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We investigate the problem of deriving adaptive posterior rates of contraction on L∞ balls in density estimation.

Although it is known that log-density priors can achieve optimal rates when the true density is sufficiently smooth,

adaptive rates were still to be proven. Here we establish that the so-called spike-and-slab prior can achieve adaptive

and optimal posterior contraction rates. Along the way, we prove a generic L∞ contraction result for log-density

priors with independent wavelet coefficients. Interestingly, our approach is different from previous works on L∞
contraction and is reminiscent of the classical test-based approach used in Bayesian nonparametrics. Moreover, we

require no lower bound on the smoothness of the true density, albeit the rates are deteriorated by an extra log(n)
factor in the case of low smoothness.
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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 Xn := (X1, . . . ,Xn) 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 L2 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 theL∞ 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 Pólya 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 L∞ 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 Pólya 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 (Härdle

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 ∈Bs∞,∞[0,1],
where Bs∞,∞[0,1] denotes the Hölder-Zygmund space with smoothness s > 1/2 (see Definition 2.1),

then there exists M > 0 such that as n→∞,

ELΠ(L
′ : ‖L′ −L‖∞ ≤Mε∗n(s) |Xn) = 1+ o(1),
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where ε∗n(s) is the minimax rate over bounded balls in Bs∞,∞[0,1] under L∞ loss (Donoho et al.,

1996)

ε∗n(s) :=
( logn

n

)
s

2s+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 {ϕj,k : (j, k) ∈ V}, where V ⊆ Z
2
+, and refer

to Cohen, Daubechies and Vial (1993); Giné and Nickl (2016); Castillo (2014) for details. Each index

(j, k) is a pair where j ≥ 0 is the wavelet level and k the location index. The CDV basis is an orthogonal

basis for L2[0,1] equipped with the Lebesgue measure. We endow L2[0,1] with the inner product

〈f, g〉 :=
∫

[0,1] fg. If f ∈ Bs∞,∞[0,1] for some s > 0, then the wavelet series
∑

(j,k)∈V〈f,ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
converges uniformly to f . Conversely, for a given (θj,k)(j,k)∈V , the series

∑

(j,k)∈V θj,kϕj,k converges

uniformly if θ is in

Θ⊆
{

θ ∈R
V : supx∈[0,1]

∑

(j,k)∈V |θj,k||ϕj,k(x)|<∞
}

.

Thus, we shall consider prior distributions over the space Θ. Such prior distribution induces a prior

distribution on the space of densities on [0,1] (with respect to the Lebesgue measure) through the

mapping θ 7→ pθ such that

pθ(x) :=
exp{∑(j,k)∈V θj,kϕj,k(x)}
∫

[0,1] exp{
∑

(j,k)∈V θj,kϕj,k}
, x ∈ [0,1]. (2.1)
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The coefficients θ in equation (2.1) are immediately seen to be the basis coefficients of an unnor-

malized version of the log-density logpθ. By defining the log-normalizing constant

ξθ :=− log
(

∫

[0,1]
exp

{
∑

(j,k)∈V θj,kϕj,k
}

)

∈R,

we can rewrite the log-density Lθ := logpθ as

Lθ = ξθ +
∑

(j,k)∈V
θj,kϕj,k =

∑

(j,k)∈V

(

θj,k + 〈ξθ, ϕj,k〉)ϕj,k.

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 Θ (Mitchell and Beauchamp, 1988). For some weights (ω1, ω2, . . . ) ∈ [0,1]N

θj,k
ind∼







(1− ωj)δ0 + ωjQj(·) if 0≤ j ≤ log(n)
log(2)

,

δ0 if j >
log(n)
log(2)

.

Here δ0 is the point mass at zero and Qj are probability distributions on R. We assume Qj
have densities qj such that for some 0 < s0 < 1/2 and for some density f , we have qj(x) :=

2j(s0+1/2)f(2j(s0+1/2)x) for every j ≥ 0. We write F the probability distribution with density f .

We further assume that there are a1, b1, b2, µ⋆, x0 > 0 such that

a1e
−jb1 ≤ ωj ≤min{1/2, 2−j(1+µ⋆)}, (2.2)

sup
x>1∨x0

eb2x
(

1− F [− log(x), log(x)]
)

≤ 1. (2.3)

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
x∈[−G,G]

f(x)≥ 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

Lθ 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 R+ with an exponential

behaviour both near 0 and ∞).

2.3. Adaptation and optimality under supremum loss

This paper considers adaptation over bounded Hölder-Zygmund balls, which we define below. First,

we give a precise definition for the Hölder-Zygmund spaces of smoothness.
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Definition 2.1 (Hölder-Zygmund spaces). For any s > 0, the Hölder-Zygmund space Bs∞,∞[0,1]
is the space of uniformly continuous functions f : [0,1] → R such that ‖f‖∞,∞,s < ∞, where

‖f‖∞,∞,s := sup(j,k)∈V 2j(s+1/2)|〈f,ϕj,k〉|.

We are now in position to define the bounded Hölder-Zygmund ball of log-densities with radius

R> 0 and smoothness s > 0

Σ(R,s) :=
{

L ∈Bs∞,∞[0,1] : ‖L‖∞,∞,s≤R,
∫

[0,1] exp(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 ε∗n(s) over Σ(R,s) under

Hellinger loss. In particular, the next theorem is proven in Section S3.

Theorem 2.1. Let Π 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< s0 ≤ s≤ S and for all R> 0 there exists a constant M > 0 such that

lim
n→∞ sup

L∈Σ(R,s)
ELΠ(θ : H(Pθ, PL)>Mε∗n(s) |Xn) = 0.

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 Π be the spike-and-slab log-density prior satisfying equations (2.2) to (2.4). Also

let ε̃∗n(s) := ε∗n(s) if s > 1/2 or ε̃∗n(s) := log(n)ε∗n(s) if 0< s≤ 1/2. Then for all 0< s0 ≤ s≤ S and

for all R> 0 there exists a constant M > 0 such that

lim
n→∞ sup

L∈Σ(R,s)
ELΠ(θ : ‖Lθ −L‖∞ >Mε̃∗n(s) |Xn) = 0.

