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1. Introduction

We consider the problem of estimating a density p with respect to Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] given
n independent and identically distributed samples X, := (X1,..., X},) from the corresponding dis-
tribution P. We adopt the Bayesian paradigm and put a joint distribution on the log-density and the
observations.

Over the decades, there has been a growing interest for the understanding of the frequentist behaviour
of posterior distributions initiated by the seminal papers of Schwartz (1965); Barron, Schervish and
Wasserman (1999); Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000). In particular Ghosal, Ghosh and van der
Vaart (2000) states generic sufficient conditions for obtaining rates of concentration of the posterior
distribution near the true model in some distance. The approach relies on the well-known existence of
exponentially powerful test functions. The existence of such tests depends on the distance considered,
and is guaranteed for the L1 or Hellinger distance between densities, and also for the Ly metric under
supplementary assumptions. It is, however, now well understood that the test approach fails to give
optimal rates when the risk is measured with respect to the L, distance, see Castillo (2014); Hoffmann,
Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015); Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard (2017).
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The failure of the classical approach for L, rates is unfortunate because one has in general a bet-
ter intuition of the shape of L, balls rather than Hellinger balls, making the L, risk a more natural
distance for evaluating performance of estimators. From a frequentist point of view, density estima-
tion in sup-norm is now well understood. Minimax lower bounds can be found in Hasminskii (1979)
while upper bounds can be found for instance in Ibragimov and Hasminskii (1980); Goldenshluger and
Lepski (2014).

For Bayesian procedures, concentration on L balls is much less understood. For the non-adaptive
case, the first result goes back to Giné and Nickl (2011) where optimal rates are obtained in white-noise
regression using conjugacy arguments. In the same paper, the authors obtained (possibly adaptive)
rates for density estimation in sup-norm using a testing approach, but failed to achieve optimality.
Using conjugacy arguments, Yoo and Ghosal (2016) also obtain non-adaptive but optimal rates for
estimating a regression function. Scricciolo (2014) adapts the techniques of Giné and Nickl (2011) to
obtain optimal rates when the true density is analytic. The first non-adaptive optimal result in density
estimation for non ultra-smooth densities is to be credited to Castillo (2014), where the author uses
techniques based on semi-parametric Bernstein—von Mises theorems. His approach, however, requires
a minimal smoothness to be applicable. Recently, Castillo (2017) obtained non-adaptive but optimal
rates for density estimation in sup-norm using Pdlya trees prior, with no lower bound required on the
smoothness.

The existence of adaptive and optimal results is, to our knowledge, even more limited. The first
successful result is in Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015) where the authors get adaptive
optimal rates in L., norm for white-noise regression using a spike-and-slab prior. They also obtain
adaptive and optimal rates in density estimation, though their result is rather an existence result as their
abstract sieve prior is not computable. More recently, Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard (2017) obtained
adaptive optimal rates in Lo, norm for estimating a regression function, using a white-noise approxi-
mation of the likelihood to adapt the techniques developed in Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber
(2015). Since the first version of the current paper, Castillo and Mismer (2019) have introduced spike-
and-slab Pdlya trees and built upon the results of Castillo (2017) to obtain adaptive contraction rates,
though the arguments we use are different.

In density estimation, it is not obvious to proceed as Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard (2017) and re-
duce the problem to white-noise regression, although it is known those models are equivalent (in the
Le Cam sense) under certain assumptions. Here, instead, we propose a different approach. We ob-
tain in Section 3 a general contraction result for log-density priors with independent wavelet coeffi-
cients. This result is the building block of our main Theorem 2.2 about the spike-and-slab log-density
prior. The posterior spike-and-slab is known to be the Bayesian analogue of hard thresholding (Hérdle
et al., 2000), as already noticed by Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015); Yoo, Rousseau
and Rivoirard (2017). As such, it constitutes the prototypical example of model for which we expect
adaptive and optimal L, contraction. Unlike Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015); Yoo,
Rousseau and Rivoirard (2017), however, the present paper does not exploit the thresholding property
of the spike-and-slab posterior to establish the posterior support of the wavelet coefficients, but uses a
more classical approach.

In the case of the spike-and-slab prior, we show that our method can be applied to obtain minimax
optimal and adaptive posterior contraction. More precisely, we show that if L :=logp € Bgopo [0, 1],
where B, [0, 1] denotes the Holder-Zygmund space with smoothness s > 1/2 (see Definition 2.1),
then there exists M > 0 such that as n — oo,

ErI(L ¢ ||L) = L||oo < Mek(s) | Xp) =1+ o0(1),
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where &7, (s) is the minimax rate over bounded balls in B3, [0, 1] under Lo loss (Donoho et al.,

1996)
logn\ 7571
s;(s)::( S )“1.

Interestingly, our method can be applied to obtain adaptive rates in the region 0 < s < 1/2, which to the
best of our knowledge is the first result of this type in the Bayesian literature for methods not relying on
conjugacy arguments. The rates we obtain in this region are, however, slightly deteriorated by a factor

log(n).

In contrast with previous results in L loss, the approach used in this paper is somewhat less specific
and uses the same kind of arguments as for the master theorem of Bayesian nonparametrics (Ghosal,
Ghosh and van der Vaart, 2000; Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2007a,b). In particular, it relies on the
existence of suitable test functions and proving the prior positivity of some neighborhoods, in apparent
contradiction with the folk wisdom that no test for the L, loss has enough power to obtain optimal
rates Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015); Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard (2017). This
contradiction is only apparent, as here we require to test only very specific kind of alternatives, and
exponentially consistent tests are not needed. Although hard to generalize, we believe the present
paper shows that the traditional approach of (Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart, 2000; Ghosal and
van der Vaart, 2007a,b) is more powerful than we believed, giving hope for the existence of general
contraction results in strong norms.

This article comes with a supplementary material, which contain additional proofs and various clas-
sical results about the spike-and-slab log-density prior. We adopt the convention that every section,
subsection, theorem, etc. of the supplemental has label prefixed by S and is cited in cyan. References
to the main document are cited in blue with no prefix.

2. Exponentiated random wavelet series

2.1. Log-density priors

We use the S-regular, orthogonal, boundary corrected wavelets of Cohen, Daubechies and Vial (1993),
referred to as the CDV basis. We denote this basis by {p; 1, : (j,k) € V}, where V C Z2., and refer
to Cohen, Daubechies and Vial (1993); Giné and Nickl (2016); Castillo (2014) for details. Each index
(7, k) is a pair where j > 0 is the wavelet level and k the location index. The CDV basis is an orthogonal
basis for Ly[0,1] equipped with the Lebesgue measure. We endow Lo [0, 1] with the inner product
(f,g) = f[o,l} fg. I f € BS, »10,1] for some s > 0, then the wavelet series Z(j,k)ev<fv ©ik)Phk
converges uniformly to f. Conversely, for a given (ej,k)(j,k)ev’ the series Z(j,k)ev 0} kpj, 1 converges
uniformly if @ is in

0C {0 eRY: SUPze(0,1] 2 (j,k)ev 105,k 1055 (@)] < OO}'

Thus, we shall consider prior distributions over the space ©. Such prior distribution induces a prior
distribution on the space of densities on [0, 1] (with respect to the Lebesgue measure) through the
mapping 6 — pg such that

exp{>_(j kv k25 k(T)}
Jio,1 &P kyev 05,15k

po () = x €10,1]. .1



The coefficients @ in equation (2.1) are immediately seen to be the basis coefficients of an unnor-
malized version of the log-density log pg. By defining the log-normalizing constant

50 = —log (/[0 . exp { E(j,k)ev oj,k%',k}) eR,
we can rewrite the log-density Lg := logpg as

Lo=+ > Onejn= D (05+ (€ 01605
(4,k)eV (4,k)eV

2.2. Spike-and-Slab log-density priors

To obtain adaptive and optimal rates of contraction, we consider the so-called spike-and-slab prior
distribution over © (Mitchell and Beauchamp, 1988). For some weights (w1, ws,...) € [0, 1]N

. o1
g ind (1 —wj)do +w;Q;(-) f0<j< 13223))7
7,k log(n)

) if 7> Tog(2) -

Here dp is the point mass at zero and (Q; are probability distributions on R. We assume Q;
have densities ¢; such that for some 0 < so < 1/2 and for some density f, we have g;(z) =
2 (s0+1/2) £(23(50+1/2) 1) for every j > 0. We write F' the probability distribution with density f.
We further assume that there are a1, b1, ba, tix, g > 0 such that

are™% < w; <min{1/2, 279(HR)Y (2.2)
sup €2® (1 - F[—log(z),log(z)]) < 1. (2.3)
z>1Vzo

In order to ensure that the prior puts enough mass on neighborhoods of the true log-density L, we also
assume that for all G > 0 there is g > 0 such that

inf > q. 2.4
xe[l_nG’G]f(w)_g (2.4)

We note that the assumptions of equations (2.2) and (2.4) are classical in the literature for rates of
contraction in supremum loss. The equation (2.3) is however very strong, but guarantees that a priori
Lg has wavelet coefficients of reasonable magnitude, which guarantees that the posterior concentrates
on nice neighborhoods of L, see in particular Section S4. As an example of distribution F' that satisfy
the requirements of equations (2.3) and (2.4), one could take the distribution of the random variable
log(Z) where Z has an inverse-Gaussian distribution (or any distribution on R4 with an exponential
behaviour both near 0 and co).

2.3. Adaptation and optimality under supremum loss

This paper considers adaptation over bounded Holder-Zygmund balls, which we define below. First,
we give a precise definition for the Holder-Zygmund spaces of smoothness.



Adaptive Bayesian density estimation in sup-norm 5

Definition 2.1 (Holder-Zygmund spaces). For any s > 0, the Holder-Zygmund space B3, [0,1]
is the space of uniformly continuous functions f :[0,1] — R such that || f||co,00,s < 00, where

1 £ll00,00,5 = sub(; gyev 22TV |(f, 05 1)].

We are now in position to define the bounded Holder-Zygmund ball of log-densities with radius
R > 0 and smoothness s > 0

S(R,8) = {L € Bl scl0,1] ¢ | Llloc,00.5 < By fig yyexp(L) = 1}.

We prove in the supplemental that spike-and-slab log-density priors satisfying equations (2.2)
to (2.4) achieve adaptive and nearly optimal posterior contraction rates ¢}, (s) over X(R,s) under
Hellinger loss. In particular, the next theorem is proven in Section S3.

Theorem 2.1. Let I1 be the spike-and-slab log-density prior satisfying equations (2.2) to (2.4) and
let H(P, Q) denote the Hellinger distance between probability distributions P and Q. Then for all
0 < sg<s<Sandforall R> 0 there exists a constant M > 0 such that

lim sup EpI(O : H(Py, Pr) > Me; (s)| Xp) =0.
"0 Les(R,s) " "

The main theorem of the paper establishes that spike-and-slab log-density priors can achieve the
optimal posterior contraction rates if we consider the L, loss. The rate is optimal when s > 1/2, with
a slight deterioration in the region of small smoothness.

Theorem 2.2. Let I be the spike-and-slab log-density prior satisfying equations (2.2) to (2.4). Also
let & (s) =ch(s)if s>1/2 0r &} (s) :=1og(n)e} (s) if 0 < s < 1/2. Then for all 0 < sg < s < S and
for all R > 0 there exists a constant M > 0 such that

lim sup EpI(0: |[Lg— L|oo > Mz (s) | Xy) =0.
N7 Lex(R,s) - " "

We emphasize that the Theorem 2.2 also entails posterior concentration of ||pg — pr,||c at rate &5, (s),
and thus because L € X(R, s) implies that e~ < p; < . Hence, ||pg — pr.||oo and || Lg — L||oo are
equivalent distances when the latter is small enough. This assumption that L belongs to a Holder ball
of smoothness is stronger than the classical frequentist assumption that only p;, does. In particular,
we see that it entails that p7, is bounded from below, which is of great help in the proofs. Of course,
this begs the question of what can be said when py, is smooth but not bounded from below, which is
outside the scope of this paper. We note that assuming smoothness on L rather than py, is classical in
the Bayesian community (see Castillo, 2014).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the Section 3 we establish the main notations and give
the main ideas behind the proof of the Theorem 2.2. In particular, we give guidelines for the proof and
state a central contraction result in Theorem 3.1 which is at the core of the proof of Theorem 2.2. Then,
in Section 4 we discuss the main implications of our results. Finally, proofs are given in Sections 5 to 7,
respectively for the Theorem 2.2, the Theorem 3.1, and for auxiliary results. Many secondary proofs
are deferred to the Section S5 of the supplemental.
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3. Heuristic and main ideas behind the proof of Theorem 2.2

3.1. Notations

We let N := {1,2,...} denote the set of natural numbers, and we let Z1 = {0, 1,...} denote the set
of positive integers. The symbols < and 2> are used to denote inequalities up to generic constants. If
a $band b < a, we write a < b. For two sequences (an )nez, and (bn)nez, » the notation a,, = o(by,)
means limsup,, ., |an/bn| =0, and a, = O(by) means lim sup,,_, o |an/bpn| = C for some C > 0.
For a,b € R, we let a A b denote the minimum of a and b, and a V b stands for the maximum.

Densities are understood with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Lower-case notations p, g, ... are
used to denote densities, while upper-case P, (), ... denote the corresponding distributions. Given a
log-density L on [0, 1], we write py, := exp{L} the corresponding density and P;, the corresponding
distribution. When L = Lg for some 6§ € ©, we abbreviate Py for Py, o> €IC.

We see X, = (Xq,...,Xn) as the beginning of an infinite sequence Xoo = (X7, X0, ...) defined

on a measurable space (2,.4) and such that under L, the variables X7, Xo,... are independent and
identically distributed (iid) with distribution Pr. We write Py, the distribution of X, and we write
indistinctly E;, the expectation under Py, or under P;,. We write P, = n~1 i1 0x, the empirical

measure of X,,.

