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Abstract

In this paper we present an estimator for the three-dimensional parameter (o, a, H) of
the linear fractional stable motion, where H represents the self-similarity parameter,
and (o, ) are the scaling and stability parameters of the driving symmetric Lévy
process L. Our approach is based upon a minimal contrast method associated with
the empirical characteristic function combined with a ratio type estimator for the self-
similarity parameter H. The main result investigates the strong consistency and weak
limit theorems for the resulting estimator. Furthermore, we propose several ideas to
obtain feasible confidence regions in various parameter settings. Our work is mainly
related to [17, 19], in which parameter estimation for the linear fractional stable motion
and related Lévy moving average processes has been studied.

Keywords: linear fractional processes, Lévy processes, limit theorems, parametric es-
timation, bootstrap, subsampling, self-similarity, low frequency.

AMS 2010 subject classifications: Primary 60G22, 62F12, 62E20; secondary 60EQ7,
60F05, 60G10.

1 Introduction

During the last sixty years fractional stochastic processes have received a great deal of
attention in probability, statistics and integration theory. One of the most prominent ex-
amples of a fractional model is the (scaled) fractional Brownian motion (fBm), which
gained a lot of popularity in science since the pioneering work of Mandelbrot and van Ness
[18]. The scaled fBm is the unique zero mean Gaussian process with stationary increments
and self-similarity property. As a building block in stochastic models it found numerous
applications in natural and social sciences such as physics, biology and economics. From
the statistical perspective the scaled fBm is fully determined by its scale parameter o > 0
and the self-similarity parameter (or Hurst index) H € (0,1). Nowadays, the estimation of
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(0, H) is a well understood problem. We refer to [11] for efficient estimation of the Hurst
parameter H in the low frequency setting, and to [6, 9, 15] for the estimation of (o, H) in
the high frequency setting, among many others. In more recent papers [2, 16] statistical
inference for the multifractional Brownian motion has been investigated, which accounts
for the time varying nature of the Hurst parameter.

This paper focuses on another extension of the fBm, the linear fractional stable motion
(Ifsm). The lfsm (X;);>0 is a three-parameter statistical model defined by

X, = /{(t—s)f‘l/a — (—s) Vv ar,, (1.1)
R

where x = 2 V 0 denotes the positive part and we set 4 = 0 for all a € R, x < 0. Here
(Lt)ter is a symmetric a-stable Lévy process with « € (0,2) and scale parameter o > 0,
and H € (0,1) represents the Hurst parameter. In some sense the lfsm is a non-Gaussian
analogue of fBm. The process (X;)¢>0 has symmetric a-stable marginals, stationary incre-
ments and it is self-similar with parameter H. It is well known that the process X has
continuous paths when H — 1/a > 0, see e.g. [5]. We remark that the class of stationary
increments self-similar processes becomes much larger if we drop the Gaussianity assump-
tion, cf. [21, 24|, but the lfsm is one of its most famous representatives due to the ergodicity
property. Linear fractional stable motions are often used in natural sciences, e.g. in physics
or Internet traffic, where the process under consideration exhibits stationarity and self-
similarity along with heavy tailed marginals, see e.g. [13| for the context of Ethernet and
solar flare modelling.

The limit theory for statistics of Ifsm, which is indispensable for the estimation of the
parameter £ = (o, a, H), turns out to be of a quite complex nature. First central limit
theorems for partial sums of bounded functions of Lévy moving average processes, which
in particular include the lfsm, have been discussed in [22| and later extended in [23] to
certain unbounded functions. In a more recent work [4] the authors presented a rather
complete asymptotic theory for power variations of stationary increments Lévy moving
average processes. Finally, the results of [4] have been extended to general functions in
[3], who demonstrated that the weak limit theory crucially depends on the Appell rank of
the given function and the parameters of the model (all functions considered in this paper
have Appell rank 2). More specifically, they obtained three different asymptotic regimes, a
normal and two stable ones, depending on the particular setting. It is this phase transition
that depends on the parameter (a, H) which makes the statistical inference for lfsm a
rather complicated matter.

Since the probabilistic theory for functionals of lfsm was not well understood until
the recent work [3, 4], the statistical literature on estimation of lfsm is rather scarce. The
articles [1, 23] investigate the asymptotic theory for a wavelet-based estimator of H when
a € (1,2). In [4, 27] the authors use power variation statistics to obtain an estimator of H,
but this method also requires the a priori knowledge of the lower bound for the stability
parameter a. The work [12]| suggested to use negative power variations to get a consistent
estimator of H, which applies for any « € (0,2), but this article does not contain a central
limit theorem for this method. The paper [19] was the first instance, where estimation
of the full parameter £ = (0, «, H) has been studied in low and high frequency settings.



Their idea is based upon the identification of £ through power variation statistics and the
empirical characteristic function evaluated at two different values.

In this paper we aim at extending the approach of [19] by determining the asymptotic
theory for the minimal contrast estimator of the parameter £ = (o, a, H), which is based
upon the comparison of the empirical characteristic function with its theoretical counter-
part under low frequency sampling. Indeed, the choice of the two evaluation points for the
empirical characteristic function in [19] is rather ad hoc and we will show in the empiri-
cal study that the minimal contrast estimator exhibits better finite sample properties and
robustness in various settings. Similarly to [19], we will show that the weak limit theory
for our estimator has a normal and a stable regime, and the asymptotic distribution de-
pends on the interplay between the parameters o and H. At this stage we remark that
the minimal contrast approach has been investigated in [17] in the context of certain Lévy
moving average models, which do not include the lfsm or its associated noise process, but
only in the asymptotically normal regime. Another important contribution of our paper
is the subsampling procedure, which provides confidence regions for the parameters of the
model irrespectively of the unknown asymptotic regime.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the necessary notation
and formulate a new weak limit result related to [19], which is central to their parameter
estimation for the linear fractional stable motion. The aforementioned theorem will be our
starting point, where the aim is to extend the convergence of the finite dimensional distri-
butions to convergence of integral functionals appearing in the minimal contrast method.
Section 3 introduces the estimator and presents the main results of strong consistency and
asymptotic distribution. Section 4 is devoted to a simulation study, which tests the finite
sample performance of the minimal contrast estimator. We also discuss the parametric
bootstrap and the subsampling method that are used to construct feasible confidence re-
gions for the true parameters of the model. All proofs are collected in Section 5 and all
larger tables are in Section 6.

2 Notation and recent results

We start out with introducing the main notation and statistics of interest. We consider
low frequency observations X1, Xo,..., X, from the lfsm (X;);>0 introduced in (1.1). We
denote by Al, X (i,k,r € N) the kth order increment of X at stage i and rate r, i.e.

k
[k
ALX =S (=17 (V) Xisyy, i >k
k jE_O( )<j> j

The order k plays a crucial role in determining the asymptotic regime for statistics that
we introduce below. We let the function A, : R — R denote the kth order increment at
rate 7 of the kernel in (1.1), specifically

k
() = Z(_l)j <I;> (x — rj)f_l/a, z €R.



We note that AT’ X = fR hy (i — s) dLs. For less cumbersome notation we drop the index
rifr =1, so AZ kX AlkX and hi = hy 1. Throughout this paper we write § = (o, «)
and & = (0 a, H ) The main probabilistic tools are statistics of the type

Vo(f kyr) = Zf

zrk

where f : R — R is a Borel function satisfying E[| f(A7, ,X)|] < co. We will specifically
focus on two classes of functions, namely fp(z) = |z|P for p € (—1,1) and d;(x) = cos(tx)
for ¢t > 0. They correspond to power variation statistics and the real part of the empirical
characteristic function respectively, and we use the notation

on(t) = Vi (e, ky 1) and U (r) = Vo(fp, k7). (2.2)

We note that Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem implies the almost sure convergence
on(t) =25 pe(t) = exp(—|o|lhg|lat|®) where |hills = / |h(z)]* da. (2.3)
R
An important coefficient in our context is
B=1+alk—H). (2.4)

The rate of convergence and the asymptotic distribution of statistics defined at (2.2) cru-
cially depend on whether the condition & > H + 1/« is satisfied or not. Hence, we define
the normalised versions of our statistics as

We(r) = vVn(a(r) — rmy, ), W2(t) = v(en(t) — e(t)) when k> H +1/a

and

St(r) = nt VB (r) —rHmy ),  S2(t) = nt VP (pu(t) — pe(t)) when k < H 4 1/a.
Here my 1, = E[|Aj X |P], which is finite for any p € (-1, a), and ¢ is given at (2.3). Note
that E[|A7, , X|P] = r¥my,k, which explains the centring of W' and S*.

