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Abstract

In the multidimensional setting, we consider the errors-in-variables model. We aim at estimating
the unknown nonparametric multivariate regression function with errors in the covariates. We devise
an adaptive estimator based on projection kernels on wavelets and a deconvolution operator. We
propose an automatic and fully data driven procedure to select the wavelet level resolution. We
obtain an oracle inequality and optimal rates of convergence over anisotropic Holder classes. Our
theoretical results are illustrated by some simulations.

Keywords : Adaptive wavelet estimator. Anisotropic regression. Deconvolution. Measurement errors.
Primary subjects. 62G08

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of multivariate nonparametric regression with errors in variables. We observe
the i.i.d dataset
(leyl)a ey (Wn7 Yn)

where
Y, =m(X)) + ¢

and
Wy =X, + 4y,

with Y; € R. The covariates errors d; are i.i.d unobservable random variables having error density g. We
assume that g is known. The §;’s are independent of the X;’s and Y;’s. The ¢;’s are i.i.d standard normal
random variables with variance s2. We wish to estimate the regression function m(z),z € [0, 1]¢, but
direct observations of the covariates X; are not available. Instead due to the measuring mechanism or
the nature of the environment, the covariates X; are measured with errors. Let us denote fx the density
of the X;’s assumed to be positive and fy the density of the W;’s.

Use of errors-in-variables models appears in many areas of science such as medicine, econometry or
astrostatistics and is appropriate in a lot of practical experimental problems. For instance, in epidemio-
logic studies where risk factors are partially observed (see Whittemore and Keller (1988), Fan and Masry
(1992)) or in environmental science where air quality is measured with errors (Delaigle et al. (2015)).

In the error-free case, that is §; = 0, one retrieves the classical multivariate nonparametric regression
problem. Estimating a function in a nonparametric way from data measured with error is not an easy
problem. Indeed, constructing a consistent estimator in this context is challenging as we have to face to a
deconvolution step in the estimation procedure. Deconvolution problems arise in many fields where data
are obtained with measurement errors and has attracted a lot of attention in the statistical literature, see
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Meister (2009) for an excellent source of references. The nonparametric regression with errors-in-variables
model has been the object of a lot of attention as well, we may cite the works of Fan and Masry (1992),
Fan and Truong (1993), Ioannides and Alevizos (1997), Koo and Lee (1998), Meister (2009), Comte and
Taupin (2007), Chesneau (2010), Du et al. (2011), Carroll et al. (2009), Delaigle et al. (2015). The
literature has mainly to do with kernel-based approaches, based on the Fourier transform. All the works
cited have tackled the univariate case except for Fan and Masry (1992) where the authors explored the
asymptotic normality for mixing processes. In the one dimensional setting, Chesneau (2010) used Meyer
wavelets in order to devise his statistical procedure but his assumptions on the model are strong since the
corrupted observations W; follow a uniform density on [0,1]. Comte and Taupin (2007) investigated the
mean integrated squared error with a penalized estimator based on projection methods upon Shannon
basis. But the authors do not give any clue about how to choose the resolution level of the Shannon
basis. Furthermore, the constants in the penalized term are calibrated via intense simulations.

In the present article, our aim is to study the multidimensional setting and the pointwise risk. We
would like to take into account the anisotropy for the function to estimate. Our approach relies on the
use of projection kernels on wavelets bases combined with a deconvolution operator taking into account
the noise in the covariates. When using wavelets, a crucial point lies in the choice of the resolution level.
But it is well-known that theoretical results in adaptive estimation do not provide the way to choose the
numerical constants in the resolution level and very often lead to conservative choices. We may cite the
work of Gach et al. (2013) which attempts to tackle this problem. For the density estimation problem and
the sup-norm loss, the authors based their statistical procedure on Haar projection kernels and provide
a way to choose locally the resolution level. Nonetheless, in practice, their procedure relies on heavy
Monte Carlo simulations to calibrate the constants. In our paper the resolution level of our estimator is
optimal and fully data-driven. It is automatically selected by a method inspired from Goldenshluger and
Lepski (2011) to tackle anisotropy problems. This method has been used recently in various contexts
(see Doumic et al. (2012), Comte and Lacour (2013) and Bertin et al. (2013)). Furthermore, we do not
resort to thresholding which is very popular when using wavelets and our selection rule is adaptive to the
unknown regularity of the regression function. We obtain oracle inequalities and provide optimal rates
of convergence for anisotropic Holder classes. The performances of our adaptive estimator, the negative
impact of the errors in the covariates, the effects of the design density are assessed by examples based on
simulations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe our estimation procedure. In Section 3,
we provide an oracle inequality and rates of convergences of our estimator for the pointwise risk. Section
4 gives some numerical illustrations. Proofs of Theorems, propositions and technical lemmas are to be
found in section 5.

Notation Let N=1{0,1,2,...} and j = (j1,...,jq4) € N, we set S; = Z?Zl 4i and for any y € R?, we
set, with a slight abuse of notation,

2Jy = (2j1y17 ey 2ded)
and for any k = (ky,--- ,kq) € Z%,

55

) 5 , )
hir(y) =272 W2y —k) =272 h(2"y; — k1,...,27"yq — ka),

for any given function h. We denote by F the Fourier transform of any function f defined on R? by

FOO = [ e sy, e R
Rd
where < .,. > denotes the usual scalar product.
For two integers a, b, we denote a A b := min(a,b) and a Vb := max(a,b). And |y]| denotes the largest
integer smaller than y : |y| <y < |y|+ 1.



2 The estimation procedure

For estimating the regression function m, the idea consists in writing m as the ratio

m(z) fx(x)

m(z) = — 22220 g e [0,1]%

fx(x)

In the sequel, we denote
p(x) :=m(z) x fx(z).

So, we estimate p, then fx. Since estimating fx is a classical deconvolution problem, the main task
consists in estimating p. We propose a wavelet-based procedure with an automatic choice of the maximal
resolution level. Section 2.1 describes the construction of the projection kernel on wavelet bases depending
on a maximal resolution level. Section 2.2 describes the Goldenshluger-Lepski procedure to select the
resolution level adaptively.

2.1 Approximation kernels and family of estimators for p

We consider noise densities g = (g1, - ,ga) which satisfy the following relationship (see Fan and Koo
(2002)) :
d
‘F(g)(t) = H-F(gl)(tl), t; € R. (1)
=1

In the sequel, we consider a father wavelet ¢ on the real line satisfying the following conditions:
e (A1) The father wavelet ¢ is compactly supported on [—A, A], where A is a positive integer.
e (A2) There exists a positive integer N, such that for any x

/ng(m—k)gp(y—k)(y—x)zdy =0p, £=0,...,N.

keZ

e (A3) ¢ is of class C", where r > 2.

These properties are satisfied for instance by Daubechies and Coiflets wavelets (see Hérdle et al. (1998),
chapter 8). The associated projection kernel on the space

V; :=span{p;x, k € Z%}, je N
is given for any = and y by

Kj(z,y) = Y ein(@)oin(v),
k

where for any z,

d
pjk(x) = Hﬁtp@“fcz k), jeNi kez
=1

Therefore, the projection of p on V; can be written for any z,
P2 = K50 = [ Koy = 3 pinon()
k

with

pik = /p(y)%'k(y)dy-



First we estimate unbiasedly any projection p;. Secondly to obtain the final estimate of p, it will remain
to select a convenient value of j which will be done in section 2.2. The natural approach is based on
unbiased estimation of the projection coefficients p;;. To do so, we adapt the kernel approach proposed
by Fan and Truong (1993) in our wavelets context. To this purpose, we set

n d —
= L3 W) 2% L3y, [t T 2O
o= Yu D. . W) = 23 _ Yu 1<t,22 W, —k> / dt
AT * (Pse)s(Wa) n /e 1 Flg) @ity

pia) = = 303V x (Dyg)s(W)osele).
k

where the deconvolution operator D; is defined as follows for a function f defined on R

D)= [ e -l<tw>H DR dt,w € R )

Lemma 3, proved in section 5.2.1 states that E[p;(x)] = p;(«) which justifies our approach. Furthermore,
the deconvolution operator (D;f)(w) in (2) is the multidimensional wavelet analogous of the operator
K, (z) defined in (2.4) in Fan and Truong (1993): the Fourier transform of their kernel K has been
replaced in our procedure by the Fourier transform of the wavelet ¢;; and their bandwith h by 277.

