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ADAPTIVE DEEP LEARNING FOR NONLINEAR TIME SERIES MODELS

DAISUKE KURISU, RIKU FUKAMI, AND YUTA KOIKE

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we develop a general theory for adaptive nonparametric estimation of
the mean function of a nonstationary and nonlinear time series model using deep neural networks
(DNNs). We first consider two types of DNN estimators, non-penalized and sparse-penalized DNN
estimators, and establish their generalization error bounds for general nonstationary time series.
We then derive minimax lower bounds for estimating mean functions belonging to a wide class of
nonlinear autoregressive (AR) models that include nonlinear generalized additive AR, single index,
and threshold AR models. Building upon the results, we show that the sparse-penalized DNN
estimator is adaptive and attains the minimax optimal rates up to a poly-logarithmic factor for
many nonlinear AR models. Through numerical simulations, we demonstrate the usefulness of the
DNN methods for estimating nonlinear AR models with intrinsic low-dimensional structures and
discontinuous or rough mean functions, which is consistent with our theory.

1. INTRODUCTION

Motivated by the great success of deep neural networks (DNNs) in several applications such
as pattern recognition and natural language processing, there has been an increasing interest in
revealing the reason why DNNs work well from the statistical point of view. In the past few years,
many researchers have contributed to understand theoretical advantages of DNN estimates for non-

parametric regression models. See, for example, Bauer and Kohler| (2019)), Imaizumi and Fukumizu
(2019)), [Schmidt-Hieber| (2019} 2020), [Suzuki| (2019), Hayakawa and Suzuki (2020)), Nakada and|
Imaizumi| (2020), Kohler and Langer| (2021), |Suzuki and Nitandal (2021)), [Tsuji and Suzuki| (2021)),
and references therein.

In contrast to the recent progress of DNNs, theoretical results on statistical properties of DNN
methods for stochastic processes are scarce. As exceptional studies, we refer to [Phandoidaen and|
Richter| (2020), Kohler and Krzyzak (2023), Ogiharal (2021), and |Oga and Koike (2024). [Phan-|
ldoidaen and Richter| (2020)) investigates forecasting ability of feed-forward DNNs for stationary
processes and derive bounds for an expected forecast error. |Kohler and Krzyzak (2023)) consider

a time series prediction problem and investigate the convergence rate of a deep recurrent neural
network estimate. (2021)) considers DNN estimation for the diffusion matrices and studies
their estimation errors as misspecified parametric models. |[Oga and Koike| (2024) investigate non-

parametric drift estimation of a multivariate diffusion process. Notably, there seem no theoretical
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results on the statistical properties of feed-forward DNN estimators for nonparametric estimation
of the mean functions of nonlinear and possibly nonstationary time series models.

The goal of this paper is to develop a general theory for adaptive nonparametric estimation of
the mean function of a nonlinear time series using DNNs. The contributions of this paper are as
follows.

First, we provide bounds of (i) generalization error (Lemma C.1) and (ii) expected empirical error
(Lemma C.2) of general estimators of the mean function of a nonlinear and nonstationary S-mixing
time series. We note that Lemma C.1 allows the S-mixing coefficients to decay both polynomially
and exponentially fast and are of independent theoretical interest since they can be useful to
investigate asymptotic properties of nonparametric estimators including DNNs. Building upon the
results, we establish a generalization error bound of non-penalized DNN estimators (Theorem [3.1))
with a C-Lipschitz activation function (e.g., rectified linear unit (ReLU), LeakyReLU, sigmoid, and
softplus).

Second, we consider a sparse-penalized DNN estimator which is defined as a minimizer of an
empirical risk with a sparse penalty and develop its asymptotic properties. In particular, we
establish a generalization error bound of the sparse penalized DNN estimator (Theorem with
a C-Lipschitz activation function when the observations are g-mixing and can be nonstationary.
While the result is shown under the condition that the S-mixing coefficients decay exponentially
fast, it is straightforward to extend it to the case that the S-mixing coefficients decay polynomially
fast. We note that our conditions on the penalty function cover several examples such as the
clipped L; penalty (Zhang, 2010b), the SCAD penalty (Fan and Li, 2001)), the minimax concave
penalty (Zhang, 2010al), and the seamless Ly penalty (Dicker et all 2013]), and the generalization
error bound enables us to estimate mean functions of nonlinear time series models adaptively. Our
work can be viewed as extensions of the results in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020) and Ohn and Kim| (2022])
for independent observations to nonstationary time series. From the technical point of view, our
analysis is related to the strategy in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020). Due to the existence of temporal
dependence, the extensions are nontrivial and we achieve this by developing a new strategy to
obtain generalization error bounds for dependent data using a blocking technique for S-mixing
processes and exponential inequalities for self-normalized martingale difference sequences. It shall
be noted that our approach is also quite different from that of |Ohn and Kim/ (2022) since their
approach strongly depends on the independence of observations and our generalization error bounds
of the sparse penalized DNN estimator improve the power of the logs in their bounds. More detailed
differences are discussed in Section and the supplementary material. Our approach to deriving
generalization error bounds paves a way to new techniques for studying statistical properties of
machine learning methods for more richer classes of models for dependent data including time
series and spatial data.

Third, we establish that the sparse-penalized DNN estimators achieve minimax rates of con-
vergence up to a poly-logarithmic factor over a wide class of nonlinear AR(d) processes including
generalized additive AR models and functional coefficient AR models introduced in [Chen and Tsay
(1993) that allow discontinuous mean functions. When the mean function belongs to a class of
suitably smooth functions (e.g., Holder space), one can use other nonparametric estimators for
adaptively estimating the mean function (see Hoffmann (1999) for example). Similar assumptions
on the smoothness of the mean functions have been made in most papers that investigate nonpara-
metric estimation of the mean functions of nonlinear and stationary time series models (Robinson



(1983), ' Tran| (1993), Truong| (1994), [Masry| (1996a.b), Hoffmann| (1999)), [Fan and Yao (2008), Zhao
and Wu| (2008]), Hansen| (2008), |Liu and Wu| (2010))). [Vogt (2012) and |Zhang and Wu, (2015) investi-
gate nonparametric regression of locally stationary (i.e., nonstationary) models. The authors derive
uniform convergence rates of kernel estimators of general smooth mean functions. [Vogt| (2012)) also
considers nonparametric estimation of additive mean functions. The generalization error bounds
(Theorems and in this paper can be applied to nonstationary time series models with more
general mean functions that include those considered in |Vogt| (2012)) and Zhang and Wu| (2015).
However, the methods in those papers cannot be applied for estimating nonlinear time series mod-
els with possibly discontinuous mean functions. Our results show that the sparse-penalized DNN
estimation is a unified method for adaptively estimating both smooth and discontinuous mean
functions of time series regression models. Further, we shall note that the sparse-penalized DNN
estimators attain the parametric rate of convergence up to a logarithmic factor when the mean
functions belong to an ¢°-bounded affine class that include (multi-regime) threshold AR processes
(Theorems [4.3] and [4.4).

In addition to the theoretical results, we also conduct simulation studies to investigate the finite
sample performance of the DNN estimators. We find that the DNN methods work well for the
models with (i) intrinsic low-dimensional structures and (ii) discontinuous or rough mean functions.
These results are consistent with our main results.

To summarize, this paper contributes to the literature on nonparametric estimation of nonlinear
and nonstationary time series by establishing (i) the theoretical validity of non-penalized and sparse-
penalized DNN estimators for the adaptive nonparametric estimation of mean functions of nonlinear
time series models and (ii) show the optimality of the sparse-penalized DNN estimator for a wide
class of nonlinear AR processes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section[2] we introduce nonparametric regression
models considered in this paper and demonstrate that they cover a range of nonlinear time series
models. In Section |3) we provide generalization error bounds of (i) the non-penalized and (ii) the
sparse-penalized DNN estimators. In Section 4 we present the minimax optimality of the sparse-
penalized DNN estimators and show that the estimators achieve the minimax optimal convergence
rate up to a logarithmic factor over (i) composition structured functions and (ii) /°-bounded affine
classes. In Section [5] we provide simulation results. Section [f] concludes and discusses possible
extensions. Proofs for Section [3| are given in Appendix A. The supplementary material includes
a discussion of our main results (Section B), auxiliary lemmas (Section C), proofs for Section 4
(Section D), and technical tools (Section E).

1.1. Notations. For any a,b € R, we write a V b = max{a, b} and a A b = min{a,b}. For z € R,
|z] denotes the largest integer < x. Given a function f defined on a subset of R? containing
[0, 1]¢, we denote by fljo,j¢ the restriction of f to [0, 1]%. When f is real-valued, we write || f||ls =
Supgeo,1)¢ |.f(2)] for the supremum on the compact set [0, 1]4. Also, let supp(f) denote the support
of the function f. For a vector or matrix W, we write |W| for the Frobenius norm (i.e. the
Euclidean norm for a vector), |W|y for the maximum-entry norm and |W|y for the number of
non-zero entries. For any positive sequences ay, b,, we write a,, < b, if there is a positive constant

C > 0 independent of n such that a,, < Cb, for all n, a, < b, if a,, < b, and b, < a,.
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2. SETTINGS

Let (£2,G,{G:}+>0, P) be a filtered probability space. Consider the following nonparametric time
series regression model:

Y;g = m(Xt) + 7’](Xt)1}t, t= 1, NN ,T, (21)

where T' > 3, (Y3, Xy) € R x RY, and {X;, v}/, is a sequence of random vectors adapted to
the filtration {G;}7 ;. We assume C, := SUPgeo,1)¢ M(z)| < oo. In this paper we investigate
nonparametric estimation of the mean function m on the compact set [0, 1]¢, that is, f := mlg qja.
The model covers a range of nonlinear time series models.

Example 2.1 (Nonlinear AR(p)-ARCH(g) model). Consider a nonlinear AR model:
Ve = (Y1, Yiep) + (Yo + 1Yy 4o F WqY?_q)l/Qvt,

where v9 > 0,7, > 0,i=1,...,¢ with 1 < p,q < d. This example corresponds to the model ([2.1))
with Xy = (Yie1,...,Yia)', m(z1,...,2q) = m(x1,...,mp) and n(z1,...,24) = (Yo + 123 + -+ +
Y22,

Example 2.2 (Multivariate nonlinear time series). Consider the case that we observe multivariate
time series {Y; = (Yi4,...,Yp1) ) and {Xy = (X14,..., Xa)' ., such that

Y =mj(Xy) +n;(X¢)vje, 5=1,...,p. (2.2)

The model (2.2)) corresponds to (i) multivariate nonlinear AR model when X; = (Y;_4,...,Y{_,)’
for some ¢ > 1 and (ii) multivariate nonlinear time series regression with exogenous variables
when 7;(-) = 1 and {X;}]_; is uncorrelated with {v; = (vi4,...,vp+)' }_;. If one is interested in
estimating the mean function m = (mq,...,m,)" : RY — RP, then it is enough to estimate each
component m;. In this case, the problem of estimating m; is reduced to that of estimating the
mean function m of the model .

Example 2.3 (Time-varying nonlinear models). Consider a nonlinear time-varying model:

t t
}/t =m <T7}/t_1’ R 7}/75—17) +77 <T7}/t—17 s 7}/?f—q> Ut, (23)

where 1 < p,q < d—1. This example corresponds to the model with Xy = (¢/T,Yi-1,.. ., Yi_qs1)’
as well as m and 7 regarded as functions on R in the canonical way. If the random variables v;
are i.i.d., then the model corresponds to that considered in [Vogt| (2012). Moreover, the
model covers, for instance, time-varying AR(p)-ARCH(gq) models when m(u,x1,...,2,) =
mo(u) + Z§:1 mj(u)z; and n(u,z1,...,24) = (no(u) + 23:1 nj(u)x?)l/Q with some functions
m;j : [0,1] = R, n; : [0,1] — [0,00). By the same approach as in Example the model can
be applied to multivariate time-varying nonlinear models.

3. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we provide generalization error bounds of (i) the non-penalized and (ii) the
sparse-penalized DNN estimators. First, we define the S-mixing coefficients of the possibly nonsta-
tionary process {X; le. Recall that the process {Xt}g;l is defined on a filtered probability space
(2,G,{Gi}1>0,P). Let A and B be subfields of G. Define (A, B) = sup & S ijl |P(A;NBj)—
P(A;) P(Bj)| where the supremum is taken over all pairs of (finite) partitions {A4;,..., A} and

{Bi,...,By} of Q such that A; € A and B; € B. The S-mixing coefficients of the process {X;}1
4



is defined as Bx(t) := Bx1(t) = sup;<,<r_ B(0(Xs : 1 <5 <71),0(Xs : v+t < s <T)), where
0(Z) is the o-field generated by Z (cf. [Vogt| (2012)). We assume the following conditions.

Assumption 3.1. (i) The random variables v, are conditionally centered and sub-Gaussian,
that is, Elv; | Gi—1] = 0 and Elexp(v?/K?)|Gi—1] < 2 for some constant K; > 0. Moreover,
E[v2|Gi—1] = 1. Define K = max;<;<1 K;.

(i) The process X = {X;}L_, is ewxponentially B-mizing, i.e. the B-mizing coefficient Bx (t)
of X satisfies Bx(t) < Cy gexp(—Cagt) with some positive constants Cy g and Ca g for all
t>1.

(iii) The process X is predictable, that is, X; is measurable with respect to Gy_.

Condition (i) is used to apply exponential inequalities for self-normalized processes presented in
de la Pefia et al. (2004). Since E[E[exp(vi/K?)|Gi-1]] = Elexp(vi/K?)], Condition (i) also implies
that each v; is sub-Gaussian. Condition (ii) is satisfied for a wide class of nonlinear time series.
Note that the process X = {X;}]_; can be nonstationary. When X; = (Y;_1,...,Y;_4)’, Chen and
Chen| (2000)) provide a set of sufficient conditions for the process X to be strictly stationary and
exponentially S-mixing (Theorem 1 in |Chen and Chen| (2000))):

(i) {v:} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables and has an everywhere positive and continuous
density function, E[v;] = 0, and v; is independent of X;_g for all s > 1.
(ii) The function m is bounded on every bounded set, that is, for every I' > 0, sup, <p [m(z)| <
0.
(iii) The function 7 satisfies, for every I' > 0, 0 < my < infjy < n(x) < supjg<p () < 0o, where
71 is a constant.
(iv) There exist constants ¢;,; > 0, ¢, >0 (i =0,...,d) and M > 0 such that |m(z)| < cpmo+
Zle Cmilzi| and n(x) < ¢po + Ele cp,ilxi| for |x| > M, and Z?:l(cm,i + cpiEfui]]) < 1.
We also refer to [Tjgstheim (1990)), Bhattacharya and Lee| (1995), Lu and Jiang| (2001), Cline and
Pul (2004) and [Vogt| (2012) for other sufficient conditions for the process X being strictly or locally
stationary and exponentially S-mixing.

