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Abstract

In this paper we study the problem of adaptive estimation of a multivariate function
satisfying some structural assumption. We propose a novel estimation procedure that
adapts simultaneously to unknown structure and smoothness of the underlying function.
The problem of structural adaptation is stated as the problem of selection from a given
collection of estimators. We develop a general selection rule and establish for it global
oracle inequalities under arbitrary L,-losses. These results are applied for adaptive
estimation in the additive multi-index model.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

In this paper we study the problem of minimax adaptive estimation of an unknown function
F :R% — R in the multidimensional Gaussian white noise model

Y(dt) = F(t)dt + eW (dt), t=(ti,...,tq) €D, (1)

where D O [~1/2,1/2]¢ is an open interval in R?, W is the standard Brownian sheet in
R? and 0 < € < 1 is the noise level. Our goal is to estimate the function F on the set
Dy := [~1/2,1/2]% from the observation {Y(t), t € D}. We consider the observation set
D which is larger than Dy in order to avoid discussion of boundary effects. We would like
to emphasize that such assumptions are rather usual in multivariate models, see, e.g., Hall
(1989) and Chen (1991).

To measure performance of estimators, we will use the risk function determined by the
Ly-norm || -|[,,1 < p < oo on Dy: for F: R — R, 0 < € < 1, and for an arbitrary estimator
F based on the observation {Y (t), t € D} we consider the risk

Ry[F; F] = Ep||F = F||,.
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Here and in what follows Er denotes the expectation with respect to the distribution Ppg
of the observation {Y (t), t € D} satisfying ().

We will suppose that F' € G, where {G;,s € S} is a collection of functional classes
indexed by s € S. The choice of this collection is a delicate problem, and below we discuss
it in detail.

For a given class G; we define the maximal risk

Rp[E;Gs] = sup R,[F; Fl, (2)
geGs

and study asymptotics (as the noise level € tends to 0) of the minimax risk
inf R,[F; Gs]
F

where infj denotes the infinum over all estimators of F'. At this stage, we suppose that
parameter s is known, and therefore the functional class G is fixed. In other words,
we are interested in minimax estimation of . The important remark in this context
is that the minimax rate of convergence ¢.(s) on Gy (the rate which satisfies ¢.(s) =<
infz R, [E;G]) as well as the estimator attaining this rate (called the rate optimal estimator
in asymptotic minimax sense) depend on parameter s. This dependence restricts application
of the minimax approach in practice. Therefore, our main goal is to construct an estimator
which is independent of s and achieves the minimax rate ¢.(s) simultaneously for all s € S.
Such an estimator, if it exists, is called optimally adaptive on S.

Let us discuss now the choice of the collection {Gs,s € S}. It is well known that the
main difficulty in estimation of multivariate functions is the curse of dimensionality: the
best attainable rate of convergence of estimators becomes very slow, as the dimensionality
grows. To illustrate this effect, suppose, for example, that the underlying function F belongs
to Gs = Hy(o, L), s = (o, L), « > 0,L > 0, where Hy(c, L) is an isotropic Holder ball of
functions. We give the exact definition of this functional class later. Here we only mention
that Hy(«, L) consists of functions g with bounded partial derivatives of order < |a] and
such that, for all z,y € D,

l9(y) — Py(x,y — z)| < Llz — y|°,

where Py(z,y — x) is the Taylor polynomial of order < |a| obtained by expansion of g
around the point x, and | - | is the Euclidean norm in R?. Parameter a characterizes the
isotropic (i.e., the same in each direction) smoothness of function g.

If we use the risk (2]), uniformly on Hy(c, L) the rate of convergence of estimators cannot
be asymptotically better than

€2a/(2a+d)’ pe [1’ OO)

Ve a(a) = { (eVIne1)2e/o+d) 4 — oo (3)

[cf. Ibragimov and Khasminskii (1982), Stone (1982), Nussbaum (1987), Bertin (2004)].
This is the minimax rate on Hy(«, L): in fact, it can be achieved by a kernel estimator
with properly chosen bandwidth and kernel. More general results on asymptotics of the
minimax risks in estimation of multivariate functions can be found in Kerkyacharian, Lepski
and Picard (2001) and Bertin (2004). It is clear that if « is fixed then even for moderate d
the estimation accuracy is very poor unless the noise level ¢ is unreasonably small.

This problem arises because the d-dimensional Hoélder ball Hy(ca, L) is too massive. A
way to overcome the curse of dimensionality is to consider models with smaller functional



classes G;. Clearly, if the class of candidate functions F' is smaller, the rate of convergence
of estimators is faster. Note that the “poverty” of a functional class can be described in
terms of restrictions on its metric entropy. There are nevertheless several ways to do it.

1.2 Structural adaptation

In this paper we will follow the modeling strategy which consists in imposing additional
structural assumptions on the function to be estimated. This approach was pioneered by
Stone (1985) who discussed the trade—off between flexibility and dimensionality of nonpara-
metric models and formulated the heuristic dimensionality reduction principle. The main
idea is to assume that even though F' is a d—dimensional function, it has a simple structure
such that F is effectively m—dimensional with m < d. The standard examples of structural
nonparametric models are the following.

(i) [Single-index model.] Let e be a direction vector in R? and assume that F(z) =
f(eTx) for some unknown univariate function f.

(ii) [Additive model.]. Assume that F(x) = 2?21 fi(z;), where f; are unknown univariate
functions.

(iii) /[Projection pursuit regression.] Let eq,. .., eq be direction vectors in R?, and assume
that F(z) = Zle fi(eTx), where f; are as in (ii).

(iv) [Multi—index model.] Let eq,..., e, m < d are direction vectors and assume that
F(z) = f(elw,... el x) for some unknown m-dimensional function f.

In the first three examples the function F' is effectively one—dimensional, while in the fourth
one it is m—dimensional. The heuristic dimensionality reduction principle by Stone (1985)
suggests that the optimal rate of convergence attainable in structural nonparametric models
should correspond to the effective dimensionality of F'.

Let us make the following important remark.

The estimation problem in the models of types (i), (iii) and (iv) can be viewed as
the problem of adaptation to unknown structure (structural adaptation). Indeed, if the
direction vectors are given then, after a linear transformation, the problem is reduced either
to the estimation problem in the additive model (cases (i) and (iii)) or to the estimation of
an m-variate function. This explains the form of minimax rate of convergence. The main
problem however is to find an estimator that adjusts automatically to unknown direction
vectors.

This remark allows to state the problem of structural adaptation in the following rather
general way.

1.3 L, norm oracle inequalities

Suppose that we are given a collection of estimators {Fg,@ € 0 C ]Rm} based on the
observation {Y (t), ¢ € D}. In the previous examples parameter § could be, for instance,
the unknown matrix £ = (ey,...,eq) of the direction vectors, § = E, and Fg could be
a kernel estimator constructed under hypothesis that £ and smoothness of the functional
components are known (a kernel estimator with fixed bandwidth).

With each estimator Fy and unknown function F we associate the risk Ry [Ey; F]. The
problem is to construct an estimator, say, F, such that for all F obeying given smoothness



conditions one has X )
Ry[F.; F) < £ nf R, [Fy; F), (4)
€

where £ is an absolute constant independent of F' and e. Following the modern statistical
terminology we will call the inequality (@) the L,-norm oracle inequality.

