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Abstract

It is well-known that density estimation on the unit interval is asymptotically equivalent
to a Gaussian white noise experiment, provided the densities have Hoélder smoothness
larger than 1/2 and are uniformly bounded away from zero. We derive matching lower
and constructive upper bounds for the Le Cam deficiencies between these experiments,
with explicit dependence on both the sample size and the size of the densities in the
parameter space. As a consequence, we derive sharp conditions on how small the
densities can be for asymptotic equivalence to hold. The related case of Poisson intensity

estimation is also treated.
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1 Introduction

In nonparametric density estimation on the unit interval, we observe n i.i.d. random vari-
ables from an unknown probability density f supported on [0,1]. This model is closely
related to Poisson intensity estimation, where we observe a Poisson process on [0, 1] with
unknown intensity function nf. The notion of “closeness” between these problems can be

made precise via the Le Cam deficiency 6 and Le Cam (pseudo-)distance A, which we recall
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in Appendix [El If the parameter space © consists of densities f on [0, 1] that are uniformly
bounded away from zero and have Holder smoothness larger than 1/2, then a seminal result
of Nussbaum [25] establishes that these models are asymptotically equivalent in the Le Cam
sense to the Gaussian white noise model where we observe the Gaussian process (Y3):c[0,1]
such that

dY, = 27/ f(t)dt +n~2dW,, te[0,1], fe®, (1.1)

with (W})iep0,1] @ Brownian motion. Brown and Zhang [3] constructed a parameter space
with Holder smoothness exactly 1/2 such that asymptotic equivalence fails to hold, thereby

establishing the sharpness of the smoothness constraint.

The main goal of this article is to sharply quantify the rate of the Le Cam distance between
these three models with explicit dependence on both the smoothness of the underlying
function class and the size of the functions contained therein. To this end, we derive
matching upper and lower bounds for the rates of the various Le Cam deficiencies under
general conditions. As a by-product, we characterize exactly how small densities can be
for asymptotic equivalence to hold between these models. This is of particular interest
in Poisson intensity estimation, where low count data is characteristic of many applied
problems. Furthermore, since our upper bound is constructive and provably sharp, it
provides a blueprint to transform Poisson data into Gaussian data in an optimal way with

respect to the Le Cam distance.

We henceforth take the parameter space ©® = ©,, to be a sample size dependent subspace
of B-smooth Holder densities. Such a notion is widely used in high-dimensional statistics
and turns out to be natural in our setting as well. Density estimation is a qualitatively
different problem for densities taking values near zero, both in terms of estimation rates
[26, 29] and asymptotic equivalence, as we show below. Indeed, an n-dependent threshold
turns out to be the correct notion to characterize “small densities”, much as in the case
of high-dimensional statistics. We show that under general conditions, the squared Le
Cam deficiencies between either the density estimation experiment or Poisson intensity

experiment and the corresponding Gaussian white noise model are of the order

1 A 25T Sup/ f(z 35T dx, (1.2)
feo

where A denotes the minimum. Our main restriction is that for the upper bound we require

smoothness 8 < 1. Recall that two experiments are said to be asymptotically equivalent

if both deficiencies tend to zero. In particular, if f is uniformly bounded away from zero,

we recover the rate 1 A n(1=28)/28+1) and so asymptotic equivalence holds if and only if

g >1/2.



The Le Cam distance between two experiments controls the maximal difference in statistical
risk of decision problems with loss function bounded by one, see Strasser [35] and Le Cam
and Yang [18]. In particular, if one solves any such decision problem by transforming Poisson
data into Gaussian data, which is a common approach as discussed below, then the rate
(1.2) provides a bound on the contribution to the risk from the data transformation when
using an optimal transformation, for instance the one considered in this article. The Le
Cam distance thus provides a sharp description of the statistical cost associated to reducing

one problem to another and allows one to characterize the optimal such reduction.

Whilst explicit formulas for the Le Cam deficiency are known for some parametric models
(cf. Torgersen [36], Section 8.5-8.6), the existing theory for the Le Cam distance between
nonparametric models focuses on necessary and sufficient conditions for asymptotic equiv-
alence. Explicit upper bounds for the Le Cam distance are, however, sometimes available.
For the models we consider, Carter [5] obtained suboptimal upper bounds using a multino-
mial approximation. In view of the lower bound we prove here, the approach of Brown et
al. [2] yields the correct rate in terms of n, but not O, even though their result is not stated
in this form. Our upper bound construction is related to the quantile coupling employed in
[2], though obtaining the correct dependence on the density f in (L2]) imposes significant
additional technical challenges. Explicit upper bounds have also been obtained for various
regression models [10, 133, 132, 134]. Existing lower bound results have focused on proving
asymptotic nonequivalence of models rather than lower bounding the rate of the Le Cam
deficiency, see [1, 13, 38, 131].

To understand the advantage of having rates for the Le Cam deficiency beyond simply
asymptotic equivalence, one can make the analogy with consistency versus convergence
rates for an estimator. Consistency specifies that an estimator will eventually be close to
the true parameter, but this may occur only for extremely large sample sizes. In contrast,
rates of convergence allow for a much finer understanding of the performance of estimators
and provide a framework to compare different procedures. Asymptotic equivalence is a
qualitative statement that the experiments will be close in the limit, while the rates at
which the deficiencies tend to zero provide a quantitative insight into the speed of this

convergence.

A major motivating application for this work is nonparametric Poisson intensity estimation,
where there is a long list of techniques on transforming Poisson data into approximately
Gaussian data. These methods typically use local binning together with variations of the
parametric square root transform, see for instance [8, [, 20] or the recent survey article
[12]. Given that there are multiple proposed transformations, one would like a theoreti-

cal concept to compare the quality of the different transformations, in particular against



some information-theoretic optimal benchmark. With regards to a large class of decision

procedures, such a benchmark is provided by the Le Cam distance.

More abstractly, given two sequences of statistical experiments £,(0) = (Q,, An, (Pg : 0 €
0)) and F,(©) = (2,, A, (Q} : 6 € O)), a (measurable) map M that sends probability
measures P’ to probability measures on the measurable space (€,, A, ) represents a method
to transform data arising in &,(©) into data comparable to that generated in F,(0). In
particular, one seeks a method to convert data arising from FPj' into a “synthetic” obser-
vation that is a good approximation to true data generated from the corresponding Qj,
uniformly over 6§ € ©. The quality of such an approximation can be measured by the total
variation distance supycg || M Py' — Qj||rv. If this converges to zero, then no statistical test
can asymptotically tell whether given data are transformed data originating from &,(©) or
true data from F,,(©). The Le Cam deficiency therefore provides a benchmark for optimal-
ity in this regard and a rate-optimal approximation can be defined as one such that the

corresponding map M™* attains this lower bound (up to constants):
sup |M* Py — Qp|lrv < infsup |M Py — Qp||ltv =: 6(En(O), Frn(O)).
9c6 M geo

In particular, since our upper bound on the Le Cam deficiency is constructive, one can
deduce from it an approximation of the Poisson model by the Gaussian white noise model
(L) that is rate-optimal in this sense.

While the sharpness of the smoothness condition in Nussbaum’s result has been established,
the extent to which one can relax the assumption that the densities must be uniformly
bounded away from zero has received little study. A notable exception is Mariucci [22],
who studies densities of the form f - g, where g is known and possibly small and f is
unknown and uniformly bounded away from zero. From an applied perspective, a uniform
lower bound on the density is artificial and one would like to weaken this condition. Low
Poisson counts occur in applications, such as image denoising, and existing results can rely
on Gaussian approximations [20]. This regime is not well-understood and it would therefore

be useful to understand how such a Gaussian approximation behaves for small densities.

The rate (L2) allows us to characterize exactly how small a density can be for asymptotic
equivalence to hold between density estimation or Poisson intensity estimation and the
Gaussian model (L1J). For example, if inf e inf, f(x) > n(1=28)/(26+3) " then asymptotic
equivalence still holds. Since “small” is defined in (I.2)) in an integrated sense, even weaker
assumptions are required if the densities are small on a shrinking set: for example asymp-
totic equivalence still holds if © contains densities of the form f(z) oc a? + n=8#/(F+1g
where s,, — oo. Densities can therefore come arbitrarily close to the threshold n=?/(6+1)

which turns out to be the absolute lower limit since, under very weak assumptions, asymp-



totic equivalence fails if inf fcg inf, f(z) < n /(1) see Theorem 1 of [31).

One might naturally wonder why the rate of the Le Cam deficiency becomes slower if the
parameter space contains small densities. A possible explanation is that the information
about f contained in the data is not the same in the different models. If f is small in
some interval, then in density estimation we observe very few observations in this region,
whereas in the Gaussian white noise model (L)) the whole path (Y});[o,1] is observed and
the difficulty lies rather in separating small signal from noise. Due to the different structures
of these estimation problems, it seems reasonable that they are further apart in the Le Cam

distance when the densities are small.

By the localization principle, it suffices to consider a local parameter space for upper bounds
on the Le Cam distance. Sharp estimation rates are therefore crucial, since they determine
the size of the local parameter space. In both density estimation and the Gaussian white
noise model ([L.]), small densities can be estimated with a faster pointwise rate of conver-
gence recently derived in [26] and [29]. If f is S-smooth in an appropriate sense, then the

pointwise estimation rate at any = € (0, 1) is, up to logn factors,

@)rﬁ (1.3)

__B_

n_ B L (

n
If f(z) is larger than n~A/(®*1) then the rate is of order (f(x)/n)#il, while if f(x) is
very small, in the sense that f(x) < n=B/(B+1) then the convergence rate is n~ #+1. Small
densities can therefore be estimated with faster rates of convergence. Note that if f is
bounded from below, we recover the standard n~?/(2f+1_rate of convergence. We shall
refer to f(z) > n~A/F+D) as the regular regime and to f(z) < n=8/(F+1) as the irreqular
regime. While the faster convergence rate for small densities means we can localize better,
this does not translate into better rates for the Le Cam distance, since for small densities

the local approximations are much worse.

Assuming known smoothness 3, one can use a density or Poisson intensity estimator fn to
find a local parameter space @(ﬁl) containing the true density with high probability and
whose size is determined by the estimation rate. It then suffices to restrict to this local

parameter space and the rate of the Le Cam distance is of the possibly much faster order

1-283 2843
1 An28+t sup. / flx 25+1dx =1A n2ﬁ+1 / f 25+1d:17
F€O(fn)
provided fn achieves the pointwise estimation rate (L3]). We may thus obtain faster rates
for the local asymptotic equivalence of these models compared with their global asymp-
totic equivalence. Local asymptotic equivalence has been studied for example in |11, 14].

Given this, fn can also be used to check whether the density lies in the regime where



local asymptotic equivalence holds. Plugging ﬁl into the rate (2)) yields the estimate
In(fn) =1 An(1-208)/(26+1) fol ﬁ(x)_(2ﬁ+3)/(25+1)d$, which with high probability gives the
order of the Le Cam distance over the local parameter space @(fn) In particular, if f
has points in the irregular regime, then In(ﬁl) will typically be close to one. This pro-
vides a practical pre-test to verify, for example, if a Gaussian approximation is suitable for

low-count Poisson data.

Although for small densities, density estimation and the Gaussian white noise model (L.I])
are no longer asymptotically equivalent, many aspects of their statistical theory, such as
consistent testing, remain the same, see [31] for further discussion. Indeed, the fact that
many statistical decision problems have nearly the same asymptotic properties in these three
models irrespective of the underlying density size makes it difficult to prove lower bounds for
the Le Cam deficiencies. In the regular regime, that is if inf jcg inf, f(2) > n=#/B+1) we
bound the Le Cam deficiency from below by the difference of the Bayes risks for a decision
problem on a discrete parameter space equipped with a non-uniform prior. Considering non-
uniform priors seems necessary here in order to achieve the correct rate. The construction

of the lower bounds provides many insights regarding the sense in which these models differ.

Mathematically, many of our techniques build on earlier works on asymptotic equivalence,
in particular Nussbaum [25], Brown and Zhang [3], Brown et al. |2] and Low and Zhou [19].
While the upper bounds expand many existing techniques, the lower bounds require several
new concepts. Other works on asymptotic equivalence include Jahnisch and Nussbaum [14]
for density estimation and Genon-Catalot et al. [9] and Meister and Reif} [24] for Poisson

intensity estimation.

Notation: For two positive sequence (ay), and (by)n, we write a,, < by, if there is exists a
constant C' independent of n, such that a,, < Cb, for all n > ng and some ng > 1. If a,, < by,
and b, < a,, we write a, < b,. Similarly, a,, < b, means lim,_,c a,/b, = 0. In some
proofs, we additionally require that the constant does not depend on certain parameters
and we always indicate this at the beginning of the proof. For two functions f, g defined
on the same domain, we write f < g if f(x) < g(z) for all z. Let || - ||, denotes the usual
LP-norm. Given two probability measures P, () defined on the same measurable space, the
total variation distance, Hellinger distance and Kullback-Leibler divergence are denoted by
|P — QllTv, H(P,Q) and KL(P, Q) respectively.

2 Main results

We now formally define the three statistical experiments considered in this article.



Density estimation EP(©): We observe n i.i.d. copies Xi,..., X, of a random variable
on [0,1] with unknown Lebesgue density f. The corresponding statistical experiment is
EP©) = ([0,1]*,0(]0, "), (P}« f € ©)) with Pf' the product probability measure of
X1, X

Poisson intensity estimation EL(0): We observe a Poisson process on [0, 1] with inten-
sity function nf and unknown density f € ©. We thus observe the point process ZZJ\LI 0x;,
where X1, Xo,... areii.d. random variables with density f, N is an independent Poisson(n)
random variable and J,, is the Dirac measure at . This is equivalent to observing X, ..., Xx.
Denoting the distribution of this point process by ﬁ}l, we can write the corresponding statis-
tical experiment as £F'(0) = (M, M, (ﬁ? : f € ©)), where M is the space of point measures
equipped with the appropriate o-algebra M, see Section 4 of [25] for further details.

Gaussian white noise experiment £ (©): We observe the Gaussian process (Y2)iejo,1) given
by dY; = 2\/mdt +n~Y2dW;, t € [0,1], where f € © is unknown and W is a Brownian
motion. The Gaussian white noise experiment is £5(0) = (C([0,1]),a(C([0, 1])), (@} : f €
©)) with Q7 the distribution of (Y3)ejo,1), C([0,1]) the space of continuous functions on
[0,1] and o(C([0,1])) the o-algebra generated by the open sets with respect to the uniform

norm.

Function spaces: Denote by [3]| the largest integer strictly smaller than 5. The Holder
semi-norm is given by [fles = SUP,4y 2 yefo.1] 1D (z) — FUBD )| /)z — y|P~ 18] and the
Holder norm is || f|lcs := || flloo + | fPD]|oo + | f]cs. Consider the space of -smooth Holder
densities with Hélder norm bounded by R,

1
CP(R)=={f:[0,1] =R : f>0, / Fw)ydu =1, 18D exists, ||f]lcs < R}.
0

If f is allowed to depend on n and 0 < 8 < 2, the pointwise rate of estimation at any
x € (0,1) over the parameter space C?(R) is given by (IL3)), up to log n-factors (see Theorems
3.1 and 3.3 of [26] and Theorems 1 and 2 of |29]). This rate of convergence does not extend
beyond = 2 using the usual definition of Holder smoothness (Theorem 3 of [29]). To take

advantage of higher order smoothness, we must therefore modify our function class.

A natural way to extend such rates to smoothness S > 2 is to impose a shape constraint.
On C? define the flatness seminorm | f|s = max;<;j<p H|f(j)|6/|f|5_j\|}>éj, with 0/0 defined
as 0 and |f|ys = 0 for § < 1. The quantity |f|,s measures the flatness of a function near
zero in the sense that if f(z) is small, then the derivatives of f must also be small in a

neighbourhood of z. Define || f||3s := || fllcs + | fl3s and consider the space of densities

HO(R) = {f € CP(R) : |[fllas < R}.



