=1
a |2 . . -\ 72
> IS, 17 +2) @ ()B();,
j=1
where 5(j) = Mo(7)g;(Xo) — A(j)g;(A). Therefore, in view of (3.3)
IS 1> = 1155 = S5 17 < IS 17 = 15417 =2 =()B()E
j=1

< oM(w?) QZ =()B(7)0.0, %T(w) |

where T()\) = 2?21 )\(j)ﬂ(j)gjﬁj. Note that the first term in this inequality
we can estimate as

Z3 nM?(x?)
IM(wH) <e||S_|IP+= and Zf = sup ——~.
( )— || w” ne 1 xelg ”SxH2
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Note that, similarly to (9.11) we can estimate the last term as
EqZy <ovy.
From this it follows that for any 0 < e < 1

1 z7
S 2 < S* 2 “1
I < = (183 - 53+ 2

UL <) AT

Moreover, note now that the property (9.5) yields

Z B2(j)0 < 22 92(j +22 95 (1) 62 < 4; (9.13)

Taking into account that |w(j)| < 1 and using the inequality (9.6), we get

that for any € > 0
4dc*

2> @B < ellSLIF+

To estimate the last term in the right hand of (9.12) we use first the Cauchy
— Schwarz inequality and then the bound (9.13), i.e

1/2 1/2

2 2‘)" - 2/ \D2 - N2/ .0\ ¢2

— TN < —= B(5)0; A€
¢y (0 + B;)

<eP (A M) E2 <eP (N
PN+ 2 X RO <en )+ =
]:
Therefore,

T' (w )|<\/—|T( *)|+\/—|T( o)l
2c* (o + By)

<eP (X P
<P, (\) 4P, () +
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So, using all these bounds in (9.12), we obtain that

1 (7 6¢* (o + B?)
S 2 < “1 S** _S* 2 n 2
121 < ooy (2 1 85, P 22

+eP (\) + 5Pn()\0)> )

Using in the inequality (9.9) this bound and the estimate
1S5, = S, I* < 2(Err, (A7) + Err, (M) ,

we obtain

oM ()] < 7+ 77 2e(Err, (A*) + Err, (Ao))
n(l—e)e (1—2¢)
6¢ (o + By) g2
no(l—e) 1—¢

(P, (A") + P, (Ao)) -

Choosing here £ < §/2 < 1/2 we obtain that
22+ 7Z7)  2e(Err,(A) + Err, (M)
ne (1—¢)
| 1260+ B))
no

2|M(w)| <

+e(P,(A")+ P, (o)) -

From here and (9.8), it follows that

l+e 6|A|, |5, — ol
Err, (\*) < ———Frr, (A —n
ma(N) S T Brra(de) + =0
28(1+c)(By+0) 22+ 2ZF)  20P,(Mo)
6(1 — 3e)no n(1l — 3e) 1—3¢

Choosing here € = §/3 and estimating (1 — §)~! by 2 where this is possible,
we get

1
L+0/3p,

12|A] |, —
Err, (\") < T r,(Ao) + [Alu5, = 0|

n

56(1+c)(By+0) | 42" +2)) | 20P,(N)

+ ono n 1—96
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Taking the expectation and using the upper bound for P,(\g) in Lemma A.1
with € = ¢ yields

1+ 50 Ugm L 121Al,Eqlo, — o]

Rq(S".8) < 75 Rq(5;,.5) +

no n ’

where UQﬂn = 56(14c)(2(6 +g_ﬁil_[(x4))aun +1) +2¢’. The inequality holds
for each \g € A, this implies Theorem 4.1. m

9.3 Proof of Theorem 6.1
Firstly, note, that for any fixed Q € Q,,

sup R:(S,,S) > sup Ro(S,,9). (9.14)

SeWk,T SEW,W
Now for any fixed 0 < & < 1 we set

E+1

d=d =
" k

/1) lk(m)} and 1. = (1—e)r. (9.15)

Next we approximate the unknown function by a trigonometric series with
d = d,, terms, i.e. for any array z = (z;);<j<,4 , we set

5.0 =3 % 6,0).

To define the Bayesian risk we choose a prior distribution on R? as

where 7, are i.i.d. gaussian A/(0, 1) random variables and the coefficients

s* d \*
§; = L and s§* = (—") —1.
v, J 7

Furthermore, for any function f, we denote by p(f) its projection in L, [0, 1]
onto W, ., i.e.

p(f) = PrW,w(f) .