It turns out that the finite dimensional limit of the statistics (W}, W) is Gaussian while
the corresponding limit of (S}, S2) is B-stable (see Theorem 2.1 below). We now introduce
several notations to describe the limiting distribution. We start with the Gaussian case. For
random variables X = [ g(s)dLs and Y = [; h(s) dLg with ||g|la, [|h]la < 0o we define a
dependence measure Uy, : ]R — R as

Ugn(u,v) = Elexp(i(uX + vY))] — E[exp(iuX)]E[exp(ivY)]

(Y « (e} « « (25)
= exp(—0“[lug + vh|[q) — exp(=o®([Jugllq + lvhll3))-
Next, for p € (—=1,1) \ {0}, we introduce the constant
Ja (L = cos(y)) |y~ P dy : p€(0,1)
ap = (2.6)

VerT(—p/2)/20 7 2T ((p+1)/2) : p € (=1,0),



where I' denotes the Gamma function. Now, for each t € Ry, we set

Sii(g.h) = a;” / 2y~ PU, p(2, y) da dy.
2.7)
Sa(g, hit) = / Y|~ U, A, 1) da

whenever the above integrals are finite. As it has been shown in [19], the following identities

hold for any p € (—=1/2,1/2) \ {0} with p < /2 and t € R4
Cov(|X|P,|Y|P) = Z11(g, h) and Cov(| X P, exp(itY)) = X12(g, h; ).

Obviously, the quantities 311 (g, h) and 312(g, h; t) will appear in the asymptotic covariance
kernel of the vector (¢, (r), ¢, (t)) in the normal regime.

Now, we introduce the necessary notations for the stable case. First, we define the
functions

dl(z) = aljl /R(l — cos(uz)) exp(—|o|| hg.r law|*)|u| 1P du, reN,

(2.8)
@7 (z) = (cos(tz) — 1) exp(—|o||hllat|*), ¢t >0,
and set

k—1

ek = []H ~ 1/ i)

i=0
Next, we introduce the functions k1 : N — R, and k3 : R — R_ via

o o0
5/ N qranrz)z TP dz, k() = 5/ O (qranz)z P dz (29)
0

In the final step we will need to define two Lévy measures v1 on (R;)? and v on R, that
are necessary to determine the asymptotic distribution of (S}, S2). Let us denote by v the
Lévy measure of the symmetric a-stable Lévy motion L (i.e. v(dx) = ¢(o)|z|~7* dx) and
define the mappings 71 : R — (R;)% and 75 : R — R, via

i(z) = [P (k1 (1), 1(2),  To(a) = 2|7

Then, for any Borel sets A; C (R;)? and Ay C R, bounded away from (0,0) and 0,
respectively, we introduce

v(A) =v(r H(4), =12 (2.10)

In the weak limit theorem below we write Z" £=% Z to denote the convergence of finite
dimensional distributions, i.e. the convergence in distribution

n n d
(Zt17"'7th) —>(Zt17...7th)

for any d € N and ¢; € Ry. The following theorem is key for statistical applications.



Theorem 2.1. Assume that either p € (—1/2,0) or p € (0,1/2) together with p < a/2.
(i) If k > H 4+ 1/« then as n — oo
(W (1), Wi (2), Wi (1) == (W W, W),

where Wt = (W, W}) is a centered 2-dimensional normal distribution and (Wy)i>o
18 a centred Gaussian process with

COV(W]'17 le’) = Z le(hk,ja hk,j’(’ + l)) j?j/ = 17 27

leZ
Cov(W}, Wy) = Sia(lejo he(- +1)it)  j=1,2, t€Ry,
LeZ
1
Cov(Ws, W) = 5 Z(Uhk,hk('+l)(37t) + Uhk,—hk(~+l)(37t)) s,t € R,
leZ

where the quantity ¥;; has been introduce at (2.7). Moreover, the Gaussian process
W exhibits a modification (denoted again by W), which is locally Hélder continuous
of any order smaller than o/4.

(i) If k < H+1/a then as n — oo
(SL(1),51(2), S2(t)) £=5 (S}, 53, ka(t)S).

where St = (S1,53) is a 3-stable random vector with Lévy measure vy independent of
the totally right skewed B-stable random variable S with Lévy measure vo, and vi,vs

have been defined in (2.10).

The finite dimensional asymptotic distribution demonstrated in Theorem 2.1 is a direct
consequence of [19, Theorem 2.2|, which even contains a more general multivariate result.
However, the smoothness property of the limiting Gaussian process W and the particular
form of the limit of S2 have not been investigated in [19]. Both properties are crucial for
the statistical analysis of the minimal contrast estimator.

We observe that from a statistical perspective it is more favourable to use Theo-
rem 2.1(i) to estimate the parameter ¢ = (o,«, H), since the convergence rate y/n in
(i) is faster than the rate n'~/# in (ii). However, the phase transition happens at the
point k = H + 1/«, which depends on unknown parameters o and H. This poses ma-
jor difficulties in statistical applications and we will address this issue in the forthcoming
discussion.

3 Main results

In this section we describe our minimal contrast approach and present the corresponding
asymptotic theory. Before stating our the main result we define a power variation based
estimator of the parameter H € (0,1). Since the increments of the process (X¢)¢>o are



strongly ergodic (cf. [8]), we deduce by Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem the almost sure conver-
gence

1 - T a.s. T
Un(r) = = Y IALXP =25 B AL X = 1Py
i=rk

for any p € (—1, ). In particular, we have that

Ro(p, ) = 2n(2) 2, oo

 ¥a(D) ’
consequently yielding a consistent estimator H,(p, k) of H as
Hy(p, k) = 3 logy(Ra(p, k) = H (3.11)

for any p € (—1,«). The idea of using negative powers p € (—1,0) to estimate H, which
has been proposed in [12] and applied in [19], has the obvious advantage that it does not
require knowledge of the parameter «. From Theorem 2.1(i) and the J-method applied to

the function vy (z,y) = %(logQ(:E) — logy(y)) we immediately deduce the convergence
(VA(Ho(p. k) = H), WD) <=5 (My, W) (3.12)

for k > H + 1/a, where M is a centred Gaussian random variable. Similarly, when &k <
H + 1/a, we deduce the convergence

(' VB (Hy(p, k) — H), S2(t)) £ (Mo, ra(t)S) (3.13)
from Theorem 2.1(ii).

We will now introduce the minimal contrast estimator of the parameter § = (o, «). Let
w € LY(R,) denote a positive weight function. Define for 7 > 1 the norm

Il = ([~ IO Pwoyar) "

where h : Ry — R is a Borel function. Denote by L7 (R4 ) the space of functions h with
|h]|w,» < o0o. Let (6g, Hy) = (00,0, Hp) € (0,00) x (0,2) x (0,1) be the true parameter
of the model (1.1) and consider an open neighbourhood ©¢ C (0,00) x (0,2) around 6
bounded away from (0, 0). Define the map F : £2 (R, ) x (0,1) x ©g — R as

F(o,H,0) = |l — o5 (3.14)

where g g is the limit introduced at (2.3). We define the minimal contrast estimator 6,
of Oy as

0,, € argmin F (¢, H,(p, k), 0). (3.15)

0€0g
We remark that by e.g. [26, Theorem 2.17] it is possible to choose 6,, universally measurable
with respect to the underlying probability space. The joint estimator of (6y, Hy) is then
given as
gn = (en, Hn(py k))T

Below we denote by Vy the gradient with respect to the parameter 6 and similarly by Vg the
Hessian. We further write 0, f for the partial derivative of f with respect to z € {0, «, H}.
The main theoretical result of this paper is the following theorem.



Theorem 3.1. Suppose & = (0y, Hy) is the true parameter of the linear fractional stable
motion (Xt)i>o at (1.1) and that the weight function w € LY(R.) is continuous.

(i) & 225 & asn — oco.

(i) If k > H + 1/ then
Vi = &) 2 [~295P (e &) (| WiFoge (ule) d
+ 0 VoF (e, 0)M: ), My | !
(iii) If k < H + 1/ then
WtV — ) 5 [2V3F (e ) (S [ ralt) Ve (rut

.
+ 01 Vo (9, §0)Mz ), Mo

In principle, the statement of Theorem 3.1 follows from (3.12), (3.13) and an application of
the implicit function theorem. For general infinite dimensional functionals of our statistics
we would usually need to show tightness of the process (W2(t))i>0 (or (S2(t))i>0), which
is by far not a trivial issue. However, in the particular setting of integral functionals, it
suffices to show a weaker condition that is displayed in Proposition 5.6. Indeed, this is the
key step of the proof.