Notice that #?(R) = C?(R) for 3 < 1. Properties of the function space H”(R) are studied
in [30].

We are now ready to state the main results, beginning with the upper bound for Poissoniza-

tion. The proof of the following theorem is given in Section Bl

Theorem 1 (Upper bound between density and Poisson intensity estimation). If © C
HP(R) for >0, then

1 1
AEP©),6P(0))% < n_% log?n sup/ <_1 A n%) e
ree o \f(2)

__B_
We deduce that the squared Le Cam distance is of order at most n” 7+ logZn and so
asymptotic equivalence holds for any § > 0 irrespective of the size of the densities in ©. If
__28
the densities are uniformly bounded away from zero then this rate improves to n~ 251 log? n.

The log? n factor is an artifact of the proof.

Poisson intensity estimation is equivalent to observing N ~ Poi(n) i.i.d. observations from
the density f. Since N =n+ Op(y/n), one can compare this to the statistical information
contained in y/n additional observations. Mammen [21] showed that for smooth parametric
i.i.d. models, adding 7, observations changes the squared Le Cam distance by O(r2/n?).
Heuristically, the corresponding bound for a d-dimensional parameter with explicit depen-
dence on d is O(dr?2 /n?). The rate in Theorem [ can be viewed as a nonparametric analogue.
Indeed, we show in Section [ that there is an effective parameter dimension m,, — co such
that the rate equals

o
nrn
—_— 2.1
n? (2.1)

with 7, = v/n. In the parametric case “B = o0”, we recover the rate O(r2/n?) = O(1/n).

Theorem 2 (Upper bound between Poisson intensity estimation and Gaussian white noise).
Let % <B<1.If6 c H(R) and inf jeo infy f(z) > n — g log® n, then

A(EP(0).£5(0)) + A(EL(0),£5(8))* < 1 AnP7it Sup/ f(a) 5 da,
fee

The statement assumes smoothness 3 > 1/2 since for § < 1/2, asymptotic equivalence fails
even if all densities are uniformly bounded away from zero [3]. The main restriction of this
result is the assumption that § < 1. As in [2], our proof relies on a Haar wavelet decompo-
sition and heavily exploits the fact that the Haar basis functions are locally constant and
have disjoint support at a fixed resolution level, see Section [£.4l For tight upper bounds in

the case # > 1, expansions with respect to more regular wavelets are required, but without



the specific structure of the Haar wavelet the coupling of the empirical wavelet coefficients
in our construction becomes infeasible. Since in dimension d > 1 asymptotic equivalence
is expected to hold for § > d/2, the multivariate extension of our result requires different
techniques. A heuristic discussion of the rate in Theorem [2is deferred to Section Bl since

it relies on technical devices introduced in Section [l

The Le Cam distance A is a pseudo-metric on the class of statistical experiments with
the same parameter space, see Appendix [El To prove Theorem [2 it is therefore enough to
establish the rate for A(EF(0),£5(0))? since by Theorem [T

A(E7(9),£7(9))? < 2A(£7(9),£7(9))* + 2A(E7(©), SG(@))

P G — 28438
2A(ELP(0),£5(0))% + 0(1 AnTF sup f ECE da:).
feo
For the lower bounds on the Le Cam deficiencies, we must take the supremum over densities
which are not isolated in the parameter space and thus need to introduce a suitable notion

of interior parameter space. As a neighbourhood of a density f*, consider the band
U(F) ={f e H(R) : 3f* < f <2f"}.

Given a parameter space © C H?(R), let R’ < R be fixed. Define the interior parameter
space ©g as the space of all f € © N HP(R') such that U(f) C ©. The dependence of
©p on R’ is omitted. For example, for an arbitrary sequence (d,) consider the parameter
space © = {f € H?(R) : f > 6,}. The corresponding interior parameter space is then
O ={f e HP(R): f>20,}

For the lower bounds, we distinguish between the regular and irregular regimes, that is
whether inf ) co, inf,, f(xo) is larger or smaller than n~PF/(B+Y) In the irregular case, asymp-
totic equivalence always fails under very weak assumptions on the parameter space, see
Theorem 1 of [31]. The level n=#/(3+1) is a fundamental threshold separating the “small”
and “large” density regimes from a statistical perspective, as can be seen by the quali-
tatively different minimax estimation rates in (L3]). One way to view this is through the
bias-variance tradeoff for estimation in the Gaussian model (LI]). In the regular regime, one
obtains the classical nonparametric bias-variance tradeoff, while in the irregular regime, the
variance of an optimal estimator is strictly larger than its bias. Another perspective is the
information geometry of the problem, measured through the Hellinger distance, which be-
haves differently in these two regimes. In the “large regime”, it behaves like the L?-distance,
thereby leading to the usual classical nonparametric behaviour, including the rate. As a
density approaches zero however, the Hellinger distance behaves more like the L!-distance,
leading to the same rates occurring in irregular models, such as in nonparametric regression

with one-sided errors [15]. For further discussion see |26, 29].



Theorem 3 (Lower bound between Poisson intensity estimation and Gaussian white noise).
If© Cc HA(R) for B >0 and inf ¢, co, infz, fo(zo) > n=B/B+D)_then there exists an integer
ng such that for all n > ny,
I(E7(0), £5(0)7 A 3(£5(0), £1(8))7 2 1 AnTEt sup [ s
€00

For sufficiently large n, the lower bound matches the rate obtained in Theorem 2] provided
that the supremum over f € © is of the same order as the supremum over f € Oy. As
in [3], the proof is based on the construction of a decision problem and comparison of the
Bayes risk in the two experiments, which yields a lower bound on the Le Cam deficiency.
Since we are interested in the rates of the Le Cam deficiencies, the exact Bayes risks must
be approximated up to second order. In fact, we explicitly construct a separate decision
problem for every parameter f € Oy, which quantifies how well we can separate f from

elements in the local neighbourhood U(f).

Theorem 4 (The Le Cam deficiencies between density estimation and Gaussian white
8
noise). Let 3 < B < 1. If© C HP(R), infseeinf, f(x) > n" 1 log®n and

1-2p 1-28 Vo s
1 An?+1 sup / f(z “Hdy = 1 AnPPi sup/ f(z) 2Hde, (2.2)
f€60 feoe

then there exists an integer ng such that for all n > ny,

5(€L(0),5(0))? = §(€5(0),EL(0))2 = 1 An¥it ]scug/ f(x) "2 d.
€
The remaining sections are structured as follows. In Sections Bl and [, we derive upper
bounds for the Le Cam distance and prove Theorems [Iland 2l Some heuristics behind the
rates for Poissonization and Gaussian approximation are presented in Section Bl Lower
bounds can be found in Section [B, where we provide the proofs of Theorems [3] and [l
Technical results are deferred to the appendix, which also contains a brief summary of the

Le Cam deficiency in Appendix [E]l

3 Asymptotic equivalence between density estimation and

Poisson intensity estimation

We now prove Theorem [, which states that if © c H?(R) for some 3 > 0, then

1
A(EP(0),e8(©))% < n 2 log? n sup/ (L A n%) P
reeJo \f(x)

i
<n A log?n — 0. (3.1)

10



The two experiments differ in the number of i.i.d. copies of X ~ f which are observed.
In the density estimation model, we observe n copies and in the Poisson intensity model
N copies, where N is drawn from a Poisson distribution with intensity n. One strategy
to bound the Le Cam distance is to ‘synchronize’ the models in the sense that (pseudo)-
observations are generated in the model with fewer observations. Proposition 4.1 in [25] and
[18], p.73 establish bounds based on this idea (see also the related earlier work of Le Cam
[17] and Mammen [21]). Asymptotic equivalence of the density and Poisson experiments
then holds for Holder balls whenever the Holder index is larger than 1/2. A slightly different
approach was employed by Low and Zhou [19], which gives asymptotic equivalence for all
Hoélder balls with positive smoothness index. Below, we show that combining this technique

with the faster convergence rates for estimation of small signals yields the rate (3.1).

A key ingredient in the proof of Theorem [Ilis the localization principle that we recall in

Appendix [El More precisely, we apply Lemma [I2] to the local parameter space

00 = {f € 0:]f(a) ~ )] = (1) 1 0 (“E ), v e o, 1)}

n

with C' some sufficiently large constant. The constants R and C' are of no importance and
therefore omitted in the notation. The right-hand side is the upper bound on the pointwise
convergence rate given in ([[3]), up to logarithmic factors. The next result establishes the
rate of convergence for the Le Cam distance on the local parameter space @f (fo0). The proof

is given in Appendix [Al
Theorem 5. For any 8 > 0,

1
fo()

Theorem 6. Let § > 0 and © C HP(R). In the nonparametric density estimation ex-

1 1
A(&?(@f(fo)%55(9%0)))2Sn‘?gillog%/ (G A7) 7
0

periment EP(O), there exists an estimator f, taking values in a finite subset of © which

satisfies
P (0 < 05(7)) =1 - 007,

provided the constant C' in the definition of @f(fo) is chosen large enough. Moreover, there

exists an estimator in EL(O) with the same properties.

The proof can be found in Appendix The rate ([B.) is now a direct consequence of
Lemmas [I2] and [[3], which allow one to piece together a global Markov kernel using the
estimator from Theorem [6] and local Markov kernels from Theorem Bl This completes the

proof of Theorem [Il

11



4 Asymptotic equivalence between Poisson intensity estima-

tion and Gaussian white noise

To establish the rate of the Le Cam distance between the Poisson intensity estimation
experiment and the Gaussian white noise experiment, Section [£.] introduces a suitable
local parameter space together with an orthonormal basis of L2[0, 1] which depends on this
space. The Poisson process is expanded with respect to this basis in Section The same
is done for the Gaussian white noise model in Section [£.3]l It then remains to couple the
empirical basis coefficients in the Gaussian and Poisson models. In Section 4.4] we discuss
general bounds on the Hellinger distance, which are then applied to the specific problem in
Section The proof is completed in Section

4.1 Localization and basis expansion

As in the proof of Theorem [I we apply the localization principle (see Section [E]) and
consider for any fy € © C HP(R) the local parameter space

0”(fo) = 62 n(fo)

1 — 4
= {fE@: 3—12f0§f§32f0 andn/o (@) = fo())

fo(z)3

for a sufficiently large constant C', depending only on R and . By (L3), the convergence

125 (1 2843
deC’nzﬁﬂ/ fo(x) 25+1d:17},
0

rate for estimation of f(z) in the regular regime is (fo(z)/n)% 841 up to logn factors.
Replacing f(x) — fo(z) by CY*(fo(z)/n)?/ A+ in the definition of ©F(fy) then yields
equality. The localization constraint is written via integrals rather than pointwise to prevent
unnecessary logn factors in the rate of the Le Cam distance. Localization using integral

constraints was also used in Section 2.2 of Dalalyan and Reif} [6].

From now on let us work on ©%(fy). A common approach in asymptotic equivalence is to
further split the localized experiment into so-called doubly local experiments (cf. Grama and
Nussbaum [10]), such that on each of these single subexperiments, the unknown parameter
can be estimated at the localization rate in the definition of ©%(fy). Since fy is known
in the local experiment, we may use it to define a partition of [0, 1], which provides the
appropriate shrinking intervals generating the doubly local experiments. Define zy := 0 and
Zit1 = 2 + (fo(zi)/n)l/(zﬁ“). Let m be the index of the largest z; smaller than 1. Define

the boundary corrected version (z;)i=o,...m as

r; =z fori<m anduwz,::=1. (4.1)
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Further write

1)\ 1/(28+1)

A= 2 — iy = (W) (1= 2)1(i = m). (4.2)
8

By assumption inf ceo inf, fo(z) > n” #+1 and so, for any positive constant ¢ and suf-

ficiently large n, (fo(z)/n)Y/ @8+ < ¢(fo(x)/R)YP for all x. Applying Lemma [B gives

Tfo(zj—1) < folz) < 2fo(zj—1) for all © € [zj_1,2;] and all j = 1,...,m. Since 1 — z,, <

(fo(zm)/n)Y@P+D) we obtain for the remainder term

(fo(xm—1)/m)Y/ D < A, < 3(fo(zm—1)/n)/FFHD). (4.3)

This also shows that for any fixed positive constant ¢, Ay, < ¢(fo(zm—1)/R)Y? provided n
is sufficiently large. Applying Lemma [0l and z; = z; for j =1,...,m — 1 yields

1 .
§fo(:17j_1) < folz) <2fo(xj—1) forallz € [zj_i,2;] and j=1,...,m. (4.4)

We thus obtain a second localization by further restricting the data in the local experiment
with parameter space ©°(fy) to the intervals [x;_1,7;]. We motivate the specific choice of
this decomposition by a heuristic argument showing it is natural in terms of double local-
ization. The local parameter space (95( fo) is defined via an integral rather than pointwise
constraint to avoid unnecessary logn factors in the rate, so for simplicity consider instead
@f (fo) from Section 3l Since inf, fo(z) > n~A/F+1)  this localization constraint essentially
means that the density is known pointwise up to an error of order (fo(z)/n)?/ 8+ To
show that decomposing [0,1] into the intervals [z;_1,x;] is correct in the sense of double
localization, we therefore have to show that on each interval [x;_1,z;], the density can be
estimated at the rate (fo(x)/n)?/ (2841 In the Poisson experiment, the number of observa-

tions in each interval is

#{i: X, € [xj_1,25)} = n/:J f(x)dx + Op<1 /n/:j f(:L")d:E)

and the estimator f(:z:) = #{i : X; € [vj_1,7]}/(nA;) = f(z) + Op((fo(x)/n)P/B+1),
x € [xj_1,x;], thus has the correct rate. A similar result holds in the Gaussian white noise
model, which completes the argument. We also note that for rate-optimal estimation of f
with smoothness 8 < 1, in both experiments it suffices to approximate f by a function that
is constant on each such interval, see the proof of Theorem [l The total number of such

intervals m,, can thus be viewed as the effective parameter dimension.

We define an orthonormal basis of L2[0, 1] by decomposing [0, 1] into the intervals [z;_1, z;].
Let ¢ = 1(- € [0,1/2)) — 1(- € [1/2,1]) be the Haar mother wavelet and set v =
27/24p(27 - —k) as usual. Then {1} U {th;) : j = 0,1,...;k = 0,1,...,27 — 1} forms an

13



orthonormal basis of L?[0,1]. For the sequence (;)i—1, _m defined above, identify L?[0,1]
with @, L?[x;_1, ;] and consider the Haar basis on each of the intervals [z;_1,z;], that
is ¢; := Ai_l/zl(- € (xi—1,;]) and ; ;1 := Ai_l/zzﬁjvk(Ai_l(- —xi—1)). The support of 9; j
is 1 j g = [wim1 + Ak /27 i1+ Ai(k+1)/27] and ;i j 1 is positive on I:r]k = I; j11,2¢ and
negative on I ik = Ii j41,2k41- For any 4, {¢;} U{;jr : 7 =0,1,...;k =0,1,...,2 —
1} is an orthonormal basis of L?[z;_1,2;]. For f € L?[0,1] write ¢; := [ f(u)¢;(u)du =
Ai_l/2 ffil f(u)du for the approximation coefficients and d; j  := [ f(u); j x(u)du for the

wavelet coefficients. With
A:={G,7,k) :i=1,...,m,j=-1,0,1,...,k=0,...,0V (2 — 1)},

di —1,0 == ¢, and P; _10 1= ¢;, any f € L?[0,1] can be decomposed as

m oo 2971

f Z CZ¢2 + Z Z Z 1,5,k T;Z)z,j k= Z di,j,k ¢i,j7k

i=1j=0 k=0 (i,4,k) €A
with convergence in L2[0, 1].