Note that the definition of the estimator p;(z) still makes sense when we do not have any noise on
the variables X i.e g(x) = d¢(z) because in this case F(g)(t) = 1.

2.2 Selection rule by using the Goldenshluger-Lepski methodology

The second and final step consists in selecting the multidimensional resolution level j depending on z
and based on a data-driven selection rule inspired from a method exposed in Goldenshluger and Lepski
(2011). To define this latter we have to introduce some quantities. In the sequel we denote for any
w € RY,

Tj(w) :== > (D) k(w)pjn(x)
k
and
Z i)k (W)pik(r) =y x Tj(w),
k
so we have

A RS
pj(x) = - Z Uj (Y, Wy).
u=1
Proposition 1 in Section 5.2.1 shows that p; () concentrates around p;(z). So the idea is to find a maximal
resolution j that mimics the oracle index. The oracle index minimizes a bias Variance trade-off. So we
have to find an estimation for the bias-variance decomposition of p;(x). We denote cr := Var(U; (Y1, W1))

2
and the variance of p; is thus equal to % We set :

n 1—1

AJZ ’I’L _ 1 ZZ(UJ(}Q’ Wl) - Uj(Yva Wv))27 (3)
=2 v=1

and since ]E(6j) = UJQ, 67 is a natural estimator of 0 . To devise our procedure, we introduce a slightly

overestimate of O'j given by:

log n 5 logn

+87C;

G35 =05 +2C;4/2562 (4)



where ¥ is a positive constant and

C; = (oo + 5v/27 1087 |T; o

For any € > 0, let v > 0 and

3

_ 2y(1+¢)a?-logn  cylogn

n n
where

¢ =16 (2[mlloc + 5) [T} oo
Let

F’Y(jaj/) =T50) + Ty NG'),
and

I (j) = Sup Ty (5,4)- (5)

We now define the selection rule for the resolution index. Let

Ry = sup { by (@) =y (@) = 15 (0'.4) | +T50): (6)
J
Then p;(x) is the final estimator of p(z) with j such that

j= arg min Rj, (7)

J = {jeNd: 25 < LO;HJ}. (8)

Now, we shall highlight how the above quantities interplay in the estimation of the risk decomposition of
pj. An inspection of the proof of Theorem 1 shows that a control of the bias of p; is provided by :

where the set J is defined as

sup { 1Bjng (x) = By ()] = FW(j/’j)}jL

The term |pja; () —pj| is classical when using the Goldenshluger Lepski method (see sections 2.1 and 5.2
in Bertin et al. (2013)). Furthermore for technical reasons (see proof of Theorem 1), we do not estimate

~2
the variance of p;(z) by %J but we replace it by 1"?/ (j). Note that we have the straightforward control

. . [logn logn
r,(j)<cC (@-\/ - +(C; —|—cj)n> ,
logn _2

where C'is a constant depending on ¢, 4 and . Actually we prove that I‘?Y (j) is of order =207 (see Lemma
6 and 10). The dependance of 67 (4) in ||m||o appears only in smaller order terms. In conclusion, up
to the knowledge of ||m||oo the procedure is completely data-driven. Next section explains how to choose
the constants v and 4. Our approach is non asymptotic and based on sharp concentration inequalities.




3 Rates of convergence

There exists C; > 0 such that for any z € [0,1]%, fx(z) > C;.
As we face a deconvolution problem, we need to define the assumptions made on the smoothness of
the density of the errors covariates g. There exist positive constants ¢, and C, such that

cg(L+10)™" < [Fla)t)| S Cy(L+[t)™, 0<v<r-2, t €R. 9)

We also require a condition for the derivative of the Fourier transform of g. There exists a positive
constant C4 such that
IF(g) ()] < Co(L+[0))™7Y, teR. (10)

Laplace and Gamma distributions satisfy the above assumptions (9) and (10). Assumptions (9) and (10)
control the decay of the Fourier transform of g at a polynomial rate. Hence we deal with a midly ill-posed
inverse problem. The index v is usually known as the degree of ill-posedness of the deconvolution problem
at hand.

3.1 Oracle inequality and rates of convergence for p(-)
First, we state an oracle inequality which highlights the bias-variance decomposition of the risk.

Theorem 1. Let ¢ > 1 be fized and let j be the adaptive index defined as above. Then, it holds for any
v>qv+1) and 5 > 2q(v + 2),

B|

B(n) = max (s?,p E [onse(@)] — E [p @], [Elpo ()] - p<x>)

)~ 9] < B (mEE [(BO)+ T30} ) + o7,

where

and Ry a constant depending only on q.

The oracle inequality in Theorem 1 illustrates a bias-variance decomposition of the risk. The term
B(n) is a bias term. Indeed, one recognizes on the right side the classical bias term

[E[p(2)] = p(2)] = |py(z) — p(2)].

Concerning |E [Py ()] — E [pj ()], for sake of clarity let us consider for instance the univariate case :
if 7/ < n this term is equal to zero. If j' > 7, it turns to be

|E [py(2)] = E [pj (2)] | = py(2) — pjr ()| < |py(x) — p(2)] + [pjr () — p(2)].

As we have the following inclusion for the projection spaces V;, C Vj/, the term p;. is closer to p than p,
for the Lo-distance. Hence we expect a good control of |p; (z) — p(x)| with respect to |p,(x) — p(z)|.

We study the rates of convergence of the estimators over anisotropic Holder Classes. Let us define
them.

Definition 1 (Anisotropic Holder Space). Let g = (B1,B2,-..,B4) € (RL)? and L > 0. We say that

f:[0,1] = R belongs to the anisotropic Hélder class Hd(g, L) of functions if f is bounded and for any
l=1,....,d and for oll z € R

aLﬂLJf alﬁsz

sup (1, 21+ 2,...,24) — W(m,...,x;,...m@ < L|z|ﬁl*ml].
Oz

z€[0,1]¢ axlmlJ



The following theorem gives the rate of convergence of the estimator P; () and justifies the optimality
of our oracle inequality.

Theorem 2. Let ¢ > 1 be fized and let j be the adaptive index defined in (7). Then, for any 5 € (0,14
and L > 0, it holds

)

q a(2v41) 1 aB/(2B+2v+1)
sup E ﬁj(x) —p(x) < L25+2v+1 Ry ( Og(n))

pE€Ha(F,L)
with f = o and Ry a constant depending on.,q.2,7, [mloc, . | Fx | 0.5 Cy. 5.
Remark 1. The estimate p achieves the optimal rate of convergence up to a logarithmic term (see section
3.3 in Comte and Lacour (2013)). This logarithmic loss, due to adaptation, is known to be nevertheless
unavoidable for d = 1 and one can conjecture that it is also the case for higher dimension (see Remark
1 in Comte and Lacour (2013)) .

3.2 Rates of convergence for m(-)

As mentioned above, the estimation of m requires an adaptive estimate of fx. This is due to kernel
estimators, e.g. projection estimators do not need the additional estimate (see Bertin et al. (2013)). For
this purpose, we use an estimate introduced by Comte and Lacour (2013) (Section 3.4) denoted by fx.
This estimate is constructed from a deconvolution kernel and the bandwidth is selected via a method
described in Goldenshluger and Lepski (2011). We will not give the explicit expression of fX for ease of
exposition. Then, we define the estimate of m for all x in [0, 1]¢ :

() = % (11)

fx(z)vn-1/2
The term n~'/? is added to avoid the drawback when fX is closed to 0.

Theorem 3. Let g > 1 be fized and let m defined as above. Then, for any 5 € (0,1]¢ and L > 0, it holds

g(2vt1) ]
sup E ‘m(l') — m(x)|‘1 < L2Ei2-:-1¢-1 Rs <OgTEn)

77L6Hd(E,L)

b

)qﬁ/(25+2u+1)

with R a constant depending on v, q,€,7, ||[m|lso, S, || fx |lcos @,cg,Cg,ﬁ.