4 Simulations, parametric bootstrap and subsampling

The theoretical results of Theorem 3.1 are far from easy to apply in practice. There are
a number of issues, which need to be addressed. First of all, since the parameters Hy and
ap are unknown, we do not know whether we are in the regime of Theorem 3.1(ii) or (iii).
Furthermore, even if we could determine whether the condition k& > Hy + 1/ag holds or
not, the exact computation or a reliable numerical simulation of the quantities defined in
(2.7) and (2.8) seems to be out of reach. Below we will propose two methods to overcome
these problems. In the setting where the lfsm (X;);>0 is continuous, which corresponds to
the condition Hy — 1/ag > 0, we will see that it suffices to choose k = 2 to end up in
the normal regime of Theorem 3.1(ii). The confidence regions are then constructed using
the parametric bootstrap approach. In the general setting we propose a novel subsampling
method which, in some sense, automatically adapts to the unknown limiting distribution.

For comparison reasons we include the estimation of the parameter Hy using H,(p, k)
defined at (3.11), even though its properties have already been studied in [19]. Moreover,
we pick our weight function in the class of Gaussian kernels:

w,(t) = exp(—Ly)  (t,v > 0).



In particular we can use Gauss-Hermite quadrature, see [25], to estimate the integral

n%—%ﬁngﬂ%m—%mﬂwma
0

This procedure is based on a number of weights, unless otherwise stated we pick 12 weights.
We mentioned that it is possible to choose other weight functions and standard numerical
procedures exits for these. We restrict our simulation study to three different values of v €
{0.05,0.1,1} for the bootstrap method in Section 4.2. Additionally, while the theoretical
characteristic function ¢¢ has an explicit form it depends on the norm | k|, which is not
readily computable, hence needs to be approximated.

To produce the simulation study we generate observations from the lfsm using the
recent R package r1fsm, which implements an algorithm based on [28]; this package already
includes an implementation of the minimal contrast estimator. To compute the estimator
a minimisation ~

: 2
argmin | (90(0) = ot (60 (0)

o,

has to be carried out. For this purpose we use [20], which in particular entails picking a
starting point for the algorithm. For o no immediate choice exists, so we simply pick o = 2,
while o = 1 seems obvious.

4.1 Empirical bias and variance

In this section we will check the bias and variance performance of our minimal contrast
estimator. First, we consider the empirical bias and standard deviation, which are summa-
rized in Tables 5 and 6 for n = 1000 and Tables 7 and 8 for n = 10000. These are based
on Monte Carlo simulation with at least 1000 repetitions. We fix the parameters k = 2,
p=—04, v =0.1 and oy = 0.3 and perform the estimation procedure for various values
of  and H.

At this stage we recall that due to Theorem 3.1(iii) we obtain a slower rate of con-
vergence when Hy + 1/ag > 2; the stable regime is indicated in bold in Tables 5-8. This
explains a rather bad estimation performance for g = 0.4. The effect is specifically pro-
nounced for the parameter o, which has the worst performance when «g = 0.4. This
observation is in line with the findings of [19], who concluded that the scale parameter o
is the hardest to estimate in practice. Also the starting point ¢ = 2 of the minimisation
algorithm, which is not close to og = 0.3, might have a negative effect on the performance.
The estimation performance for values a9 > 0.4 is quite satisfactory for all parameters, im-
proving from n = 1000 to n = 10000. We remark the superior performance of our method
around the value o = 1, which is explained by the fact that a = 1 is the starting point of
the minimisation procedure.

For comparison, we display the bias and standard deviation of our estimator for £ = 1
based on n = 10000 observations in Tables 9 and 10, where the stable regime is again
highlighted in bold. We see a better finite sample performance for ag = 0.4, but in most
other cases we observe a larger bias and standard deviation compared to k& = 2. This is
explained by slower rates of convergence in the setting of the stable regime and k£ = 1.
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We will now compare the minimal contrast estimator with the estimator proposed in
[19]. To recall the latter estimator we observe the following identities due to (2.3):

_ (Slogge(tisk)V/® - logllog pe(ta; k)| — log|log e (ta; k)|
tthkHa ’ loth — logt1

Y £: (O-7a7H)

for fixed values 0 < t; < t5. Since hy depends on o and H we immediately obtain a function

G : R3 — R? such that

(O’, a) = G((,Dg(tl;k),(pg(tg;k),H), fz (O’,CM,H).

Hence an estimator for (o,«, H) is obtained by insertion of the empirical characteristic
function and H,(p; k) from (3.11):

(Tlows Qlow, Hn(p; k) = G(@n(t1; k), on(to; k), Hn(p; K)). (4.16)

The first comparison of the estimators is between Tables 7 and 8 for the minimal contrast
estimator with Tables 11 and 12, all of which are based on at least 1000 Monte Carlo
repetitions and the same parameter choices. We see that the minimal contrast estimator
outperforms the old estimator for values a < 0.8, where the latter is completely unreliable
in most cases. But for larger values of « the old estimator might be slightly better. However,
the results for the estimation of the scale parameter ¢ in the case @ = 0.4 and Hy €
{0.2,0.4} are hard to interpret, since oy often delivers values that are indistinguishable
from 0 yielding a small variance and relatively small bias for oy = 0.3.

Another point is the instability of the old estimator. Table 13, which is based on at least
1200 simulations, shows the rate at which the estimators fail to return a value o € (0, 2).
In this regard the minimal contrast estimator is far superior in most cases and actually in
the case k = 1 the estimator almost never fails, although we dispense with the simulation
results. We remark that in theory the minimal contrast estimator should never return a’s
not in the interval [0, 2]. However, we apply the minimisation procedure from [20] that does
not allow constrained optimisation. One could instead use e.g. the procedure from [7]; we
choose the first method as it is hailed as very robust.

An additional advantage of the minimal contrast estimator is that it allows incorpora-
tion of a priori knowledge of the parameters ¢ and «, using the weight function but also
the starting point for the minimisation algorithm.

4.2 Bootstrap inference in the continuous case

In this section we only consider the continuous case, which corresponds to the setting
Hy—1/ap > 0. In this setup Hy € (1/2,1) and g € (1,2) must hold. We can in particular
choose k = 2 to ensure that Theorem 3.1(ii) applies, thus yielding the faster convergence
rate \/n. We are interested in obtaining feasible confidence regions for all parameters,
but, as we mentioned earlier, the computation or reliable numerical approximation of the
asymptotic variance in Theorem 3.1(ii) is out of reach. Instead we propose the following
parametric bootstrap procedure to estimate the confidence regions for the true parameters.
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(1) Compute the minimal contrast &, estimator for given observations Xj,..., X,,.

2) Generate new samples Xj, . ,Xﬂ; for j =1,..., N using the parameter &,.
1

(3) Compute new estimators §,(Lj ) from the samples generated in (2) for each j =1,..., N.

(V)

(4) Calculate the empirical variance 3, of &, based on the estimators 57(}), R

(5) For each parameter construct 95%-confidence regions based on the relation

A

V(& — &) = N(0,n%,).

To test this we repeated the above procedure for 200 Monte Carlo simulations with N =
200. Tables 1 and 2 report acceptance rates for \/n(§, — &) for an approximate 95 %-
confidence interval. We observe a good performance for all estimators with the exception
of n = 1000 for ¢ with v = 0.05,0.1 and « for » = 0.05 in Table 1. The estimator is fairly
stable under changes in v in this parameter regime, but it should be mentioned that a
smaller v-value does lead to a larger failure rate, we dispense with the numerics.

Table 1. Acceptance rates for the true parameter (og, g, Ho) = (0.3,1.8,0.8) and power p = 0.4.

vy =0.1 vr=1 v =0.05

n o « H n o o H n o « H

1000 69.2 95.8 96.3 1000 100 95.5 94.8 1000 81.7 44.2 99.5
2500 96.6 98.5 95.6 2500 100 96.3 93.1 2500 996 979 979
5000 99.0 99.5 96.1 5000 100 93.5 93.5 5000 100 99.5 96.8

Table 2. Acceptance rates for the true parameter (og, g, Ho) = (0.3,1.3,0.8) and power p = 0.4.

v =0.1 vr=1 v =0.05

n o « H n o o H n o « H

1000 87.1 954 93.1 1000 93.9 95.7 93.9 1000 91.9 98.6 95.9
2500 90.1 91.6 97.5 2500 95.7 96.7 94.3 2500 89.8 96.6 95.1
5000 91.6 91.6 95.1 5000 93.5 93.1 935 5000 91.4 943 97.1

4.3 Subsampling method in the general case

In contrast to the continuous setting Hy — 1/aqg > 0, there exists no a priori choice of k in
the general case, which ensures the asymptotically normal regime of Theorem 3.1(ii). This
problem was tackled in [19] via the following two stage approach. In the first step they
obtained a preliminary estimator a2 (t1,t) of ag using (4.16) for k = 1, ¢t; = 1 and to = 2.
In the second step they defined the random number

k=24 a8(t1,t) Y], (4.17)
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and computed the estimator (Tiow, Mlow, Hn(p, k)) based on k = k. They showed that the
resulting estimator is \/n-consistent and derived the associated weak limit theory. However,
this approach does not completely solve the original problem, since they obtained four
different convergence regimes according to whether 1 > Hy + 1/ag or not, and whether
Qg 1 ¢ N or not.