Returning to our example with 6 = E we observe that being established, the L,-norm
oracle inequality leads immediately to the minimax result for any given value of smoothness
parameter (o, L). In particular, we can state that the estimator F, is adaptive with respect
to unknown structure.

It is important to realize that the same strategy allows to avoid dependence of estimation
procedures on smoothness. To this end it is sufficient

e to consider § = (F,«, L) that leads to the collection of kernels estimators with the
non-fixed bandwidth and orientation;

e to propose an estimator F, based on this collection;

e to establish for this estimator the L,-norm oracle inequality () for any F' € Lo(D)
(or on a bit smaller functional space).

Being realized, this program leads to an estimator that is adaptive with respect to unknown
structure and unknown smoothness properties. It is important to note that such methods
allow to estimate multivariate functions with high accuracy without sacrificing flexibility
of modeling.

1.4 Objective of the paper

The goal of the present paper is at least two—fold.

First we introduce and study a general structural model that we call the additive multi—
index model; it includes models (i)—(iv) as special cases. This generalization is dictated
by the following reasons. On the one hand, structural assumptions allow to improve the
quality of statistical analysis. On the other hand, they can lead to inadequate modeling.
Thus we seek a general structural model that still allows to gain in estimation accuracy. To
our knowledge the additive multi-index model did not previously appear in the statistical
literature. For this model we propose an estimation procedure that adapts simultaneously
to unknown structure and smoothness of the underlying function. The adaptive results are
obtained for L,,—losses and for a scale of the Holder type functional classes.

To study this model we proceed as follows. We state the problem of structural adap-
tation as the problem of selection from a given collection of estimators. For a collection of
linear estimators satisfying rather mild assumptions we propose a novel general selection
rule and establish for it the L,-norm oracle inequality (4). Similar ideas were used in Lep-
ski and Levit (1999), Kerkyacharian, Lepski and Picard (2001), Iouditski et al. (2006) for
pointwise adaptation. However we emphasize that our work is the first where the L, norm
oracle inequality is derived directly without applying pointwise estimation results. It is
precisely this fact that allows to obtain adaptive results for arbitrary L,-losses. The se-
lection rule as well as the L, norm oracle inequality are not related to any specific model,
and they are applicable in a variety of setups where linear estimators are appropriate. We
apply these general results to a specific collection of kernel estimators corresponding to the
additive multi-index model.



1.5 Connection to other works

Structural models. The heuristic dimensionality reduction principle was proved by Stone
(1985) for the additive model (ii), and by Chen (1991) and Golubev (1992) for the pro-
jection pursuit regression model (iii) that includes as a particular case the single-index
model (i). In particular, it was shown there that in these models the asymptotics of the
risk ([2)) with p = 2 and with G, s = («, L), where G is either Holder or Sobolev ball, is
given by 1. 1(a). As we see, the accuracy of estimation in such models corresponds to the
one—dimensional rate (d = 1).

Further results and references on estimation in models (i)—(iv) can be found, e.g., in
Nicoleris and Yatracos (1997), Gyorfi et al. (2002, Chapter 22), and Ibragimov (2004). Let
us briefly discuss the results obtained.

e The estimators providing the rate mentioned above depend heavily on the use of Lo-
losses (p = 2) in the risk definition. As a consequence, all proposed constructions
cannot be used for any other types of loss functions.

e Except for the paper by Golubev (1992), where the estimator independent on the
parameter s = («, L) was proposed for the model (i), all other estimators depend
explicitly on the prior information on smoothness of the underlying function.

e As far as we know there are no even minimax results obtained for the model (iv). One
can guess that asymptotics of the risk (2) is given by . ,(«) which is much better
then d-dimensional rate 1. q(c) since m < d.

It is also worth mentioning that there is vast literature on estimation of vectors e;, when
fi are treated as nonparametric nuisance parameters; see, e.g., Huber (1985), Hall (1989),
Hristache et al. (2001a, 2001b) and references therein.

Oracle approach. To understand the place of the oracle approach within the theory of
nonparametric estimation let us quote Johnstone (1998):

”Oracle inequalities are neither the beginning nor the end of a theory, but when
available, are informative tools.”

Indeed, oracle inequalities are very powerful tools for deriving minimax and minimax adap-
tive results. The aim of the oracle approach can be formulated as follows: given a collection
of different estimators based on available data, select the best estimator from the family
(model selection) [see, e.g., Barron, Birge and Massart (1999)], or find the best convex/linear
combination of the estimators from the family (convez/linear aggregation) [see Nemirovski
(2000), Tsybakov (2003)]. The formal definition of the oracle requires specification of the
collection of estimators and the criterion of optimality.

The majority of oracle procedures described in the literature use the Lo-risk as the
criterion of optimality. The following methods can be cited in this context: penalized like-
lihood estimators, unbiased risk estimators, blockwise Stein estimators, risk hull estimators
and so on [see Barron, Birge and Massart (1999), Cavalier et al. (2002), Golubev (2004) and
references therein]. The most general results in the framework of Lo-risk aggregation theory
were obtained by Nemirovski (2000) who showed how to aggregate arbitrary estimators.

Other oracle procedures were developed in the context of pointwise estimation; see, e.g.,
Lepski, Spokoiny (1997), Goldenshluger and Nemirovski (1997), Belomestny and Spokoiny
(2004) for the univariate case, and Lepski and Levit (1999), Kerkyacharian, Lepski and



Picard (2001) for the multivariate case. Moreover, Lepski, Mammen and Spokoiny (1997)
and Kerkyacharian, Lepski and Picard (2001) show how to derive L,-norm oracle inequali-
ties from pointwise oracle inequalities. Although these LL,~norm oracle inequalities allow to
derive minimax results on rather complicated functional spaces, they do not lead to sharp
adaptive results.

Finally we mention the LL;—morm oracle approach developed by Devroye and Lugosi
(2001) in context of density estimation.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section Pl we present our general
selection rule and establish the key oracle inequality. Section [ is devoted to adaptive
estimation in the additive multi-index model. The proofs of the mains results are given in
Section @l Auxiliary results are postponed to Appendix.

2 General selection rule

2.1 Preliminaries

In what follows ||- ||, stands for the L, (D)-norm, while |-|, , denotes the LL,, ;(D x Dy)-norm:

IGllna = ([ ([ G0 pa)" )™, poq e 1.oc)

We write also | -| for the Euclidean norm, and it will be always clear from the context which
Euclidean space is meant.

Let ® C R™. Assume that we are given a parameterized family of kernels K =
{Ky(-,-),0 € O}, where Ky : D x Dy — R. Consider the collection of linear estimators
of F' associated with family K:

F(Kk) = { By(a) = /Kg(t,:n)Y(dt), veo).

Our goal is to propose a measurable choice from the collection {Fg, 6 € ©} such that the

risk of the selected estimator will be as close as possible to infpco R, [Fg, F).
Let

Bo(x) = / Kolt, ) F(t)dt — F(z), Zo(x) = / Kolt, 2)W (db): (5)

then Fy(z)—F(z) = By(z)+eZy(x), so that By(-) and eZp(-) are the bias and the stochastic

error of the estimator Fy respectively. We assume that the family K of kernels satisfies the
following conditions.