We use the standard definitions for the IL,, spaces of (equivalence classes) of functions with finite
| - || norm, with || f||5:== [|f|P if 1 <p < 0o, and || f||oc = esssup,|f(z)|. We will also make use
of the Hellinger distance between two probability distributions P and ) having respective densities p

1
and ¢, defined as H(P, Q) == ﬁ”ﬁ — /42

3.2. Change of parameterization

For some integer Jj to be chosen sufficiently large, we define By := {(j,k) € V : j < Jy}. The indices
in By corresponds to small scales wavelets and will require special cares. To ease the proof, it is
convenient to relabel the wavelets with indices not in By. We let ¢ : N — V\ By be the bijection
corresponding to the lexicographical reordering of the index set V\ By; i.e. writing ¢»(m) = (4, k) and

v(m') = (5" k')
m<m' <= (j<j)or(j=4 and k <k).

For all m > 1 we write Jy, := ¢(m); the scale-index of the wavelet @y (m)- By construction J; =
Jo+1and J; < Ja <....For proofs, it is also convenient to define By, := {¢(m)} for all m > 1.

Given this re-indexing of the wavelets, we are now in position to define a change or parameteriza-
tion which is convenient for proofs. We pick an arbitrary reference log-density L € ¥(R, s), and we
establish the concentration under L by taking care that the results are uniform over (R, s). Given L,
we let Hﬁk = (L, pj k), and we define

Fhi= > (05— 05)(05k — ELlpj)-
(4,k)€Bm

Clearly Lg — L can be written uniquely in term of the (Fr%)mZO’ so that we might as well consider
(ng)mzo as the parameter of the model. For each m > 0 we will write F, := span{; , —Er[p; 1] :
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(4,k) € Bpp}, and F := F1 x Fa X ... the infinite cartesian product of these spaces. We also let
Fo={FeF :Eplexp{d,,>0 Fm}] < oo} denote the subset of proper parameters. Then, we now
parameterize the model by F' € Fy. Using the constraint that E; [exp{Lp — L}] = 1, we determine
that the log-likehood of the model F' € Fy is given by

Lp—L=Y Fn—logEL[exp{3 50 Fm}]. (3.1
m>0

3.3. Guidelines for the proof of Theorem 2.2 and intermediate contraction
results

Here we present the main ideas behind the proof of Theorem 2.2 and the main intermediate results
that are used in the proof. First of all, it is convenient to assume that the posterior concentrates on nice
neighborhoods of L. We will prove that the posterior concentrates on the set

o= {F e F : supyepo ) nso [P (0)] <3},

where 0 < 6 <1 is a constant to be chosen sufficiently small. Once it has been shown the posterior is
concentrated on %%, the analysis of the log-likehood difference L i — L is easier. Posterior contraction
on % can be obtained by the classical machinery a la Ghosal and van der Vaart (Ghosal, Ghosh and
van der Vaart, 2000; Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2007b,a) and is essentially a corollary of the Theo-
rem 2.1. It can be done using similar arguments as those already found in Castillo (2014); Rivoirard
and Rousseau (2012), as we do in Section S5.1 to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let I be the prior described in Section 2.2. Then for all 0 < sg < s < S, all R > 0, and
all 6 >0,

lim sup EpI(%]|X,)=0.
n=00 [ ey(R,s) o

To obtain Lo rates, the goal is to relate the distance | L g — L||oo to the parameter F. In particular,
we shall seek to relate | L g — L|| oo to {|| Fin||2 : m > 0}, which is motivated by the fact that {|| Fy, |2 :
m > 0} essentially drives the behaviour of the posterior distributions. The following lemma serves this
purpose.

Lemma 3.2. Let F' € 4. Then, there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that for all choice of Jy
we have

ILp— Lo <C > 272 sup  ||Fnla.
>0 m:Jm=j

In view of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, to prove the Theorem 2.2 it is enough to prove that the posterior
concentrates on a set where the rhs in Lemma 3.2 is smaller than a multiple constant of &};(s). Our
stretagy is to build a partition of F, where on each part we have a fine control of {|| Fy,,||2 : m > 0}.
We build the partition (-#7)cz, , such that for every I C Z,

I ={FeF :mel = ||Fn|2>Hi(m), mé¢l = ||Fnll2a<H;(m)},
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where we choose Hyy, (I) as follows. We let I, v > 0 be constants to be determined, and we define the
optimal truncation level j,, = jn (s) as the only integer satisfying

y2~ Ut )(+1/2) < T flog(n) fn <427 in(sH1/2)if 5> 1/2, -
12~ Ut D)(s+1/2) < Po=in/2e* (5) < 42~ In(5+1/2) if 0 < 5 < 1/2. (3.2)

Then, for £ > 1 also to be chosen accordingly,

Hy(m) re—toertmzop . if Jp < jn, log(n)/n  ifs>1/2,
m) = , = )
! N2 Im(sHL/2) i g s T 27Im/25(s) it 0<s<1/2.

At this point, it might look obscure why the definition of Hj(m) differs according to whether s > 1/2
or not, and also according to whether O € I or not. The subtle reason of this choice will be found when
proving the Theorem 3.1. In fact, we will require to control some covariance terms involving F},, and
F,,/ (see also Section 6.3). The control of these covariance terms can get tricky, and this particular
choice of H(m) permits to obtain the desired control.

Since Hy(m) is function of I, it is not immediate that (.%)cy is a proper partition. We establish
this fact in the next lemma, together with a useful property of this partition.

Lemma 3.3. The collection (/) cz.. is a partition of F and

Fe(U#) = IPul<

{ Tpm if Ty < i,
1#2

72~ Im(sH1/2) if g g

The previous lemma is one of the key result. In conjunction with Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, it implies the
following corollary which is the starting point of the proof of Theorem 2.2.

Corollary 3.1.  For all choice of Jy,T',~, & and for all (R, s) there exists M > 0 such that the follow-
ing bound is true.

ELTI(O : |[Lg — Lllco > MEj(s) | Xn) < Y ELIN% N7 | Xa).

I1CZ4
1#&

Our strategy is then to bound each of the terms E; II(¢x N .} | Xy,) for I # &; which is done in
the Theorem 3.1 below. Interestingly, the technique is reminiscent to the classical testing approach of
(Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart, 2000; Ghosal and van der Vaart, 2007a,b) with extra cares. Large
parts of the proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 3.1 rely on the fine tuning of the constants 6, Jo,T', 7y, £, as well
as the relation between those constants, and also on taking n sufficiently large. Since the proofs are
quite long, it can be challenging to keep track all along of the constraints those constants must satisfy.
To facilitate the understanding of the theorems and their proof, we summarize in the next assumption
how 4, Jo, I", v, £ and n must be taken at the end of the day for the theorems to hold true.

Assumption 1. We assume that there are constants Kqo, K1, Ko, K3, K4 > 0 eventually large and
eventually depending on (R, s) but solely on (R, s), such that

1. Jy > Kgmax{1, log(1/4), log(v)};
2. log(n) > K max{2‘]0, 62, log(T), log(7), log(€)};
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3. €> K0~ T max{1,7}270;
4. > Kgmax{1, 6~ 1};
5. T > max{~y, K427, K¢}

The constant § will be taken as small as needed.

Finally, bounding E/T1(¢% N 7 | Xy,) rely on splitting the parameter F' into two parts F' =
(Fr, Fy) where Fy := (Fm)mer and Fy := (Fip) ¢ 7 The following functions will also be used:

SF, = Z Fp,, and, SF‘I = Z Fp,.
mel mel

Theorem 3.1.  Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Ko, K1, K2 > 0 sufficiently large
and let 11 be a prior such that F; and Fr are independent for all I C Z_.. Then, there are constants

o, C1,¢2,00 > 0 such that for all 0 < 6 < g, for all % <a<1/2 andforall 1 CZ,

1
3exp{ —cané? + 12011} (11 Lo | 1720
E 1% N5 | X < 4 252 { em P +e2|7) { ({11)} ol
(1 —e=c2nét )2 II(Af)
where Ep = inf{IEL[S%.I]l/2 : F e}, A = {Fy : |Fnll2 > Hr(m)}, and A; == {Fy :
EL[S%.I] <6282, 1S, e < 8}, provided that TI(A7) > 0 and £ > 0 for all I C 7.

We note that the fact that £; > 0 and H(A 1) > 0 for the spike-and-slab prior are consequences of
Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 7.2 that will be established later. Also, we point out that in the whole paper
we make the abuse of notations of writing II to denote the prior on 8, Lg, L, F, as well as for the
restricted parameters F; or Fy. The proof of the Theorem 2.2 consists on specializing the bound of
Theorem 3.1 to the spike-and-slab prior and using it in conjunction with Corollary 3.1 to conclude.

4. Discussion

The master theorem of Bayesian nonparametrics The current state-of-the-art method in calculat-
ing posterior contraction rates is the master theorem developed by Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart
(2000); Ghosal and van der Vaart (2007b); Shen et al. (2001). This theorem relies on two main ingre-
dients:

* The existence of tests for the hypothesis Hy : L' = L against the alternative Hy : ||/ — L| oo >
Me? (s), with Type I and Type II errors decreasing as exp{—Kne};(s)%};
* The prior puts enough mass on certain Kullback-Leibler neighborhoods of L.

In the context of Lo, contraction, it is known that the master theorem yields suboptimal contraction
rates (Giné and Nickl, 2011; Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber, 2015; Yoo, Rousseau and
Rivoirard, 2017). The issue is discussed thoroughly in (Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber,
2015; Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard, 2017): no test has enough power to obtain the optimal rate of
contraction in L. In particular, the Type II error has to decay polynomially in n, unless we deteriorate
the rate. It is known that not all the alternative H1 has to be tested — only a suitable sieve — but this
does not help either to get optimal rates, the root of the problem being deeper.
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The arguments in Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber (2015); Yoo, Rousseau and Rivoirard
(2017) are strong, and it is natural to ask what is wrong in the current paper such that the tests we use
in the proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 3.1 permit optimal contraction rates. This indeed relies on the nature
of the alternative we test. We are not constructing tests for Hy : ||L' — L||oo > MZeZ (s), but instead for
each I C N, we build a test for Hy : L' € {Lp : F € .%;}. Those tests (see the proof of Lemma 6.2)
have Type I and Type II errors decreasing as exp{—K m‘,‘%}, which is typically polynomial in n when
|7] is small, and thus not in contradiction with the arguments of the aforementioned papers. We remark
that |I| small corresponds exactly to those log-densities L’ that can be far from L in L but close in
Ly, and thus hard to separate. When |I| gets large, however, the powers of the tests increase, which is
what saves us.

The main drawback of the method is getting a sharp enough bound on the denominator of the Bayes
rule, which seems hard to do beyond the scope of independent wavelet coefficients, or at least having
a nice structure. Anyhow, we believe the approach of the current paper shows that the master theorem
of Bayesian nonparametrics can be still useful for L, contraction, giving some hope toward a general
Lo contraction result of the same flavour.

Suboptimality when 0 < s <1/2 The rates of Theorem 2.2 are slightly suboptimal in the region 0 <
s < 1/2. The problem is indeed not inherent to the spike-and-slab prior, and as such not surprising as it
is known density estimation on the interval behave very differently when 0 < s <1/2or s > 1/2, see
for instance Brown et al. (1998). Our troubles come from the impossibility of taking p,, = \/log(n)/n
when s < 1/2 and we have instead to take a much larger threshold p,, = 2_Jm/25;§(s). The reasons
for this impossibility are to be found in controlling some covariance terms when decomposing the
likelihood, see Section 6.3. In fact, this exhibits a major difference on the strength of the result we
prove here: in the case s > 1/2 the control of the posterior is much tighter. In particular, we prove that
every wavelet coefficients of Lg at level j < jy, is within y/log(n)/n distance of the coefficients of
L if s > 1/2, while we are only able to get a distance of 277 / 252(5) otherwise (which is much larger
when j is small).

To the best of our knowledge, no method based on asymptotic expansions of the log-likelihood
succeeded before in getting posterior L, rates when s < 1/2. Thereby, the strategy developed here
shed new light on our understanding of L, contraction. In view of the recent result of Castillo and
Mismer (2019), however, methods based on conjugacy arguments are able to obtain adaptivity and
optimality over all 0 < s < 1, with no extra log(n) factor. This shows that we don’t really understand
yet enough the behaviour of the log-likelihood when 0 < s < 1/2, which should be investigated in a
near future by the author.

Estimation of the derivatives The spike-and-slab prior of Section 2.2 also achieves optimal contrac-
tion rates for estimating the derivatives of the density. We remark that if L has derivatives L), r>1in-
teger, then s > 1 > 1/2. Then, in this case, investigation of the proof of Theorem 2.2 shows that the pos-
terior contracts on the set { L' : [(L' — L, p; ;)| < \/log(n)/nlj<;, +2776FY21,0 V(j,k) € V}.
Then, it is a classical result that this implies for all 1 <r < s < .S with r integer,
sup ELTO : [|LS) — LO)||oo > Meli(s) ™5 | Xn) = o(1).
LeX(R,s)
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5. Proof of the Theorem 2.2

As explained in Section 3.3, the proof of Theorem 2.2 consists on plugging the bound of Theorem 3.1
into the bound of Corollary 3.1. The first step is to obtain an upper estimate on IT(A;)/TI(Aj). The
next lemma is proved in Section S5.3.

Lemma 5.1.  Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Ko, K1, Ko, K3 > 0 sufficiently large.
Then, there are universal constants vy,vo > 0 such that for all I C 7,

A
(AI < vyexp {V2 log( ) Z 2J017n:01]7n§jn (14 ps log Z Jmljm>]n}
II(Af) mel mel

~—

Furthermore, if I N {m : Jn, >log(n)/log(2)} # @, then TI(A;) /TI(A;) = 0.