Nevertheless, we apply their idea to propose a new subsampling method to determine
feasible confidence regions for the parameters of the model. For our procedure it is crucial
that the convergence rate is known explicitly and the weak convergence of the involved
statistics is insured. We proceed as follows:

(1) Given observations Xji,..., X, compute k from (4.17) and construct the minimal

contrast estimator &, = (o, an, Hy(p, k)).

(2) Split X3, ..., X, into L groups such that the [th group contains the data (X_1)n/r+;)
(n/L is assumed to be an integer). For each [ = 1,..., L calculate k; from (4.17).

(3) For each [ = 1,...,L construct the minimal contrast estimators (¢, oY) and

H®(p, k) based on the Ith group. For the estimation of (o, a) use H,(p,k) from
(1) as plug-in.

(4) Compute the 97.5% and 2.5% quantiles for each of the distribution functions

L L L
1 1 1
Z;l{ﬁ(a;’)—anm}’ f;l{ﬁ(a,(f)—anK:c}’ E;1{\/T(H’,(Zl)(p7]%l)—H7L(p7]%))<x}.

Let us explain the intuition behind the proposed subsampling procedure. First of all, sim-
ilarly to the theory developed in [19], the minimal contrast estimator &, obtained through
a two step method described in the beginning of the section leads to four different limit
regimes for /n(&, — &) (although we leave out the theoretical derivation here). Using this
knowledge we may conclude that, for each I = 1,..., L, \/n/L(€V — &) has the same (un-
known) asymptotic distribution as the statistic /n(&, —&p) as long as n/L — oo. Since the
true parameter & is unknown, we use its approximation &,, which has a much faster rate
of convergence than /n/L when L — oo. Finally, the statistics constructed on different
blocks are asymptotically independent, which follows along the lines of the proofs in [19].
Hence, the law of large numbers implies that the proposed subsampling statistics converge
to the unknown true asymptotic distributions when L — oo and n/L — oo.

In Tables 3 and 4 we report the empirical 95%-confidence regions for the parameters
of the model using the subsampling approach. We perform 500 Monte Carlo simulations
and choose n = 12.5 x L2

Table 3 shows a satisfactory performance for all estimators, while the results of Table 4
are quite unreliable for the parameters o and «. The reason for the latter finding is the
suboptimal finite sample performance of the estimators in the case of (o, H) = (1.8,0.8),
which is displayed in Tables 5 and 6.

We conclude this section by remarking the rather satisfactory performance of our es-
timator in the continuous setting Hy — 1/ag > 0. On the other hand, when using the

n/L
Jj=1
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Table 3. Acceptance rates for the true parameter (o9, ag, Ho) = (0.3,0.8,0.8). Here p = —0.4 and
v =0.1.

L n/L o o' H

80 1000 90.65 94.39 89.72
100 1250 87.72 94.24 89.25

Table 4. Acceptance rates for the true parameter (o9, ag, Ho) = (0.3,1.8,0.8). Here p = —0.4 and
v =0.1.

L n/L o o' H

80 1000 60.70 67.31 92.19
100 1250 68.88 74.92 94.56

subsampling method in the general setting, a further careful tuning seems to be required.
In particular, the choice of the weight function w and the group number L plays an im-
portant role in estimator’s performance. We leave this study for future research.

5 Proofs

We denote by C' a finite, positive constant which may differ from line to line. Moreover,
any important dependence on other constants warrants a subscript. To simplify notations
we set H, = Hy,(p, k).

5.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1(i)

As we mentioned earlier, the convergence of finite dimensional distributions has been shown
in [19, Theorem 2.2], and thus we only need to prove the smoothness property of the limit
W. We recall the definition of the quantity U, j, at (2.5) and start with the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 ([23, Eqgs. (3.4)—(3.6)]). Let g,h € LYR). Then for any u,v € R
U(u,0)] < 2ol | " g@)h(@)|? do
x exp(—2fuel* (gl lplg - /0 o)) az)),
U, 0)] < 2ol | " g@)h(@)|? do
x exp(—([luglls’? — vh]|2/2)?).

In particular, it holds that |Ug p(u,v)| < 2]uv]a/2 fooo ]g(gn)h(gn)\o‘/2 dx.
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Next, we define for each [ € Z
. / ()b (2 + 1|7 de
0

and recall the following lemma from [19].
Lemma 5.2 ([19, Lemma 6.2]). Ifk > H+ 1/a and l > k then
oy < 1@H=K)=1)/2,
To prove that the process W is locally Holder continuous of any order smaller than «/4,

we use Kolmogorov’s criterion. Since W is a Gaussian process it suffices to prove that for
each T' > 0 there exists a constant Cp > 0 such that

E[(W; — W)?] < Crl|t — s|*/?  for all s,t € [0,T]. (5.18)

This is performed in a similar fashion as in [17, Section 4.1]. First, we reduce the problem.
Using cos(tz) = (exp(itx) + exp(—itx))/2 and the symmetry of the distribution of X, we
observe the identity

1

Cov(cos(tAjxX),cos(sAjyx X)) = 5 <Uhk,_hk(l+.)(t, 8) + Upy by (14 (8, s))

In the following we focus on the first term in the above decomposition (the second term
is treated similarly). More specifically, we will show the inequality (5.18) for the quantity
7(t, s), which is given as

7(t,s) = Zﬂ(t,s) where

lez.
Ti(t,s) = Uhy,—hi (14 (t5 8)
= exp(—|[thy — shi(l +)||3) — exp(= (" + s*)[[h 13)-

Moreover, since 7(t,t) + 7(s,s) — 27(t,s) < |F(t,t) — 7(t,s)| + |[F(s,s) — F(¢, s)| it is by
symmetry enough to prove that

7(t,t) —T(t,s)| < Cp|t —s|®/?  for all s,t € [0,T].
For | € Z decompose now as follows:
Ti(tt) — Tu(t, s) = exp(—2t(| g |3) [exp(—llt(hk = hie(-+ D)l + 2t hella) — 1]
— exp(—(t* + %) [ 7w]|3) [exp(—chk = shie(l+ )5 + (% + )| hxllg) — 1}
= [exp(=267 i )13) = exp(— (¢ + 5) 1y ]12)]
X [exp(—Ht(hk — hie(l+))lla + 2t ([ hel) — 1} + exp(—(t% + s) [ he )
X [exp(—llt(hk — hie(U+))la + 2t [ hwellQ) — exp(—[[thy — shy(L+)[lq + (¢ + sa)llthIZ)]

=7 (t,5) + 7D (¢, 5).
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Applying the second inequality of Lemma 5.1 and the mean value theorem we deduce the
estimate:

T (¢, 5)| < Crpi|t™ — s*| < Crplt — s|*/*  for all s,¢ € [0,7T]. (5.19)
Again by the mean value theorem we find that

(2, 5)] < Onlehe — shet+ g — NeChs — halt + DIE + 6~ 5 ]
The last term can be rewritten as
lthi — shicl+ 2 — £ — el + DIE + (1 — s2)] |2

B /ooo [thi(x) — sh(x + D" = [t(hr(x) = b (L + 2))[* + (¢ — s%)|he (2 + 1] da.

As a € (0,2) we have |z — 3| < |22 — y?|*/2 for all z,y > 0. In particular

|[thi(2) — shi(z + 1)|* — |[t(hi(2) — hi(z +1))|*] < Cp|t — s[*/2
x (i@ + D) + [ ()b (2 + 1)|*?).

It then follows that
7P (t,8)| < Ot — s|*2(p + ) for all s,t € [0,7] (5.20)

where p; is the quantity defined as

o0
0 :/ b (2 + D)|° da.
0
It remains to prove that

Zpl < o0 and Zul < 0. (5.21)

leZ l€Z

The first claim is a direct consequence of Lemma 5.2. The second convergence can equiva-

lently be formulated as
e I+1
Zl/ |hi(z)|¢ dz < 0.
=1 7!

Recall that |hy(x)| < Clz|=Y*=F for large =, hence

oo 1+1 o] 1+1 00
Zl/ |y ()| da < C’Zl/ 2Rl dy < ¢ 1R < oo,
=1 7! =1

=1

where we used the assumption & > H + 1/a. Combining (5.19) and (5.20) with (5.21) we
can conclude (5.18), and hence the proof of Theorem 2.1(i) is complete.
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5.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1(ii)

We recall that the asymptotic distribution of the vector (S1(1),S1(2)) and its asymptotic
independence of S2(t) have been shown in [19, Theorem 2.2|. Hence, we only need to
determine the functional form of the limit of the statistic S2(¢).