We emphasize that the Theorem 2.2 also entails posterior concentration of ‖pθ−pL‖∞ at rate ε̃∗n(s),
and thus because L ∈Σ(R,s) implies that e−R ≤ pL ≤ eR. Hence, ‖pθ − pL‖∞ and ‖Lθ −L‖∞ are

equivalent distances when the latter is small enough. This assumption that L belongs to a Hölder ball

of smoothness is stronger than the classical frequentist assumption that only pL does. In particular,

we see that it entails that pL is bounded from below, which is of great help in the proofs. Of course,

this begs the question of what can be said when pL is smooth but not bounded from below, which is

outside the scope of this paper. We note that assuming smoothness on L rather than pL 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 Z+ := {0,1, . . .} denote the set

of positive integers. The symbols . and & are used to denote inequalities up to generic constants. If

a. b and b. a, we write a≍ b. For two sequences (an)n∈Z+ and (bn)n∈Z+ , the notation an = o(bn)
means lim supn→∞ |an/bn|= 0, and an =O(bn) means lim supn→∞ |an/bn|= C for some C ≥ 0.

For a, b∈R, we let a∧ b denote the minimum of a and b, and a∨ b stands for the maximum.

Densities are understood with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Lower-case notations p, q, . . . are

used to denote densities, while upper-case P,Q, . . . denote the corresponding distributions. Given a

log-density L on [0,1], we write pL := exp{L} the corresponding density and PL the corresponding

distribution. When L=Lθ for some θ ∈Θ, we abbreviate Pθ for PLθ
, etc.

We see Xn = (X1, . . . ,Xn) as the beginning of an infinite sequence X∞ = (X1,X2, . . . ) defined

on a measurable space (Ω,A) and such that under L, the variables X1,X2, . . . are independent and

identically distributed (iid) with distribution PL. We write PL the distribution of X∞, and we write

indistinctly EL the expectation under PL or under PL. We write Pn = n−1∑n
i=1 δXi

the empirical

measure of Xn.

We use the standard definitions for the Lp spaces of (equivalence classes) of functions with finite

‖ · ‖p norm, with ‖f‖pp :=
∫

|f |p if 1 ≤ p <∞, and ‖f‖∞ := ess supx|f(x)|. We will also make use

of the Hellinger distance between two probability distributions P and Q having respective densities p
and q, defined as H(P,Q) := 1√

2
‖√p−√

q‖2.

3.2. Change of parameterization

For some integer J0 to be chosen sufficiently large, we defineB0 := {(j, k) ∈ V : j ≤ J0}. The indices

in B0 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 B0. We let ψ : N → V\B0 be the bijection

corresponding to the lexicographical reordering of the index set V\B0; i.e. writing ψ(m) = (j, k) and

ψ(m′) = (j′, k′)

m≤m′ ⇐⇒ (j < j′) or (j = j′ and k ≤ k′).

For all m ≥ 1 we write Jm := ψ(m)1 the scale-index of the wavelet ϕψ(m) . By construction J1 =

J0 +1 and J1 ≤ J2 ≤ . . . . For proofs, it is also convenient to define Bm := {ψ(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 ∈ Σ(R,s), and we

establish the concentration under L by taking care that the results are uniform over Σ(R,s). Given L,

we let θLj,k := 〈L,ϕj,k〉, and we define

Fθ
m :=

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

(θj,k − θLj,k)(ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k]).

Clearly Lθ − L can be written uniquely in term of the (Fθ
m)m≥0, so that we might as well consider

(Fθ
m)m≥0 as the parameter of the model. For eachm≥ 0 we will write Fm := span{ϕj,k−EL[ϕj,k] :
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(j, k) ∈ Bm}, and F := F1 × F2 × . . . the infinite cartesian product of these spaces. We also let

F0 := {F ∈ F : EL[exp{
∑

m≥0Fm}]<∞} denote the subset of proper parameters. Then, we now

parameterize the model by F ∈ F0. Using the constraint that EL[exp{LF − L}] = 1, we determine

that the log-likehood of the model F ∈ F0 is given by

LF −L=
∑

m≥0

Fm − logEL
[

exp{∑m≥0Fm}
]

. (3.1)

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

C∗ :=
{

F ∈ F : supx∈[0,1]
∑

m≥0 |Fm(x)| ≤ δ
}

,

where 0< δ ≤ 1 is a constant to be chosen sufficiently small. Once it has been shown the posterior is

concentrated on C∗, the analysis of the log-likehood difference LF −L is easier. Posterior contraction

on C∗ can be obtained by the classical machinery à 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 Π be the prior described in Section 2.2. Then for all 0< s0 ≤ s≤ S, all R> 0, and

all δ > 0,

lim
n→∞ sup

L∈Σ(R,s)
ELΠ(C

c
∗ |Xn) = 0.

To obtain L∞ rates, the goal is to relate the distance ‖LF −L‖∞ to the parameter F . In particular,

we shall seek to relate ‖LF −L‖∞ to {‖Fm‖2 : m≥ 0}, which is motivated by the fact that {‖Fm‖2 :
m≥ 0} essentially drives the behaviour of the posterior distributions. The following lemma serves this

purpose.

Lemma 3.2. Let F ∈ C∗. Then, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for all choice of J0
we have

‖LF −L‖∞ ≤C
∑

j≥J0
2j/2 sup

m :Jm=j
‖Fm‖2.

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 ε̃∗n(s). Our

stretagy is to build a partition of F , where on each part we have a fine control of {‖Fm‖2 : m≥ 0}.

We build the partition (SI)I⊆Z+
, such that for every I ⊆ Z+,

SI := {F ∈ F : m ∈ I =⇒ ‖Fm‖2 >HI(m), m /∈ I =⇒ ‖Fm‖2 ≤HI(m)},
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where we choose Hm(I) as follows. We let Γ, γ > 0 be constants to be determined, and we define the

optimal truncation level jn ≡ jn(s) as the only integer satisfying

{

γ2−(jn+1)(s+1/2) < Γ
√

log(n)/n≤ γ2−jn(s+1/2) if s > 1/2,

γ2−(jn+1)(s+1/2) < Γ2−jn/2ε∗n(s)≤ γ2−jn(s+1/2) if 0< s≤ 1/2.
(3.2)

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

HI(m) :=

{

Γξ−10∈I1m6=0ρm if Jm ≤ jn,

γ2−Jm(s+1/2) if Jm > jn
, ρm :=

{

√

log(n)/n if s > 1/2,

2−Jm/2ε∗n(s) if 0< s≤ 1/2.

