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Abstract

This paper focuses on estimating the invariant density function fX of the strongly

mixing stationary process Xt in the multiplicative measurement errors model Yt =

XtUt, where Ut is also a strongly mixing stationary process. We propose a novel ap-

proach to handle non-independent data, typical in real-world scenarios. For instance,

data collected from various groups may exhibit interdependencies within each group,

resembling data generated from m-dependent stationary processes, a subset of sta-

tionary processes. This study extends the applicability of the model Yt = XtUt to

diverse scientific domains dealing with complex dependent data. The paper outlines

our estimation techniques, discusses convergence rates, establishes a lower bound on

the minimax risk, and demonstrates the asymptotic normality of the estimator for fX
under smooth error distributions. Through examples and simulations, we showcase the

efficacy of our estimator. The paper concludes by providing proofs for the presented

theoretical results.

Mathematics Subject Classifications (2020): 62G05; 62G07; 60G10; 62G20.

Key words: Density estimation; multiplicative measurement errors; the Mellin transform;

stationary processes; strongly mixing.

1 Introduction

Let Xt1 , . . . , Xtn be positive random variables generated from the strongly mixing stationary

process Xt with unknown invariant density function fX : R+ → R+. Our objective is to

estimate the density function fX based on observations, while accounting for the presence
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of multiplicative measurement errors. In particular, let us assume that we have a sample

consisting of observations Yt1 , . . . , Ytn according to the following model

Ytj = XtjUtj , j = 1, . . . , n.

Here Ut1 , . . . , Utn are error random variables generated from the strongly mixing stationary

processes Ut with known invariant density function g : R+ → R+. The processes Xt and Ut

are independent. The density function g is called error density. Assume that the strongly

mixing stationary processes are observed at discrete time tj = j∆ (where ∆ is a positive

constant). For brevity, we will denote Xtj , Ytj , Utj by Xj, Yj, Uj , respectively. Consequently,

our model can be expressed as

Yj = XjUj, j = 1, . . . , n. (1)

In this setting the invariant density function fY : R+ → R+ of the process {Yj} is given by

fY (y) = [fX ∗ g](y) =
∫ ∞

0

fX(x)g(y/x)x
−1dx, ∀y ∈ R+

such that ∗ denotes multiplicative convolution. The estimation of fX using a sample Y1, . . . , Yn
generated from the strongly mixing stationary process Yt = XtUt with density function fY
is thus an inverse problem called “multiplicative deconvolution”.

Model (1) has found a lot of applications in various fields of research and has been exten-

sively studied in the context where X1, . . . , Xn are independent and identically distributed

(i.i.d.) samples from the distribution of X , and U1, . . . , Un are i.i.d. samples from the distri-

bution of U . In the field of survival analysis, as elucidated and motivated in Van Es et al.[19],

when X represents the true positive survival time of a patient who has been sampled, and

the random variable Y represents their observed survival time, it is reasonable to assume

that the sampling time is uniformly distributed throughout the entire survival period of

length X . Hence, we have Y = XU , where U follows a uniform distribution on the interval

[0, 1]. Additionally, in survey sampling, model (1) is also employed to investigate sensitive

information among respondents, where obtaining accurate responses can be challenging, as

discussed in Shou and Gupta [17].

In the traditional framework where X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d∼ X and U1, . . . , Un

i.i.d∼ U , the founda-

tional works of Vardi [20] and Vardi et al.[21] were pivotal in introducing and investigating

deeply into multiplicative censoring, a specific aspect of the multiplicative deconvolution

problem where the multiplicative error U is uniformly distributed over the interval [0, 1].

The task of estimating the cumulative distribution function of X was significantly advanced

in Vardi et al.[21] and Asgharian and Wolfson [2]. Meanwhile, series expansion methods,

approaching the model as an inverse problem, were explored in Andersen and Hansen [1].

In the realm of density estimation within a multiplicative censoring model, Brunel et al.[6]

introduced both kernel estimators and convolution power kernel estimators. The study of

Comte and Dion [7] focuses on a projection density estimator based on the Laguerre basis,

assuming a uniform error distribution across the interval [1− α, 1 + α], where α lies within

(0, 1). In the work of Belomestny and Goldenshluger [3], the authors study the scenario

where the error U is beta-distributed. Additionally, Miguel et al.[8] highlighted the transfor-

mative role of Mellin transform in a fully data-driven procedure for nonparametric density

estimation. Lastly, Miguel et al.[9] focuses on nonparametric estimation using a plug-in
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approach, combining Mellin transform estimation and regularization for a linear functional

evaluated at an unknown density function.

In the context of dependent data where Xt and Ut are stationary proccesses, the con-

sidering model has received limited attention in research studies. However, in the scenario

where X1, . . . , Xn being a stationary process and U1, . . . , Un
i.i.d∼ U , the work by Miguel and

Phandoidaen [10] stands out, presenting an estimation for the unknown survival function

within the framework of model (1).

In this study, our primary focus revolves around the estimation of the invariant density

function fX within scenarios where bothXt and Ut are conceptualized as stationary processes.

A pivotal aspect of our investigation lies in the adept handling of non-independent data,

mirroring real-world complexities. A prevalent scenario arises when data is gathered from

diverse groups, and within each group, there exist interdependencies among the data points.

These interdependencies align with data patterns generated from m-dependent stationary

processes, constituting a distinctive subset of stationary processes. The incorporation of

this assumption, especially concerning Ut, introduces an innovative approach that has not

been explored previously, enriching the precision and profundity of our modeling and density

estimation. This study not only broadens the applications of model (1) to various scientific

domains but also proves invaluable in instances involving intricate interdependencies among

data points. This paper focuses on the smooth error density class, which includes many

important distributions such as uniform, beta, etc., under the assumption

c(1 + |p|)−κ ≤
∣∣gmt (p)

∣∣ ≤ C(1 + |p|)−κ, (2)

where C ≥ c > 0, κ > 0 and gmt (p) is the Mellin transform of the invariant error density

function g, see for instance Miguel et al.[8].