Remark 3.1. Although the (exponential) S-mixing condition does not directly imply any kind
of stationarity (as far as we know), for Markov processes it is implied by asymptotic stationarity
(cf. Proposition 3 of [Liebscher| (2005)), and this sufficient condition is practically used to check
the S-mixing condition. To our knowledge, locally stationary processes are the only known (non-
artificial) examples satisfying the S-mixing condition without asymptotic stationarity. In particular,
this condition seems to exclude explosive/unit-root cases, although we do not know any formal result
in this direction.

3.1. Deep neural networks. To estimate the mean function m of the model , we fit a deep
neural network (DNN) with a nonlinear activation function o : R — R. The network architecture
(L, p) consists of a positive integer L called the number of hidden layers or depth and a width vector
p = (po,...,pry1) € NFt2. A DNN with network architecture (L, p) is then any function of the
form

fiRPO — RPLAL g f(x) = Apy100p0Ap 0010+ 00710 Ay(x), (3.1)

where Ay : RP¢-1 — RP¢ js an affine linear map defined by Ay(x) := Wyx + by for given py—1 X py
weight matrix W, and a shift vector by € RP¢, and oy : RP¢ — RP¢ is an element-wise nonlinear

activation map defined as o¢(z) := (0(21),...,0(2p,))’. We assume that the activation function o
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is C-Lipschitz for some C' > 0, that is, there exists C' > 0 such that |o(x1) — o(x2)| < Clz1 — x2|
for any z1,x2 € R. Examples of C-Lipschitz activation functions include the rectified linear unit
(ReLU) activation function z — max{x,0} and the sigmoid activation function x — 1/(1 +e™%).
For a neural network of the form , we define 0(f) := (vec(W1)',by,...,vec(Wr41)', bl )
where vec(W) transforms the matrix W into the corresponding vector by concatenating the column
vectors.

We let Fopopr,, be the class of DNNs which take pp-dimensional input to produce pr1-
dimensional output and use the activation function ¢ : R — R. Since we are interested in real-valued
function on R%, we always assume that pyg = d and pr4; = 1 in the following.

For a given DNN f, we let depth(f) denote the depth and width(f) denote the width of f (i.e.
width(f) = maxj<s<r pe). For positive constants L, N, B, and F, we set Fo(L,N,B) := {f €
Fo,dn : depth(f) < L, width(f) < N,[0(f)|s < B} and

‘FU(L?NvaF) = {fl[O,l]d S ]:O‘(L7N7B)’ ||f||00 < F} : (32)

Moreover, we define a class of sparsity constrained DNNs with sparsity level S > 0 by
Fo(L,N,B,F,S):={f € Fo(L,N,B,F) : |0(f)]o < S}. (3.3)
3.2. Non-penalized DNN estimator. Let fT be an estimator which is a real-valued random
function on R? such that the map (w,z) — fr(w,x) is measurable with respect to the product of
the o-field generated by {Y;, X;}]_, and the Borel o-field of R?. In this section, we provide finite

sample properties of a DNN estimator fr € Fo(L, N, B, F,S) of f.
In particular, we provide bounds for the generalization error

R(fr, fo) =

Zﬁ& m&w,

where {X;}L_; is an independent copy of X.

Remark 3.2. When {X;};>; has the common marginal distribution II, i.e. X; ~ IT for all ¢ > 1,
we can rewrite R(fr, fo) as

R(fr. fo) = [/ | fr(x )|2H(d9€)] :

so it can be interpreted as the L2-risk of the estimator fT with respect to II. In this case, we can
also relate it to the so-called path-dependent generalization error using the S-mixing coefficient of
{Xt,Y:}i>1 as follows. First, the path-dependent generalization error is introduced in [Kuznetsov
and Mohri (2017) and defined as

Rl f0) = B | (Fo(Xrs = foXean) | 06, X0

where s > 1 is a fixed integer. This quantity can be interpreted as an s-ahead forecast error of
Jr given observation data. Now, by Lemma E.1, we can construct a random vector X7, in R?

independent of {Y;, X;}{_; such that X7, 4 Xrys(~ ) and P(X7,, # X71s) = Bz(s), where
Bz is the f-mixing coefficient of the process Z; = (X, Y;), t > 1. Then we have

f%(fﬁfb)SIE[QE%X?+S)—JbCX?+J)2I{YL)Q}iﬂ]-%4FQ52®)
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= R(Jr, fo) + 4F2B5(s),

provided that || f7]les V|| follso < F for some constant F. In particular, if the process Z; is f-mixing
in the sense that Sz(s) — 0 as s — oo, then a bound for R(fr, fo) gives sufficiently far ahead
forecast error bounds.

Let F be a pointwise measurable class of real-valued functions on R¢ (cf. Example 2.3.4 in
van der Vaart and Wellner (1996))). Define \Ilf(fT) =B |Qr(fr) — infrer QT(f)] where Qr(f) is

the empirical risk of f defined by Qr(f) := %ZtT:l(Yt — f(X3))?. The function \Ifjjl—(fT) measures
a gap between fT and an exact minimizer of Qr(f) subject to f € F. Define
fT,np € arg min QT(f)
f€F>(L,N,B,F,S)
and we call fT,np as the non-penalized DNN estimator.
The next result gives a generalization error bound of f7 .

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Assumption [3.1] is satisfied. Consider the nonparametric time series
regression model with unknown regression function m satisfying ||follcec < F where fo =
mlg 1) for some F > 1. Let fT be any estimator taking values in the class F = Fo(L,N, B, F, S)
with B > 1. Then for any p > 1, there exists a constant C,, only depending on (Cy,, C1 5,Ca 8, K, p),
such that

R(fT, fo) < p <\IJ$(]?T) N }Ielg__R(fa f0)> N CPFQS(L +1)log ((L+1)(N +1)BT) (logT)

T

Theorem is an extension of Theorem 2 in |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020)) to possibly nonstationary (-
mixing sequence and the process {v;} can be non Gaussian and dependent. The result follows from
Lemmas C.1 and C.2 in the supplementary material. Note that these Lemmas are of independent
interest since they are general results so that the estimator .]/C\T do not need to take values in
Fos(L,N,B, F,S). Hence the results would be useful to investigate generalization error bounds of
other nonparametric estimators.

Let fo = ml qja belong to composition structured functions Fy = g(q,d,t, ,B,A) for exam-
ple (see Section for the definition). By choosing o(z) = max{z,0} and the parameters of
Fo(Lp,Nr, By, F,S7) as Ly < logT, Ny < T, By > 1, F > || folloo, and Sy = T%/ (1) Jog T' with
k depending on t and 3, one can show that the non-penalized DNN estimator achieves the minimax
convergence rate over Fg up to a logarithmic factor. However, the sparsity level Sy depends on the
characteristics t and 3 of fy. Therefore, the non-penalized DNN estimator is not adaptive since
we do not know the characteristics in practice. In the next subsection, we provide a generalization
error bound of sparse-penalized DNN estimators which plays an important role to show that the
sparse-penalized DNN estimators can estimate fy adaptively.

Remark 3.3 (Generalization error bound under S-mixing coefficients with polynomial decay). We
can also give a generalization error bound of the non-penalized DNN estimator J?Tmp under S-mixing
coefficients with polynomial decay. Instead of Assuption (ii), assume that Sx(t) < Cpt™ for
some « > (. Then under the same assumptions in Theorem [3.1] we have

(log T)(log Ny) . (log Ny\ =57
T T*( TT) ) (3.4)

R(fr, fo) <p (xpf(fT) + fingTR(f, f0)> + CF? (

7



where A7 depends on the T~ !-covering number of F,(L, N, B, F, S) with respect to || - || and we
can see that log Ny < ¢1S(L + 1)log ((L + 1)(N + 1)BT) (see Appendix A and Section E of the
supplementary material for the detailed definition the covering number and the bound of log ),
respectively. Here, ¢ is a universal constant and C is a constant depending only on (Cy,Cs,K,p). A
similar generalization error bound can be derived for the sparse-penalized DNN, which is defined in
the next subsection (see Remarks A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A for details). We speculate the bound
would be suboptimal (at least) when {X;}Z ; and {v;}L; are independent. On this point,
we refer to Kulik and Lorek (2011) that investigates the convergence rate of the Nadaraya—Watson
estimator for nonparametric time series regression models with serially correlated covariates and
errors. See Section B of the supplementary material for a more detailed discussion on this point.

3.3. Sparse-penalized DNN estimator. Define Q7(f) as a penalized version of the empirical
risk Qr(f) = %ZtT:l(Yt — f(Xy)? + Jr(f) where Jp(f) is the a sparse penalty of the form
Jr(f) = Z§=1 g (05(f)) with a function 7y, -, : R = [0,00) having two tuning parameters
Ar > 0 and 7 > 0. Here, p is the length of the vector 6(f) and 6;(f) denotes the j-th component

of (f). We assume that 7y, ., satisfies the following conditions:
(i) mprp(0) =0 and 7y, ;,.(6) is non-decreasing in |6)|.
(ii) TF)\TJT(G) = Ap if |9| > TT.
A prominent example is the clipped L; penalty of |Zhang| (2010b) which is given by
T\, 1 (9) = Ar <W| A 1) . (3.5)

T

This choice is used in|Ohn and Kim| (2022)). Other possible choices are the SCAD penalty (Fan and
Li, 2001)), the minimax concave penalty (Zhang, [2010al) and the seamless Ly penalty (Dicker et al.,

2013)). In this section, we provide finite sample properties of the sparse-penalized DNN estimator
defined as

frep€ argmin  Qr(f).
fe]-}(L,N,B,F)

Further, for any estimator ]?T € F = Fs(L,N,B,F) of fy, we define
U7 (fr) = B |Qr(fr) — infser Qr(f)].
The next result provides a generalization error bound of the sparse-penalized DNN estimator.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that Assumption (3.1 is satisfied. Consider the nonparametric time series
regression model with unknown regression function m satisfying ||follco < F where fo =
mly yja for some F' > 1. Let J?T be any estimator taking values in the class F = F5(Lp, Ny, Br, F)
where Ly, Ny, and By are positive values such that Ly < Cplog” T, Np < CyT"*, 1 < Bp <
CpT"? for some positive constants Cr,, Cn,Cp, vy, v1, and vo. Moreover, we assume that the tuning
parameters Ay and T of the sparse penalty function Jr(f) satisfy Ay = (F2u\(T)log?™° T) /T with
a strictly increasing function vx(x) such that vy(z)/logz — oo as x — oo and 7p(Lr + 1)((Nr +
1)Br)Er+l < C.T~" with some positive constant Cy for any T. Then,

R(fr, fo) <6 (‘Ij$(fT) + }QET(R(f’ fo) + JT(f))> + CF? (HlogT> 7

T

where C is a positive constant only depending on (Cy,Cy 8,C23,CrL,Cn,C, Cr,v0, V1,12, K, 1)).
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Theorem is an extension of Theorem 1 in |Ohn and Kim (2022), which considers i.i.d. obser-
vations. Here we explain some differences between their result and ours. First, our conditions on
the penalty function cover the clipped L; penalty, which is considered in|Ohn and Kim| (2022), as a
special case. Second, Theorem [3.2] can be applied to nonstationary time series since we only assume
the process X to be S-mixing. Third, our approach to proving Theorem is different from that
of |Ohn and Kim| (2022). Their proofs heavily depend on the theory for i.i.d. data in |Gyorfi et al.
(2002) so extending their approach to our framework seems to require substantial work. In contrast,
our approach is based on other technical tools such as the blocking technique of S-mixing processes
in |Rio (2013]) and exponential inequalities for self-normalized martingale difference sequences. In
particular, considering continuous time embedding of a martingale difference sequence and applying
the results on (super-) martingales in Barlow et al. (1986), we can allow the process {v;}7_; to be
conditionally centered and circumvent additional conditions on its distribution such as conditional
Gaussianity or symmetry (see also Lemma E.2 and the proof of Lemma E.3 in the supplementary
material). As a result, our result improves the power of logs in their generalization error bound.
Fourth, (a) the upper bound of the depth of the sparse penalized DNN estimator L can grow by a
power of log T and (b) we take the tuning parameter A to depend on F2. Particularly, (a) enables
us to estimate fy adaptively when fy belongs to an ¢°-bounded affine class as well as composition
structured functions (see Sections 4.1 and [4.2{for details) and (b) enables fTﬁ, to be adaptive with
respect t0 || flloo < F. See also the comments on Proposition [4.1{ on the improvement of the upper
bound.

4. MINIMAX OPTIMALITY IN NONLINEAR AR MODELS

In this section, we show the minimax optimality of the sparse-penalized DNN estimator fT, sp- 10
particular, we show that !}?T, sp achieves the minimax convergence rate over (i) composition structured
functions and (ii) ¢%-bounded affine class. We note that these classes of functions include many
nonlinear AR models such as (generalized) additive AR models, single-index models, (multi-regime)
threshold AR models, and exponential AR models.

We consider the observation {Y;}]_; generated by the following nonlinear AR(d) model:

Y;f:m(ﬁ—lv---a}/tfd)—’—vta tzla"'7T7
id.d. , (4.1)

vy ~ N(0,1), (Yo,Y_1,...,Y 441) ~ .
Here, v is a (fixed) probability measure on R? such that [, |z|v(dz) < oo, and m : R? — R is an

unknown function to be estimated.

Remark 4.1. Note that the process {Y;}tT:1 is possibly non-stationary because the initial distribu-
tion v is not necessarily the stationary distribution. However, below we impose conditions to ensure
ergodicity of the process, so we require the model to be asymptotically stationary in this sense.
This is necessary because we need an error bound uniformly valid over a class of mean functions
to establish (near) minimax optimality. A major difficulty to obtain such a bound is establishing
a uniform upper bound for S-mixing coefficients because it is unclear how most available bounds
depend on model parameters. For this purpose we prove Lemma using the technique developed
in |Hairer and Mattingly (2011). This is the place where we need assumptions to ensure ergodic-
ity. By contrast, the setup in the previous sections allows for some asymptotically non-stationary
models like locally stationary processes (cf. Example . We conjecture that a uniform S-mixing

bound could be established for locally stationary processes under appropriate uniform versions of
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assumptions in (Vogt, 2012, Theorem 3.4), but this requires us to carefully examine the entire proof
of this result. This is beyond the scope of the paper and we leave it to future research.

Let ¢ = (cg,c1,...,cq) € (0,00)"H! satisfy Z?:l ¢i < 1. We denote by My(c) the set of measur-
able functions m : R — R satisfying [m(z)| < co+ 3%, ¢i]z;| for all 2 € RY. The following lemma
shows that the process Y = {Y;}, is exponentially S-mixing “uniformly” over m € My(c).

Lemma 4.1. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model with m € Mo(c). Let By (t) be the (-
mizing coefficient of Y. There are positive constants Cg and C/g) depending only on c,d and v such
that

By (t) < C’ée_cﬁlt for allt > 1. (4.2)

The next result gives a generalization error bound of DNN estimators for a family of functions
that can be approximated with a certain degree of accuracy by DNNs.

