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Abstract

We investigate the problem of estimating a function f based on observations from its
noisy convolution when the noise exhibits long-range dependence. We construct an adaptive
estimator based on the kernel method, derive minimax lower bound for the L?-risk when f
belongs to Sobolev space and show that such estimator attains optimal rates that deteriorate

as the LRD worsens.
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1 Introduction.

Consider the model

t;
) =alt) -0z, a(t) = [ glti - o)f@ds, i=12: . M)
0
where 0 < t1 <ty < --- <t, <T,, and the errors ¢; are Gaussian random variables that are
dependent on each other. Let &, be a zero mean vector with components ¢;, 1 = 1,2,--- ,n,
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and let X, = Cov(e,) = E [snz—:g] be its covariance matrix. Consider the following assumptions
about the errors ¢; and their covariance matrix X,,.

Assumption A.1. The vector g, is such that

en = Antn (2)

where 7, is a vector with independent Gaussian components 7;, ¢ = 1,2,--- ,n, and A, is a
matrix. Notice that since 5, ~ N(0,1,), then under @), £, = E [epel] = E [Apnanl AL] =
A, AT

Assumption A.2. For the covariance matrix Y, there exists constants ¢; and ¢y (0 < ¢; <

¢y < 0), independent of n, such that

cn'TY < Amin(Zn) < Anaz(Bn) < eon!'™ 0<a<l. (3)

where « is the long-memory parameter, and Ayin(2,) and Apae(2,) are the smallest and the
largest eigenvalues of the matrix X,,, respectively.

Assumption A.2 is valid when ¢, is fractional Gaussian or fractional ARIMA, (e.g, see
Benhaddou et al. (2014)). When a = 1, model (I]) reduces to the independent and identically
distributed noise case. Model () with & = 1 was studied in Abramovich et al. (2013), where
an estimator that relies on the kernel technique is proposed and the choice of the bandwidth
is performed by Lepski’s Method. Models of this type are referred to as Laplace deconvolution
with a noise. This problem is motivated by the analysis of dynamic contrast enhanced imaging
data, or modeling time-resolved measurements in fluorescence spectroscopy, (see Abramovich et
al. (2013) for more detail).

Noisy Laplace deconvolution has attracted a lot of attention as of late. One can list a
few endeavors such as Dey et al. (1998), Abramovich et al. (2013), Vareschi (2015), and Comte
et al. (2017). In these attempts, it is assumed that errors are independent and identically
distributed Gaussian random variables. However, empirical evidence has shown that, even at

large lags, the correlation structure in the errors can decay at a power-like rate, rather than an



exponential rate.

LRD has been investigated quite considerably in the regression estimation framework,
and to some less extent in the standard (Fourier) deconvolution model, (e.g., see Benhaddou et
al. (2014) for more). However, to the best of our knowledge, no LRD work has been published
in the context of noisy Laplace deconvolution.

The objective of the paper is to look into noisy Laplace deconvolution with the relaxation
that the noise may exhibit long-range dependence. We do not limit our consideration to one
specific form of LRD, rather, we focus our attention to noise structures that satisfy Assumption
A.2. We establish minimax lower bounds in the L?-risk for estimators of the response function f
in model (I]) under condition (B]) when f belongs to a Sobolev ball of radius A > 0. In addition,
we follow the footsteps of Abramovich et al. (2013) and construct an optimally adaptive estimator
that is based on the kernel method, with the optimal choice of the bandwidths performed via
Lepski’s method. Moreover, we demonstrate that such estimator attains minimax optimal rates.
In particular, we show that the convergence rates under LRD depend on a balance between the
smoothness parameter of the response function f, the parameter of the convolution kernel g,
and «, the long-memory parameter. Finally, it turns out that our convergence rates are similar
to those in Abramovich et al. (2013) when o = 1, and deteriorate as the level of the LRD gets
more and more severe.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces some notation as well
as some assumptions that will be used in the construction of the theoretical results. Section
3 describes the derivation of the lower bounds for the L2-risk of estimators of f observed in
model (). Section 4 goes over the construction of the kernel estimator. Section 5 analyzes the
estimation error and shows that when the bandwidths are selected according to Lepski method
the estimator attains optimal convergence rates. Finally, Section 6 contains the proofs of the

theoretical results.