The structure of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines our proposed

estimator by using the Mellin transform. In Section 3, we discuss convergence rates, provide

a lower bound on the minimax risk, and explore the asymptotic normality of the estimator

for fX , all without including proofs. Applications and simulations are thoroughly examined

in Section 4. Concluding the paper, Section 5 offers detailed proofs for the results introduced

in Section 3.

2 Construction of the estimators

2.1 Mellin transform

In the multiplicative censoring model (1), we consider a density estimator using the Mellin

transform. The key to the analysis of the multiplicative deconvolution problem is the convo-

lution theorem of the Mellin transform M, which roughly states M[fY ] = M[fX ]M[g] for a

density fY = fX ∗ g. For ̺ ≥ 1, we denote by L+
̺ = L̺(R+) the set of Lebesgue measurable

functions f satisfying ||f ||̺ =
(∫∞

0
|f (x) |̺dx

)1/̺
<∞. For f ∈ L+

1 , the Mellin transform of

f in the point c+ ip ∈ C is defined by

Mc[f ] (p) := M[f ] (c+ ip) =

∫ ∞

0

xc−1+ipf (x) dx (3)
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provided that the integral is absolutely convergent. If there exists a c ∈ R such that the

mapping x 7→ xc−1f(x) is integrable over R+ then the region Ξf ⊆ C of absolute convergence

of the integral in (3) is either a vertical strip {s + ip ∈ C : s ∈ (a, b), p ∈ R} for a < b with

c ∈ (a, b) or a vertical line {c+ ip ∈ C : p ∈ R}. We can see some techniques to determine Ξf

in ([8]). Note that for any density f ∈ L+
1 the vertical line {1 + ip ∈ C : p ∈ R} belongs to

Ξf , and hence the Mellin transform M1[f ] is well-defined. In this article, we will restrict to

the case of model parameter c = 1 and denote fmt = M1[f ]. Nevertheless, we can extend for

arbitrary model parameters c ∈ R. For c = 1, the inversion formula of the Mellin transform

is given by

f (x) =
1

2π

∫ +∞

−∞
x−1−ipfmt (p) dp, x ∈ R+. (4)

2.2 The proposed estimators

In the present paper, we consider the problem on a dependent process. As known, there are

various types of dependence conditions which is deeply studied (see Bradley [5]). In this pa-

per, we limit ourselves to the α−mixing dependence which was introduced by Rosenblatt [16].

Let Fk
i be the σ-algebra of events generated by the random variables {Xj , 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ k}.

The process {Xj} is called strongly mixing or α-mixing (see [5, 16]) if

sup
j∈N

sup
A∈Fj

1

B∈F+∞

j+k

|P [AB]− P [A] .P [B]| = αX (k) → 0 as k → +∞,

where αX (k) is the strong mixing coefficient of the process {Xj}. The quantity is a kind

of measures of dependence. When (Xj) is mutually independent then supk αX (k) = 0. The

condition αX(k) → 0 means that Xj and Xj+k are “asymptotically independent” as k → ∞.

With the dependence properties, we can establish an estimator of deconvolution which is

consistent.

From (4), to obtain an estimator of fX(x), we first try to construct a suitable estimator

of fmt
X (p) = fmt

Y (p)/gmt(p). By replacing fmt
Y (p) with its empirical counterpart f̂mt

Y (p) =
1
n

∑n
j=1 Y

ip
j and using the kernel function construction as in Belomestny and Goldenshluger

[4], we obtain an estimator of fX(x) in the final form

f̂n (x) =
1

2π

∫ +∞

−∞
x−1−ipK

ft (pbn)

gmt(p)

1

n

n∑

j=1

Y ip
j dp, x ∈ R+, (5)

where bn is the positive parameter which tends to 0 as n tends to infinity, K is a known

kernel function and Kft (p) :=
∫ +∞
−∞ eipxK (x) dx is the Fourier transform of K.

2.3 Assumptions

Assumption A

(A1) The kernel function K is supported on [−1, 1], bounded and for a positive integer

number m,
∫ 1

−1

K (x) dx = 1,

∫ 1

−1

xkK (x) dx = 0, k = 1, ..., m.
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(A2) The Fourier transform Kft of the kernel function K satisfies
∫
|p|kκ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣kdp < ∞

for k = 1, 2 and κ is given in (2).

Assumption B

(B1) For some κ > 0, 0 < c ≤ C,D > 0, the error density function g of the process Ut has

the Mellin transform satisfying

c(1 + |p|)−κ ≤
∣∣gmt (p)

∣∣ ≤ C(1 + |p|)−κ,
∣∣∣
(
gmt (p)

)′∣∣∣ ≤ D(1 + |p|)−κ for all p ∈ R.

(B2) The 2-dimensional probability density function fYj ,Yk
(u, v) exists and is bounded for

all 1 ≤ j, k ≤ n.

Remark 2.1 The kernel function K can be constructed satisfying the Assumption A in

different ways. For example, let w (x) = e−x2/2/
√
2π and for a fixed natural number m let

K (x) =

m+1∑

j=1

(
m+ 1

j

)
(−1)j+11

j
w

(
x

j

)
. (6)

The Fourier transform of K is given by

Kft (p) =

m+1∑

j=1

(
m+ 1

j

)
(−1)j+1e−j2p2/2. (7)

It is well-known that the kernel K defines in (6) and its Fourier transform in (7) satisfying

the Assumption A (see Kerkyacharian et al.[14]).

3 Preliminary results

In this Section, we introduce some results on the bias and variance, then the almost surely

converrgence of our proposed estimator.

The bias of the estimators will be analyzed under a local smoothness assumption on fX .

Let s > 0, A > 0, x > 0 and r > 1. We say that f ∈ Fx,r (A, s) if f is a probability

density, that is, l = ⌊s⌋ := max {k ∈ N0 : k < s} times continuously differentiable, and

maxk=1,...,l

∣∣f (k) (x1)
∣∣ ≤ A,

∣∣f (l) (x1)− f (l) (x2)
∣∣ ≤ A |x1 − x2|s−l , ∀x1, x2 ∈

[
r−1x, rx

]
.

The following Theorem gives an upper bound on the bias of f̂n (x) when fX (x) ∈
Fx,r (A, s). We refer Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 of [4] for the proof of this theorem.