The estimate m is again optimal up to a logarithmic term (see Remark 1).

4 Numerical results

In this section, we implement some simulations to illustrate the theoretical results. We aim at estimating
the Doppler regression function m at two points o = 0.25 and zp = 0.90 (see Figure 1). We have
n = 1024 observations and the regression errors ¢;’s follow a standard normal density with variance
52 = 0.15%. As for the design density of the X;’s, we consider the Beta density and the uniform density
on [0, 1]. The uniform distribution is quite classical in regression with random design. The Beta(2,2) and
Beta(0.5,2) distributions reflect two very different behaviors on [0,1]. Indeed, we recall that the Beta
density with parameters (a,b) (denoted here by Beta(a,b)) is proportional to z*~*(1 — )"~ 1y 1)(x).
In Figure 2, we plot the noisy regression Doppler function according to the three design scenario. For



the covariate errors d;’s, we focus on the centered Laplace density with scale parameter o,, > 0 that we
denote g7,. This latter has the following expression :

1 Iz

e 9L,

gr(z) = 20,

The choice of the centered Laplace noise is motivated by the fact that the Fourier transform of gy, is given
by
1

1+ chLt2

Flgr)(t)

and according to assumption (9), it gives an example of an ordinary smooth noise with degree of ill-
posedness v = 2. Furthermore, when facing regression problems with errors in the design, it is common
to compute the so-called reliability ratio (see Fan and Truong (1993)) which is given by

o Var(X)
" Var(X) 4202,

R, permits to assess the amount of noise in the covariates. The closer to 0 R, is, the bigger the amount
of noise in the covariates is and the more difficult the deconvolution step will be. For instance, Fan
and Truong (1993) chose R, = 0.70. We computed the reliability ratio in Table 1 for the considered
simulations.

Ogs design of the X;

U[0,1] Beta(2,2) Beta(0.5,2)
0.075 | 0.88 0.81 0.80
0.10 | 0.80 0.71 0.69

Table 1: Reliability ratio.

We recall that our estimator of m(z) is given by the ratio of two estimators (see (11)) :
R 160)
fx(@) V12

First, we compute p;(x) an estimator of p(z) = m(z) x fx(z) which is denoted "GL" in the graphics
below. We use coiflet wavelets of order 5. Then we divide ﬁj(x) by the adaptive deconvolution density

m(z) (12)

estimator fx () of Comte and Lacour (2013). This latter is constructed with a deconvolution kernel and
an adaptive bandwidth. For the selection of the coiflet level j in ﬁi (x), we advise to use 62 instead of 52 -

J 3
and 22 Vil Tillee jpgtead of ¢;. It remains to settle the value of the constant . To do so, we compute

the pointwise risk of ﬁj(x) in function of ~: Figure 3 shows a clear "dimension jump" and accordingly
the value v = 0.5 turns to be reasonable. Hence we fix v = 0.5 for all simulations and our selection rule
is completely data-driven.

Tgs design of the X; Ogs design of the X;

Ul0,1] Beta(2,2) Beta(0.5,2) U[0,1] Beta(2,2) Beta(0.5,2)
0.075 | 0.0144 0.0204 0.0071 0.075 | 0.0212 0.0177 0.1012
0.10 | 0.0156 0.0206 0.0072 0.10 | 0.0192 0.0195 0.104

Table 2: MAE of m(x): on the left at o = 0.25 and on the right z¢ = 0.90.



050

(a) (b) ()

Figure 1: a/ Representation of Doppler function. b/ A zoom of Doppler function on [0.15,0.30]. ¢/ A
zoom of Doppler function on [0.80, 1].

(a) (b) (©)

Figure 2: a/ Noisy Doppler with X; ~ /[0, 1]. b/ Noisy Doppler with X; ~ Beta(2,2). ¢/ Noisy Doppler
function with X; ~ Beta(0.5,2).

Figure 3: Pointwise risk of p; at 2o = 0.25 in function of parameter ~ for the Beta(2,2) design and
o4, = 0.075.

Boxplots in Figure 4 and 5 summarize our numerical experiments. Theorem 1 gives an oracle inequality
for the estimation of p(z). We compare the pointwise risk error of p;(x) (computed with 100 Monte Carlo
repetitions) with the oracle risk one. The oracle is p;, . ,. with the index jorqce defined as follows:

joracle = arg mln |pj (.’E) - p(l’)|
jeJ

In Table 2, we have computed the MAE (Mean Absolute Error) of rmi(z) over 100 Monte Carlo runs.
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Figure 4: Estimation of p(z) at zy = 0.25
u[o, 1] Beta(2,2) Beta(0.5,2)
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Figure 5: Estimation of p(z) at zy = 0.90

Our performances are close to those of the oracle (see Figure 4 and 5) and are quite satisfying both
at g = 0.25 and zg = 0.90. When going deeper into details, increasing the Laplace noise parameter
04, deteriorates sligthly the performances. Hence it seems that our procedure is robust to the noise
in the covariates and accordingly to the deconvolution step. Concerning the role of the design density,

10



when considering the Beta(0.5,2) distribution, we expect the performances to be better near 0 as the
observations tend to concentrate near 0 and to be bad close to 1. Indeed, this phenomenon is confirmed
by Table 2. And when comparing the Beta(2,2) and Beta(0.5,2) distributions, the performances are
much better for the Beta(0.5,2) at xo = 0.25 whereas the Beta(2,2) distribution yields better results at
xo = 0.90. This is what is expected as the two densities charge points near 0 and 1 differently.

5 Proofs

5.1 Proofs of theorems

This section is devoted to the proofs of theorems. These proofs use some propositions and technical
lemmas which are respectively in section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2. In the sequel, C' is a constant which may vary
from one line to another one.

5.1.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We firstly recall the basic inequality (a1 +---4a,)? < p?~'(af+---+al) forall ay,...,a, € RY,
p € N and ¢ > 1. For ease of exposition, we denote ﬁ;(m) = [)5. So, we can show for any n € N¢:

b; —P(x)’ <1D5 = Ding| + [Piag —ﬁn’ + Dy — p(z)|
< Ppr; — D3| — T2 (Gom) + T (5,m) +‘pjm7 pn‘ T (n,5) + T (0, 5) + [Py — ()|
< Pyr; — D3| — T2 (Gom) + T (0, ) +‘pm pn‘ U (n,5) + TG m) + 1Py — ()]
< By = B3| = Ty o) + T50) + |50, = Ba| = T (0. )+ T33) + By — p()]
< Ry + R; + |p, — p(=)]
< Ry + Ry + [E[p,) — p(@)| + |py — Elpy)|
< Ry + R; + |E[p,) — p(@)| + by — Elpy)| — Ty (n) + T (n)
< Ryt Ry + B05,] — (o) + sup { oy~ Elpyl| ~ 15} 4T
J

By definition of j, we recall that ]A%j. < inf, Rn and
Ry < sup { [piny = Elpyny)|=T5 (AT} +sup { 15y = Blpy)| =T ()} +5up [Elpyny] — Elpy )41 ().
7.3 J’ J’

Hence

By~ pl)| < z[sup{mm/E@Wnrwm')} +sup { by —Elpy)l = T5(7) ]+ sup [Blpynyr] — Elpy]
3.3 + g

4203 1)+ B[] = p(o)] +sup { 17 = Elpy )l = T ()}, +T50)

By definition of B(n) = max (sup;, [Epyn;r — Epjr|, [Ep, — p(x)]), we get

B = p(@)| < 250 { [piny — Elping)l ~To(iAG)} +3sup { by — Elpy]| ~ T, ()} +3B(n) +3T%(n)
4.3’ + 3’ +
Consequently

q q
9~ p(a)| <! ([B(n) +150)]" + sup { 15y = Byl =Ty} +sup { jny —Ediny| = TG 1 j’>}+) :
J’ 3,3’

11



Using Proposition 2, we have
E|p; - p(@)|" < C ®[(BO:) +T50)") +o(n ™).
Then, we get
|3 o) < R (W [(BO) +T30)"] ) + o070

where R; is a constant only depending on gq.