Lemma 1. If f € HP(R) with 0 < B < 1, then for j >0, |d; ;x| < R(277A;)01/2,

Proof. With a; j = x;_1 + Aik/27,

, ai gkt /2Tt .
o= (a2 Flu) — flu+ A2 )du
Qi 5.k
Taking absolute values and using the Holder continuity of f yields the result. O

4.2 Rewriting Poisson intensity estimation as a Poisson count model

We now decompose the Poisson intensity experiment with respect to the basis from the
previous section. For that define a new statistical experiment as follows. Let (Xi,..., Xxy)
be the jump times of a Poisson process on [0, 1] with time-varying intensity x — nf(z).

Define the counts
Ni,j,k = #{XZ € Ii,j,k = 17"'7N}7 (17]7k) € A7 0 S]Sj"’_la

where J is the smallest integer larger than 3 log,(n) and I; j . is the support of v; ; 1, defined
in the previous section. We thus have N; ;, ~ Poi(n f L, , and the counts Nj ;1.
and Ny j js are independent whenever I; ;5 and Iy j ;s are dlSJOlHt. Denote by P17 s the
distribution of the vector (Ni,j7k)(i7j,k)eA, o<j<ii1 and by s, its length. With P(N°") the
power set of N°» the Poisson count experiment Sf ,,(©) is then defined as

E,(0) == (N* P(N*"), (P}, : f € 9)).

On the local parameter space this experiment is close to £(0).
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Proposition 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem[d, it holds that
2 _
A(gfn(QB(fO))7gr{)(@ﬁ(f(]))) = 0(’1’L 1)'

Proof. The experiment £F(08(fy)) is by construction more informative than 85 (©8(fo)).
It is thus enough to prove that the original Poisson intensity can be nearly reconstructed

from the counts (N k)i j kyen, 0<j<it1-

Consider a Poisson process on [0, 1] with intensity n f,,, where f,, = Z(i,j,k)eA,jgj di ik Vi j k-
By construction, 1; ;. is constant on I:rjk = I; j41,2, and I” p = Lijy1,2k41. Thus, f, is
constant on the intervals I; 7, ; and therefore the counts on the highest resolution level j =
J+1, that is (IV i T4l 1)i.k> form a sufficient statistic for f,,. Since counts on lower resolution
levels can be constructed from (N; 7, )ik, we conclude that (N; 74 1) i kmeno<j<iir i

also a sufficient statistic for f,.

By (E.) it is enough to bound the squared Hellinger distance between a Poisson process

with intensity nf and a Poisson process with intensity nf,, uniformly over f € ©%(fy).

Using Lemmal[ITl(i), the squared Hellinger distance is bounded from above by n fol (\/m -
fn(a:))2dx. Together with Lemma [l and inf scg inf, f(z) > n~1,

1
A(EL (07 (fo)), 5 (0°(f0)))* < sup n/ (VF(@) =/ Fulw)) do

f€©B(fo) /0O

1
< sup n2/0 (f(x) = fulz)) dz

f€©B(fo)
21
YT Y,
f€©B(fo) i=1 j>J k=0
m —
< R2n2ZA?5+12—2J6 _ o(n_l),
i=1
since Y ", A?BH <3 A =1,J > 3logy(n) and B > 1/2. O

4.3 Sequence space representation of the Gaussian white noise experi-
ment

Given fy define the step function approximation T, fo = > " fo(xi—1)1(- € [zi—1,2;)). On

the local parameter space ©°(fy), we introduce the statistical experiment

ES(0°(f0)) = (C[0,1],0(C[0, 1)), (Q} : f € ©°(f0))),
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where @}L is the distribution of the path (ﬁ)te[o,l} satisfying

Y, = f(t)dt +n~ ' PTo fo(6)dWs,  t€[0,1],  f € O(fo). (4.5)
The following proposition generalizes Theorem 2.7 in [25] to small densities.

Proposition 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem[d, it holds that

A(E7(O° (). EF(O° (o)) n%*l/qu g

Proof. On ©8(fy), the Gaussian white noise model is equivalent to observing (Ut)iefo,1) with
AUy = 2(\/f(t) = /Ty fo(t))dt+n~/2dW; and observing (Z)te[o 1] is equivalent to observing
(Vi)ieo,1) with dVy = (f(t) — To fo(t) N/ Tnfo()dt +n~/2dW;. Using (E), Lemma [IT(ii),
@34, f € ©°%(fy), fo € HP(R) and @3J), we can bound the squared Le Cam distance
A(Eg(@ﬁ(fo)),gg((aﬁ(fo)))2 by the supremum over f € ©°(fy) of

g/l (2(¢f(t) ~Tufo(t) — M)th
0

Tnf(](t)
:n/w¢ﬂw—¢nm@fﬁ
0 2j21fb(t)
Lo [T (f) - fo(t))4 + (fo(t) — fo(l’z'—l))4
<2 n;/ @i dt

7 4 4 % o A4B
< 97O / fole)"F i de + 2 R*n e
Zl Ti 1 f0($i—1)3

28+3

1-28
< (2'C+ 27345R4)nm/ fo(z) "2 da,
0
which completes the proof. O

In the next step, we approximate (£L3]) by the following sequence space model. Denote by

Q?’ ¥ the joint distribution of the (rescaled) empirical scaling and wavelet coefficients,

Zf 1= n\/Ai/qSi(t)df/t, fori=1,...,m

n ~ _
Z = ——— i k(t)dYy,  for (i,j,k) e A, 0<j < J,
iy B OaTe, for (i J

where .J is again the smallest integer larger than 3log,(n) (as in experiment 85 (©°(f0))).

Notice that the observations are independent and normally distributed with

n

2_10~/\/ / f@)dt,nA; fo(zi— 1)) and Z;; N( o)

di,j,ka 1)7 for ,] > 07
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where d; ;. = [ f(t); ;,(t)dt. Write s, for the total number of coefficients and define the

experiment

E0.(0) == (R, o(R™), (QF f : f €©)).

Proposition 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem[3, it holds that
A(e,(07(f0)), €7 (07 (f0))” = o(n™).

Proof. Arguing as in the proof of Proposition [[lusing Lemma [[T[(ii) instead of Lemma [TT](i)
yields the result. O

4.4 Information bounds for couplings

At this point, we have transformed the Poisson intensity estimation and Gaussian experi-
ments into sequence space experiments, where the empirical scaling and wavelet coefficients
are observed. To relate these sequence models to each other, bounds on the information

divergences between (transformed) Poisson and Gaussian random variables are discussed.

We firstly transform a Poisson random variable N into a continuous random variable by
adding an independent uniform variable U on [—%, %) From the sum N+ U, we can recover
N by taking the nearest integer, which shows that this transformation is invertible. The
sum can then be related to a normal random variable with the same mean and variance. To
state the following result we write H(X,Y) := H(Px, Py) and KL(X,Y) := KL(Px, Py)

ifXNPX and YNPy.
Lemma 2. Let N ~ Poi(\) and U be uniformly distributed on [—%, %) and independent of
N. If Z ~ N(\N), then

KL(N+U,Z) = 8i}\(l +o(1)) as A — oo.

Moreover, if Zg ~ N (X, \o), then

(1+0(1)) +4(i ~1)" as Ao

H2(N+U7ZO)§ b\
0

€
4\
Proof. Denote the Lebesgue density of N+U by p and observe that on the interval [k— %, k+

3) this density equals e *\*/k!l. Since E[N + U] = A, Var(N + U) = Var(N) + Var(U) =

A+ 1—12 and using the asymptotic expansion for the Poisson entropy (for instance Theorem
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2 in [16]),

00 k+1/2 .
KL(N+U,Z) = Z/ log (e_)‘)‘?]; 271)\6%(“”_)‘)2)])(95)6195
k—1/2
)\

= _ -k | —)\

log(\/—)\)+2/\ )\+ +Zlog N /EkDe
=1lo (\/27T)\)—|-1+i——lo (2776)\)+L_|_O( )
-k 20\ 2 °° 12X

1

= o1+ o)

as A — oo. For the second statement, using that the Hellinger distance satisfies the triangle
inequality and that the squared Hellinger distance is bounded by the Kullback-Leibler
divergence (Lemma 2.4 of [37]),

H(N 4+ U, Z0) < 2KL(N + U, 2) + 21(Z, 2) < (1 +o(1)) +4( 1 —1)’,

1
4\ Ao

where the bound for H?(Zy, Z) follows from elementary computations. O
If N ~ Poi(\) and N’ ~ Poi()\') are independent, then N|(N+N’) ~ Bin(N+N’, A\/(A+))),
where Bin(m,p) denotes the binomial distribution with parameters m and 0 < p < 1. In

experiment &, ' (©P(fo)), the conditional distribution of the Poisson counts at resolution

level J + 1 given the Poisson counts at lower resolution levels j < J is therefore

Ni 11,26l (Ni k) i kyeno<j<g = Nigr1,26! Ni gk ~ Bin(N; 5, pi, k) (4.6)

with success probability

f[+J X f(u)du
DiJgk - fI U (47)

where I; 1, 1 + are defined in Section Il This property is tied to the Haar wavelet

05,k
expansion and ]there is no natural extension to other wavelets or approximation schemes.
In the corresponding Gaussian model Efn(@ﬁ( fo)), the observations are independent and
normally distributed and therefore the conditional distributions are also normal. Working
conditionally on lower resolution levels, we therefore need to couple binomial and Gaussian

random variables.

Notice that p; jr ~ 1/2 with equality if f is constant on I; j;. As in the Poisson case,
we can make the distribution of X,,, ~ Bin(m,p) continuous if we consider X,,, + U
with U uniform on (— ;, 1] and independent of X, ,. Denote the c.d.f. of X,,, + U by
Gm,p and consider @' o G, | /2(Xonp +U) with &~ ! the quantile function of the standard
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normal distribution. The quantile transformation ®~' o G172 depends on m but not on
p. Moreover, for p = 1/2, &~ 1o Gma/2(Xmay2 +U) ~ N(0,1). For general p this holds
approximately and by Theorem 5 in [2],

H2(N(\/E(2p - 1)7 1)7(I>_1 © Gm,l/2(Xm,p + U)) S (p - %)2 + m(p - %)4

and the hidden constant does not depend on m or p. Using the triangle inequality and

elementary computations, we obtain for any real number g,

H2(,/\/'(,u, 1),(1)—1 OGm,1/2(Xm,p+U)) < (N— \/E(Zp— 1))2 + (p— %)2+m(p— %)4
(4.8)

Lemma 2l and (48] are used in the next section to bound the Le Cam distance between the

sequence space experiments Efn((aﬁ(fo)) and Efn((aﬁ(fo)).

4.5 Upper bound for the Le Cam distance between the Poisson and Gaus-

sian sequence space experiments

In this section, the proof of Theorem 3 in Brown et al. [2] is generalized to small densities.
Recall that in experiment 5 ' (©°(fo)) we observe the counts (Nivj,k)(mk)e/\ 0<]<7+1 Let
%, 3] which
is independent of the Poisson counts. Motivated by the previous section, define a new
statistical experiment an(@ﬁ(fo)) = (R*n, 0(R%n), (ﬁ;f : f € ©5(fy))), where ﬁ;ﬁf is the
distribution of the vector (Zi7j7k)(i,j,k)eA,0§j§7+l with

(Ui,j7k)(ij k)EA,0<j<T+1 be an 1.1.d. sequence of uniform random variables on (—1

Zi—10:=Nioo+ U0, t=1,...,m,
Zijr =2 oGy, 1p(Nijriok +Uijr),  (,5,k) €A, 0<j <. (4.9)

Since the function ® 1o G is invertible, we can successively recover the Poisson counts
m,1/2 )

(Nijik) (i.j.k)er,0<j<T+1 from these observations and therefore

A(E,(0°(f0)), €3, (0% (f0))) =0

The experiment 5; ' (©P(fo)) can now be compared to the Gaussian sequence experiment
EF(©%(fo))-
Proposition 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem[3, it holds that

25+3

A(EC, (0% (f0)), E5, (0% (fo)))” S nartt / folw) B g
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Proof. Let us begin with some notation. Write p.; and p—; for the joint density of
(Z7 1) Ggken—1<j<s and (Z7; 1) jkyen,j= respectively. Similarly, g denotes the joint
density of (Z; )@, k)er,—1<j<s and gy the density of the conditional distribution
(Z 1,7, k)( i,J,k)EN,j= J‘( 1,7, k)(l,] k)eA,—1<j<J-

The random variables (ZZ* ch) are independent and thus their joint densities factor into
products. Expanding the squared Hellinger distance in a telescoping sum and then using
this fact,

H*(p_7,1,4741) = 1—/\/p<0<J< )+2 Z /\/p<Jq< _/\/p<J+1Q<J+1)

0<J<T
= H? ( <OaQ<0 +2 Z /\/ D<iq<J 1_/\/17 Jq= J|<J)

0<J<J

= H p<0;¢]<0 Z /\/p<JQ<JH2(p:J7Q:J|<J)' (4.10)
0<J<J

On the lowest resolution level j = —1, the Gaussian and Poisson random variables are
independent and so H? (p<0, q<0) <3 HQ(ZZ*_l 0, Zi—10) ([35], Lemma 2.17). Together
with (£4) and Lemma [2] applied to A = n f o fw)du and Ng = n [ fo(u)du (noting

that A\, A\g — oo since infycg inf, f(z) > n ﬁ+1)
H(p<0,q Z +162(“"’” ~ fole)de ) = (I)+ D), (4.11)

<07 <0 xl 1 Afo $Z 1) . b) .

where (I) and (II) denote the first and second terms respectively. Since f € 0%(fo) and
26+
using (4.3]) and (£.4]), we find that fx’ f>275Afo(zi1) > 275A 1 n ~ 2551 folxi— 1)2ﬂ+1
Applying ([@.4) again yields
1 1-28 26+3 26+3 1-28
Tf < 26p 241 A;folxi—y) 2541 < 26925+1 2541 / folz —55H dx (4.12)
n
Ti 1
1-25 4 _2B+3 .
and therefore (I) < n2#1 [ fo(x)” 2#+1dz. In order to bound the term (/) in (@II]), we
use Jensen’s inequality, that ab < a? + b? for real numbers a,b, and ([@4),
T _ 4 1/2
(1) < 162 </ (f(x) fo(gf)) dm)
NZAY: fo a:, 1 ie1 fO(xi—l)
_ m 1
< 27n/ (@) = fo@) ) e~ L
0 fo(x)? ; nAqfo(xi-1)

iJ0

For the first term we use f € ©5(fy) and for the second term we can argue as for (I) to
obtain the upper bound

23+3

o 1
H?(pc, g<0) < (I) + (IT) < n¥51 / folw)” ¥ dz. (4.13)
0
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We next bound the Hellinger distance H?(p—, q— J|<J)- For that we show that conditional
on the observations at the lower resolution levels (Z; j 1) (i j k)eA,—1<j<, the random vector
(Zi,jk)(i,j,k)eh,j—s has independent components. From the definition (4.9), we conclude that
conditioning on (Zi’j7k)(i7j’k)€A’_1Sj<J is the same as conditioning on (Ui’j7k)(i’j7k)€A7j<J and

the counts (N jx)(i,j,k)en,j<Js- Since

J
Ni 1,26l (Nijk) i gkenj<s = Nigvi2klNige, k=0,...,27 =1,

are independent, (Z; j k)i j.k)eA,j=71(Zijk)(,jk)er,—1<j<s Must also have independent com-
A-1s<

ponents. This shows that H?(p—, ¢ jj<s) < PO HQ(ZZ.*’JJC, Zi j1)- Using moreover (.6]),

[ET) and [ER), we can bound H?(p—s,q—sj<s) by

271

Z H2(Zi*,J,kv Zi 1 k)

k=0
271

S Z oI k] zék(szJk 1))2+(szk ) + Ni 1 (Pi sk — )4
2J—1

S Z (EIZ 14) = [EN;, g0 * (203,00 — )%+ (1+ (Nz1§2k - [ENi,J,k]1/2)2) (Pi, 7 — %)2
k=0