Proposition 4.1. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model (4.1)) with m € My(c). Let F, fT, F, Lr,
Nrp, By, Ay and 71 as in Theorem[3.2. Suppose that there are constants k,r > 0, Cy > 0 and Cg >
0 such that inffer(LT,NT,BT,F,ST) ||f - fOH%Q([O,l]d) < C(]T_l/(ﬁ'i_l) with ST = CST“/(H'FD logr T.
Then,

R e QL)\(T) 10g2+1/0+TT
R(fr, fo) < 6¥7(fr) +C'F T1/(k+1) ’

where C' is a positive constant only depending on (c,d,v,Cr,Cn,Cg,Cr v, 11,12, K, 1), k,7,Co, Cs).

If ]?T = fT,sp, then the generalization error bound in Proposition is reduced to R(fT, fo) <
C'F20,(T)(log? 0+ T)yT—Y/(+1) | When vy = 1 and 1)(T) = log”? T with v € (1,2), one can see
that our result improves the power of logs in the generalization error bound in Theorem 2 in |Ohn
and Kim| (2022). Moreover, our result allows the generalization error bound to depend explicitly
on F. Combining this with the results in the following sections implies that the sparse-penalized
DNN estimator can be adaptive concerning the upper bound of || fo||so (by taking F' < log" T with
v4 > 0 for example) and hence Proposition is useful for the computation of fT7 sp since the upper
bound F' is unknown in practice as well as other information about the shape of fj.

4.1. Composition structured functions. In this subsection, we consider nonparametric estima-
tion of the mean function fy when it belongs to a class of composition structured functions which
is defined as follows (cf. |[Schmidt-Hieber| (2020))).
For p,r € Nwith p > r, 5,A > 0 and | < u, we denote by Cf([l,u]p,A) the set of functions
f: [l,u]P — R satisfying the following conditions:
(i) f depends on at most r coordinates.
(ii) f is of class C'A) and satisfies

Z HaafHoo + Z sup |aaf($) - aaf(y)| < A,

-8
olali<p a:lali=|8] zy€llulPzy ’.T — y’oo L8]

where we used multi-index notation, that is, 9% = 9*! --- 9% with o = (av1,. .., ap) € 72,

and |l =370 a;. -
Let d = (do,...,dgs1) € NO*2 with dg = d and dysy = 1, t = (to,....t,) € NI*! with ¢; < d;
for all i and B8 = (Bo,...,3,) € (0,00)7T. We define g(q,d,t,,B,A) as the class of functions
f:10,1]* — R of the form

f=gq0-04g0, (4.3)
10



where g; = (gi5); ¢ [lis wi)® — [lig1, wig1]%+1 with g;; € Cgi([li,ui]di,A) for some |liy1], |uit1| < A,
1=20,...,q.
Denote by /\/l(c, q,d,t, 03, A) the class of functions in Mg(c) whose restrictions to [0, 1]¢ belong
287

to g(q, d,t,B,A). Also, define 5 := 3; sziﬂ(ﬁf A1), ¢r = max;—,. 4 T 287+t
Example 4.1 (Nonlinear additive AR model). Consider a nonlinear AR model:
Yi=mi(Yie1) + -+ mg(Yi—q) + v,

where my,...,mgq are univariate measurable functions. In this case, the mean function can be
written as a composition of functions m = g; o go with go(z1,...,24) = (m1(x1),...,mg(zq))
and g1(x1,...,24) = 2?21 z;. Suppose that m;|j 1) € Clﬁ([O, 1], A) for j = 1,...,d. Note that
g1 € CJ([—A, A]%, (A+1)d) for any v > 1. Then we can see that mlpq7e : [0, 1] — [~ Ad, Ad] and

mlip e € G(1,(d,d, 1), (1,d), (8, (B V 2)d), (A +1)d).
Hence ¢ = Tﬁﬂi% in this case.
Example 4.2 (Nonlinear generalized additive AR model). Consider a nonlinear AR model:
Vi = ¢(m1(Yeo1) + -+ ma(Yia)) + v,

where ¢ : R — R is some unknown link function. In this case, the mean function can be written
as a composition of functions m = g2 0 g1 o g9 with gg and ¢; as in Example and go = ¢.
Suppose that ¢ € C]([—Ad, Ad], A) and take m; and g; as in Example Then we can see that
mlpq7e + [0, 1]4 — [~ A, A] and

m‘[O,l}d S 9(27 (da d,1, 1)7 (17d> 1)7 (67 (6 \% Q)d, 7)7 (A + l)d)

__2B(yAY) 2y .
Hence ¢ =T 256GAD+L /T 2941 in this case.

Example 4.3 (Single-index model). Consider a nonlinear AR model:
Vi = ¢o(Zi) + $1(Z)Yeor + -+ + ¢a(Z1)Yioa + vrs Zy=bo+b1Yi—1+ -+ biYi—a,

where, for j = 0,1,...,d, ¢; : R — R is an unknown function and b; is an unknown constant. In
this case, the mean function can be written as a composition of functions m = go o g1 o gg with
go(z1,...,xq) = (bo—i—blxl 4+t bgrg, 1, ,xd)’, gl(z,a:l, coog) = (@ 0(2), cee, qﬁd(z),xl, . ,xd)’,
and go(wg, W1, ..., Wa, X1, ..., Tq) = wWotwix1+- - -F+wyxy. Suppose that ¢g,...,dq € Clﬁ([—A, Al, A
for some constants 5 >1and A > 1V E?:o |b;]. Then we have

mlj e € G(2,(d,d+1,2d +1,1),(d, 1,2d + 1), (8d, 8, B(2d + 1)), (A + 1) (1 + d + dA)).

__28
Hence ¢ =T 28+1 in this case.
Below we show the minimax lower bound for estimating fo € M(c,q,d,t,3, A).

Theorem 4.1. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model (4.1) with m € M(c,q,d,t,3,A). Suppose
that co > A and t; < min{do, ...,d;j—1} for all j. Then, for sufficiently large A,

lim inf ¢! inf sup R(fr, fo) > 0,
T—o0 fT meM(C’q7dat7ﬁ7A)

where the infimum is taken over all estimators fT.
11



Theorem and the next result imply that the sparse-penalized DNN estimator fT,sp is rate
optimal since it attains the minimax lower bound up to a poly-logarithmic factor. We write ReLU
for the ReLU activation function, i.e. ReLU(z) = max{z, 0}.

Theorem 4.2. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model (4.1) with m € M(c,q,d,t,8,A). Let F >
1V A be a constant, Ly < log" T for some r > 1, Np < T, By, \r and 7 as in Theorem with
vo =, and fr a minimizer of Qr(f) subject to f € FreLu(Lr, N7, By, F). Then

sup R(]?T, fo) = O (¢prea(T) log3t” T) as T — oo.

mEM(c7q7d7t7ﬁ7A)

Remark 4.2. The lower bound given in Theorem is the same as the one obtained in (Schmidt-
Hieber| 2020, Theorem 3) for nonparametric regression models with i.i.d. errors, while the upper
bound in Theoremhas the extra log T' factor compared to|Schmidt-Hieber| (2020]). We conjecture
that the latter would be an artifact of the proof by the following reasons:

e Yang| (2001) showed that the minimax rates for nonparametric regression models under
random design are typically unchanged even if errors have long-range dependence.

e Hoffmann| (1999) showed that the minimax rates for nonlinear AR(1) models are exactly
the same as those for nonparametric regression models with i.i.d. errors in some cases.

4.2. °-bounded affine class. In this subsection, we consider nonparametric estimation of the
mean function fy when it belongs to an ¢°-bounded affine class Ig,. This class was introduced in
Hayakawa and Suzuki| (2020)) and is defined as follows.

Definition 4.1. Given a set ® of real-valued functions on R¢ with el 20,112y = 1 for each ¢ € @
along with constants ny, € N and C' > 0, we define an ¢°-bounded affine class I3 as

Ig(ns, C) = {Z 91@@(142 . —bi) : Az € RdXd,bi € Rd,Oi S R, i € (I),
=1

\detAi\_l \Y ’AZ‘OO V ’bz‘oo \Y ’91’ <C,i=1,... ,ns} .

By taking the set ® suitably, the class of functions Ig includes many nonlinear AR models such
as threshold AR (TAR) models and we can show that the sparse-penalized DNN estimator attains
the convergence rate O(7 1) up to a poly-logarithmic factor (Theorem [4.4)).

Example 4.4 (Threshold AR model). Consider a two-regime TAR(1) model:
Vi = (a1 (o) (Ye1) + a21(00) (Yeo1)) Vi1 + vy,

where a1, az, are some constants. This model corresponds to (4.1) with d = 1 and
m(y) = (a11(—oo)(y) + a21(;00)(y))y. Note that the mean function m can be discontinuous and
this m can be rewritten as

m(y) = —a1 ReLU(r — y) + a171(p 00y (1 — y) + a2 ReLU(y — r) + agrlp o) (y — 7).

Hence m € I$(n,,C) with ® = {V/3ReLU, 1)}, ns > 4 and C' > max{|a1|, |az],|r|}. This
argument can be extended to a multi-regime (self-exciting) TAR model of any order in an obvious
manner.

We will later see in Example that functional coefficient AR models are also covered by

Definition F.11
12



We set MY (c,ns,C) = Mo(c) N ZY(ns,C). Below we show the minimax lower bound for
estimating fo € M$(c,ns, C).

Theorem 4.3. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model (1) with m € M3 (c,ns,C). Suppose that
C > 1/2 and there is a function ¢ € ® such that supp(p) C [0,1]% and ||¢|leo < co. Then,

lim inf 7" inf sup R(fT, fo) >0,

T—o0 fr meM%(c,ns,C)
where the infimum is taken over all estimators fr.

Now we extend the argument in Example [£.4] For this, we introduce the function class
AP, 4(C1,Cy, D,r) which can be approximated by “light” networks.

Definition 4.2. For C1,Cs, D > 0 and r > 0, we denote by AP, 4(C1,Cs, D, r) the set of functions
¢ : R? — R satisfying that, for each & € (0,1/2), there exist parameters L., N, B-,S. > 0 such
that

o L.V N.VS. <C{logy(1/e)}" and B, < Cy/e hold,;
e there exists an f € Fy(Le, Ne, B:) such that |6(f)o < S and ||f — goH%Q([_D pjay S €

Depending on the value of 7, AP, 4(C1, Co, D, ) contains various functions such as step functions
(0 <), polynomials (r = 1), and very smooth functions (r = 2).

Example 4.5 (Piecewise linear functions). For o = ReLU, we evidently have

ReLU € AP, 1(C1,Cq, D,r) for any C1,Co, D > 2 and r > 0. In this case we also have 1j0,00) €
AP, 1(C1,Cq, D,r) it C1,Cy > 7. In fact, for any € € (0,1/2), the function

fo(x) =0 (o(z+1)—o(z) — Lo(—2)), v € R satisfies || f. — 1[0700)”%2([71)’[)]) <e.

€

Example 4.6 (Polynomial functions). Take 0 = ReLLU and consider a polynomial function ¢(z) =
>P_,a;z’ for some constants ag, ...,a, € R. Then, given D > 0, we have ¢ € AP,1(C1,1/2,D,1)
for some constant C; > 0 depending only on max;—g, ., |a;|, p and D by Proposition IIL5 in
Elbrachter et al.| (2021]).

Example 4.7 (Very smooth functions). Take o = ReLU again. Let ¢ : R — R be a C*° function
such that there are constants A > 1 and D > 0 satisfying sup,¢;_p,p o™ (z)] < nlA for all
n € Zso. Then, by Lemma A.6 in [Elbrichter et al| (2021), A~'p € AP,1(C1,1,D,2) for some
constants C; > 0 depending only on D. Hence ¢ € AP, 1(C1, A, D,2). The condition on ¢ is
satisfied e.g. when there is a holomorphic function ¥ on {z € C : |z| < D + 1} such that |[¥| < A
and U(z) = ¢(z) for all x € [-D, D]. This follows from Cauchy’s estimates (cf. Theorem 10.26 in
Rudin| (1987)).

Example 4.8 (Product with an indicator function). Again consider the ReLU activation function
o = ReLU. Let ¢ € AP, 1(Cy,C2, D, r) for some constants C7,Ce, D > 0 and r > 1, and assume
SUpge[—p,p) l¢(z)| < A for some constant A > 1. Then ¢ljg ) € APy 1(C3,C3,D,r) for some
constant C3 depending only on Cy,Co, D, A. To see this, fix ¢ € (0,1/2) arbitrarily and take
L.,N., B.,S; and f as in Definition Also, let f. defined as in Example By Proposition
II1.3 in Elbrachter et al. (2021)), there is an f; € Fy(Cylog(1/e),5,1) with Cy > 0 depends only
on A such that sup, yc(—a a1 [f1(z,y) — 2y < e. Then, by Lemmas I1.3-11.4 and A.7 in Elbrachter
et al.| (2021), there is an fo € F,(Cs{log(1/e)}", C5{log(1/e)}", C5/e) with Cs > 0 depending only
13



on C1,Ca, A such that fo(x) = fi(f(z), f(x)) for all z € R and ||0(f2)]|cc < Cs{log(1/e)}". For
this fo, we have

1 f2 = ©1j0,00) | 22(= 0. )
<|lfa = ffellL2q=n,p)) + I(f = @) fellL2(=p,p)) + llp(fe = Lj0,00)) I L2((=D, D))
<(D+1+ A)y/e.

Applying this argument to €/v/D + 1 + A instead of €, we obtain the desired result.

Theorem E and the next result imply that the sparse-penalized DNN estimator fT,sp attains
the minimax optimal rate over MY (c,ns, C) up to a poly-logarithmic factor.

Theorem 4.4. Consider the nonlinear AR(d) model with m € M%(c,ns,C). Suppose that

® C APReru,a(C1, Co, D, 1) for some constants Ci,Cy >0, D > (d+1)C andr > 0. Let F > 14¢q

be a constant, Lt = logT/T for some r' > r, Ny < T, By < T" for some v > 1, A\ and 71 as

in Theorem with vy = 7', and J?T a minimizer of Qr(f) subject to f € FreLv(Lt, N1, Br, F).

Then

i (T) log?t 47T
T

sup R(fr, fo) = O (

as T — oo.
mEM%(c,ns,C)

Example 4.9. By Examples [£.4] and [4.5] the sparse-penalized DNN estimator adaptively achieve
the minimax rate of convergence up to a logarithmic factor for threshold AR models. Thanks

to Examples this result can be extended to some threshold AR models with nonlinear
coefficients.