5.1.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The proof is a direct application of Theorem 1 together with a standard bias-variance trade-off.
We first recall the assertion of this theorem:

E [ﬁj(x) —p(x)ﬂ <C (i%f]E [(B(n) + I‘Ty(n))qD +o(n”9).

For the bias term, we use Proposition 3 to get:

d
B(n) <CLY 27" for alln € J.
=1

Now let us focus on E [I'%(n)?]. We have

q
2y(1+¢e)a2 ~logn ¢, vlogn
B[] = E ¢ 23 081 | &
n n
< g1 ((27(1+5)10gn>2E[6g J+ (cn’ylogn>q>
n ’ n
<

o logn §2S,,(2V+1)g+ cylogn\?
n n ’

¢y = 16 (2] mllos + 8) | Tylloc < C250HY,

using Lemma 6. But

using Lemma 10. Hence

3 q
E[, ()] <C ((k)gn) *oSy(vtng (k’g”> QSn(V+1)‘1> .

n n

We have

logn '\ ? 9Sn(2v+1)§ 5 log n q2sn(l/+1)q<:>2sn < "
n = n ~ logn’

which is true since by (8), 2% < logn2 pell
This yields
) 95,241 Jog \ ¢
B[S <C (n) '

12



Eventually, we obtain the bound for the pointwise risk:

d v n log(n !
E |p; () —p(x)’q <C (inf{LZTW + ng()} ) +o(n™).

n n
=1

Setting the gradient of the right hand side of the inequality above with respect to 7 it turns out that the
optimal 7; is proportional to @m(bgL + = log(log(n) )), which leads for n large enough to

_Bgq
(2v+1) 2B+2v+1
L2‘1/3+L;u+1 Ry <10g75n)) ,

p:(x) — pla)|

with Ry a constant depending on v, q, €, 7, [|Mmlco, S, || fx||cos @, cg,Cg,g. The proof of Theorem 2 is com-
pleted.
O

5.1.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. We recall that m(z) = f’;(z and m(x) = % We now state the main properties of the

adaptive estimate fx showed by Comte and Lacour (2013) (Theorem 2): for all ¢ > 1, all B e (0,1]4, all
L > 0 and n large enough, it holds

B(By) =P (|fx(0) = fx(@)] > Con(F)) <n72, (13)

and

P(Ifx(@) — fx(@)| < Cn) =1, (14)

where ¢, (3) = (log(n)/n)B/(QBHVH). Although the construction of the estimate fx(z) depends on g,
we remove the dependency for ease of exposition (see Comte and Lacour (2013) Section 3.4 for further
details). From (13), we easily deduce, since fx(x) > Cy > 0, for n large enough that

P(E,) =P (fx(x) < C;l) <n7%, (15)
We now start the proof of the theorem. We have together with (14)
) e = | @ pte) O pe) o)
Fe@vn12 Ix@)| S| Fx@vaz Fx@vai2| [Fe@vnz fx(@)
p;(x) — p(x) - (fx (@) vn='7?) - fx(x)
< —fx( + lImloo | fx lloo @ @) Vi 172)
= A1+ [[mloo [ fx [l oo A2

Control of E[AY]. Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the inequality fy (z) V n=1/2 > n=1/2 we
obtain for n large enough

E[A{] = E[A{1 5] + E[A{15,] < E[A{15g] + /E[A}"]\/P(E2)

B3() —plo)| ] + nq/ﬂﬂa [

SCE[

pite) ol | VEERD,

-,

Then, using Theorem 2 and (15), we finally have E[A] < C¢d(3).

13



Control of E[A%. Using (14) and the inequality fx(z)V n~'/2 >n=1/2 it holds for n large enough

E[.Ag] < ]E[.Ag]lEang] + ]E[.Ag(]lEl + ]lEz)] < ]E[.Ag]lEang] + CTLBQ/Z(]P)(El) + P(Eg)).

-,

Then, using the definition of Ay, (13) and (15), we obtain E[A%] < C¢d(3).
Eventually, by definitions of .4; and Ay, the proof is completed and

i1 oe(n qB/(2B+2v+1)
Ellin(z) - m(2)|%] < C(E[A]] + E[AY]) < L7541 R, (“5“)

)

where Rj is a constant depending on v, ¢, €, 7, [|[m||oo, 8, || fx /o0, s €9, Cgs E This completes the proof of
Theorem 3.

O
5.2 Statements and proofs of auxiliary results
This section is devoted to statements and proofs of auxiliary results used in section 5.1
5.2.1 Statements and proofs of propositions
Let us start with Proposition 1 which states a concentration inequality of p; around p;.
Proposition 1. Let j be fized. For any u > 0,
202-U CilU
P |pj(@) —pi(@)| =\ ——+ =] <27, (16)

n

where
0‘ = Var(Y1T;(W1)).

For any v > 1 we have for any € > 0 that there exists Ry only depending on 7 and € such that

P(o? > (148)525) < Ran™7,

52
5 = being defined in (4).

Proof.
First, note that

n

2) =Y pinpik(@) ZYl > (D) (W)pjn(x) = %ZUJ‘(Yz,Wz)
k

k =1

To prove Proposition 1, we apply the Bernstein inequality to the variables U;(Y;, W;) — E[U; (Y;, Wi)]
that are independent. Since,
U; (Y1, W) = Vi T;(Wh),

and
EleT;(Wi)] =0

we have for any q > 2,

i (U, (Y5, Wi) — EU; (Vi WOII") = S B [m(X0)T5 (W) + T, (W2) — Elm(X0) T, (W)lJ7). (17
o =1

14



With ¢ = 2,

Ay = ZE[IUj(Yz, W) — E[U;(Yi, W)][?]
=1
= nVar(Y1T;(W1))
= nE[(m(X1)T;(Wh) + &1 T; (W) — E[m(X1)T;(Wh)])?]
= nE[;T}(Wh)] + nVar(m(X1)T;(Wh))
= n (U?E[Tf(Wl)] + Var(m(Xl)TJ(Wl))) .

Now, for any ¢ > 3, with Z ~ N(0,1),

Ay < on20H(E[lm(X0) Ty (W) = Elm(X0) T3 (W))|9] + Ef|e Ty (Wh)| )
< 020 (B[|m(X1)T; (W) — E[m(X1)T;(Wh)]|9] + s“E[| Z|YE[|T; (W1)|%))
< 27 (B[lm(X0)TWh) — E[m(X1) T3 (W) + sTB[|1Z|7E[T] (W)|| T3 (1% %) -
Furthermore,

E[lm(X1)T;(W1) — E[m(X1)T;(Wh)]|]

IN

E[(m/(X1)T;(W1) — E[m(X1)T;(W)])?] < (2]lmlloel|Tj]l00) "~
= Var(m(X1)T;(W1)) x (2]mleol| Till)~.

Finally,
Ag < n2" T2 (Var(m(X2) T (W) x (2]lmllee) ™2 + sB[| Z|“|E[T} (W1)])
< 2GR Z)7] (Var(m(X0) T3 (Wh) % (2llmlle)?™2 + s"E[Z] (W1))
< n2" TSR] 2] (Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) + sE[Z7 (Wh)]) % ((2lmlle)?™? + 5777)
< 27T PE]Z)7) x Az x (2]mllee + )77

Besides we have (see page 23 in Patel and Read (1982)) denoting I' the Gamma function

24/2 1
E[|Z)9] = %r <q;) < 29/2971/21 < 9la=D/241. (18)
as # < % and F(%) <T(¢g+1)=gq! So, for g > 3,

Ay < 2Ty 7200 D20 x Ay x (2)ml|oo + )T
q 3g-1 q—2
< Lt x (26 |L 1w Climllw +9))
The function % is decreasing in ¢q. Hence for any g > 3, 2233:% < 16.
Thus |
Aq S % X A2 X quiQ, (19)
with

¢ = 16[Tjloc (2[mlloc + 5) .
We can now apply Proposition 2.9 of Massart (2007). We denote fy the density of the W;’s. We have