+ Ni. g (Pigk — %)4-

With this inequality, we can now bound f,/p<Jq<JH2(p:J,q:J‘<J). By the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, f /DP<jq<7 < 1, which yields a bound for the terms not depend-

ing on N; . For the terms depending on N; jj we use that [\/p<j(z)q<(x)h(z)dz <
([ h%(x)g<;(x)dx)'/? for all integrable functions h. By Lemma 3 in [2], E[(Nil’t/]?k—[ENi,Jvk]lﬂ)Ll] <

4 and therefore,

m 27-1
. 2
/\/p<JQ<JH2(p:J7Q:J|<J) SY D (EZ = BNk 2pigs — 1))
i=1 k=0
m 27-1 m 27-1 .
+ Z Z (pigk — %) + Z VEN? e (Digk — 1)
=1 k=0 =1 k=0
= (i) + (i4) + (idd). (4.14)

We bound the three sums (i) — (7ii) separately. We will frequently use the fact that with
digk = | f(@)¢;gk(z)de, @) can be rewritten as

VA g
- J
2% fli,],k f(z)dx

2pi gk —
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(i): Observe that

1 B VA2 >2
Vfo(ziz1) \/fli”]’k f(z)dx '

With f € ©8(fy) ¢ HP(R) for B < 1, [@&4)), Jensen’s inequality, ab < a® + b?, and Lemma
@ the right hand side of the last display can be bounded by

2IA7 (@) = folwio1)da)®

(E[Z] 1] — [EN; 1) (2pi 506 — 1))2 = nd?,J,k(

20nd?
e folwi-1)?
1 2 —
< 27nd k (2JAi fIi,J,k f(x) - fo(a:)da;) + R2(2 JAi)zﬁ
o fo(zi-1)?
1 1/2 _
< 9Tnd? k(2JA J1, 5, (f @) = fo(2))dz) "™ + R*(277 A)*°
o fo(wi-1)?
48+1
< 28Ry 2 28NN 4 91097278 / (f(z) - f0($))4dx_
o fO(':UZ 1) Ii,‘],k f0($)3
Using that f € ©°(fy), @3) and @&4),
(i) < 97— 2‘]6n2l3+1 / fo(z gﬁﬁdx
(ii): With f € ©°(fy), ([@4) Lemma Il and (&3,
28 _
(2pi g — 1)? < 212R29-275 éz’ ? < 212325—1R22—2Jﬁn§5—i‘fAifo(xi_l) sl
0(®i—1
Thus (ii) < 97218, 2551 fol fo(:n)_%da:.
(iit): Since N; ji ~ Poi(n f[ we have [EN2 Y2 <1+ nflu’k f(u)du. By

definition 0 < p; j < 1 and therefore (2pZ7J’k -1t < (2p27(]7k —1)2. Using (@4)) and the

same bound as for (i7),
1-23 2543
[ENZ%J,k]1/2 2pigke — D < 2pigr — 1) + 925348 RAo~(B+1)I 35T A, fo (i1 ) 2541,
. .. . ... _ 1-25 4 _ 2843
Together with the bound for (i), this also shows that (iii) < 2772/Pn2s+1 [ fo(x)” 25+ da.

Combining the bounds for (i) — (ii7) gives for (£14),

28+3

/\/p<J<J< H*(p=y, q=sj<s) S 277 2Jﬁn26+3/ folz -3 du.

Summing over J and using that 8 > 1/2 shows that with (£I0]) and (£.13]),

H*(p7,q7) <n25+1/ fo(z 2ﬁ+1dm

which proves the assertion. O
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4.6 Completion of the proof of Theorem

From Propositions {4 we deduce that under the assumptions of Theorem [2]

sup A(EF(0°(f0)),E5 (0 (o)) S 2 Sup/ flz -5 de.
fo€® o

For the globalization step, the following result shows the existence of the required estimators

satisfying the conditions of Lemma

Theorem 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, there exists an estimator f, in EP (o)
taking values in a finite subset of © and satisfying

Jnf P, (fo € 07(fn) =1-0(™").

Moreover, there exists an estimator in ES(0) with the same properties.

Theorem [2] then follows from Lemmas and [I31

5 Heuristics for the rates of the Le Cam deficiencies

Most results on asymptotic equivalence require minimal smoothness assumptions, which
are often difficult to explain heuristically. It is therefore unsurprising that the rates we
obtain for the Le Cam deficiencies can also be difficult to interpret. Perhaps the best
way to motivate these rates is to consider the doubly local decomposition of experiments
explained in Section [£.Jl Each doubly local experiment is similar to a parametric problem
and the number m,, of such experiments can be viewed as the effective dimension of the
problem. For the following heuristic argument, one should think of the total variation
distance as always being of the same order as the Hellinger distance, which is typically the
case in our situation. If the double localization splits the model into (nearly) independent
subproblems, then the overall squared Le Cam deficiency is simply the sum of the squared

Le Cam deficiencies for each of the doubly local experiments.

While we do not use a double localization for the Poissonization in the proof of Theorem/[] it
is still instructive to consider such an approach. For Poissonization, the Le Cam deficiencies
for the doubly local experiments are all of the same order and the full Le Cam deficiency is
therefore proportional to the effective dimension m,,. For simplicity, we consider only the
case inf, f(z) > n~#/F+1) Let A; be as in (ZZ). By Lemma ]

mn

mn—ZA A = n2ﬁ+1/ folz 25+1da:
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If inf, f(z) > n~A/(*+D then the squared rate in Theorem [ can be written as m,, /n, up

to unnecessary logn terms. The squared rate can therefore also be written as m,,r2 /n? for
rn = 4/n, which motivates (2.1]).

For the rate of the Le Cam deficiencies between Poisson intensity estimation and the Gaus-
sian white noise model, recall that we partition [0, 1] into the intervals [z;_;, z;], with these
shrinking intervals generating appropriate doubly local subexperiments. On each such inde-
pendent subexperiment, we must couple a Poisson random variable with intensity parameter
Aj = nffj?;l f(u)du with a corresponding N (A, \;) random variable. Since \; — oo as
n — oo, we may use Lemma[2to couple a Poi()\;) random variable with a N'(\;, \;) variable
with a squared Hellinger error of size 1/(4\;) + o(1/);). Using the independence structure

of the subexperiments, these m,, couplings yield a total squared Hellinger loss of order

28+3

Mn 1
ZA_VU\”M“/ fol(z ~35H 4,
j=1

where the < direction follows from (£I2]) and the 2 part can be similarly deduced. This
motivates the rate (L2]).

Of course, this decomposition into piecewise constant functions with m,, pieces is too crude,
and represents only the first resolution level of a much finer L?-decomposition based on
Haar wavelets, which is used to prove Theorem B in Section @l However, it provides some
insight into why the rate occurs already at low resolution levels without the full technical
encumbrance of the higher order remainder terms, which are dealt with using quantile

transformations in Section

6 Lower bounds for Le Cam deficiencies in the regular regime

In this section, we prove TheoremsBlanddl The difference in the Bayes risk for an arbitrary
prior and loss function bounded by one yields a lower bound for the Le Cam deficiency.
Let & (0©) and &(©) be two experiments. If Eé”[e(éj,o)], j = 1,2, denotes the risk in

experiment £;(©) of the estimator é\] with respect to the loss function ¢, then

5(51((9),52(@)) >inf sup sup Eél)[ﬁ(él,e)] — E(gZ) [6(52,9)]
0 g, 0cO

provided the loss is bounded by one (see Definition 1 in [18], p.13). This immediately

implies that for an arbitrary prior II on O,

5(£1(0),£5(0)) >1nf Sup/E( 06y, 0)]dIL(6 /E 0(65, 0)]dIL(6) (6.1)
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and the right hand side is just the difference of the Bayes risks (see also [36], Corollary
6.3.7).

We argued in Section [4.1] that the doubly local decomposition is intrinsic to this problem.
For the lower bound, it is thus natural to again partition [0, 1] into the intervals [x;_1, z;].
On each such doubly local experiment we construct a two hypothesis test, which are then
combined into a global multiple testing problem. We compute the Bayes risk in both

experiments, which, together with (6.II), provides a lower bound on the deficiencies.

Proof of Theorem [3. Throughout the proof, we write a,, < b, if a, < Cb, for all n > ng

and a finite constant C' = C(8, R) which does not depend on j and the parameter a defined

below. In the same way we use 2 and the big-O notation.

, 2843 ) 2843
Pick a sequence (fon)n C ©g such that [ fo,(z)” 2% 1dx > §supseg, [ f(x) 27F1dx. For

convenience we omit the dependence of fy, on n, writing fo := fo, and Fy := fo fo(uw)du.

Set f/ = BV 2 Let K: R — R be a #-smooth Holder function with support on [0, 1]
such that fol K(u)du =0, [ K(u)*du =1 and [ K3(u)du > 0. Suppose additionally that
K'(u) = 0 for only finitely many u € [0,1]. As an example of a kernel satisfying these
conditions, consider the L?-normalized version of u — —ghg (3u) +4hg (4u—3), where hg
is the density of a Beta(s’ + 1,8’ + 1) distribution.

Let (x)j=1,..m be the sequence in (£J]) and define the functions

=1,...,m, (6.2)

« 'A@ x) — XTi_
wa](x) gl ])K<F0( ) FO( J 1))7 j

- fo(xj—1 F;
where
fo(xj—1)

V= =
[0 A 2B
nAj Fj

and 0 < o < 1 is a constant that will be chosen later to be small enough. The function v;

Fj == Fo(zj) — Fo(xj-1),

__B_
has support [z;_1,z;] and, since by assumption inf,, fo(zg) > n~ 5+, we can apply (Z4)
and (4.3]) to obtain

1 1
§Ajf0(a:j_1) < Fj < 2Ajf()(.%’j_1) and g < ’YJZ < 2 (63)
__B_
Since inf, fo(z) > n~ #+1, this also implies
nnF a 5l < e (6.4)
minnkF; — oo an max oo S max ———— < max < a. )
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Define
piri= [ i@ fola)da (6.5)

and observe that using the properties of K as well as the definitions of A; and v;, pj1 =0,

M2 = a’n~! and

3A35 od
K3(u . 6.6
fo Tj_1) / n3/2 Ajfolxj—1) (66

For higher moments, we frequently use the bound

Hi3 =

wir < Wil Ey S o Fy/(nFy)"/2. (6.7)
We are now ready to define the test densities. For 6 = (61,...,60,,) € {—1,1}™, consider
z = fo(z) )(1+ Z 0j1bj(x

From pj1 = 0 it follows that f fo(x)dz =1 and so fy are indeed probability densities. Ob-
serve also that F; = f (z)dxz. With the sup-norm bound (64]), it follows immediately
that for any 0 € {—1, 1}m fg € U(fo) C ©. By Lemma H we also know that fp € HP(R)
for all # € {—1,1}" and n large enough.

We now construct a prior on these densities. Renaming the parameters fy <> 6, we can take
{—1,1}™ as the parameter space and may also conveniently write P}’ = Py and Qf = Q}‘e.
We consider two priors called 74 and 7_, which are product priors on the parameter space
{—1,1}™, that is for each 6y = (6Y,...,09) € {-1,1}™,

L (6y) = H with 74(09 =1) =1—7(0) = —1) = *2*/(1 + =),

This prior is non-uniform. Indeed, m; assigns more weight to vectors which have more
components being +1 than —1. Both experiments behave very similarly under uniform
priors and non-uniformity seems necessary here to obtain a rate-optimal separation of the
experiments. The effect of o can best be seen in Proposition [l below. The priors 7y and
7_ will lead to the lower bounds for the deficiencies 6(E1(0),£5(0)) and §(£5(0),£F(0))

respectively.

Next we construct the loss function. Observe that with (£2]), (44), (£3]) and ([©.3),

m 1 m 1-28
S =Y Ay = / fole) FHde, (68)
n

7j=1 J 7j=1
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Since fO is a denSity on [07 1]7 {‘T : fO(‘T) > 1} 7& @. Let [lenvszn] - [07 1]7 JinsJon €
{1,...,m}, be a sequence of intervals such that [x;, ,x;, ] N {z: fo(zr) > 1} # @ for all n

and

1-28 [Tion 28+3 28+3
n2pFi / folz) 2PFdr < 1 A P41 / folx 25+1d:17 (6.9)
Ziin
If the right-hand side is is smaller than one, set [z;,,,%},.] = [0, Zm]| = [0,1]. If the right-
1-23 ) 2843
hand side is exactly one, then arguing as in (6.8)) yields n2#+1 fé_ﬂil fo(z) 25F1dx < 1/(nF;)
for all j. By (6.4)), each interval [z;_1, x;] thus makes a vanishing contribution to the integral,

which proves the existence of sequences satisfying (6.9]). Let

" = ijl(ﬁj #0) with pj:= (6.10)
j=1

1 (j1n < < jon)
and for any A > 0, define the loss £4(6,60") = 1(p(6,6’) > A). This loss is one if the
weighted sum of the misclassified 6;’s exceeds the threshold A and is zero otherwise. The
reason for this particular weighting will become apparent later in the proof as a consequence
of Proposition Bl and Lemma Bl Arguing as for (6.8),

2843
ij =1 Ant1 / fo(x) ™ 25+1dx (6.11)
7=1
and similarly
m j2n j
1 1-38 [Tion _38+4
3 _ -
Zp] = ' Z W = n26+1 /x f(](iU) 2ﬂ+1d$. (612)
j=1 J=Jjin+1 J Jin

The key step is the following factorization of the likelihood ratio. In the Poisson experiment
EP define N; := #{X; : X; € (zj_1,2;]} and write X{j), e ,X](\?j) for the observations in
the interval (-1, z;]. Under Py, the counts N; are independent Poisson random variables
with intensity parameters n f;_’;l fo,(x)dr = nF; and the density of X is fo,(-)1(- €
(xj—1,2;])/Fj. We can factorize

N m m Nj j m
apry 143770 0595(X, 71+ 0,9 (X;") X
0 I (6.13)
dEj, H 1+300 9%] ]Hl Hl 1+ 099;(X 13

with P;(6;) being independent random variables. Define the estimators or — (gi)]) j=1,...m
componentwise via /H\:I:] € argmaxg, cf_11) Pj(0;)m+(6;). Then é\ij # 9? iff Pj(—H?) >
2% The random variables 1 (Hij # 9?) are therefore independent and Bernoulli dis-

tributed with success probabilities depending on the sign + of the prior and 6y,

n () 0
P+,i(00) == Pgo(ei £ 9?) Py (Py(— 90) o2 9])‘
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We denote the Bernoulli distribution with parameter p by Ber(p). For independent random

variables Z;(a;) ~ Ber(a;), the risk of #% under the loss function ¢4 becomes

Py, (p(8%,60) > A) Z,oj (p+,;(60)) > A). (6.14)

A similar factorization into independent products holds in the Gaussian white noise exper-

iment since by Girsanov’s formula,

= (v [ (V6] ~ TN, 2n|VFo ~ VTa)
ﬁ 2[/ (V/Fa(5) — v/ fo (5) dW—2n/j( Jo(s) = 1/ fou(s))*ds)

Jj=1 1

=[] Qi)
j=1

In particular, @;(6;) are independent. In analogy with the Poisson model, define the esti-
mators 0% = (§§§,j)j:1,,,,,m componentwise via 555] € argmaxy c(_ 11y @;(0;)m+(0;). Then
Y . o 0 . n Y n fe 0
0% ; # 09 iff Q;(—09) = ™% With qu j(6) := Qp, (05 ; # 09) = Qp, (Q;(—05) = 9%
we find in the same way as for (6.14]) that for independent Z;(¢+ ;(6o)) ~ Ber(g+,;(6o)),

Qp, (p (0%, 60) > A) Zp] (q+,(60)) > A).