2 Preliminaries.

For the rest of the paper, let ||| and ||k denote the L?-norm and the supremum norm of the
function h, respectively. Let WP denote the Sobolev space of the functions defined on [0, o)
that have r weak derivatives with finite LP-norm, and for p = 2 denote such space by WT.

Finally, let » > 1 be such that

) 0, if 7=0,1,2,--- ,r—2,

g7(0) = (4)
B, £0, if j=r—1.

Next is the list of conditions that will be utilized in the construction of the theoretical results.

In particular, the convolution kernel g and the response function f are such that

Assumption A.3. g € W51 NWY, with v > r.

Assumption A.4. Let Q be the collection of distinct zeros S, of the Laplace transform ¢ of

g. Then, all zeros of § have negative real parts. That is,

S* = max Re(S,,) <0

SwEQ

Assumption A.5. f € W™ where m+1r <v+ 1.
In addition, T;, satisfies the following
Assumption A.6. Let T}, be such that T,, — oo but Z—é — 0asn — oo, with 0 < a <1, and

there exists 1 < p < oo such that

Ty
max |t; — ti—1| < p—.
1<i<n n

3 Minimax lower bounds.

In order to establish the performance of estimators for the unknown function f observed in model

(1), we derive the minimax lower bounds for the L2[0, T,,]-risk over the Sobolev ball W™(A) of



radius A > 0. We define the minimax L2-risk over a set © as
R,(©) = infsupE|| f — f|?
f fe®e

where the infimum is taken over all possible estimators f of f. The next statement provides the

lower bounds of the L2[0, T},]-risk.

Theorem 1 . Let condition (4) and Assumptions A.2-A.6 hold. Then, as n — oo,

2m

27 Zmt2rti
Tn:| m+2r+

= no

Ra(W™(4)) > C [

4 Estimation Algorithm.

In Abramovich et al. (2013), it was shown that the convolution type Volterra equation of the

first kind
a(t) = /0 gt — ) f(x)dz, >0, (6)

admits, under conditions A.3-A.5 and (), the solution

r—1 t
£ =B a0 = Y a0, 5109 (t) /0 Ot — 7)1 (2)da (7)
=0
where
M a;—1 -Xj Sz
dr(z) = Y ) % (8)
=1 j=0 J:
1 doa—1=J o
i = T (5SS ©)
~ S"q(S) — B,
i) = TEH (10)

and M is the number of distinct zeros of §(S) of orders ay, I =1,2,--- , M, and ag = r.



An estimator ﬁL for f is given by

. o r—1 o t o
F) =B q (1) =) aor—j1g9)(t) — / q"(t — x)p1(x)dx (11)
=0 0
where g(ﬂ\)(t) are some estimators for ¢)(t), 7 =0,1,2,--- 7.

All we have to do now is use some nonparametric estimation approach to estimate ¢(t) =
f*g(t) € W™ and its derivatives of orders up to r and plug in (III). Indeed, we apply the
kernel estimation procedure described in Abramovich et al. (2013). More specifically, choose a
kernel function K of order (L, j), with L > r, that satisfies the following conditions

C.1. Let supp (K;) = [-1,1], and f_ll sz(t)dt < o00.

C.2.

L 0, if 1=0,1,2,--,j—1,j+1,--- ,L—1,
/tKj(t)dt: | (12)
-1 (=141, if 1=

Then, allow the kernel estimator for ¢ with a global bandwidth A; given by

— 1 n t—t;
g, 5, (1) = v > K, <T> (ti — tim1)y(ti) (13)
j =1

where the value of A; is to be determined.