(KO0) For every x € Dy and 0 € © the support of Kg(-,x) belongs to D,

/Kg(t,a:)dt — 1, V(x,0) €Dy x O, (6)
o(K) = sup|Kpl2,00 < 00, (7)
0cO
M(K) = sup{sup|[Ko(- @)l v sup [|Ko(t, )l } < oo. (8)
0cO T t

Remark 1 Conditions (@) and (7) are absolutely standard in the context of kernel estima-
tion, and only condition (8) has to be discussed. First we note that (8) is rather mild. In
particular, if collection K contains positive kernels then M(K) = 1. Moreover M(K) will
appear in the expression of the constant L in the L,—norm oracle inequality (7).



(K1) For any 0,v € ©
/kmmm@mwz/mmmmmwmxmwemxu (9)

Remark 2 Assumption K1 is crucial for the construction of our estimation procedure,
and it restricts the collection of kernels to be used. We note nevertheless that property (9)
is trivially fulfilled for convolution kernels Kgy(t,x) = Ky(t — x), which correspond to the
standard kernel estimators.

The next example describes a collection of kernels corresponding to the single-index
model.

Example. Let K : R? — R, J K(t)dt = 1, E be an orthogonal matriz with the first
vector—column equal to e. Define for all h € ]Ri

d

Ky(t) = [H hi]_lK <2—11 L 2—‘2) .

i=1

Denote H = {h € le_ :h = (h1,hmax; - - - s Pmax)s b1 € [Bmin, Pmax|}, where the bandwidth
range [Rmin, Pmax] 1 supposed to be fized. The collection of the kernels corresponding to the
single—index model is

K= {Kg(t,a:) — K ET(t—1)], 6=(E,h) cO@=ExHC Rd},

where £ is the set of all d x d orthogonal matrices.

Clearly, M(K) = |K||1 so that KO0 is fulfilled if || K|y < co. Assumption K1 is trivially
fulfilled because Ky(t,x) = Ky(t — x).

For 6,v € © we define

Ko (t2) i= [ Kolt,y) Ko, 2)d, (10)
and let
Fola) = / Ko (t,2)Y (dt), € Do,
Observe that Ky, = K,y in view of (@), so that indeed Fgﬂ, = Fy,g. This property is

heavily exploited in the sequel, since the statistic Fg,,, is an auxiliary estimator used in our
construction. We have

Fyle) — Flz) = / Ko, (t,2)F(t)dt — F(z) + ¢ / Ko, (t,2)W (dt)
=: By,(z) +eZy,(x). (11)
The next simple result is a basic tool for construction of our selection procedure.
Lemma 1 Let Assumption K0 hold; then for any F' € Lo(D) NL,(D)

sug |Bo,, — Bullp < M(K)||Bgllp, V6e€0O. (12)
ve



Proof: By definition of By ,, B, and by the Fubini theorem
Bos(o) = Buw) = [Koulta)F(oit - [ Kotop(od
:/Ky, /thy t)dt — F(y)|dy
— [ Kl Balw)d.

The statement of the lemma follows from the general theorem about boundedness of integral
operators on L,-spaces [see, e.g., Folland (1999, Theorem 6.18)] and (g). |

2.2 Selection rule

In order to present the basic idea underlying construction of the selection rule we first
discuss the noise—free version (¢ = 0) of the estimation problem.

Idea of construction (ideal case € = 0). In this situation

F(K) /Kg t)dt, Vo € @}

so that Fy can be viewed as a kernel-type approximation (smoother) of F. Note that the
risk Rp[Fp; F| = ||Fyp — F||, = || Bol|p represents the quality of approximation. Let Fy, be a
smoother from F(K) with the minimal approximation error, i.e.

0, = argelg(ng[Fg; FI.

Suppose that K satisfies Assumptions KO and K1. Based on this collection we want to
select a smoother, say Fé € F(K), that is ”as good as” Fg*, i.e., the smoother satisfying
LL,—oracle inequality (4)).

To select 6 we suggest the following rule

~

0 = arg inf Foy—E)lp}
arg inf {Slelgll 0. — Fullp}

Let us compute the approximation error of the selected smoother Fé. By the triangle
inequality

1Bsllp = 1 = Fllp

IN

HFA GG*HP"’_H 8,0, FG*Hp"‘HFg* _F”p
= B; — By llp+ 1Bs4, — Bo.llp + | Bo.lly

.. (13)

In view of Assumption K1 and (I2]) the first term on the right hand side of (13) does not
exceed M (K)|| By, |lp- To bound the second term we use the definition of § and (I2)):

1B3. = Bollo < sup By, — By,

IN

sup || By, ., — Bullp < M(K)||Bo, [lp-

vEO®

Combining these bounds we obtain from (I3]) that
Ryl F) < (2M(K) + 1) Bo. l = (2M(K) +1) jnf Ry [Fy: F).

Therefore in the ideal situation ¢ = 0, the L,~oracle inequality () holds with £ = 2M (K) + 1



Example (continuation). We suppose additionally that there exists a positive integer
such that

/tkK(t)dt =0, |kl=1,...,1,

where k = (ky,...,kq) is the multi-index, k; > 0, |k| = ky + - + kq, tF = t]fl . --tgd for
t = (t1,....,tq). Let e is the true direction vector in the model (i). After rotation described
by the matrix E for any h € H we have

Bl < | [ K@LIC+ i) — 0]
If there exists 0 < a <1+ 1, L > 0 such that f € H;(c, L) then
1B llp < LAY, Vhi € [hmin, hmax]- (14)

It is evident that when there is no noise in the model, the best choice of h1 S hmin.

Idea of construction (real case € > 0). When the noise is present, we use the same
selection procedure with additional control of the noise contribution by its maximal value.
Similarly to the ideal case our selection rule is based on the statistics {sup,cg ||F97,, —
F,|p, 6 € ©}. Note that

”FG,V _FVHP HBG,V_BVHP+5”297V —Z,,Hp

<
< |[Boy — Bullp +sup|Gg,. ()] Sup 1 Zo.0 I (15)
T v

where Zp ,,(-) and Z,(-) are given in (IIl) and (f]) respectively, and

oj (@) = E|Zg(2) = Z,(2)* = [|Kpu (- 2) — K, (- 2)[[3, = € Do, (16)
?9,1/(33) = maX{Ue,u(!E)v 1}
ZO,V(:E) = 50_,i(x)[ZG7V(x) - Zu($)]' (17)

Remark 3 In what follows we will be interested in large deviation probability for the maz-
imum of the process Zy ,(v) — Z,(x). Typically the variance og ,(x) of this process tends to
infinity as € — 0; therefore in the most interesting examples &g, (x) = 0g,,(x), and Zg,,(x)
has unit variance. Howewver, for an abstract collection of the kernels, it can happen that
0p,,(z) is very small, for example, if Ky approaches the delta—function. That is why we
truncate the variance from below by 1.

In the ideal case we deduced from (2] that

[M (k) sup 1o, = Eullp < [ Bollp, VO €O, (18)

i.e., the left hand side can be considered as a lower estimator of the bias. In the case of
€ > 0 we would like to guarantee the same property with high probability.

