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Abstract

In this article we consider the nonparametric robust estimation problem
for regression models in continuous time with semi-Markov noises observed
in discrete time moments. An adaptive model selection procedure is pro-
posed. A sharp non-asymptotic oracle inequality for the robust risks is ob-
tained. We obtain sufficient conditions on the frequency observations under
which the robust efficiency is shown. It turns out that for the semi-Markov
models the robust minimax convergence rate may be faster or slower than the
classical one.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we consider the semi-Markov regression model in continuous time
introduced in [1], i.e.

dy,=St)dt+dg,, 0<t<n, (1.1)

where S(-) is an unknown 1-periodic function defined on R with values on R,
(&) is the unobserved noise process defined through a certain semi-Markov
process in Section 2.

Our problem in the present paper is to estimate the unknown function S in the
model (1.1) on the basis of observations

) 1
(ytj)(]gjgnpv t] = jA7 A= 1;7 (12)

where the integer p > 1 is the observation frequency. Firstly, this problem was
considered in the framework “signal+white noise” (see, for example, [6] or [22]).
Later, to introduce a dependence in the continuous time regression model in [11],
[9], [8] [14], the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes has been used to model the “color
noise”. Moreover, in order to introduce the dependence and the jumps in the re-
gression model (1.1), the papers [15] and [16] use the non Gaussian Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck processes defined in [2]. The problem in all these papers is that the
introduced Ornstein-Uhlenbeck type of dependence decreases with a geometric
rate. So, asymptotically when the duration of observations goes to infinity, we ob-
tain the same “signal+white noise” model very quick. To keep the dependence for
sufficiently large duration of observations, in [1] it was proposed the model (1.1)
with a semi-Markov component in the jumps of the noise process (§;);~¢-

The main goal of this paper is to develop adaptive robust method from [1], that
was based on continuous observations, to the estimation problem based on discrete
observations given in (1.2). In this paper we use quadratic risk defined as

Ro(S,.8) =Eqq S, — SI?, (1.3)

where §n() is some estimate (i.e. any periodical function measurable with respect
to the observations o{y, ,...y; }), IfII? = fol f?(s)ds and E g is the expecta-
tion with respect to the distribution P, ¢ of the process (1.1) corresponding to the
unknown noise distribution @ in the Skorokhod space D[0, n]. We assume that this
distribution belongs to some distribution family Q,, specified in Section 2.

To study the properties of the estimators uniformly over the noise distribution
(what is really needed in practice), we use the robust risk defined as

R:(S,,8) = sup Ry(S,,S). (1.4)
QeQ
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Thus the goal of this paper is to develop a robust efficient model selection
method based on the observations (1.2) for the model (1.1) with the semi-Markov
components in the jumps of the noise (§,),~,. We use the approach proposed
by Konev and Pergamenshchikov in [16] for continuous-time regression models
observed in the discrete time moments. Unfortunately, we cannot use directly this
method for semi-Markov regression models, since their tool essentially uses the
fact that the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dependence decreases with geometrical rate and
obtain sufficiently quickly the “white noise” case. In the present paper, in order to
obtain the sharp non-asymptotic oracle inequalities, we use the renewal methods
from [1] developed for the model (1.1). As a consequence, we can obtain the
constructive sufficient conditions that provide the robust efficiency for proposed
model selection procedures.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we state the main
conditions under which we consider the model (1.1). In Section 3 we construct
the model selection procedure on the basis of weighted least squares estimates,
here we also specify the set of admissible weight sequences in the model selection
procedure. In Section 4 we state the main results in the form of oracle inequalities
for the quadratic risk and the robust risk. In Section 5 we study some properties
of the regression model (1.1). Section 6 is devoted to some numerical results. In
section A.2 we study some properties of the stochastic integral. Section 7 gives
the proofs of the oracle inequalities for the regression model (1.1) with the noises
introduced in Section 2. Some auxiliary are given in an Appendix.

2 Main conditions
First, we assume that the noise process (&;)> o in the model (1.1) is defined as
§& = 1wy + 02Ly + 032, (2.1)

where p;, 0, and o5 are unknown coefficients, (w,),~ is a standard Brownian
motion, (L), is a jump Lévy process defined as

t
L= [ [ (s, do) - fitds. o)), 22)
0 JR,

p(ds dz) is the jump measure with deterministic compensator ;1(ds dz) = dsII(dz),
I1(-) is the Levy measure on R, = R\ {0} (see, for example [10, 7] for details),
with

M(z*) =1 and TI(z¥) < oco. (2.3)



Here we use the usual notations for IT(|z[™) = [ [2|™ II(dz). Note that II(|z|)
may be equal to +oco. In this paper we assume that the “dependent part” in the
noise (2.1) is modeled by the semi- Markov process (2,); o defined as

Nt
=YY, (2.4)
=1

where (Yz)zz 1 1s a sequence of random variables verifies the following Condition
C,)
EQ}/;:l’EQ}/;l}/l?:O and Sg?EQ}/z4<OO
l_
and
4
Vi < ig < iz < ig, p; €{0,1,2,3,4} such that Zpi —4
i=1
EQ Y YRV YRt =01f 3 p; — odd

Now let us give some examples:

1) (Y;) ;> 1 independent with

_ 2 _ 4
EqpY, = O,EQY]. =1 and §1>111)EQY] < 0.
2) 3d > 1 such that the random vector (Y7, ..., Y,) has a spherically symmetric
distribution with E, Y7 =1, Eq Y} <oo and (Y;) ;> q are such that
Eq Yj2 =1 and sppEQ Y;.4 < 00.
j=d

3) (Y;);>1 such that Vn > 1, (Y1, ..., Y},) is a Gaussian Mixture.

Here NV, is a general counting process (see, for example, [18]) defined as

0o k
N, =Y lip<y and Ty =) 7, (2.5)
k=1 =1

with (7;);>; an i.i.d. sequence of positive integrated random variables with the
distribution 1) and mean ¥ = E7; > 0. We assume that the processes (IV, ), and
(Y:)i>1 are independent between them and are also independent of (L,),~,. Note
that the process (z,),~  is a special case of a semi-Markov process (see, e.g., [3]
and [4]).