Example 4.10 (Functional coefficient AR model). Examples and also imply that Theorem
can be extended to some functional coefficient AR (FAR) models introduced in |Chen and Tsay
(1993)):
Yi= fi(Yi_1)Yio1+ -+ fa(Y{_1)Yi—a + vt

where Y | = (Y;i—1,...,Y;_q)" and f; : R% — R are measurable functions. This model include
many nonlinear AR models such as (1) TAR models (when f; are step functions), (2) exponential
AR (EXPAR) models proposed in |[Haggan and Ozaki| (1981) (when f; are exponential functions),
and (3) smooth transition AR (STAR) models (e.g. (Granger and Terasvirta (1993]) and Terasvirta
(1994)). Note that some classes of FAR models such as EXPAR and STAR models can be written
as a composition of functions so Theorem can be applied to those examples.

5. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we conduct a simulation experiment to assess the finite sample performance of
DNN estimators for the mean function of nonlinear time series. Following Ohn and Kim, (2022)),
we compare the following five estimators in our experiment: Kernel ridge regression (KRR), k-
nearest neighbors (kNN), random forest (RF), non-penalized DNN estimator (NPDNN), and sparse-
penalized DNN estimator (SPDNN).

For kernel ridge regression, we used a Gaussian radial basis function kernel and selected the tuning
parameters by 5-fold cross-validation as in |Ohn and Kim| (2022)). We determined the search grids
for selection of the tuning parameters following Exterkate| (2013)). The tuning parameter k for k-
nearest neighbors was also selected by 5-fold cross-validation with the search grid {5,7,...,41,43}.

For random forest, unlike (Ohn and Kim (2022), we did not tune the number of the trees but fix it
14



to 500 following discussions in (Hastie et al.l 2009, Section 15.3.4) as well as the analysis of |Probst
and Boulesteix (2018). Instead, we tuned the number of variables randomly sampled as candidates
at each split. This was done by the R function tuneRF of the package randomForest.

For the DNN based estimators, we set the network architecture (L,p) as L = 3 and p; = pa =
ps = 128 along with the ReLU activation function o(x) = max{x,0}. Supposing that data were
appropriately scaled, we ignored the restriction to |0, l]d of observations when constructing (and
evaluating) the DNN based estimators. The network weights were trained by Adam (Kingma and
Bal, 2015 with learning rate 10~3 and minibatch size of 64. To avoid overfitting, we determined the
number of epochs by the following early stopping rule: First, we train the network weights using
the first half of observation data and evaluate its mean square error (MSE) using the second half
of the data at each epoch. We stop the training when the MSE is not improved within 5 epochs.
After determining the number of epochs by this rule, we trained the network weights using the
full sample. For the sparse-penalized DNN estimator, we also need to select the penalty function

Tap,~ and the tuning parameters Ay and TT We use the clipped Ly penalty given by (3.5). We

Sylog3, T Sylog3, T Sylogd, T Sylogd, T 28,1
set 77 = 1077, Ay was selected from { yogw , yZ?O ; ”Z?O ; yoq%w ) yogm

the MSE in the above early stopping rule Here Sy is the sample variance of {Yt}t:1-
We consider the following non-linear AR models for data-generating processes. Throughout this
section, {g;}X_; denote i.i.d. standard normal variables.

EXPAR: V; = a1(Y;—1)Yi—1 + az(Yi—1)Yi—2 + 0.2, with
a1(y) = 0.138 + (0.316 + 0.982y)e>8%’,
as(y) = —0.437 — (0.659 + 1_260y)e—3.89y2'

TAR: Y; = by (Yi_1)Yi—1 + ba(Yi—1)Yi_g + &¢ with

bi(y) = 0.4 -1 (oo 1)(y) — 0.8 11 00)(¥),
ba(y) = —0.6 - 1(_oo,1)(¥) + 0.2 1 (1 o0y (y)-

} to minimize

FAR:

1
Y: = -Y; 2 _— 1.5Y;_9)Y;i_ 0.5¢¢.
t—2 exp(— t2/) 1+Y;2_2COS( t—2)Yi—1 + 0.5e¢
AAR:
Yiq exp{3(Y;—2 — 2)}
Y, =4 .
P14 08Y2, T epBVis—2))
SIM:

V; = exp(—8ZF) + 0.58in(21Z;)Y;—1 + 0.1e,  Z; = 0.8Y;—1 + 0.6Y;_5 — 0.6.
SIM,: For v € {0.5,1.0,5.0},
Y; = {®(—vZ;) = 0.5}Y; 1 + {P(20Z;) — 0.6}Y; 2 + &4,
Zt=Yi1+Yi0—-Y 53—V 4,

where ® is the standard normal distribution function.

The first four models, EXPAR, TAR, FAR and AAR, are taken from Chapter 8 of [Fan and Yao
(2008)); see Examples 8.3.7, 8.4.7 and 8.5.6 ibidem. The models SIM and SIM, are respectively
taken from (Xia and Li, 1999, Example 1) and (Xia et al. 2007, Example 3.2) to cover the single-

index model (cf. Example . Since the model SIM, has a parameter v varying over {0.5,1,5},
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we consider totally eight models. We generated observation data {Y;}1_; with 7' = 400 and burn-in
period of 100 observations.

As in |Ohn and Kim| (2022)), we evaluate the performance of each estimator by the empirical Lo
error computed based on newly generated 10° simulated data. Figure [I| shows the boxplots of the
empirical Lo errors of the five estimators over 500 Monte Carlo replications for eight models. As the
figure reveals, the performances of KRR, NPDNN and SPDNN are superior to those of KNN and
RF. Moreover, except for FAR, the DNN based estimators are comparable or better than KRR:
For models with intrinsic low-dimensional structures such as AAR, SIM and SIMg5, the DNN
based estimators perform slightly better than KRR. For models with discontinuous or rough mean
functions such as TAR, SIM; and SIMs, the performances of the DNN based estimators dominate
that of KRR. These observations are in line with theoretical results developed in this paper.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have advanced statistical theory of feed-forward deep neural networks (DNN)
for dependent data. For this, we investigated statistical properties of DNN estimators for non-
parametric estimation of the mean function of a nonstationary and nonlinear time series. We
established generalization error bounds of both non-penalized and sparse-penalized DNN estima-
tors and showed that the sparse-penalized DNN estimators can estimate the mean functions of a
wide class of the nonlinear autoregressive (AR) models adaptively and attain the minimax optimal
convergence rates up to a logarithmic factor. The class of nonlinear AR models covers nonlinear
generalized additive AR, single index models, and popular nonlinear AR models with discontinuous
mean functions such as multi-regime threshold AR models.

It would be possible to extend the results in Section [] to other function classes such as piece-
wise smooth functions (Imaizumi and Fukumizu) 2019), functions with low intrinsic dimensions
(Schmidt-Hieber, |2019; Nakada and Imaizumi, [2020), and functions with varying smoothness
(Suzuki, 2019; [Suzuki and Nitandal 2021). We leave such extensions as future research.
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FiGURE 1. Boxplots of empirical Lsy errors

APPENDIX A. PROOFS FOR SECTION

For random elements X and Y, we write X £y if they have the same law. Let F be a pointwise
measurable class of real-valued functions on R%. For § > 0, a finite set G C F is called a §-covering
of F with respect to || - ||oc if for any f € F there exists g € G such that ||f — g|/cc < 6. The

minimum cardinality of a d-covering of F with respect to || - || is called the covering number of
17



F with respect to || - ||oc and denoted by N (8, F, || - ||oc). Let 0(Z) be the o-field generated by the
random element Z. Let fr be an estimator taking values in F and define its expected empirical
error by

T
R(Fr. o) = B | = SO (Fr(X0) — fo(X0))?
t 1

In what follows, we set 5(t) = Bx(t).

A.1. Proof of Theorem First, we give an overview of the proof. To prove Theorem we
will show the following results:

Lemma A.1 (Lemma C.1). Let § > 0 and suppose that there exists an integer Ny such that
Np > N6, F,| - |lo) Vexp(10). Also, let ar be a positive number such that ur := |T/(2ar)| > 0.
In addition, suppose that there is a number F' > 1 such that || f|lecc < F for all f € FU{fo}. Then,
for all € € (0,1],
2
R(fr, fo) < (1 +e)R(fr, fo) + log Ny L
Hr Hr
Lemma A.2 (Lemma C.2). Let {(Y;, X;)}]_, be a time series satisfying , and set fo =
mlpqja. Also, let 6 > 0 and assume Ny := N(6, F, || - [loc) < 00. Suppose that there is a number
F > 1 such that ||f|le < F for all f € FU{fo}. Suppose also that supp(f) C [0,1]¢ for all
f € F. Then, under Assumption for all e € (0,1) there exists a constant C. depending only
on (Cy, e, K) such that

R(fr, fo) < 7\11]:(fT)

F 42 +¢e)F%B(ar) + 4(2 + ) Fo.

21(1 +¢)?
€

inf R C.F?
— inf (f, fo) + C-F s,

where
(08 T)(log A7) | 1
T T

Ys,1 =0+

Combining these results, we have
R o) < 125 (W) + L ()
(log T') (log N) n 1) N 21(1 4 ¢)2F? log Nt n 4F?
T T £ Hr Hr
+4(2 + &) F%B(ar) + 4(2 + €)F, (A1)

where C. is a constant depending only on (e,C,, K). Lemma C.1 provides a bound of the gen-
eralization error using the expected empirical error and Lemma C.2 provides a bound of the ex-
pected empirical error. Note that the results do not require the estimator fT to take values in
Fs(L,N,B, F,S) and hence would be of independent interest. Lemma C.1 can be shown as fol-
lows: Firstly, we apply the blocking technique for S-mixing sequences in Rio| (2013)) to approximate
the data with independent blocks. Then, we employ an approach similar to Lemma 4(I) in Schmidt-
Hieber| (2020)) for these independent blocks. In this bound, what distinguishes it from independent
data is that the second and third terms come from the blocking argument, while the fourth term
depends on the S-mixing coefficient. When the data is independent, corresponding to ur = T and
B(ar) = 0, this bound corresponds to Lemma 4(I) in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020). Lemma C.2 corre-

sponds to Lemma 4(III) in [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020). Although the bound in Lemma C.2 does not
18
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explicitly manifest the time-series structure, a key aspect of the proof involves establishing a new
exponential inequality for self-normalized martingale differences (Lemma D.3) and using this re-
sult to evaluate E[T~! Zthl(]?T(Xt) — fo(X1))n(Xy)ve]. This approach differs from [Schmidt-Hieber
(2020)) and constitutes a unique aspect of the proof. Theorem follows from these lemmas and
the bound on the T~ !-covering number of F,(L, N, B, F, S) with respect to || - ||cc-

Now we move on to the proof of Theorem Letting F = F,(L,N,B,F,S), § = T~! and

ar = Cg_é logT in 1' we have

7 1+ >, 1+e. 21(1 4 )2 2
R(fvaO) < 11— E\P;(fT) —+ 1 7?}2&}{(]“7 fO) + <(56) lOgNT +4> E
2
PO 42+ 82+ 0) Tk (1 4+ e 8T os D)
logT

We may assume pur = L%J > 0; otherwise T' < 2ar and thus Cyg/2 < “5~. Moreover, using
Lemma E.5, log N (T, Fo(L,N, B, F,S), | - o) <2S(L+1)log ((L+1)(N +1)BT). Therefore,
letting N7 := N (T, F,(L,N, B, F,S), || - o) V exp(10), there exists a universal constant ¢; > 0
such that log Np < ¢1S(L + 1)log ((L + 1)(N + 1)BT). Combining all the estimates above, we
obtain the desired result. O

Remark A.1 (Derivation of (3.4))). When the S-mixing coefficient decays polynomially fast, that
1

is, B(t) < Cat™ for some a > 0, then letting 6 = T~ and ap = (T/log Np) =+ in 1} we obtain

i)

A.2. Proof of Theorem Throughout the proof, we set 5(t) = Bx(t). Without loss of
generality, we may assume (1+C,)T~! < 1; otherwise, the desired bound holds with C' = 4(1+C;)
because R(fr, fo) < 4F2. Then we have

8 =T~ +7r(Ly + 1)((Nr + 1)Br) "™+ < (14 C)T ™ < 1. (A.2)

Next, for k£ > 0 and s > 0, we define Frj s := {f e F: 2’“_151{;@7&0} < Jr(f) < 2ks}, Qrgs =
{fT € ]:T,k,s}- Note that Q = Upe o Qrks and Qpp, s N Qpp, s = O for ki # ko, For each k,
set Ny := N(61, Fris, | - lloo) and let {ff,...,f/’\“[k} be a dp-covering of Frj s with respect to

| lloo- By construction, we can define a random variable J, taking values in {1,... ,Nj} such that
||fT - ff;kHoo < 07 on QT,k:,5~

Step 1 (Reduction to independence) Let ar be a positive number such that 2ar < T, ap — o0
and ar/u\(T) — 0 as T — oo, and set pp := |T/2ar] > 0. For £ = 0,...,up — 1, let I, =
{2tar +1,..., 20+ V)ar}, Irg = {(20+ 1)ar +1,...,2({ + 1)ar}. For each k, we define

/

T= GGk = | D X)) = fo(X0))2 ., Y (e (X0) — fol(X)? |
telr telry

N*vk R N*vk N*vk _ k k
G =@ o) = | D0 UFXD) = fo(X)% - D (PR (XF) = fo(X))?
tEIlyg tEILg
From a similar argument in Stepl of the proof of Lemma C.1, we can show that there exist two

sequences of independent RVk-valued random variables {gf}ngO_ ! and {gZ’k o ! such that for all
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gZO,...,MT—l,
L ~ ~ s,k L ~x ~%,
gE =G, Plef #9F) < Blar), " =g" Plo* #5;") < Blar).

with 0 < gﬁg < 4F%aq7 and 0 < g Y < 4F?%ar a.s., where gj , and g] Z are the j-th components of gg
and gZ’k, respectively. Further, let kr s be an integer such that > ;. 1 P(Q7ks) < 1/pp. For
£=0,...,ur — 1, we define

~ Nk‘ s / ~% ~*7k ,S !
g = <@?)/, ey (gZT’ )/) YE ((gg 0) yoeey (94 3 )/> )

o= () ™)) g o= (0 "))

We can also assume that for all £ =0,..., upr — 1,

00 £ 30 Plae #80) < Blar), o 265, Pla; #8;) < Blax).

Likewise, define

B = (B gy R ) = | DD (FR(X) = fo(X0))% 0 D (FR (X)) — fo(Xa))? |

tels tel
By = (B B ) = | R = fo(XN% s Y (P (X)) = folX7))?
tels tela

and there exist two sequences of independent RV-valued random variables {he e Land {hy ok o !
such that for all £ =0,..., ur — 1,

L7 T xk L7 * T
hf = hg, P(hf # hf) < Blar), byt = RN Pt # RpY) < Blar).
For ¢ =0,...,ur — 1, we define
~ ~ ~ ko
b= (), (™)), by
kr.s
b = (). (™)) by
We can also assume that for all £ =0,..., upr — 1,

be £ 6y, P(be # b0) < Blar), b 205, P(b; #b;) < Blar).