This leads to the following control of the stochastic term. Let § € (0,1), and let
»p = #p(K, §) be the minimal positive real number such that

P{sup 120l = 2%} + B{ sup [ Zou()llp = 30} <6, (19)
e (0,v)eO®%0O

9



where similarly to (I8) and (I7) we set

Zg(a:) = ae_l(az)Zg(a;),
oj(x) = E|Zp(x)* = [|Ko(-,2)|l3-

The constant 3, controls deviation of [ Zg,, ||, as well as the deviation of standardized
stochastic terms of all estimators from the collection F(K). We immediately obtain from

(I5), (@G) and (I9) that

By(p) == [M(K)J‘lsug (15, — Eulp — e sup &g, (2)] < || Ballp, V6 €6, (20)
ve €T

with probability larger than 1 — 4.
Thus, similarly to ([I8]), By(p) is a lower estimator of the L, norm of the bias of the
estimator Fy. This leads us to the following selection procedure.

Selection rule. Define

0 = 0(0) := arg eig(g { By(p) + #,(K, 6) esgp op(x) }, (21)

and put finally

Remark 4 The choice ofé is very natural. Indeed, in view of (20) for any 6 € O with
high probability

By(p) + sepesup og(z) < || By, + spe sup og ().
X X

On the other hand, under rather general assumptions (see Section [2.7)

| Bollp + 5¢p sup og(z) < CRp[Fg; F1,

where C is an absolute constant, independent of F' and €. Therefore with high probability

B(p) + spesupoy(z) < Cein(g Rp[ﬁ’g; F].
T S

Thus in order to establish the IL,~norm oracle inequality it suffices to majorate the risk of
the estimator Fy by B;(p) + »pesup, o5(x) and to choose 6 = d(g) tending to zero at an
appropriate rate.

2.3 Basic result

The next theorem establishes the basic result of this paper.

Theorem 1 Let Assumptions KO and K1 hold, and suppose that

(I) 6 defined in (21) is measurable with respect to the observation {Y (t),t € D}, and 0
belongs to O;

(II) the events in (19) belong to the o—algebra generated by the observation {Y (t),t € D}.

10



Let 6 € (0,1), s, be defined in (19), and F be such that (I) and (II) hold. Then

Erp[|F(0) = Fllp < [3+2M(K)] inf {1 Bolly, + %pﬁ[sgp oo(x)] } +7(9), (22)

where
r(0) == ||F||o[1 + M(K)]6 + o(K)5" 2 [E|¢|*]'/2,

o(K) is defined in (7), ¢ := sup, |Zo(z)|, and E denotes expectation with respect to the
Wiener measure.

Remark 5 In order to verify measurability ofé and the condition (II) we need to impose
additional assumptions on the collection of kernels IC. These assumptions should guarantee
smoothness properties of the sample paths of Gaussian processes {Zy(x), (x,0) € Dy x O}
and {Zg,,(x), (x,0,v) € Do x © x O}. It is well-known [see, e.g., Lifshits (1995)] that such
properties for Gaussian processes can be described in terms of their covariance structures.
In our particular case, the covariance structure is entirely determined by the collection of
kernels KC. These fairly general conditions on K are given in Section [2.4]

To ensure that 6 € © we need not only smoothness conditions on the stochastic processes
involved in the procedure description, but also conditions on smoothness of F'. It is sufficient
to suppose that F belongs to some isotropic Holder ball, and this will be always assumed
in the sequel. This hypothesis also guarantees that F is uniformly bounded, which, in
turn, implies boundedness of the remainder term r(0). It is important to note that neither
procedure nor inequality (22) depend on parameters of this ball.

Remark 6 Our procedure and the basic oracle inequality depend on the design parameter
0. The choice of this parameter is a delicate problem. On the one hand, in order to reduce
the remainder term we should choose § as small as possible. On the other hand, in view of
the definition, s, = 5,(d) — 0o as 6 — 0. Note that we cannot minimize the right hand
side of (22) with respect to § because this leads to 6 depending on unknown function F'.
Fortunately, the same assumptions from Section [2.4] ensure that up to an absolute constant

eigg {1Ballp + spe[supog(z)] } Z e. (23)

The form of the remainder term r(3) together with (23) suggests that 6 should depend on
g, for example, 6 = §(e) = €%, a > 1. Such a choice under assumptions from Section [2-]]
allows to show that

_ _ [ C), p e [l,00),
0) = po(e) = { G el (24)
where C'(p), p € [1,00], are absolute constants, independent of .

Although the inequality ([22]) is not stated in the form of the L, norm oracle inequality,

it can be helpful (in view of (24])) for deriving adaptive minimax results. To demonstrate
this we return to the single-index model.

Example (continuation). Remind that § = (E,h) and note that

05(z) = og (@) = [hahie] /Kﬁ[ET(t — x)]dt = [hhi ] I3

11



does not depend on E and x. Fiz § = € and let F. be the estimator F(e*) satisfying ([22).
Then (22) takes the form

Ep|lfz = Fll, < (+2/K|h)inf [|Bealp + () supopu(@)] +O(")
) xT

< B+2Kh)inf [inf || Bpull, + extp(e") [ hias] T2 1 K [12] + O()

max

< (3+2|K]y) inf (LA + 5(e®) [h 1 7V2 | K [2] 4+ O(e).
1

The last inequality follows from (Ij)). Taking into account (24]), choosing hmax > 0 inde-
pendent of €, huyin = €2, and minimizing the last inequality with respect to hy € [Pmin s Pmax]
we obtain for all o > 0, L >0

sup EFHFE - F”p < Cp(LahmamK)

E2a/(2a+1)7 pe [17 oo)
feH; (a,L)

[ey/In (1/5)]2a/(2a+1), p = o0.

It remains to note that E. does not depend on (o, L), and attains in view of the last inequality
the minimax rate of convergence for all values of (o, L) simultaneously. It means that F
is optimally adaptive on the scale of Holder balls.

2.4 Key oracle inequality

In this section we discuss the choice of § which leads to the key oracle inequality. This
inequality is suitable for deriving minimax and minimax adaptive results with minimal
technicalities. In particular, we will use it for adaptive estimation in the additive multi—
index model.

In order to establish the key oracle inequality we need to impose additional conditions
on the collection of kernels . In particular, these conditions should guarantee the bounds
[24) for s,(4(¢)). In the case p = oo such conditions are rather mild and standard; they
are related to deviation of supremum of Gaussian processes and therefore can be expressed
through smoothness of their covariance functions (Lifshits 1995). As for the case p < oo,
we need to establish bounds on large deviation probabilities of the L, norm of Gaussian
processes. It requires additional assumptions on the collection of the kernels. Moreover,
such bounds cannot be directly obtained from the existing results. We note nevertheless
that (24 for the case p < oo can be shown under fairly general assumptions, and this will
be the subject of a forthcoming paper. From now on we restrict ourselves with the case
p = 00.

In the end of this section we discuss the connection between the key oracle inequality
and the Lo,—norm oracle inequality of type (4.

Assumptions. We suppose that the set © has the following structure.

(A) © = ©1 x Oy where ©; = {#',...,0"} is a finite set, and Oy C R™ is a compact
subset of R contained in the Euclidean ball of radius R. Without loss of generality
we assume that R > 1.