Remark 2.1. It should be noted that, if T; is an Exponential random variable, i.e.
g is the Exponential density, then (N,),~ is a Poisson process and, in this case,
(&)= is a Lévy process for which this model is studied in [12], [13] and [15].
But, in the general case when the process (2.4) is not a Lévy process, this process
has a memory and cannot be treated in the framework of semi-martingales with
independent increments. One needs to develop a new tool based on the renewal
theory arguments.

Remark 2.2. Note that the noise in our model is the sum of the Lévy process given
by (o1w; + 02Ly);> o and the semi-Markov process (z;);> in order to include
dependent observations.

Let us denote by p the density of the renewal measure 7} defined as
o
n=>_ ", (2.6)
=1

where 1(!) is the Ith convolution power of the measure 7. As to the parameters in
(2.1), we assume that
S <o <<, (2.7)

where o, = g% + Q% + Q§ /7, the unknown bounds 0 < ¢, < ¢* are functions of n,
i.e. ¢, =¢,(n)and ¢* = ¢*(n), such that for any € > 0
<*(n)

lim nfg,(n) = +oo and lim =0. (2.8)

n—o00 n—oo N

We denote by Q,, the family of all distributions of the process (2.1) in D[0, n]
satisfying the properties (2.7) — (2.8).

Remark 2.3. As we will see later, the parameter o, is the limit of the Fourier
transform of the noise process (2.1). Such a limit is called variance proxy (see

[15]).
We assume that the distribution 7 has a density g that satisfies the following
conditions.

H,) Assume that, for any x € R, there exist the finite limits

g(z—) = lim g(z) and g(z+)= lim g(z)

li
zZ—r— z—r+
and, for any K > 0, there exists 6 = §(K) > 0 for which

" lgla+t) +gla—t) — glat) — g(z—)]
sup /0

; dt < 0. (2.9)

jo|<K



H,) For any v > 0,

sul()) 272g(z) — g(z—) — g(z+)| < o0.
z>

H) There exists 3 > 0 such that fR % g(x) dz < oo.
Example

Let (NV;) ;>0 be a truncated Fractional Poisson process defined as in (2.5) where
(73) k>11s aniid. sequence with the Mittag-Leffler distribution (see, for example,
[23] given by

P(r; > t) = py(—Mt")
for A > 0and 0 < H < 1, where
pu(z) = ;0 T(1+ Hk)

7, has the same distribution as Xy A X, Xo is a Mittag-Leffler waiting time with
distribution pz and X is an exponential random variable with intensity A = 1—H
and density p , in this case 7 is light lailed , i.e

Ir >0, E(e") < 400,
it’s easy to check that the density g of the variables (7;,) k> 1 18 given by
9(2) = pp(2)P(X1 > 2) + p(2) P(Xo > 2)

and verifies conditions H, )-H)

Remark 2.4. In the case where 7y = X conditions H,)-Hs) don’t hold. Indeed,
the variable T, has heavy tails and infinite mean, i.e

Vr >0, E(e)=+o0.

Remark 2.5. It should be noted that Condition Hy) means that there exists an
exponential moment for the random variable (7;) >, i.e. these random variables
are not too large. This is a natural constraint since these random variables define
the intervals between jumps, i.e. the jump frequency. So, to study the influence
of the jumps in the model (1.1) one needs to consider the noise process (2.1) with
“small” intervals between jumps or large jump frequency.



For the next condition we need the Fourier transform for any function f : R —
R from L, (R) defined by

f(9)=217T/Re”zf(x)dx. (2.10)

H,) There exists t* > 0 such that the function g(6 — it) belongs to L{(R) for
any 0 <t <t

It is clear that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true for any continuously differen-
tiable function g having an exponential moment, for example, for the I" density.

It should be noted that in view of Proposition 5.2 from [1], Conditions H; )—
H,) imply

+oo
It = [ 1T < oo, @
0
where Y (z) = p(z) — 1/7.

3 Model selection

In this section we construct a model selection procedure for estimating the un-
known function S given in(1.1) starting from the discrete-time observations (1.2)
and we establish the oracle inequality for the associated risk. To this end, note that
for any function f : [0, n] — R from L, [0, n], the integral

/ f(s)d, (3.1)

is well defined, with Egy I,,(f) = 0. Moreover, as it is shown in Lemma A.2 under
the conditions H, )-H,),

n
EQI2(f)§%Q/ f2ds and s =0+ 03pl, (3.2)
0
where 9 = 02 + 03 and |p|, = sup,., |p(t)] < .
0 =0} + 0} and [p|, = sup,. |p

In this paper we will use the trigonometric basis (¢;) ;> 1 in Ly[0, 1] defined as

¢ =1, ¢;(x)=V2Tr;2n[j/2x), j> 2, (3.3)

where the function Tr;(z) = cos(z) for even j and Tr;(x) = sin(x) for odd j, [z]
denotes the integer part of x. By making use of this basis we consider the discrete
Fourier transformation of .S
P
St = 0,,0;(t), te{tr, ..t} (3.4)

Jj=1



where the Fourier coefficients are defined by

p

1
Op = (5:05)p = > S(t)e;(t). (3.5)

=1

In the sequel the corresponding norm will be denoted by HQZH?J = (z,),. These
Fourier coefficients 6, , can be estimated by

1 P

§j7p = /0 \I/J}p(t)dyt’ and \I]jvp(t) = Z¢j(tl)1{t1—1<t§tz}‘ (3.6)

n
=1

Let us note that the system of the functions (V¥; )i<j<, is orthonormal in
L, [0, 1] because

1
/ U, 0¥, (0)dt = (&, ), = L=y} -
0

In the sequel we need the Fourier coefficients of the function S with respect to the
new basis (¥, )1<;<p. These coefficients can be written as

1
GJ,P = /0 S(t)\ljl,p(t)dt = 9j7p + hj,p7 (37)

where

Rjp(S) =Z/l ¢ (t)(S(t) — S(t))dt.
=1 "ti-1

From (1.1) it follows directly that these Fourier coefficients satisfy the equation

~ — 1
Oip="0ip+ ﬁgj,p’
For any 0 < ¢t < 1 we estimate the function S by the weighted least squares
estimator

where EM) = (3.8)

1
%In(\lljp) .

n
Sy(t) =D A0, 5,(1). (3.9
j=1
where the weight vector A = (A(1), ....., A(n)) belongs to some finite set A from
[0, 1]™, 0, was defined in (3.6) and ¢, in (3.3). Now let us consider
v=#(A) and |A], =max L(\), (3.10)
A€A



where #(A) is the cardinal number of A and L(\) = Z;‘:l A(j). In the sequel we
assume that |A|, > 1 and A(j) = 0 for j > p.