Step 2 (Bounding the generalization error) In this step, we will show

(RS
(o). teyY

5/4 ___ s
N oY 1 - 32F2a 2 exp 128F2¢

R(fr, fo) <3| R(fr, fo) + SE[Jr(fr)] | + 114+ ( T)
3 T 1 —ex (—L)

P~ 256F2ar

32F?
+24F3r + 5 + o ABF(ar) (A3)
T

for T' > Ty, where Ty > 0 is a constant depending only on (Cr, Cn, Cp, vy, V1, V2, ty). Define

T
= R(Fr. fo) ~ B(Fr. fo) — 5ElIr(Fr)], Di:=F [19 (; > Aulfr) - ;JTGT))] ,
t=1
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ere A\, = £) — fo(X{ — t) — fo(X%))?. Note tha :kzok.incet}—
where Ay(f) = (f(X]) = fo(X7))? = (f(Xi) — fo(X¢))?. Note that D = Y732 Dy. Since |A(fr)
At(ft]]ck)| < 8F 47, we have
1< 1. - 1< .
Dy <E |1lag,., (TZAt(f‘l;k) - 2JT(fT)> +E 1oz, (TZ )At(fT) — At(fi) )]
t=1
— T,k,s L)
1o, ( ZAt (f5) - JT(fT)> + 8F67 P(Qrk.s)-
Observe that
1 T
E|lop,, (TZAt(fi)>
t=1
I 1 T pr—1 k pr—1 pr—1 1 T
S E 1QT,keT<Z Jk,f+z h 7 Z ngé Z th, > +E 1QT,k,s 2l Z |At(f§:k)‘
L =0 tZQQTp/T—‘-l
i 1 mr— pr—1 pr—1 pr—1 SF2
<E|lg.,, T( Jk,€+z the Z Tt — Z th,> +#7TP(QT,1<:,5)-
L (=
Further,
pur—1 oo 2 7—1 oo
« 4F“ar
1S SB[t [ aitf] < TS SR o]
=0 k=0 ot " (=0 k=0 Jk#g‘]”}
Er..
4F2aT Hrol oo 4F2aT wr—l 3 >
> Y B [lar gy | < SUE[lor (] + D Ellor,,]
(=0 k=0 =0 \ k=0 k=kp o+1
AF%qp P! > 4AF%a; 1 1
< (B[]t X Elan]) < 5 (8en) 4 o) <26 (Ben) 4 ).
=0 k=kr s+1 HT T

(A.4)
Therefore, similar arguments to obtain (A.4) yield

0o T
kzzo E|10,,. (; Z NGAE JTL?T))]
1QT7,€,6< Z ng ¢ QJIC JT(]?T)>]

<>E
k=0
00 —1
1 16F2

-1, *k T —
2o (950 — 9?,027 b :=E[by k], 7k = 24/bjk + b,

*k gé?e)/rj,k , k, where B;;, := 0 if the denominator equals 0.

g]g
1JT(fT)>

k
ng,z) T
21

+8F%B(ar).

Define b; . == 10, ,

-1
2o (

Bjk = 1o,
Then we have

1 pr—1 B}
1QT,I<:,5 T Z (ng 0

=0

E

SE[(;TJk,kBk 1QT“4 (fT))]




Applying the AM-GM inequality, we have

1 pr—1 - i 1 R
Ellon..| 7 > a5t - i) =y Jr(fr)

=0

2
Tk 16F2aT

64F2Tarp

+E{ B; - 19”34 r(fr)

8
=——FEI +E
64F27] ar [ Jk’k] [

Now we evaluate I, .. Observe that

16F2%a
T TBI? ]‘QTks4 (fT>:| = rk+IBk

E[bs, x]
_ p— k -
< 4F%arE Lag,., Z e gﬁkl
{=0 |
i pr—1 i T pr—1 . .
<AF%arE 1o, S0 (675~ 06| | + 4%k |10, Y ([555 - 67 +\§§k,e—g.’3k,e)]
L =0 J =0
pr—1 pr—1
<4F2aT E 1QTks Z Z fT fO( ))2 +E IQTks Z Z fT Xt — fo Xt))
(=0tel o (=0 tel,
pr—1 pr—1 N
+4F%ar (B 1o, > (37" = DU (X)) — fo(X0)| | +E Lo D [F5.0— D 1r(Xe) — fo(X0)?
/=0 tely Y /=0 tel o
pr—1
+4F%ar - 8F%a E|1 1., )}
g g g e { JkkﬂégJH} {ng ﬂég?kvf}
pr—1 R pr—1 .
<AF%arE |1, Y Y (Fr(X0) = fo(X0)? | +4F%arE |1, Y Y (Fr(Xi) — fo(X))?
{=0tel p £=0t€ly ¢

pr—1
+4F%r (4F appror+4F arprdr)P(Qr g ) +32F4a%ZE |:1QT’]€A’S(1{~* k } {gJ o Z})]
ko 2

= 97, 79 9.,

(A.5)

For the above inequalities, we used the fact that ok < 4F2%ap

*,k k
QJ g‘ < 4F? ar, gjk — 9.0

a.s. and on Q. , fr € Frp,s and

(5, @) = fo@)? = (Fr(@) = fo@))?| < | Fr(@) = £5,@)| | Fr(@) + £, (2) - 2fo(a)| < 4For.

Hence we obtain

pr—1 ur—1
Zfrk_;FFQ;jT SN G - X B[S ST () — fo(X0)?

=0 tel =0 t€li,
32F3a2.purdr N 32F* - 4a2.prB(ar)
8F2Tar 8F2Tar
pr—1 1 pr—1 R
Z 7 (Fr(X7) = fo(X7)?| +E T D> (r(Xe) = fo(Xi))?
=0 tely, =0 teli,
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+ 2F0r + 8F*B(ar). (A.6)

Now we evaluate Ipy. If b, > 0, applying Lemmas E.2 and E.4 with y = /b, we obtain

E [exp (2B2,) vVbe/y/bj + bi| < 1. Hence
E[exp 282 , f/w/kaku} <E[ max. exp (2B2,) \/a/,/bwrz}k} < M.

Therefore, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

Elexp(B})] < \/E [GXP (233k,k>\/a/\/ka,k + Bk] E |:\/ka,k: + Ek/@] < \/NkE [\/ bk + Bk/\@] -
Since E [\/bjlwk + Bk/\/lTk] < \/E [(bJ,wk + Bk)/gk] < /2, we conclude

Elexp(B})] < 2"/ \/AG. (A7)

This inequality also holds when by, = 0 because we always have Bj, = 0 in such a case. Thus, for
k > 1, we have

16F2%q o0 16F2%a 1. -
E LB} - 19”5 r(fr) _/ P LB} —1ap,, < Jr(fr) >z ) dz
T 4 0 T ks

k-3 2 k-3
< 2l/4, /Nk/ exp T +2""s) dzx = 2Y4 /N, - 165 ar exp _27sT : (A.8)
) T 16F2ar

16PQGT

where the second inequality follows from Markov’s inequality and (A.7). Recall that 7 is defined
by (A.2). Then by Lemma E.6,

ok Lr+1)(Nr+1)B
log Ny, < —S(LT+1)log (Lr + )(_T+ )Br
A7 T-1

2k8 14v
<Ci—log ™ T, (A.9)
Ar
where C] is a positive constant depending only on (Cr, Cn, Cp, vy, v1, v2). Since ap/ix(T) — 0
as T — oo, there is a constant T depending only on C; and ¢y such that (Cylog! ™ T)/\p <
T /(128 F?ar) whenever T > Ty. For such T, we have

16F2%ayp 2k=3sT 21/4 16 F2ar 2k T 2k sT
ol/4 /N . — < —
Ny ——exp < 16F2aT> = T P (256F2aT 128F2aT>

24 16F2%ay ( 2ksT>

T  256F2ar
For k =0,
16F%ar ~ 16F2aT 16F%ar 9
E|——B;) 19T03 r(fr)| < E[Bj] = T log(exp(E[B3]))
T 4 T
16 F? 16 F? 8F 8F?
< =L log(Elexp(B})]) < =" log(2"/'\/Ab) € = (1 +log \g) < = + —.
T T T 16
(A.10)
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For the second inequality, we used Jensen’s inequality and for the last inequality, we used log Ny <
sT /(128 F2ar). Combining (A.8) and (A.10), we have

5/4 T
Nt 8F2ap s  2Y%16F2ar = 2ksT s  8F2%ar 2%/% exp (—128?2aT>
> i < T 16 T 2 T256F%ar ) 16 T T
=0 k=1 ar 1 —exp (‘256‘}72@)
(A.11)

Therefore, and (| - yield

> e 1 >
*,k N
S°E |10, (T S - b - 4JT<fT>)] <3+ T
k=0 =0 k=0
1 pr—1 1 pr—1 R
<3 Z " (Fr(XP) = fo(X)? | +E T DD (Fr(Xe) = fo(X0))?
(=0 tel, (=0 tel
5/4 __ sT
8F? 2 exp( 128F2 >
+2F 6 4 8F° 5((1T)+*+ L il
16 g 1 —exp <_2568FT2aT)
Likewise, we have
b 1 1
* k N
ZE []'QT,k,s (T Z h ! k 4JT(fT)>]
k=0 =0
1 pr—1 R 1 pr—1 R
5 E |z > D (Fr(X) = (X0 +E |5 Y D (Fr(Xs) = fo(X))?
=0 tGIzye =0 tGIQYZ
5/4 __ sT
SF?2 2 exp( SarT— )
+2Fo7 4+ 8FB(ar) + o + - 14 e
S
1 —exp (_ 256F2aT)

Hence,

i é ( (fr, fo) +R(fT,fo)>
k=1

5/4 T
16F2ar 2°/% exp (— 12sivzaT) 16 F?
T 1+ - +
S
1 —exp <_256F2aT> HT
Since D = R(fr, fo) = R(fr, fo) = $E[Jr(fr)], we obtain (A.3). )
Step 3 (Bounding the expected empirical error) In this step, we will show that for any f € F,

R(F n - > = - _ 2
R(Fr. fo) + B (o)) < 2 (Br(Fr, )+ B fo) + 72(P) +3T2(ng)

+12F57+16F2B(ar)+ - +8F?B(ar).

5/4 5sT
96K2072](10g T) 2°/% exp <_1152K2é’,2](10gT)> 5
S A= I +4Cy07 + =5
T 1—e _ 5T 12
*P \ T 2304K2C2(log T)
(A.12)
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for T > Ty, where \TIT(fT, f) =E [QT(]?T) — QT(f) and T7 > 0 is a constant depending only on
(CL; ONa OBa g, V1, V2, Ka 0177 L>\)' B
For each t =1,...,T and for any f € F, we have

E[(f(X0) = Y0)* + Jr(f)] = E(fr(X0) = Y2) + Jr(fr)]
= B[(F(X:) = fo(X0)?] + Jo(f) = E[(fr(Xe) — fo(X4))?] — E[Jr(fr)]
+ 2B[(Fr(X2) — fo(X2))n(Xi)v],
where we used the fact E[f(X;)n(X¢)vi] = E[f(X:)n(X;)E[v¢|Gi—1]] = 0. Then we have

R(Fr. fo) + gEUr(Fr)] = Or(Fr. ) + B o) + Jn(f) — SBLIr(Fr)]

+2E Z (fr(X:) = fo(Xe)m (Xt)vt] : (A.13)

Observe that

1 T R 00 T R
28\ > (fr(Xe) = fo(X))n(Xo)ve | = Z Log,. > (Fr(X:) - fO(Xt))n(Xt)Ut]

=1 Tz =1

00 T 0o T
= ;Z 1o, Z F5(X0) = fo(Xo))n(Xe)v, +%ZE [19” S (Fr(Xy) - ff?k(Xt))n(Xt)vt] :

k=0 t=1 k=0 =1

Since sup, | fr(z) — f% (z)| < 67 on Qpy, and 2L [thl M < 2o s JB [0?] = 20,61,
we have

T 00 T

2E %Z(AT(Xt) — Jo(Xe))n(Xe)ve | < %ZE Lo, 3 (F5(X0) = fo(Xe))n(Xe)ve | +2Cy0r.
t=1 k=0 t=1

(A.14)

U.
Define n; 1, := 1o, , ; L

TR

T T 1/2
Uik = > _(FF(Xe) = fo(Xe))n(Xe)ve, Vig := Loy, (Z(ff(Xt) — fo(Xe))*n*(Xo) (v} + 1)> ;

t=1 t=1

where 7; ;, := 0 if the denominator equals 0. Observe that

2

Ellq,, Zf:fjk Xi) = fo(Xe)n(Xyve TE[lﬂTk < \/VJ2 e TEVS, ’f]nkﬂ

1 96 K2C2(log T
< E[V? — " Rl 21,
= 6KQC%T(logT) [VJk,k] + T [ QT,k,snk]
(A.15)

Combining (A.14) and (A.15), we have

Z Fr(Xe) = fo(Xo)n (Xt)vt] - %E[JT(J?T)]

=1
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= 1 96 K2C2(log T) 5.
< E |1 S R R 2C, 0
= kzo 6K2C2T(logT) B Vil + Z 7.k,s ( T Mk = gIrUr) | | + 2601
=3 Typ+ Y Ik +2Cy0r. (A.16)

Now we evaluate Iy ;. Observe that

T
E [V} k] < CoE Loz, > (), (Xe) = fo(Xe))*(vf + 1)

t=1
T T
]‘QTks Z fT Xt fO Xt)) (UtQ + 1) +C72]E 1QT,ks Z ka Xt fT Xt)) (Ut2 + 1)
—1 t=1
T ~ ~
+2C0E | Loy, Y (Fr(Xe) = fo(X)(f5,(Xe) = Fr(Xe) (v} + 1)
t=1
T ~
< ChE | Lag,, > (fr(Xe) = fo(Xe)? (v} + 1)
t=1
T T
+2FC267E |1q,,, Y (7 +1)| +4FC267E (1o, Z (v +1)
t=1 t=1
T T
1 t=1

From the same arguments to obtain (C.16) in the proof of Lemma C.2, we have
2B [0 (Fr(X0) — fo(X0)%07| < 2C2K>T(1og T)R(Fr, fo) + 16C2F2 K2, Hence we have

1 2 2 DT 2 12 1.2 2
kZOIVk < SRACET(og T <C77(2K T(log T) + 1) R(fr, fo) + 16C2F? K> + 6FC’77T5T>
11F?