Proposition 5. Let ® be the c.d.f. of the standard normal distribution, ¢ = @' be its

density and p;, be defined by (6.5). Then for sufficiently large n, there exists a constant C

independent of a, n,j, such that

Ca?
nF,

2
02(00) = D0 F )] < o and e (00) — (0% 0) 5 (a7 09)] <
With (6.6]), we conclude that for sufficiently small o > 0, the success probabilities differ by
a term of order at least o/ \/n—F] . This is the key ingredient to show that there is a difference
in the Bayes risks for the two experiments. Recall that « is the parameter modeling the
non-uniformity of the prior and the size of the local alternatives ;. If the prior is uniform
then o = 0, and a close inspection of the proof shows that the difference in the success
probabilities is then of the smaller order 1/(nF}), so that non-uniformity of the prior is

crucial in this construction.

The following proposition shows that §£ and é\g are Bayes estimators and uses that the
deficiency is lower bounded by the difference of the Bayes risks. A proof can be found in
Appendix [Bl
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Proposition 6. Let ©,p and w4 be as above. Then gi) and §§ are Bayes estimators with
respect to the priors m4 in the Poisson intensity estimation and the Gaussian white noise

experiments, respectively.

Together with (6.1]), the previous proposition thus shows that for any A > 0,

5(£5(),€5(0)) = > (P (p(8. 00) = A) = Q3 (05, 60) = A) )+ (60)

6pcO
Z ( Zp] p+j 90 ZP] Q-i-] (60) ) > A))W+(90)
6O j=1
(6.15)
and
5(£S(0),68(©) > 3 ( Zp] (q-;(00)) ij (q-;(60)) >A))7T_(90).
6O j=1

We have therefore reduced lower bounding the Le Cam deficiency to computing probabilities
connected to weighted sums of independent Bernoulli random variables. To finish the
proof we need the following monotonicity property together with a change of measure type

inequality which are established next and proved separately in Appendix [Bl

Remark 1. The probability ]P’(Z;-”:l piZi(a;) > A) s monotone increasing in the param-
eters a;j. Indeed if a; > aj, then for n ~ Ber(a;j/a’;) independent, Z;(a}) > nZj(a;) ~
Ber(a;).

Lemma 3. Suppose that (p;)j=1,..m: (¢j)j=1,...m and (B;)j=1,..m are vectors with entries
between zero and one such that for some 0 < w < 1/2, p; > q; + ¢;j(1 — gj)wp; for all
j=1,....,m. If (Z;(pj))j=1,..m are independent Ber(p;) random variables, then

Zﬁj i(pj) >A) > exp (wA wZﬁ]qj—2w2Zﬁ] (Zﬁij(qj) >A).
j=1

Jj=1 Jj=1

Recall that the difference of the success probabilities in Proposition[Blis of the order at least
af \/n—FJ . Together with the change of measure formula in Lemma Bl this shows why the
weights p; =1/ \/n—FJ in the Hamming loss (6.10) are natural. Let us only consider the case
where 6 is drawn from 7, that is the case (6.15]). The other case can be proved analogously.
By Proposition B, ¢; = ¢+ ;(6h) = ®(—a — 9?) + O(a?/(nFy)) and p; = pij(fy) =
<I>(—oz—0]0-)—I—(nuj73/(6a2))¢(—a—99)+0(a2/\/n—Fj). Choosing the constant a small enough,
P(—2) < ¢; < ®(1) and moreover by (6.6) we can always find a positive constant ¢ > 0 such
that p; > ¢; + cq;(1 — g;)ap;, for all j =1,...,m. Denote the mean of ¢; = g4 ;(fy) under
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71 by Gj, let 1o = B, [P(— — 0))] = ®(—a — )1y (0 = 1) + (—a + D)7 (0; = —1)

and choose the constant in the loss £4 as

A:raipj—i-él(f:p?)lﬂ.

Throughout the remaining proof we make frequent use of the formula Z i p] < 1, which
follows immediately from (6.1T). In particular, this allows us to conclude from | 337"} p;(7;—
To)| S @il ,0? that for sufficiently small o and n large enough, [3°7, pj(q; — ra)| <

(>0 ,03)1/2. Define the set

= {90 €0: !Zpﬁj - ZPj%" < (203)1/2}.
j=1 j=1 J=1

Since p; > gj, all the summands in (6I5]) are non-negative in view of Remark[[l By Lemma
Bl with w = ca, the definition of A and e* > x + 1, it follows that for sufficiently small «

and n large enough,

5(55(@),5,?(@)) > Z [exp (caA - caiquj —c2a? ij> } Zp] (qj) > A)m1(6o)
j—l

60D
sea( 322 0 B3 01 2(a) > A)mal60). (6.16)
j=1 00D j=1

Recall that the expectation and the variance of Y 7" | p; Z;(q;) are Y7L pjq; and Y50 plg;(1—
q;) respectively. Let { be a Gaussian random variable with the same mean and variance.

By Berry-Esseen’s theorem there exists a universal constant Cy such that for 8y € D,

ij (a5) > A) 2 P(¢ > A) - CO%
6 Z;n:lpi’?
=1 q’(ﬂ(—m(l - ¢><1>>> O

where we used that ¢;(1 — ¢;) > ®(—2)(1 — ®(1)). From (6I1I)), (612 and Lemma [7, it
follows that 372 p% < (3272, p?)?’/ 2. For all sufficiently large n,

egléfD]P’(;Pij(%) > A) > %(1 - q’(\/q)(_Q)(Gl — @(1))»

and the right-hand side is positive. Denote by Var,, the variance with respect to the prior

7. Since 0 < ¢j < ®(1), Chebychev’s inequality yields

Var, " pig;
+(Z]_1 Pid;) >1_ q)(l)g S 0.

(D) =1-7,(O\D)>1— ST 2
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Together with (GI6]), this shows that §(&F(©),£5(0)) > const. x (370, p?)1/2 and with
(G11)) this completes the proof for the lower bound of §(EF (), £5(O)). A similar argument
holds for the deficiency 5(5}? (©),&F (@)), replacing the prior 7, by 7_. O

Proof of Theorem [§] Recall that by assumption, inf g inf, f(z) > n~P/B+1) | Since f e
© Cc HP(R), f is also uniformly bounded and with Theorem [

1 1
fe® fx)

2843
< nzﬁ+1 Sup/ f(x) 25+ 1de.
feo

Using (2.2) and that the Le Cam deficiency satisfies the triangle inequality, Theorem

implies

HED(0).£5(6)) = o(Er (0).£7(0)-AER(©).£0(0) 2 (1T sup [ @) Filar) ™
feo

Similarly, we can obtain the same lower bound for the deficiency 6(£(0),EP(0)) and this
completes the proof. O
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Appendix

A  Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem [3. We first construct a Markov kernel that maps density estimation to

the Poisson intensity model up to an error
DB Pof —52B 2 b 5\ 3571
(DO (o)), EX O] () S0 logn [ (s An )P dn (A
o “folz)

Throughout the proof, we always consider the parameter space @? (fo) and thus omit it
in the notation, that is we write &P := 5,?(@?(]’0)),55 = 55(@f(f0)),... For ky :=
v2nlogn, let N ~ Poi(n — £,) and define a new experiment G£, in which we observe
N Aniid. random variables X1,..., Xy, with density f. The Le Cam deficiency satisfies

the triangle inequality and so

s(EP. ey <ol gl )+l &b, Y +a(EN... . EF) = (I) + (IT) + (IIT).
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(1): Since GI'_,. is not more informative than &, 6(P,GL_, ) =o0.

(1I): Denote by PX’N the distribution of (X1, .., Xnan, N) in experiment G£_,. . Similarly,
write ij’ and Qfl " for the distributions of (Xl,...,XN,N) and (Xi,...,Xn)|N in
experiment £ wn- If N < n, both experiments are equally informative. If M denotes the

Markov kernel adding (N —n) Vv 0 times the first observation,

PN = MPPY = (X1, Xnan X1, ., X1, N).
———
(N—=n)VO0

Writing ﬁ}X N for the conditional distribution given N,

(G . D) = inf sup IMPY — QF|lrv < s?pE[HJSJ}X‘N QF NMrvIN] < P(N > n).

With Lemma [§|(iii), we can further bound the right-hand side by 4/n.

(ITI): Let L, := n~tlogn and ¢ := (4C) v (4C)?F+D/(B+1) with C the constant in the
definition of @6 (fo). Recall that N ~ Poi(n — ky,). In experiment £ we observe a Poisson
process on [O 1] with intensity mf. Adding an independent Poisson process with intensity
kin fo, where fo = fol(fo(z) > L3/ (BF1 )) we observe in experiment £}’ a Poisson process
with intensity (n—ky)f+ £nfo. Due to the choice of the constant ¢, we have | f(z)— fo(z)| <
CLY O 4 O (L fo(2))? 8D < Lfo(a) + L fo(x) < Lfo(x) whenever fo(z) > cLy/ Y
and f € @? (fo). This implies in particular that under these conditions f(z) > 3 fo(z). Using
the Hellinger bound for two Poisson processes in Lemma [T1{i), uniformly over f € @? (fo),

S(EF., EP)? < / M(n—nn)f(:c)m%(a:)— nf (@) dz

_ T 2 8
- _/f ) < Lﬁﬂ) T (fO(x)Jf(${( ) 1(fo(z) > cLﬁil)dx
28
Ston [ 1T (o) < )+ LRI 1y )

1 8 28 1
< logn/ L™ ALY fo(x) P dx
0

28 LV | 2571
<n 2841 logzn/ <— A nﬁ> dx.
o \fo(x)

The upper bounds derived in (I) — (I11) imply (AI]). Estimating 6(&7, EP) from above
can be done using the same arguments and leads to exactly the same rate in the upper
bound. Since A(EP, Sf) = 5(5,?, ENYv (5(55, EP), the proof is complete. O
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B Additional proofs for Theorem

In this section, we provide proofs for the propositions occurring in the proof of Theorem [Bl

Lemma 4. Suppose that fo € HP(R') and let fo = fo+ fo Z;"’:l 01 with ; as defined in

__B_
62). Assume that inf, fo(x) > n~ 5+1. For any R > R/, there exist oy > 0 and ng such
that for any n > ng, whenever « in the definition of ¢; in ([6.2) is smaller than ay,

fo € HA(R), for all @ € {—1,1}™.

Proof. The < symbol is used as in Theorem Bl Throughout the proof all statements are

considered to hold for sufficiently large n.

Let § > 0 be arbitrary. In (i) we check that for sufficiently large n, || folloo + |folcs <
| follo + | folcs + 20 and in (ii) we verify that for sufficiently large n, |fglys < [folys + 9
and Hfé 8)) lloo < ”fo( 2)) ||oo + 0. Putting all the bounds together, we find that for sufficiently
large n, (i) and (74) imply || falls < || follys +46. Since § > 0 was arbitrary, this then gives

the result.

Throughout the proof of (7) and (i), we use freely the inequalities (6.3]) and max;j—1 . m A? /fo(xj—1) —
0, which is a consequence of inf, fo(x) > n—B/(B+1)

(i): Recall that | fllea = £ loo 17D oo fles. Since | folles < Ifollea+Ifo 50y 0505 len-
it remains to show that || fo 37", 0;4jlcs < 30. By (€.4) and due to the disjoint support of
Y for different j, || fo 2272, 04j]lcc < . In the next step we show that | fo 372, 0;105]cs < 0.
By definition, the derivatives of the kernel function K in the definition of ¢; in (6.2]) vanish
on the boundary points u € {0,1} and so (fo 37", 0;4;) D) (z) = 0, whenever 2 = x; with
J=0,1,...,m. Thus, if z € [zj_1, ;] and y € [xj_1,x;/] with j < j/,

[(fo > 00) D (@) = (fo > 0;05) 7D ()|

= =
< (for)) D (@) — (forry) VD ()] + |(fory) WD @y 1) — (o) VD ().

Together with the inequality 7 + 47 < 2177 (2 + )7 for 0 < v < 1, which is a consequence
of the concavity of z — 27, 0 < v < 1, it follows that if the Holder seminorm on each
interval [x;_1,2;] is bounded by /2, then the global Holder seminorm is less than 4. It is
thus enough to show |fyv;|cs < 0/2.

For 8 <1, with @.4) and 6.4), [fovjlcs < 2fo(@j—1)[¥jles +foles[¥jlloc S o < ap. Choos-
ing o small gives | fo1)j]cs < §/2. Now suppose 3 > 1. The proof that | fyp;|cs < 6/2 follows
along the lines of the proof of Lemma 2 in [30]. For the convenience of the reader, we nev-

ertheless give the full proof here and only refer to [30] for a more detailed exposition. With
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vi(z) = (Fo(x) — Fo(zj-1))/Fj, we can rewrite fo(x)i;(z) = ay; A fo(wj—1) " fo(z)(K o
vj)(x). For two r-times differentiable functions g, h, (gh)") = Z;ZO (;) g Dh(r=9) Moreover,

by Faa di Bruno’s formula, we have for the ¢g-th derivative of K o v,

(q (Mq) 2 (s)yms K(Mq) O Uj : (s—1)\ms
(1 20) " = 3 o (KO 00 T] ) = o, S 2 T (16
s=1 j s=1
where the sum is over all non-negative integers myq, ..., my with mq +2mo+...+qmy = q,

M, = Zzzl my, and ¢y, .. .m, are suitable coefficients. The r-th derivative of fo1); can thus

be rewritten as

s (o (Yo s 0
fo(xj_1)<K v)f, +ZZ Cony o £ ];[1 ) (B.1)

where the second sum is over the same set of integers as above.

If x,y € [vj_1,7;], then by E3), |[K@ (vj(z)) — K@ (vi ()| S (Aj_lla: —y|)#" for any
¢ = 0,...,r. By definition, fo € HP(R') implies that |f"” ()] < R5|fo(x)| 7 for all
r=1,...,|8] and all x € [0, 1]. Without loss of generality, we may assume that < y. Using
Lemmaland the mean value theorem we can argue as for Equation (3.5) in [30] and find for
o< 18]~ and some € € el 1570 ~ 100 < mali ) ©4(©™ e o] S

S folay) FEF AT g and [P0 (@) - 1P (w)] £ Rlz — /P n
order to control |(fot);)") (x ) (fo1;)")(y)|, we rewrite this expression using (B.I)) with
r = | 8] and control each factor separately, applying the inequality |ab— a’t'| < |a—d'||b] +
|a’||b — | which holds for any a,a’,b,b" € R. This gives

r—Mg

5
’fow]‘CBNaZ(fo (25— 1)> " se

where for the second step we used max; Af/fo(xj_l) — 0. Thus, |fo)jles < 6/2 for a small

and all sufficiently large n.

(11): We first show that |falys < |folys + 0. Equation (6.4) implies |fg(x)/fo(z)| = |1 +
> je1 0505(x)| = 1+ o(1), uniformly over z. It is thus enough to prove |fe(r) (@) < (| folys +

6/2)%\]“0(3:)]% forr=1,...,[8]. lf for any r =1,..., 5],
|(fo0)) ") ()| < [(R+6/2)% = R fo(w )5, for all v € [y, 2], 5 =1,...,m, (B2)

then, since z — (x + b)* — z® for b,z > 0 and 0 < a < 1 is monotone decreasing and
5 B—r .
115" @) < 1ol fow)| " by assumption,

B—r

157 @) < 1567 @)+ 1o @) < (olyes +6/2)5 | fo(@)] 7
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It thus remains to show (EEI) To see this, use (B.I) and fo € HP(R'). This yields

|(forr;)™| < > (A fo )5 Mq £ o , which implies (B.2)) for sufficiently large n since M, <
|#] < B and max; Aj /fo(xj—1) — 0. The previous step also shows that H‘)"Q(WJ)HOO <

17D o + 6. O

Proof of Proposition

We use <, 2 and the big-O notation in the same way as in Theorem [l

~) o~

Ezpansion of q+ J(HO) Recall that fo = fo(1 + > 7L, 0;4;) and that the 1; have disjoint
support. Using the identity vz —1=3(z —1) — 1(z — 1)+ 2( = 1)3(3 + v2)/(Vz + 1)3
for z =1+ 60;4(x) and z =1+ 99¢j(x), together with ;2 = o?/n and (6.4)), we find for
0; # 69,

D= n/m] (V folz) — \/fgo(a:))Qda: =a® + O(npj4)

and in particular, D; > a?/2 for all j if n is large enough. Therefore, by Taylor expansion

and straightforward computations,
2

02.5(09) = Quy (Q;(—09) = %) = &(— D> £ a0?D; /) = (-~ a¢9°>+0(np)

which proves the first part of the proposition.