In order to find a proper weight sequence A in the set A, one needs to specify
a cost function. When choosing an appropriate cost function, one can use the
following argument. Let as consider the empirical squared error

Err()) =[Sy — %, 3.11)
which in our case is equal to
Err(\) = > A2()02, — 2> A(5)0;,0,, + [IS]*. (3.12)
j=1 j=1

Since the Fourier coefficients (¢,) > 1 are unknown, the weight coefficients (A(7))1< ;<)
cannot be determined by minimizing this quality. To circumvent this difficulty, one
needs to replace the terms 6; 0, , by their estimators 6; . Let us set

~

Op =07, — 1. (3.13)

Here 0, is an estimate for the proxy variance o defined in (2.7). For, example,
we can take it as

P
~ n . .
G, = 3 E (/9\]2.713 and P = min(p,n), (3.14)

where | = [\/n] and we set ,, = 0 for | > p. For this change in the empirical
squared error, one has to pay some penalty. Thus we obtain the cost function of the
form

n n

Ta(N) =D N0, =2 A(§)0, + 0 B (), (3.15)

j=1 J=1
where § > 0 is some threshold which will be specified later and the penalty term is
Py = ZuA (3.16)

n

Minimizing the cost function, that is

A = argmin, _, Jn(\), (3.17)

and substituting the obtained weight coefficients \in (3.9), lead to the model se-
lection procedure R R
Si = 55. (3.18)

We recall that the set A is finite, so A exists. In the case when ) is not unique we
take one of them.



4 Main results

4.1 Oracle inequalities

First we define the following constant which will be used to describe the rest term
in the oracle inequalities. We set

v 1>
=1 A . 4.1
g, +r|*<ﬁ+ﬂ5 @1

Firstly, we obtain the non asymptotic oracle inequality for the model selection
procedure (3.18).

Theorem 4.1. Assume that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true. Then, there exists some
constant I* > 0 such that, for any noise distribution Q, the weight vector set A, for
any periodic function S foranyn > 1, p > 3 and 0 < 6 < 1/6, the procedure
(3.18) satisfies the following oracle inequality

~ 1436 . S
Ro(5.,8) < minRo(Sh, 5)

1—-36 2

+ l*% (00 + Al Egl5, — ag) - (4.2)
Corollary 4.2. Assume that Conditions H{)-H,) hold true and that the proxy
variance o, is known. Then there exists some constant 1" > 0 such that for any
noise distribution @), the weight vectors set A, for any periodic function S for any
n>1p>3and0 < § < 1/6, the procedure (3.18) with G,, = 0, satisfies the
following oracle inequality

-~ <1+3(5

. ~ *O'QV

—1-302x on
Now we study the model selection procedure (3.18) using the proxy estimate (3.14).

Theorem 4.3. Assume that the function S is continuously differentiable and that
Conditions H,)-H ) hold true. Then there exists some constant I* > 0 such that
for any noise distribution Q), the weight vectors set A, for any periodic function S
foranyn > 1,p > 3and 0 < § < 1/6, the procedure (3.18) satisfies the following
oracle inequality

1+30

x YV Q
+U (14 0g) (1+1912) 8- (4.4)

10



Let us study the robust risks (1.4) for the procedure (3.18). In this case this family
consists of all distributions on the Skorokhod space D[0, n] of the process (2.1)
with the parameters satisfying Conditions (2.7)—(2.8).

In order to obtain the efficiency property, we specify the weight coefficients
(A(4))1<j<n in the procedure (3.18). Consider, for some fixed 0 < ¢ < 1, a
numerical grid of the form

A={1,...,k*} x {e,...,me}, 4.5)

where m = [1/2]. We assume that both parameters k* > 1 and ¢ are functions of
n,i.e. k* = k*(n) and € = &(n), such that

k*
lim, , k*(n) =400, lim,_, l(n) =0,
no (4.6)
lim, .. e(n)=0 and lim,_, nsa(n) = 400
for any § > 0. One can take, for example, for n > 2
1
e(n)=+— and k*(n)=4kj+ Vinn, 4.7)
Inn

where kj > 0 is some fixed constant. For each a = (3,1) € A, we introduce the
weight sequence

Aq = ()\a(j))lgjgp

with the elements
2al7) = Lagjcjy + (1 - (j/wa)ﬁ) L4, <j<w.b (4.8)
where j, =1+ [Inv,], w, = (dg lv, )Y/ @61,

(B+1)(28+1)
w283

dg = and v, =n/s*.

We remind that the threshold ¢* is introduced in the definition of the distribution
family Q,, in (2.7). Now we define the set A as
A={)\,,acA}. 4.9)

These weight coefficients are used in [15, 16] for continuous time regression
models to show the asymptotic efficiency. Note also that in this case the cardinal
of the set A is

v==Fkm. (4.10)

11



Moreover, taking into account that d 5 < 1 for 8 > 1 we obtain for the set (4.9)

IAl, < 14+ supw, <1+ (v,/e)/3. (4.11)
acA

Therefore, the last condition in (4.6) yields

AL
nhﬁrgo 7’L1/3+é

=0 forany €>0.

Our goal is to bound asymptotically the term (4.1) by any power of n. To this
end, we assume the following condition on the frequency of the observations.

H;) Assume that there exists 6 > 0 such that for any n > 3

p>nd/b. (4.12)

Now, Theorem 4.3 implies the following oracle inequality.