Then, we can plug the bound of Lemma 5.1 into the Theorem 3.1 and fine-tune « in function of
to obtain a clean bound on E;II(¢, N .77 | X,). We do so in the following lemma, also proved in
Section S5.3.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Ko, K1, Ko, K3, K4 > 0 sufficiently

large and § > 0 is taken sufficiently small. Then, there are universal constants vs,v4 > 0 such that for
all1 C7Z4,

E (% N7 | Xn) <vg [] n—vsK2 [] 2 7/mtmr).

mel mel
Im <jn Jm>jn

Now we are in position to use the bound established in Lemma 5.2 with the inequality of Corol-
lary 3.1 to finish the proof. Define for simplicity g, = VgKZ log(n) if 0 < Jp, < jn and gy, ==
Im (1 + s /2) log(2) if Jp, > jp. Then,

Z ELH(%* N y[ | Xn) S |2 Z 1{Zm bm 2 1} H e_gmbm

ICZy be{0,1}2+ meZ

1#&
<y Z Z by H e~ 9mbm

m' €Lt be{0,1}2+  mMEL4

=1y Z Z e_gm’bm’bm, H e—gmbm

m'€Z+ be{0,1}2+ mEL
m#m/
=1 Z e Im/ H (14e9m).
m/' €Ly meZ4
m#£m/

Hence we get the bound,

Z E (G NS | Xp) <V46Xp( Z e gm) Z e 9m,
IQZ+ m€Z+ m€Z+
1#&



12

The previous display is o(1) whenever }_, ;€9 = o(1), which we prove now. Indeed,

Z e 9m — Z 6_97”1ngjn+ Z e_gmlJm>jn

m€Z+ m€Z+ m€Z+
—v3 K2 ) — (14 /2 )
STL 4 Z ]'JmS]n + Z 2 J( “*/ )]'Jm>.7n
meZy meZy

Jn
< VK2 Y 9—i(1+m/2)9j
Jj=0 J>jn
. K2 .7 i 2
Sn V3 42]L+2 ]n#*/,

where the third line follows as there are no more than S 2J wavelets at level j. Now, we remark that
2in =< (n/log(n))?/(25+1) Hence, if K is taken large enough, >omez, € 9™ =o(1), as claimed.

6. Proof of the Theorem 3.1
6.1. Main ideas

We already know that #; C {Fy : Ep, [812"1] > 812} by construction. We obtain a finer result by further
slicing the set .#7. For y > 1 integer, we let

SV =S N{F : y&f <Er[Sh,] < (y + 1)EF}.

Similarly, we define we define AY := A; N {F; : y€? <Ep [S%,I] < (14 y)E?}. Clearly (AY)y>1 is
a partition of .4;. The first lemma establishes a first bound on the posterior mass of .’ Iy .

Lemma 6.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large. Also
suppose 1 is such that Fy and Fy are independent for all I C N, and H(AI) > 0forall I CZy. Then,
there are universal constants cy,do > 0 such that for all t > 0 there is an event 0y with P} (QF) < et
and if Xy, € Qy, forall 0 < 6 < &g, forall I CZy, forally > 1,

n

2 qF (X) 11 dF[
(€ NS} | X;,) < 26200 Hcodynéy / , Hif(Xf) H( 1 ) :
Ajm{||sFI”oo§77} i=1 PL\Aq ( I)

6.1)

where qF, is a probability density on [0, 1] whose exact expression is known but deferred to the proof
of the lemma for convenience.

The last lemma is the key result of the proof. Interestingly, the classical approach to concentration
rates a la Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000) consists on establishing a similar relation, but
with ¢, replaced by exp{Lr} and Ap replaced by a Kullback-Leibler neighborhood of py. We use
the estimate of Lemma 6.1 to bound EII(€, N Yly | X;,) using the standard testing approach a la
Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000), coupled with the square-root trick of Lijoi, Priinster and
Walker (2005); Walker, Lijoi and Priinster (2007); Ghosal and van der Vaart (2007a). This step is
rather immediate in view of the existing literature and it boils down to bound inf {H(QSFI ,Pr)?

Fr e AY, ||SF,|loo < 6} and the metric entropy (in the Hellinger distance) of the set of densities
PY={qp, : Fr € A, ||SF,|lco < 6}. This gives the following lemma.
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Lemma 6.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Ko, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large,
and let everything as in Lemma 6.1. Then, there are universal constants c1,00 > 0 such that for all
0<6 <, forall I CZy, forally>1, forallt >0,

g2 1/2
8exp(— G + 20t + ¢1270|1]) TI(AY)

Er (% N.7Y | Xn)1la,] < =00 o

L[ ((g ﬂy[ | n) Qt]—{ 1_e—yn812/256 H(A[)

We can obtain a bound on E [TI(¢%x N /T | X5,)1q,] by summing over y > 1 the bound obtained
in Lemma 6.2. This gives a valid bound, but it is in not sharp enough in cases where |I| gets too large
or n512 is too small. Indeed, in those cases, we can improve the bound to give more importance to the
prior by remarking that taking the expectation both sides of the expression in Lemma 6.1 and applying
Fubini’s theorem gives

TI(A7)

EL (% N.77 [ Xn)lg,] < 2e20t+codynéy m (6.2)
1

This improvement permits to assume only p, > 0, otherwise we would have to assume g, > 1,
which may be undesirable in practice (as it may cause over-shrinkage). The next lemma leverages that
EL[I(%x N7} | Xn)1g,] is bounded above by the minimum between the expression in Lemma 6.2
and the last display to get a sharp bound on E, [II(¢% N.77 | Xp)1gq,].

Lemma 6.3. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large, and

let everything as in Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2. Theén, there are universal constants cg,0q > 0 such that for
512.

all 0 < 6 < 0g, forall I C 7, for all 1+512ch0 <a<1/2 forallt>0,

EL[H(%* NS | Xn)lﬂt] <

VB2t exp { — con€? + 1270|113 { II(Ag) }1_0‘
(1 . 6_02n5]2)2a H(AI) '

Finally, to obtain the bound in the statement of the theorem, we note that,
ELTI(%.N 77 | Xn) < nf {e_t FEL[I(% NS | xn)mt]}.

Plugging the bound obtained in Lemma 6.3 into the previous display and solving to find the infimum
gives the bound of the theorem when choosing § small enough.

6.2. Proofs of Lemmas 6.1 to 6.3

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Letdefine ®(f) := f —E.[f] —logEy [ef Bl and C(f, g) = log B[ [e®(H 2],
We will see that —C(Sg,, S Fz) is asymptotically equivalent to the covariance of Sg, and S F,» and
thus we will refer abusively to this term as the covariance from now on. It is easily seen that the
log-likelihood can be rewritten as

L —L=%(SF,)+ (I)(SF‘I) - C(SFI,SFI).
Then, by the Bayes rule,
f%ﬁé’}’ €”P”(I)(SFI)enp"q)(sﬁf)e_"c(SFI’SFI)H(dF)

(¢ NS} | Xp) =
( 7 1Xn) fenPnQ(SFI)enan)(SFI)e_nC(SFlvsﬁ'I)H(dF)

(6.3)
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Recall that Fy := (F,) ey and Fj = (Fin)mgr- Also, in addition to AY, we let
Ni= {FI :Vm e I, |[Finll2 < Hl(m)}.

It is immediate that if F' € .} then Fy € AY and Fy € N7. Also, if F € ., then

max{|Sg, (@), 1S, (@)} < max{ 3 1Fu(@)l, 3 1Fu@)} < 3 [Fn(@)] <6

mel mel m>0

tion (6.3) that II(%% N.#} | X,,) is bounded from above by

So for all F' € €, and for all I C Z4., we have |[Sp, [loc <6 and [|Sg, [0 < 4. It follows by equa-

[ 1Ay (FD)1n, (FI)]'”SFI ||oo<51||Sﬁ‘ ”oo<5enIP’n‘1>(SFI)enIPn@(SFI)e—nC(SFI ’SFI)H(dF)

Pnd(Sp) —nC(Sp .Sh :
fl FI 1NI(FI)1||SFI||OO 61||SF ||oo<5e n®(SFp) P ®(SF,) ,—nC(SF; FI)H(dF)

The main challenge in the proof of the theorem is to control the term C(Sg, , S, ) both in the numerator
and denominator, which is deferred to Section 6.3. In fact, by Corollaries 6.1 and 6.2, if the constants
Ko, K1, K> in Assumption 1 are taken sufficiently large, there is a universal C' > 0 such that taking §
small enough gives

3 P, ®(S Prn®(Sg
flAy(FI)]‘NI(FI)]‘”SFI||oo§51||51?- ||oo§58n ( FI)en ( FI)H(dF)

266’6ym€2

nP,®(S Pr®(Sg ’
fl (FT) 1NI(FI)1||SFI||O<><5 1S5, ||oo<5e (Srp)n ( FI)H(dF)

But F7 is independent of Fy and S F, s solely function of Fy (respectively S 7y and Fy), thus

158, loo<s€” ”‘I’“Ff’rl(sz)

(% N} | Xy) < 26000787 Jag 3G
S, Lisg o<ae™ " OFUTI(dFY )

nPnp®(S
_ csmer St Lise s P TR
S, T TR

, (6.4)

where the second line follows because F; € A; = ||S Fy|loo < 0 by construction. It is interesting
that  — pr, (x)eq)SFI (@) is indeed a proper density function, i.e it is non-negative and integrates to

1. We write qF, (z) = pL(I)eq)s F1(*) We then can bound the expectation of equation (6.4) using
the standard approach a la Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart. In particular, we arrive at the bound of
equation (6.1) by controlling the 7 -probability of the event

X _ 6262 —1/2n82E2t—6t
O = {Xn s, T2 ar; (X0 ILdFY) > e nd*Ef TV ENOE }

=1 pr(Xi) TI(A;)

Proposition 6.1. Let IT be any probability measure supported on the set Ay. For all I C Z.., for all
0 <6 <log(2), forallt >0, and for alln >0, P} (Q) >1—e*
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Then, on the event that X, € (), the equation (6.4) becomes

n
X
(%, 1.7 | X,) < 0 COnYEF +nd2 €7+ 2n62EF -+t / ar, (Xi) H(d]j‘l)'
AUO{1Sr, o<} oy PL(X3) TI(AJ)

The conclusion follows because y > 1, and because if ¢ < 2n€% then 4 /2n625%t + 0t < 25n5? + ot,
while if ¢ > 2n5? then 4 /2n525%t+ dt < 24t. Hence we can take dg = log(2) and cg = C+2+6g. O

Proof of Lemma 6.2. First we obtain a lower bound on inf{H(QF,, Pp)?: Fre AY, |SF, [loo <0}
The following proposition helps.

Proposition 6.2.  Asn — 0 it holds H(Q,, P)? > §BL[S%, 19" forall Sp, satisfying || Sp, || <

2
7. Then inf{H(QFI,PL)2 : Fre AY |1SF, loo <6} > %for& small enough (but not depending on
I norony).

For € > 0 and any subset A of a metric space equipped with metric d, we let N (e, A, d) denote the
e-covering number of A, i.e. the smallest number of balls of radius € needed to cover A. if d is induced
by some norm || - ||, we write N (e, A4, || - ||). By Ghosal and van der Vaart (2007a, Corollary 1) our
Proposition 6.2 implies that for all D > 0, all y > 1, and all n > 1 there exists a test ¢y, 5 such that

yn82
N(\/lggl,'P?;, H) e~ 556 _yn&?
Ep[fny] < D R sup  Ep,[1—¢n,y] < De” 256,
1— e 356 FreA]
1SF; lo <6

where E g, is understood as the expectation under Q%{L, and where ’P?IJ ={qFp, : Fr e A?IJ, 1S, lloo <
6}. Using the estimate of Lemma 6.1 we find that E1,[TI(%% 1.7} | X)1q,] is bounded by

Ep[¢n g€ N7 | Xn)] + ELI(L = by T NIF | Xn)1g,]

2 II(dF
S EL [¢n7y] + 2826t+co§yn51 / EFI [1 _ d)n,y] ( — I)
AYN{|ISEy lloo<n} II(Af)
2
VYEL 1y ey g2 y
< N( 16 ’PI’H) e 256 . 2De26t+006yn812—y25? H("A}I).
D ey II(Aj)

1—e 256

The previous display is true for any D > 0 and thus we can optimize over D, which is also known as
the square-root trick (Lijoi, Priinster and Walker, 2005; Walker, Lijoi and Priinster, 2007). Doing so
gives the bound,

8626t+006yn812N(\/1§651 , fp}/7 H) H(AZI/) }1/2 _yné?

Ep (€N} | Xn)lg,] < A |
LGNS} | Xn) Qt]_{ 1 — e—yn€2/256 ndntS ©

To obtain the bound in the statement of the lemma, it is enough to prove that sup,~1 N ( {Lé:l , 73?;, H) <

exp(c1270|1]). The following lemma helps.
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Proposition 6.3. There exists dg > 0 such that for all § < g, all I C Z4, and all FT, FI/ eArn
{188y oo < 8} it holds H(Qry» Q) < SEL(Spy — S

Observe that for Fy, F] € A; we have Sp, — Spy = > me1(Fm — F},), where by construction each
F,, — F), is in Fyy,. Then, by Proposition 7.1-(4), and then by Proposition 7.1-(3),

EL((Sp =S’ 1S D 1Fn—Fl3< D> Y (Fn— Fpp0)® (6.5)

mel melveEB,

On the other hand, for all F} € AY, we have by Proposition 7.1 that,

D> (Fnoen)? S 1Fmll3 SELISE ] SvET. (6.6)
melveEBy, mel

By equations (6.5) and (6.6) and Proposition 6.3, we find that N(\/lygl,P}/, H) is no more than the
covering number of a ball of radius < /g€ with balls of radius < /7€y in RP equipped with the
euclidean distance, withp =3 |Bm| < |Bo| - |I|. By Pollard (1990, Lemma 4.1), this implies that
there is a universal K > 0 such that

(\/_EI 73[, ) < Inax{l, (%)p} <max{1, (3K)P}.