Theorem 3.1 Let fX (x) ∈ Fx,r (A, s) and f̂n(x) be given in (5). Let K be the kernel

function K satisfying Assumption A with m ≥ ⌊s⌋ + 1, then for any x > 0 and n large

enough

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

bias
[
f̂n(x)

]
≤ O (bsn) ,

where bias
[
f̂n(x)

]
=
∣∣∣Ef̂n(x)− fX(x)

∣∣∣.
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The general bounds for the variance of f̂n are given in the Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2 Let Assumption A and Assumption B hold. For δ > 0, assume that the

processes Xt, Ut have strong mixing coefficients αX (k) , αU (k) ≤ O
(
1/k2+δ

)
. If fX (x) ∈

Fx,r (A, s), then for any positive sequence (bn) such that bn → 0 and nb1+2κ
n → ∞ as n→ ∞,

σ2
1 (x) = lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

[
nb1+2κ

n var
(
f̂n (x)

)]
≤ lim

m→∞
sup
n≥m

[
nb1+2κ

n var
(
f̂n (x)

)]
= σ2

2 (x)

at continuity points x > 0 of fY . Where

σ2
1 (x) =

fY (x)

2πx
lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp ≥ fY (x)

2πxC2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣2dp, (8)

σ2
2 (x) =

fY (x)

2πx
lim

m→∞
sup
n≥m

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp ≤ fY (x)

2πxC2
1

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣2dp (9)

and

0 < C1 = lim
u→∞

inf
|p|≥u

∣∣gmt (p)
∣∣ |p|κ ≤ lim

u→∞
sup
|p|≥u

∣∣gmt (p)
∣∣ |p|κ = C2.

In Theorem 3.3, we show that the estimator f̂n converge almost surely to fX when n→ ∞
under some assumptions.

Theorem 3.3 Let the Assumption A and assumption B1 hold. For a > 0, 0 < ρ < 1, assume

that the stationary processes Xt, Ut have strong mixing coefficients αX (k) , αU (k) ≤ aρk. If

fX (x) ∈ Fx,r (A, s), then for any positive sequence (bn) such that bn → 0 and nb1+2κ
n → +∞

as n→ +∞, f̂n (x) → fX (x) almost surely.

4 Main results

4.1 Asymptotic normality

The result of asymptotic normality for f̂n is as follows.

Theorem 4.1 Let Assumption A and Assumption B hold. For δ > 0, assume that the

processes Xt, Ut have strong mixing coefficients αX (k) , αU (k) ≤ O
(
1/k2+δ

)
. Choose the

bandwidth bn so that nb1+2κ
n → ∞ and a sequence of positive integers {sn} such that sn → ∞,

sn = O
(
(nbn)

1/2
)
and (n/bn)

1/2αU (sn) → 0 as n→ ∞. Then

lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{
n1/2b1/2+κ

n

(
f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x)

)}
D
=N

(
0; σ2

1 (x)
)
, (10)

lim
m→∞

sup
n≥m

{
n1/2b1/2+κ

n

(
f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x)

)}
D
=N

(
0; σ2

2 (x)
)
, (11)

at continuity points x > 0 of fY , where σ
2
1 (x) and σ

2
2 (x) given in (8) and (9).
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Remark 4.1 The selection of the bandwidth bn in Theorem 4.1 determines the existence of

the sequence of positive integers {sn}. If the stationary processes Xt, Ut have strongly mixing

coefficients αX (k) = O
(
1/k2+δ

)
or αU (k) = O

(
1/k2+δ

)
, we can choose the bandwidth

bn = Cn−ω1 (logn)ω2 (where C > 0, ω1 < min{1/ (1 + 2κ) , (1 + δ) / (3 + δ)}, ω2 ∈ R or

C > 0, ω1 = min{1/ (1 + 2κ) , (1 + δ) / (3 + δ)}, ω2 > 0). In the case αX (k) , αU (k) ≤
O
(
ρk
)
(0 < ρ < 1), bandwidth is chosen satisfying bn = Cn−ω1 (logn)ω2 (C > 0, ω1 <

1/ (1 + 2κ) , ω2 ∈ R or C > 0, ω1 = 1/ (1 + 2κ) , ω2 > 0).

Corollary 4.2 Let Assumptions of Theorem 4.1 hold. If fX (x) ∈ Fx,r (A, s), choose the

bandwidth bn so that nb1+2κ
n → ∞ and nb1+2κ+2s

n → 0 as n→ ∞. Then

lim
m→∞

inf
n>m

{
n1/2b1/2+κ

n

(
f̂n (x)− fX (x)

)}
D
=N

(
0; σ2

1 (x)
)
,

lim
m→∞

sup
n>m

{
n1/2b1/2+κ

n

(
f̂n (x)− fX (x)

)}
D
=N

(
0; σ2

2 (x)
)

at continuity points x > 0 of fY , where σ
2
1 (x) and σ

2
2 (x) given in (8) and (9).

4.2 Bounds of the estimators

The following theorem gives us upper bounds of mean square error of f̂n (x).

Theorem 4.2 Let Assumption A and Assumption B hold, and assume that fX (x) ∈ Fx,r (A, s).

By choosing the bandwidth bn = O
(
n−1/(1+2κ+2s)

)
, we have

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

E

∣∣∣f̂n (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣
2

≤ O
(
n−2s/(1+2κ+2s)

)
,

for n sufficiently large.

Let Tα be the set of all arbitrary estimator f̂ of fX based on data Y1, ..., Yn which is

generated from the α−mixing stationary process Yt in model (1). The next Theorem gives

lower bounds for estimating densities of the set Tα.

Theorem 4.3 Let x ≥ B > 0 for some constant B and suppose that assumption B1 hold

and κ > 1/2. Then

inf
f̂∈Tα

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

E

∣∣∣f̂ (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣
2

≥ O
(
n−2s/(1+2κ+2s)

)
,

for n sufficiently large.

Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3 show that the estimator f̂n attains the minimax rate of

convergence n−2s/(1+2κ+2s) when the error density g is ordinary smooth with κ > 1/2.