Theorem 4.4. Assume that the unknown function S is continuously differentiable.
Moreover, assume that Conditions H,)-H;) hold true. Then, for the robust risks
defined in (1.4) through the distribution family (2.7)—(2.8), the procedure (3.18)
with the coefficients (4.8) for any n > 1 and 0 < & < 1/6 satisfies the following
oracle inequality

. 1436 _ U (s
R*(8.,8) < 23 inR*(8y, S) + ZES)’

— 1—30 XeA

(4.13)

where the sequence U (S) > 0 is such that under condition (4.6) for any v > 0
and § > 0,
. U..(5)
lim sup —B=

(e[ E<E

=0. (4.14)

4.2 Robust asymptotic efficiency

Now we study the asymptotically efficiency properties for the procedure (3.18),
(4.8) with respect to the robust risks (1.4) defined by the distribution family (2.7)
— (2.8). To this end, we assume that the unknown function S in the model (1.1)
belongs to the Sobolev ball

k
WE={feck (0,1, [IfD)><r}, (4.15)
7=0

12



where r > 0, k£ > 1 are some parameters, C;fer [0, 1] is the set of k times contin-

uously differentiable functions f : [0,1] — R such that ) (0) = () (1) for all
0 < ¢ < k. The function class WT’? can be written as an ellipsoid in I, i.e.

WE={fec.,01]:) a;67 <7} (4.16)
j=1

where a; = S°F  (27[j/2])%.
Similarly to [15, 16] we will show here that the asymptotic sharp lower bound

for the robust risk (1.4) is given by
k 2k/(2k+1)
—_— 4.17
(k+ 1)7T> “.17)
Note that this is the well-known Pinsker constant obtained for the nonadaptive
filtration problem in “signal + small white noise” model (see, for example, [22]).
Let II,, be the set of all estimators S,, measurable with respect to the sigma-
algebra o{y, , 0 <t < n} generated by the process (1.1).

Theorem 4.5. Under Conditions (2.7) and (2.8)

lim inf vik/(zk"‘l) _inf  sup RZ(S’\H, S) >, (4.18)
n—00 S.€ll, sewk

7;:um:(@k+nmw%“><

where v, = n/c*.

Note that, if the parameters r and k are known, i.e. for the non-adaptive estimation
case, in order to obtain the efficient estimation for the “signal+white noise” model,
Pinsker proposed in [22] to use the estimate S Ao defined in (3.9) with the weights
(4.8) in which

Ag=A and «ay = (k,1;), (4.19)

where 1, = [r/cle. For the model (1.1) — (2.1) we show the same result.

Qg

Proposition 4.6. The estimator S \, Satisfies the following asymptotic upper bound

lim Uik/(2k+1) sup R’:L(SA’,\O,S) <.
n—o0 SEWk

For the adaptive estimation we user the model selection procedure (3.18) with
the parameter ¢ defined as a function of n satisfying

lim 6, =0 and lim n%5, =0 (4.20)

n—ao0 n——~oo

for any 6 > 0. For example, we can take 6, = (6 + Inn)~L.

13



Theorem 4.7. Assume that Conditions H)-Hy) hold true. Then the robust risk
defined in (1.4) through the distribution family (2.7)—(2.8) for the procedure (3.18)
with the coefficients (4.8) and the parameter § = 6,, satisfying (4.20) has the fol-
lowing asymptotic upper bound

lim sup vik/(zkﬂ) sup R;(g*,S) <. 4.21)
n—00 Sewk

Theorem 4.5 and Theorem 4.7 imply the following result.

Corollary 4.8. Under the conditions of Theorem 4.7,

lim Uik/(%ﬂ) _inf  sup RZ(@L,S) =7y, (4.22)
n—oo S7L eH"L Sve

Remark 4.1. It is well known that the optimal (minimax) risk convergence rate for
the Sobolev ball er is n2k/(2k+1) (see, for example, [22], [21]). We see here that

the efficient robust rate is Uik/ (@k+1) je. if the distribution upper bound ¢* — 0

as n — oo we obtain a faster rate with respect to n2k/ k4D " apd if ¢* — oo as

n — 0o we obtain a slower rate. In the case when ¢* is constant the robuste rate
is the same as the classical non robuste convergence rate.

5 Properties of the regression model (1.1)

In order to prove the oracle inequalities we need to study the conditions introduced
in [15] for the general semi-martingale model (1.1). To this end, we set for any
z € R"™ the functions

n n

B o(z) =Y (Einp - aQ) and Bygo(z) =Y z;&,, (.1
j=1 j=1

where oy, is defined in (2.7) and §j7p = f?p — EQSJQ.p.

Proposition 5.1. Assume that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true. Then

Lig=sup sup |B (@) <277, 00 (5.2)
p>3 ze[—1,1]"

Proof. Firstly, we set

12 (f) = /0 " f()dw,, TH) = /O " fdL, and T(f) = /0 " f(t)dz,.
(5.3)

14



Then,

i = TEIV(W5) + TLIHY,,) + R LY,

In view of (2.4) the last integral can be represented as
0o
= MYl {g<n - (5.4)
=1

Therefore,

~ rn
B¢ = 5/0 w2 ()t + Q3EZ\D (T) L7, <y - (5.5)

=1

Using Proposition 5.2 from [1] we get
"o
EZ VIl = [ @) ()
0

1 n n
:%/0 \I/ip(x)dx—l—/o v (@)(z)dz,

where p is the renewal density introduced in (2.6). Taken into account that

sup | [ 02 (@) (e)da| < 27, 5.6
i1 1o P
Then we obtain, )
’Enggn B UQ’ < 2Q3LLTII1
where o) = 0+ 05 2 /#. This directly implies the desired result. O

To study the function BQ,Q( x), we have to analyze the correlation properties
for the following stochastic integrals

L(f) = I:(f) —EL(f). (5.7)

To do this we set
& =1+T0") + Y3 +1pl, and & =12(1+7)*(1+¢). (5.8
Now we investigate the behavior of the integrals defined in (5.7) as functions of f.

Proposition 5.2. For any left continuous functions f,g : (0,00) — R such that
I« <1, |lgll« <1, we have

[BL()T,(9)] < 12071+ 7 ((f,9)2 + néy) . (5.9)

15



Using these properties we can obtain the following bound.

Proposition 5.3. Assume that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true. Then, foralln > 1,

L, , =sup sup EB (z) < éy 02, (5.10)
2Q p>3 |z|<1 2@ 27

where |z|? = Z;‘:l x?
Proof. Note that

2
n

n n
~ 1 ~
S a6, | < EZZ 2] 2| [BT, (¥5,) I, (V)]
j=2 j=11=1
Using here Proposition 5.2 and taking into account that

n
(Ui Vi) = [0, (00,0t =y,
0
we obtain the bound (5.10). Hence we obtain the desired result. O

Now we can study the estimate (3.18).