Remark 7 Assumption A allows to consider both discrete and continuous parameter sets.
In particular, the case of empty Oy corresponds to selection from a finite set of estimators.
This setup is often considered within the framework of the oracle approach. In order to
emphasize dependence of kernels Ky on 61 € ©1 and 02 € Oz, we sometimes write K g, g,
instead of Ky.

12



(B) There exists My such that F' € Hy(My), where

HoMo) ={g: g€ |J Mala,L), llglo < Mo}
a>0,L>0

Remark 8 Assumption B is necessary for verification of the condition (I) of Theorem [1.
It is also needed for deriving the key oracle inequality from Theorem [ since it allows to
bound uniformly the remainder term in (22).

We emphasize that our procedure does not depend on My. Finally note that Hy(My) is
a huge set of functions(a bit smaller than the space of all bounded continuous functions),
i.e., Assumption B is not restrictive at all.

(K2) Denote U := Dy x ©,. There exist positive constants L, and ~ € (0, 1] such that
1K (61,00) (> 2) — K (g,,0) (- 2") |2
sup sup

/ é E’
0,€01 uu'el lu — 'Y

where u = (z,602), and v’ = (2/,6}). Without loss of generality we assume that L > 1.

Remark 9 Assumption K2 ensures that sample paths of the processes { Zg(z), (x,0) € Do x
O} and {Zy,, (x), (x,0,v) € Dy x © x O} belong with probability one to the isotropic Holder
spaces Hy, 4 q(7) and Hop,yq(7) with regularity index 0 < T <~ (Lifshits 1995, Section 15).
In particular, it is sufficient for fulfillment of conditions (I) and (II) of Theorem [1.

Choice of §. Now we are ready to state the upper bound on the risk of our estimator
([2I)) under Assumptions A, B, K0-K2. Define

Cx = M(K)LR

Theorem 2 Let Assumptions A, B, KO-K2 hold, and assume that there exists a > 0 such

that
1

N

Let F, = F(&k) be the estimator of Section[d associated with the choice § = .. Then there
exists a constant Cy > My depending on d, m and v only such that

{I1Bolloe + CrevVineTsup p(a) }. (26)

0y 1= min{ ,C£(2m+d)/7,62 [U(/C)]_2} > g%, (25)

Ep|[F. = Fllo < [3+2M ()] jnf

Remark 10 Typically in nonparametric setups L ~ e=%, o(K) ~ e=% for some ay,as > 0.

If N grows not faster than £~ then (23) holds.

Lo—mnorm oracle inequality. Finally we show how the L,,—norm oracle inequality (4l)
can be obtained from Theorem [21

Theorem 3 Assume that there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that
g B\ Z() oo 2 Coy/m(1/2), (27)

and let F* be the estimator from Theorem[2. Then
Roo|Fy; F] < L inf Roo[Fp; F,
[USC)

where L = [3+ 2M(K)] max{1,C;/Cs}.
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Remark 11 The condition (27) seems to be necessary in order to have the constant L
independent of €. In fact, (27) is an assumption on the collection of kernels K. To verify
this condition one can use the Sudakov lower bound on the expectation of the mazximum of
a Gaussian process [see, e.g., Lifshits (1995, Section 14)].

The proof of Theorem [B] is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2 ([27), and the
following auxiliary result that is interesting in its own right.

Lemma 2 Let F(-) = [S(t,-)Y(dt) be a linear estimator of F(-). Denote by Bs(-) and

eZs(+) the bias and the stochastic part of F(-) — F(-) respectively. Then for any F €
L,(D) NLy(D) and p € [1, ]

1 ~
1 UBsllp + B[ Zslp} < Ryl F: F] < [|Bs|lp + eE[ Zs |- (28)

3 Adaptive estimation in additive multi-index model

In this section we apply the key oracle inequality of Theorem 2l to adaptive estimation in
the additive multi-index model.

3.1 Problem formulation

We impose that following structural assumption on the function F' in the model ().
Let Z denote the set of all partitions of (1,...,d), and for n > 0 let

Ey={E=(e1,...,eq) 1 ; €ST', |det(E)| > n}.
For any I € Z and E € &, let Ey, ..., Ejj be the corresponding partition of columns of E.

(F) Let I = (I1,..., L)) € Z, and E € &,. There exist functions f; : R - R, ¢ =
1,...,|I| such that
1]

F(t) = Zfz’(Eth)-

Assumption F states that the unknown function F' can be represented as a sum of |I|
unknown functions f;, i = 1,...,|I|, where f; is |I;|~dimensional after an unknown linear
transformation. Note that partition I is also unknown. The assumption that |det(E)| > n is
chosen for technical reasons; note that our estimation procedure does not require knowledge
of the value of this parameter.

Later on the functions f; will be are supposed to be smooth; in particular, we will
assume that all f;’s belong to an isotropic Holder ball (see the next definition).

Definition 1 A function f: T — R, T C R®, is said to belong to the Holder ball Hy(B, L)
if f has continuous partial derivatives of all orders < [ satisfying the Hélder condition with
exponent a € (0,1]:

ID*flloo < L, VIk[=0,....1;

l
76) =% 3 DFRG - | < Lle 1, VteT,

i=0 7" k=

where B = l+a, k = (ki,...,ks) is the multi-index, k; > 0, |k| = k14 - -+ks, t* = t]fl cooths
fort = (t1,....,t), and D* = ¥ /ath* ... oths.
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The described structure includes models (i)—(iv).

1. [Single-index model.] Let F(t) = f(eTt) for some unknown f : R? — R and e €
S%=1. In order to express the single-index model in terms of assumption F, we set
E = (eq,...,eq) with e, es,...,eq being an orthogonal basis of R? such that e; = e.
In this case we can set I = (I1, 1) with I = {1}, Iy ={2,...,d} and f; = f, fo =0.

2. [Additive model.] Let F(t) = 2?21 fi(z;) for unknown f; : R? — R. Here E is the
d x d identity matrix, and I = (Iy,...,13), I; = {i}.

3. [Projection pursuit model.] Let F(t) = 2?21 fi(eXt) for unknown f; : R? — R!
and unknown linearly independent direction vectors ey, ...,eq € S 1. Here E =
(61, “e ,6d), 1= (Il, ‘e ,[d), [i = {Z}

4.  [Multi-index model.] Let F(t) = f(elt,... elt) for unknown direction vectors
e1,...,em € ST and unknown function f : R™ — R!. We define E = (ey,...,eq),
where (e5,41,...,€4) is the orthogonal basis of the orthogonal complement to the
subspace span{ey,...,e,}. In this case we set [ = (I1,12), L = (1,...,m), I =
(m+1,...,d),and f; = f, fo =0.

Definition 2 We say that function F belongs to the class Fr g(8,L), 8 >0, L >0 if

(i) Assumption F is fulfilled with partition I = (I1,..., 1)) € T and matriz E € &;

(ii) there exist positive real numbers B; and L such that f; € Hr(Bi, L), i =1,...,[1];
(i1i) For alli=1,...,|I|
Bi
g =L 29
| L] (29)

Remark 12 The meaning of condition (iii) is that smoothness of functions f; is related to
their dimensionality in such a way that the effective smoothness of all functional components
is the same. This condition does not restrict generality as smoothness of a sum of functions
is determined by the worst smoothness of summands.