In the following we will recall a number of estimates and decompositions from [19,
Theorem 2.2, which will be also helpful in the proof of Theorem 3.1(iii). We start out with
a series of estimates on the function ®? given at (2.8), but for a general scale parameter
n > 0. Let ®;, denote the function

Py p(x) = Elcos(t(Y + x))] — E[cos(tY)] z €R,

where Y is an SaS distributed random variable with scale parameter 7. We obviously have
the representation
D (x) = (cos(t) — 1) exp(—|nt[*). (5.22)

The next lemma gives some estimates on the function ®; .

Lemma 5.3. Forn > 0 set g,(t) = exp(—|nt|*) and let @g’g () denote the vth derivative

at x € R. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all t > 0 it holds that
(i) ]q)gvn)(x)\ < CtYgy(t) for allz € R and v € {0,1,2}.
(ii) |®1,(x)| < gq(£)(1 A |2t ]?).

(iii) |Pry(x) = Pey(y)] < Pgn() (LA |2 + LA YDz = ylLge—yi<1y + Lja—y>1))-

(iv) For any x,y >0 and a € R then

F(a,z,y) = /Oy/ozégg(a—l—u—l—v)dudv < Cgy(t)(t+1)*AAx)(1AY).

Proof. (i): This follows directly from (5.22).

(ii): This is straightforward using the standard inequality 1 — cos(y) < .

(iii): (i) implies that |<I>§7173 (z)| < t2g,(t)(1 A |z|) and note that

B1(2) ~ @p(o)| = | [ 2w du
Yy

If |2 — y| > 1 we simply bound the latter by t2g,(t). If |z —y| < 1, then by the mean value
theorem there exists a number s with | — s| < |x — y| such that

Yo 1
[ el = B o)l - ol
y
Observe then )

@) ()] < 2, () (1 A Js]) < L2gn (B A (2] + [y])).
This completes the proof of the inequality.
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(iv): Let a, x and y be given. Observe that

y [w y
/ / <1>§,23(a+u+v)dudv :/ <I>§,1,3(a+x+v) - <I>£’1n)(a+v)dv
0o Jo 0
=®plat+z+y) = Puyla+y) — (Piyla+z) = Piyla)).

The last equality implies that F'(a,z,y) < Cgy(t). The first equality implies that F'(a, z,y) <
Cg,(t)ty. Reversing the order of integration we get a similar expression as the first equality
with « replaced by y. Hence, F(a,z,y) < Cgy(t)tz. Lastly, using (i) on the first integral
vields F(a,z,y) < Cgy(t)t*zy. Splitting into the four cases completes the proof. O

We will consider the asymptotic decomposition of the statistic S2(t) given in [3, Section 5]
(see also [4, 19]). We set

Sa(t) =n"MPN " (cos(tAi kX)) — pe(t) = n” VPN V().
i=k i=k
Define for each s > 0 we define the o-algebras
Gs=0(Ly — Ly :v,u <) and Gl=0(Ly—Ly:s<v,u<s+1).
We also set for all n > k, i € {k,...,n} and t > 0
Ri(t) =) Gj(t) and  Qi(t) =Y E[Vi(t) | GL ],
j=1 Jj=1

where
Gij(t) = E[Vi(t) | Gij1] = E[Vi(t) | Gi-j] = E[V;(t) | G-

Then the following decomposition holds:
S2() = 7Y Ri(t) + (07N Qult) = Sal®)) + Fulh), (5.23)
i=k i=k

where

Sn(t) =n" PN (@(Lij1 — Li) = E[@y(Lit1 — Ly))),
ik

Dy(x) = Y BF(h(i)z). (5.24)
=1

It turns out that the first two terms in (5.23) are negligible while S,, is the dominating
term. More specifically, we can use similar arguments as in [4, Eq. (5.22)] and deduce the
following proposition from Lemma 5.3.

Proposition 5.4. For any € > 0 there exists a constant C > 0 such that for alln € N

" 2
supE[(n_l/BZRi(t)) } < Cp22=A-1/B)+e,
i—k

>0
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Using the inequality 2 —z — 1/x < 0 for all x > 1 on 8 > 1 it follows by picking ¢ > 0
small enough that the first term in (5.23) is asymptotically negligible. Decomposing the
second term and using arguments as in the equations (5.30), (5.31) and (5.38) in [4] we
obtain the following result.

Proposition 5.5. For any e > 0 there exist anr > 1, anr’ > SV r and a constant C > 0
such that for all n in N

supIEH UBZQ

>0

T] <C(n r(e+2—B-1/8) +nﬁ(1—r’/6))

Using again the inequality 2 —x — 1/x < 0 for all > 1, it follows immediately that the
second term in (5.23) is asymptotically negligible. Hence, S,,(¢) is asymptotically equivalent
to the statistic S2(t), and it suffices to analyse its finite dimensional distribution.

Consider tq,...,tq3 € Ry. We will now recall the limiting distribution of the vector
(Sn(t1),...,Sn(tq)). Observing the definition (5.24), we deduce the uniform convergence

igg“xra/ﬁat(x) - /{Q(t)‘ —0 as r — —oo, (5.25)

where k9 has been introduced at (2.9). Indeed by substituting u = (|z|/2)*/# we have that

sup||z|~*/7®, (z) — ra(t)]
t>0

= supllal =/ [ @} (((u] + Dl du— [ Bamasz)e T
t>0 0 0

- —sup‘/ ®F (i, (L(|2]/2)*/% ] + D))z~ =/7 du—/ B2 (qp apz)z 0P du‘
B >0 0

a [ o Cw
< —/0 §1>113|<1>?(hk(t(lwl/z) Bl 4 1)z) — 0 gm,anz)|z 77 du.

By Lemma 5.3(iii) the integrand vanishes pointwise in z as © — —oo due to the asymptotics
hi(z) ~ qH%km_ﬁ/a as T — 00. (5.26)

Due to Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem it is enough to bound the integrand uni-
formly in # < —1. By the triangle inequality it is enough to treat each ®?-term separately.
For the first term Lemma 5.3(ii) implies that

igg@f(hk(t(lwl/Z)a/ﬁJ + D)7 < C(UA (|l /2)P ) + Daf?) 277077
For large z, say z > 1, the latter is bounded by the integrable function z_l_o‘/ﬁl{z>1}. For
z € (0,1] we deduce by (5.26)

[ (L(|21/2)*7 | + D271 < Ca®([ (|l /2)*/7 | + 1) 72002710008 < 02t olP,
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where we used that (|z]/2)*/? < |(|z|/2)*/?| 4+ 1. Recalling (2.4), we deduce that a/f < 2
and an integrable bound is obtained. The second ®?-term is treated similarly. Hence, we
have (5.25).

Define the map 7, 4, : R — (R_)? as

Tirota (@) = [2]%7P (52 (t1), . ., 2 (ta)).

Following [3, Lemma 6.6] the limit of the vector (S, (t1),...,Sn(tq)) is determined by the
Lévy measure

Vty,.tg(A) = V(Tt:,l...,td(A))v

where A C (R_)d is a Borel set and v is the Lévy measure of L. But vy, 4,
Lévy measure of the vector (ka(t1),...,k2(tq))S, where the random variable S has been
introduced in Theorem 2.1(ii). This implies the desired result.

is also the

5.3 Finite dimensional convergence and integral functionals

Let (Y™),>1 and Y be stochastic processes index by R, with paths in £1(Ry). We will
give simple sufficient conditions for when the implication

o0 o
yr £y — / Y du i>/ Y, du (5.27)
0 0

holds true. Such a result is obviously required to obtain Theorem 3.1 from Theorem 2.1.
Before we state these conditions we remark that the question has already been studied
in the literature. As an example Theorem 22 in Appendix I of [14] gives two sufficient
conditions for (5.27) to hold, but the second condition is a Holder type criteria, which is
not easily verifiable in our setting. Moreover, the theorem only deals with integration over
bounded sets. The article [10] studies this question in general, but the conditions of e.g.
Lemma 1 therein are too abstract even though we are in the case of a finite measure (the
one induced by the weight function w). What can be deduced from [10] is that some kind
of uniform integrability (with respect to the product measure) is sufficient for (5.27).

To formulate the lemma, define for each n,m,l € N the intermediate random variables

l l
Xn,mJ - /0 YﬁLmJ/m du and XnJ = /0 Yun du

Proposition 5.6. Suppose that (Y™),>1 and Y are continuous stochastic processes and
assume that the following conditions hold:

lim limsup/ E[Y,'|] du = 0,
l

=00 n—oo

for alll,e > 0. Then (5.27) holds.