At this point, it might look obscure why the definition of HI(m) differs according to whether s > 1/2
or not, and also according to whether 0 ∈ 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 Fm and

Fm′ (see also Section 6.3). The control of these covariance terms can get tricky, and this particular

choice of HI(m) permits to obtain the desired control.

Since HI(m) is function of I , it is not immediate that (SI)I⊆N 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 (SI)I⊆Z+
is a partition of F and

F ∈
(

⋃

I 6=∅

SI

)c
=⇒ ‖Fm‖2 ≤

{

Γρm if Jm ≤ jn,

γ2−Jm(s+1/2) if Jm > jn.

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 J0,Γ, γ, ξ and for all (R,s) there exists M > 0 such that the follow-

ing bound is true.

ELΠ(θ : ‖Lθ −L‖∞ >Mε̃∗n(s) |Xn)≤
∑

I⊆Z+
I 6=∅

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn).

Our strategy is then to bound each of the terms ELΠ(C∗ ∩ SI |Xn) for I 6= ∅; 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 δ, J0,Γ, γ, ξ, 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 δ, J0,Γ, γ, ξ 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 K0,K1,K2,K3,K4 > 0 eventually large and

eventually depending on (R,s) but solely on (R,s), such that

1. J0 ≥K0max{1, log(1/δ), log(γ)};

2. log(n)≥K1max{2J0 , δ−2, log(Γ), log(γ), log(ξ)};
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3. ξ ≥K2δ
−1max{1, γ}2J0;

4. γ ≥K3max{1, δ−1};

5. Γ≥max{γ, K42
J0 , K4ξ}.

The constant δ will be taken as small as needed.

Finally, bounding ELΠ(C∗ ∩ SI | Xn) rely on splitting the parameter F into two parts F =
(FI , F̄I) where FI := (Fm)m∈I and F̄I := (Fm)m/∈I . The following functions will also be used:

SFI
:=

∑

m∈I
Fm, and, SF̄I

:=
∑

m/∈I
Fm.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large

and let Π be a prior such that FI and F̄I are independent for all I ⊆ Z+. Then, there are constants

c0, c1, c2, δ0 > 0 such that for all 0< δ ≤ δ0, for all 512·c0δ
1+512·c0δ <α≤ 1/2, and for all I ⊆ Z+,

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)≤
{

3 exp
{

− c2nE2I + c12
J0 |I|}α

(1− e−c2nE
2
I )2α

{Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−α
}

1
1+2δ

,

where EI := inf{EL[S2
FI

]1/2 : F ∈ SI}, AI := {FI : ‖Fm‖2 > HI(m)}, and ÃI := {FI :

EL[S
2
FI

]≤ δ2E2I , ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ}; provided that Π(ÃI )> 0 and EI > 0 for all I ⊆ Z+.

We note that the fact that EI > 0 and Π(ÃI ) > 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 Π to denote the prior on θ, Lθ, LF , F , as well as for the

restricted parameters FI or F̄I . 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 H0 : L
′ = L against the alternative H1 : ‖L′ −L‖∞ >

Mε∗n(s), with Type I and Type II errors decreasing as exp{−Knε∗n(s)2};

• The prior puts enough mass on certain Kullback-Leibler neighborhoods of L.

In the context of L∞ 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 forH1 : ‖L′−L‖∞ >Mε∗n(s), but instead for

each I ⊆ N, we build a test for H1 : L
′ ∈ {LF : F ∈ SI}. Those tests (see the proof of Lemma 6.2)

have Type I and Type II errors decreasing as exp{−KnE2I }, which is typically polynomial in n when

|I| 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

L2, 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

L∞ 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≤ 1/2 or s > 1/2, see

for instance Brown et al. (1998). Our troubles come from the impossibility of taking ρm =
√

log(n)/n

when s ≤ 1/2 and we have instead to take a much larger threshold ρm = 2−Jm/2ε∗n(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 Lθ at level j ≤ jn is within
√

log(n)/n distance of the coefficients of

L if s > 1/2, while we are only able to get a distance of 2−j/2ε∗n(s) 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 ifL has derivativesL(r), r ≥ 1 in-

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,ϕj,k〉|.
√

log(n)/n1j≤jn+2−j(s+1/2)
1j>jn ∀(j, k) ∈ V}.

Then, it is a classical result that this implies for all 1≤ r ≤ s≤ S with r integer,

sup
L∈Σ(R,s)

ELΠ(θ : ‖L(r)
θ

−L(r)‖∞ >Mε∗n(s)
s−r
s |Xn) = o(1).
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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 Π(AI )/Π(ÃI ). The

next lemma is proved in Section S5.3.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constantsK0,K1,K2,K3 > 0 sufficiently large.

Then, there are universal constants ν1, ν2 > 0 such that for all I ⊆Z+,

Π(AI)
Π(ÃI)

≤ ν1 exp
{

ν2 log(n)
∑

m∈I
2J01m=01Jm≤jn − (1 + µ⋆) log(2)

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

}

.

Furthermore, if I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)} 6=∅, then Π(AI )/Π(ÃI ) = 0.

Then, we can plug the bound of Lemma 5.1 into the Theorem 3.1 and fine-tune α in function of I
to obtain a clean bound on ELΠ(C∗ ∩ SI | Xn). We do so in the following lemma, also proved in

Section S5.3.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K0,K1,K2,K3,K4 > 0 sufficiently

large and δ > 0 is taken sufficiently small. Then, there are universal constants ν3, ν4 > 0 such that for

all I ⊆ Z+,

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)≤ ν4
∏

m∈I
Jm≤jn

n−ν3K
2
4

∏

m∈I
Jm>jn

2−Jm(1+µ⋆/2).

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 gm := ν3K
2
4 log(n) if 0 ≤ Jm ≤ jn and gm :=

Jm(1 + µ⋆/2) log(2) if Jm > jn. Then,

∑

I⊆Z+
I 6=∅

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)≤ ν4
∑

b∈{0,1}Z+
1{∑m bm ≥ 1}

∏

m∈Z+

e−gmbm

≤ ν4
∑

m′∈Z+

∑

b∈{0,1}Z+
bm′

∏

m∈Z+

e−gmbm

= ν4
∑

m′∈Z+

∑

b∈{0,1}Z+
e−gm′bm′ bm′

∏

m∈Z+

m6=m′

e−gmbm

= ν4
∑

m′∈Z+

e−gm′
∏

m∈Z+

m6=m′

(1 + e−gm).