Finally, by construction it is true that | By| < 270, O
Proof of Lemma 6.3. We use the fact that for all u, v > 0 we have min{u, v} = infge (g 1 {ul=BvB}.
Then, combining the bounds of Lemma 6.2 with the bound of equation (6.2), we get that for any
Be(0,1)andy>1

EL[I(%. N7} | Xn)1g,

n 2
TI(AY) (exp<—y25%f + 201 11 A%)l/z}

2 (
< min {ecoéyngl _
- 1_ e—yné'lz/256 H(AI)

/820t (A;)’
exp{ yn&y (5?2 +codB —cpd) + 5612 Ber2%0|1| }{ A )}1—5/2
(1- —ngz/256)5/2 II(A;) '

Hence, for any 1_?15217% < B <1, writing p = 5% + 0B — cpd > 0 for simplicity, by Holder’s

inequality,

=

ez (TI(AY) 125/ opumez 5182 [ e TAY) {128/
3 et (Af,)}l T3 e sI/ﬁ}m{yng(Aj)}l 812

y>1 y>1

)

B e—HnEf {H(AI) }1—5/2
(1 — e~ 2umnE7/By8/2 LIT(Ay)

where the second line follows since (A?j)yzl is a partition of 4. Therefore,

ZEL[H(%*HL?]”XN)th] < exp{—pmé?—l—%fom} {H(AI)}1—6/2

= /820t T (1— e nE7/256)8/2(1 — o=2unE7/BY5/2 \II( A )
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By taking « = 3/2 and 8 > % we have that p > %(5—%2 + C¢) 3, whence the conclusion. [

6.3. Control of the covariance terms

The major difficulty in establishing the Theorem 3.1 is to prove estimates on the covariance terms
C(SF;»S F‘z) that are sharp enough. The estimate used in the proof of Theorem 3.1 are established
in the Corollaries 6.1 and 6.2 below, which are consequences of the next lemma. The proof of the
Lemma 6.4 is quite long and is deferred to Section S5.2.

Lemma 6.4. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Kq, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large.
Then, t@ere is a constant C' > O such that for all 1 < § <1, for all I C Z+, for all ||SFI lloo <6, and
Jorall Ff e Ny, if s >1/2

log(n
IC(SFy»Sp,)| < COBL[S%,] + 0T 2 )||F0||21061

n
_ 1/2 [log(n
rare 1o [ S L, <, ) /20
mel
s 1/2
+W{Z|\Fm||%1Jm>jn} :
mel

andif 0 <s<1/2,

IC(Sp,. Sp,)| < COEL[SE, ] +6T2770/ 25 (s)| Fyllaloes

£ S BBl ) e o0 Y 20, o )

mel mel

Y DL L2 T S B S P PP
mel

mel

1/2

Corollary 6.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Kq, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large.
Then, there is a constant C' > 0 such that for all 1 <6 <1, for all I C Z+., for all y > 1, for all
Fr € AY, and for all F; € N

4]

n

C(SF,,Sp,) > —Coye} —

Corollary 6.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants Ko, K1, Ko > 0 sufficiently large.
Then, there is a constant C' > 0 such that for all 1 < § <1, forall I C Z+,

Sup{C(SFI,SFI) : F]EA[, F[ 6N[}§O525?.
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6.4. Proofs of Propositions 6.1 to 6.3

Proof of Proposition 6.1. The proof is an adaptation of the classical Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart
(2000, Lemma 8.1). The first step if to remark that by Jensen’s inequality applied to the logarithm

log/~ en]P’n@(SFI)H(dFI)ZZ/~ ((I)SFI(X,-)—EL@SFI])H(dFI)
.AI Z:1 .A]

+n/j‘[ EL[(I)SFI]H(dF[).

For all F; € A;, since B, [SF;] =0, we have whenever 0 < ¢ <log(2),
EL[®SF,| = —logE[e"F1]

1
> —logEy [1 + S, + 5 SpelSrill
> —log (1+E[S%]).

By definition Ef, [812"1] < 625% whenever F; € A;. That is E, [®SF,| > —Ef, [S%,I] > —528[2 for any
Fre fll. Hence,

log /A P SE ) > Y /A ((I)SFI(XZ-) —EL[QSFI])H(dFI) —nd282. (6.7)
I i=1 I

Now we define the random variables Z; == [z (®SF, (X;) — EL[®SF,])II(dFy). Observe that
Er[Z;] =0, and ®Sp, — Ef[®SF,| = SF,. so we have | Z;| < 0 because II is a probability measure.
Further, by an application of Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem

EL[Z}] _EL[(/A SF](Xi)H(dFI))z]
<y [, Sm(X)PmaE)

— / B[S, TI(AF)).
Ar

Therefore Ef [Z 22] <42 812, because of the definition of A, and because IT is a probability measure. By
the equation (6.7), the probability of €2 is no more than the probability of having > "1 | Z; < —dt —

2n52812t. The conclusion of the proposition then follows by Bernstein’s inequality (Boucheron,
Lugosi and Massart, 2013, Theorem 2.10). O

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Observe that by definition gp, (x) = py, (,T)eq)(SFI ). Also we have E LISk ] =
0 and thus ®(SF,) = Sp, — logIEL[eSFI]. We lower bound H(Qp,, Pr,) by obtaining an upper
bound on the Hellinger affinity R(QF,, Pr,) := f[O 1] VIF,PL and using that H(QF17PL)2 =1-

1 1
R(Qp,. Pr). Clearly R(Q,, Pr) = Er[e2®F1)] = B [e2571] /B [5F1]Y/2. But |[SE, |l < 1,
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thus B [e°F1] > 1 +EL[SF,] + %EL[S%'I] e T=1+ 1IEL[5’2 Je=". Consequently, Ef [e F1]1/2 >

1+ 5EL[S%, 19, Similarly, Ep[e2SFi] <1+ $EL[S Jen. Ttfollows R(Qp,, Pp) < 1—§EL[SF, [0
0

Proof of Proposition 6.3. Remark that Ef[SF,| = 0,50 ®(SF,) = Sp, —logEp, [eSFI ], and similarly
for @(SF;). Since [|SF,[lco < 0 then [|®(SF,)||co < 26, similarly for Spy- By a Taylor expansion

Lo(s,.,
there is u € (@(SFI),CD(SFI/)), and hence |u| < 20, such that e2®(SF) = 2 (5ry) + %(CD(SFI) -

10(Sps
@(SF;)e“. That is, (e%q)(SFI) —e? ( FI))2 < %845(@)(55‘[) - fIJ(SFIr))z. Then we can bound the
Hellinger distance as follows.

1 B(S )\ 2
H(QF];QF})2:§/( pLSQ(SFI)— pre ( FI))
1 19(Sp)

=5EL [(Q%Q(SFI) —e?

T )2]

< §€46EL[((I)(SF1) — (Sp1))?)-

=N

Expanding the square in the last equation and using that E [Sp,] = E[S FI/] =0, we find that

%‘346 log? EL[eS
Eple "]
S —S g Spr Sgr, Sk, —Spr
NowremarkthatEL[ Fr] = EL[ FIm2F R le”F1]+Ep[e F1 (e7™ “Fi —1)], and hence
By [5F1) /B[ 7] — 1] < O ]EL[|SFI — Spl] < OOEL[(Sp, — Spy)?]M/2. Tt follows that
the second term of the rhs of equation (6.8) is bounded by %60(5)E Ll(Sp, = S F})z], and hence
H(QF;, Qry) < 1e°VEL((SF, — 577 0

°EL[(Sp, — Spy)?]+ (6.8)

OOI)—l

H(QFpQF/) <

6.5. Proofs of Corollaries 6.1 and 6.2

Proof of Corollary 6.1: the case where s > 1/2. By construction,if m € I and F' € Ay, then || Fip, |2 >
Hjy(m). Thus,if IN{m : Jy Sjn} # @, forall F € Aj,

_ log
(D¢~ toer)? < > Hi(m)P1,<5, < 1 Fmll31,<5,-
mel mel
Also if 0 € I, then T2 log(n) /n < || Fp||3 . Therefore Lemma 6.4 and Young’s inequality imply

IC(SEy Sp,)| < COEL[SE, ]+ 0l Foll310er +6 Y 1 Fmll31,,,<j.,
mel

5 ) 5
t3 > Fnl31,5j, + o
mel

The conclusion follows since .7 || Fm||3 <Ef, [S%.I] by Proposition 7.1-(4). O
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Proof of Corollary 6.1: the case where 0 < s < 1/2. By construction, if m € I and F € Ay, then
|1 Emll2 > Hy(m). Thus, if IN{m : Jm <jn} # @, forall F € A;,

(retoen2en(5)2 30271y <5 < ST | Fll3L, <,
mel mel

Similarly if I N {m : Jp, > jn} # &, we have by construction for all F' € Aj

72 Z 2_J7”(2S+1)1Jm>jn < Z ||FmH%1Jm>jn'
mel mel

Also of 0 € I, then T'227/0¢7 (5)2 < || Fy||2. Therefore Lemma 6.4 implies

IC(SEy, Sp,)| < COEL[SE ]+l Foll310er + 6 Y | Fnll3-
mel

The conclusion follows since ", -/ | Fin||3 < Ef, [S%,I] by Proposition 7.1-(4). O

Proof of Corollary 6.2. The proof follows immediately from Lemma 6.4, from the fact that 3°, . ; | Fin[|3 <
Er, [812"1] by Proposition 7.1-(4), and from the definition of A;. O

7. Auxiliary results and remaining proofs

7.1. Relations between norms

In many places we need to relate norm of various functions. In this section we collect the propositions
that serve this purpose.

Proposition 7.1.  Let Jg be chosen large enough. Then the following are true.

1. Forallm€Z4 andall F € Fp,, F = Z(j,k)eBm (Fy 05 1)@k — Erlejkl)s
2. Forallm € Zy., all F' € Fp,, and all (j,k) ¢ BoU By, = (F, ;1) =0.
3. There exist constants C1,Ca > 0 such that for allm € Z and all F € Fpn, C1 ) e (F, )2 <

IFI3 < C2Xvep,, (F. o)
4. There exist constants C1,Cy > 0 such that for all J C Z., for all collections {Fy, € Fp, :

m €I} C1 Y ey 1Fml3 <EL(XCmes Fm)? < C2 Xmey |1 Fml3.
5. There exist constants C1,Co > 0 such that supg Y ;¢ 1(x)] < C127/2 for all j >0, and

YrlEL [cpj7k]| < Cg2j/2f0rallj > 0. Consequently, sup,, » . |g0j7k(x) -Ef, [goj7k]| < 2max{C1, 02}2]'/2
forall j >0;

Proposition 7.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is valid. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that
forallI CZ4,

I'2log(n _ _
5? Z C(% Z 5 2106[1m7$01JmSjn + ,.Y2 Z 2) J77L(2S+1)]_Jm>jn) .
mel mel
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7.2. Proofs of the lemmas used in the guidelines of Section 3 and proof of the
Corollary 3.1

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Write g =) < Fy, for simplicity. Then, remark that Ey [¢g] = 0, and thus
Epled) > Ep[l + g+ %926_”9”“7] =1+ %IEL[gz]e_”g”OO > 1, and with the same argument 1 <
Ezled] <1+ LE;[g?]ell9lle. Tt follows from equation (3.1) that [Lp — L| < |g| + |logEp[e9]| =
|91 +logEr[e9] < |g| + 3E[g°]ellol=. Since Er[9%] < [lg]3

I =Lk < | 32 £ (14 d S fin| ol Pl
SIxml

because by assumption F' € €. Further, by Proposition 7.1,

HZFmH < sup Z Z [(Ems 25, 6le5.6(2) —EL[p) k]l
m>0

z€[0,1] m>0 (j,k)€Bum

< sup o sup sup [(Fmyoird| Y leja(@) — Erle;ll
Z‘E[O,l]szO m:Jm=j (Lk‘)EBm k

<N sup |[Fnll227/2 (1.2)
G200 I m=
The conclusion follows by combining equations (7.1) and (7.2). |

Proof of Lemma 3.3. We first establish that (/7);cz, is a partition of F. Pick F' € F arbitrary.
We want to show that there exists a unique I C Z4 such that F' € .%7. We have the following two
possibilities:
o If ||[Foll2 > pol, choose T = {0} U {m > 1 : ||[Funll2 > pml€ Y, T < jn} U {m >1:
[ Emll2 > 72—Jm(s+1/2), Im > jn}.
o If ||Foll2 < poT', choose I = {m >1 : |[|[Fnl2 > pmDy Jm < jnt U{m > 1 : |Fpl2 >
72—Jm(s+1/2), Jim >]n}

The index set I is uniquely defined by F, and F' € .. We now prove the second claim. Let
A= UI;A@ 7. We can decompose A as A1 U Ay where A = UI;A@,OeI ST = UIgZ+,OeI T,
and Ag = UI;A@,OgéIyI' Remark that Ay = {F € F : [|[Fp|l2 > pol'}, and Ay = AN {F € F :
Im > 1, ||Fpll2 > Hr(m)}. Note that if 0 € I then A§ is empty, so

Ay = AS ﬂ{F €F :Im>1, |Fnlla> pml€ 1y, <0 +72—J7n(5+1/2)1]m>jn}.
The conclusion follows since A° = A{ N AS and since £ > 1. O

Proof of Corollary 3.1: the case where s > 1/2. In view of Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3, it is sufficient to
show that

gn
> Tom2/2 4+ 42795 S s). (7.3)

J=Jo J>jn
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. . 2s
But, v}, 277° S 27 < (I'/7) 21 gj,(s) by the definition of jy in equation (3.2). On the
. . . 1
other hand 327" ; T'ppn27/2 ST'\/log(n)/n2in/2 ST(y/T)2+1 e}, (s), still by equation (3.2). O

Proof of Corollary 3.1: the case where 0 < s <1/ 2. As for the other case, it is enough to show that
equation (7.3) holds true. In this cas, v ;- ; 2779 927" 5 I'e¥(s)? by equation (3.2). Also,

Z;';JO Tpm27/2 < Tjnek(s) Slog(Tek(s)/y)Tek (s) < log(n)ek (s), again by equation (3.2). [