11_1)11 lim sup P(| X, m; — Xpny| >¢) =0, (5.28)

m—=0o0 n—-oo

Proof. Note that for each n,m,l € N we have the decomposition

/ Yun du = Xn,m,l + (Xn,l — Xn,m,l) + / Yun du.
0 1
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As Y™ 75 v we deduce the weak convergence
l
Xnm,l L> Y= / YLumJ/m du for each m € N.
n—oo 0

The continuity of Y implies immediately that Y, ; —a—s—ﬁ fé Y, du as m — oco. The assump-
tions in (5.28) then imply the convergence [;° Y du — [;° Y, du. O

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1(i) and (ii)

The strong consistency result of Theorem 3.1(i) is an immediate consequence of (3.11) and
ln — @eqllw,2 2%, 0, where the latter follows from (2.3) and the dominated convergence
theorem. Hence, we are left to proving Theorem 3.1(ii).

Recall the definition of the function F : £2(Ry) x (0,1) x ©g — R at (3.14), where
©p C (0,00) x (0,2) is an open neighbourhood of (o¢, ap) bounded away from (0,0). Now,
the minimal contrast estimator at (3.15) can be obtained using the criteria

VoF(¢,H,0) =0,
which is satisfied at (¢g,,&o). Denote by (¢, H) an element of (0,1) x ©g such that
VGF(wa Ha C(l/% H)) =0.

To determine the derivative of { we will need the infinite dimensional implicit function
theorem, which we briefly repeat.

Consider three Banach spaces (E;, ||-];), ¢ = 1,2, 3, and open subsets U; C E;, i = 1,2.
Let f : Uy x Uy — E3 be a Fréchet differentiable map. For a point (e1,e2) € Uy X Uy and a
direction (hi, he) € E1 X Ey we denote by Del o f (P), k = 1,2, the Fréchet derivative of f
at the point (eq,es) in the direction hy € Ej. Assume that (el, 62) € U; x U, satisfies the
equation f (el, 62) = 0 and that the map D 0 f FEy — FEj3 is continuous and invertible.
Then there exists open sets V3 C U; and V2 C Us with (61,62) € V1 x V5 and a bijective
function G : Vi — V5 such that

fler,e2) =0 <= G(e1) = ea.
Moreover, G is Fréchet differentiable with derivative

De,G(h) = =(DZ, ey )™ (De, coer) £ () (5.29)

We will adapt this to our setup, which corresponds to Uy = L], (R;) x (0,1), for a r > 1,
Ey = 0g, EF3 = R and f = VgF. A straightforward calculation shows that the map
0 — V2F(p, H,0) is differentiable with derivative at (¢g,, &) represented by the Hessian

Dfogo,&)V@F = V2F (pg,, &) = 2( /0 Do, ey (t)Dg, e, () (1) dt)@j:m.

The linear independence of the maps dy, ¢, and 0, p¢, immediately shows the invertibility
of the Hessian. Moreover, standard theory for convergence in £"(R4), r > 1, shows that
the map (¢, H) — V2F(p, H,-) is continuous, which is needed to assert that VoF is C*.
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The determination of the remaining derivative D} p.e VoI for a point (¢, &) € L, (Ry) x
(0,1) x ©y is slightly more involved. It is given by 1ts two components D! = (D1 1 D12)
corresponding to the partial derivatives. Indeed, D1 1V9F is the derivative with respect
to the functional coordinate ¢ € L], (Ry) and D1 §V9F the derivative with respect to the
Hurst parameter H € (0,1), where £ = (H, «, J) It is easily seen that

D ¢VoF(h) = D' VaF(h) = =2 /O h h(t)Vope(t)w(t)dt, — he Ll (Ry).

An application of Holder’s inequality proves the continuity of the linear map & — Dg ’1V9F .
The second partial derivative at (¢, £) is the linear map represented by the two dimensional
vector

D tVoF = 2/ Orrpe(t) Ve (H)w(t) dt — 2/Ooo(<p(t) — e (1)) Or Ve (t)w(t) dt.

Evaluated at the point (p¢,,&0) = (¢gy, G(pey, Ho)) yields the simpler expression:

DL & FoF =2 [~ 0rrpe (0 Vupe, (u(t) .

Suppose we are in the case k > H + 1/a then we may pick 7 = 2 in the discussion above.
By Fréchet differentiability it follows that

\/ﬁ(fn —&) = \/H(G((Pm H,) - G(‘pﬁov Hy))
= D%O,goG(\/ﬁ(@n - (pfo)v \/E(Hn - HO)) (5'30)
+Vnlllon = g llw,2 + [Hn — Hol)R(pn — gy, Hy — Ho),

where the remainder term R satisfies that R(¢n — ¢g,, Hn — Ho) == 0 as |l¢n — @go llw.a +
|H,, — Ho| 225 0. Recall now the derivative of G at (5.29). In order to show Theorem 3.1(ii)
it suffices to prove the convergences

d
Villlen = egollw2 + [Hn — Hol) = [Wllw,2 + [M],

f/ (pn(t) — @ (1)) Ve, ()w(t) dti>/ooo WV oge, (u(t) dt, (5.31)

where W = (W};);>0 has been introduced in Theorem 2.1(i).

We will only consider the second convergence at (5.31) since the first is shown similarly
(see also |17, page 14|). For the conditions (5.28) it suffices to find a constant C' > 0 such
that

sup Var(W2(t)) < C < oo. (5.32)
neN,t>0
The identity A; ;X = fR hi(i—s) dL, together with stationarity of the increments {A; ;X |
i > k} shows that

1
| Cov(W3(s), Wa(t))] < 5 D Unmei4)(858) + Uny ) (55 (5.33)
LeZ
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Indeed, split the series at (5.33) into three terms. For [ = 0 it follows from (2.5) that
Unihi (858) + Uny =y, (8,8) = 1+ 2exp(= |2t ||y [[a|*) = 2exp(=2at|[hx[al®),  (5.34)

which is obviously uniformly bounded in ¢ > 0. For [ # 0 with || < k the first inequality
of Lemma 5.1 implies that

> Uit + Uny iy (B < 26D prexp(=2t (|| — 1))
leZ:|l|<k leZ:|l|<k

< Ot exp(-21° | — macxp).

(5.35)
Now by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality p; < ||hg]|% for all [, and we obtain a uniform bound
in t > 0. By Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 there exist constants C, K > 0 such that

[l|>k
< 271 exp (=26 (||| — sup pr)) Y iR
1>k i[>k
< Ct%exp(—Kt), (5.36)
where we used the assumption £ > H + 1/« and that p; — 0 for |[| — oo by Lemma 5.2.

Combining (5.34), (5.35) and (5.36) we can conclude (5.32). This completes the proof of
Theorem 3.1(ii).

5.5 Proof of Theorem 3.1(iii)

As in the proof of Theorem 3.1(ii) we obtain the decomposition (5.30), where the conver-
gence rate y/n is replaced by n!=Y/8. Furthermore, as in (5.31), it suffices to prove that for
some r € (1,2) then as n — oo

_ d
n B (|lon — gyl + [Hn — Hol) = [[52Slwr + | Mal,
_ o d *
n' 1/6/0 (n(t) — @y (1)) Vg, (H)w(t) dt — 5/0 rk2(t)Vope, (t)w(t) dt.

As before in the Gaussian case it is enough to provide uniform bounds (in n and t) on the
moments in order to use Proposition 5.6.

Recall that the dominating term in (5.23) is given by

Sn(t) =n"YP> (®(Lit1 — Li) — B[@y(Lit1 — Li)]).
i=k

Inspired by the classical case of i.i.d. random variables, each in the domain of attraction
of a stable distribution, we shall prove the following result.