Ezxpansion of p+ ](90) Throughout this part of the proof we make freely use of the in-
equalities (6.3]) and (6.4). For a real number b with 1 — |b| > 0, consider the difference
log(1 + b) —log(1 — b). By a fourth order Taylor expansion of both log terms around one,
we find

pA
2(1—[p)*

Recall the definition of P;(6;) in (6.13]). With b = 6;4¢;(X; G) ), the likelihood ratio for 6; in

the Poisson experiment £ is

log(1 +b) — log(1 — b) — 28| < §|b|3 4

N; .
Pi(6;) = exp (W +(0, -0 q,z)j(Xff))), (B.3)
i=1

for a suitable remainder term r;, satisfying |r;,| < Njl[v;]12,. Due to (6.4), there is a

constant ¢, such that

7| < 26, Nja (nFy) =3/
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(the factor 2 allows us to simplify expressions later). Define E; := Ejy, [wj(ij ))] and

s; := Stdg, (1b;(X7)). Let

N, i
N% Zi:ﬁ wj(Xi(])) - Ej

Sj

&= /N;

and observe that

2

. m
Ej = F] /wj(x)f0($)(1 + ;H?wj(:p))d:E - Tfé—FJH?

and

4
o? u]g,eo a

S =17 [ @)1+ 30 60 )de — B = nF R T R
i=1

implying for sufficiently large n,

«o 2
< g5 <

nFj o 8] o w/?”LFj

Since (1+z)~%2 =1 —2/2+ O(2?) for |z| < 1/2, we also have

forall j=1,...,m

. .00 2
o 2,0 2 -1/2 4,30 ( « )
= (1 ; 0; — F; =1- 0] .

s (14 npjza™20; —a®/nF}) 52 T nF;

The r-th central moment of 691;(X }j )) will be denoted by m; . With (B.),

Eay [ (X1")?] — 8Ba, [0, (X{ 1B, + 23

m;3 0

2 — GY
s;’ J sg?
_ 0 1/2
_ejFS +O0(a/(nFy)?)

_90%3”3/2\/—& +O(a/nF)1/2)

(B.6)

and with (6.7), max; m;,/s7 < max; Ep, [wj(ij))"]/sg < 1. We can further rewrite (B.3)

as

2

Pj(—G?) = exp <7‘jn 2{/N 3]9 Cl); >

For £ =1,2, let

2 - 90
B(@) L« VNj (_1) ) CrQ 3./N. o

Jjmn . 3/2
nk;s; nF /s] /Njsj
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and observe that the only randomness in BJ(Q comes from N;. Recall that é\i),j #* 9;-) iff
Pj(—H;)) > =209 Duye to ([B.), we therefore have 55;]. # 0? iff 7, — 29?«/stj£j -
402 N;(nFj(fa)) 1 > :|:20z0]0- and thus
Py (6% < BYY < pi 1 (8p) < Py, (6%, < B
0o ( ]6] = j,n) —p]d:( 0) < 90( ]SJ = 2y ).

,n

In the next step, we show that for ¢ = 1, 2, Pgo(ﬁjofj < B](?L) = @(—a:FH?):lznuj73/(6oz2)gb(—oz:F
9?) +O0(a?//nF}). To do that we need the following Edgeworth expansion, which is a sim-
plification of Petrov [27], p.159 with k = 3.

Theorem 8. Let (Y;)i=1,..m be i.i.d. random variables with EY; = 0, o := Std(Y1) and
E[Y{] < co. Let v(t) = BEe™ and denote by Gy the c.d.f. of &€ = M~Y2Y",Y;/a. There
exists an absolute constant C' such that for any t € R,

1 E[Yy]

Gu(t) —@(t) - N

B[yy]

(1 - )| < oL

+C< sup lvo(u)| + ! )MMG.

lu[>02/(12E|Y1[3) 2M

To compute Pgo(ﬁjofj < B](-f)), we first condition on INV;j. The bounds below are only useful if

n

N; > 0 and we will later see that this is enough. Using Theorem [B] there exists a constant
C’ such that

m;3

6«/Nj8§

with [v;(£)] = |Eg, exp(it[y; (X)) — Bj))| = |Eg, exp(itey; (X)) and 6; = 52/(12, /W)

1 - )| < <

1\
Nj—i—C’( sup |v;j(t)| —) NY

0¢. \ b (y) —
| Poo (0765 < y|N;) = @(y) 11>3, Tan;)

Lemma 5. Forn sufficiently large, there exists a constant L < 1 such that max; SUP|y| >, lvj(t)] <
L <1

Proof. To simplify the proof, write r; = a’yjAf /fo(z;j—1) and observe that with (B4,
kj < sj. Let W be a random variable with Lebesgue density fyr and V = g(W) for a
continuously differentiable function g. Let v be such that for all w € g~!(v) the derivative
¢'(w) is non-zero. For such a v, the density fy of V is given by
fw (w)
fv (’U) = .
2 |9/ (w)]

weg—1(v)

Since K is by assumption continuously differentiable and K’(u) = 0 for only finitely many
different values of u € [0, 1], the density of ij(XP )) with X{j ) generated from Py, is con-

tained in the support [x; inf K, k; sup K] and almost everywhere bounded from below by

. Joo(2)
lnf TR —
ez 1,5 K| K' || oo fo ()
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By (6.4), we have that for sufficiently large n this is lower bound by 1/(2k;|K’||s). Sub-
tracting and adding 1/(2k;||K'||o) to the density, we obtain for the characteristic function,

K —i fK kj sup K
)] < 1 - LRICD | [ et
2[[ K"l 2'fyHK lloo 1/

inf K
1 sup K — inf K ‘sm(m](supK 1an)/2)‘
2| K[| oo b | K oo

Observe that §; = 1/(12s;, /mjﬁ/s?) 2 1/s; 2 1/k; and therefore there exits a positive
constant that does not depend on j such that supjy>s; [v;j(t)] < supy.;>eso|vj(t)|. Since
the sinc-function sin(z)/x is smaller than one whenever x is bounded away from zero, this

implies max; supy, > e |vj(t)| < L < 1. O
As a consequence of the previous lemma, we obtain

| Pay (03¢5 < y|Nj) — @(y) - 1 -y <

Zl=

m;3
6\ / NjS;’
For any real numbers y, 2z, there exist 7,7, € R such that by Taylor expansion ®(y) =
O(2) + (y — 2)9(2) + 5(y — 2)°¢'(n) as well as ¢(y) = ¢(2) + (y — 2)¢' (') and y?¢(y) =
22¢(2) + (y — 2)[20"6(n") + (11")?¢ (n")]. Together with max;m;3/s% <1 this yields
+(y —2)%. (B.8)

[ Pay (096 < y|Ny) = @(2) = (y = 2)6(2) — — 22— (1 = 22)p(2)| S

1
6/Nj s N;

In the next step, we show that

1B +a+6dF nitjg | O F 0] N, il < Njo” ‘NJ’_"EP(HV"F})Jr o
2002 ,/nFjs] 2nF nF (nFj)2 1/Nj ,/nFj.

(B.9)
For that, decompose B © o oL 90 into

3 2 0 /
) CrQ VN a VN 0 o 049]- nkj
. 1 +¢9)(1 - + 1- .

(nFj)32s;  \/nFjs; <\/ nF; ) e ])< \/”Fj8j> VnFjs; ( VN )

(B.10)

(=1

Using (B.4), the first term is of order \/N;a?/(nFj). Applying the identity /z — 1 =
$(z—1) = 3(z — 1)*/(Vz + 1)? to z = N;/(nFy),

VA _1:Nj—nFj+O((Nj—”Fj)2> (B.11)
vazy 2nF; (nE3)* /7 ’
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which controls the second term in (BI0). For the last term, using 1 — 2~ 1/2 = \/z — 1 —

(vz — 1)2/y/z together with (B.I1]) gives

_\/nFj N —nFj (N; — nFj)? V/1F;
! VN, 2nF; +O( (nFy)? (1+\/ﬁj>)‘

Finally, the third term of (B.I0) can be controlled with (B.5l) and this proves (B.9).

Using ([6.4), P(N; = 0) = exp(—nF}) decreases faster to zero than any power of 1/(nF}).
Considering each term in (B.9) individually using Lemma B(ii), that EN; 1/2 < [EN;]Y?
and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

2 (ﬁ)
0

and Ego[(B](f,)L +a+609)?1(N; > 0)] < 1/(nFj). Applying this to (B:8) with y = B](m
z=—-aF 9?, using (6.4), (B4) and the expression for the standardized cumulant m; 3/ s?
in (B.G)) gives
Eg, [P(8%€; < BY')|N;)] = Eg, [P(8%; < BY')|N;)1(N; > 0)] + O(e™ "))
— d(—aF )+ “J L29(—a F 6)) + O(?/\/nFy).

Egy[BOL(N; > 0)] = —a F 69+

and

This finally yields
P (0)) = @(—a ¥ 69) £ L o(—a F 6) + O(e?//nF)),

which completes the proof of the second assertion of the proposition. O

Remaining proofs

Proof of Proposition [6. We first prove that @\i is a Bayes estimator in the Poisson model.
Denote by pg the density of Pj' with respect to some dominating measure p. In step (i), we

prove that any estimator

0 € arg max Z o4 (60) (B.12)
0€0  pr.p0.0)<A

is a Bayes estimator. In step (ii), we show that §£ is always contained in the argmax.

(i): Observe that

inf >~ Py (p(6,00) > A)my () = 1 —sup/ > 1(p(8,60) < A)pg,m(60)d.
7 geo 00€®

39



Now 29069 1(p (9 0y) < A)pg,m+(0p) < supy 29069 (p(0,600) < A)pg,m+(0p), which does
not depend on ) anymore. The upper bound is attained by any estimator ] satisfying

B.12).

(ii): Let 0 be an arbitrary estimator. If L = Py (éij # 5]) is positive, we can find a
sequence of estimators 90 ) 91, .. 9L 1, HL = 0 such that for any r =1,..., L, @n and
6,y differ in exactly one entry. Write U, = {8 : p(6,,0) < A}. It is enough to prove that

the sequence

> m(0)ps, 7=0,...,L (B.13)
GGU’I‘

is monotone increasing in r. Let § = (64, ...,60,,) and observe that by (G.I3]) the densities
pe and the priors m4 factorize with respect to the components 6, that is pg = H;”Zl po; and
m+(0) = [}, 7+(0;). Going from 6, to 6,41 we increase one of the factors, say the first

one. It thus remains to show that

> mi(01)po, = (02)pe, - T (Om)po,, <Y TL(01)po,m(02)pg, - - T (Om)Po,,

0cU, 0cU, 41
=Y me(—01)p_o, 7+ (02)pg, - - - - T (Om)Po,, -
0eU,
If (61,09,...,0,,) and (—601,6-,...,0,,) are both elements of U, the respective terms cancel

in both sums. We are thus left with the case that (01,602, ...,0,,) € U, and (—61,62,...,0,,) &

Uy. In this case, we must have » 0", pj@f—Hj] < 2A and pl\gf—%@l]—i—zgn:z pj]@\;—ej\ > 24,

implying 6; = 5{ Since by construction ﬂi(gf)pé; < Wi(§{+1)p§r+1 = Wi(—gf)p_é;, we fi-
1 1 1

nally see that (B.13]) is monotone increasing in r and this completes the proof of (ii).

The same arguments hold for the Gaussian experiment, proving that 55_3 are Bayes estima-

tors as well. O

Proof of Lemmal3 By Remark[] it is enough to prove the result for p; = ¢;+¢;(1—gq;)wp;.

Define the set V := {I C {1,...,m}:>°7", B; > A} and notice that
m m p

P(Zﬂjzj(pj) >A) = Z Hpj H(l—pj) EP(Z,B]'Z]'(QJ‘) mf ] H —
Jj=1 Vevjev  jeve j=1

Moreover, for any V € V,

R(V) :zlogH% I1 1_

jev 1 jeve

Zlog 1 + (1 —gj wﬁj Z log 1 — q]wﬁj)

4 JjeVv jeve
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For 0 <z <1/2,log(l +x) > 2 —x?/2 and log(1 — x) > —z — 222 Since w < 1/2,

S S Y O MR o

Jjev

C Results for globalization

We now derive estimators for the globalization step of the proofs. Denote by O(f) the local
parameter space about a point f. We must show that if fy is the true parameter, there
exists an estimator fn such that fy € @(fn) with high probability. To avoid measurability
issues, we restrict fn to take values in a finite subset ®' C ©, whose cardinality may depend

on n.

The construction of such estimators is similar in all the cases. In a first step, we split the
sample and use the first part for a preliminary kernel density estimator of fy. The second
part of the sample is then used for another estimator fgn of fo, whose bandwidth depends
locally on the first estimator. This estimator is then shown to satlsfy fo € O fgn) with
high probability. Finally, we construct from fgn an estimator fn with values in a finite
subset of ©. By the Arzela -Ascoli theorem, the Holder ball C#(R) is compact with respect
to the uniform topology. For any decreasing positive sequence (d,,), the parameter space
© C HP(R) C CP(R) can therefore be covered with respect to the uniform norm by finitely
many 0,-balls with centers in ©. The set of centers © form a finite subset of ©. Define the
estimator f, as any element of ©’ (i.e. center of a ball) that lies in O(fa,). We next show
that if fy € @(fgn), then the center of the ball covering fy also lies in @(fgn), provided that
0y, is chosen small enough. This shows that with high probability fn € ©' C 6. We finally
show that this also implies the assertion that fy € @(fn) with high probability.

We begin with a preliminary result on kernel density estimators. For the definition and

construction of an ¢-th order kernel see for instance [37], Definition 1.3 and Section 1.2.2.

Theorem 9. Work in the density estimation experiment EP(©). Consider a kernel density
estimator fupn, = (nhg)~ LS VK ((Xi — +)/ha) for a positive bandwidth function hy > 0
and some |3 |-th order kernel K with support on [—1,1]. Let a = a(f) be the constant from
Lemma@. If f € HP(R), then with probability at least 1 — 2n'~7,

~ logn logn
Fune @) = @] < R(IK ]l + 5 )2 + 291K oo+ KBS + 1K 875 ) o
logn 1
< B(I1K o + 5 )1 + 211K o + SIKIR) 2" + 2 f(2)
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for all z € {1/n,2/n,... 1}.