Since W), . is a convex set, we obtain
IS =SI* =P —S|I* with p=p(S).
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Therefore,

Sew,,.,

Using the distribution p,, we introduce the following Bayes risk
Ro(8) = [ Rol5.5) (o).
Rd

Taking into account now that ||p||> < r we obtain

sSup RQ(§7 S) > ﬁQ(ﬁ) _2R‘0,n

SEW), ,
with
R, = [ (r+ 1S,I?) pn(d2)
{ZeRd:Széwk,r}
Therefore, in view of (9.14)

sup R%(S,,S) > sup Ry(P) — 2Ry, .
SeW, . QReQ, 7

sup R(?,S)z/ Eg D — S, a(dz).
{zeR?: 5 eW, }

(9.16)

(9.17)

In Lemma A.3 we studied the last term in this inequality. Now it is easy to

see that ;
IB—S:17>> (- 2).
=1

where Z; = fol p(t) ¢,;(t)dt. So, in view of Lemma 8.1 and reminding that

v, = n/a, we obtain

d
~ ~ n 1
sup Ro(p) > sup _
QReQ, “ 0<o?<o* = 01 2y v, (3;)—1
* d .
1 & Sj 1 & ]k
v Z st+ 1 v Z ( dF
noj=1 7 nog=1 n

Therefore, using now the definition (9.15), Lemma A.3 and the inequality

(9.17) we obtain that

liminf inf vg'f% sup RZ(@n,S) > (1_5)T1+1lk(rs)'

n—oo §€Hn SGW/W

Taking here limit as ¢ — 0 we come to the Theorem 6.1. O
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9.4 Proof of Theorem 6.2
This theorem follows from Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.1 in [20]. [

10 Conclusion

In the conclusion we would like to emphasize that in this paper we develop
a new model selection method based on the improved versions of the least
squares estimates. It turns out that the improvement effect in the nonpara-
metric estimation given in (3.10) is more important than for the parameter
estimation problems since the accuracy improvement is proportional to the
parameter dimension d which goes to infinity for nonparametric models. Re-
call that, the improved estimation methods was usually used for the para-
metric estimation problem only, where the parameter dimension d is always
fixed (see, for example, [8]). Therefore, the benefit in the non-asymptotic
quadratic accuracy from the application of the improved estimation methods
is more significant in statistical nonparametric signal processing. Moreover,
for the proposed improved model selection procedures we obtain the sharp
oracle inequalities. It should be emphasized that in this paper we obtain
these inequalities without conditions on the jumps, i.e. without assumption
that the Lévy measure is finite. To this end we developed a special analyt-
ical tool in Proposition 7.2 to study the non-asymptotic properties for the
corresponding stochastic integrals with respect to the process (2.1). More-
over, asymptotically, as n goes to infinity, we shown the adaptive efficiency
for the improved model selection procedures. This is the meaning, that the
proposed shrinkage model selection procedures have the benefit with respect
to the least squares estimator in the non-asymptotic accuracy and asymptot-
ically they possess the same efficient properties as the least squares methods.
Moreover, the behavior of the constructed procedures is illustrated by the
numerical simulations in Section 5.
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11 Appendix

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Using (2.1) we put for any square integrated functions f

0= [ fe)dw, and 19(f) = / )z

From here and (3.3) we can see that the vector & has the conditionally Gaus-
sian distribution with respect to G,, with zero mean and its covariance matrix
G,, can be rewritten as

G,=o01,+05D,,

where [, is the identity matrix and the (i, j)-th element of the matrix D, is
defined as E(Ig)(gbi)[f)(czﬁjﬂgn). Using the celebrated inequality of Lidskii
and Wieland (see, for example, in [29], G.3.a., p.334) we obtain

trGp, — Amax(Gr) > o (tr I, — Amax(1y)) a.s.

Now, using (2.6) we come to desire results. [

A.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

We use here the same method as in [19]. Using the equality (3.3) for the
trigonometric basis, we get

where
1 1 n
t-:/ S(u) Tr;(u)du and fz—/ Tr.(u) dg, .
J 0 J J \/ﬁ 0 J
Therefore, the estimator (4.3) can be represented as

n

1 R
~ 2 2
o, = E tj -+ Q—ﬁMn + ﬁ E £j , (Al)

j=lvl+1 j=lval+1
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where M, = 2?:[ v b §;- Note that for the continuously differentiable

functions (see, for example, Lemma A.6 in [19]) the Fourrier coefficients (t;)
for any m > 1 satisfy the following inequality

o) 1 2
> s ([ 1) < i
T mo\J, m

Jj=m+1
and S = dS/dt. The second term in (A.1) can be estimated through the
equality (9.10), i.e.
2 _0 % 2 4o ane
Eo My =— Yoo — 9.
j=lvn]+1
Moreover, taking into account that the expectation E 5? = 0 We can repre-
sent the last term in (A.1) as