Proposition 5.4. Assume that Conditions H;) and H,) hold true for the model
(1.1) and that S(-) is continuously differentiable. Then, for any n > 2 and p > 3,

2 (57

Egsl0, —ogl < ¢ 75

where ¢4 = 6 (14 + 2|p|, + 31+ ¢;) (1 + 7).

)<1+||s'|2><1+a@>2, 5.1

Remark 5.1. Propositions 5.1 and 5.3 are used to obtain the oracle inequalities
given in Section 4 (see, for example, [15]).

6 Simulation

In this section we report the results of a Monte Carlo experiment to assess the
performance of the proposed model selection procedure (3.18). In (1.1) we chose
a 1-periodic function which, for 0 < ¢ < 1, is defined as

0
S(t) = { ? ©6.1)

elsewhere.

=
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n R R.
20 0.0398 0.211
100 0.0091 0.0483
200 0.0067 0.0355
1000 0.0022 0.0116

Table 1: Empirical risks

‘We simulate the model
dy, = S(t)dt + d¢, ,

where & = 0.5w,+0.5z,. Here z, is the semi-Markov process defined in (2.4) with
a Gaussian V' (0, 1) sequence (Y}),;>; and (73)x>1 used in (2.5) taken as 7, ~ X3 -

We use the model selection procedure (3.18) with the weights (4.8) in which
k* =100 + y/(In(n)), t; = i/In(n), m = [In*(n)] and § = (3 + In(n))~2. We
define the empirical risk as

ijE (8utt) — 5(12)) " (62)

where the observation frequency p = 100001 and the expectations was taken as an
average over N = 10000 replications, i.e.

N
. /o 2 1 . 2
B(S.)-50) =+ > (S0 -50)) "

We set the relative quadratic risk as

=R/|S[2 and || = ZSQ (6.3)

In our case ||S]|2 = 0.1883601. The table below gives the values for the sample
risks (6.2) and (6.3) for different numbers of observations 7.

17



Figures 1-3 show the behavior of the regression function and its estimates by
the model selection procedure (3.18) depending on the values of observation peri-
ods n. The black full line is the regression function (6.1) and the red dotted line is
the associated estimator.

Remark 6.1. From numerical simulations of the procedure (3.18) with various ob-
servations numbers n we may conclude that the quality of the proposed procedure
is good for practical needs, i.e. for reasonable (non large) number of observa-
tions. We can also add that the quality of the estimation improves as the number of
observations increases.

18
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Figure 1: Estimator of S for n = 20
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Figure 2: Estimator of S for n = 100
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Figure 3: Estimator of .S for n = 200
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Figure 4: Estimator of S for n = 1000
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7 Proofs

7.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Using the cost function given in (3.15), we can rewrite the empirical squared error
in (3.12) as follows

Er(\) = Ju() 423 MG, + [SI2 — pPuh), (1)
j=1
where
. ~ - o~ 1 - 1~ 1 oo — 0,
b0 = Oin = V5abin = 5 0inSin T 3850+ im0

withg; , = Engz,p —ogand EM) = 532',1; — Eijz’p. Setting
IR aql Al
M()) = 7 SNG)0,E, and PO = Ln : (7.2)
=1

we can rewrite (7.1) as

~

Bir(3) = Ju(0) + 27270 L) 4+ 2M () + %BLQ(A)
By o(e(N)
2¢/PO(N) 2L 4 1S)2 — pPa(N), 73
+ (M) Jran + [IS17 — pPa(N) (7.3)

where e(A) = A/|A| and the function L(:) was defined in (3.10). Let Ao =
(Ao(4))1<j<p be a fixed sequence in A and A be defined as in (3.17). Substituting

Ao and X in Equation (7.3), we obtain

~

O'Q —O'n

Err(\) — Err(Ao) =J(A) — J(Ao) + 2

~ B, (€ B, (e
+2\/P2(A)72’Q( )y Pg(AO)LQ( o)
VIQn 7qn

~

— 0P,(A) + 0Pn(Xo), (7.4)

L(w) + %BLQ(YE) +2M(w)

where @ = \ — Ag» € = e(X) and eg = e()\g). Note that, by (3.10),

L(w)| < L(V) + LX) < 2[Al,..
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The inequality

2]ab| < 5&2 =+ 5_11)2 (75)
implies that, for any A € A,
B e(\ B2 e(\
2 /B 22l e SPO(N) + Baglel))
oQn dogn

Taking into account that 0 < § < 1, we get

; oL,, 2Bj,
Err(A\) < Err(A\g) + 2M (w) + —= + —=
n (50Q n

1, . ~
+ 15— ol (R + Pof?) +26Pa ()

where B] , = sup,, B3 0 ((e(A)). Moreover, noting that in view of (3.10)
SUP, cp IA|? < |A],, we can rewrite the previous bound as

N 2L 2B
Err(A) <Err(A\o) + 2M(w) + e e
n dogn
A, -
“|o — 26P,,(Mo). 7.6
+ =, 10 =0l +20P.(\) (7.6)

To estimate the second term in the right side of this inequality we set

Sa: = Z‘T(j)gj,p(b]" T = (‘r(j))lgjgn €R".
j=1

Thanks to (3.2) we estimate the term M (x) for any x € R™ as
2 1~ 20072 1 2
EoM*(z) < *Q ZCC 1o, = %QEHSQ:” : (1.7)
j=1

To estimate this function for a random vector x € R", we set

nM?(z)
¥ =sup ——=-, Ai=A-)g.
xel HSIHZ
So, through the Inequality (7.5), we get
2 27
2|M (x)| < 6||Sz||” + 3 (7.8)
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It is clear that the last term here can be estimated as
nE M
* M )
EqZ" < Z 1S, ||2 Z Q= 7QV (7.9)