Hence we get the bound,

∑

I⊆Z+
I 6=∅

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)≤ ν4 exp
(

∑

m∈Z+

e−gm
)

∑

m∈Z+

e−gm .
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The previous display is o(1) whenever
∑

m∈Z+
e−gm = o(1), which we prove now. Indeed,

∑

m∈Z+

e−gm =
∑

m∈Z+

e−gm1Jm≤jn +
∑

m∈Z+

e−gm1Jm>jn

. n−ν3K
2
4

∑

m∈Z+

1Jm≤jn +
∑

m∈Z+

2−j(1+µ⋆/2)1Jm>jn

. n−ν3K
2
4

jn
∑

j=0

2j +
∑

j>jn

2−j(1+µ⋆/2)2j

. n−ν3K
2
4 2jn + 2−jnµ⋆/2,

where the third line follows as there are no more than . 2j wavelets at level j. Now, we remark that

2jn ≍ (n/ log(n))2/(2s+1) . Hence, if K4 is taken large enough,
∑

m∈Z+
e−gm = o(1), as claimed.

6. Proof of the Theorem 3.1

6.1. Main ideas

We already know that SI ⊆ {FI : EL[S
2
FI

]≥ E2I } by construction. We obtain a finer result by further

slicing the set SI . For y ≥ 1 integer, we let

S
y
I :=SI ∩ {F : yE2I ≤ EL[S

2
FI

]< (y+ 1)E2I }.

Similarly, we define we define AyI :=AI ∩ {FI : yE2I ≤ EL[S
2
FI

]< (1 + y)E2I }. Clearly (AyI )y≥1 is

a partition of AI . The first lemma establishes a first bound on the posterior mass of S
y
I .

Lemma 6.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constantsK0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large. Also

suppose Π is such that FI and F̄I are independent for all I ⊆N, and Π(ÃI )> 0 for all I ⊆ Z+. Then,

there are universal constants c0, δ0 > 0 such that for all t > 0 there is an event Ωt with P
n
L(Ω

c
t)≤ e−t

and if Xn ∈Ωt, for all 0< δ ≤ δ0, for all I ⊆Z+, for all y ≥ 1,

Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)≤ 2e2δt+c0δynE

2
I

∫

Ay
I∩{‖SFI

‖∞≤η}

n
∏

i=1

qFI
(Xi)

pL(Xi)

Π(dFI )

Π(ÃI )
, (6.1)

where qFI
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 à la Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000) consists on establishing a similar relation, but

with qFI
replaced by exp{LF } and ÃI replaced by a Kullback-Leibler neighborhood of pL. We use

the estimate of Lemma 6.1 to bound ELΠ(C∗ ∩ S
y
I | Xn) using the standard testing approach à la

Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart (2000), coupled with the square-root trick of Lijoi, Prünster and

Walker (2005); Walker, Lijoi and Prünster (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
, PL)

2 :

FI ∈ AyI , ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ} and the metric entropy (in the Hellinger distance) of the set of densities

PyI := {qFI
: FI ∈AyI , ‖SFI

‖∞ ≤ δ}. This gives the following lemma.
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Lemma 6.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large,

and let everything as in Lemma 6.1. Then, there are universal constants c1, δ0 > 0 such that for all

0< δ ≤ δ0, for all I ⊆ Z+, for all y ≥ 1, for all t > 0,

EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt ]≤

{

8 exp(− ynE2
I

256 + 2δt+ c12
J0 |I|)

1− e−ynE
2
I /256

Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI)

}1/2

.

We can obtain a bound on EL[Π(C∗ ∩ SI |Xn)1Ωt
] 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 nE2I 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

EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

]≤ 2e2δt+c0δynE
2
I
Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

. (6.2)

This improvement permits to assume only µ⋆ > 0, otherwise we would have to assume µ⋆ > 1,

which may be undesirable in practice (as it may cause over-shrinkage). The next lemma leverages that

EL[Π(C∗ ∩ S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

] is bounded above by the minimum between the expression in Lemma 6.2

and the last display to get a sharp bound on EL[Π(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)1Ωt
].

Lemma 6.3. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constantsK0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large, and

let everything as in Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2. Then, there are universal constants c2, δ0 > 0 such that for

all 0< δ ≤ δ0, for all I ⊆Z+, for all 512·c0δ
1+512·c0δ <α≤ 1/2, for all t > 0,

EL[Π(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)1Ωt
]≤

√
8e2δt exp

{

− c2nE2I + c12
J0 |I|}α

(1− e−c2nE
2
I )2α

{Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−α
.

Finally, to obtain the bound in the statement of the theorem, we note that,

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)≤ inf
t>0

{

e−t +EL[Π(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)1Ωt
]
}

.

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 δ small enough.

6.2. Proofs of Lemmas 6.1 to 6.3

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Let defineΦ(f) := f−EL[f ]− logEL[e
f−EL[f ]] andC(f, g) := logEL[e

Φ(f)eΦ(g)].
We will see that −C(SFI

, S
F̄I

) is asymptotically equivalent to the covariance of SFI
and S

F̄I
, 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

LF −L=Φ(SFI
) + Φ(S

F̄I
)− C(SFI

, S
F̄I

).

Then, by the Bayes rule,

Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn) =

∫

C∗∩S
y
I
enPnΦ(SFI

)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
e
−nC(SFI

,S
F̄I

)
Π(dF )

∫

enPnΦ(SFI
)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
e
−nC(SFI

,S
F̄I

)
Π(dF )

. (6.3)
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Recall that FI := (Fm)m∈I and F̄I := (Fm)m/∈I . Also, in addition to AyI , we let

NI :=
{

F̄I : ∀m /∈ I, ‖Fm‖2 ≤HI(m)
}

.

It is immediate that if F ∈ S
y
I then FI ∈AyI and F̄I ∈NI . Also, if F ∈ C∗, then

max{|SFI
(x)|, |S

F̄I
(x)|} ≤max

{

∑

m∈I
|Fm(x)|,

∑

m/∈I
|Fm(x)|

}

≤
∑

m≥0

|Fm(x)| ≤ δ.