7



5 Examples and Simulations

5.1 Cox-Ingersoll-Ross process

The Cox-Ingersoll-Ross process is the solution to the stochastic differential equation

dXt = (θ1 − θ2Xt) dt+ θ3
√
XtdWt.

Under the hypothesis 2θ1 > θ23, there exists a positive τ such that αX (k) ≤ e−τk/4 (see

Corollary 2.1 of Genon-Catalot et al.[11]). The Cox-Ingersoll-Ross process is then an ex-

ponentially strong mixing stationary process and its invariant distribution follows a gamma

density function

fX (x) =
ba

Γ (a)
xa−1 exp (−bx) ,

where the shape parameter a = 2θ1/θ
2
3 and the rate parameter b = 2θ2/θ

2
3.

Assume that Xt is exponentially strongly mixing stationary Cox-Ingersoll-Ross processes

with θ1 = 1, θ2 = 0.5, θ3 = 1 (a = 2, b = 1) and noise random variables Uj follow either an

uniform distribution on [a1, b1] (denote as U(a1,b1)) or Beta distribution (denote as B(a2,b2)).

We now present simulations with different parameter values using the language R. First,

we generate sample paths using the ”sde” package (see Iacus [13]), and then we compute

the estimator’s values. We choose the kernel function K as defined in (6) with its Fourier

transform given in (7) for the case of m = 2. We also select the bandwidth bn = n−1/(1+2κ+2s)

according to Theorem 4.1. The simulations are based on 2000 noisy observations Yj = XjUj

of the Cox-Ingersoll-Ross process Xt, with 50 replications. The results of the mean square

error (MSE) at some points x > 0 for the case where Xt is a Cox-Ingersoll-Ross process and

Ut is selected from
{
U(0,1), U(0.5,1.5), B(1,2), B(2,1), B(2,2)

}
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: The empirical MSE of estimator at some points x > 0 in the case Xt is Cox-
Ingersoll-Ross process and Ut ∈

{
U(0,1), U(0.5,1.5), B(1,2), B(2,1), B(2,2)

}
.

x U(0,1) U(0.5,1.5) B(1,2) B(2,1) B(2,2)

0.5 0.02000825 0.01151807 0.01535441 0.01260686 0.01174962

1.0 0.01147437 0.009493284 0.01464701 0.009180121 0.01356236

1.5 0.001054993 0.0007115975 0.001157075 0.0008065801 0.0009686502

2.0 0.001534092 0.001253764 0.0006557094 0.001036627 0.0006276501

2.5 0.001789301 0.001902348 0.001516154 0.001864769 0.001463214

3.0 0.001974052 0.001711986 0.001340604 0.001830764 0.001237362

3.5 0.001127057 0.001042727 0.0008609882 0.001050847 0.0008042085

4.0 0.0005810139 0.0004889677 0.0005396105 0.0005298024 0.0004642698

4.5 0.0002820801 0.0001894068 0.0002175196 0.0002062239 0.0001943284
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5.2 The m-Dependent stationary process

A very important kind of dependence considering distance as a measure of dependence, is

the m-dependence case. A (discrete time) stationary process {Xj}j∈Z is call m-dependent

stationary process if two sets of random variables {..., Xk−1, Xk} and {Xh, Xh+1, ...} are

independent whenever the time gap between them, represented as h − k, exceeds the value

of m. Clearly, αX (l) = 0 when l > m and the m-dependent stationary process is a special

case of strongly mixing stationary process.

In this specific example, we assume that {Xj}j∈Z is a 30-dependent stationary process

and its invariant distribution is Weibull distribution with the shape parameter a = 2 and

the scale parameter b = 5. We will use the language R to generate data for the 30-dependent

process {Xj}j∈Z as follows. First, we generate 30 independent data points, all following a

Weibull distribution with the shape parameter a = 2 and the scale parameter b = 5. The

31st data point will either be one of the first 30 data points with a probability of 0.5, or

it will be an independent Weibull data point with the same parameters with a probability

of 0.5. Starting from the (30 + l)th data point (where l ≥ 2), it will select one of the data

points from lth to (30 + l − 1)th with a probability of 0.5 (if the data point (30 + l − 1)th

is the same as data point (l − 1)th, it will be removed from the list), and it will also have a

0.5 probability of being an independent Weibull data point with the same parameters. The

noise random variables Uj are chosen in
{
U(0,1), U(0.5,1.5), B(1,2), B(2,1), B(2,2)

}
.

With consistent bandwidth and kernel function, as outlined in Section 4.1, the simulations

are based on 2000 noisy observations, denoted as Yj = XjUj , originating from the {Xj}j∈Z
processes, and this is repeated 50 times. The results of empirical MSE at various points

x > 0 are given in Table 2.

Table 2: The empirical MSE of estimator at various points x > 0 in the case Xt is 30-
dependent stationary process and Ut ∈

{
U(0,1), U(0.5,1.5), B(1,2), B(2,1), B(2,2)

}
.

x U(0,1) U(0.5,1.5) B(1,2) B(2,1) B(2,2)

0.5 0.006237416 0.002502395 0.003739801 0.002115358 0.001116817

1.0 0.002888191 0.001106438 0.009513839 0.001234231 0.009458161

2.0 0.001482346 0.001076423 0.001115319 0.0009224827 0.001071403

3.0 0.0006854486 0.0003894643 0.001294102 0.0002997344 0.001251179

4.0 0.0005290895 0.0004286804 0.0001148088 0.0003080888 0.0001467156

5.0 0.0001766462 0.0001377783 0.00008996057 0.0001675634 0.00008717821

6.0 0.00009856583 0.00006615849 0.0001096502 0.0000772704 0.00008234754

7.0 0.00004252327 0.00003739727 0.00002887898 0.00002122861 0.00002844099

8.0 0.00002642288 0.00002186801 0.0000406609 0.00002247162 0.00004048739
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6 Proofs

6.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Before proving Theorem Theorem 3.2, we prove the following technical lemma.