€A €A

where v = card(A). Moreover, note that, for any = € Ay,

2 2
152117 = 11| Zx - 03,) < —2M(x), (7.10)
where M, (z) = n~1/? > 22(j )534)5 ;.n- Taking into account now that, for any
x € Ay, the components |z(j)| < 1, we can estimate this term as in (7.7), i.e.
IS 1?
Eq Mf(:v) < g % .
Similarly to the previous reasoning we set
M2
Z{ = sup D) 1(95)
xelq ”Sﬁfu
and we get
Using the same type of arguments as in (7.8), we can derive
2, 4
2/ M, ()] < 85, 12 + 2L (7.12)
né
From here and (7.10), we get
S, |2 A
S||” < H - 7.13
15217 < P25 + g (113

for any 0 < 0 < 1. Using this bound in (7.8) yields

S|S.? . Z*+ Z;
2M < .
@) s =5 * e —o)

Taking into account that ng |2 < 2 (Err(\) 4 Err(Ao)), we obtain

25(Brr(\) + Err(Xo)) . Z* + Z}
2M(w) < 1-5 +n5(1—§)'

23



Using this bound in (7.6) we obtain

~ 1 + (5 7% + Zf 2L17Q 2B;,Q
Brr() < 55BN+ 05— 30) T nli = 38) T 501~ 38)0gn
(4]A], +2) . 2
Gl T2 20 _pOing).
(i —30) 1° ~ el G5 ()

Moreover, for 0 < § < 1/6 we can rewrite this inequality as

~ +45 22+ 77) AL 4B
E < E : :
r(d) < — 36 (o) + no + n + 50Qn
(8|Al, + 2) 20 0
-7 —— P .

Now, in view of the condition Proposition 5.3, we estimate the expectation of the
term B} 0 in (7.6) as

o < 2_EoB; )=vlg-
AEA

Now, taking into account that |A|, > 1, we get

~ 144 ~ drgr 4L, o 4AvLy g
Rq(S, 9) 1— 35RQ(S’\0’ )+ né n dogn
10|A|, - 20 0

By using the upper bound for P?(\g) in Lemma A.1, we obtain that

14+ 36 ~ 4%QV 4L, 0 4vL, 0
R S*,S RyH(Sy., S d d
( )< 1-36 Q( Ao )+ no + n + 50Qn
10]A| 20L; ¢
*B _ o
* n Qlo —oql+ (1-30)n

Taking into account here that 1 — 30 > 1/2 for 0 < § < 1/3 and that 5, <
(1+7[p|.)o¢ and using the bounds (5.2) and (5.10) we obtain the inequality (4.2).
Hence Theorem 4.1 .

O
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7.2 Proof of Proposition 5.2

By Ito’s formula one gets

AI7(f) =21, ()AL(f) + o} P (At + D f2(s)(ALH)?, (7.14)

0<s<t

where fg = 0y Ly + 032, Taking into account that the processes (L,),~, and
(24);>0 are independent and the time of jumps 7}, defined in (2.5) have a density,
we have Az, AL, = 0 a.s. forany s > 0. Therefore, we can rewrite the differential
(7.14) as

dI7(f) =21,_(f)dL(f) + 9? FA)dt
+o5d > f3(s) P +o5d D> fAs)(Az)”. (7.15)

0<s<t 0<s<t

Therefore, using Lemma A.3 we obtain

ELZ(f) = ollfI} + a3l fvol?

where || f||? = [ g f2(t)dt, p is the density of the renewal measure Zj’;l n\9) and
with 7 the distribution of 7. Therefore,

dL,(f) = 21,_(f) f(t)de, + f2(t)dm,, ﬁztzgémﬁggmt, (7.16)

where 77, = Zogsgt(ALs)2 —tandm, =37 (Az) f p(s)ds. By the
Ito formula we get

BT (f)].(g) =B / "I, ()dig)

+B [ @l +B[IN.T0] . 0

n

First, note that the process (mt)tzo is a martingale and, using Lemma A.5, we get

B[ T (L) =3B [ T (N0dm, = g3E [ 12 (1B,

The last integral can be represented as
"o 2
B[ 1 ()geam, =~ 7.
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where

“EY B (Nl wd T = [ ERNSOM0.

k>1

By Lemma A.4 we get

~EY E (I%k_(f)|g) T g, <y = 02011 + 021,
k>1

where

T =B f17, 6" (T g, <,y and Jm—EZZf (1) 9* (T gz, <ny -
E>1 k>1 1=1

We obtain directly that

T = / IFI26(0)p(t)at

0

and

Ja=EY M) S T e = / () ( /0 2(3 4 1) <>dt> p(x)da.

>1 k>1+1

From Lemma A.3 we obtain that

=0 / LA () p(t)dt + g2 / " IAVAIRS G p(t)dt

Therefore,
B[ 12 (Neam, = /O ") ( / ") (ol — ) - p(t))dt) p(z)dz.

Taking into account that p(t — z) — p(t) = Y(t — =) — Y(¢) we can estimate the
last integral as

B / 12 ()g?(t)dm,| < 202n] Y]],

From this and by the symmetry arguments we obtain that
n __ ~ n __ ~ 4
B[ L (DALl + B [ T @A < agdnlT] . (718)
0 0
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Note now that

1(1).1(9)] =(I°(N). 1)) +D,(1.9). (7.19)
where
= Y AINf)AIg).
0<t<n

It should be noted that the continuous and the discrete parts of the processes (7.16)
can be represented as

I°(f) = t s)dw, and I%(g) = t 5)de? t 2(s)dm
7(f) = 20, /0 1,(F)f(s)dw, and Té(g) =2 /O I, (F)f(s)det+ /0 £2(s)din,
So, in view of Lemma 6.1 from [1],
E < I°(f).F(g) >,= 46 /0 B(L(N)L(9) £ (D)g(t)dt
— 45! [ (£9), FO)g(e)a + 29353 / (£ 900 (Dg(0)dt
0
—iptoq (Lo +asti [ (FaT)sed. 020

with (f,g), = fo g(s)ds. Taking into account that || f||. < 1 and [|g]|« < 1,
we can estimate the last integral as

/0 (1 gD (Dg(Bdt < X,

Therefore,

B (F().70)

< dop) ((f. 905 + 7Yl - (7.21)

n

To study the last term in (7.19) note that

D,(f.9)= Y. (2L-(NFOAE + PAm,) (21, (9)g(HAE + g (®)AR, )
0<t<n
Taking into account that for any ¢ > 0
AngﬁLt = Qg’(ALt)S + Qg(AZt)3 )

we obtain that
E > I_ GA()AE A, = 0.