E[T2(W)] / T2 (w) for (w)duw

1 oo 175113,

IN
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since the density fy is the convolution of fx and g, || fwllco = ||fx * 9lloc < ||fx|lco- We have

Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) < E[m®(X1)T7 (Wh)]

2 x oo 175 3-

IN
H

IN

Therefore, with
A
o = ?2 = Var(Y1Tj(Wh)),
0]2 = J‘?]E[T]z(wl)} + Var(m(Xl)T](Wl))
T2 fxlloo I T3 13 + llmlZe [ fx oo 175113
£ oo I T5113 (02 + [lm]l2)-

We conclude that for any u > 0,

Now, we can write

n -1
= D U W) — U (5 )2
=2 v=1
n -1
= T o (U (Y W) — EIU (4. W) = U (Y., W) + BIU (3. W)
=2 v=1
2
A n(n — l)gj’
with
n -1
57 = n(nl— 1) Z(UJ(}/MWZ) _E[UJ()/ZaVVl)])z + (Uj(}/?uW ) —E[Uj(YU7WU)])2
=2 v=1
= S W, W) — BV (. W)
=1
and 1
&= > (U;(Vi, Wy) = B[U; (Y, W) x (U (Yo, W) — B[U; (Yo, W),
=2 v=1

In the sequel, we denote for any ¥ > 0,

0,.(7) = {lrglag( le] < s\/2ﬁlogn}.

We have that

P(2 (7)) < n' 7.

Note that on Q,(7),
1U; ()l < C,

we recall that

Cj = (llmlloo + sv/27log )| 7| oo-

16



Lemma 1. For any 7 > 1 and any u > 0, there exists a sequence e, ; > 0 such that limsup; e, ; = 0

and ,
2u(l+ey, ) oju
P(O’?ZS?—FQCJ‘UJ‘ #4'3]7

Qn(’?)) <e "

Proof.
We denote

Po, 5 () =P(0W(®), Ea,5 () =E(Q2.(7)).

Note that conditionally to €,(%) the variables U;(Y1, W1),...,U;(Y,, W,,) are independent. So, we
can apply the classical Bernstein inequality to the variables

Voo 0= U0 W) ~ B0, WO of
Furthermore, as
Eo, 5 [U;(Y1,W1)] = E[m(X1)T;(W1)[Qn ()] + Ele1T;(W1)[Qn(7)]
= E[m(X1)T;(W1)]
= E[U;(Y1,W))] (25)
we get
n Eq, ) [(U? — (U;(Y1,Wh) — E[U; (Y1, W1)])2)2]
ZEQn(i) Vv’ = -
1=1

ot + B, ) [(U5 (0, W1) = B[U; (Y1, W))*| = 202B0, ¢5) [(U; (Y1, W) — EIU; (v, W)’

o} + (4CF = 203)Eq, () [(Uj(Yl, W1) — E[U; (Y1, Wl)])z]

n

IN

We shall find an upperbound for Eq (5, [(U;(Y1, W1) — E[U; (Y1, W1)])?]:

Eq,(5) [(U; (Y1, W1) = E[U; (Y1, W1)])?] = Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) + E[e7T} (W1)|Q2,(7)]
Elellg, )]

= Var(m(X0)T;(W0)) + BT} (W)

< Var(m(X1)T;(W1)) + E[TJQ(Wl)]

< Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) + ]E[sz(Wl)]m
— Var(n(X)T (W) + BT (W] + &),
where €, = n'~7 + o(n'~7). Using (21) we have

Eq,5) [(U;(Y1, Wh) = E[U; (Y1, W1)])?] < (1 + en5)07, (26)

where (e, ;) is a sequence such that limsup; e, ; = 0.

17



Now let us find a lower bound for Eq_ (5 [(U;(Y1, W1) — E[U;(Y1, Wh)])?] :

( E[eilq, )]
P(2.(7))
> Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) + E[T} (W1)|E[ei Lo, 5)]
= Var(m(X )T (W) + E[T7 (W)]E[F (1 — Lag (5))]

— E[T}(W1)|E[eTLog (5))-

Eo, (5 [(U;(Y1,W1) = E[U; (Y1, W)])?] = Var(m(X1)T;(Wh)) + E[Z} (W1)]

Now using Cauchy Scharwz, (18) and (24) we have

Eo, 5 [(U; (Y1, W1) — E[U; (Y1, W1)])?] > o2 — E[T2(W1)](E[ef]) % (P(Q5(5))) 2
> o? — CS’E[T?(Wy)n =
= §(1+em) (27)

where (€,,;) is a sequence such that limsup; é, ; = 0.
Finally, using the bounds we just got for Eq_(5) [(U;(Y1, W1) — E[U;(Y1, W1)])?] yields

i 0§ +4C305(1 4 e ;) — 20 (1+én,)
Y Ea.xVi] < 2 .
n
=1
02 2(1+en1) 4(1+2én,j)
- n
02 2(1 +én J)
- n
We obtain the claimed result. O

Now, we deal with ;.

Lemma 2. There exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that for any u > 1,
P(& > c(mrf—u + Cfu2)| Q,(3)) <37

Proof. Note that conditionally to €, (%), the vectors (Y}, Wi)1<i<», are independent. We remind that by
(25), (26) and (27) we have
Eq, ) [U;(Y1, Wh)] = E[U;(Y1, Wh)] (28)

n

and
Eq,5) [(U; (Y1, W) = E[U;(Y1, W1)))?] = (1 + en5)0; -

The £; can be written as
n -1

é-j = Zzgj(}/lvwlvyva W’U)7

=2 v=1
with
9j (yv w, y/’ IU/) = (UJ (y7 w) - E[Uj(ylv Wl)])) X (UJ (y/’ IU/) - E[UJ (Y17 Wl)])

Previous computations show that conditions (2.3) and (2.4) of Houdré and Reynaud-Bouret (2005) are
satisfied. So that we are able to apply Theorem 3.1 of Houdré and Reynaud-Bouret (2005): there exist
absolute constants c1, ¢2, c3 and ¢4 such that for any u > 0,

P, %) (fj > ¢1CVu + coDu + cs Bu?/? + C4Au2) < 3e7Y,
where A, B, C, and D are defined and controlled as follows. We have:

A=gjll < 4C.

18



n -1 n(n—l)

= Z ZEQHW) [9;2'(Yl7 Wi, Yy, Wy)] = TU?(l +eng)’.
=2 v=1
Let )
A = {(a’l)l? (bU)U : Eﬂn(’?) [Z a%()/th) S 17 EQn(;?) [Z b%(%?m) 1} .
=2 =1
We have:
n -1
D = sup  Ea,5) [ DD 05(Y0, Wi, Yo, Wo)ar (Y, Wi)by (Yo, W)
(ar)i;(by)vEA =2 v—1
n -1
— swp [Z Ea, ) [(U; (Y2, W2) — [U; (Y2, Wo)))Jau Vi, W)
(a)i,(bo)v€A | 155 vt
X Il'—L‘Qn(’y) [(Uj(va Wv) - E[Uj(yva Wv)]))bv(yvv Wv)]]
n -1
< sup ZZU 1+€n,j \/]EQ,L a[ 1/laVVZ)]H‘EQ,L(A/)[[) (Yvan)]
(@)1, (bv)v€A T 5 y—1
n -1
< of(l+en;)  sup Y VI—1|Eq,5[a (Y, )] Eq, ¢ b2(Ye, Wy)]
(@)1, (by)v€EA T, v—1
n(n—1)
< U?(l—l—e,w») —
Finally,

B? = SUPZ]EQTL@) (U (y, w) = B[U; (Y1, W1)))? x (U (Ye, W) = E[U; (Y1, Wh)])?]

S 4(n—1)02 2(1+€ng)
Therefore, there exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that for any u > 1,
c1CVu + coDu + c3 Bu®/? + e Au? < c(najz-u + C’?uQ).