Lemma 6.1 Asumme that Assumption A and Assumption B1 hold. We have

(a) lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
fY (y) dy = 2πxfY (x) lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp

≥ 2π

C2
2

xfY (x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp,

(b) lim
m→∞

sup
n≥m

1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
fY (y) dy = 2πxfY (x) lim

m→∞
sup
n≥m

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp

≤ 2π

C2
1

xfY (x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

at points of continuity x > 0 of fY , where

φn (y) =

∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ipy b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

and

0 < C1 = lim
u→∞

inf
|p|≥u

∣∣gmt (p)
∣∣ |p|κ ≤ lim

u→∞
sup
|p|≥u

∣∣gmt (p)
∣∣ |p|κ = C2.

Proof of Lemma 6.1.

We verify (a) and use the same argument for (b).

Let h(ln y) = yfY (y), we have

lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
fY (y) dy − 2π

C2
2

xfY (x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

= lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{
1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
h (ln y) d (ln y)− h (ln x)

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
d (ln y)

+
h (ln x)

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
d (ln y)− 2π

C2
2

h (ln x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

}

= lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{∫
[h (ln x− ln y)− h (ln x)]

1

bn
φn

(
ln y

bn

)
d (ln y)

+h (ln x)

[∫
φn (ln y) d (ln y)−

2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

]}
. (12)

To reduce the limit of (12), we consider two steps:

Step 1: we prove

∫
[h (ln x− ln y)− h (lnx)]

1

bn
φn

(
ln y

bn

)
d (ln y) → 0 as n→ ∞.

We have ∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
bκn
∣∣Kft (p)

∣∣
min
|p|≤N

|gmt (p)|1{|p|≤Nbn} + 2
|p|κ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣

C1
1{|p|>Nbn},
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where N is large enough (but fixed) such that: |p|κ |gmt (p)| ≥ C1

2
when |p| > N .

We obtain
∣∣∣∣
∫

bκnK
ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫ ∣∣∣∣

bκnK
ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣ dp

≤
∫ 
 bκn

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣

min
|p|≤N

|gmt (p)|1{|p|≤Nbn} + 2
|p|κ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣

C1
1{|p|>Nbn}


 dp

≤ O (bκn) +
2

C1

∫
|p|κ

∣∣Kft (p)
∣∣ dp ≤ D1, ∀n (13)

where D1 > 0 is a constant.

∫
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp = − 1

i ln y

(
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣
+∞

−∞
−
∫
e−ip ln y

(
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

)′
dp

)

= − 1

i ln y

∫
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p) (gmt (p/bn))
′

[gmt (p/bn)]
2 dp.

We deduce
∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣ ≤
1

|ln y|

∫ ∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p) (gmt (p/bn))
′

[gmt (p/bn)]
2

∣∣∣∣ dp.

By the similar argument as (13), we conclude

∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣ ≤
D2

|ln y| ∀n ⇒ sup
n

∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ip ln y b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

≤ D2
2

|ln y|2
, (14)

where D2 > 0 is a constant.

From (13), (14) and using argument as in proof of Lemma 5.1 in Trong and Hung [18],

we get ∫
[h (ln x− ln y)− h (ln x)]

1

bn
φn

(
ln y

bn

)
d (ln y) → 0 as n→ ∞. (15)

Step 2: we prove lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{
h (ln x)

[∫
φn (ln y)d (ln y)−

2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

]}
≥ 0.

We have

∫
φn (ln y) d (ln y) =

∫ +∞

−∞
φn (y) dy =

∫ +∞

−∞

∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ipy b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

dy

=

∫ +∞

−∞

∣∣∣∣∣∣

[
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

]ft
(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

dy

= 2π

∫ +∞

−∞

∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp by Parseval’s identity.
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We obtain

lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{
h (ln x)

[∫
φn (ln y)d (ln y)−

2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

]}

= h (ln x)

[
lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

∫
φn (ln y) d (ln y)−

2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp

]

= h (ln x)


 lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

2π

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp− 2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp




≥ h (ln x)


2π

∫
lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

|p|2κ
∣∣Kft (p)

∣∣
∣∣∣gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣
2

|p/bn|2κ
dp− 2π

C2
2

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp


 = 0. (16)

From (12), (15) and (16), we conclude

2π

C2
2

xfY (x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp ≤ lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
fY (y) dy.

Similarly, we have

lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
h (ln y)d (ln y)

= lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{
1

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
h (ln y) d (ln y)− h (ln x)

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
d (ln y)

+
h (ln x)

bn

∫
φn

(
ln x− ln y

bn

)
d (ln y)

}

= lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

{∫
[h (ln x− ln y)− h (ln x)]

1

bn
φn

(
ln y

bn

)
d (ln y) + h (ln x)

∫
φn (ln y)d (ln y)

}

= 2πxfY (x) lim
m→∞

inf
n≥m

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

dp.

�

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First, we define

Wbn (x) :=
1

2π

∫
e−ipx Kft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp.

The estimator f̂n can be represented as

f̂n (x) =
1

nx

n∑

j=1

1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)
.

Denote

µn =
1

bn
E

[
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)]
and Un,j =

1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)
− µn.

We have

µn =
1

bn
E

[
1

2π

∫
e
−ip

(
lnx−lnYj

bn

)
Kft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

]
= xE

[
f̂n (x)

]
→ xfX (x) as n→ ∞,
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where the last step follows by Theorem 3.1. Then

b1+2κ
n Var [Un,j] = b1+2κ

n E|Un,j|2 = b1+2κ
n E

∣∣∣∣
1

bn

1

2π

∫
e
−ip

(
lnx−lnYj

bn

)
Kft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp− µn

∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

bn
E

∣∣∣∣
1

2π

∫
e
−ip

(
lnx−lnYj

bn

)
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

+ O (1)

=
1

4π2

1

bn

∫ ∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ip( lnx−ln y

bn
) b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

fY (y)dy + O (1) .

By Lemma 6.1, we have

x2σ2
1 (x) = lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

b1+2κ
n Var [Un,j] ≤ lim

m→∞
sup
n≥m

b1+2κ
n Var [Un,j] = x2σ2

2 (x) . (17)

We have

b1+2κ
n

n∑

l=2

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| = b1+2κ
n

cn∑

l=2

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}|+ b1+2κ
n

n∑

l=cn+1

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}|

= S1 + S2,

where cn → ∞ such that cnbn → 0 as n→ ∞.