So for all F ∈ C∗ and for all I ⊆ Z+, we have ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ and ‖S

F̄I
‖∞ ≤ δ. It follows by equa-

tion (6.3) that Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn) is bounded from above by

∫

1Ay
I
(FI)1NI

(F̄I )1‖SFI
‖∞≤δ1‖S

F̄I
‖∞≤δe

nPnΦ(SFI
)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
e
−nC(SFI

,S
F̄I

)
Π(dF )

∫

1ÃI
(FI)1NI

(F̄I )1‖SFI
‖∞≤δ1‖S

F̄I
‖∞≤δe

nPnΦ(SFI
)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
e
−nC(SFI

,S
F̄I

)
Π(dF )

.

The main challenge in the proof of the theorem is to control the term C(SFI
, S

F̄I
) 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

K0,K1,K2 in Assumption 1 are taken sufficiently large, there is a universal C > 0 such that taking δ
small enough gives

2eCδynE
2
I

∫

1Ay
I
(FI)1NI

(F̄I)1‖SFI
‖∞≤δ1‖S

F̄I
‖∞≤δe

nPnΦ(SFI
)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
Π(dF )

∫

1ÃI
(FI)1NI

(F̄I )1‖SFI
‖∞≤δ1‖S

F̄I
‖∞≤δe

nPnΦ(SFI
)e
nPnΦ(S

F̄I
)
Π(dF )

,

But FI is independent of F̄I and SFI
is solely function of FI (respectively S

F̄I
and F̄I ), thus

Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)≤ 2eCδynE

2
I

∫

Ay
I
1‖SFI

‖∞≤δe
nPnΦ(SFI

)Π(dFI )
∫

ÃI
1‖SFI

‖∞≤δe
nPnΦ(SFI

)Π(dFI )

= 2eCδynE
2
I

∫

Ay
I
1‖SFI

‖∞≤δe
nPnΦ(SFI

)Π(dFI )
∫

ÃI
enPnΦ(SFI

)Π(dFI)
, (6.4)

where the second line follows because FI ∈ ÃI =⇒ ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ by construction. It is interesting

that x 7→ pL(x)e
ΦSFI

(x) is indeed a proper density function, i.e it is non-negative and integrates to

1. We write qFI
(x) := pL(x)e

ΦSFI
(x). We then can bound the expectation of equation (6.4) using

the standard approach à la Ghosal, Ghosh and van der Vaart. In particular, we arrive at the bound of

equation (6.1) by controlling the PL-probability of the event

Ωt :=

{

Xn :
∫

ÃI

∏n
i=1

qFI
(Xi)

pL(Xi)
Π(dFI )

Π(ÃI )
≥ e−nδ

2E2
I e

−
√

2nδ2E2
I t−δt

}

.

Proposition 6.1. Let Π be any probability measure supported on the set ÃI . For all I ⊆ Z+, for all

0< δ ≤ log(2), for all t > 0, and for all n > 0, PnL(Ωt)≥ 1− e−t.
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Then, on the event that Xn ∈Ωt, the equation (6.4) becomes

Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)≤ 2e

CδnyE2
I+nδ

2E2
I+

√

2nδ2E2
I t+δt

∫

Ay
I∩{‖SFI

‖∞≤η}

n
∏

i=1

qFI
(Xi)

pL(Xi)

Π(dFI )

Π(ÃI)
.

The conclusion follows because y ≥ 1, and because if t≤ 2nE2I then

√

2nδ2E2I t+ δt≤ 2δnE2I + δt,

while if t > 2nE2I then

√

2nδ2E2I t+δt≤ 2δt. Hence we can take δ0 = log(2) and c0 =C+2+δ0.

Proof of Lemma 6.2. First we obtain a lower bound on inf{H(QFI
, PL)

2 : FI ∈AyI , ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ}.

The following proposition helps.

Proposition 6.2. As η→ 0 it holdsH(QFI
, PL)

2 ≥ 1
8EL[S

2
FI

]eO(η) for all SFI
satisfying ‖SFI

‖∞ ≤
η. Then inf{H(QFI

, PL)
2 : FI ∈AyI , ‖SFI

‖∞ ≤ δ} ≥ yE2
I

16 for δ small enough (but not depending on

I nor on y).

For ǫ > 0 and any subset A of a metric space equipped with metric d, we let N(ǫ,A, d) denote the

ǫ-covering number of A, i.e. the smallest number of balls of radius ǫ needed to coverA. if d is induced

by some norm ‖ · ‖, we write N(ǫ,A,‖ · ‖). 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 φn,y such that

EL[φn,y ]≤
N(

√
yEI
16 ,PyI ,H)
D

e−
ynE2I
256

1− e−
ynE2

I
256

, sup
FI∈Ay

I
‖SFI

‖∞≤δ

EFI
[1− φn,y]≤De−

ynE2I
256 ,

whereEFI
is understood as the expectation underQ⊗n

FI
, and wherePyI := {qFI

: FI ∈AyI , ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤

δ}. Using the estimate of Lemma 6.1 we find that EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

] is bounded by

EL[φn,yΠ(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)] +EL[(1− φn,y)Π(C∗ ∩S

y
I |Xn)1Ωt

]

≤ EL[φn,y] + 2e2δt+c0δynE
2
I

∫

Ay
I∩{‖SFI

‖∞≤η}
EFI

[1− φn,y]
Π(dFI )

Π(ÃI )

≤ N(
√
yEI
16 ,PyI ,H)
D

e−
ynE2I
256

1− e−
ynE2

I
256

+2De2δt+c0δynE
2
I−

ynE2I
256

Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

.

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, Prünster and Walker, 2005; Walker, Lijoi and Prünster, 2007). Doing so

gives the bound,

EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

]≤
{8e2δt+c0δynE

2
IN(

√
yEI
16 ,PyI ,H)

1− e−ynE
2
I /256

Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

}1/2
e−

ynE2I
256 .

To obtain the bound in the statement of the lemma, it is enough to prove that supy≥1N(
√
yEI
16 ,PyI ,H)≤

exp(c12
J0|I|). The following lemma helps.
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Proposition 6.3. There exists δ0 > 0 such that for all δ ≤ δ0, all I ⊆ Z+, and all FI ,F
′
I ∈ AI ∩

{‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ} it holds H(QFI

,QF ′
I
)2 ≤ 1

2EL[(SFI
− SF ′

I
)2].