O
Let us go back to the proof of Proposition 1. We apply Lemmas 1 and 2 with © > 1 and we obtain, by

setting
2u(l + ey ;) N ajzu 2c(naj2»u + Cjzu2)

MJ(U) = 6’? + QCjO'j

3n n(n —1) ’
2 2u(l + e, ;) o2u  2c(no?u+ C?u?)
P(c?>M < Plo2>s2— — 2 ¢ 49C0; 7%3 J J j
(UJ J(u)) = (aj Z 55 n(n— 1)5] +2C;0; + 3 + n(n—1)

2u(l+e )
2 2 .
]P)<0'j ZSj—FZCjO'j 771 J

IN

)

+P(§]2c(nau+022|9 )+1— (Qn (5
Therefore, with u = ¥logn and 4 > 1, we obtain for n large enough:

P (07 > M;(Ylogn)) < 5n~)

19



And there exist a and b two absolute constants such that

5 4 o2aylogn  C2b?321og’n 3
P (0_]2 > 6’? I 2ngj\/2’ylogn(1 + en,J) + javylog 4 507 . g <507,
n n n

Now, we set

- - 2
01:<1_a’ylogn>7 0, — C\/2'ylogn(1—|—enj) 93:A2+Cj2b27210g n

n n J n?

SO
P (910’? — 2920‘j — 93 Z 0) S 5n_:*.

We study the polynomial
p(o) = 010 — 2020 — 65.

Since 0 > 0, p(o) > 0 means that

1
> o <92 + \/9§+9193) ;

1
o% > 7 <29§ + 0105 +292\/m> .
1 -~
P (UJZ 2 n2 (293 + 6103 + 20, 9% + 9103)) < 5n~".
1

(ogn o VB B o

which is equivalent to

Hence

>

So,

%% o vm T

So, there exist absolute constants §, , and 7’ depending only on 4 so that for n large enough,

1/2 )
P(aj > <1+61°g"> + <1+ loi”) 2Cj\/ ~A2(1+€n1)logn+8 CQlog” <1+r’ <1°%> )) < 5n.

Finally, for all £ > 0 there exists R4 depending on & and 4 such that for n large enough

]P’( >(1+¢€)5 4)<R4n

Combining this inequality with (23), we obtain the desired result of Proposition 1.

O
Proposition 2 shows that the residual term in the oracle inequality is negligible.
Proposition 2. We have for any g > 1,
B |sup (195 (2) ~ ()] = T3 )| = ol ) (20)
J

Proof. We recall that J = {j € N*: 2% < |5},
Let ¥ > 0 and let us consider the event

Q5 ={0] < (1+e)52,, VjieJ}.
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Let v > 0. We set in the sequel

2v(1 4 €)% 5 logn _¢ylogn

q

E:=E ?IEIIJ) |Dj(x) — pj(z)] — \/

n n 17
+
and R; := |p;(z) — p;(x)]. We have:
EN q '
o0 27(14+¢)o%; logn -~ 1
E = / P |sup Rj—\/v( iy 08T _ ¢jylom 1s >yl dy
0 jeJ n n 7
+ J
[ (1+2)5%, ] q ‘
s 2v(1 +¢e)o% - logn ~ 1
< Z/P Rﬂ‘_\/7 13 B0 GTOBT) g sy dy
. 0 n n 2
jeJ L + |
_ S 4
00 2voslogn .
< Z/ PR - voj log _cj’ylogn dy.
|/, \V n n
jeJ L
Let us take u such that
y = h(u)?,
where
202u .
hu) = | == + 92
n n
Note that for any uw > 0,
h(u)
h(u) < —2.
(w < ™!
Hence
~ [ 2vo?logn -~ 1 Quo? .
£ < CZ/ P|R; > o; o8 +C]'7 Ogn+ J _’_ﬁ h(u)q_lh’(u)du
— |, \/ n n n n
jed L
o | 202(vlogn + u (1
< CZ/ PR, > 2alosntu) eblogntw) |y a1y,
— /, n n
jed L
Now using concentration inequality (16), we get
E < C’Z/ e~ (rlogntu) ()1 p/ (4)du
jeg o
o 1
< CZ/ e~ (Ylogntuw) ()1 gy
jes 70 v
5 q
) /2 2 ]
< C’e*’YlognZ/ e Lu+% ldu
, 0 n n u
JjeJ
0.2 /2 o] q o]
< C efvlognz - / e Ut Ldy + (C—J> / eyl duy
ied n 0 n 0
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Now using Lemma 10, we have that ojz < R1025%/(2v+1) and ¢ < C25 "+ Hence,

QSJ-(2V+1) q/2 QSj(V+1) q
(g

jeJ

E

IN

IN

Cn~ 777 (log n)*(2”+1)q =o(n"?),

as soon as vy > ¢(v +1).
It remains to find an upperbound for the following quantity:

q
R 2y(1+¢)a?-logn  cylogn
E':=E |sup | pj(z) — pj(x)| — \/ = - Lg.
jeJ n n K
+
We have
B B (i) - (o)l L |
jeJ v
<

27 (& sy (0)) "L | +E [suptln )71 | )

jed jeJ

First, let us deal with the term E {supje_](|pj(x)|)q]lm]
Following the lines of the proof of Lemma 7 we easily get that ), ga?k () < C29%, hence

<[] (o)

Now using Proposition 1 which states that }P’(Q%) <Cn77

2

pi(2)|l =

> pirpi(@)
k

55
Cllpll227=".

IN

IN

B sup(lp (o)) 1o |

S ~
sup([[p[l227%)7P(Q%)
JjeJ jEJ

i
C( n2 ) n 7.
log”n

IN
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It remains to find an upperbound for E {supjeJ(uﬁj (z)|)q]lm] We have
v

n q
R 1
E sup<|pj<x>|>qnm] = E|sup |2 S m)| 14
jet g jers | = g
1 q
< —E |sup m(X;) + | |T;(W; 1.
E s (lz 1T >|> ]
" L S (1) + 17 75 (W) 1
< sup m(X) + & l c
ni JEJl 1 o
< bupZ il + led 1T (W) o ﬂgc]
jed 14
< o(sup<|T IP) + s ) [|51|Q1@;}>
<

(sl 1P(@%) + o7sunIT3 1) (12 (P(5))" ).

where Z ~ N(0,1). Using (18) and ||T}||oo < Tu2%¥*1) | we get

2

(v+1)q
Bl te | < ¢()  nh
jeJ g log“n

N 3 (v+1)q
s o () ()
log”n log”n

= o(n™),

We have

as soon as 4 > 2¢q(v + 2). This ends the proof of Proposition 2.

Proposition 3 controls the bias term in the oracle inequality.
Proposition 3. For any j = (j1,...,j4) € Z% and j' = (j},...,7,) € Z¢ and any x, if p € Hd(g, L)

d

‘pj/\j’(f) *pj/(x)| < R12L22*jzﬁz,
=1

where Ris is a constant only depending on ¢ and 5 We have denoted
NG = NG da N
Proof. We first state three lemmas.
Lemma 3. For any 5 and any k, we have:
Elpjr] = pjk-
Proof. Recall that
n d ==
Dk = %ZYU X (Djp)jk(Wu) = TJ% Z / Sk ll;[l ]:](:g(;)p()g(;fil)dt

u=1 u=1



Let us prove now that E(p;z) = pjx.

We have
d

~ - STJ —i<t, 27 Wy —k> ]:(90)( )
Eo) =2 </E(Yle o )Hf(gl)(ml)dt)

=1
We shall develop the right member of the last equality. We have :

B Yle—i<t,27W1—k>} - E |:(m(X1)+€1)e—i<t,2jW1—k>:|
- E |:m(X1)e—i<t,2jW1—k>i|

- E {m(Xl)(Kt,szﬁb} E [67i<t,2j61>:|

_ / m(@)e” <t TR £ (n)dp x F(g) (271)
= P F(p)(27)F (9)(271).
Consequently

E[ﬁk] —_ 237] /ei<t,k>]:( ) 2‘7t 2Jt ﬁ f(gﬁ
! i1 Fla( 2J’tz

S . i . F(o)(t)
= 2% [ ) [[Fam
=1

= /]: Flpjr)(t)dt.