0<t<n
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So, using the symmetry arguments, we find that

ED,(f,9) = 4ED, ,(f,9) + ED,,(f,9), (7.22)
where
D, (f,9)= Y L(NL_(9)f®)g(t)(Ag)? and Dy, (f,9)= > f()
0<t<n 0<t<n
Note that B
Dy, (f,9) = ;D1 ,(f. 9) + 03Dy, (f,9),
where
D, (f.9)= > L _(NHI_(9)ft)g(t)(AL,)’
0<t<n
and B
Dy, (f9)= Y L (NI_(9)f()g(t)(Az)*.
0<t<n
Now, similarly to (7.20) and taking into account that II(2?) = 1, we get
BD, (0= [ 0 @t =e [ 100) (f.0)

+@§/0 F®)9(t) (£, g0); dt

—oq(f.9l+é [ F0)gle) (f.gT),
0

So,
[ED,,.(f.9)| < og ((f,9)2 +n#|IT],) - (7.23)

Moreover, taking into account that EY2 =1 we get

EDl N f7 EZ ITk T f(Tk:) (Tk) 1{Tk§n} :
k>1

So, in view of Lemma A.4

ED,,(f.9) =B E (I, (N5, _(9)I6) (T)g(T) L, <
k>1
= §E2(f7 Do, f(T)9(Ty) Ly, <ny + Q?,ED/M(f, 9)
k>1

s /O "9, F(Dgp(t)dt + ZED (5,

28
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where
k—1

D, (f.9) = > fT) 9T (T)9(Te) Lz, <ny -

k>11=1

Noting now that

[ o swewota = 57,92 + [ (.o s T,
0 0

we obtain

[ (.9 s 09(0ple)at] < (9% + al T

0

Furthermore, the expectation of D'1 ,,(f;g) can be represented as

9)=E> [T)g(T) > FT)9(Ty) Lz <n

1>1 k>1+1
-/ @t ( / " Sk gl + 000t pla)da

= (10 + D, ().

where the last term in this equality can be represented as

D! (f.9) / @ (/ - f(:z:+t)g(:c+t)T(t)dt> p(z)dar

. /O i) ([* s+ data o750 ) Topar,

This implies
17 1
D, (f,9)l < n(L+ )@+ [T
’ T

Therefore, B
[ED,,,(f,.9)| <og ((f,9)2 +n1+#)T[3) . (7.24)
Finally we obtain that

[EDy,(f,9)l < 05(1+7)* ((f,9); +nlT]) . (7.25)

As to the last term in (7.22) we can calculate directly
ED, ,(f,g) = o!ll(a") / POPOY+ 6 [ P00,
0
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1.e.
ED,,(f,9) < nog (I(z") + |pl,) (1+7)%.
From here we obtain that

[ED,(f,9)| < 0g(1+7) (4(f,9)2 +néy) , (7.26)

where ¢, is given in (5.8). From this and (7.21) we find

E[I(f),1(g)], < 802 oL+ 72 ((f,9)2 +néy) - (7.27)

This bound and (7.18) implies (5.9). Hence Lemma 5.2. O

7.3 Proof of Proposition 5.4

It is clear that the Inequality (5.11) holds true for [ > p. Let now [ < p. Setting
xj = 1{[@@@} and subtituting (3.8) in (3.14) yields,

D D
~ n — QTL / 1
On =52 05,0+ T M(@)+ < Z S (7.28)

where M(x/) is defined in (7.2). Furthermore, putting mj = p‘l/Ql{lgj@}, one
can write the last term on the right hand side of (7.28) as

1 / 1 / (]V)—l+1)0'Q

1< ,
= & = —=Byglz )+ =B o)+ —F7,
38, == Bagle) 4 2Bl +

where the functions B,  and B, are given in (5.1). Using Proposition 5.1,
Proposition 5.3 and Lemma A.7 , we come to the following upper bound

N 16|92 2 , L L on(l —1
EQIUn—aQ\§M+i’EQ\M(x)|+ 10, V2o coll=1)
Ip P P N P

In the same way as in (7.7), we obtain

1/2 )
P 4( 5, HSH2)1/2

7Q Q
EQ |M o E 0 < —

Taking into account that ¢ < (1 + 7|p[,)o and using the bounds (5.2) and
(5.10) we obtain the inequality (5.11). Hence Proposition 5.4 holds true. O



7.4 Proof of Theorem 4.3

This prof directly follows from Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 5.4. 0O

7.5 Proof of Theorem 4.5

First, we denote by (), the distribution of the noise (2.1) and (??) with the param-
eter o =¢*, 0 = 1 and g, = 0, i.e., the distribution for the “signal + white noise”
model. So, we can estimate as below the robust risk

R:(S,,8) > Rg, (S, 9) -

Now, Theorem 6.1 from [13] yields the lower bound (4.18). Hence this finishes the
proof. O

7.6 Proof of Proposition 4.6

First, we note that in view of (3.9) one can represent the quadratic risk for the
empiric norm || - [|,, as

ral 2 2 2
Eq |18), — SI2 = ZA () Eq&, +9,,

— 2 ‘ . .
where ©, = >7F_, (6, —Ao(4)0;,)". We put here A\y(j) = 0 for j > n if

p > n. The first term can be estimated by the bound (5.2) as

oub EQZ)\Q 5]p§<*ZA +L1Q
QeQ, j=1

where L} = sup, 0, L, ;- Therefore, taking into account that v,, = n/o™, we
get

*

L _
sup EQHS)\ —SH2 < —Z )\2 ;’n +0©

QeQ, v
Note that L2bs1) 12
(1. 7) 1)k
li — . 7.29
oo o, 2kz+1) Z k: TD(2k+1) (7:29)

Furthermore, by the Inequality (7.5) forany 0 < € < 1 we get

6,<(1+96,+(1+&" Zh]p, (7.30)
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where ©,, = 377, (1 — Ag(7))? 67 . In view of Definition (4.8), we can represent
this term as

[wol
®p — Z (1 - )\0 + Z :: 61717 + @2’1),
J=t =[wy]+1

where 1y = j,(ap), wy = w,, = (Tklovn)l/(%H) and 1, = [r/e]e. Applying
Lemma A.9 yields

01, <(14+8) Y (1— X)) 60 +ar*r(1+2 ) wip?.
j=l

Similarly, through Lemma A.8 we have

0,, <(1+8) > O+(1+e)rp?.