5 Convergence rates and adaptivity.

It is necessary to choose the bandwidth levels that minimize the upper bound of the L?[0,7},]-
risk. Indeed, let us investigate the mean integrated squared error. Note that such quantity can

be partitioned as follows

E|lfn(t) — FO)|? < 2;? [R1 + Ro + R3] (14)




where

Ri = Eld,,0 - a0 <2 " [Var (@, @) + B (40,0, )] at
Ry = E|l (400, —a") x 1)) < 21 (1) /OT" [Var (¢, (1)) + B2 (40,5, )] dt

r—1 _ ' r—1 T, /\ _
Ry = > ad, i Ella@, (1) — DO <2Y " ad, /0 Var (q0),,5,(6)) + B2 (49,5, (1)) ] dt
j=0 =0

— —

where B(qU),, 5, (1)) is the bias of estimator q),,. »; (). Then, the following statement is true.

—

Lemma 1 Let conditions A.2-A.6 hold. Let q(j)m)\j (t) be defined in (I3). Then, for j =

0,1,--- ,r, one has
sup IEHq/(?) )=V =0 7’3- + AT (15)
qEWT+m (A7) A na)\?“ J

Observe that when the bandwidth level \; increases the bias term increases, while the variance
term decreases. It turns out that the estimation error is minimized at the optimal bandwidth
level A\j = X\, where both error components are balanced. More specifically, the optimal band-

width level A, is given by
T,%] erm

b= |22 (16)

The optimal bandwidth level ), is expressed in terms of the unknown smoothness parameter m
of the function f, and therefore it can not be used in the estimation process. One approach to
selecting the optimal bandwidth level adaptively is Lepski’s method, introduced in Lepski (1991)
and further improved in Lepski et al. (1997). We borrow some of the ideas of Abramovich et
al. (2013) and adjust them to our setting.

The Lepski method. For each j, 0 < j < r, and the corresponding kernel K; of order (L, j),

L > r, consider for some a > 1 the geometric grid of bandwidths A; such that

1 n®
_ _ g _ . _
Aj—{)\j—a ,l—O,l,'--,Jn.Jn—2j+1loga[02Tg]}. (17)



Define
I
Prj = oD
J

Lepski’s method suggests to choose the bandwidth level \; = Xj as
Aj = max {)\j €A;: Hq(j)n)\j (t) — q(j)n)\;_ ®)? < ’yjzpil’j, forall X; € Aj, X, < )\j}. (19)

In order to see how the selection algorithm performs, observe that

Ellq®), 5. (1) — ¢V (1) = A1+ As. (20)

where
A1 = E[la0, 5, - D@ (3> )] (21)
2 = E[lla0, 5~ DO (3 <) (22)

If Xj > Ao, then by (I9]), one has

o
lg@),, 5, () = g\, O <75}, ; < C [n_ﬂ (23)
so that ,
2(m+r—j)
T2 2m—+2r+1
A <C |2 (24)
na
Now, if Xj < Ao, then by (I9) there exists A, Xj < \j < ), such that
gD, 5, (6) = aD 5, O > 7703 (25)

It turns out that the probability of such event is very small. In particular, the following lemma

provides large deviation results.

—

Lemma 2 Let conditions A.1-A.6 hold. Let q\9), , (t)be defined in (13). If the bandwidth is

J



such that

o272 5T
< ”> <A< A (26)
nO!
and
v > pl K (27)

Then, as n — oo,

Pr (1199),0(8) = 40, (012 > 7263 ;) = O (exp { ~oo(n®)zmmn (1) 351 1), (28)

15512
2c2

where oy = and co appears in condition (3) and p appears in Assumption A.6.

Consequently, the following theorem provides the upper bounds of L2[0, T},]-risk of the estimation

based on a bandwidth selection according to (I9)).

—_

Theorem 2 Let conditions A.1-A.6 and (@) hold. Let f,(t) be defined in ({I1) with g(j)n)\j (t)
giwen in (13). Choose the bandwidth \; = Xj according to (19) with ’yjz satisfying (27). Then,

for alll1 <m < min(L,v + 1) —r, as n — o0, one has

2m
T2 2m+2r+1
—"} (20)

nO!