Proposition 5.7. For any r € (0,3) we have that

sup E[|S,(t)|"] < oo.
neN,t>0
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Proof. By Jensen’s inequality it suffices to consider r > 1 (indeed g € (1,2)). Recall the
relation ®; g5, (%) = ®?(z) = exp(—|ot||hgll,|*)(cos(tx) — 1) together with

= f(hy(i)e)
i=1
Note that for all z in some bounded set by Lemma 5.3(ii):
K a - N\ )2
sup|$y(2)| < supexp(—|ollhxllot|™) D (LA (Jethi(i)])?)
>0 >0 P
< supesp(— ol HU)( -+ D2 (1] + 1 S0 A (@))€ € < oo,
>0
2 1=1

By (5.25) there exists g < —1 such that for all ¢ > 0

B4 ()]
||

- |/~£2(t)|' <1 for all z < x, (5.37)

where ¢ = /B3, 8 =1+a(k— H) € (1,2) and ka(t) = Kt?exp(—|t||hx| o) with K < 0.
For shorter notation we write D; = L;+1 — L; to denote the ith increment of L. Since
E[®;(D1)] is bounded in ¢ we may replace ®;(x) with ®;(x) — E[®;(D1)] in (5.37) if z¢ is
chosen large enough. Define for each t > 0, n € Nand i € {k,...,n}

Yosi = (2u(D:) = E[@e(D) Lm0, -, 00 1<n1/9)

Znsi = (24(Ds) = E[2(Di)]) L3, (D) k@, (D)) |5n1/7)

We have the decomposition

Tnp =Y (21(D;) = E[®(Dy)]) = > (Ynri — EVosal) + > (Zniti — E[Znpi])
1=k 1=k 1=k
= dntl + Tn,t,2-

The proposition then asserts that

sup E[n VAT, ["] < oo forallr e (1,4).
neN,t>0

To prove this we observe that
Elln~ T "] < Cp(Blln™ P T i1 ["] + Elln™ P T, 10["]).
For the first term we obtain the inequality
E[’n_l/ng,ul‘r] < E[\n_l/ﬁTn,t,ﬂQ]T/z < Cr(n1_2/ﬁEHYn,t,k’2])T/2-

For short notation let E; = E[®;(D1)], which is uniformly bounded in ¢ > 0. Additionally
let p,, denote the density of an SasS distribution and recall that p,(z) < C(1+|z|)~1=¢ for
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all z € R, cf. [29, Theorem 1.1]. We decompose E[|Yn,t7k|2] into two regions corresponding
to (5.37):

0
W R Yo = 20 [ Ba) = B g ipe)
xo

ro
+ 2”1_2/6/ (®4(2) = Bt 135, (2) 5, <mt/21 Par () d.

—00
The first term vanishes as n — oo since 2/8 > 1 and the fact that |®;(x) — Ey| is bounded
for all t and x € (x0,0). The second term is further split into two terms:

ro
n! =3P / [®4(2) = Bl*1 (3, (0) - 1 <ot/ 2y P (@) A2

— 00

To
= n1_2/5/ | Dy () — Et‘21{‘x‘q<@(m)_Et|Sn1/ﬁ}pa(az) dz

—0o0

xo
+ nl_z/ﬁ/ |®(z) — Et|21{\$t(x)_Et\gnl/ﬂ/\‘x‘q}pa(‘f) dz.

—00

Using (5.37) and the boundedness of k2 on the first term we have that

xo
n'=2” / [®u(@) = Bu* L0 5,0 o <mi/9yPa (@) do

— 00

< nl=%8 / (2 (B)] +1)*2*11 10 <178y Pac() A

—z0
nl/aB

< Oy~ / 2297170 4y — O 2B (1 4 20098 < ¢

—x0

The second term contains a similar consideration, indeed

—0o0

To &
nl_w/ [@4(2) = Bl L8, (2) ol <n /2 pjajy P () Ao S/ (n!P A 27)?po () do
oy

nl/aB o

= n1—2/5 / l‘2qpa(l‘) dz + nl_z/ﬁ / nz/ﬁpa(x) dz < CII‘
—z0 nl/QB

In the next step we treat the term 7}, ; . Note first that by the von Bahr-Esseen inequality
we obtain

Eljn YT, 00") < Con"/PE[| Zp k|-

Decomposing as above we have that
0
n' R Zy g a]') = 2711_’"/6/ [24() = Et|" 15, (1) m|>nt/5yPal(@) do
o

Qo o

4 2n1—’f‘/ﬁ / ’CI)t(x) — Et‘T1{\5t(gc)—Et\>n1/5}pa(‘T) dx
—0o0

For the first term we recall that ®;(z) is bounded uniformly in ¢t when z lies in a bounded

set, hence n'/? > |®;(x) — Ey| for all sufficiently large n, independent of € (0, z0) and

t > 0, so the first term is zero for sufficiently large n.
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The last term requires more computations. Due to (5.37) and the fact that ko is bounded
it follows that

nt=7/8 /_ii@t(l’) - Et’Tl{@t(x)_};t\>n1/ﬁ}Pa(l’) dz
< Cnt " [ (a®] + 171 gy sty o) da
< Cn'r/P /IO [ L /a1y A
= Ccntr/P /OO e C,
nl/e/K

where we used that rq¢ — a < 0 since r < f3. O

Combining Propositions 5.4-5.7 we finally complete the proof of Theorem 3.1(iii).



6 Tables

Table 5. Absolute value of the bias based
onn = 1000,k =2,p=—-04, v =0.1 and
oo = 0.3 for the minimal contrast estimator.

Hy o On Qnp Hy(p, k)
0.2 0.4 6.1153 0.4078 0.2015
0.6 0.0998 0.0076 0.1818
0.8 0.0417 0.0018 0.1346
1 0.0540 0.0000  0.1137
1.2 0.0451 0.0008 0.0881
1.4 0.0367 0.0045 0.0702
1.6 0.0309 0.0207 0.0706
1.8 0.0117 0.0535 0.0643
0.4 0.4 54236 0.3281 0.1040
0.6 0.0774 0.0035  0.1237
0.8 0.0472 0.0051 0.0748
1 0.0322 0.0003  0.0501
1.2 0.0276 0.0010 0.0351
1.4 0.0115 0.0090 0.0189
1.6 0.0072 0.0487  0.0261
1.8 0.0496 0.1229 0.0193
0.6 0.4 3.6173 0.2007 0.0638
0.6 0.0493 0.0058  0.0608
0.8 0.0375 0.0036  0.0402
1 0.0328 0.0020 0.0235
1.2 0.0115 0.0161  0.0187
1.4 0.0067 0.0327  0.0065
1.6 0.0366 0.0933 0.0112
1.8 0.1129 0.2501  0.0089
0.8 0.4 1.6906 0.0866 0.0204
0.6 0.0483 0.0027  0.0404
0.8 0.0514 0.0025 0.0303
1 0.0345 0.0027  0.0167
1.2 0.0063 0.0215 0.0107
1.4 0.0160 0.0511  0.0057
1.6 0.0702 0.1425 0.0014
1.8 0.1724 0.3915 0.0016
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Table 6. Standard deviation based on n =
1000, k=2, p=—-0.4,v =0.1 and 09 = 0.3
for the minimal contrast estimator.

Hy g On Qnp Hy(p, k)
0.2 0.4 74104 0.4585 0.1609
0.6 0.4289 0.0925 0.1622
0.8 0.2445 0.0681 0.1468
1 0.2047 0.0773  0.1355
1.2 0.1831 0.0923 0.1283
1.4 0.1733 0.1118  0.1244
1.6 0.1551 0.1376  0.1216
1.8 0.1415 0.1461 0.1210
04 0.4 79313 0.4407 0.1664
0.6 0.3619 0.0717  0.1723
0.8 0.2295 0.0686  0.1546
1 0.1864 0.0869  0.1503
1.2 0.1698 0.1151 0.1448
1.4 0.1590 0.1583 0.1384
1.6 0.1527 0.1964  0.1447
1.8 0.1255 0.1959  0.1397
0.6 0.4 7.3589 0.3497 0.1923
0.6 0.2561 0.0652 0.1729
0.8 0.1948 0.0676  0.1579
1 0.1817 0.1030  0.1538
1.2 0.1683 0.1411 0.1406
1.4 0.16561 0.1974  0.1498
1.6 0.1559 0.2431 0.1465
1.8 0.1171 0.2271 0.1410
0.8 0.4 5.0779 0.2183 0.1848
0.6 0.2539 0.0632 0.1758
0.8 0.2014 0.0748  0.1523
1 0.1864 0.1140  0.1546
1.2 0.1843 0.1765 0.1533
1.4 0.1749 0.2353 0.1424
1.6 0.1402 0.2413  0.1417
1.8 0.1156 0.2342  0.1361




Table 7. Absolute value of the bias based
onn=10000, k=2,p=—-04,v=0.1 and
oo = 0.3 for the minimal contrast estimator.

Hy g on o H,(p,k)
0.2 0.4 22799 0.1415 0.2563
0.6 0.0106 0.0018 0.1652
0.8 0.0032 0.0025 0.1134
1 0.0046 0.0005  0.0848
1.2 0.0078 0.0012  0.0636
1.4 0.0110 0.0015 0.0516
1.6 0.0107 0.0012 0.0413
1.8 0.0077 0.0010 0.0318
04 0.4 0.6629 0.0458 0.1766
0.6 0.0081 0.0003 0.1022
0.8 0.0050 0.0017 0.0600
1 0.0018 0.0010  0.0366
1.2 0.0052 0.0018 0.0234
1.4 0.0068 0.0019 0.0170
1.6 0.0097 0.0065 0.0103
1.8 0.0124 0.0145 0.0041
0.6 0.4 0.1517 0.0171 0.1130
0.6 0.0021 0.0010 0.0588
0.8 0.0067 0.0015 0.0314
1 0.0057 0.0011  0.0156
1.2 0.0025 0.0008 0.0070
1.4 0.0032 0.0010 0.0034
1.6 0.0081 0.0050 0.0008
1.8 0.0143 0.0126  0.0017
0.8 0.4 0.0575 0.0060 0.0793
0.6 0.0053 0.0013 0.0335
0.8 0.0033 0.0002 0.0131
1 0.0049 0.0004  0.0065
1.2 0.0000 0.0006 0.0014
1.4 0.0030 0.0014 0.0004
1.6 0.0095 0.0045 0.0016
1.8 0.0039 0.0035 0.0002
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Table 8. Standard deviation based on n =
10000, £k =2, p = —-04, v = 0.1 and 0¢p =
0.3 for the minimal contrast estimator.