32[wol+1
Hence,
0, <(1+¢) @fo +(1+&h (47rgrwg + 1) p 2,
where ©] = ijl (1—X(5))? ‘932" Moreover, note that

sup max h2 < [|S|?p 2 < rp 2.
S€W1 1<5<p 7P

Moreover, Wf - Wf for any k£ > 2. From here and Lemma A.10 we get

sup Z h? <r(p Tp=yy +3p 1{k>2}>
Sewk i

Moreover, in view of Condition Hj)

lim U2k/(2k+1) (pill{kzl} —i—cug’p72> =0.

n—o0

So,

lim sup ng/(2k+1) sup @ < lim sup v%/(%“)

n—00 SEWTk n—00 Sewk

sup ©F .

Lo

To estimate the term @2‘ we set
0

U

n

Uzk‘/(%"‘l) sup(1 — Ao(j))Q/aj ’
J2tg
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where the sequence (a;);> is defined in (4.16). This leads to the inequality

sup Uik/(%ﬂ) @fo <y, Z a; 9]2. <U,r.
Sew! i>1

Taking into account that lim,,_, ¢, = r, we get

limsup U,, < 2k (74 7n)72k/(2k+1) ’
n—oo

where the coefficient 7, is given in (4.8). This implies immediately that

. 2k /(2k-+1) 9 < rt/ G (7.31)
1331_}5;1)13 v, SSGI;I;C P = 2k (7)) 2R/ (2k+1) 0 ’

Moreover, note that

L 2my )@ g2 P1/(2k+1)
k (k+ 1)(2k 4 1) + 7r2k(7'k)2k/(2k+1) ’

So, applying (7.29) and (7.31), yields

Tim L2/ (2h1) sup sup Eq ISy, — S|I? < Rj. (7.32)
Sewk QeQ,

Furthermore, Lemma A.6 yields that for any £ > 0

sup Ri(Sy,,S) < (1+8) sup sup Eq S, — S|2+ (1+& )rp.
Sewk SewkQeQ,

So, in view of Condition Hjy), we derive the desired inequality

. 2k/(2k+1) *(Q %
e

Hence we obtain Proposition 4.6. a
Acknowledgments. The last author is partially supported by the Russian Fed-
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ence of the Russian Federation).
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8 Appendix

A.1 Property of the penalty term

Lemma A.1. Foranyn > 1land \ € A,
0 Il LLQ

where the coefficient P)()\) is defined in (7.2) and the L, ) is defined in(5.2).

Proof. By the definition of Err()\) in (3.11) one has

Z< ) 18, + g, )

In view of Proposition 5.1 we obtain that

J,n = n

~ 1 <& , L
Ro($1,8) = BoBr(\) = - 3 N ()Eg €], = P — =<

Hence we otain Lemma A.1.

A.2 Properties of stochastic integrals (3.1)

In this section we give some results of stochastic calculus for the process (&;);> o
given in (2.1), needed all along this paper. As the process ¢, is the combination of
a Lévy process and a semi-Markov process, these results are not standard and need
to be provided.

Lemma A.2. Assume that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true. Then, for any n > 1
and for any non random function f from L,[0, n|, the stochastic integral (3.1) exists
and satisfies the properties (3.2) with the coefficient >y given in (3.2).

Lemma A.3. Let f and g be any non-random functions from Ly [0, n] and (I,(f));> o
be the process defined in (3.1). Then, for any 0 < t < n,

EL(NHI(9)=0(f,9) + 03 (f.90); (A.1)

where (f,q), f f(s) g(s)ds and p is the density defined in (2.6).
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Lemma A4. Let f and g be bounded functions defined on [0,00) x R. Then, for
any k > 1,

e

-1

E (I, (f)I5, (9)1G) =alf, 9)r, + 62> F(T)g(T).
=1

where G is the o-field generated by the sequence (T)),>y, i.e., G = o{T;, [ > 1}.

Lemma A.5. Assume that Conditions H,)-H,) hold true. Then, for any measur-
able bounded non-random functions f and g, one has

E [ 1201 (g)alt)dg, = o
0
Lemmas A.2 — A.5 are proved in [1].

A.3 Properties of the Fourier coefficients

Lemma A.6. Let f be an absolutely continuous function, f : [0,1] — R, with
IflIl < oo and g be a simple function, g : [0,1] — R of the form g(t) =
Z§:1 Cj X(t;_1,t;](t), where c; are some constants. Then for any € > 0, the func-
tion A = f — g satisfies the following inequalities

o IR il
1A < (A+E)IA[Z+(1+8 1)7, IA] < (A+8)IA]7+(1+& 1)]7-

Lemma A.7. Let the function S(t) in (1.1) be absolutly continuous and have an
absolutely integrable derivative. Then the coefficients (0 ))1<j<p defined in (3.7)

satisfy the inequalities

J}p)
0, | < 10 | < 2v2|S]; . A2
01,1 < |S]l1  and Qg?éjjl@,pl V2| S|l (A.2)

Lemma A.8. Foranyp > 2,1 < N < pandr > 0, the coefficients (Hj’p)lgjgp

of functions S from the class I/VT1 satisfy, for any € > 0, the following inequality

M@

07, < (1+8) ) 6 +(1+&)rp?. (A.3)

j=N J>N

Lemma A.9. Foranyp > 2 andr > 0, the coefficients (0 ), <<, of functions S
from the class er satisfy the following inequality

max sup (|0jp—9j| —ZW\/?jp_l) <0. (A.4)
1<5<p Sew? ’
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Lemma A.10. For any p > 2 and r > 0 the correction coefficients (hj p) ,
HI1<j<p

for the functions S from the class I/VT2 satisfy the following inequality

p
sup Zh?p < 3rp 2. (A.5)
sew? o 7

Lemmas A.6 — A.10 are proven in [16].
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