7.3. Proofs of Propositions 7.1 and 7.2

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (1). By construction we know that there are numbers a;j € R such
that F' = Z(j,k)eBm ajk(pjr — Epleji]). We note that if m > 1 the coefficients (a; ;) are
uniquely determined by a; , = (F, p; 1), because Jy, > Jy is large enough such that all (@; 1, 1) =
0 for all (],k) € By,. Thus <F, @]7k> = Z(j/7k’)€Bm aj/’k/<(pj/’k/,(pj7k> = aj k» for any (],k) S
Byy,. This establishes the proof for m > 1. For m = 0, it is the case that F{ is in the span
of {¢jr : (j,k) € Bo} (because the constants are included in the span), and thus Fyy can be
uniquely written as Fy = E(j k)€Bo (Fo,¢j.k)¢jk- But by construction, Ey [Fp] = 0, so in fact

Fo =3 (j.k)eBo F0, 05,60 (05,6 — ELlpj £])- O
Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (2). This follows from the Item (1) and because for (j, k) ¢ By and Jy
large enough, we have (1, ¢; ;) = 0. Therefore, itit the case that (F, 0; ) = >~ (s w1y, (F' 05 k) (57 k75 5 k)-

By orthogonality of the wavelet basis, the previous is either 0 if (j,k) ¢ By, or (F, ;1) other-
wise. g

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (3). The lower bound is immediate because || F'|3 = Z(j,k)ev<F’ npj7k>2 >
E(j k)E€Bm (F, npj7k>2, so indeed C = 1 works. For the upper bound, we note that because || L||oo < 1
we have || F,||3 < Ef,[F?2], and by Item (1)

EL[F%]:EL[( > <F790j,k><Pj,k_EL[ > <F790j,k>90j,kD2]

(]7k)€Bm (.77k)€B’m

<B|( Y (R 90j,k>90j7k)2}

(J,k)€Bm

2
SH Z <F=90j,k>90j,kH2
(4,k)€Bm

= Z <F7 Spj,k>2u

(.77k)€B’m

where the last line follows by the orthogonality of the wavelet basis. O

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (4). We start with the upper bound, which follows from similar argu-
ments than those of the Item (3). Indeed, recall that Ef [¢?] < ||g||3 for all g because ||L||oo < 1, hence

((Zm)]-ml(X X twewen-elE X tneien])]

meJ (j,k)€Bm meJ (j,k)EBm
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E(X X (Fuvines kﬂ

meJ (j,k)EBm

SHZ > <Fm7<Pj,k>‘Pj,kHz

meJ (j,k)€EBm

- Z Z (P, 05,6)°

meJ (4,k)EBm
Then, by the Item (2),
2
EL[( Y Fn) | S I1Fnl3. 7.4)
meJ meJ
We now proceed with the lower bound. By the Item (1),

Sl 5 (5 Ao

1,k ey m'ed

2Y YA X Bwerwdlerw —Erleyel i)

m>1(jk)EBy, m'eJ (' k)EB,,

=3 ¥ <Z > <Fm’7@j’,k’>90j’,k’a‘Pj,k>2

m2>1(j,k)eBm m'EJ(j,k')EB,,,

= Z Z Fmacp]k 1220

meJ (4,k)€Bm

where the third line follows because (1, ; ;) = 0 for all (j, k) ¢ By, and the last line by orthogonality
of the wavelet basis. Therefore by the Item (3) it must be the case that

EL[(X Fn) |2 X 1Fml3lmso 7.5)
meJ meJ

The last display gives the proof in the case where 0 ¢ J. We now assume that 0 € J, which is a more
delicate case. In this situation, we have that Fo =3 7 Fin — >, <7 Fm 1,20, and thus

E; [F2] <2EL[(Z Fm) }+2EL[(W§JFm1m¢O)2}
SE(X Bn) ]+ X 1Em Lo, 7.6)

meJ meJ
where the second line follows from the upper bound of equation (7.4) applied to the index set J\{0}.
Combining equations (7.5) and (7.6),

I1Foll3 SELIFS] <EL[( > Fm) } (1.7)
meJ
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Now if we combine the equations (7.5) and (7.7), we have indeed

EL[( Y Fn) ] 2 max{ 3 1Fml3Lpo. 1Fol3)
meJ

me

1 2 1 2
23 > I Fml3 1m0 + §HF0H2
meJ

1
=5 3 IFl

meJ
[l

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (5). The first claim is a well-known localization properties of the
wavelet basis. The second fact follows because Er,[0; 1] < |IpLllooll@jkllt S P ]|l c02~7/2, and be-

cause there are no more than 27 wavelets at each level 7 > 0. The third fact is obvious. O

Proof of Proposition 7.2. From the definition of £; and from Proposition 7.1-(4), it is immediate that
E2 23 mer Hr(m)2. If s > 1/2 then the result is immediate. In case 0 < s < 1/2, then we note that
by definition of jj,

1
s

N2 in(s+1/2) 5 po=in/2g% (5 —s 9=in > (_) (log(m)ﬁ'

5 n
Therefore,
Z pgnljmgjn Z 2_J’m 1Jm<]n
mel mel
>27nen ()2 1y,<),
mel
1
s 1
- (_) ostn) Z L <jin
v mel
1
Og Z 1Jm<Jn7
mel
where the last line is true under Assumption 1. |
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S1. Organization

This document is supplementary material for the article Adaptive Bayesian density estimation in sup-
norm. It contains the missing proofs for the spike-and-slab prior example. We refer to the main docu-
ment for all the definitions.

e In Section S2, we introduce some new notations that were not needed in the main document, but
which we will need in the supplemental.

* In Section S3, we prove the posterior concentration on small Hellinger neighborhoods of the true
density. This is the first step toward concentration in stronger distances.

* In Section S4, we prove posterior concentration on Lo neighborhoods and uniform posterior
consistency, which is needed to prove the Lemma 3.1 stated in the main document.

e In Section S5.1, we give the proofs that are missing in the main document. In particular,
the Lemma 3.1 establishing the posterior concentration on @ is proved in Section S5.1, the
Lemma 6.4 controlling the covariance terms is proved in Section S5.2, and finally Lemmas 5.1
and 5.2 are proved in Section S5.3.

Every section, subsection, theorem, etc. of the supplemental has label prefixed by S and is cited in
cyan. References to the main document are cited in blue with no prefix.

S2. Notations

We use the same conventions as in the main paper. We furthermore make use of the following
measures of discrepancy between probability distributions. The Kullback—Leibler divergence is writ-
ten KL(P, Q) = fol plog(p/q). We also use the second-order measure of discrepancy V(P,Q) :=

Jo plog?(p/q).

For convenience, we also define the following sequence norms on ©. We denote the usual /3
norm by 0|3 := Z(j k)eV |9j,k|2- In addition, we define the mixed /1 o, norm such that ||@||1 o =

> >0 Mmax 10 1.27/2. Tt is a well-known fact that if f = 2 k)ev 5. k2 ks then [ flloo < 116111,00,
and || fll2 = [|6]l2-

S1


mailto:zacharie.naulet@universite-paris-saclay.fr

S2 Zacharie Naulet
S3. Posterior concentration on Hellinger balls

The starting point to the proof of the concentration of the posterior in strong distances is to first establish

the contraction of the posterior for Pg on small Hellinger neighborhoods of P;,. We will prove that for
*

g% (s) == (log(n)/n)%/(2s+1) the spike-and-slab log-density prior satisfies for M > 0 large enough,

sup  EpII(0 : H(Py, Pr) > Mey,(s) | Xpn) =o(1), n — 00. (S3.1)
LES(R,s)

This will prove the Theorem 2.1. One can notice that £}, (s) is not the optimal rate for the Hellinger dis-
tance. This is a well-known consequence of the fact that prior independence of the wavelets coefficients
cannot yield optimal contraction on Hellinger or Ly balls (Hoffmann, Rousseau and Schmidt-Hieber,
2015; Cai, 2008).

Equation (S3.1) is obtained classically, as a consequence of Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000,

Theorem 2.1) combined with Propositions S3.1 and S3.2 below.

Proposition S3.1.  Ler I1 be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Assume L € ¥.(R, s)
for some 0 < sg < s < S and let €%(s) := (log(n)/n)%/ 2tV Then, there exists C' > 0 such that for
n large enough,

T(KL(Py, Pg) <5, (s)%, V(Pr, Pg) <5 (s)?) > exp{—Cnej,(s)°}.
Proof. Let 0 be such that |9j,k — 9ij| <n1/2 if j < J and 0 =0 forg> J, with J a truncation
level to be chosen accordingly. Because |9jL 6l < R273(st1/2) by assumption, this implies that || —
011 00 Z 2j/2 —1/2 4 Z 2_js S 97/2p,=1/2 4 9=Js < < e5,.(s) by choosing the optimal

truncation level By van der Vaart and van Zanten (2008, Lemma 3.1), this implies that KL(Py,, Py) <
£¥(s)? and V(P Pg) < el (s)?. Thus, for some B > 0,

II(KL(Py, Pg) < Be}i(s)?, V(Pr,0) < Beh(s)?)

Jn
ij Jk(wjk_ Jk|<”_1/2 HHl_‘“J
7 ik

j<J k j=J
_ 9J_Lk+n71/2 _ JIn
> ij23(80+1/2) F(29(50+1/2)p) 4 H H(l — wy)
. oL —p—1/2 -
i<T K ok j=J k

21(50+1/2)(9L +n*1/2) JIn

= w; t)dt (1 —w;
j<j1;[ ]/Zj(SOJrl/z)(gjL,k_"l/Q H H ]

Since s > sg and j < J, there is a constant g > 0 such that f > g always on the domain of integration
of the previous display. Moreover, w; 2 e~/ b1 and there are no more than a generic constant times 27
wavelets at each level j, then for some constants C' > 0,

T(KL(Py, Pg) < Bel(s)%, V(Pr, Pg) < Bej(s)?) = exp{—C2” log(n)}.

The conclusion follows since 27 log(n) < nefi(s)?. O
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Proposition S3.2. Let 11 be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Let na% — 00 With
log(ne2) > log(n) and let n be large enough. Then for every C > 0 there exists a sequence of
sets (On)n>0 such that TI(0r,) < exp{—Cne2) and log N (en, Pn,H) < ne2, where Py, = {pg :
6co,}.

Proof. We choose, for some constant K, K ’'>0,

0, — {0 co: Sk 2j(80+1/2)|9j7k| < 1og(Kn5%), }

{05 # 0} < K'ne, /log(ne3)

Then, by construction of the prior since 6; 5, = 2_7(30+1/2)Zj7k for Z, j, ~ F, and since all the coeffi-
cients are independent,

1m(e5) <Y wII(1Z; |>log(Kn52))+H(|{9- ¢0}|>7K/”E%)
n) = - J Jik n Jik log(ne2)
—boKne? K/m%
< e~ b2Knen 4 17( 140, 0 ' n_
<e + (I{ ik 7 }|>10g(m%)),

where the second line follows because wj < 9—i(1+14) for x> 0 and because there are at most
a generic constant times 2/ wavelets at each level j € Z, and because of the assumption of equa-
tion (2.3). Furthermore, Er[[{0; 1, # 0}]] < Z}IQO Dok 2~J(1+1x) <1, Hence, by Chernoff’s bound,
for some constant B > 0 when K’ ns% gets large enough

K'ne2 12
n(|{9'k £0}| > 7“) < e~BK'nel,
J log(ne3)
Thus ©,, meets the first requirement of the proposition.

We now determine an upper bound on N (e, Py, H). We assume without loss of generality that
My =K 'ns% / log(ns%) is integer. Furthermore there is a generic constant ¢ > 0 such that, for any
0.0’ € O, (see van der Vaart and van Zanten, 2008, Lemma 3.1),

H(PeaPH’) 5 ||0 — G/Hl’ooe_clle_elnl,oo.

But, for any 0,8’ € ©,,, writing Z; j, = 2/ (50+1/2)¢. ; and Z%) = 2j(50+1/2)6’;-7k, it is clear that |6 —
01,00 S| Z — Z'| 0. Since 8 has no more than M, non-zero entries, N (e, Pp, H) is no more than

the sum over all possible subsets of indices I C Ay, == {(j,k) : j < 1122((3)) } such that |I| < My, of the

covering numbers of
E;= {z eR!: |z]o0 < log(KnE%)}

with balls of radius Bey,, for a universal B > 0. A Bey-net over E has cardinality no more than

< eCHK’ns?L,

~

(1og(éi:5%) ) ] < (log(BKEZE%) )Mn
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for some universal C7 > 0. The number of possible subsets is Zn]‘fgo (‘%'). Using the well-known
inequality (}) < Qr, we deduce that,

My,

Z(IA |> Z'A o™ _ el /| et

m=0

By Stirling’s formula, as n — oo, because |Ay | > My,

My, _
v Anl) _ (14 o(1))elAel 2 Mnlog Mn /OO Mn =ty
m ) = 27 My, |An|

m=0

(1 + o(1))| Ap|elAnl+Mn—Mn log My +Mn log | An|

o
/ ol An|+M, log(u) g,
1

21w My,
|Ap|4+Myp— My log My + My log |An| 0o Mp,
< (1+O(1))|An|€ / e_ulAnI(l_e‘A”‘)du
2w M, 1

(1+ o(1))eMn(1Fe™)=Mnlog Mn+M, log | An|
- M (1 —

A7)

g
CQK ne

10 =2
Since M,, < (f(—(neg—) and |Ay,| < n, it follows for some universal constant Cy > 0 that 2%20 (|x;1,1:\) <
. The conclusion of the proposition follows by picking K’ small enough. O

S4. Posterior concentration on L? balls and uniform consistency

Here we strengthen a little bit the result of Section S3 and we show that the posterior indeed concen-
trates on || - ||2 and || - ||1,00 neighborhoods of @ Indeed, since the coefficients @7 is only identifiable
up to suitable translation, we don’t expect to concentrates on balls of the form {6 : ||@ — 6| < R},
but instead on balls of the form {0 : [|@ + =2 — 87| < R}, where Z is the vector with entries
:S) k= <§9 ©j k)> Where €9 is the log-normalizing constant defined in Section 2.1. We remark that by
the properties of the wavelet basis, there is a Jg such that Z; . = 0 for all j > Jy and all k. We also
prove that concentration on || - |1, balls imply the posterior concentration on %% as required in the

main paper.