Let Zj = lnYj, fZj
(u) and fZj ,Zk

(u, v) (1 ≤ j, k ≤ n) be the probability density function of

Zj and the joint probability density function of (Zj, Zk), respectively.

For 2 ≤ l ≤ cn, we have in view of (13) and (14)

Cov {Un,1, Un,l} =
1

b2n
Cov

{
Wbn

(
ln x− lnY1

bn

)
,Wbn

(
ln x− lnYl

bn

)}

=
1

b2n

∫∫
Wbn

(
ln x− u

bn

)
Wbn

(
ln x− v

bn

)
[fZ1,Zl

(u, v)− fZ1
(u) fZl

(v)] dudv

≤
sup
u,v,l

|fZ1,Zl
(u, v)− fZ1

(u) fZl
(v)|

b2n



∫ ∣∣∣∣Wbn

(
ln x− u

bn

)∣∣∣∣ du



2

= O (1)

[∫
|Wbn (u)| du

]2
≤ O (1)

b2κ
.

Then

S1 = b1+2κ
n

cn∑

l=2

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| ≤ b1+2κ
n cn

O (1)

b2κ
= O (bncn) → 0 as n→ ∞.

For cn + 1 ≤ l ≤ n, note that the process (Yj) is also strongly mixing (see Bradley [5])

with strong mixing coefficient αY (k) ≤ O
(
1
/
k2+δ

)
. This condition is equivalent to for some

ν > 2 and a > 1− 2/ν,

∞∑

k=1

ka[αY (k)]1−2/ν <∞. (18)

Applying Davydov’s Lemma (see Hall and Heyde [12], Corollary A.2), we find

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| ≤
8

b2n
[αY (l − 1)]1−2/ν

{
E

[∣∣∣∣Wbn

(
ln x− lnY1

bn

)∣∣∣∣
ν]}2/ν

.
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Note that
1

bn
E

[∣∣∣∣Wbn

(
ln x− lnY1

bn

)∣∣∣∣
ν]

≤ O (1)

∫
|Wbn (u)|νdu ≤ O (1)

bνκn
,

where the last step follows by (13) and (14).

Hence,

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| ≤
O (1)

b
2+2κ−2/ν
n

[αY (l − 1)]1−2/ν

and

S2 = b1+2κ
n

n∑

l=cn+1

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| ≤
O (1)

b
1−2/ν
n

n∑

l=cn+1

[αY (l − 1)]1−2/ν

≤ O (1)

canb
1−2/ν
n

∞∑

j=cn

ja[αY (j)]1−2/ν .

Choose cn =

(
1

b
1−2/ν
n

)1/a

then for a > 1− 2/ν we obtain cnbn → 0 as required. Then

S2 ≤ O (1)
∞∑

j=cn

ja[αY (j)]1−2/ν → 0 as n→ ∞ follows by (18).

Therefore,

lim
n→∞

b1+2κ
n

n∑

l=2

|Cov {Un,1, Un,l}| = 0. (19)

We have

nVar
[
f̂n (x)

]
= nVar

{
1

nx

n∑

j=1

1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)}

=
1

x2
Var

[
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)]

+
2

nx2

n∑

j=2

[n− (j − 1)] Cov

{
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnY1

bn

)
,
1

bn
Wbn

(
lnx− lnYj

bn

)}

=
1

x2
Var

[
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)]

+
2

x2

n∑

j=2

(
1− j − 1

n

)
cov

{
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnY1

bn

)
,
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)}

=
1

x2
Var [Un,j] +

2

x2

n∑

j=2

(
1− j − 1

n

)
Cov {Un,1, Un,j}.

By (17) and (19), we obtain

σ2
1 (x) = lim

m→∞
inf
n≥m

nb1+2κ
n Var

[
f̂n (x)

]
≤ lim

m→∞
sup
n≥m

nb1+2κ
n Var

[
f̂n (x)

]
= σ2

2 (x) .

This completes the proof of Theorem 3.2. �
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6.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

To prove Theorem 3.3, we first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2 Let (Yj) be a stationary strongly mixing process on the probability space (Ω,A,P)
with the mixing coefficient satisfying α (k) ≤ aρk (a > 0, 0 < ρ < 1). Let Zj = ψ1 (Yj) +

i.ψ2 (Yj) where ψ1 and ψ2 are real-valued Borel measurable function. Assume that E (Zj) = 0

and |Zj | ≤ d. Let an integer n ≥ 1 be given. Then for all ε > 0,

P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
≤ 2

(
1 + 4ae−2L

)
exp

(
− ε2n

4
(
E|Z1|2 +

√
2εd
/
6
)
)
,

where L ≥ 1 is a constant.

Proof of Lemma 6.2. We have

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
=





1

n

√√√√
[

n∑

j=1

ψ1 (Yj)

]2
+

[
n∑

j=1

ψ2 (Yj)

]2
≥ ε





⊂
{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

ψ1 (Yj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
√
2

2
ε

}
∪
{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

ψ2 (Yj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
√
2

2
ε

}
.

We deduce

P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
≤ P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

ψ1 (Yj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
√
2

2
ε

}
+ P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

ψ2 (Yj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
√
2

2
ε

}
.

Note that

E (Zj) = E [ψ1 (Yj) + i.ψ2 (Yj)] = 0. This implies E [ψ1 (Yj)] = E [ψ2 (Yj)] = 0.

|ψk (Yj)| ≤ |Zj| ≤ d, k = 1, 2.

From Theorem 2.1 of N’drin and Hili [15], we have

P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

ψk (Yj)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
√
2

2
ε

}
≤
(
1 + 4ae−2L

)
exp

(
− ε2n

4
(
E|ψk (Y1)|2 +

√
2εd/6

)
)
.

Therefore,

P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
≤ 2

(
1 + 4ae−2L

)
exp

(
− ε2n

4
(
E|Z1|2 +

√
2εd/6

)
)
.