Observe that for FI ,F
′
I ∈AI we have SFI

−SF ′
I
=
∑

m∈I(Fm−F ′
m), where by construction each

Fm − F ′
m is in Fm. Then, by Proposition 7.1-(4), and then by Proposition 7.1-(3),

EL[(SFI
− SF ′

I
)2].

∑

m∈I
‖Fm − F ′

m‖22 .
∑

m∈I

∑

v∈Bm

〈Fm − F ′
m, ϕv〉2. (6.5)

On the other hand, for all FI ∈AyI , we have by Proposition 7.1 that,

∑

m∈I

∑

v∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕv〉2 .
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22 .EL[S

2
FI

]. yE2I . (6.6)

By equations (6.5) and (6.6) and Proposition 6.3, we find that N(
√
yEI
16 ,PyI ,H) is no more than the

covering number of a ball of radius .
√
yEI with balls of radius ≍ √

yEI in R
p equipped with the

euclidean distance, with p=
∑

m∈I |Bm| ≤ |B0| · |I|. By Pollard (1990, Lemma 4.1), this implies that

there is a universalK > 0 such that

N
(

√
yEI
16

,PyI ,H
)

≤max
{

1,
(3K

√
yEI√

yEI

)p}

≤max{1, (3K)p}.

Finally, by construction it is true that |B0|. 2J0 .

Proof of Lemma 6.3. We use the fact that for all u, v ≥ 0 we have min{u, v}= infβ∈(0,1){u1−βvβ}.

Then, combining the bounds of Lemma 6.2 with the bound of equation (6.2), we get that for any

β ∈ (0,1) and y ≥ 1

EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

]√
8e2δt

≤min
{

ec0δynE
2
I
Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

,
(exp(− ynE2

I
256 + c12

J0 |I|)
1− e−ynE

2
I /256

Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

)1/2}

≤ exp
{

− ynE2I (
β
512 + c0δβ − c0δ) +

βc12J0 |I|
2

}

(1− e−nE
2
I /256)β/2

{Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI)

}1−β/2
.

Hence, for any 512·c0δ
1+512·c0δ < β ≤ 1, writing µ := β

512 + c0δβ − c0δ > 0 for simplicity, by Hölder’s

inequality,

∑

y≥1

e−yµnE
2
I

{Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−β/2
≤
{

∑

y≥1

e−2yµnE2
I /β

}β/2{∑

y≥1

Π(AyI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−β/2

=
e−µnE

2
I

(1− e−2yµnE2
I /β)β/2

{Π(AI)
Π(ÃI)

}1−β/2
,

where the second line follows since (AyI )y≥1 is a partition of AI . Therefore,

∑

y≥1

EL[Π(C∗ ∩S
y
I |Xn)1Ωt

]√
8e2δt

≤ exp
{

− µnE2I +
βc12J0 |I|

2

}

(1− e−nE
2
I /256)β/2(1− e−2µnE2

I /β)β/2

{Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−β/2
.
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By taking α= β/2 and β > 1024·Cδ
1+512·Cδ we have that µ > 1

2 (
1

512 +Cδ)β, 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(SFI
, S

F̄I
) 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 K0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large.

Then, there is a constant C > 0 such that for all 1 < δ ≤ 1, for all I ⊆ Z+, for all ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ, and

for all F̄I ∈NI , if s > 1/2

|C(SFI
, S

F̄I
)| ≤CδEL[S

2
FI

] + δΓ

√

log(n)

n
‖F0‖210∈I

+ δΓξ−10∈I

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
√

log(n)

n

+
δ√
n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
,

and if 0< s≤ 1/2,

|C(SFI
, S

F̄I
)| ≤CδEL[S

2
FI

] + δΓ2−J0/2ε∗n(s)‖F0‖210∈I

+ δ
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{

Γ2ξ−210∈I ε∗n(s)
2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn

}1/2

+ δ
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{

γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Corollary 6.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large.

Then, there is a constant C > 0 such that for all 1 < δ ≤ 1, for all I ⊆ Z+, for all y ≥ 1, for all

FI ∈AyI , and for all F̄I ∈NI

C(SFI
, S

F̄I
)≥−CδyE2I −

δ

n
.

Corollary 6.2. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with constants K0,K1,K2 > 0 sufficiently large.

Then, there is a constant C > 0 such that for all 1< δ ≤ 1, for all I ⊆ Z+,

sup{C(SFI
, S

F̄I
) : FI ∈ ÃI , F̄I ∈NI} ≤Cδ2E2I .
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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

∫

ÃI

enPnΦ(SFI
)Π(dFI)≥

n
∑

i=1

∫

ÃI

(

ΦSFI
(Xi)−EL[ΦSFI

]
)

Π(dFI )

+ n

∫

ÃI

EL[ΦSFI
]Π(dFI ).

For all FI ∈ ÃI , since EL[SFI
] = 0, we have whenever 0< δ ≤ log(2),

EL[ΦSFI
] =− logEL[e

SFI ]

≥− logEL

[

1 + SFI
+

1

2
S2
FI
e‖SFI

‖∞
]

≥− log
(

1 +EL[S
2
FI

]
)

.

By definition EL[S
2
FI

]≤ δ2E2I whenever FI ∈ ÃI . That is EL[ΦSFI
]≥−EL[S

2
FI

]≥−δ2E2I for any

FI ∈ ÃI . Hence,

log

∫

ÃI

enPnΦ(SFI
)Π(dFI )≥

n
∑

i=1

∫

ÃI

(

ΦSFI
(Xi)−EL[ΦSFI

]
)

Π(dFI)− nδ2E2I . (6.7)

Now we define the random variables Zi :=
∫

ÃI

(

ΦSFI
(Xi) − EL[ΦSFI

]
)

Π(dFI). Observe that

EL[Zi] = 0, and ΦSFI
− EL[ΦSFI

] = SFI
, so we have |Zi| ≤ δ because Π is a probability measure.

Further, by an application of Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem

EL[Z
2
i ] = EL

[(

∫

ÃI

SFI
(Xi)Π(dFI )

)2]

≤ EL

[

∫

ÃI

SFI
(Xi)

2Π(dFI )
]

=

∫

ÃI

EL[S
2
FI

]Π(dFI).