Proof. Using Proposition 1.2 in [37], we can bound the bias by |E[fnhx(x)] — fl2)] <
}fﬁ—hﬁ [P K (u)|du < 2RHKHoohg. Recall Bernstein’s inequality: if Z;,..., 7, is a sequence
of i.i.d. centered, real-valued random variables such that |Z;| < 1 a.s., then for any t > 0,

142

P(!ZZZ‘ >t) < 2exp<— m)
=1

Defining G, f(2) := SUp.cjy—n, zth,) f(2), this shows that

n " Xi — X XZ' — X —
P; < ZK( - ) - E[K( W ﬂ ‘ > 29||K ||oo log 1 + 2|| K ||2\/vGh f (z)nhy logn) <2n77.
i=1 v v
Together with a union bound and the bound for the bias, this proves that with probability
at least 1 — 2n'™7,

logn

[Faa () = F@)] < 2RI Jaoh + 21| K oo + 2] K]

VG f(z)logn
nhy

for all x € {1/n,2/n,...,1}. Let a = a(B) be the constant from Lemma [6l This implies
that Gp,f(z) < 2f(x) whenever a PRRY < Gpf(x). If this does not hold, we simply use
Gunf(z) < aPRRS so that Gyf(z) < 2f(x) + a PRhf for all z. Using that for positive
numbers va + b < /a + Vb and 2y/uv < u + 2v, this finally gives that with probability at

least 1 — 2n'™7,

logn logn

nhg

~ 1
[Faa (@) = @) < R(IK oo + =5 )1 + 291K oo + IKIB) 2 + K |2y /87f (2)

nhy

for all z € {1/n,2/n,...,1}. This proves the first inequality. For the second inequality, use

2v/uv < u 4+ 2v again. ]
Proof of Theorem [@. In the Poisson intensity estimation experiment, we observe X1, ..., Xy

with N ~ Poi(n). By Lemma B(iii), P(N > n/2) > 1 — 2e~™/16, Thus, on an event with
probability 1—o0(1/n), we can recover the density estimation model with sample size |n/2].

It is therefore enough to prove the result for density estimation.

Throughout the following let K be an |3]-th order kernel with support on [—1,1] and let
ne := |n/2] < n and L,, := (logni)/n.. In the density estimation experiment, we can
split the sample in two independent samples of size n, and use the first part of the sample
to define the estimator fin, = (nyhin) ! S  K((Xy — +)/hip) with hyy, = L/ The
second part of the sample is then used for the estimator fgm = (nyhy) ™! 2222;* 1 K((X; —
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)/hy) with by, = LM(BH) V (L. fin. (2))Y/ 2+ By the compactness argument given at
the beginning of Section [C] © can be covered by finitely many L*°-balls of radius Lg/ (6+1)
having centers in O. Let us define an estimator fn as any of the centers of the covering balls

in the set
{f€0:|fon(3) — F(B)] < (C+ VLY 4 O(Ln, fon, () D, i =1, ).
If none of the centers are in this set then set fn := f* for some fixed parameter f* € ©.

Applying Theorem [0 with v = 2, there is a constant C; such that |f1n (i/n) — fo(i/n)| <
C’lLfZ(BH) + fo(i/n)/2 for all i = 1,...,n with probability at least 1 —2n;'. In particular,
if fo(i/n) > 4C1L£1(6+1), then 1 fo(i/n) < Fin. (i/n) < Tfo(i/n). Applying Theorem [ with
v = 2 to fon, conditionally on Xi,...X,., and treating the cases fo(i/n) = 4ClL£{(B+1)

separately, gives for some constant Cg,
|J/c\2n*(%) - fo(%ﬂ < C;;Lﬁ{(ﬁ“) + Cg(fo(%)Ln*)B/(2ﬁ+l) foralli=1,...,n,

with probability at least 1 —4n;! > 1 —8/(n — 1). From now on, let us work on the event
where the previous inequalities hold. The switching relation in Lemma [I0] shows that we

can exchange fy by fgm on the right-hand side and therefore, for a constant CYy,
|J?2n(%) - fo(%)‘ < C4L,€{(B+1) + 04(}‘2”*(%’)1—/”*)6/(264—1) foralli=1,...,n.

By construction, we can then conclude that if the constant C' in the definition of fn is
taken to be larger than Cy, ﬁl must be a center of a ball from the covering and ’fgn* (z/ n) —
Fuli/n)| < (Cy + 1)L7€{(6+1) + Cu(fam. (i/n) Ly, )P/ @B+Y for all i = 1,...,n. With Lemma
[0, we can replace fo,, (i/n) by fn(z /n) and this shows that for some constants C5, Cs and
any i1 =1,...,n,

) — ey /(26-+1)
(2) — Ful2)] < CHLO 1 i (mase (fo(2), o)) )

)ﬁ/(2ﬁ+1)

)

< CLE/ O+ 4 o fu(£) L.

where the last step follows from Lemma [0 applied to a,, = max(fo(i/n), fu(i/n)) and b, =
min(fo(i/n), fn(i/n)). Finally, let z € [0,1] be arbitrary and define i, := arg min; |z — L.
Since fo, fn € #P(R) and n=("P) < Lgi(ﬁﬂ), the triangle inequality gives

|fo(@) = Fa()| < 2R~ 0" 4 |fo (L) — F (L)

< 9Rn (M) 4 CGL£1(6+1) i CG<(fn(:c) 4 Rn—(lAm)Lm
B/(26+1)

)B/(25+1)

< (2R + Co(1 + RA/CBHIY) LB/ 4 <fn(x)Ln*>

Since x was arbitrary, this shows that fy € @f (ﬁl) provided that the constant C in the
definition of @f (fn) is taken large enough. O
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Proof of Theorem[7. The arguments in the proof always hold for sufficiently large n al-
though this is not always explicitly mentioned. Let f* € © be an arbitrary fixed parameter.
In (I) we prove the result for the Poisson intensity estimation experiment and in (I7) the

result is extended to the Gaussian white noise experiment £5(0).

(I): We first construct two preliminary estimators fln and fgn Given N ~ Poi(n), let
N; ~ Bin(N,1/2). Then (X1,...,Xy;) and (Xn;41,. .., X ) are two independent samples
from the same Poisson intensity estimation experiment with n replaced by n/2. If Ny > n/4,
construct the estimator satisfying the conclusions of Theorem [6] based on the subsample
(X1,...,X|n/4)) and denote this estimator by Fin. I Ny < n/4, set fin = f*. Let L, =
n~!log n. By the conclusion of Theorem [Bland LemmalI0, it follows for that some sufficiently

large constant C| the event

Q1= {|fin(@) = fo(@)| < CLY/ O + C(fo(w) La)?/ D) for all z € [0,1]}

has F?O—probability 1 — O(n™1). Since by assumption infs g inf, fo(z) > LB/ g
follows that % fo < fln < 2fp on €. Based on fln, we estimate the sequence (LI)). Let
Zo:=0and Z;41 := 2; + (ﬁn(gi)/n)l/(2ﬁ+1). Denote by m the index of the largest z; smaller
than 1 and define (Z;)i=0,...m as &; := z; for i < m and T, := 1. In analogy with (£.2]), write
Ai =7 — Ty = (fin(Fi1)/n)Y @D 4 (1 — 2;)1(i = m). Using the same arguments as
for (£3)) and (44]), we obtain that on Q and for sufficiently large n,

(fo(@j—1)/n) PP < Aj < 3(fo(@j-1)/n)"/ P (C.1)
and
SFo@51) < folw) < 2fo(F;), or all & € 71, (C.2)

forall j=1,...,m.

Let N/ :=#{j € {Ni+1,...,N}: X; € [Zi—1,7;)} be the number of counts in the interval
[¥i—1,7;) based on the second part of the sample. Thus, conditionally on Xi,..., XNy, N/
follows a Poisson distribution with intensity E[N/|Xy,...,Xn] =& ;@11 fo(u)du. Define
the estimator

m

fon = Z 2]/\\[; 1(- € [Ti1, %)) (C.3)

io1 A

and denote by fgn the projection of fgn on [%ﬁn(x), 2ﬁn(:p)], that is

Fon(@) = (Fon(@) A 210(@) v 22

(C.4)
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On €, %fln < fo < 2ﬁn and thus %fo < fgn < 4fy as well as ]fgn(a:) — fo(z)] < \fgn(x) —
fo(x)| for all z € [0,1].

We next show that on an event 2; with probability P(€;) = 1 — O(n™!), the estimator
fgn(:n) satisfies

L 2
n/ (fo(x)A fon(z))* dr < 02n26+1 / Fon( gzsﬁda; (C.5)

0 fon(z)3
for some constant Cy which depends only on R and 3. Let \; fo( Ydu, w; =

1/(nA; fo(Zi—1)) and 5; := (N/ — A\i)/v/Ai. On Q, using fy € 7—[6( ), (KH]) and (c2),
o [ ) Bl
0

- x
fon(x)3
<9 /1 (fo(z) = Elfan(@)| X1, ., X)) + (Bl fan(@)| X1, X)) — f2n($))4d$
0 f0($)
. m 4A1+4B 16
<2%n C.6
Z f Zn?’Agfo 117@ 1)3 ( )
< 31912 Ry a5t Z&fo(@—l)_gg%i’ +2' Zwmf‘
i=1 i=1
345215R4n2ﬁ+1 / fo(z —35i dx + 216 Z wml
=1
Due to
m 1-28 m ﬁl 28+3
sz’ < n26+1 Z 3 = SHZBH / fo(x) 25 1dx, (C.7)

min; \; > min; %nﬁifo(/x\i_l) > %nzﬁ/(%ﬂ) inf ¢, co inf, fo(z)2B8+2)/@B+1) 5 56 and Lemma

Bl(i), we find for some sufficiently large constant C1,

o [ LIl gy < 05 [ o) B 203 il - ELt). (C8)
0 fzn( )? i=1

For the second term, we apply the exponential inequality in Lemma [0l For that we firstly
verify that ||w|eolog’n < 3, w;. Set fi := inf, fo(z) and z, € argmin, fo(z). For K €
{2,4}, denote by Ik the largest interval such that =, € Ix and Ix C {z : f. < fo(x) <
K f.}. Let us derive a lower bound for the cardinality of {i : Z;—1 € I4}. If [z;_1,7;) NIy # &,
then by (C2), f(Z;—1) < 4f, for sufficiently large n and so Z;—1 € I;. The cardinality of
{i : Z;—1 € I4} can therefore be lower bounded by the cardinality of {i : [Z;—1,Z;) N [2 # &}.
If ;1 € I then by (C.I), A; < 3(4f,/n)/ (2841 Moreover by Lemma [ the Lebesgue
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measure of the set I is at least a(f./R)"? with a the constant in Lemma[B This means
that the cardinality of {i : ;1 € I} is at least

alf/R)*
3(4f,/n)PF  3RFAT

s

B+1
f6(2l3+1)
*

= TP > log® n,

where for the last step we used that 8 +— (54 1)/(8(26 + 1)) is monotone decreasing for
B > 0 and that infce inf, f(x) > n~P/(B+1) 1og® n by assumption. Recall the definition
of w; and observe that if i € Iy, the ratio w;/||w|/ is bounded from below by a constant.
Consequently, ||w]|so log®n < didi el Wi < Zfil w; and the right-hand side can be further

bounded using (C.1). By (CI)), (C.2) and Lemma [7|ii),

1-48 1 48+5 1-28 28+3
log nflwllz < 10gn<n2ﬁ+1/ fo(z) Wldw < n2e+ fo T2 .
0

Since infy ce inf, fo(z) > n=B/B+D) we have m = Zf;l ﬁl/ﬁl < plt/(B+1) Zfil A, =
n'/(B+1) for all sufficiently large n. Thus, using Lemma[Bl(i) and min; \; — oo, we can apply

the exponential inequality in Lemma [Q with p = 4 and ¢ = 2logn to obtain

23+3
§:wz E[5l]) g n#i fo T dy

with probability > 1 — me?/n? > 1 — e%/n. Together with (C.8)), this shows that there is a
constant Cy depending only on 8 and R, such that

/ (f(]( ) f2n( )) dr < CQ’I’LZBJA/\ f2 gﬁjﬁd$ (CQ)
0 Fon(@)?
on an event Q; with probability P(Q1) > 1 —e?/n — P(Q¢) = 1 — O(n™!). This proves

(C3).

As in the proof of Theorem [, we cover © C H?(R) with finitely many balls of sup-norm

radius n~2 and centers in ©. The estimator fn is then defined as any of the centers of the
covering balls in the set

(1e0:lr< fo<ss, man [ U fnlo!

0 fon(z)?

28+3
dr < 8(Cy+2) 2t / f2n 26+1dx}.
(C.10)

If none of the centers are in this set then set fn = f*

By construction, the estimator fn can take only finitely many values in the parameter
space ©. We now show that on the event €, f, lies in the set (CI0). By construction

of the covering, it is enough to prove that on Qi, any f € © with ||f — follee < n 2
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is in the set (CI0). Let us work on 4. Since inf g inf, fo(z) > 4n=/FF) > 4p~1
and 4f0 ﬁn < 4fy, it follows that fgn > 1/n and %f < fgn < Sf Observe that
(f(2) = Fan(@))* < 8(F() = fo(@))* +8(fo(@) = fan(x))* < 8078 +8(fo(w) — fan(x))*. Using
(C9) and that || fan ||z < 4R,

|y _ 7 4 26+3
n/o (f(x)ﬁn(f;’»(x)) dx < 8n~ +802n26+1/ Fon! 2g+1daz

< 8(Cy + o(1) nwﬂ/ f2 2ﬂ+1dx (C.11)

fi)r suﬂi(iiently large n. Thus on Qq, ﬁi is in the set m We also Aknow that %ﬁl <
fon, < 8f,, which together with %fg < fon < 4fy gives 2_5fn < fo < 25f,. By the triangle
inequality [fo(z) — fn(z)| < !fo(x)—fzn( ) + | fon (@) ( )| and using (C.I0) and (CII),
) ~
0 fn(z)3

for some sufficiently large constant C, which proves that fy € ©7 (ﬁl)

(11): By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma[l3] we know that observing (Y;);e[o,1]
with dY; = ZWdt +n~12dW,, t € [0,1], is equivalent to observing two independent
processes (Yjt)icio1], ¢ = 1,2, with dYj; = \/mdt + n_1/2dWi7t, t € [0,1], and W;,
independent Brownian motions. Instead of observing one process with noise level n=1/2,
we can thus rewrite the experiment such that we observe two independent processes with n
replaced by n/2. By Theorem 1 in [29], there exists an estimator fgn based on (Y1,¢)e[0,1]

and a constant C3 depending only on 8 and R, such that inf s co Q?O(ﬁ) =1—o(n~t) with

0 i= {|Fane) — fole)] < oL + Clfola) L) P77, for all z € 0.1]}.