R,(W™(A)) <C [

Remark 1 (i) Note that under additional but minor conditions on f and 7,,, Theorems [Il and
can be extended to t € [0, 00).

—_

(ii) Theorems [ and 2 imply that, for the L?-risk, the estimator (II) with gU),, 5, (t) given by
(@3) and global bandwidths \; = Xj according to (I9)) is adaptive and asymptotically optimal
over all Sobolev spaces W™(A).

(iii) The convergence rates are expressed in terms of the long-memory parameter «, in addition
to the parameters m and r associated with the smoothness of the functions f and g, respectively.
In particular, the rates deteriorate as the long-range dependence gets more severe. This behavior
is consistent with that in Benhaddou (2016), Kulik et al. (2015), Benhaddou et al. (2014) or
Wishart (2013), in their standard (Fourier) deconvolution with LRD setup.

(iv) For oo = 1 our rates match exactly those in Abramovich et al. (2013) in their case of Laplace



deconvolution with i.i.d. noise.

6 Proofs.

Proof of Theorem [Il In order to prove the theorem, we consider the test functions used in
the construction of lower bounds obtained by Abramovich et al. (2013). Lemma A.1 of Bunea
et al. (2007) is then applied to find such lower bounds using Assumptions A.2-A.6, along with
condition (). Assume that the points ¢; are equally spaced. Define the integers M, > 8 and
N = [Mln], the largest integer which does not exceed -. Let A, = N % and define the points
2j = jAn, 3 =0,1,--- ,M,. Keep in mind that based on the definition of N, % <A\ < ]\CC[—';

Let k(.) be infinitely differentiable function, with supp (k) = [0, 1], such that

1 1
/ k(x)dr =0, j=0,1---,r—1, and / x"k(x)dx # 0. (30)
0 0

and introduce the functions

A T — 2 .

Let w be a vector with components w; = {0,1}, j =1,2,--- , M,. Denote the set of all possible

values of w by © and let the functions f, be of the form
M
fot) =D wiy(t), weeo. (32)
j=1

It is easy to verify that f,(t) € W™(A) with A = L||k||. If f; is the form (32]) but with © € ©

instead of w, then the L?-norm of the difference is

2m—+1
n

1ult) — falt)]? = 2220 —

T H(®,w) (33)

where H(@,w) is the Hamming distance between the binary sequences w and @. Remark that

vector w has M,, components, and therefore, Card(©) = 2M». In order to find a lower bound

10



for H(w,w) we apply the Varshamov-Gilbert Lemma which argues that one can choose a subset

O of O, of cardinality of at least 2»/8 such that for any w, @ € Oy, H(@,w) > %. Hence,

A = 467

) L?||k(=)|]?
wa(t) - wa2 > T

(n)

Now define ¢, the vector with components

t;
qw(ti):/o olts — 2) fol@)dz, i=1,2,- n.

In addition, define the quantities

(34)

(36)

Then, using the fact that |w; — @;| < 1, Lemma 2, results (5.8) and (5.9) in Abramovich et

al. (2013) and Assumption A.2, the Kullback divergence can be written as

K(Py,,Ps,) = 53 <qo(JN) _ qén)>T (5)! <q(n) B qén))

1
é F max IZ Qw z w z)]2
L2)\2m+2r 3
W LB + Ey)
n

where )
n M, ‘ .
i
B =3 |2 Bk () 1 < £ )| Bk
i=1 |j=1 n
and

2
Mn  rmin{z;,t;}

By

=1 [ j=1 mlH{ZJ 17t}

i\g

)

St =k (S ) a

Consequently, the application of Lemma A.1 requires

na

L2)\2(m+7“)
" O’2 C1 Tn

< CM,

11

< nllg® |1k (2) 13

(38)

(39)

(40)



and, since S <\, < 31, one obtains

(Tn)2m+2r—l n® < C (Mn)2m+2r+1 (41)

It is easy to check that the choice

nO!