Let F be an estimator of F € Fr r(8,L); accuracy of F is measured by the maximal
risk . .
ReolFiFrp(8,L)] i=  sup  Epl|lF — Fla.
FeFr,(B,L)

Proposition 1 (Minimax lower bound) Let ¢.(3) = [¢/In(1/¢)]?#/Z8+1) . Then

liminfinf o2 (8) Roo F;Frp(8,L)] >0, I€Z, E€E,

e—=0 g
where inf is taken over all possible estimators F.
Remark 13 The appearance of the univariate rate @.(3) in the lower bound is not sur-
prising since 20/(28 + 1) = 26;/(28; + | L), i = 1,...,|I| in view of (29). It is worth

mentioning that ¢.(8) = 1 1,/(8i) is the minimax rate of convergence in estimation of
each component f; [cf. (3)].
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The proof of Proposition [I]is absolutely standard and is omitted. Obviously, the accuracy
of estimation under the additive multi-index model cannot be better than the accuracy
of estimation of one component provided that all other components are identically zero.
Since E is fixed, the problem is reduced to estimating |I;|-variate function of smoothness
B in the model (). In this case the lower bound is well-known and given by ¥, 7, (5:). It
remains to note that 1. |z, (f;) does not depend on i and coincides with ¢.(3) in view of

29).
Below we propose an estimator that attains the rate ¢, () simultaneously over Fr (8, L),
IceI, Ecé&,), 0<pB< Bnax <00, L >0, ie., the optimally adaptive estimator.

3.2 Kernel construction

To construct a family of kernel estimators let us consider the idealized situation when both
the partition I = (I, ... ,Im) € Z and F € &, are known.

(G) Letg:[-1/2,1/2] — R be a univariate kernel satisfying the following conditions
() [g(x)dz =1, [g(x)abde=0, k=1,...,¢
(ii) g € CL.
Fix a bandwidth h = (h1,...,hg), hmin < hi < Amax and put

d
GO(t) = Hg(tz)
Ginlt) = Hh <t§>Hg(tj), i=1,..., 1.
J¢lLi

JEI;

Now we define the kernel associated with partition I, matrix F, and bandwidth h. Fix
0={U,E,h)cO=1TxE,x [Pmin, Pmax)?, and let

1]
Ky(t) = |det(E ]ZGlhETt (|I| — 1)|det(E)|Go(ETt). (30)

3.3 Properties of the kernel

First we state evident properties of the kernel K.

Lemma 3 For any 6 € ©

/Ka

1Kol < (2171 = D)]lg]l{-
1]

I Koll2 < ldet(2)2gl3 (Y- [T "% + 111 - 1). (31)

i=1 jel;

The proof follows straightforwardly from (B0]).
Next lemma establishes approximation properties of Ky. Put for any x € Dy

/th—x Bt — F(z).

Clearly, By(-) is the bias of the estimator associated with kernel Kjy.
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Lemma 4 Let F' € F; (B3, L), and let Assumption G hold with ¢ = max;|53;|. Then

|1
I; i
1Bolloo < LS Il n. (32)

i=1 jel;

Remark 14 Lemmas[3 and[4] allow to derive an upper bound on the accuracy of estimation
on the class Fr p(8,L) for given I and E. Indeed, the typical balance equation for the
bandwidth selection takes the form

ev/In(1/e)[[Kpll2 = 1Byl oo-

Therefore using the upper bounds in (32) and (31]) we arrive to the optimal choice of band-
width given by h = h* = (h},... hY),

2/(28,+11:) 24/ (26;+|1i])
) (W> L jel, i=1,... . (33

= (FVi(i72) 9l

If Fy(z) = | Kg(t — 2)Y (dt) is a kernel estimator with @ = (I, E, hy) then we have the
following upper bound on its Ly, —risk:

RoolFo; F1.5(8,L)] < CLY D (), (34)

where C' is an absolute constant. Thus, in view of Proposition[dl, p-(3) is the minimaz rate
of convergence on the class Fr p(5,L). We stress that construction of minimaz estimator
Fy requires knowledge of all parameters of the functional class: I, E, B and L.

3.4 Optimally adaptive estimator

Let Amin = €2 and hpmax = £2/[@BmaxtDdl for some Brax > 0. Consider the collection of
kernels K = {Kpy(-), 0 = (I,E,h) € ©} where Ky(-) is defined in (B0). The corresponding
collection of estimators is given by

F(K) = {Fy(a) = /Kg(t —n)Y (), 0e0).

Based on the collection F(K) we define the estimator F, following the selection rule (ZIJ)
with the choice of § = £ where a = 24d3 + 12d°.

Theorem 4 Suppose that Assumption G holds with { = |dfBmax]. Then for any I € T,
Ecé&,), 0<B< Bmax, and L >0

limsup = 1 (8) Roo [F*SFI,E(ﬁ,L)] < QLM @B+D)

e—0

where C' depends on d, Bmax, and the kernel g only.

Combining the results of Theorem (] and Proposition [l we obtain that the estimator
F, is optimally adaptive on the scale of functional classes Fr g(3,L). Thus this estimator
adjusts automatically to unknown structure as well as to unknown smoothness.

We note that traditionally any structural assumption is understood as the existence of
the structure. Mathematically in our case it means that the underlying function belongs
to the union of classes F; (5, L) with respect to I € Z and E € &, i.e.,

FeF@B.L)= |J FreBL).

I€T,EeE,
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Next theorem shows that our estimation procedure is optimally adaptive on the scale of
functional classes F(3,L), 0 < 8 < Bmax, L > 0.

Theorem 5 Suppose that Assumption G holds with £ = |dBmax |- Then for any 0 < 8 <
Bmax, and L >0 )
limsup 2 (8) Roo[EFx; F(B, L)] < CLY/@s+1)

e—0

where C' depends on d, Bmax, and the kernel g only.

Theorem M follows immediately from Theorem [Bl Proposition [] together with Theorem
shows that in terms of rates of convergence there is no price to pay for adaptation with
respect to unknown structure.

4 Proofs of Theorems [, 2 and

Proof of Theorem [I. Define the random event

A=A1NAy = {w ssup || Zpllp < %p} N {w cosup | Zowllp < %p}.
0cO (0,v)eOxO

19, First, we observe that
By(p) 1(A) < [|Bollp, VO €O, (35)

Indeed, in view of Lemma [Il on the set A

IBoll, > sup m”/m(mwe@)dtup

veo®

v

(O] sup (1 Fp = Bolly = el|Zo.y = Zuly)
reo

A

> [M(K) Sup [1Fy,, — By llp — 56 sup G, (x)] = By(p),
ve x
where we have also used definition of A and the fact that
o) — By(z) = / Ko (t,2) Bo(t)dt + €[ Zo o (2) — Z, ().

20, Second, we note that for any 6, € ©

supog,(z) = [[Kop — Kull2,00 < [[Kgpll2,00 + 1K l2,00
xT

1K l1,00 1Ky [|2,00 + [ Ky [l2,00 < [1 + M(K)] 1Ky [|2,00
[1+ M(K)]supo,(z).