Since by Parseval equality, we have

Y213 :/ ‘P]k t)dt = /-7: ‘pjk ( )dt,

the result follows.
Note that in the case where we don’t have any noise on the variable i.e g(x) = dp(z), since F(g)(t) = 1,
the proof above remains valid and we get E[p;x] = pj.

O
Lemma 4. If for any I, | 3] < N, the following holds: for any j € Z* and any p € Hd(ﬁ, L),

X 2~ Ji Bl

IE[p;(2)] - p(2)] < L{llellscllell) (24 +1 dz (24 "
=1

Proof. Let x be fixed and j = (j1,...,jq4) € Z%. We have:

/K xydy—/z ZH 2710 (2" 2 — ) (27 g — k)] =

kg 1=1

Therefore, using lemma 3

Elfs ()] - ple) = py(0) ~ ple) = / K (,)(ply) — pla))dy

Z ik (@ /H22 2"y — k1) (p(y) — p())dy.

ki1€Z;1(z)  ka€Zj, d(



Now, we use that

d
p(y) *p(l’) = Zp(xlw s L=, Y Y41y - - - 7yd) 7p(I1, c e L1, T Yl 1y - - - ayd)a
=1
with p(x17"'azlayl+17"'7yd) = p(zla"'vxd) if | = d and p('xlw")xl—lvylr"ayd) = p(yla""yd) if
I = 1. Furthermore, the Taylor expansion gives: for any [ € {1,...,d}, for some u; € [0;1],
p(iﬂl,---733l717yl7yl+1,-~-7yd) —p(l'l,---$l71a$l7yl+17~-~>yd) =
LB Ak k
0"p Y — Ty
T k(xl, ST, T Y - - Yd) X % +
aLBzJp (yl _ml)\ﬂd
— (@1, (Y= )L Y5 Yd) X
8leB’J 151!
atmp (y; — x) P!
6 I_ﬂLJ( ~$l—1a$layl+17--~7yd)xw

Using vanishing moments of K and p € Hd(ﬁ, L), we obtain:

2|8
i) -p@) < Y |w|/Hmw% wzﬁwﬂdy
k1€Zj1(x)  ka€Z;a(x) H
2jzul+kl_$l51
< Jlelld, Z Z / H\@ ()] Z ( LﬁlJ!) | du

ki€Z;1(x)  ka€Zja(x)

Since for any [, k; € Z;;(x), we finally obtain

lpj(z) —p(@)] < ol Z Z / kul Z Wdu

d
klezj',l(w) kdeZJ d(w AA] =1 =1

2A X 27 J’
< L{llellsollell)?(2A+1) dz B!
=1 L

Lemma 5. We have for any j = (j1,...,ja) € Z¢ and §' = (j},...,j;) € Z* and any =,
Kj (pj)(x) = pjnj (x).
Proof. We only deal with the case d = 2. The extension to the general case can be easily deduced. If

for ¢ = 1,2, j; < j! the result is obvious. It is also the case if for I = 1,2, j; < j;. So, without loss of
generality, we assume that j; < jj and j} < jo. We have:

Ko@) = [ Kyemmdy
/Zwmmmmww
/ZZ%’M (1) 550 (22) @511y (Y1) P 1k, (Y2)05 () dyr iy

1 k2

/ZZ%lkl (1)@ ks (T2) P51 1y (Y1) Py s (Y2)

ki1 ko

X Z Z Pjrl (yl)@jﬂ’z (yQ)(pjl@l (U1)</7j2€2 (u2)p(u17 u2)du1du2dy1dy2~
b1 4o
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Since j; < ji, we have in the one-dimensional case, by a slight abuse of notation, Vj, C Vi, and

/thkl ml)gpjllﬂ(yl)(ph@l (yl dyl /K xlayl)@jlfl(yl)dyl 410]1@1('731)
k1

Similarly, since jj < ja, we have Vj, C Vj, and

/ > ot (U2)@jats (U2) Py (y2) dy2 = / 2 (U2, 92) @11, (y2)dy2 = g, (2).
Lo

Therefore, with j = j A 5/,

Kj(pj)(z) = /ZZ% yka (T2) 05100 (W)@, 0, (1)@ gk, (u2)p(ur, uz)durdus

ko £y

[ XX e )i () (ot s

1 €2
/ S s (25, (w)p () du
l

= p;(z),

which ends the proof of the lemma.
Now, we shall go back to the proof of Proposition 3. We easily deduce the result :

pinj(x) —pjr(x) = Kj(pj)(x) — Kj(p)(w)
= [ Ky w)s00) o)

Therefore,

IN

\ijj' (z) — pj’($)|

/|K (2,9)1p; () — p(v) |y

R12LZQ abi x/|K (z,y)|dy,

=1

IN

where Rj5 is a constant only depending on ¢ and 5 We conclude by observing that

/ Kz y)ldy = / Z T2 o2 a1 — )o@y — k)l

kq 1=1

< el Y (/ (v |dv)
kler/yl(:r) k}dEZ v d(ZL’
< (llllelh @A+ 1))

We thus obtain the claimed result of Proposition 3.

5.2.2 Appendix

Technical lemmas are stated and proved below.
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Lemma 6. We have
E[(6;,5)7] < R2% (v +13,

with Ry a constant depending on q,7, ||m||sc, 8, || fx ||, ¢, ¢, Cq-

Proof. First, let us focus on the case ¢ > 2. We recall the expression of &]2;

5
~ N PN logn ~ logn
2 9 2
j = 07 205\ 2767 — = + 870 — .
We shall first prove that
E[(6;)7] < C25i2v+1)§
Let us remind that
2 S0, W) - U (Y, W)
J 2n(n — 1) J s f ’

We easily get

First let us remark that

(Z(Ujm,woE[Um,wm)?) <C (Z((Ujm,wnE[Uj<Y1,W1>]>2a§>> +nto!

l l

We will use Rosenthal inequality (see Hérdle et al. (1998)) to find an upper bound for

ke

E (Z((Uy‘(Yz,Wl) — E[U;(Y1, Wh)])? — Uf))

l

We set
By = (U; (Y1, Wi) — E[U;(Y1, Wh)])? — 7.

The variables B; are i.i.d and centered. We have to check that E[|B;|2] < co. We have
E[|Bil#) < C(E[I(U;(Yi, Wi) — E[U; (Y2, W)]|7] + o),
but
Aq

E[|(U; (Y2, Wi) — E[U; (Y2, W)) = 2,

with A, defined in (17). Hence
A
E[B?] < C (q + ag> .
n
Using the control of A, in (19), equation (20) and Lemma 10 we have

Ay < Cnof|T|%°
< (On2Silavte=1),

Now, we are able to apply the Rosenthal inequality to the variables B; which yields

q

E (;&)2 < C zl:]E[|Bl|3]+<§l:]E[Bl2]>4 7
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and using (32) and (33) we get

q

()] < (o) (2 e)

A

< C (Aq + nU;z + (A4)% + n%0?>
< C (n2sj(qy+q—1) +n2Si@Dg | (nzsj(4u+3)g) _
Consequently
E[gY) < Cn~t (nzsﬂ'Wﬂ‘” +n2% VDS (2SS § 4 n%QSJ(Q”‘H)%)

< C(nl—%QSJ(qu-i-q—l) Ll 80Si2rtDg | —40Si (v 3)g | 25,-(2u+1)g)_
Let us compare each term of the r.h.s of the last inequality. We have
nl—%2Sj(qu+q—1) < 25j(2y+1)% — QSj <n,
which is true by (8). Similarly we have
n—49SiWAT < 98,2 IDE oy 98 <

and obviously \ ,
n17§2SJ~(2U+1)§ S 2Sj(2u+l)%.