Throughout the remaining proof, we work on the event Q. Replace fln by fgn in the
construction of the sequence (Z;);=o,. 7 in part (I), labelling the new sequence (Z;);=o,.._7-
Define also ﬁl = Z; — T;—1. These sequences satisfy in particular the relations (C.II) and
([C2) on Q, with 7; and A; replacing 7; and A, Similarly to (C3) and (C4]), we define the
estimators

m

fin = Z <m)21( € [Ti1, 7))

i=1 A,
and ﬁln(x) = (ﬁln(x)/\2ﬁ’>n(x))\/%ﬁ’m(x) Thus on 57 %fO < J?4n < 4foand ‘ﬁn(x)_fO(x)’ <
| fan(z) — fo(z)| for all z € [0,1]. The next step is then to show that (C25) holds with
probability 1 — O(1/n) and fgn replaced by f4n. To show this notice that for x € [z;_1, %],

Pl (5 [ Vi) + s | " VR g+ €

i J X
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where & ~ N(0,1) are i.i.d. for i = 1,...,m and 2 Mmeans equal in distribution. Using
[C.2 and the formula for the difference of two squares, the first term can be approximated
by

|fol@) — fo(w)] ,
‘fo(iﬂ)— <Ai /m 1\/ du) ‘< —/ —fo(w) ( fo(x) Az/m V i du)
< 3RA?.
With the expression for ﬁln(x)|(YLt)t, the previous inequality and w; := 1/ (nﬁl fo(Tiz1)),

; /1 (fo(x) = fan(@))" |

0 fan(2)? B -

< 99 /l (fo(z) = E[fan(@)|(Y10))* + (Blf1n (@) (Y12)e] = fan(@))?
0

fo(z)?
m £4B+1
21534R4Zf 215Zw —1—2212%52 2152 (€ — 1)t
0

The same argument as for (C7) gives Y7, & < n(1=28)/@B+D) [ fo ()= (28+3)/(26+1) g
Moreover, since inff ce inf, fo(z) > n=B/(B+1) also max; &; — 0. Similar arguments as in

(C.6]) show

o [ ot T,
0 f4n(x)3

< néﬁffi / f4 Zgi?d$ + Z(j}l(fil — Z 52 - 1 [(522 - 1)4])'
i=1 i=1

X

dx

To control the second and third term, we apply Lemma [0 with ¢; = & and ¢; = §2 -1
respectively. Notice that the moment condition in Lemma [is satisfied since E[(¢2 —1)"] <

B[] + 27 = 27(2r)!/r! + 27 < 479" + 27 < 6777, Following exactly the same arguments
as for (I), we see that we can apply Lemma [0 and obtain in analogy with (C.9) that

1 — 7 s

n/ (fo@) = fan(z )* dx < Can2oil / Fanl(@) " 254 doo (C.12)
0 f4n (£)3

holds with probability 1 — O(1/n) for a constant Cs that only depends on 5 and R. The

final step is now to show that there is also an estimator ﬁl which takes only finitely many

values in © and also satisfies (C.12)) and %fn < fin < 8f,. The construction and analysis

of this estimator is exactly the same as in the Poisson experiment considered in part (I)

and is therefore omitted. This completes the proof. O
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D Technical results

Lemma 6 (Lemma 1 in [30]). Suppose that f € HP with B > 0 and let a = a(B) > 0 be
any constant satisfying (e* — 1) +a”/(|8]!) < 1/2. Then for

/()] )”ﬁ
h
bl < a <||f||m ’

1
[f(z+h) = f(2)] < 51f(@)],
implying in particular, |f(x)|/2 < |f(z+ h)| < 3|f(x)]/2.

we have

Lemma 7. (i) If (fu)n C HP(R) is a sequence of functions such that inf, f,(z) >
n= B/ and [x;,,, x4, is as defined in [B3), then

Tion 38+4 Zjon _ 2843 3/2
/ frn(x) 254 de < T (/ fn(z) 2541 da;) .
xT xT

Jin

Jin

i) If (fo)n C HP(R) is a sequence of functions such that inf, f,(z) > n=8/B+D) 1og3 n
(ii) q g
and B <1, then there is a constant C that is independent of (fn)n such that

1
/ fn(a;)_—ggﬁdazg(?nwﬂ / fulz ) .
0 log?n

Proof. (i): Set my, := inf, f,(x) and F = [z},,,%},,]. Let Lj be the Lebesgue measure of
the set {z : 4*m,, < f.(x) < 45T1m,} N E and denote by k* the largest k such that Ly is

positive. Then

k*
B8 B8
/ Fal@) B dr < 37 Ly(4bm,) "5, (D.1)
E k=0

If k = k*, then 4" *1m,, > 1, since by construction of E, sup,cp fa(z) > 1. Considering
L < (48 m,,)V/ @80 (8" =D/28+1) with B* = B A1, gives

. 38+4 B*—1 3B8+3 * 38+9/2
Lk*(4k m ) 2641 < 2B+ 426+1 _|_n4/3+2L /2(4’9 ) 26+1
B*—1 3B8+3 5 2843 3/2
< 2642641 + 4 n4[3+2 f 28+1 dm)
1 26+3 3/2
< nim ( Fulz) 26+1d:1:> . (D.2)
E

5
For the last step we used that [, fn(m)_%dm > 1 A n@A-D/@B+D which follows from
the definition of F in (6.9]) and the fact that f,, is a density. If & < k*, then by continuity
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there is an z € F such that f,,(z) = 2 - 4*m,, and by Lemma 8, Ly > a(4*m,/R)"/?. Since
> lail*? < (3 laal)>?,

E*—1 1ogr—1
_ 38+4 R28 1 3B+4
> Lalthm) B < DS £t
a
va k=0
= k*—1
B+1
< Rzﬁm Bl4p+2) Z L3/2 355%2
Va
E*—1

1 _ 2843\ 3/2
& n Bz ( Z Li(4*m,,) 2,6+1)
k=0

3/2
§45nﬁ</ fn(x)_ggﬁdzn) / . (D.3)
E

Together with (D.I) and (D.2) this yields the assertion.

_4B+5
(i1): Applying the same argument as for (D.I) with F = [0,1] gives fol fu(z) 251 de <
* _4B+5 «
I/i:o Li(4%m,,) " 251, If k = k*, it is enough to treat the two cases L} < (4% m,,)!/(25+1)
and to argue as for (D.2)) in order to find that

. 1845 1 _ 2843 2ﬁ+1 _ 2643
Lk*(4k my) 26+ <1+ </ fn(x) 25+1da: n / fn(z) 2641 da;) .
0 log n

. 45+5 T 2643
Arguing as for (D.3)) yields Zl,z:f)l Ly(4*m,) " 2501 < m,, "7FY (fo1 fn(z)" 28+ dx)?. Since

my > n /B0 1og3n and (8 +1)/(B(28 + 1)) is monotone decreasing for 8 > 0, we find
_ B+l
my, PP < pl/(2B41) /10g2 n and this completes the proof for (i). O

Lemma 8. Let N ~ Poi()\). Then

(i) For any integer r > 0, E[[N — A|"] < 7"(1V \)"/2 for all X > 0,
(ii) Forr >0, EIN7"1(N >0)] = A"+ 0\ ") as A = o0,
(ill) For any 0 < x < ),

P(IN — Al > z) < 2~ 21" 22,

Proof. Part (i) is proved by induction. The statement is clearly true for < 2. Now suppose
it is true for r < 2s. We want to show that it also holds for r < 2(s 4 1). Consider first
r = 23 + 2. The r-th centralized moment satisfies the recurrence relation E[(N — \)"] =
Ad ( YE[(N — M*] (cf. the proof of Lemma 3.1 in [2§]). Thus, E[(N — \)»+2] <
(1v )\)s+1 S0 (5N (2s)F < (1 v A)*T(2s + 1)%F2. This shows that the statement also
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holds for 7 = 2s+2. For 7 = 2s+1, we apply Jensen’s inequality and obtain E[|N —\|?*1] <
[E(N — X)25+2](2s+1)/(2s+2) < (1v \)5+1/2(25+1)%F1, completing the proof of the induction

step. Statement (i7) is a consequence of Corollary 4 in |39]. Let us now prove (iii). Using

Aet—1—t)

exponential moments gives for any t > 0, P(N > A+ z) <e ~t_ Optimizing over

t > 0 gives t = log((A+x)/A) and using that —log(142) < —z+12% for z > 0, yields P(N >
22 43
A+ ) < e @FNe(R+H) < o7t Writing P(N < A — ) = P(—(N — \) > ) and
2

following the same steps as above gives P(N —\ < —z) < et (@t Nlog(145) < "z, O

Lemma 9. Let m > 3 and suppose that ¢;, it = 1,...,m, are independent random variables
satisfying El|e;|"] < A™r" for alli = 1,...,m and all integers r > 2. For positive weights
Wi, ...,Wmn, integer p > 1 and any t > 0,

P(Zwi (& — E[e)) > 2(2Ap)P max(||w]2, Hw”ootp)t) < me?, (D.4)
=1

Proof. Let g be an even, positive integer and &1, ..., &, be independent, centered random
variables with bounded ¢-th moment. Applying Lemma [§|(i) to bound the explicit constant

in Rosenthal’s inequality that is derived in Ibragimov and Sharkhmetov [13], we have

B3 60" < arm (Y EL6]. (3 EIE)”). 05)

We now apply this to show (D.4]). There is nothing to prove in the case ¢ < 2. Thus it is
enough to consider ¢t > 2. Let ¢ be now the largest even integer smaller than ¢ and observe

that in particular, ¢ > 2 as well. The moment bound (D) gives

B3l — E1e))'] < s (S (2 CApae, (32"

< ¢727(2Ap)"mmax (|lw]ooq”, lw]l2)".

Taking both sides in the inequality to the power ¢ and applying Markov’s inequality yields
m
P<Zwi(ef — E[él]) > 2e(2Ap)? max(||w|2, Hw||ootp)t) < me < me* L.
i=1

O

Lemma 10. Suppose that there are positive sequences (an)n, (bn)n and (1) such that for

some 3 > 0 and a positive constant C,
lan, — by| < Cr/CTY 4 C(ayr, )P AHD.
Then there exists a finite constant C that only depends on C' and (3, such that

@y, — by| < CrB/BH) L C (b, 28+D)
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that C' > 1. If a,, > (40)(26“)/ (ﬁ“)rg/ ® +1),
then |a, — b,| < cr/ P C(anry)?/ ) < 4, /4 4+ an/4 < a,/2 and therefore
ap < 2b,. In this case we thus obtain |a, — b,| < C’rg/(ﬁﬂ) + C’(2bnrn)5/(25+l). Other-
wise, if an < (40)@BHV/B+1 B/ hen Ja, — by < C(1 + (40)8/B+0), 2B o

E Brief overview of the Le Cam deficiency

We briefly recall some basic facts about the Le Cam deficiency. General treatments can be
found in [35, 136, 18, 23].

Following [25], Definition 9.1, we call a statistical experiment £(0) = (2,4, (P : € 9))
dominated if there exists a probability measure p such that any Py is dominated by u.
Moreover, £(0) is said to be Polish if © is a Polish space and A is the associated Borel
o-algebra. If £(0) = (2, A, (P : 0 € ©)) and F(O) = (U, A, (Qy : 6 € ©)) are two Polish

and dominated experiments, the Le Cam deficiency can be defined as
5(£(0),F(0) = g sup MY~ Qi

where the infimum is taken over all Markov kernels from (£2,.4) to (', A’), see (68) and
Proposition 9.2 of [25]. For any three statistical experiments with the same parameter
space, the Le Cam deficiency satisfies the triangle inequality (cf. the proof of Lemma 59.2
in [35]). The Le Cam distance

A(£(0), F(©)) := 5(£(0), F()) v 5(F(0),£(0))

thus defines a pseudo-distance on the space of all experiments with parameter space ©.

To derive bounds for the Le Cam deficiency, a common strategy is to construct intermediate
experiments that embed both statistical models into a common probability space. Once
the experiments are defined on the same measurable space, taking M to be the identity
yields (cf.[37], Lemmas 2.3 and 2.4)

A(8(0), 7(8)) = sup [|B = Qff|py < sup H(F}', Q) < sup /KL (Ff, @), (E1)

0cO

where H and KL denote the Hellinger distance and the Kullback-Leibler divergence re-
spectively. Bounding the Le Cam distance therefore often reduces to bounding information
measures. In the next lemma we collect a number of facts that we use repeatedly in this

article.

92



Lemma 11. (i) Denote by Py the distribution of the Poisson process with intensity mea-
sure A. If v is a measure that dominates A1 and Ay and N\j = dA;/dv, then

H%*(Py,,Py,) _/ (VA (2) — Va(2))?dv(x

(ii) For a function b and o > 0, denote by Qp the distribution of the path (Yi)iep,1) with
dY; = b(t)dt + odWy, where W is a Brownian motion. If ® denotes the c.d.f. of the

standard normal distribution, then
1@b1,0 = Qb o llTv =1 = 20 (—55 (b1 — bal2),

H2(Qb1,07 ng,a) =2- 2€Xp(—&%”b1 - b2||%)7
KL(Qb1,07QbQ,0’) = #”bl - b2H%

Proof. For a proof of (i), see [18], p. 67 and [24]. Part (i7) follows from Girsanov’s formula
Qb0 /dQoo = exp(o™" [b(t)dW; — $o=2|[b]3) together with ||P — Q[lrv = 1 — P(Z >
1) = Q(§5 > 1) and H*(P,Q) = 2 — 2 [(dPdQ)"/?. O

For upper bounds on the Le Cam distance, we use the localization technique described
in Section 3 of 2], which we briefly recall here. A sequence of experiments &,(0) =
(Qn, Ap, (P : 0 € ©)) is said to allow sample splitting if P}’ = P(,Ln/2J ® P(Jnm, that is if
the sample can be split into two independent samples of size |n/2] and [n/2]. Moreover
given &,(©), define the sub-experiment &,(0") := (2, Ay, (P} : § € ©’)) for any ©' C ©.

Lemma 12. Suppose that for any n > 2, £,(0) = (0, A, (Py' : 6 € ©)) and F,(©) =
(0, A, (Qp = 0 € ©)) are Polish experiments which are dominated and allow sample
splitting. Let é\lm and é\gm be two estimators based on a sample from PeLn/ 2 and Q(g"/ 2]

respectively and assume that §1m and @,n only take values in a finite subset of ©. For any
0 € ©, denote by Uy, (0) C © a neighbourhood of 6. Then, for n > 4,

A(£.(©), Fn(9))

< 8su

n/2) 5 (/2] 5
sup (Teﬂn%ﬁnm} A(E(U(0)), Fo(Un(0))) + P2 (0 ¢ U, (01.0)) + Q) (0 ¢ Un(ezn))).

Proof. We split the sample Pj' = PQL"/ 2l ® PJ"/ 21 and construct the estimator 51,n based

on the sub-sample from Petn/ 2l Define a new statistical experiment G,(0) = (|,,/2] X

Q/fn J21:An/2) ®A[n Jo1> (B pin/2 ®Q[n/ 2ipe ©)) and observe that G, (0©) is also Polish and
dominated. By Lemma 9.3 in [25] (last display on p. 2427), it follows that

A(Ex(©),64(0)) < 4sup (A (Ernso1 (Un(0)), Fnpo (Un(0))) + B2 (0 ¢ Un(B1,0) ).
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With the same arguments,

A(62(©), Fa(0)) < 455 (A (Eny2) (Ua(0)). Finjo) (Ua(®)) + Q5" (0 ¢ Un(B2) )

and since A is a pseudo-distance, the result follows. O

The previous lemma essentially says that if the statistical experiments allow sample splitting
and if # can be estimated in both models with rate €,, then it is sufficient to bound the
Le Cam distance on a local parameter space consisting of an ¢,-neighbourhood of some
arbitrary 6y. Bounding the Le Cam distance on a local parameter space is often much more
convenient since we can use the fact that any parameter 6 is €,-close to 6. If the estimation
rate €, can be obtained with probability 1 — J,, then by Lemma [12] this localization step
adds O(d,) to the global Le Cam distance. In the experiments studied in this article, d,
is much smaller than the Le Cam distance between the local parameter spaces and so does

not contribute to the global Le Cam rate.

Lemma 13. Let © C HP(R) for some B > 0. The statistical experiments EP(0),EP(O)
and ES(O) defined in Section 2 are Polish, dominated and allow sample splitting.

Proof. The proof of Theorem 3.2 in [25] shows that the experiments are Polish. The ex-
periments are also dominated since sup ey (g) I flloc < co. The sample splitting property
is obvious for density estimation £(©). Consider now £F'(0). Given N ~ Poi(\), let
N’ ~ Bin(N, p,,) with p, = |[n/2]/n. Then (X1,...,Xn/) and (Xn/41,...,Xy) are two in-
dependent samples of the same Poisson intensity estimation experiment with n replaced by
|n/2] and [n/2] respectively. In the Gaussian white noise experiment £7(0), we can use
that a Brownian motion W can be written as W; = (n~"|n/2])'/? Wt(l)—i-(n_l [n/2])/? Wt(z),

t > 0, for two independent Brownian motions W) and W), By Girsanov’s theorem,

dQ? 1 5 dQ]Lc"/QJ dQJE"/ﬂ
= exp 2\/5/ VAW, = 2n||\/ fll; ) =
o ( AZACELE Hf”2> QU7 aQ
and this completes the proof for £5(0). O
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