A

Here we have used the inequality ||Kp,|l200 < [|[Koll1,00/| Ky |2,00 Which follows from the
Minkowski integral inequality.
The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and (6]) yield o, (x)

> (mes{D})~/2 for all z and v.
This implies without loss of generality that for any 0, € ©

sup G (r) < [1+ M(K)] sup ou(z). (36)
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39. Now define
0 = arg inf { | Byl + s5pe sup oy () },

and let 13'* = Fg*. We write
IF = Flp1(A) < ||Fp, — Fll, 1(A) + ||Fy, — Féﬂ*Hp 1(A)
+ HFG _Fé,g*Hp 1(A), (37)
and note that

1 £, — Fllp 1(A) < || Bo.

p +gpesupog, (x) = inf { | By, + »pesupop(z) }. (38)
x 0O x

Furthermore,

1Ep. — £y 4.l 1(A)

IN

M(K)Eé (p) L(A) + s5e sgp 4.0, (x)

< M(K)B;(p) 1(A) + [1+ M(K)]s5¢ sup 0y, (),

where the first inequality follows from definition of By (p); the second inequality is a conse-
quence of (8) and ([B6]). Similarly,

Hﬁ’é — Féﬂ* p1(A) < M(K)By, (p) 1(A) + spe sgp &0*,(4(%)

< M(K)By. (p) L(A) + [1+ M(K)]s5¢ sup oy(x).

Now using (2]]) and (B5]) we obtain

A

[HFG)* - Fé,g* pt ”Fé - Fé,e* p]l(A)
< [1+ M(K){[By(p) + Bo. (p)]1(A) + 55 sup,, 0;(x) + s6p sup,, 0. () }

< 2[1+ M(K){||Bo. llp + »pe sup, 0. (2) }-

Then B7) and (B8] lead to
I FlpA(4) < (34 2M(K)] ot {1 Bolly + 52 sup () ) (39)
4%, In order to complete the proof it suffices to bound ||F' — F||,1(A¢). Note that by
our choice of s, (see (19))), P(A°) <. Moreover

IE — Flly1(A°)

IN

(sup [|Byllp + sup (| Zo(-)lp) 1(A%)
0co 0co
< [Flloo[1 4+ M(K)L(A®) + o (K)¢C1(A%),
where o(K) is defined in (@), and ¢ := sup, 4 |Zo(x)|. Therefore
E|lF — Flp1(A%) < [|1F|lso[l + M(K)IP(A) + G[EC?]/2PY/?(A°%)
< Fllo[L + M(K)J6 + Vo FEICI) 2

where we have used ([9)). Combining this inequality with (39) we complete the proof. &
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Proof of Theorem[2. 1. First we show that Assumptions A, B, and K2 imply conditions
(I) and (II) of Theorem [l

Indeed, Assumption K2 ensures that sample paths of the processes {Zg(x), (x,0) €
Dy x O} and {Zy ,(z), (x,0,v) € Dy x © x O} belong with probability one to the isotropic
Holder spaces H,,,14(7) and Hs,,yq(7) with regularity index 0 < 7 < v (Lifshits 1995,
Section 15). Thus the condition (II) is fulfilled.

Moreover, together with Assumption B this implies that for any F' € Hy(My) sample
paths of the process Fy,(z) — F,(z) belong with probability one to the isotropic Holder
space Ho,,14(7") on Dy x © x © with some regularity index 0 < 7/ < 7. This, in turn, shows
that for any F' € Hy(M)y) sample paths of the process

sup || Fy, — Bl
rved

belong to H,,(7') on ©. Then condition (I) holds in view of Assumption A and Jennrich
(1969).
20, Tt follows from Lemma [in Appendix that for any s > 14 1/(2m +d)/y

B{sup | Zo()loo > 3¢} +B{ sup [|Zg, ()]0 > 5}
0cO (0,v)eOxO

< N%[e; M (K) LR+ /7 exp{—2/2},
where ¢; is an absolute constant. By definition of sz we obtain that
exp{?/2} < N2%[e; M(K)LRs]?m+d)/v51 (40)
which, in turn, implies

2(2m + d 2m +d
x < {2ln5*_1+4lnN+MlnC;c+ m

1/2
(In 5% + 02)]

< Veslhne ™l =: x, (41)

where c¢3 depends on (2m + d)/~ only; here we have used (25)).
Now we bound the remainder term in (22). It follows from Lemma [ that for any

A>1++/(d+m)/v one has
EiCP = / UP(C > t)dt < 2 +2 / EN[ea LR/ 62y
0 A

< 2X\+ 2Ny LR Hm)/7e=2*/4 / s =24y,
0

If we choose A = v/25 and apply ({@0), we get
E[¢]* < 2v23 + csN716, < cgIn ot

Using (25]) and the fact that o(K) > ¢7 we finally obtain r(d,) < Mp[1+M (K)]e+cgeVIne—!
which yields (26]). ]
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Proof of Theorem [B. 1°. In order to apply the result of Theorem ] we have to verify
Assumption K2 for the collection of kernels defined in (B0). Recall that 8§ = (I, E, h),
and in notation of Assumptions A and K2, § = (61,62), where §; = I € ©; = Z, and
0y = (E, h) €0, = 577 X [hmim hmax]d

We deduce from (30) and Assumption G(ii) that Kjy(t) is continuously differentiable in
A5 and t, and

sup sup |V, Ko(t)| < Lh 3¢,
02€05 teD

where L is an absolute constant depending only on d and ||g||s. Taking into account that
hmin = €2 we arrive to Assumption K2 with

L=1Le % and y=1/2. (42)

20, In view of (42), assumption (28)) is verified.
3°. Fix B and L and assume that F' € F(3, L). By definition of the class F' € F(3, L)
there exist I, € 7 and F, € &, such that F' € Fy, g, (8,L). Let hy be given by ([33). Then

from (26) and (B4)
Er[ £y = Flloo
<B+2M(K)] ok {IBreslo + CrevVineTsupor (e |

)

< 34+ 2M (K] 1B1. .. oo + CreVinz Tsupor, . (2)
< 9[3 4+ 2M(K)|(Cy v 1)CLY B+ (),

where C' is the constant appearing in (34]). [

Appendix

Proof of Lemma 2l Only the left hand side inequality should be proved. First we note
that

I£1s =sup{] [6f1: ol =1}
(Folland 1999, p. 188). Thus we have for p < oo
Er|F ~Fl, = Ep|Bs+<Zsll,

— Ep suwp / (Bs(x) + e 2s(2))g(x)dz
g:llglle<1

> Er [[Bs(a) + eZs(o)lg. (o)
where g, (z) = ||Bs\|;;p/q|Bs(:17)|p_1 sign{Bg(z)}. Therefore
Er|Bs +eZsllp > /BS(x)Q*(x)dx +E/ZS($)9*(<E)CZ<E = [|Bs|lp- (43)

On the other hand, by the triangle inequality Er||Bs + ¢Zs||, > €E|Zs||p, — || Bsl|p- Com-
bining the two last inequalities we obtain Er||Bs + eZs|, > 3eE||Zs||, which along with

H3)) yields ([28).

21



If p = oo then for any xy € Dy one has E|| By + €Zy|loc > £E[By(z0) + £Zp(x0)] =
+By(x0), and therefore E|| By + £Zp||0c > || Bol|co- [

Proof of Lemma 4. We will use the following notation: for any vector ¢t € R%, and
partition I = (Iy,..., I ;) we will write ¢(;) = (t;,j € I;). Throughout the proof without
loss of generality we assume that F is the d x d identity matrix.