Thus we get that the dominant term in r.h.s is 25/ 2v+D3  Hence
E[69] < 025 @ +1E,
i<

Now using that

5 ~ _logn \°’ X _ _ologn H
Ejgf;] < C ]E[U;?]—&—(QCM/ZW i ) E[@]—F(S’nyi) ,

and since C; < Cy/logn2% (+1) we have

55}

E[5] 5

2 q
] < C <25g<2v+1>g + ((log n)n~ 225+ 1)y $ 95, (2r+D§ | (WQQSJ(V-H)) ) ,
n

Let us compare the three terms of the right hand side. We have

95; et > ((log n>n—%25j(V+1))%25‘;(2v+1)% s 95i(av+3) > (log n)%n—%QSj(qu+%‘z) — 95 < n2
o - ~ log®n’
which is true by (8). Furthermore we have
a(@v+1) log® n 2 q log®n 2 n
252 > (22SJ<V+1>) — 25ilarts) > <> 255 FD) = 25 < —— (34)
n n log”n
which is true again by (8). Consequently
E[&;}fy] < R52Sj(21/+1)%7

with Rs a constant depending on ¢, 7, |m||co, S, | fx ||ocs ¢, ¢, Cy and the lemma is proved for ¢ > 2.
For the case ¢ < 2 the result follows from Jensen inequality. g

28



Lemma 7. Under assumption (A1) on the father wavelet ¢, we have for any j = (j1,...,J4) and any
xz € R?,

55
D k(@) < 24+ 1)Yp)| 27 .
k

Proof. Let z € R? be fixed. We set for any j and any [ € {1,...,d},
ZjJ(I) = {k’l . ‘2jlﬂjl — kl| S A},
whose cardinal is smaller or equal to (24 + 1). Since
d
i
ein(a) = [[27 @2 — k),
=1

then
<pjk(a:) #0=>Vle {1, - ,d}, k€ Zj7l($).

Now,

d )
Slew@ = > 3 [[2% 0@ — k)l
k

k1€Z51(x)  ka€Zjq(z)l=1

Sj
< D Y elike
ki1€Z;1(x) ka€Z; a(x)

S
< (A+1)Yp)L27.

O

Lemma 8. Under condition (A1) and ¢ is C", there exist constants Rg and Ry depending on ¢ such that
[Fle)@)| < Re(L+[t])™",  foranyt. (35)

and ,
‘]—'(ap)(t) ‘ < Ry(L+|t)~", foranyt. (36)

Proof. First, let us focus on the case |t| > 1.

We have by integration by parts that
>~ 1

Fipht) = [ ot = |- gt +

it oo

—itx, /
— dz.
e (z)dx

Using that the father wavelet ¢ is compactly supported on [—A, A], we get

Flo)(t) = / e (@) da.

Tt

By successive integration by parts and using that [t| > 1 one gets
1

- / =175 (3)dz| < ﬁ / o™ (2)da,

the integral fle | ()|dz being finite.
For the derivative we have

[Fle) ()] =




Following the same scheme as for F(¢)(t), one gets by integration by parts and using the Leibniz formula

that
1 L d
. /elm — (zo() / ij : ( > (r B dx

<z () / ()N da,
1+|t|

the quantity >, _ (}) fflA |£*) p(2)("~k)|dz being finite.
Hence the lemma is proved for [¢| > 1.
The result for |t| < 1 is obvious since

F o)) = ] [e ot

i / e xp(r)de

Then the lemma is proved for any t. O

Fo®| =

< [ leta)ide <,

< /|xg0(x)|dx < 0.

and
Fo®| =

Lemma 9. Under conditions (A1) and (A3), for v >0, we have

d
(Dj)(w)| < Rs2%" [[(1 + Jwn]) ™", w e R?
=1

where Rg is a constant depending on ¢, Cy and cg.

Proof. If all the |w;| < 1 then using (9), Lemma 8 and r > v + 2 with v > 0 we have

(D)) < H [ o™ (37)
< CH / Fle)(t)(1+ 27 u])"| dt (38)
< CQS”H / ) (39)
< C’ZSf”gCQS-f”ﬁ(1+|wl|)‘1. (40)

=1

Now we consider the case where there exists at least one w; such that |w;| > 1. We have

—itiwy 71tlwl t
= T foommiius T1 [enm o

1=1,|w;|<1 I=1,|w;|>1

For the left-hand product on |w;| < 1 we use the result (40). Now let us consider the right-hand product
with |w;| > 1. We set in the sequel

_ _F)t)
) F )
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We have

! —itiw; W d itywy
11 /6 Flo) @y = I1 /6 m(t)dt.

I=1,|w;|>1 1=1,|w|>1

Since |nm;(t;)| — 0 when ¢; — +o0o, an integration by part yields
—itiw t dt — —1 —atiwy, t dt
e m(t)dty = iw; [e i (t)dt;.

Let us compute the derivative of n;(¢;)

Flo) ) Fl9)2t) — 20 F ()2 t) F (@) ()

!
) = : )
it F (@) (@0))?
Using Lemma 8, (9) and (10)
— .
()] F(p)(t1) i | F(9)(27)F (o) (1)
! - | Fg)(2ity) (F(g)(2111))?
< O+ a4+ 2t )" + 270 (1 + 27 ) ™ (A 4 [al) 77 (1 + 27 [4])*)
< C(2A+E) TR 4 )Y+ 27427y ) T (L4 )T
< C@PA+1a) @+ ) + 27 4+ ) T A+ [a]) )
< Qv ((1 + |tl|)*r(2*jl + |al])” + (Q*j’ + |tl\)”*1(1 + |tl|)*r) .
Therefore,
\ [etemean] <l [l
< Clwz|_12””/ (L+ a7+ )" + @77+ [ A+ [t])7") dt,
< Clw|~'29" (D 4+ Dy + Ds),

with D17 D2 and D3 defined below.

Dy = / (@ EDTT@T )+ @7 )T A )T d
[ti]<277
< C ((Q—jl + ‘tll)’/ + (2_jl + |tl‘>l/—1) dt
[t |<27 7
< Cijl(Q—jlu_FQ*jl(V*l))
< C.
Dy = [ (@ TR 7 )
27 <<
< ¢ (@77 4 [t])” + @77 4 [t])* ") dty
270 <)<l
271 ) ) ) . .
< o[ (@ s
1
. 2jl . 2jl
< 027”(’”1)/ s”ds+C’2*Jzu/ "~ Lds
1 1
< C
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as soon as v > 0.

Dy =

IA

C (Ja]" "+t ') dyy

[t:[=1

< C,

since v —r < —2.
When v = 0 we still have

< Clwy| =127

‘/ 67itlwl m (tl)dtl

m(t) = Flp)(t),

Indeed when v =0

and

iwl_l /e*“’“”n{(tl)dtl

IN

wl™ [[F@

IN

using Lemma 8 and r > 2.

Lemma 10. There exist constants Tz depending on |m||co; 0, || fx||oos ©

®, ¢q, Cq such that
032- < Ry25/v D),

Proof. We have

angar(Uj(Yl,Wl)) S

; E[lu;(va, w)l?]

iwl_l/ —thw Fo)(t) )(tl)dtl

/| 5 (@ [tal) 27 )Y+ 27 )T (L [])TT) de

= C"wl‘il.

tl ‘ dt;

Clun| 2 /(1 )t < Clun| Y,

O

,cq, Cq and Ty depending on

I Tl o0 < R1125/0F).

r 2
= E Y1) (D), W)ps()
k
- 2
= E ‘ (X1) +e1) Z (Di); x W1)pjk(x)
k
) 2
< 2lmll + oD || (Dr9), , (W)ese(e)
k
2
< 2lml +03) [ |50 0r0), (whon(a)| fu(wldu
k
2
< 2(||m||§o+03)||fx\|oo/2sj > (Dje) (2w — k)pju(x)| dw.

32

k



Now making the change of variable z = 2/w — k, we get using Lemma 7 and Lemma 9 to bound (D;¢)(2)

2

7t < 2ml+ o) fxle [ |3 (D) Gono)| ds
k
d 1 2
< o257 ——— : d
<cf s (;mm) :
S R102S]'(2l/+1)’

where Ry is a constant depending on ||m|/so, 8, || fx |lcc, ¢, ¢g,Cq. This gives the bound for af-.
For ||T}||o0, using again Lemma 7 and Lemma 9, we have

s,
ITillee < max [(Dj)sklloo Y losn(@)] < 27 [(Ds0)lloc ) lu ()]
k k

A

RHQSJ(V-irl)7

where R;; is a constant depending on ¢, ¢4, Cy.
d
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