R n—|[vn 1
X geot e ),
j=lvl+1

where the function B, (') is defined in (9.2) for 2 = /NN mcjcny
Therefore, similarly to (9.7) we find

e o (1 2T 4H(x4)>
Eq | | > § o= Jn
j=lv/n]+1

This implies that
418112 + 2v/7 18] + o (1 +/2+ 4H—(x4)>
NG

and, therefore, we obtain the bound (A.2). Hence Proposition 4.2. [

A.3 Proof of Proposition 7.1

Proof. Taking into account the definition of I,(f) in (3.3) and (2.1) we
obtain through the Ito formula that

L(f) I(9) = o (f,9) + M]7, (A.2)

34



where .

f.9 —
Mt =

S—

THde, + o2 / ' F(s) g(s) dm,
0

119 = f(s)I,(9)+g(s)I,(f) and m, = 2*% (u— f1),. Using now the inequality
(7.1) with ¥ = zf and p = 2 we obtain that for any f € L,[0, ]

B ([ 1) < clr <o

Therefore, taking the expectation in (A.2) we obtain (7.3). Hence Proposition
7.1. [

A.4 Property of Penalty term

Lemma A.1. Foranyn>1, A€ A and 0 <e <1

P = E?jneu) * ns(lcz— g)’ (&9

where ¢ is defined in (4.7).

Proof. By the definition of Err, () one has

n n

B, () = 3" 0008 — 6,7 = 3 (AG)E; - 0) + (AG) - 16,)’

> GO =6, +2) AGAG) — 16585 —6))-

Taking into account the condition B,) and the definition (3.7) we obtain that
the last term in tho sum can be replaced as

ST AGAG) — 1807 — ;) = Z AG)(AG) — 10,0, — 0;)
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ie. EZ A(J

the deﬁmtlon (

)

(A(j) = 1)0;(05 — 0;) = 0 and, therefore, taking info account
10) we obtam that

N

EErr,(\) > Z A(j )2E Z AUGVE <\/_ ~ U )é\]>

> (1= P,() ~ 2B z 20
The inequality (9.5) implies the bound (A.3). Hence Lemma A.1. [

A.5 The absolute continuity of distributions for the
Lévy processes

In this section we study the absolute continuity for the the Lévy processes

defined as

where S(+) is any arbitrary nonrandom square integrated function, i.e. from
L,[0, 7] and (&,)g<;<r is the Lévy process of the form (2.1) with nonzero
constant o;. We denote by P, and P, the distributions of the processes
(Y4)g<t<1 and (&;)y<s<1 on the Skorokhod space D[0, T']. Now for any (x,)y<;<r
from D[0, T] we set o

T,(z) = exp {/OT %‘)dx; - /OT %?du} , (A.5)

where z¢ is the continuous part of the process x defined in (8.1). Now we
study the measures P, and P, in D[0, T7.

Proposition A.2. For any T > 0 the measure P, < P, in D[0,T] and the
Radon-Nikodym derivative is

O =Tr(0)
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Proof. Note that to show this proposition it suffices to check that for any
0=ty <...<t,=Tanyb,€Rforl1<j<n

E exp { > by, — y)} =E exp { > b - 5%)} Tr(€).
=1 =1

taking into account that the processes (y;)o<;<r and (§;)o<;<7 have the inde-
pendent homogeneous increments, to this end one needs to check only that
foranybeRand 0 <s<t<T

. . T, (¢
B exp (ib(y 1)) =B exp {ib( &)} 2. (A6)
To check this equality note that the process

- { [ 2o [ 800

is the gaussian martingale. From here we directly obtain the squation (A.6).
Hence Proposition A.2. O]

A.6 Properties of the term R,

Lemma A.3. For anym > 0 the term Ry, introduced in (9.16) satisfies the
following property

lim n™ Ry, =0. (A7)
n—oo
Proof. First, setting ¢, = jil /-c? a;, we obtain that

{S. Wi} = Z lecb I#>r s ={¢>r}.

Moreover, note that one can check directly that

d,
1
lim E¢, = mv—z a;=r.=(1—¢)r.

n—oo n—oo

So, for sufficiently large n we obtain that

{Sn ¢ sz,r} - {Zn > T1} )
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where r; = re/2,

d
~ 1 i .~ ~
gn:(n_Egn:—E sjajnj and nj:n?—l.
nj:1

Through the correlation inequality from [14] we can get that for any p > 2
there exists some constant €, > 0 for which
J p/2
p 1 2,2 — .
EC <G | 2 ()% | < Cu i,

i.e. the expectation EZg — 0 as n — oo. Therefore, using the Chebychev
inequality we obtain that for any m > 1

nmP(Zn>r1)%O as m — 00.

Hence Lemma A.3. O]
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