3(logT)

1

< ZR(fr, fo) + 7. (A.17)

\V]

For the second inequality, we used the inequalities T07 > 1, F' > 1 and

1= 1mtaXTE[ 2] < Igtax K?(E[exp(v?/K?)] —1) < K. (A.18)
Now we evaluate I . If E[V}kk] > 0, applying Lemmas E.3 and E.4 with y = [V}k ], we

obtain E [exp (277?7,{) \/E[V}k,k]/\/vﬁk + E[V}k,k]J < 1. Hence

E[eXp(2n3k,k)\/E[V}k,k]/\/V}k,k+E[V}k,k]J §E[lglz<xx§xp 277J i \/E VJ2 & /\/ k—{—E Jk ] 1 <Nk

Therefore, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain
Blesp()] < \JARE [{/7 + BV, J/EVZ )
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Since E [ \/VZ  +EVZ J//EVE,]] < \/E (V. + EIVE D/EIVE ]| < V2, we conclude

Elexp(n?)] < 2Y/4\/N;, (A.19)

This inequality also holds when E[V}k ] = 0 because we always have 7, = 0 in such a case. Thus,
for £ > 1, we have

96K2C2(logT) 5 - o0 96 K2C2(logT) 5~
E|lo,, | ———n — = Jr(fr) S/ Pllo,, | —2—m—Jr(fr)| >z |da
T 6 0 T 6
oo T(ZL‘—|— 52k %s ) 21/4'96K202(1O T k
gT) 5.2ksT
< 9l/4 / — do — " \/ _
<2V o 96K20$(log 7)) T Al exp 1152K2C2(1og T) )’

where the second inequality follows from Markov’s inequality and (A.19). Since ty(z) — oo
as * — oo and F' > 1, there is a constant 77 depending only on Ci, K,C, and ¢y such that
(Cylog! ™0 T) /Ap < 5T/(1152F?) whenever T > Ty. For such T, we have by (A.9)

21/4.96 K2Clog T') U ( 5.9kT ) - 21/4.96 K2Clog T') ( 5.9k T >
exp exp| —
T 1152K2C¥log T') T 2304K2Clog T)
For k =0,
96K2C2(logT) 5 - 96K2C2(logT) 48K2C2%(logT)
Ellaz,, L 77]% — —Jr(fr) < — 1~ 'Rk 7]3 <—T 27 (1 +log Np)
T 6 T T
2,72
< 48K*C;(log T') N %
= T 24
Then we have
il _ 48K2C2(log T) LB 21/4. 96 K2C2(log T iex _ 5eokT
ok = T 24 T 24P\ T 2304K2C (log T)
ASK2C2(log T 25/% exp (——5’8:’; )
< 55 N 5 (log T) 1+ 152K2C2(log T) (A.20)
24 T 1— _ 5sT
CXP \ T 2304K2C2(log T)

Combining (A.13]), (A.16), (A.17)), and (A.20)), we obtain (A.12]).
Step 4 (Conclusion)

From (]A.3[) and QA.12[) with ap = C’Q_é logT and s = (C’Q_g, +1)(F%v KQCg)(log T)/T, we have

R(fr. fo) <6 (‘I’T(fT:]E) + R(f, fo) + JT(f)) + 120g
5(Cy + 1)(F? v K2C2)(log T)
AT

(Cop+ 1)(F?V K2C2)(log T)
4T

T

288K2C2(log T) (1 . 25/% exp (— 115
32F202fé(10gT) - 25/% exp (— 35
T (

+

64F2C5 3(logT)  96F2C) 4
T L




whenever T > Ty VT}. Here, we used the fact that e=2%/(1—e~%) is decreasing for > 0. Therefore,
we obtain the desired result. O

Remark A.2 (Generalization error bound for SPDNN under S-mixing coefficients with polynomial

decay). From (|A.3)) and (A.12), we have

Rifr. o) < 6 (W) + oL (R o) + 921 )

22F? 3 32F?
e 412C, 67 + 24F 6T + =
+T(logT)+ W07 + T+23+ o

+ 48,8(0,7“)

55T
288K°ClogT [ 2%/ exp (— TI52K2C2 1ogT)

T 55T
1 —exp (_ 301K (3 logT>
5/4 __ sT
32F7 2>/ exp ( 1282 )
T“T 14 — (A.21)
S
1 —exp (_ 256F2aT)
If the S-mixing coefficient decays polynomially fast, that is, 5(t) < Cgt™® for some a > 0, then,
212 2
letting s = w and ar = T in (A.21 , we obtain

R(fr, fo) < 6 (\Pi (Fr) + Inf (R(f. fo) + JT<f>>> + OF? (IHT%T + T> |

for T > T where T > 0 is a constant depending only on (Cy,Cr,Cn,Cg,vo, 11,2, K, 1)) and C is
a constant depending only on (C,,, Cg, Cr, K).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material includes discussion of our main results (Section, proof of auxiliary
lemmas (Section , proofs for Section [4| (Section @, and technical tools (Section . In what
follows, we set B(t) = Bx(t).

APPENDIX B. DISCUSSION

In this section, we provide a more detailed discussion of our theoretical results from several
perspectives.

B.1. Dependence structure. In our paper, we assume that the process {Xt}tT:1 is [-mixing.
On the other hand, physical dependence is also a commonly utilized dependence structure. While
obtaining similar results under physical dependence may be possible, we choose to leave it for future
research as the proof approach would be entirely different. In time series analysis, S-mixing is a
commonly used dependence structure, and it is known that many stationary and nonstationary
time series models exhibit exponential S-mixing. On this point, we refer to Mokkadem| (1988) for
vector ARMA(p, q) process, Boussama| (1998) for GARCH(p, q) process, Chen and Chen| (2000)) for
nonlinear AR(p)-ARCH(q) process, and Vogt| (2012) for time-varying nonlinear AR(p)-ARCH(q)
process. However, by assuming [-mixing, time series models that are W-weakly dependent (cf.
Dedecker et al.| (2007)) but not S-mixing fall outside the scope of our results. We refer to Doukhan
(1994) and Dedecker et al.| (2007) for examples of non-mixing time series models and leave the

extension of our results to that case for future research.
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B.2. Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. The main difficulties in proving Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 can be
summarized as follows: In |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020), it is assumed that the error terms in the non-
parametric regression model follow independent normal distributions. Additionally, Lemma 4 (IIT)
in his paper, relies on a maximal inequality for self-normalized random variables to obtain an up-
per bound for ﬁ(fT, fo) =E[T! Z?zl(fT(Xt) — fo(X¢))?], but this inequality is heavily dependent
on the normality assumption of the error terms. On the other hand, in our proof, we consider
self-normalized martingale differences to establish an upper bound for ]Tl(fT, fo), and in our model,
we do not assume symmetric distributions or normality for the error terms, making it impossible
to apply his approach. Specifically, in our setup, we need to apply an exponential inequality to
self-normalized martingales. Existing research only provides such inequalities for martingale differ-
ences with symmetric distributions. Therefore, extending existing results to martingale differences
without assuming the symmetricity of their distributions is necessary. This extension is achieved by
considering the continuous-time embedding of discrete-time martingale differences (Lemma E.3).
In addition, Schmidt-Hieber (2020) does not handle penalized estimators, so the proof of Theorem
3.2 has an additional difficulty. In particular, since we need to optimize the objective function
over the entire class F,(L, N, B, F') and this class has a too large covering number, we need to
show that its “largeness” is appropriately controlled by the penalty term. Regarding this point,
Ohn and Kim| (2022)) handle a sparse-penalized DNN estimator for nonparametric regression mod-
els with i.i.d. errors, but their proofs heavily depend on the theory for i.i.d. data in |Gyorfi et al.
(2002) so extending their approach to our framework seems to require substantial work. We have
thus developed a rather different approach by adapting [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020)’s proof to penalized
estimators.

B.3. Results in Section 4. The main difficulties in proving results in Section 4 can be summarized
as follows: To prove (near) minimax optimality for estimating mean functions belonging to some
function class, we need to establish both upper and lower bounds for the estimation error uniformly
valid over this function class. Development of the lower bound is basically similar to [Schmidt-
Hieber| (2020), but we need substantial work to establish a uniform upper bound because our
abstract bounds developed in Section 3 contains bound for the S-mixing coefficients: We need a
uniformly valid upper bound for the S-mixing coefficients, but such a bound is rarely available in
the literature. To resolve this issue, we prove Lemma 4.1 which provides a uniform upper bound
for the S-mixing coefficients over a fairly large class of mean functions.

APPENDIX C. AUXILIARY LEMMAS

Now we show two Lemmas and Note that the results do not require the estimator fr
to take values in F,(L, N, B, F,S) and hence would be of independent interest.

Lemma C.1. Let § > 0 and suppose that there exists an integer Ny such that Np > N(8,F,| -
lloo) V exp(10). Also, let ar be a positive number such that pr = |T/(2ar)] > 0. In addition,
suppose that there is a number F > 1 such that ||f||cc < F for all f € FU{fo}. Then, for all
e €(0,1],

n 21(1 + 5)2F210g./\fT N 4F?
3 KT KT

Proof. Let {f1,..., fa.} be a d-covering of F with respect to || - ||o and define a random variable

J taking values in {1,..., N7} such that HfT — f7lloo < 6.
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Step 1 (Reduction to independence) We rely on the coupling technique for S-mixing sequences to
construct independent blocks; cf. |Rio| (2013)). For £ =0,...,ur —1,let I, = {2lar +1,..., (20 +
Dar}, Ing = {(20+ 1)ar +1,...,2(¢ + 1)ar}. Define

/

G = G sived) = | 30 A = X))y S (P (X0 = fo(X)? |

tEIl’e tEIL[

~x% ~x% ~x% * *1\2 * *\\ 2
9¢ = (91787 s 79,/\/'T,£)/ = Z (fl(Xt) - fO(Xt )) R Z (fNT(Xt) - fO(Xt ))
tEILg te[l,é
In the following, we extend the probability space if necessary and assume that there is a sequence
{Ue}p2, of i.i.d. uniform random variables over [0, 1] independent of X.
We will show that there exist two sequences of independent RN7T valued random variables
{gg}g:TSl and {g; Zgl such that for all £ =0,...,up — 1,

Elgj.¢] — E[g;.d]| < 4F%arB(ar), (C.1)
|Elg}] — E[g;.]| < 4F%arB(ar). (C.2)

where g;, and 9;,8 be the j-th component of g, and g;, respectively. We only prove 1' since the
proof of (C.2)) is similar.

First we will show that there exist a sequences {g¢},~, ! of independent random vectors in RNT
such that

L ~ ~
9¢ = Ge, Pge # gu) < Blar) for 0 <€ < pp — 1.
For all /1, s, define the o-field A(f1, f2) generated by {Xi}ier(e, ) Where I(f1,£2) = Ugizl Ig.

From the definition of g, we find that o(g,) C A(¢,¢) for all £. Applying Lemma [E.1] there exists a

random vector g, such that g, £ ge, independent of A(0,¢— 1), and P(gs # g¢) < S(ar). Moreover,
ge is measurable with respect to the o-field generated by A(0, ) and Uy. Therefore, for any ¢, gy is
independent of {gg/}ﬁ,;ll, since for /1, {5 with ¢; < {3, gy, is independent of the o-field generated by
A(0,¢1) and Uy,. This implies that {g¢}}," ! is a sequence of independent random variables.

Next we will show . By definition we have 0 < g; , < 4F 2ap for all j. Since g, has the same
law as g¢, we also have 0 < g, < 4F 2ar a.s. for all j. Consequently, we have

Elgje] — Elg;6] < E [l950 — el Lgs0 # G50} < AF?ar P(gje # i) < 4F%arB(ar).
Step 2 (Bounding the difference of the sum of independent blocks) In this step, we will show

pr—1

Z g
£=0

pr—1 2

% 21(1 + €
3 gJ,e] <(1+oE RN
=0

E F%arlog Ny. (C.3)

for all € € (0, 1].
For j =1,..., N, define

AF2aplog Ny 1 M2t V2
art log/NT *
rj = ( vV — E[gM]> ,

KT KT =5
-1
?:To (9;% — gj.0)
B := max
1<j<Nrp 2Fr;
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By definition, we have
pr—1 pr—1
eS| -5 o
£=0 =0

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

pr—1
(970 — 900)
=0

- <E < 2FE[r,B].

r _ 1/2
1l 4F2a7 log N
ElryB] <E (ZE[gi;,A> B +(””T) B (B)
wr =0
i pr—1 1/2
<p |l N Elg,)|  EIB? 1/2+2F,/“T1°gNT
AT 5o
= 1/2 91\ 1/2
* E[B ]) CLT]OgNT
- E E toF, |8 T p R
DEZINE g

Therefore, we have
pr—1

pr—1 1 pr—1
E [Z 95| —E [Z gJ,e] Z Elg7,]
= =0 =0

Hence, using (C.4) in |Schmidt-Hieber (2020)), we have

1/2

<2E

<F2E[B2]>1/2 g o logNTE 5.

HT ur

pr—1 1 pr—1 2 172 2
log V- 1 F“E|B
N gl OB gre| +4F%(1+e), [T E (B + L+ FPEIBT -y
—0 | =0 KT € KT
Now we show
| <3v\arur log N7, E | < 9arpr log N7. (C.5)

Define ~ := H'T‘/?? and o := yv/arpr log N7. Note that v solves the equation 3% — 2y — 12 = 0.
For all 7, £, we have by construction

950 — 95 4F2ar B \/W
2Fr; 4F2a7 log N log N1
Iz
and
Var (9}15 —gj,é) - 2E((g5,)°] - 8F2@TE[9;2] _ 2arprElgy] .
2Frj ) T AF T T aprLswriplge,] ST Y Elgn,]
Then

pr—1
950~ GjL
ZV <32F7~j >§2GT“T‘

Using Bernstein’s inequality (cf. Lemma 2.2.9 in [van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996)), we have for

all x > a,
,LLT—I( * 1.2
o (9 —950) 2T
p ([ B0 o) v
J 2aT'u'T+§ 1027\/233
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37Varprlog Ny
1 X
2arpr + 34/ os i YV arpr log N1

=2exp | — 372 IOgNTw =2ex —IOgNT:c
B W DI T AP a '

(0%

<2exp | —

Thus,

N, -1
-~ p lZ:To (g;,e — gj.0)
2F7’j

> a:) < 2N exp (—IOgOf\/Tx> :

Hence we have

E[B]:/OOOP(BZJ:)dxga—i—/OOP(BZ:L')d:B

o log N1 2
< 2 —_ — =(1 I
<a+ NTlogNT exp ( - oz) ( + logNT> vV arprlog Ny
< 3v/arprlog Ny

and

o0

E[BQ]=2/ ch(B>x)dac<2/ xd:u+2/ 2 P(B > z)dx
0 0 ot

> I
< 20% + 4./\/T/ T exp (— Ogoi\/‘Tx) dx

a2 Oé2 IOgNT
< a” + 4N, - ) <— >
=« T <10gNT log? Np xp « @

< 1.44’72(ZT,MT log N7 < 9arur log Nr.
Combining (C.4]) and (C.5|), we have

fpr—1

pr—1 2
9(1 +
E [ Z gig] <(1+¢)E Z gre| +12(1 + &) F2ar log N + (Ee)FQQT log N

£=0 L ¢= J

[pr—1 7 2

21(1
<SA+eE| ) gl + (;_G)FQaTlog./\/'T,
L =0

where the last inequality follows from 1 < (1 +¢)/e.