Using the fact that F(t) = Zml fi(ETt) we have

1] 1]

|1|
/Kg(t—:n Pt = ZZ/G]ht—:nflt(l)dt (11— 1) /Got—:nfl(t(l)

i=1 j=1

Note that for all i =1,...,|I|

/Go(t_x)fi(t(i))dt = /H g(tj—xj)}fi(t(i))dt(i)
jel;

/Gi,h(t—ﬂf)fi(t(i))dt = /Hh ( n >]fl(t(z )di i)
JEI;

[ Gintt-onteie = [[TLott; ~ 2] ittt i
JEIL;

Combining these equalities we obtain

/Ke(t—x)F(t)dt = /[H %g(tjgi%

er Y y ')]fi(t(“)dt

and

]

11
=2 / [H i (
i=1
where the last equality follows from the fact that

J 70

Jjel

h; s=1"" |k|=s

)(t(z) x(l))kdt(l) = 0, V’k‘ : ’k’ = 1,. .. ,l,’, 1= 1,. ey ’I’,

see Assumption G(i). Because f; € Hy,|(8i, Li), we obtain

] ]

| By(z \<ZL /(Hh xﬂ)(!t — | Pt <ZL”9H|~’@|ZW

J€l;

as claimed. B

We quote the following result from Talagrand (1994) that is repeatedly used in the proof
of Lemma [6] below.
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Lemma 5 Consider a centered Gaussian process (X )ier. Let 0 = sup,er EX?. Consider
the intrinsic semi-metric px on T given by p%(s,t) = E(Xs — X;)?. Assume that for some
constant A > o, some v > 0 and some 0 < g9 < o we have

A\v
e<eg = N(T,px,s)§<g>,

where N(T, px,¢e) is the smallest number of balls of radius € needed to cover T. Then for
u > o?[(1 + v/v)/e0] we have

P(sup X, > u) <(525) 0 (%),

where K is universal constant, and ®(u) \/— foo e=5*/2ds.

Lemma 6 Let Assumptions A, KO and K2 hold. Then for any » > 1+ ‘/[HTm one has
P{sup || Zo(-)||oo > 3¢} < N[C1 LR/ exp{—5?/2}, (44)
0O

where C7 is an absolute constant.

one has

Furthermore, for any » > 1+ ‘H%

P{ sup [|Zo,()]|oc > 2} < N2 [CoM(K)L R/ exp{—52/2}, (45)
(0,v)EOXO

where Cy is an absolute constant.

Proof: 1°. First we prove ([@4]). Recall our notation:
Zofe) = [ Kolt,o)W(at), on(o) = Kl Zole) = 07" (@) 2ao)

By Assumption A, 6 = (01,62) € ©1 X Oy. Because the set ©; is finite, throughout the
proof we keep 01 € O fixed. For brevity, we will write 8 = (01,6), 8’ = (61,65%), u = (x,62),
u' = (2/,0%). Also with a slight abuse of notation we write Z(u), Z(u) and o (u) for Zy(x),
Zy(z) and og(z) respectively. The same notation with u replaced by «’ will be used for the
corresponding quantities depending on /.

Consider the random process {Z(u),u € U}. Clearly, it has zero mean and variance
EZ2(u) = 0(u). Let pz denote the intrinsic semi-metric of {Z(u),u € U}; then
pz(u) = [E|Z(u) - Z(u)]]'/?
= (1K 9,,0.) () = Kgy 05 (- 2") 2
< Llu—u|,
where the last inequality follows from Assumption K2.
Now consider the random process {Z(u),u € U}. Let o = inf,cp o(u); then

pylu’) = [E|Z(u) - Z(u)]]"/?
B Z(u)  Z()211/2
N [E| o(u) o) | ]
/ BRI
< ( )PZ(%U ) + o (u ) o(u) o) ‘
< o Hpz(u,u') +lo(u) —o(u)]]
< 20’_1,02(%“') < 2(mes{D})"/*Lfu —u'|". (46)
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Here we have taken into account that o > (mes{D})~"/#, and

lo(u) —o(u)| = [IIKo(,2)ll2 — 1Ko (-, 2) |2 |
< Ko(2) = Ko (-, 2")ll2 = pz(u,u').

It follows from (@G)) that the covering number N (U, p,n) of the index set U = Dy x O
with respect to the intrinsic semi-metric p; does not exceed [t LRy~')@+m)/7  where ¢
is an absolute constant. Then using the exponential inequality of Lemma [ [with v =
(d+m)/y, A=c1LR and 0 = g9 = 1], and summing over all §; € ©; we obtain (@4]).

29, Now we turn to the proof of ([@5]). We recall that

Zou(a) — Zo(z) = / (Ko (t,2) — K, (t,2)] W(dt),

00,1/(33) = HKGJJ('?:E) - KV("x)H?v
where Ky, (-,-) is defined in (I0). We keep 6,11 € ©; fixed, and denote § = (61,02),
0" = (01,05), v = (v1,12), V' = (v1,15). We also denote V' = Dy x B2 x Oz, v = (6,v,1),
V'(0',V,2'), and consider the Gaussian random processes {((v),v € V} and {((v),v € V'},
where B
() =Zgy(z) = Zy(2), ((v)= T, y( x)[Zo,(x) — Zy(2)].

Let p; and P be the intrinsic semi—metrics of these processes. Similarly to (46l), it is
straightforward to show that pz(v, v") < 2p¢(v,v"), and our current goal is to bound p¢ (v, v’)

from above.
We have

1/2
pe(v,0) = [El¢(v) — ()"
= HKG,V('7 LZ') - KV('? LZ') - Kﬁ’,l/’('v ‘7:/) + KV’('? x/)HQ
< K@) = Ko (s a) 2+ 1Ko (- 2) = Ko ()2 = Ji + o
By Assumption K2
J1 § I:|’U — ’U/|7.
Let g(-,7) be the Fourier transform of a function g : D x Dy — R! with respect to the first
argument, i.e.,

J(w,z) = /g(t,:n) exp{2miwt}dt, Yz € Dy.

Then, by construction, I?g,,(-, z) = Ky(-,2)K, (-, ), and
Ty = |E(x) Ky (- x) = Ko (2 ) Ko () |2
1Ko (-, x) — Ko (-, 2")| K, (-, )

L@)|2 + || (B (- 2) — Ky (@ >]fc< )|l
15, ()1 | Ko () — Kgr (a2 + [ Ko (- 2 |1 1K (- ) — Ko ()|
2M (K)L|u —'|?,

VAN VAN VAN

where we have used Assumptions KO and K2. Combining upper bounds for J; and Jy we
get pc(v,v') < [1+2M(K)]L|v — v'|7, and finally

pe(v, V') <21+ 2M (K)]Ljv —'|". (47)

It follows from (4T that the covering number N (V, p¢>n) of the index set V' = Dy x O3 x

©2 with respect to the intrinsic semi-metric p; does not exceed [c2 M (K) LRy~ 1|d+2m)/y

where cg is an absolute constant. Then noting that sup, va_r((~ (v)) < 1, using the exponential
inequality of Lemmalbl[with v = (d+2m)/y, A = coM(K)LR and 0 = ¢¢ = 1], and summing
over all (61,v1) € ©1 x ©1 we obtain (45]).
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