ThereforeEL[Z
2
i ]≤ δ2E2I , because of the definition of ÃI , and because Π is a probability measure. By

the equation (6.7), the probability of Ωct is no more than the probability of having
∑n
i=1Zi ≤−δt−

√

2nδ2E2I t. The conclusion of the proposition then follows by Bernstein’s inequality (Boucheron,

Lugosi and Massart, 2013, Theorem 2.10).

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Observe that by definition qFI
(x) = pL(x)e

Φ(SFI
). Also we haveEL[SFI

] =

0 and thus Φ(SFI
) = SFI

− logEL[e
SFI ]. We lower bound H(QFI

, PL) by obtaining an upper

bound on the Hellinger affinity R(QFI
, PL) :=

∫

[0,1]
√
qFI

pL and using that H(QFI
, PL)

2 = 1 −
R(QFI

, PL). Clearly R(QFI
, PL) = EL[e

1
2
Φ(SFI

)] = EL[e
1
2
SFI ]/EL[e

SFI ]1/2. But ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ η,
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thus EL[e
SFI ] ≥ 1 + EL[SFI

] + 1
2EL[S

2
FI

]e−η = 1 + 1
2EL[S

2
FI

]e−η. Consequently, EL[e
SFI ]1/2 ≥

1+ 1
4EL[S

2
FI

]eO(η). Similarly,EL[e
1
2
SFI ]≤ 1+ 1

8EL[S
2
FI

]eη . It followsR(QFI
, PL)≤ 1− 1

8EL[S
2
FI

]eO(η).

Proof of Proposition 6.3. Remark that EL[SFI
] = 0, so Φ(SFI

) = SFI
− logEL[e

SFI ], and similarly

for Φ(SF ′
I
). Since ‖SFI

‖∞ ≤ δ then ‖Φ(SFI
)‖∞ ≤ 2δ, similarly for SF ′

I
. By a Taylor expansion

there is u ∈ (Φ(SFI
),Φ(SF ′

I
)), and hence |u| ≤ 2δ, such that e

1
2
Φ(SFI

) = e
1
2
Φ(S

F ′
I
)
+ 1

2 (Φ(SFI
)−

Φ(SF ′
I
)eu. That is, (e

1
2
Φ(SFI

) − e
1
2
Φ(S

F
′
I
)
)2 ≤ 1

4e
4δ(Φ(SFI

) − Φ(SF ′
I
))2. Then we can bound the

Hellinger distance as follows.

H(QFI
,QF ′

I
)2 =

1

2

∫

(

√

pLe
Φ(SFI

) −
√

pLe
Φ(S

F ′
I
)
)2

=
1

2
EL

[(

e
1
2
Φ(SFI

) − e
1
2
Φ(S

F ′
I
))2

]

≤ 1

8
e4δEL[(Φ(SFI

)−Φ(SF ′
I
))2].

Expanding the square in the last equation and using that EL[SFI
] = EL[SF ′

I
] = 0, we find that

H(QFI
,QF ′

I
)2 ≤ 1

8
e4δEL[(SFI

− SF ′
I
)2] +

1

8
e4δ log2

EL[e
SFI ]

EL[e
S
F ′
I ]
. (6.8)

Now remark that EL[e
SFI ] = EL[e

S
F
′
I e
SFI

−S
F
′
I ] = EL[e

S
F
′
I ]+EL[e

S
F
′
I (e

SFI
−S

F
′
I − 1)], and hence

|EL[eSFI ]/EL[e
S
F ′
I ] − 1| ≤ eO(δ)

EL[|SFI
− SF ′

I
|] ≤ eO(δ)

EL[(SFI
− SF ′

I
)2]1/2. It follows that

the second term of the rhs of equation (6.8) is bounded by 1
8e
O(δ)

EL[(SFI
− SF ′

I
)2], and hence

H(QFI
,QF ′

I
)≤ 1

4e
O(δ)

EL[(SFI
− SF ′

I
)2].

6.5. Proofs of Corollaries 6.1 and 6.2

Proof of Corollary 6.1: the case where s > 1/2. By construction, ifm ∈ I andF ∈AI , then ‖Fm‖2 ≥
HI(m). Thus, if I ∩ {m : Jm ≤ jn} 6=∅, for all F ∈AI ,

(Γξ−10∈I )2
log(n)

n
≤

∑

m∈I
HI(m)21Jm≤jn ≤

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn .

Also if 0 ∈ I , then Γ2 log(n)/n≤ ‖F0‖22 . Therefore Lemma 6.4 and Young’s inequality imply

|C(SFI
, S

F̄I
)| ≤CδEL[S

2
FI

] + δ‖F0‖2210∈I + δ
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

+
δ

2

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn +

δ

2n
.

The conclusion follows since
∑

m∈I ‖Fm‖22 ≍ EL[S
2
FI

] by Proposition 7.1-(4).
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Proof of Corollary 6.1: the case where 0< s≤ 1/2. By construction, if m ∈ I and F ∈ AI , then

‖Fm‖2 ≥HI(m). Thus, if I ∩ {m : Jm ≤ jn} 6=∅, for all F ∈AI ,

(Γξ−10∈I )2ε∗n(s)
2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn ≤

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn .

Similarly if I ∩ {m : Jm > jn} 6=∅, we have by construction for all F ∈AI

γ2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn ≤
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn .

Also of 0∈ I , then Γ22−J0ε∗n(s)2 ≤ ‖F0‖22. Therefore Lemma 6.4 implies

|C(SFI
, S

F̄I
)| ≤CδEL[S

2
FI

] + δ‖F0‖2210∈I + δ
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22.

The conclusion follows since
∑

m∈I ‖Fm‖22 ≍ EL[S
2
FI

] by Proposition 7.1-(4).

Proof of Corollary 6.2. The proof follows immediately from Lemma 6.4, from the fact that
∑

m∈I ‖Fm‖22 ≍
EL[S

2
FI

] by Proposition 7.1-(4), and from the definition of ÃI .

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 J0 be chosen large enough. Then the following are true.

1. For all m ∈ Z+ and all F ∈Fm, F =
∑

(j,k)∈Bm
〈F,ϕj,k〉(ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k]);

2. For all m ∈ Z+, all F ∈ Fm, and all (j, k) /∈B0 ∪Bm =⇒ 〈F,ϕj,k〉= 0.

3. There exist constantsC1,C2 > 0 such that for allm ∈ Z+ and allF ∈ Fm,C1
∑

v∈Bm
〈F,ϕv〉2 ≤

‖F‖22 ≤C2
∑

v∈Bm
〈F,ϕv〉2.