�

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Notice that

∣∣∣f̂n (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x) + Ef̂n (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x)

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣Ef̂n (x)− fX (x)

∣∣∣ .
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Then we get

∣∣∣f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣
1

2π

∫
x−1−ipK

ft (pbn)

gmt (p)

1

n

n∑

j=1

(
Y ip
j − EY ip

j

)
dp

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

nb1+κ
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

1

2π

∫
x−1−ip b

1+κ
n Kft (pbn)

gmt (p)

(
Y ip
j − EY ip

j

)
dp

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

nb1+κ
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where Zj =
1

2π

∫
x−1−ip b

1+κ
n Kft (pbn)

gmt (p)

(
Y ip
j − EY ip

j

)
dp.

We verify that Zj satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 6.2. We first have (Zj)j=1,n are

identical distributions, E [Zj] = 0, ∀j. For ∀x > 0, we have

|Zj| =

∣∣∣∣
1

2π

∫
x−1−ip b

1+κ
n Kft (pbn)

gmt (p)

(
Y ip
j − EY ip

j

)
dp

∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2πx

∫ ∣∣x−ip
∣∣
∣∣∣∣
b1+κ
n Kft (pbn)

gmt (p)

∣∣∣∣
∣∣Y ip

j − EY ip
j

∣∣ dp

≤ 1

πx

∫ ∣∣∣∣
bκnK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)

∣∣∣∣ dp

≤ 1

cπx

∫
|p|κKft (p)dp = B1,

where B1 > 0 is a constant. So Zj satisfy assumptions of Lemma 6.2. For all ε > 0, we get

P

{
1

nb1+κ
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
= P

{
1

n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ εb1+κ
n

}

≤ 2
(
1 + 8ae−2L

)
exp

(
− ε2nb2+2κ

n

4
[
E|Z1|2 +

√
2εb1+κ

n B1/6
]
)

We have

E|Z1|2 = E

∣∣∣∣
1

2π

∫
x−1−ip b

1+κ
n Kft (pbn)

gmt (p)

(
Y1

ip − EY1
ip
)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

≤ b2+2κ
n

4π2x2
E

∣∣∣∣
∫
eip(lnY1−lnx)K

ft (pbn)

gmt (p)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

=
bn

4π2x2
1

bn

∫ ∣∣∣∣
∫
e−ip( lnx−lny

bn
) b

κ
nK

ft (p)

gmt (p/bn)
dp

∣∣∣∣
2

fY (y) dy

≤ bn
2πxC2

1

fY (x)

∫
|p|2κ

∣∣Kft(p)
∣∣2dp = bnB2,

where B2 > 0 is a constant and the last step follows by Lemma 6.1. Moreover, the process

(Yj) is also strongly mixing (see [5]) with strong mixing coefficient

αY (k) ≤ αX (k) + αU (k) ≤ 2aρk.

This implies

P

{
1

nb1+κ
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

j=1

Zj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

}
≤ 2

(
1 + 8ae−2L

)
exp

(
− ε2nb1+2κ

n

4
[
B2 +

√
2εbκnB1/6

]
)

→ 0
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as nb1+2κ
n → ∞.

Therefore, by Borel-Cantelli’s lemma, we deduce that f̂n (x) − Ef̂n (x) → 0 a.s. Thus,

f̂n (x) → fX (x) a.s. by Theorem 3.1. �

6.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

We will prove (10) and use the same argument for (11). Let Vn,j = b1/2+κUn,j, we have

n1/2b1/2+κ
(
f̂n (x)− Ef̂n (x)

)
= n1/2b1/2+κ 1

nx

n∑

j=1

(
1

bn
Wbn

(
ln x− lnYj

bn

)
− µn

)

=
1√
n

n∑

j=1

b1/2+κUn,j =
1√
n

n∑

j=1

Vn,j =
1√
n
Sn.

Note that the process (Yj) is also strongly mixing (see [5]) with strong mixing coeffi-

cient αY (k) ≤ O
(
1/k2+δ

)
. And due to (n/bn)

1/2αU (sn) → 0 as n → ∞, we also have

(n/bn)
1/2αY (sn) → 0 as n → ∞. The conditions sn = O

(
(nbn)

1/2
)
and (n/bn)

1/2αY (sn) →
0 as n→ ∞ imply that there exists a sequence of integers {qn} , qn → ∞, such that

qnsn = O
(
(nbn)

1/2
)

and qn(n/bn)
1/2αY (sn) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Let rn =

⌊
(nbn)

1/2

qn

⌋
, we have some following properties as n→ ∞

sn
rn

→ 0 (a) ,
rn
n

→ 0 (b) ,
rn

(nbn)
1/2

→ 0 (c) ,
n

rn
αY (sn) → 0 (d) (20)

Now, we partition the set {1, 2, ..., n} into 2k + 1 subsets: {j(r + s) + 1, . . . , j(r + s) + r},
{j(r + s) + r + 1, . . . , (j + 1)(r + s)} for 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1 and {k(r + s) + 1, . . . , n}, where
r = rn, s = sn and

k = kn =

⌊
n

rn + sn

⌋
(21)

For 0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1, define the random variables

ηj =

j(r+s)+r∑

i=j(r+s)+1

Vn,i (a) , ξj =

(j+1)(r+s)∑

i=j(r+s)+r+1

Vn,i (b) , ζk =

n∑

i=k(r+s)+1

Vn,i (c) (22)

Write Sn =
k−1∑
j=0

ηj +
k−1∑
j=0

ξj + ζk = S ′
n + S ′′

n + S ′′′
n , we will prove that, as n→ ∞,

1
n
E(S ′′

n)
2 → 0, 1

n
E(S ′′′

n)
2 → 0 (a)

∣∣∣∣∣E
(
eipS

′
n
)
−

k−1∏
j=0

E (eipηj )

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0 (b)

inf
n

[
1
n

k−1∑
j=0

E
(
η2j
)
]
→ σ2

1 (x) (c) 1
n

k−1∑
j=0

E

[
η2j I{|ηj |>εσ1(x)

√
n}
]
→ 0 (d)

(23)

Note that (23a) implies that S ′′
n, S

′′′
n are asymptotically negligible, (23b) show that the

summands {ηj} in S ′
n are asymptotically independent, (23c) and (23d) are the standard
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Lindeberg-Feller conditions for asymptotic normality of S ′
n under independence.