Hy «p On an H,(p, k)
0.2 0.4 44680 0.2759 0.0693
0.6 0.0983 0.0292 0.0560
0.8 0.1062 0.0313 0.0510
1 0.0642 0.0236  0.0499
1.2 0.0684 0.0354 0.0484
1.4 0.0699 0.0506 0.0489
1.6 0.0711 0.0666  0.0479
1.8 0.0654 0.0678  0.0476
04 0.4 22370 0.1458 0.0704
0.6 0.0826 0.0230 0.0628
0.8 0.0933 0.0305 0.0509
1 0.0577 0.0309  0.0504
1.2 0.0574 0.0393 0.0494
1.4 0.0647 0.0620 0.0465
1.6 0.0812 0.0959 0.0484
1.8 0.0825 0.1168  0.0479
0.6 0.4 0.6954 0.0689 0.0713
0.6 0.1014 0.0226 0.0576
0.8 0.0756 0.0290 0.0506
1 0.0589 0.0327  0.0481
1.2 0.0546 0.0446  0.0480
1.4 0.0710 0.0749 0.0479
1.6  0.0955 0.1238 0.0462
1.8 0.0957 0.1469  0.0469
0.8 0.4 0.3571 0.05610 0.0749
0.6 0.1290 0.0256  0.0596
0.8 0.0524 0.0245 0.0515
1 0.0645 0.0388  0.0497
1.2 0.0670 0.0593 0.0475
1.4 0.0845 0.0951 0.0470
1.6 0.1119 0.1512 0.0482
1.8 0.0987 0.1621 0.0508




Table 9. Absolute value of bias based on
n = 10000, k =1, p = —04, v = 0.1 and
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Table 10. Standard deviation based on n =
10000, k =1, p=—-04, v =0.1 and 0¢p =

oo = 0.3.

Hy o On o H,(p, k)

0.2 0.4 0.0202 0.0177 0.1873
0.6 0.0671 0.0001 0.1329
0.8 0.0256 0.0015 0.0966
1 0.0044 0.0028 0.0745
1.2 0.0026 0.0018 0.0589
1.4 0.0097 0.0065 0.0465
1.6 0.0161 0.0135 0.0376
1.8 0.0216 0.0270 0.0286

0.4 0.4 0.0656 0.0090 0.0824
0.6 0.0623 0.0017 0.0564
0.8 0.0201 0.0020 0.0394
1 0.0017 0.0037  0.0278
1.2 0.0076 0.0052  0.0202
1.4 0.0109 0.0089 0.0128
1.6 0.0229 0.0271  0.0066
1.8 0.0177 0.0288  0.0048

0.6 0.4 0.0659 0.0110 0.0109
0.6 0.0724 0.0018 0.0114
0.8 0.0254 0.0022 0.0025
1 0.0050 0.0101  0.0009
1.2 0.0131 0.0127  0.0002
1.4 0.0189 0.0194 0.0027
1.6 0.0083 0.0167  0.0004
1.8 0.0241 0.0456 0.0014

0.8 0.4 0.0813 0.0116 0.1184
0.6 0.0937 0.0039 0.0825
0.8 0.0343 0.0117  0.0499
1 0.0033 0.0194  0.0258
1.2 0.0035 0.0120 0.0005
1.4 0.0012 0.0197 0.0034
1.6 0.0162 0.0439  0.0054
1.8 0.0214 0.0571  0.0034

0.3.

Hy o On o H,(p, k)

0.2 0.4 0.6538 0.0803 0.0655
0.6 0.0681 0.0247 0.0548
0.8 0.0599 0.0239 0.0501
1 0.0693 0.0324 0.0474
1.2 0.0633 0.0422 0.0459
1.4  0.0711 0.0598 0.0461
1.6 0.0835 0.0901 0.0458
1.8 0.0841 0.1071 0.0437

0.4 0.4 0.3547 0.0625 0.0638
0.6 0.0769 0.0271  0.0562
0.8 0.0754 0.0355 0.0494
1 0.0549 0.0409  0.0473
1.2 0.0636 0.0560 0.0478
1.4 0.0751 0.0777 0.0452
1.6 0.1003 0.1242 0.0459
1.8  0.0685 0.1096 0.0441

0.6 0.4 0.8005 0.0619 0.0637
0.6 0.0668 0.0342 0.0544
0.8 0.0722 0.0512 0.0521
1 0.0695 0.0575 0.0494
1.2 0.0772 0.0717  0.0453
1.4 0.1065 0.1194 0.0458
1.6 0.0777 0.1138 0.0441
1.8 0.0648 0.1238 0.0449

0.8 0.4 0.7398 0.0648 0.0660
0.6 0.1042 0.0448 0.0550
0.8 0.1182 0.0728 0.0506
1 0.0845 0.0830  0.0460
1.2 0.0764 0.0747 0.0444
1.4 0.0630 0.1042 0.0464
1.6 0.0700 0.1390 0.0452
1.8 0.0602 0.1412 0.0419




Table 11. Absolute value of bias for
(Tlows Qlow) for n = 10000, p = —0.4 and

oy = 0.3.

Hy

Qo

Olow

Qlow
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Table 12. Standard deviation of (Glow, Glow)

for n = 10000, p = —0.4 and o¢ = 0.3.

0.2

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8

0.2872
0.2860
0.2725
0.2390
0.0888
0.0065
0.0077
0.0047

0.0371
0.1737
0.3817
0.4889
0.1818
0.0044
0.0080
0.0013

Hy

o7y

Olow

Qlow

0.4

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8

0.2805
0.2693
0.2053
0.0543
0.0052
0.0012
0.0005
0.0006

0.0364
0.1606
0.2938
0.1374
0.0043
0.0011
0.0010
0.0007

0.2

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
14
1.6
1.8

0.0514
0.0420
0.0676
0.1036
0.1322
0.1000
0.0510
0.0264

0.2249
0.2195
0.2181
0.2549
0.2632
0.2301
0.1362
0.0765

0.6

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8

0.2764
0.2285
0.1752
0.0077
0.0020
0.0001
0.0002
0.0006

0.0460
0.1362
0.2583
0.0135
0.0023
0.0001
0.0005
0.0000

0.4

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
14
1.6
1.8

0.0680
0.0741
0.1525
0.2039
0.0528
0.0236
0.0151
0.0112

0.2127
0.2198
0.2459
0.3633
0.0875
0.0451
0.0308
0.0222

0.8

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8

0.2688
0.1389
0.0096
0.0062
0.0013
0.0003
0.0001
0.0000

0.0713
0.0917
0.0286
0.0073
0.0000
0.0023
0.0010
0.0020

0.6

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
14
1.6
1.8

0.0734
0.1522
0.1790
0.1245
0.0259
0.0149
0.0106
0.0078

0.2108
0.2142
0.2618
0.1896
0.0371
0.0283
0.0252
0.0204

0.8

0.4
0.6
0.8
1

1.2
14
1.6
1.8

0.0853
0.2856
0.2399
0.0659
0.0201
0.0118
0.0084
0.0064

0.2041
0.2329
0.2664
0.0793
0.0306
0.0281
0.0255
0.0208




Table 13. Failure rates for n = 10000, p = —0.4, k =2, v = 0.1 and o9 = 0.3.

Failure rate (%)

HO (67)) (510W7 a1OW7 Hlow) Sn
0.2 04 88.17 14.83
0.6 84.08 0
0.8 69.67 0
1 38.58 0
1.2 0.42 0

1.4 3.25 0.17
1.6 3.83 1
1.8 1.58 2.25
04 04 86.08 20.17
0.6 76.75 0.17
0.8 62.58 0
1 19.17 0.18
1.2 0 0
1.4 0 0.33
1.6 0 1.42
1.8 0 7.17
06 04 87 28.67
0.6 72.67 0
0.8 41.75 0
1 0.08 0
1.2 0 0
1.4 0 0.08
1.6 0 2.42
1.8 0 10.25
0.8 04 89.50 26.33
0.6 69.33 0.33
0.8 2.17 0
1 0.08 0.25
1.2 0 0
1.4 0 0.17
1.6 0 3.92
1.8 0 11
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