Step 3 (Conclusion) From ((C.2) and (C.3), we have

pnr—1 pr—1
B> 534 <E| Y g5| +4F%arprBlar)
=0 £=0
[pr—1 T 2
21(1 + ¢
<(1+¢)E Z gie| + (8)F2aT log N + 4F2arprB(ar)
L /=0 J

[ur—1

~ 21(1+¢)* 2
< (1 + €)E Z gie| + fF ar log/\/T -+ 4(2 —+ E)F CLT/LTB(CLT). (CG)
L ¢=0 i
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Additionally, define
hoei= D (f2(X2) = fo(X)% Bhpi= > (f2(X7) = folX))).

telg’g tEIgﬂg

Then a similar argument to derive ((C.6|) yields

pr—1
E [Z hf;j] <(1+4¢)E
=0

Now, note that

pr—1 2

~ 21(1
> hﬂ] " (emF%T log N7 +4(2 4 €) F*arpurf(ar).  (C.7)
£=0

1 [ —1 pr—l T
R(fr.fo) =B | D Gt D Woet D, (F1(X)) = fo(X1)?|
L /=0 /=0 t=2an,T+1
R 1 [ —1 pr—1 T
R(fr.fo) = 2B | Y Gre+ D huet D (f2(X0) = fo(X0)”
L =0 =0 t=2arpur+1

Together with (C.6]) and (C.7]), we have

pnr—1 pr—1 T
R(fs, fo) < % {(1+€)E ST Gnet D hue +E| D (F(XF) — fo(X)))? }
£=0 =0 t=2arpr+1

2
2 {21(1+6)F2aT log Ny +4(2 + 6)F2aTuT5(aT)}

T
< (1+e)R(fs, fo) + 21(1; f F lifNT +4(2 +€)F*B(ar)
T
FoB Y D) — R~ (X))~ (X))
t=2arpr+1

Since
|(f3(Xe) = fo(Xe))* — (f1(X7) — fo(X{))?]
(Fr(@) = fol@))? = (fs(@) = o@))?| = 1Fr(@) = f1@)|fr(@) + f(2) - 2fo(a)
< 4F$, (C.8)
we have

N 21(1 4 ¢)? F?log Nt
€ M

R(fr, fo) <AFs + (1+¢) {E(fT, fo) + 4F5}

4F? . 2q
+ 4(2 + €)F25(GT) + %

21(1 4+ ¢)2 F2log V- AF?
+ ( ) g T_|_

< (1+¢)R(fr, fo) - L7 L

+4(2 +¢)F?B(ar) + 4(2 + ) F6.

0

Lemma C.2. Let {(Y;, X;)}_, be a time series satisfying (2.1), and set fo := mlp qja. Also, let

d > 0 and assume Ny := N(6,F,| - [lo) < 00. Suppose that there is a number F > 1 such that
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I flloo < F for all f € FU{fo}. Suppose also that supp(f) C [0,1]¢ for all f € F. Then, under
Assumption for all e € (0,1) there exists a constant C. depending only on (Cy, €, K) such that

- ‘ ,
TV + o }Ielg_.R(fa fo) + C-Fysr,

R(fr, fo) <

where
og T)(log ) 1
T T
Proof. Let {fi1,..., fa} be a d-covering of F with respect to | - ||oc and define a random variable
J taking values in {1,..., N7} such that || fr — f]lee < 6.
Step 1 In this step, we will show that for any f € F,

Vo1 =0+

T

%Z(fT(Xt) — fo(Xe)m(Xo)e| | (C.9)

t=1

R(fr, fo) = Ur(fr, f) + R(F, fo) + 2E

where Ur(fr, f) = E [QT(]?T) - QT(f)]- As Yy = m(Xy) + n(X¢)ve, we have
— (X)) = (Vi = Fr(X0))? = (Fr(Xe) = fo(X0)? + 2Fr(X0) (Vi — fo(X2)
= (Vi — fr(X2)? = (fr(X2) — fo(X0))* + 2Fr(Xe)n(Xp)vr.
For the second equation, we have used the fact supp(fr) C [0,1]%. Likewise,
Y7 — f(Xe) = (Vi = F(X))? = (F(Xe) = fo(Xe))? + 2F (Xe)n(Xe)ve.
Since

E [(fo(Xe) — F(X0))n(Xe)ve] = B [(fo(Xe) — F(Xe))n(Xe)E [v]Ge1]] =0,

we have

T
%Z(fT(Xt) — fo(Xt))n(Xt)vt]

R(fr, fo) = Yr(fr, f) + R(f, fo) + 2E

t=1
T
+2E Z Jo(Xt) — f(Xe))n(Xe)v ]
— o
= Ur(fr, f) + R(f, fo) + 2B TZ — Jo(X))n (Xt)vt] :
t=1
Step 2 In this step, we will show
1z
E T Z(fJ(Xt) = Jo(Xe))n(Xe)ve ]
t=1
(log T')(log N + L log 2) 2 4F2\'/?
<4C,K ( TT P ) < (frs fo) + F5 + T) : (C.10)
For every j = 1,..., N, define
T
Aj = (£(X0) = fo(Xe))n(Xe)vr,
t=1
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T 1/2
(Z Fi(Xe) = fo(Xe)*n*(X) (0] + 1))
t=1

and
Aj

2,/B? + E[B7]

where &; := 0 if the denominator equals 0. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

< ZE[l6sl (B3 + E[B3) ]

Z fr(Xt) — fo(Xe))n(Xe)ve

< %E (€22 (28(B3) 2. (C.11)

If E[B2] > 0, from Assumption 3.1, Lemmas and with y = y/E[B?], we have

. E[B]]

exp (2{?)] <1

B? + E[B?]

E[B? \/E[B?
E i exp (253) <E | max ¢ exp (25?) < Np.
B2+ E[BY 1<ISAT | /B2 + B[B3]

Hence

Therefore, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

5 2 2 2 2
Blea(€)] < B |- L0 oxp o) | & [ VLI o g | V2O
B} + E[B]] E[B?] E[B2]
Since
By + EB] \/ B} + BB}
TB?]] <,/E [E[B?,]] <72,

we conclude E[exp(£2)] < 21/4V/Nr. This inequality also holds when E[B%] = 0 because we have
&7 = 0 in such a case. Then by Jensen’s inequality,

1 1
E[€7] <logF [exp(¢7)] < 5 log N + 7 log 2. (C.12)
Using Assumption (C.8) and supp(f) c [0,1]¢ for all f € F,
T T

E[B}] < CIE | ) (f1(X2) — fo(X1))?(vf + 1)

t=1
" .
< C2E | (Fr(Xy) = fo(X0))* (v} + 1) | +4C2FE Z (07 +1)
Li=1 t=1
A
= CIE > (fr(Xe) — fo(X0) ™} | + C2R(fr, fo) + 8CIFTY. (C.13)
t=1
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Decompose

T
E Z(fT(Xt) - fo(Xt))QU?]

+E

=1
T o~
<E [Z(fT(Xt) — fo(Xi) 0P 1), 1<k vaToaT)
t=1

K

BN v?
< 2K*T(log T)R(fr, fo) + 4F*TE [QKQ : 2}2-21{|vt|>K\/W}:|

< 2K*T(log T)R(fr, fo) + 8F2K*TE [2[(2 1{Ut>1<m}}

Since v; are sub-Gaussian, we have
v? [ v?
b 2[(21{|”Ut|>K\/72108T}:| s B e (21(2) 1{|vt|>KW}]
[ v; vi
<E |exp %2 ) e~ 55 Lo > K 210 T)

[ v} 2K2log T 2
shlee )P\~ are )| =T

E[B3] < 4C2K*T(log T)R(fr, fo) + 16C2F2K? + 4C2F K*T5.

Combining (C-T1), (C-12), and (C:16), we have (C-10).

Step 3 In this step, we complete the proof. By ((C.10) and the AM-GM inequality,

Then by (C.13)-(C.15) and (A.18),

T
1 € =
Bz D (F(Xr) = fo(Xe)m( Xy <3 R(fr, fo) + -
t=1
where
16C2K?(log T')(2log N + log 2) N Fée N 2F2%¢
Ve = .

eT 2 T
Combining this with (C.9)), we have for any f € F,

E(]?Ta fO) = \I/T(]?Ta f) + ﬁ(]?, f()) + 2E

T
+2E Z (f7(Xe) = fo(Xe))n(Xy)vy

20,0

< UF(Fr) + R(F, fo) + R(fr, fo) + 27

< WT(fr) + R(f, fo) +2Cy8 + eR(fr, fo) + 27-.

Since E(f? fO) = R(fa f0)7 we have

(1 — )R (fr. fo) < WL (fr) + R(f, fo) + L,
36
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Z Fr(Xe) — fo(X))? U 1 {juy|> K 3T T}

(C.14)

(C.15)

(C.16)



where . = 20,8 + 27.. Taking the infimum over f € F, we conclude

PR 1 F/ 1 . I 1 /
<7 — .
R(fr, fo) < - _g\IIT(fT)+ - }IelffR(f,fo)Jr T

Noting F' > 1, we obtain the desired result.

APPENDIX D. PROOFS FOR SECTION [4]
Throughout this section, we write || - |2 = || - || 12(j,1]¢) for short.

D.1. Proof of Lemma The proof is based on Theorem 1.3 in Hairer and Mattingly| (2011]).
We begin by introducing some general notation. The total variation measure of a signed measure
p is denoted by |u|. For x € R? §, denotes the Dirac measure at x. Given a Markov kernel
P on R? and a probability measure z on R?, we define the probability measure uP on R? by
(uP)(-) = [ga P(x,-)u(dx). Moreover, we define Markov kernels P", n = 1,2,..., inductively as
follows. For n = 1, we set P! := P. For n > 2, we define P"(x, A) := (P""!(,)P)(A) for x € R?
and a Borel set A in RY.

Next, we rewrite model to a Markov chain. Let Xy = (Y;—1,...,Y;—q) and oy = (v,0,...,0)
for t = 1,...,T. Define the function m : R — R? as

m(x) = (m(x),z1,...,24-1), z € RY.
Then the process X = {X;}]_, satisfies

{XtH:m(Xt)Jrvt, t=1,...,T,

Xy~ (D.1)

Hence X is a Markov chain. Let P, be the transition kernel associated with X. We are going to
apply Theorem 1.3 in Hairer and Mattingly| (2011)) to P2,.
First we check Assumption 1 in Hairer and Mattingly| (2011) (geometric drift condition). Let

b1 = 1. Take positive numbers bo, ..., by satisfying the following conditions:
d
ch<bi<bi—1_ci—17 i=2,...,d. (D2)
j=i

Thanks to the condition 25:1 ¢; < 1, we can indeed take such numbers by induction. Then, we
define the function V : R — [0, 00) as

d
V(z) =) bz, xR
i=1
Denote by g the standard normal density. We have for any = € R¢

) d
LV @Patzdn = [ blsty—miahds+> bl

d-1
<m(z) +14 ) bl

=1

d
Sco+ 1+ ) (e +big)la] <AV(x) +co + 1,
i=1
' 37



where bg11 := 0 and

o ci + bit1
T LAY
Since v < 1 by (D.2), we obtain
d d 1—4*
V)P, dy) <77V (2) + (e +1)5 o (D.3)
R _

Hence P¢, satisfies Assumption 1 in Hairer and Mattingly (2011).
Next we check Assumption 2 in Hairer and Mattingly| (2011) (minorization condition). Set
3(00 + 1)

R := T

and  C:={zecR%:V(z) <R}

Note that C is compact. A straightforward computation shows that PZ has the transition density
given by

pm($7y) = Hg(yz - m(yiJrl: s Ydy Ty e 7xi))> T,y € Rd'

Then, for any z,y € R?,

d

pm(T,y) > (on d/Q exp ( 2; Y +m yz+1,-.-,yd,x1,---,xi)2)>
1=

2

(7d/2 Zyz Z co + Z Cj— z\yaHZCd izl

=1 Jj=i+1

>

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Zgzl ¢; < 1, we obtain

2
o+ Z Cj— z,?/JH‘ZCd i+5175]

Jj=i+1
2

= | Veovieo + Z FW!%HZMWW

Jj=i+1

< 60+Zcﬂ+20d i+j 60+ch 1yj+zccz z+j]

Jj=i+1 Jj=i+1

S(CO+1 CO+ZC] zy]+zcd z+]]

Jj=i+1

Hence

1

d d
pm(2,y) > omi2 P | .

y? — (co+ 1) Z co + Z cj— lyj—chd i T J
i=1

=1 Jj=i+1

-1

1
:Wexp — yg—dco(co—i—l)—z c_zy] Zch i T ]

Q,

d
=1 J=21i=1 Jj=11=j
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> exp (—2y|* — deo(co + 1) — |z]?) .

1
(271.)d/2
Therefore, setting

1
a=g ;Iég exp(—dco(co + 1) — |z?),
we obtain

inf pr(2,y) > ap(y)  for any y € RY, (D.4)
xe

where ¢ is the density of the d-dimensional normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix
4711, This implies that P% satisfies Assumption 2 in [Hairer and Mattingly| (2011)).
Consequently, we have by Theorem 1.3 in Hairer and Mattingly| (2011)

pp(k1Pry, 12 Py) < app(pin, i) (D.5)

for any probability measures p; and ps on R?, where 8 > 0 and @ € (0,1) depend only on ¢ and
d, and

polinape) = [ (14 BV (@)l = pal o).
Now, applying (D.5)) repeatedly, we obtain
ps(m Pl paPyyt) < @ pgpa, o) forn=1,2,.... (D.6)

Therefore, for any integer n > 1,

B (dn) = sup / 18, P — pyplHdn Pt ()
t>1 JRrd

< sup/ pﬁ((SmP,‘fln", (VP,%)P%")Van(dw)

where the first equality follows from (Davydov, 1973, Proposition 1) and the last inequality follows
from (D.3)), respectively. Finally, note that 8y (t) < Bx(t) < Bx(d|t/d]) for any t > 1. Thus we
complete the proof of (4.2). O

D.2. Proof of Proposition First, one can easily check that, whenever ¢ > d, Y; has density
bounded by 1. Hence

4F?d
R(f. o) < 2L - gl (D7)
for all measurable f : R? — R with ||f||cc < F. Next, since Jr(f) < Ar|0(f)|o, we have
inf R(f, fo) + Jr(f)) < inf R(f, fo) + Mr|0
fe]-}(L;l,qNT,BT,F)( (f, fo) T(f))—fefc,(LT,NlﬁBT,F,sT,ET)( (f; fo) +Ar10(f)lo)
4F?d Co

+ ArSt

<
- T + Tl/(n+1)
- 4F2%d + Cy + Csux(T) log?tvotr T

- T1/(k+1) ’
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where the second inequality follows from (D.7), ||f — foll3 < CoT~ 1/ (“H), and the definition of
Fo(Lp, Ny, By, F, Sp). Combining this Wlth Theorem 3.2 and Lemma 4.1| gives the desired result.
O

D.3. Proof of Theorem We begin by reducing the problem to establishing a lower bound
on the minimax Ly-estimation error.