T2 m
Mo — ( ) (12)

satisfies (40)). Hence, by Lemma A.1 we conclude the lower bound by plugging (42]) in (34]). O

Proof of Lemma Il Observe that the quantities X; 5 () = q(j)n’)\j (t)—E [q(j)n,)\j (t)] are zero

mean Gaussian random variables with variance

o2

Var [R; ), (t)] = WK,{ J(O)S0 K (1) (43)
J

where K, j(t) are vectors with elements K <%> (ti —ti—1), @ = 1,2,--- .n, and %, is the

covariance matrix of the vector &,. Therefore, by Assumption A.2, the variance becomes

2
o
Var [Nj)\j (t)] S W)\max [Zn] ”Kn,] (t)”2
J
202¢cy Ty,
< WEHKJW (44)

J

Consequently, integrating both sides of ([44]) over the interval [0, T},] yields the first term in (I5).
For the bias term, the derivation will be the same as in Abramovich et al. (2013), so we

skip it. This completes the proof. [

Proof of Lemma [2l Following Abramovich et al. (2013), denote

v — BIIK|
d: = B LA 4
T} 45)
and set .
= d?@JQBOT,% 2(mFr)+1 (46)
o 2(A/)2na

12



where By appears in the calculation of the bias term in Abramovich et al. (2013). Since, A < A,

then, by (I3 and () the bias term is such that

— T?
HB(q(])n,)\(t))”2 < d?C2U2HKj”2W (47)

Hence,

~. ~. T/r%

Pr<||q§’o’ —q|? >7]2,0§> < (HN O > e20?| K]+ d;) 7aA2j+1>
2 2 T2

P (I 017 > a0 B 2 ) )

IN

Pr (el Qren > c20? | K| (1 + dj)?)

+ Pr(e,Qxen > 20”|| K| (1 + dj)?) (48)

_—

where R;5(t) = ¢V, ,(t) — E [q(j)n)\(t)], and @) is a symmetric nonnegative definite matrix

with elements
Lt

2
Q’“_T,%(t —tic)(ti —t— 1/ K;( 3

ST g (49)

Now we use large deviation result that was developed in Comte. (2001) and further improved
in Gendre (2014) which states that for any x > 0, if £, is a zero mean Gaussian vector with

independent elements, and @) is nonnegative definite matrix, then

Pr(61Q6 > 0? [VIr(Q) + Varm(@)] ) < e (50)

Therefore, by Assumption A.1, the vector &, allows the representation &, = A,n,, where
7, is a zero mean Gaussian vector with independent elements, and A, is a matrix. Hence,
elQren = nL[ATQ\AL]n,, where ATQyA,, is nonnegative definite matrix. In addition, the
covariance of ¢, is X, = AnAg. To apply result (B0), all we have to do is find T'r (A;:QAAH)

and p2 . (AZQ AAn) and choose an appropriate . Indeed,

Tr (ALQ\AL) = Tr (QuAnAL) < Aax (50) Tr(Qy) < can'~np?|| K| (51)

13



and

o nA
pr2nax (AE;Q)\AH) < pr2nax (Zn) pr2nax (Q)\) < chl 2VHK]”2T_ (52)

n

Finally, applying result (50) with the choice x = d?%ﬁ’

Proof of Theorem 2l In order to find the upper bound for Ay in (22)), note that

for A < A,, completes the proof. [J

1B, ()] = o (XHmH=0) (53)
and for any, A < A,, then
— . T2 2 .
Ellq), A(8) =9 (1)]1* = O ((m) + A“m*’”‘”) =0() (54)

Consequently, by Lemma [2l and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, As in (22)) is such that

Ao—1 —

S VB0 O Pr (10 0, O 263,
1

— ( jj_é ) T

2(m+r—j)

T27 2m+2ril
= 0] |:—n

na

Ag

IN

(55)

Hence, combining (24]) and (55]) completes the proof. O
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