The proof follows a minor adaptation of Castillo (2014, Lemma 4), itself inspired from ideas of
Rivoirard and Rousseau (2012). The argument, however, requires to be adapted to handle the fact that
there is a non zero prior mass of having coefficients 0 ;, # 0 with j > J, with .J being the optimal
truncation level.

Proposition S4.1.  Let I be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Then, there is a generic
constant C' > 0 such that,

sup ELH(Zj>J maxy, |9j7k|2j/2 > 27750 log(n) | Xn) =o(1).
J>0
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Proof. By‘construction, 0= 2_j(50+1/2)Zj7k, where Z; . g, Then, we see that ) _ -y maxy, |9j7k|2j/2 =
dj>g2 %0 maxy | Z; k| S 2=/%0 sup, | Z,|. Hence, the probability in the statement of the proposi-

tion is bounded by EjTI(sup, | Zy| 2 log(n) | Xy). But, by the assumptions on F', we have that for

any K >0

II(sup, | Zy| > log(Kne (s)?)) < ZZHOZJM > log(Knek(s)?))
Jj=0 k

=Y will(|Z; k| > log(Kney,(s)?) | 05 #0)
>0k

< exp{—bgKna,*@(sP},

where the last line follows because wj < 9= (1+) for 1« > 0 by assumption, and there are at most
a generic constant times 2J wavelets at each level 7. By Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000, see
the proof of Theorem 2.1) the last display together with Proposition S3.1 implies that the proposition
is true, because log(ne (s)?) < log(n) by definition of £ (s). O

We are now in position to adapt Castillo (2014, Lemma 4) to our setting. The idea is to leverage the
property that the high frequency coefficients are always small enough (Proposition S4.1) to obtain that
the Hellinger contraction implies the desired result.

Proposition S4.2. Let 11 be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2 and assume 0 < sg <
s < S. Then, under the assumption of the paper, for all R > 0 the following holds,

AK >0, sup EI(|6+ 28 — 0L |y > Ke¥ (s) | Xp) = o(1),
LeX(R,s)

¥n>0,  sup ELI([0+E% - 0% |1,00 > 1] Xn) = 0(1).
LEX(R,s)

Proof. From Ghosal and van der Vaart (2007, Lemma 8), because pj, is bounded from below (as
IL|loo < o0 by assumption), we have that

ILo—L|3= /[ 108?00/

)

< /[ }pL log?(pg/p1)

)

SH(Po, PL)*(1+ o — LIIZ). (S4.1)
But, for any J € N large enough so that =; = 0 for all j > .J and all k, we have

J

-6 L j/2

Lo — L|joo < Zm}gij,k +28 — ok 27/
=0

/2 L /2
+Zm}€ax|6‘j7k|23/ +Zm]§x|6‘j7k|2]/
i>J i>J
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By assumption } - ; max, |0£k|2j/2 <2775 and by Proposition S4.1 there is a set ©,, of posterior
mass 1 + op(1) such that for any 6 € ©,, we have >, ;maxy, |9j,k|2j/2 < 277/%010g(n). Hence,
whenever s > sq, for 8 € ©,,,
J
|Lg — L|loo < kaax 101, +Z8 — 05, |20/% 4+ 2770 log(n) + 277
5=0

<2720 + 20 — 0|5 + 2770 log(n)
=27/2||Lg — L|j2 + 27/ log(n),

where the last line follows by the orthogonality of the wavelet basis. Combining the last display with
equation (S4.1) we find that

|1Lo — L|I3(1 — 27H(Pg, P)%) SH(Pg, Pr)? (1 + 27250 10g%(n)).

By equation (S3.1), we can furthermore restrict ourselves to the event such that {6 : H(Pg, Pr) <
£¥(s)}. Then, it is always possible to choose .J sufficiently large so that 27750 1log(n) = o(1), but
small enough so that 2”& (s)2 = o(1). Thus ||Lg — L||3 S} (s)? on {0 : H(Py, P1) Sefi(s)}, and
by orthogonality of the wavelet basis [|§ + Z€ — 8Ly = ||Lg — L||2 < % (s). Moreover, we have
proven along the way that on the same event [|6 + 29 — 0%||; o < 27/2||Lg — L2 +277%0log(n) =
o(1). O

SS5. Missing proofs of the main document

S5.1. Concentration of the posterior on %

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We prove the lemma by showing that || Fd||sc + || 32,51 F& |lee S [0 + EE —
0L||17oo. Then, the conclusion of the lemma will follow from Proposition S4.2. We note that it is
enough to show the inequality for [|@ + 2% — 0|1 o, < 1 because of Proposition S4.2. For m >
1, we have F9 = (By(m) — 0y Pupm) — ELloym)) = Oyam) + EZ(m) = 0% ) (o) —
EL[@y(m)]), by choosing Jo sufficiently large so that EZ(m) = 0 whenever m # 0. It follows by
Proposition 7.1-(5),

| 32 2| <590 32 1650y + =0 m) — Bl o) @) = Erloyim)
m>1 m>1

0 =60 oL
<>y max |07 + =5k — 05kl sup Y |0jk(z) — B [0 4]]
§>Jo Tk
0 =0 _ oL oj/2
S D max|0fy + 205 — 07,127/
Jj>Jo

<16 +E° - 0% 00
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So it remains to show that ||F00 || is also bounded by the same quantity. Remark that E; [exp{Lg —
L}] =1, thus

1=Eglele ) =1+E[Lo— L] + %IEL[(LQ — L)% O(elFoLll=).

But Bp[Lg — L] =% + 30 1yev (056 — 07 EL[pj k) and [ Lo — Lljoo S 10 + B8 — 01,00 < 1
by assumption. Therefore, we have shown

€=~ 3 (65— 0F)ELlpj 4]+ O(ILe — LIB).-
(4,k)eV

Since for J taken large enough we have ¢f = Z(j,k)eBo Zj k¥j k> We deduce that

Fo= Y (- %k)(sﬁj,k —Erlp; k)

(jvk)eBO
=4+ > Oin—-0leiet Y. 05— 07)ELlp;k] +O(I|Le — LI3)
(4,k)€Bo (49,k)¢ Bo
= > O+ —0toein+ D> 0k +E%, —0FDELIp; k] + O Lo — LII3).
(4,k)€Bo (4,k)¢ Bo

Now we remark that all the terms involved in the last display are bounded in absolute value by |6 +
89 — 0|1 oo, and 50 is || Fp | oc- O

S5.2. Proofs related to the control of the covariance terms

Proof of Lemma 6.4. We first establish that || S, [|oc can be made arbitrary small when F; € Ny by
taking K1 large enough in Assumption 1.

Proposition S5.1.  Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with Ky > 0 sufficiently large. Then there is
a universal constant C > 0 such that ||Sg, |lcc < Clog(I'e},(s)/v)L'e},(s) for all Fr € Nt and all
I1CZ4.

In view of the last proposition, we now assume that K7 is taken large enough so that || S g [Joc < 6.
Since Ef,[Sp,] =EL[Sp,] =0, we have

C(Sp,, Sp,) =logEp [e”Fr ~Io8FL [exp(Srp)) Sy losEr[exp(Sr )y

We remark that By [e“Fr] = E[1 + Sp, + %S%‘Ieo(”SFI”“)] =1+ %EL[S%.I]eO(‘;). This im-
plies that —logE[¢7Fr] = —%IEL[S%,I]eO(‘;) as well, and e Fr 18 ELlexp(Sr)l — 1 4 Sp, —
1K [S%‘I]eo(é) + %S%.Ieo(‘g). Also EL[eSFI_IOgEL[CXp(SFI)]] =1, and thus

(CO5r58) _ g, [(1 +Sp + %S%Ieow) _ %EL[S%I]QO(&)esﬁl—logEL[exp(sFI)]

-1 +EL[SFIGSF‘I_10gEL[eXP(SF"I)]] + %EL[S%I]eO(‘” _ %EL[S%I]eO(‘S)
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=1+ Eg[Sp, e’ 8PP Bl 1 06 [53,)).
Since [ S, [loo <6,
]EL[SFIesFI_1ogJEL[oxp(SpI)]]2 < IISF,Hoon(‘S) EL[SFIGSFI—logIEL[cxp(SFI)]] '
Therefore,
Sg —logEr[exp(Sg
C(Sky,Sp,) = (1+ O(8)E [Sgy e Fr 8=t PER ] L 0(5E (5%, ))

E;[Sk, (¢"F1 —1)]

=1+0(
(1+0(9)) EL[eSFI]

+O(OEL[SF,])

= O(EL[SF, (¢°F1 —1)]) + O(3EL[SE,]).

To prove the lemma, it is enough to obtain sharp estimates on Er,[SF, (eS Fr —1)]. To this end, we in-
troduce the function A : R — R such that A(x) = (e® — 1)/, and we define the following “covariance”
matrix

F
ki =ELl(eje —ELlej k) ey —ELlej w])ASE,)]-

The following proposition provides the necessary estimates on LF7 that we require to control
C(SF;,S F‘z)'

Proposition S5.2.  Let ||Sg, [loo <1 andlet §=sif s <1and 3 arbitrary in (1/2,1) if s > 1. Then,
the following are true for n large enough (but not depending on I)

1. There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on (R, s) and the wavelet basis, such that for all

(", k') # (4, k),
F PN = iz
125k wrl SCA+1SE, lloo,00,5) (2 (V3 )S/|80j,k<%7j’,k’| +279 (41297 (S+1/2))-
2. There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on (R, s) and the wavelet basis, such that for any
. L F . s

(4, k') €V and forany j < j', 374 557 v | < C21/2(1 + 157, ll00,00,5)27 (5+1/2),

3. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied for Ko and K large enough. Then ||Sg, || 00,005 < 7 for all
I1C7Zy.

It follows from the previous definitions that E7,[Sp, (esFI — 1] =EL[SF, Sp, A(SE, )] To ease the

nptations, we define 7'} = <Fm', ©j k) s0 that Fiy =3 i 1yep j‘;:";f(gpﬂf —Er[¢} x]), by Proposi-
tion 7.1-(1). Hence, we can rewrite

Sr F
EL[SF] (6 Fr — 1)] = Z Z Z fﬁkfﬁk’2j72,j’7k’loel

mel¢ (j,k?)EBo (jlvk/)EBm

TN SRS DR Wbt Gt

mel (]7k)€Bm (j’,k/)GB()

D IDIEDY > Ik ﬁlk’zfi,jf,kflm#olm';éo-

melm/€l€ (j,k)eBm (j',k')EB,,/
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We finish the proof by giving a bound on the terms

Ri=3 S 3 1= lteer.

mel€ (4,k)EBo (j/,k')EBm

D DD DI SRT AW 1 () WA rore

mel (jvk)EBm (j’,k:/)EB()

T DD DD DIt [1 ¥ e e v

mel m/€l¢ (j,k)E By (3' k') EB,

We bound each of the terms above in the next paragraphs. For each term, the bound depends on whether
we are in the scenario s > 1/2 or not. An important quantity that shows up everywhere is f* :=
SUD(j k) By, |(Fms #j k)|. We remark that by construction when m ¢ I

= sup (B, o) < | Fmll2 < Hp(m). (S5.1)
(.77k)€B’m

Bound on R; : case s >1/2. If 0 ¢ I this term is obviously equal to zero. Thus we now assume that
0 € I. Then,

T YWD Sl 3w

melc (4',k")EBm =0 k

SFERNELED DL DR

mel° (4',k")EBm

S fo’*(l \/,7)2J0/2 Z fm,,*2—Jm(§+1/2)7

melc

where the second line follows by Proposition S5.2, and the last because 0 € I so for any m € I€ we
have |By,| =1 and (j,k) € By, = j = Jmm. So by equation (S5.1),

Z fmxg=Jm(3+1/2) < Z Hy(m)2™ JIm (5+1/2)
mele melc
Jn B
<t 3T sup {pmlH{me o = g2 ET2)
]:JO-‘l‘lme:-]
+ 3 A2 6T e 10+ g = )
J>in
STELST sup {pn 277G 4 qamin(eHd),
]>JOme:]

where the last line follows because [{m € I : Jp, = j}| < 27 for j > .Jy as there are no more than
< 27 at each level. We deduce that,

Ry S 00 (1v y)270/2 37 95 1/2) sup_{pm} /77 (1 v )27/ 2y min(548) (85.2)
i>Jo m:Jm=)
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1 rav . 1 o
S 1y 2L T o150y 2D 21y 5172

because py, = /log(n)/n, 5 > 1/2, because f%* < || Fp||2, and because of equation (3.2). By choos-
ing K1, K9 > 0 in Assumption 1 sufficiently large we obtain that Ry < 6T'y/log(n)/n| Foll21ocr-

Bound on R; : case 0 < s < 1/2. The equation (S5.2) remains true in this case, but this time we
have,

ST 276D g {ppd< 30279012 gy {27 2 ()
m:Jm

3>Jo =J 3>Jo m:Jm=j
=en(s) Yo 27
3>Jo
Sen()27",
and, by equation (3.2),

F2 * (5)2

72—jn(s+s) 72 2jn s <
0

(S5.3)

Therefore,
1 ra
R S [Fyllr2 0225 5) (1290 4 20 E D).
Y

So Ry < 61'2770/2¢% (5)|| Fy|l21pe by choosing K1, Ko > 0 in Assumption 1 sufficiently large.