Lemma D.1. Let {ar}r>1 be a sequence of positive numbers such that ap = O(T) as T — oo.
Then, there is a constant p > 0 such that

liminf apinf sup R(fT, fo) > phmlnf arinf sup E[||fT — foll3] (D.8)
T—o0 Fr mem fr mem

for any M C My(c).

Proof. Throughout the proof, we will use the same notation as in Section First, by the proof
of Lemma and (Hairer and Mattingly, [2011, Theorem 3.2), P¢ has the invariant distribution
IL,, for all m € My(c). Next, fix an estimator fp arbitrarily. Set ¢y := ¢y + 1 and define

fri= [{(—Eo) v kA 50} Lio,je-

Since || folleo < Z?:o ¢ < ¢ and supp(fo) C [0, l]d, we have |fT — fol < |fT — fo|- Hence
T

= (e (XF) ~ folX >>]

t=1

ZE[/ { ot = o2 Piesa) f i)

For any integer 1 <ty < 7T, we have

ZE[/ {0 = ot 2Pt f vtdo) = [ 1Flo) = o) P >H

T

1
< 4¢2 Oy Pt I0,,||v(dz) < 4¢3 = aLt/dJ/ Oy, L) (dx),
i / [ Ivtde) < dci 30 [ oo, M)

t=to

R(fr, fo) > E

where the last inequality follows from . We have

Slt/dl Sy a'o/d
SN gl <« - Nhgtde T
tzt:o Ta ;;) Ta(l — al/d)

and
/ P30z, Iy )v(dz) < 2 + 5/ V(z)v(de) —|—5/ V(z)II
R4 Rd R4
One can easily derive the following estimate from (D.3)) (cf. (Hairer, 2006, Proposition 4.24)):

co+1
V(x)IL,(dx) < .
[ Vi, < 2

Combining these estimates, we obtain

ZE[/ { [ (Gt~ ot >>P,;<a:,dy} (o) = [ 1) = o) P (a)]

(D.9)

—to/d
(6%
<C




where C7 > 0 depends only on c¢,d and v. Consequently,

R(fr.fo) > ;,_i Bl [ LGt~ ) Phtean | u(dx)]

T—ty+1 ~ ato/d
> TR | [ 170 - f) )| - 6%
Rd
Hence
~ T—t +1 ato/d
sup R(Fr, fo) > =001 E[ [ 1720) = (o) Pl(a >] o
meM meM
_ 1 *to/d
> Totorly supE[/ Frlw) = o)l Hm<dy>}—01°‘ ,
T fT meM T

where the last infimum is taken over all estimators fT (possibly different from the one fixed at
the beginning of the proof), and the last inequality holds because fr itself is an estimator. Now,
choosing to = |v/T| and noting ar = O(T), we obtain

liminf arinf sup R(fr, fo) > hm inf arinf sup E {/}Rd \Frly) — fo(y)|21_[m(dy)] . (D.10)

T—o0 fT meM T—o0 fT meM

Now, using the definition of II,,, we can easily check that II,, has the density given by
Tn) = [ pnle)a(d), g RL
R

We have by (D.4)

inf 7p(y) >a inf o(y),(C).
ye[o,1]? yelo,1]?

By Markov’s inequality and , we obtain

1—nm<c>znm<v>R>s;Adv< L () <

w\.—-

Hence we conclude

o
inf m,, > — inf
yelo,1]4 ) 3 yelo,1)¢

Consequently, there is a constant p > 0 depending only on c,d and v such that

E

/ Frw) — o) P (dy)
[0,1]¢

> pE [/[ ) \fr(y) — fo(y)Pdy (D.11)

)

for any estimator fr. Combining (D.10) with (D.11)) gives the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem[].1. We write M4 = M( ,q,d, t, 3, A) for short. For each m € My and T € N,
we denote by P, r the law of the random vector Y := (Y_g41,...,Yr) when Y; are defined by
(4.1). Moreover, we denote by E,, 7[-] the expectation under P, .

Now, note that any estimator based on the observation {Y;}1_; is also an estimator based on
Y. Therefore, according to Theorem 2.7 in [Tsybakov| (2009) and Lemma it suffices to show
that there is a constant A > 0 having the following property: For sufficiently large 7' € N, there
are an integer M > 1 and functions mg, mq, ..., my € M4 such that

|mj —mpl|3 > kpr forall0<j<k<M (D.12)
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and

Pi< P forallj=1,...,M (D.13)
and
M
1 dP; 1
— E,.. 7 [log—L| < =log M D.14
M; mJ,T[ogdPJ_gog : (D.14)
where £ > 0 is a constant independent of 7" and Pj := Pp,; r for j =0,1,..., M.

By the proof of (Schmidt-Hieber, 2020, Theorem 3), there is a constant A > 0 having the following
property: For any T" € N, there are an integer M > 1 and functions f(q),. .., fur) € Q(q, d,t,3, A)
satisfying the following condition:

(x) Forall 0 <j <k <M,
log M

T\ fi) — fwll3 < 9 (D.15)
and
1y = fall3 > Ko, (D.16)
where k > 0 is a constant depending only on t and 3.
For each j =1,..., M, we define the function m; : R? - R as
foy@) i e o, 1)
m;(x) =< |
0 otherwise.
It is evident that mg,m1,...,my € My when ¢y > A. In the following we show that these m;

satisfy (D.12)(D-14).

First, (D.12) immediately follows from (D.16)). Next, it is straightforward to check (D.13]) and

Hg mj}/t 17"'7}/1‘,—[1))
mO }/t 17"')}/2—61))

dPO
for every j =1,...,d, where g is the standard normal density. Hence, with X; = (Y;—1,...,Y;_4)’,

Ep, 1 [log ji (YT)] = ZEmJ [mo(X1)? — m;(Xe)? + 2Yi(m;(Xe) — mo(X2))]

= — ZEmJ7 mJ Xt) mo(Xt))2] .
When t > d, conditional on X;_4, X; has the density given by
Hg yH*l)"')ydan—d—la"'7}/t—d—i))7 yeRd7

which is bounded by 1. Thus

dp; T log M
E 1 Yr)| <24%d+ = (z) — 2dr < 2A%
ot flog G ()| < 2004 5 [ oy (o) = o) < 2%+ 5L,

where the last inequality follows from (D.15). Also, by (D.15) and (D.16), s<T¢r < (log M)/9.

Since T'pr — oo as T — oo, we have 2A42%d § (log M)/18 for sufﬁmently large T. For such T, we

have (D.14)). This completes the proof. O
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D.4. Proof of Theorem Let k = max;—o,.. ¢ t;/(26;). By the proof of Theorem 1 in Schmidt-
Hieber| (2020), there exist constants Cj, C's > 0 such that

Sup inf If = ml3 < Copr = CoT /=
meM(c,q,d,t,8,A) f€Fo(Lr,Nr,Br,F,5T)
with Sz := CsT"/ "t log T. So the desired result follows by Proposition O

D.5. Proof of Theorem (4.3, For each m € My(c) and T' € N, we denote by P, r the law of
the random vector Y := (Y,dH, ..., Yy) when Y; are defined by (4.I). Moreover, we denote by
E;,7[] the expectation under P, 7.

Now, note that any estimator based on the observation {Y;}’_, is also an estimator based on

Y. Therefore, by Lemma [D.1] it suffices to prove

liminf Tinf  sup  E[||fr — foll3] >0
T=o0  fr meM(cns,C)
For each T = 1,2,..., define m% = + fcp and write Py = Pm;T. Note that m% €
M (c,ns,C) by assumption. Also, by construction,
1 1
myll2 = ﬁllw\lz =7
Moreover, as in the proof of Theorem we can show that P, <« P_ and
dPy

T 1
E miT [log 1P (YT)] < 2cd + 5 Rd(m}(w) —mp(z))3de = 2c3d + 2

+
||mT -

where we used the assumptions supp(y) C [0,1]% and [|¢||so < co. Consequently, by Eq.(2.9) and
Theorem 2.2 in [T'sybakov| (2009),

- 1
lim inf inf sup P.r (HfT — foll2 > > > 0.
T—o0 fT mEMO (e,ns,C) m 2\/T

Since

lim inf 7"inf sup E[HJ?T — foll3]
T=oo  fr meMY (c,ns,C)

1
> —liminf inf sup (HfT — foll2 >
4 T—oo fr meMY, (cnsﬂ)

)

we complete the proof. O

D.6. Proof of Theorem We are going to apply Proposition Fix m € M%(c,ns,C)
arbitrarily. By definition, m is of the form

= ”Z Oipi(Aix — bj),
=1

where A; € RdXd,bi S Rd,ﬁi € R and ¢; € ¢ with |detAi|_1 V |A@’oo V ’bz|oo V |02| < C for
i=1,...,ns. Since ® C APReu 4(C1,C2, D, r) by assumption, for every i, there exist parameters
L;,N;, B;,S; > 0 such that L; V N; V.S; < C1(logyT)" and B; < C5T hold and there exists an
fi € FreLu(Ls, Ny, B;) such that |6(f;)|o < S; and ||f; — gOZHLQ (=D,D}d) = < 1/T. Define

= Z Gle(AZ:L‘ — bz), WS Rd.
=1

43



Then

I1f = mllp2qoge < C Y \//[0 .y |fi(Aiz — b;) — pi( Az — b;)|*dz
i=1 )

<C) / fi(y) — @i(y)[?| det A;|~'da
i—1 [—(d+1)C,(d+1)C]¢

< 03/2nsT_1/2,

where we used the assumption D > (d + 1)C for the last inequality. Also, note that ||m||e <
Z?:o ¢i < F because m € /\/lo( ) and Zd ¢; < 1. Hence, with f = (—F) V (f A F), we have
‘f_m| < |f_m’ Thus Hf m”L2 [0,1]9)
we show that there exists a constant Cs > 0 such that f € Frevv(Lr, Ny, By, F,Cglog" T) for
sufficiently large T'.

By Lemmas I1.3-11.4 and A.8 in Elbrachter et al.| (2021)), there exists a constant C'y > 0 such
that f € Freru(Lr, N7, Br) and |6(f)]o < Cglog" T for sufficiently large 7. Also, note that
xANF = —ReLU(F —z)+ F and z V (=F) = ReLU(z + F) — F for all z € R. Thus we have
fe Freru(L7 +4, Nr, By, F,4C¢log" T + 20) for sufficiently large 7' by Lemma I1.3 in [Elbréchter
et al.| (2021). O

< C3n?/T. Therefore, the proof is completed once

APPENDIX E. TECHNICAL TOOLS

Here we collect technical tools we used in the proofs. Let A and B be two o-fields of a probability
space (€2, T,P). The S-mixing coefficient between A and B is defined by

BAB) = Jsupd S S IP(A: N By) — P(A) P(B))|

el jed

where the maximum is taken over all finite partitions {A;}ie; C A and {Bj};c; C B of Q.

Lemma E.1 (Lemma 5.1 in Rio| (2013)). Let A be a o-field in a probability space (Q,T,P) and X
be a random variable with values in some Polish space. Let U be a random variable with uniform
distribution over [0, 1], independent of the o-field generated by X and A. Then there exists a random
variable X*, with the same law as X, independent of X, such that P(X # X*) = B(A,o(X)) where
o(X) denote the o-field generated by X. Furthermore X* is measurable with respect to the o-field
generated by A and (X,U).

Lemma E.2 (Lemma 1.4 in|de la Pena et al.| (2004)). Let {d;} be a sequence of variables adapted
to an increasing sequence of o-fields {F;}. Assume that the d;’s are conditionally symmetric
(i.e. L(d;|Fiz1) = L(—d;|Fi—1), where L(d;|Fi—1) is the conditional law of d; given F;_1). Then
exp(AYX 0 di — A2 Y0 d2/2), n> 1, is a supermartingale with mean < 1, for all X € R.

Lemma E.3. Let {d;} be a martingale difference sequence with respect to a filtration {F;}. Assume
E[d?] < oo for alli. Then

E |exp (x\zn:di —22 (Zn:d?Jan:E[d? \ fi—l]))] <1
=1 =1 =1

foralln>1 and X € R.
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Proof. Define a process M = {M;}ic(0,00) a8 My = 2}21 Ad; for t > 0. It is straightforward to
check that M is an {F|; }-martingale and its continuous martingale part is identically equal to

0. Moreover, the compensator of the process {Z}gl{(—)\di) V 0}2}>0 is {ZE1 E[{(=)d;) v 0}? |
Fi—1l}+>0 by Eq.(3.40) of (Jacod and Shiryaev, 2003, Ch. I). Therefore, by Proposition 4.2.1 in
Barlow et al.| (1986)), the process
1 (& L]
2 2
exp | My = 5 | D {(Adi) V O} + 3 E[{(=Adi) v 0} | Fii]
=1 i=1 t€[0,00)

is an {F|4) }-supermartingale. Hence

n

exp <)\ > di - % (Z{()\di) V 0} + ) "E[{(—Adi) v 0} | f“]))] .
i=1 i=1 i=1

Since {(Ad;)V0}? < A2d? and {(—Ad;)V0}? < A\%d?, the desired result follows from the monotonicity
of the exponential function. O

1>E

Lemma E.4 (Theorem 1.2 in|de la Pena et al| (2004)). Let B > 0 and A be two random variables
satisfying E [exp (/\A — %Bz)} <1 for all N € R. Then for all y > 0,

<1.

y exp( 4 )
VB? 412 2(B% +¢?)
Lemma E.5 (Proposition 8 in (Ohn and Kim| (2022)). Let L € N, N ¢ N, B> 1, F > 0, and
S > 0. Then for any § € (0,1),

log N (6, F5(L,N,B, F,S), ||  [lsc) <2S(L + 1)log (L + 1)(N +1)B5 ™).
Lemma E.6. Let Le N, NeN, B> 1, and F > 0. Let

For(L,N,B,F,S) = {f € Fo(L,N, B, F) : Jr(f) < ApS} .
Then for any § € (tr(L + 1)((N +1)B)*+1 1),

_ L+1)(N+1)B
log N (8, For (L, N, B, F, S), || - || ) <2S(L+1)1og< (L+DIN+1) )

5 — (L + 1)((N + )B)LH

Proof. By the conditions imposed on the function 7y, ,., we have Ar|0(f)|g = Jr(fr)) <
Jr(f) for any f € F,(L,N, B, F), where f(") is the DNN such that 6;(f(™)) = 6;(f)1{6,(f)>rr}
for all j. Noting this fact, we can prove the claim in the same way as Proposition 10 in |(Ohn and
Kim! (2022). O
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