Since E (Vn,i) = 0, we have E (ηj) = E (ξj) = E (ζk) = 0. Consider first

E(S ′′
n)

2
= Var

[
k−1∑

j=0

ξj

]
=

k−1∑

j=0

Var [ξj] +

k−1∑

i=0

k−1∑

j=0
j 6=i

Cov {ξi, ξj} = F1 + F2.

With mj = j (r + s) + r, by (22b) we have

Var [ξj] =

s∑

i1=1

s∑

i2=1

Cov
{
Vn,mj+i1, Vn,mj+i2

}
= sVar [Vn,1] + 2s

s∑

i=2

(
1− i

s

)
Cov {Vn,1, Vn,i}

≤ sσ2
2 (x) {1 + O (1)} ,

the last step follows by Theorem 3.2 and we obtain F1 ≤ O (1) ks.

Next, consider the term F2 =
k−1∑
i=0

k−1∑
j=0
j 6=i

Cov {ξi, ξj} =
k−1∑
i=0

k−1∑
j=0
j 6=i

s∑
l1=1

s∑
l2=1

Cov
{
Vn,mi+l1, Vn,mj+l2

}

Since i 6= j, |mj + l2 −mi − l1| ≥ r, so that

F2 ≤ 2

n−r∑

l1=1

n∑

l2=r+l1

|Cov {Vn,l1, Vn,l2}| ≤ 2n

n∑

j=r+1

|Cov {Vn,1, Vn,j}| = O (n) .

Therefore, we obtain in view of (20a) and (21)

1

n
E(S ′′

n)
2
=
F1 + F2

n
≤ O (1) ks+ O (n)

n
→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Using a similar argument for the latter inequality, we have in view of (20a) and (20b) that

1

n
E(S ′′′

n)
2

=
1

n

n−k(r+s)∑

j=1

Var
[
Vn,k(r+s)+j

]
+

1

n

n−k(r+s)∑

i=1

n−k(r+s)∑

j=1
j 6=i

Cov
{
Vn,k(r+s)+i, Vn,k(r+s)+j

}

≤ C

n
[n− k (r + s)] +

O (n)

n
≤ C (r + s)

n
+

O (n)

n
→ 0 as n→ ∞.

This proves (23a). To prove (23b), we note that ηj is a function of the random variables{
Yj(r+s)+1, ..., Yj(r+s)+r

}
or ηj is Gvj

uj -measurable with uj = j (r + s) + 1, vj = j (r + s) + r

(Gvj
uj is the σ-algebra of events generated by the random variables {Xh, Uh, uj ≤ h ≤ vj}.

Also uj+1 − vj = s+ 1. Hence by Lemma 1.1 of Volkonskii and Rozannov [22], we find
∣∣∣∣∣E
(

k−1∏

j=0

eipηj

)
−

k−1∏

j=0

E
(
eipηj

)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 16kαY (s+ 1) ∼ 16n

r + s
αY (s+ 1) → 0 as n→ ∞,

the last step follows by (20a) and (20d).

Next to (23c), by using stationary property of the processes Xt, Ut and applying Theorem

3.2, we obtain

inf
n

[
1

n

k−1∑

j=0

E
(
η2j
)
]
= inf

n

[
k

n
E
(
η20
)]

= inf
n

[
k.r

n
(var (Vn,1) + O (1))

]
→ σ2

1 (x) as n→ ∞.

Finally, to prove (23d), we use

|Un,i| ≤
b
1/2+κ
n

bn

{
sup
u

|Wbn (u)|+ |µn|
}

≤ bκn

b
1/2
n

{O (1)

bκn
+ |µn|

}
(follows by (13)) .
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Since µn → fX (x) , we get |Vn,i| ≤
O (1)

b
1/2
n

uniformly in i.

Hence by (20c), we have max
0≤j≤k−1

|ηj |√
n
≤ O (1) r

(nbn)
1/2

→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Thus the set {|ηj | > εσ1 (x)
√
n} becomes empty for large n. Therefore (23d) now follows by

1

n

k−1∑

j=0

E

[
η2j I{|ηj |>εσ1(x)

√
n}
]
≤ O (1)

n
k

(
r

b
1/2
n

)2

P
[
|η0| > εσ1 (x)

√
n
]
.

This completes the proof of the theorem. �

6.4 Proof of Corollary 4.2

Note that

n1/2b1/2+κ
(
f̂n (x)− fX (x)

)
= n1/2b1/2+κ

[
f̂n (x)− E

(
f̂n (x)

)]

+n1/2b1/2+κ
[
E

(
f̂n (x)

)
− fX (x)

]
.

By Theorem 3.1, we have
∣∣∣n1/2b1/2+κ

[
E

(
f̂n (x)

)
− fX (x)

]∣∣∣ = n1/2b1/2+κ
n O (bsn) = O

(
n1/2b1/2+κ+s

n

)
→ 0 as n→ ∞.

By Theorem 3.3, this ends the proof. �

6.5 Proof of Theorem 4.2 and 4.3

Proof of Theorem 4.2. From Theorem 3.1 and 3.2, we have

bias
(
f̂n (x)

)
≤ O (bsn) ,

and

Var
(
f̂n (x)

)
≤ O (1)

nb1+2κ
n

.

We choose bn = O
(
n−1/(1+2κ+2s)

)
, this yields

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

E

∣∣∣f̂n (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣
2

≤ O
(
n−2s/(1+2κ+2s)

)
.

�

Proof of Theorem 4.3.

Let Tiid be the set of all arbitrary estimator f̂ of fX based on independent identical

distribution (iid) data Y1, ..., Yn from model (1). In this case, X1, ..., Xn are iid and U1, ..., Un

are iid. From Theorem 2 of Belomestny and Goldenshluger [4], we have

inf
f̂∈Tα

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

E

∣∣∣f̂ (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣
2

≥ inf
f̂∈Tiid

sup
fX∈Fx,r(A,s)

E

∣∣∣f̂ (x)− fX (x)
∣∣∣
2

≥ O
(
n−2s/(1+2κ+2s)

)
.

�
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