Bound on R : case s > 1/2. Ry is obviously equal to zero of 0 € I, hence we assume now that
0 ¢ I. Then with the same arguments as for the first term

Ro<fO*>° > |f k|zz| ikt

mel (j,k)EBm j'=0 K’

5(1\/7)2J0/2f0,*z Z |fﬁ|2—Jm(§+1/2)

mel (j,k)€Bm

S V)22 H(0) Y |[Fa 2~ mEH1/2), (S5.4)
mel

where the second line follows by Proposition S5.2-(2) and because (j,k) € By, = j = Ji, when
m # 0 (recall 0 ¢ I), the third last line follows because 0 ¢ I so By, is a singleton and also because
O < Hy(0) when 0 ¢ I. We decompose the sum in the rhs equation (S5.4) into the sum of the
following two terms

S1i= > |[Flla2™ /5D, (S5.5)
mel
Spi= Y | Flla2™ T2, (S5.6)

mel
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Then, by Cauchy-Schwarz’,

N 1/2
S S{ > IIlelglJmsj'n} { Y27 /mEsty m<an} :

mel mel

But, since 0 ¢ I we have m € I = Jp, > Jy, and since there are < 27 wavelets at each level 7, we
deduce that

Z 2—Jm(2§+1) < Z |{m I :j}|2—j(2§+1) S Z 2—2j§ S 2—2J()§'
mel i>Jo i>Jo
Hence,
5 S 20 S |l o)
mel
On the other hand,

So < { Z ||FmH%1Jm>jn}1/2{ Z 2_J7n(2§+1)1]m>j"}1/2

mel mel

SO PRN S D SE i

- 1/2
—in 2
S27 S Bl b

mel

Since H(0) =T'y/log(n)/n in this case,

5 1 1/2
Ry <T(1V 7)270(1/2-5) log(n) { > HFmHzlJm<Jn} /
mel

= log 1/2
FI(1Vy)270/2 g 1080 WS 1,0
mel

Note that in this case § > 1/2, so by choosing the constants Ky and K7 sufficiently large, we obtain
that (note that & —loer =1 here)

Ry < 6T¢Yoer [0/ log { > HFmHglJm<]n}1/2 + %{ > ||FmH%1Jm>jn}1/2'
mel mel

Bound on Ry : case 0 < s <1/2. We note that the equation equation (S5.4) and the decomposition
of equations (S5.5) and (S5.6) remain true in this case. We then have,

B 1/2
1 <{ S 1Bnl3,z ) LS 2,

mel mel
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Since 0 ¢ I we have thatm € I = Jp, > Jy > Jy, so that the previous is in fact bounded by

B 1/2 _ 1/2
s1<277 Y Bl b { D 2 )
mel mel
On the other hand,

1/2
2 _J'rn 2 1
82 S { Z ||Fm||21Jm>]n} { Z 2 S+ m>.7n} .

mel mel
Since H7(0) = T'2770/2¢* (s) in this case,

B 1/2 B 1/2
Ry STV ) - 270 S IFul3ts, <} {ene)? D 271,45,

mel mel

1/2
—Jm(2s+1)1
POV S IEBL s ) 3 21 L 1

mel mel

So by choosing K and K1 large enough,

Ry < 51“6_106’{ > ||Fm|\%1Jm§jn}1/2{5:L(3)2 ) 2_Jm1=7m§jn}1/2

mel mel

3 1/2
DI TR e SR PR b

mel mel

Bound on R3 : case s > 1/2. We start with the following estimate (using equation (S5.1))

F
>y |f,k,||zj,;7j,,k,|1m,¢0

m/'elc (j',k")EB,,/
SDDED DR U DI R S h

> Jom! el ',k )EB,

<> s {HI N 1 Y |E],w,k/|1 140
§r>do ™ Imr= m/€lc (47,k")EB,

<30 s (I
JI>Jm m!=J"

where the last line follows because for m’ # 0 we have (j',k") € By = j' = J,,y and B, is a
singleton. By Proposition 55.2-(1,3), because there are no more than $ 27 wavelets at each level j > 0,
and because sup, » ;. |9 (7)) S 21/2 (see Proposition 7.1-(5)), we obtain

DIl S0V (2799 [ 1l 3 o] + 27961/ 223 G175 )
k/
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S (v y)27I/220 /2 (2—<jvj'>§ + 2—152—j’5)

<(1v 7)2—j/22j’/22—(j\/j’)§.

~

Therefore,
Rs<(avy) > S Il >SS swp {HI(m’)}2—Jm/22j’/22—<=’mvﬂ">§
mel GRIEB a0 I
SAV) Y Fmll2 > sup  {Hj(m!)}2mIm 223297 (ImVDS, (S5.7)
mel i>do ™ mr=i
m#£0

We decompose summation in the previous display into the sum of the following terms:

T
T) = Z 2_Jm/2HFm||21Jm§Jn Z sup {Hj(m /)}21/22—Jms7 (85.8)
mi{) j=nm m' o=
m
jn
Ty= 27" Fllaly,<j, D sup  {Hp(m)}2//?275, (85.9)
mi{) j= Jm+1m S =J
m
Ts:=Z2‘=’m/2HFm||21ngynZ o {H (m)}21/22775, (85.10)
I 1=J
gn
Tyi= 22| Fllaly, 5y, 3 sup  {Hp(m')}2/227 7, (S5.11)
mel = e =i
m
T
Ts= 272 Fnlaly, >y, Y sup  {Hpm)}2/P27 0% (85.02)
mi{) ]:] +1m J /—]
m
To= Y 2772 Fllaly, g, D s (Him ")}2i 293, (85.13)
mel i>JIm m' =]
m##0

We now bound each terms using the definition of j, and of Hy(m). Regarding 77 when J; < J,,y <
Jm < jn we have Hy(m') < T¢~1oer /log(n)/n, thus

10 _
Ty D¢ toery [ =20 8(n Zz 3| Flla g, <o Lmsto

mel

_ log 1/2 _ - 1/2
< D¢~ loer, | 08TV - {Z ||Fm|\21Jm<]n} {ZQ 2JmlemSjn1m¢0} .

mel
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But, for m # 0 we have .J;,, > Jo, and there are no more than < 27 blocks of wavelets at each level j
so in fact

Jn

22—2J7,L51Jm<]n ot < Z 22 j Z J(25-1) < 9= Jo(25-1).

mel j=Jotl k 7=
Therefore,
) ] 1/2
Ty S 2—Jo<s—1/2>pg—1%f\/F { X 1FmlBLs, <, ) .
mel

Since § > 1/2 in this case, 2=J0(53-1/2) can be made < & by taking K in Assumption 1 sufficiently

large. The same goes for 75 because Z;”:J L 21/29-3% < 2~Jm(5=1/2) "and thus

m+

s _ log( 1/2
Ty < 27 J0(5-1/2)pe—toer gn {Z I\Fm||21J7n<yn} :
mel

Regarding T3, when J,,,» > j, we have Hl(m’) < 72_Jm’(8+1/2), and so

T3Sy Y 272 Fllaly,<j, Y 277691, 4,

S22 m GBS 7 om I 2 Fonlla g, <50 Lo
mel
oo 1 1/2 1/2
<y27In(5-1/2) VT Log(r) { > HFmHzlJm<gn} { > 2_‘]7”1Jm§jn} :
" mel mel

But, there are no more than < 27 wavelets at each level j so in fact

Jn
OERCETIEIES 3 SUEPTS

mel 7i>0 k
Therefore,
/log 1/2
T3 5 / 2 Jn §— 1/2 { Z ”FmH%]'JmS]n} .
mel
Regarding T},
_ log( _ _
Ty <Tgtoer) [ == 2(n 22 Il Flla1 7,55, Z 20722751, 40,
mel Jj=J1

< pe—loer log(n )2]L/2{ T ||Fm|\21Jm>gn}1/2{ > 2—Jm(2§+1)1Jm>jn}1/2

mel mel
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But there are no more than < 27 wavelets at each level j so in fact
mel ]>]n k ]>]n

Therefore,

_ lo 1/2
T4 5 Fg loer g( )2 —jn(5—1/2) { Z HFmH%].Jm>]n}
mel

Regarding 7%, for J,,,» > j, we have Hl(m’) < 72_Jm’ (5+1/2), thus

i
Ts=7 Y 27/ a1y o Y 27951,
mel J=jn+1
2790 S [ Fllg2 YD
mel
i 1/2 . 12
<92 Jns{ 3 ||Fm||§1Jm>jn} { 32 Jm(2s+1)1Jm>jn}
mel mel
i (545 1/2
<2 Jn(s+s){ 3 ||Fm||§1Jm>jn} ,

mel

where the last line follows by equation (S5.14). But by equation (3.2) we have 72‘jn(5+§) =
72 in(5+1/2)9=n(5-1/2) LT\ /log(n)/n2 In(5-1/2) Therefore,

o 10 1/2
—Jn -1/2 g
T5 <279n6 /)F\/T{ E IIlelzlJm>yn} :

It remains Tg But for J,,, > Jy, > jn, we again have that Hy(m') < 72_j(s+1/2), and thus

Ts=~Y 272 Fpllaly, s, > 2770

Sy [Enla2 21,

mel

1/2 B N 1/2

< 7{ > ||Fm||%1Jm>jn} { 2 Jm(2s+1+2s)1Jm>jn}

mel mel

s 1/2
<9 Jn(S-I—S){ 3 |\Fm||§1jm>jn} ,

mel

where the last line follows by the same arguments that led to equation (S5.14). As before,

] 1/2
Tﬁ 2~ ]n(s 1/2) Ogn {Z ||FmH21Jm>]n} / ’
mel
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The bound for R3 is obtained by equation (S5.7) and all the estimates on 11, . .., Ty, and by taking the
constants in Assumption 1 sufficiently large.

Bound on R3 : case 0 < s < 1/2. We note that the equation (S5.7) remains valid in this case, as well
as the decomposition of equations (S5.8) to (S5.13). We again bound each of these terms. Regarding
Ty when J1 < J,y < Jpm < jin, we have Hy(m') < F§_10€12_Jm’/25;§(5), thus

JIm
Ty <Tetoer N o= Im/2|Flla1y <50 Y eh(s)27 7 1z
mel j=J1

STEeren(5) D Jm2 IO Fla1 ), < Lo

mel

_ 1/2 _
<T¢ 10615‘;:(5){ Z ||Fm||%1<]m§jn1m7£0} { Z Im?2 Jm(28+1)1JmSjn1m7é0}
mel mel

1/2

_ _ 1/2 _ 1/2
<re 0 g2 "% () 3 1 FmlBla, < tmgo ) { D2 g lmso
mel mel

where the last line follows for Jy taken sufficiently large, because m # 0 = J,, > Jy, and thus
Jm272Ims < Jy272J05 Regarding T, we have using the same arguments
Jn ‘
Ty < 1—‘5_106]8;(8) Z 2_Jm/2HFM||21Jm§jn Z 2775140

STgtoerer (s) Y o 6T DY R la1 ), <, 1k
mel

< 1—‘6—106152(5){ Z ||Fm||%1JmSjn1m7éo}1/2{ Z 2_Jm(25+1)ljm§jn1m7$0}

mel mel

oeroe 12
<rg ezt (5){ N Bl <y lmso b { 20 27 " L b )
mel mel

1/2

1/2

Now for T3,

T3<y > 2772 Fllaly, <jn D 274,49
mel j>j7l

S22y D27 2| Fnlad g, <5, o
mel

L 1/2 _
<72 23”5{ > ”FmH%lJmSjnlm;éO} { > 2 JmlJmSjnlm;éO}
mel mel

1/2

But we note that v27 2775 < T'2c* (5)2 /4 by equation (S5.3), and hence we have,

Te* (s 1/2 _
1y < Fonld) -1“62(8){ > ”anglJmSjnlm#O} { D2 J’”lJmSjnlm#O}
v mel mel

1/2
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Now for T, we have

Ty <Tetocich(s) S 27 ImEH DR (a1 S0 (n — J1) Lm0
mel

Sjnl—‘f_loej‘g:;(s){ Z ||Fm||%1Jm>jn}1/2{ Z 2_Jm(25+1)1Jm>jn}

mel mel

1/2

Similarly,

JIm

Ts<y Y 27/ a1y, 55, D 277,
mel J=jn+1

< 72—]58 Z 90— Jm(s+1/2) ||Fm||21Jm>jn

mel

» 1/2 _
S92 S BB, ) {2 2T, )

mel mel

1/2

Finally,

Ts<v Y 272 Fpllady, sy, D> 27%¢

< Z 2_Jm(2s+1/2)||Fm||21Jm>jn
mel

1/2 B
57{ > ||Fm||%1Jm>jn} { >2 J””(48+1)1Jm>jn}

mel mel

» 1/2 )
<72 3”8{ > ||Fm||%1Jm>jn} { > 2 J””(28+1)1Jm>jn}

mel mel

1/2

1/2

The bound for Rg is obtained by equation (S5.7) and all the estimates on 77, ..., Tg and by taking the
constants in Assumption 1 sufficiently large. |

Proof of Proposition S5.1. We use that Fr =3 pye g, (Fm, 05 1) (9jx — ELlp;jk]) by Proposi-
tion 7.1-(1). Then, by Proposition 7.1-(5) we deduce that,

1S @I< Y D> [(Fmeimllejn(@) —ELlp;xll

mel® (j,k)EBm

<> s {IBnle > lejsle) ~Erlpiall}
k

§>0 melc, Jy=j

<> sup {Hp(m)2/?}
jzom:Jm:j

2s 1
By the same argument as in the proof of Corollary 3.1, the previousis seen to be < max{(I"/v)2s+1, I'(y/T") 2s+1 }ei (s)
when s > 1/2, and < log(T'e} (s)/v)Te) (s) otherwise. O
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Proof of Proposition S5.2, Item (1). We define the function () := pp,(z) A(Sg, (x)). With this def-
inition, we can rewrite

F
A / h (e = ELlejul) (o0 —Erlej i)
= / h - ©jEPG K — Ey, [(pxk] /h 2N

—EL[sﬁj',k']/h'sﬁj,k+EL[<Pj,k]EL[<Pj',k']/h-

By assumption [|Sg, [loc < 1, thus [[A(SE,(+))[loc < 1 too. Further, for any g € B we have

~ 00,00
| [ 99kl < C’Hg||oo7oo,32_j(s+1/2) for a universal constant depending eventually on s; see for in-
stance Giné and Nickl (2016). Thus, we deduce that for C' > 0 eventually depending on 3,
F,
12 kg < ‘ / h 05kt 1
We remark that p = exp{ L}, and thus |||/ 0,5 is in turn bounded by a constant depending only on
(R, s). Further (j, k) # (j', k'), thus [ @, 1o 1 = 0, hence for any y € [0, 1],

+ Cmax {[[pllocco.ss [1Pllcoces 2 EFY2 270 5+H1/2) 1 (s5.15)

/ h- 0 kpir i = /[0 ; (h(z) = h(y)) @) k(x) e jr (x)da. (S5.16)

If Sk jr = SUPP Pj k N supp ;7 g = Q, then fh @i kP ke =0 .and the result is immediate.
We now consider that S; ;. i p» # @. In this case, pick y € Sj . j - arbitrary and remark that for all

x € Sk jo i We have |z —y| < C2-3V3" for a constant C' > 0 depending only on the wavelet basis.
Then by equation (S5.16),

h(z) — h(y s
| [resnepa| < B [ o —affles i@y @) o

x#y |z —yl [0
h(z) —h e
< sup @) = )l (v )s/|<pj’kgajr7k/|. (S5.17)
x#y |z —y|*

Then, we obtain the result of the proposition by bounding the 5-Hélder norm of h. For all z,y € [0, 1],
[h(x) = h(y)| < lpr(z) = pLW)] - |ASE, (@) + pLY)IA(SE, () — A(SE, ()]
= ") — W A(S, ()] + "W A(S g, (2)) = A(S, (9))]-
Whenever L € X(R, s), there is a constant C' > 0 depending only on R such that |eL(®) — L(¥)| <

C|L(x) - L(y)| and sup,, eL(®) < C. Also ||, [loo < 1 thus sup,, | A(Sp, (x))| < 1andsup, [A'(Sp ()] <
1. We deduce,

h(z) = h(y)] S CL(x) = L(y)| + C|Sg, () = Sp, ().

By construction 0 < § < 1, which implies that the 5-Holder norm is equivalent to the | - || s 00,5 NOrM
(Giné and Nickl, 2016, Equations 4.149 and 4.152). Then, since L € (R, s) C 3(R, 3),

h(z) —h
sup ORI ¢ Rt 0l e
ety =Yl
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By equivalence of norms, ||h[|oo 0,5 is also bounded by a constant (eventually depending on 3) times
the last display. Hence, the conclusion follows by combining equations (S5.15) and (S5.17) with the
last display. |

Proof of Proposition S5.2, Item (2). By the Item (1),

F _al3 il iz
STISTE 1l S (U187, oo 00,5 {2797 / (i D Iyl 277 CHD 3 9mi(5+1/2))
k k k

<(1+ ||SF‘I||oo,oo,§){2_j/§2j/2/|<Pj/,k’| + 2—j’(§+1/2)2—j§2j/2}7

where the last line follows by Proposition 7.1-(5) and also because there are no more than < 27 wavelets
at each level j. The conclusion follows because ||/ /(|1 < 2=7" forall (j/,k') € V. O

Proof of Proposition S5.2, Item (3). Note thatif (j, k) € By then
21D (S5 05 ) <2285 lloollpsikln
< 27091 [l oo
< 270%log(Teys(s)/7)Ten(s), (S5.18)

where the last line follows by Proposition S5.1. In the case where (j,k) € BN {(j, k) : j < jn}. then
by Proposition 7.1-(2) (since under Assumption 1 we can assume wlog that .Jy is arbitrarily large),

2D (Sp i) <2CEH sup (B, )]

melc,m#0
S 2j(§+1/2)l—‘§_1061 sup {pm}
m:Jm=j
< ¢ loer 2T Jlog(n)/n - if s >1/2,
: P2y (s) s> 12,

where the last line follows from the definition of p,, and because j < j,. Then by definition of j, in
equation (3.2), for all (j,k) € B§N{(4,k) : j <jn}

21 FHU2|(Sp ;)] <€ Toery, (85.19)
Finally, in the case where (j, k) € B§ N {(j, k) : j > jn}, then by Proposition 7.1-(2)

2G2S 0 ) <2EFD sup [(Fonyi0j )] < 7. (85.20)
mel¢m#0

Combining equations (S5.18) to (S5.20), there is a universal C' > 0 such that,
15 5, lloo,00,5 < max{270%log(I'e}; (s)/7)Teh (), 7}

Soif K1 in Assumption 1 is large enough we have that ||.Sz, [ 0,00, < 7- O
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S5.3. Proofs of Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2

Proof of Lemma 5.1. We prove the lemma by computing an upper bound on II(A;) and a lower
bound on II(Aj). We start with the upper bound. Recall that by construction we have Fﬁl =
Z(j,k)e_Bm 0k - HJ.LJ?)(QDJ-Jf - ]EL[c,faj,k]). Take me IN{m : Jn > Jn}, assuming without loss of
generality that this set is not empty. Since j, > 1 we have by Proposition 7.1

L 0 0
sup 0 — 05kl = sup  [(Fr, 0500 = [ Finlla-
(4,k)€Bm (4,k)EBm

Hence, if FIH € Ay, then

sup |9],k2 _ 9£k| > 72—Jm(8+1/2) .
(4,k)€EBm
But by assumption |0Lk| < R27J(s+1/2) This implies that if K3 > R in Assumption 1 then v > R
and it must the case that Fe € A implies that 0,,,y # 0 form € IN{m : Jpm > jn }. We deduce that

IA)< [] win <€XP{(1+M* log(2) > Jm]-Jm>jn}
mel mel
The previous bound is true for any I C Z. We remark, however, that w; = 0 when J,, >
log(n)/log(2), whence the claim that (A7) /TI(A7) =0if TN {m 2 Ty > log(n)/log(2)} # @ (it
is always the case that II(A7) > 0, see below). We now compute a lower bound on II(Aj). Consider
the set

B F@ mEIﬂ{m:Jm<]n}:>sup(Jk€Bm«/|Bm|0jk— gk|<77nv
' meln{m: Jm>jn} = Oy(m) =0. '

We will show that 2 C A for suitable choice of 7, and then we will bound H(A 1) > II(E). Pick
FIO € E. By Proposition 7.1, we deduce that

EL[SE]S D I1Fml3
mel
L 2
S Z 17,.<jn+ Z sup  [057%171,,> 5,
mel mel (3,k)€Bm
2 2 —Jm(2s+1
<, Z 1;,.<jn +R Z 9~ Jm(2s+ )1Jm>jn'
mel mel

We deduce from Proposition 7.2 that if K3 in the Assumption 1 is sufficiently large and if 7, =
ad+/log(n)/n for small enough constant a > 0, then Ej, [812"1] < 528[2 for all FIH € E. Similarly, by
Proposition 7.1-(5),

1SElloe= sup |37 S (05— 05 (w10(2) — Eplioja)]

2€[0.1] " per( ]k)EBm

<D s s 0 =05 ] s Y lesk(@) ~Erles il
j>J0}n€Ij(jlvkl)€Bm x6[071
2 —
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Jn
< Z 2I/2 4 Z 9J/2 . po—i(s+1/2)
J=0 J>Jn
5 nn2jn/2 + R2_jn5'
Thus, if 7,, is taken as above and K1 in Assumption 1 is large enough, it is the case that ||Sp, [[co <9
for all FIG € E. We thus have proven that £ C A 1. Further,

EN I (WJQJ(\/|BM||9j,k_9jL,k|§77n) IIT I a-wp) (520

mel (jk)EBm mel (j,k)EBm

mSIn m>Jn
First we note that

[T II a-wpzen{-2) > 2700y, o1

mel (j,k)€Bm mel (j,k)€Bm

m-=>Jn

> exp{ _ QjZnZz—j(l"rﬂ*)}

=0 k

> (1, (S5.22)

for a universal constant C; > 0, where the third line follows because there are no more than < 27
wavelets at each level j, and hence Z;’n:o Yok 27 (1+us) <1 as p, > 0. Similarly, since w; >
a2~ 3 (1+b1)

H H ijexp{ 10g_Z|Bm|1Jm<gn blz Z J J7n>jn}

mel (j,k)EBm mEI mel (j,k)EBm

m3X]Jn
> eXP{ 1Og_ Z |Bm|1Jm<]n bl Z |Bm|Jm1Jm>j"}
mel

because by construction (j, k) € By, = j < Jp, (with equality whenever m > 1). We remark that
|Bo|Jo < Jo270 <log(n) (by choosing K1 large enough in Assumption 1), and | B |Jm = Jim <
Jn Slog(n) forall 1 <m < j,. Hence, there is a universal constant Cy > 0 such that

II 1II ijeXP{ Calog(n Zlqun} (S5.23)

mel (j,k)eB mel
Jrel (Gk)EBm

m3SJIn

Finally, for a universal constant C's > 0,

Qs (v/IBmll0 = 054] S m) = F (1X =200t 1/Dl | < i1/, [ )

> Oy2i(s0t1/2) [T
| Bl

Zn_1/2-
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The second inequality is true because by assumption 27 /(s0+1/2) |9L | < R2J (s0-5) < R since s >
s0; henceforth the distribution F' has density bounded from below by C3/2 in a neighborhood of

94(s0+1/2) |9]L |, with C'3 not depending on the choice of the wavelet coefficient. The last inequality is
true whenever K1 in Assumption 1 is taken large enough. Then,

I II Qj(\/lellej,k—HﬁkISnn)zexp{—@Zlelljmgjn}. (S5.24)

mel (j,k)€Bm mel
m>Jn
The conclusion of the lemma follows by combining equations (S5.21) to (55.24). O

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We use the bound of Lemma 5.1 in conjunction with Theorem 3.1 to obtain
a clean bound on E;II(%x N %7 | Xy,). We remark that Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 3.1 imply that
Ep I N1 | Xp) = 0 whenever I N {m : Jp, > log(n)/log(2)} # @. Hence, the bound in the
lemma holds trivially when I N {m : Jp, > log(n)/log(2)} # @, and we will now assume without
loss of generality that I N {m : J,, >log(n)/log(2)} = @. We will distinguish between two cases,

according to whether (el og@ s~ g in < 62251 or not.

2
Case m“*iglog(z) Yomel ImL, i, < 02261 . We claim that m‘f% 2 log(n) in this scenario. In-
deed, if 3, c7 1,54, = 1 then n€? >3 1 Jmly, >, = jn 2 log(n) by definition of j,. But
if Y, er17,,>j, = 0, then it must be the case that ) ;17 <; > 1 since by assumption [ # @.
Therefore, n512 2 log(n) by the estimate of Proposition 7.2. Then, by picking w = 1/2 in Theorem 3.1,

con€? 12001 } TI(Af)!/2 (S5.25)

ELH(‘K*HYHXn)l"'%Sexp{ - a7
1

Using the estimate of Lemma 5.1 and the Proposition 7.2, we find that

1. TI(Ap) _ cqlog(n JoLo— (1+u* log(2
5 1Og 7 < Z 270 01Jm<]n - Z ']m]'Jm>]n

II(Ar) 2 mel mel
14+ ps) log(
< 2OF2 (52106[ =+ 2‘]0106[)7181 ( ‘u* g Z Jm1J7rL>]7L
mel

21per Jo
c + 2701
< { 4(€ 061) }ngl — (1 + px) log(2 E Im1lj, >4, (585.26)

2ot mel
Also, by Proposition 7.2 again,
c1270[1] = ¢127 Z L) <in + 127 Z LJ>jn
J
1270 012
= CT2¢—2oer log(n ) Z Im11,>j, (85.27)

mel

So if § > 0 is taken small enough and the constants K7 and K, in Assumption 1 are taken large
enough, we obtain the bound in the statement of the lemma by combining equations (S5.25) to (S5.27),
and because jp, 2 log(n) can be made as small as we want in front of 270 under Assumption 1.



Adaptive Bayesian density estimation in sup-norm S23

(14p14) log(2) _ con} . . _ 1024-cob
Case ~——5—==> 1 Jmly, >j, > —g+. In this case, by taking o = T1512.005 D Theo-

rem 3.1, we obtain that

—_ 2 Jo 1—
B 11(%, N7 | X120 < SO (= acné] +aci2 III){ Ay i-e

(1 . e—czncﬁ' ) (A[)
2 J —«
_ 3w (acané? ;racﬂ o|1]) {H(41)}1 7 (S5.28)
(coan&F)2e II(Af)

where the second line follows using that 1 — e™" > xe™" for z > 0. Using the estimate of Lemma 5.1
and the Proposition 7.2

II(A
MAD ¢ log(n) Y201, o = (L4 ) log(2) Y Imly,si,
H(AI) mel mel
cq(E2roer 42701 p)
< or? n€f — (1+ px) log(2 ze:lJmlmen
m

Hence, for any ¢ € (0, 1), we have,

log

(Aj) (1—t)cy | ca(€2loer +2001001)
— << — + £
I(A)) —{ 2 Cr? }n I

—t(1+ pa)log(2) Y Jmly,sj,. (S5.29)
mel

We also note that for this case to happen, it must be that {m : Jp, > jn} # &. Since we have assumed
that I N {m : Jp, > log(n)/log(2)} = @, by Proposition 7.2
né'lz > Cny? Z 2_Jm(2s+1)lj7n>jn > Cy2n~%.
mel

We deduce from the previous that,

1 1
<
(B < [T b 10 ox()]
1
< o oo {10052 3 o}
mel

But jp, = log(v/T") + log(n) by equation (3.2), which implies that j,, > log(n) when K7 in Assump-
tion 1 is taken sufficiently large. So taking in addition K3 sufficiently large, we find that there is a
universal constant C’ > 0 such that

1
——rgm Sexp{C'6108(2) D Tl b $5.30
So if 6 > 0 is taken small enough, and the constants K1, K3 and K4 in Assumption 1 are taken large

enough, we obtain the bound in the statement of the lemma by combining equations (S5.27) to (55.30)
(1420) (A+p /24C"6) 0
1+M*

and by taking t =
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