4. There exist constants C1,C2 > 0 such that for all J ⊆ Z+, for all collections {Fm ∈ Fm :
m ∈ J}, C1

∑

m∈J ‖Fm‖22 ≤ EL[(
∑

m∈J Fm)2]≤C2
∑

m∈J ‖Fm‖22.

5. There exist constants C1,C2 > 0 such that supx
∑

k |ϕj,k(x)| ≤ C12
j/2 for all j ≥ 0, and

∑

k |EL[ϕj,k]| ≤C22
j/2 for all j ≥ 0. Consequently, supx

∑

k |ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]| ≤ 2max{C1,C2}2j/2
for all j ≥ 0;

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

for all I ⊆ Z+,

E2I ≥C
(Γ2 log(n)

n

∑

m∈I
ξ−210∈I1m6=01Jm≤jn + γ2

∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

)

.
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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 =
∑

m≥0Fm for simplicity. Then, remark that EL[g] = 0, and thus

EL[e
g] ≥ EL[1 + g + 1

2g
2e−‖g‖∞ ] = 1 + 1

2EL[g
2]e−‖g‖∞ ≥ 1, and with the same argument 1 ≤

EL[e
g] ≤ 1 + 1

2EL[g
2]e‖g‖∞ . It follows from equation (3.1) that |LF − L| ≤ |g| + | logEL[eg]| =

|g|+ logEL[e
g]≤ |g|+ 1

2EL[g
2]e‖g‖∞ . Since EL[g

2]≤ ‖g‖2∞,

‖LF −L‖∞ ≤
∥

∥

∥

∑

m≥0

Fm

∥

∥

∥

∞

(

1 +
1

2

∥

∥

∥

∑

m≥0

Fm

∥

∥

∥

∞
e‖

∑

m≥0 Fm‖∞
)

.
∥

∥

∥

∑

m≥0

Fm

∥

∥

∥

∞
, (7.1)

because by assumption F ∈ C∗. Further, by Proposition 7.1,

∥

∥

∥

∑

m≥0

Fm

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ sup
x∈[0,1]

∑

m≥0

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉||ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|

≤ sup
x∈[0,1]

∑

j≥J0
sup

m:Jm=j
sup

(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉|
∑

k

|ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|

.
∑

j≥J0
sup

m:Jm=j
‖Fm‖22j/2. (7.2)

The conclusion follows by combining equations (7.1) and (7.2).

Proof of Lemma 3.3. We first establish that (SI)I⊆Z+
is a partition of F . Pick F ∈ F arbitrary.

We want to show that there exists a unique I ⊆ Z+ such that F ∈ SI . We have the following two

possibilities:

• If ‖F0‖2 ≥ ρ0Γ, choose I = {0} ∪ {m ≥ 1 : ‖Fm‖2 > ρmΓξ−1, Jm ≤ jn} ∪ {m ≥ 1 :

‖Fm‖2 > γ2−Jm(s+1/2), Jm > jn}.

• If ‖F0‖2 < ρ0Γ, choose I = {m ≥ 1 : ‖Fm‖2 > ρmΓ, Jm ≤ jn} ∪ {m ≥ 1 : ‖Fm‖2 >
γ2−Jm(s+1/2), Jm > jn}.

The index set I is uniquely defined by F , and F ∈ SI . We now prove the second claim. Let

A :=
⋃

I 6=∅
SI . We can decompose A as A1 ∪ A2 where A1 :=

⋃

I 6=∅,0∈I SI =
⋃

I⊆Z+,0∈I SI ,

and A2 :=
⋃

I 6=∅,0/∈I SI . Remark that A1 = {F ∈ F : ‖F0‖2 ≥ ρ0Γ}, and A2 = Ac1 ∩ {F ∈ F :

∃m≥ 1, ‖Fm‖2 >HI(m)}. Note that if 0 ∈ I then Ac1 is empty, so

A2 =Ac1
⋂

{

F ∈ F : ∃m≥ 1, ‖Fm‖2 ≥ ρmΓξ−1
1Jm≤jn + γ2−Jm(s+1/2)

1Jm>jn

}

.

The conclusion follows since Ac =Ac1 ∩Ac2 and since ξ > 1.

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

jn
∑

j=J0

Γρm2j/2 +
∑

j>jn

γ2−js . ε̃∗n(s). (7.3)
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But, γ
∑

j>jn 2
−js . γ2−jns . (Γ/γ)

2s
2s+1 ε∗n(s) by the definition of jn in equation (3.2). On the

other hand
∑jn
j=J0

Γρm2j/2 . Γ
√

log(n)/n2jn/2 . Γ(γ/Γ)
1

2s+1 ε∗n(s), still by equation (3.2).

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, γ
∑

j>jn 2
−js . γ2−jns . Γε∗n(s)2 by equation (3.2). Also,

∑jn
j=J0

Γρm2j/2 ≤ Γjnε
∗
n(s). log(Γε∗n(s)/γ)Γε∗n(s). log(n)ε∗n(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 aj,k ∈ R such

that F =
∑

(j,k)∈Bm
aj,k(ϕj,k − EL[ϕj,k]). We note that if m ≥ 1 the coefficients (aj,k) are

uniquely determined by aj,k = 〈F,ϕj,k〉, because Jm > J0 is large enough such that all 〈ϕj,k,1〉 =
0 for all (j, k) ∈ Bm. Thus 〈F,ϕj,k〉 =

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm
aj′,k′〈ϕj′,k′ , ϕj,k〉 = aj,k, for any (j, k) ∈

Bm. This establishes the proof for m ≥ 1. For m = 0, it is the case that F0 is in the span

of {ϕj,k : (j, k) ∈ B0} (because the constants are included in the span), and thus F0 can be

uniquely written as F0 =
∑

(j,k)∈B0
〈F0, ϕj,k〉ϕj,k . But by construction, EL[F0] = 0, so in fact

F0 =
∑

(j,k)∈B0
〈F0, ϕj,k〉(ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k]).

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (2). This follows from the Item (1) and because for (j, k) /∈B0 and J0
large enough, we have 〈1, ϕj,k〉= 0. Therefore, it it the case that 〈F,ϕj,k〉=

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm
〈F,ϕj′,k′〉〈ϕj′,k′ , ϕj,k〉.

By orthogonality of the wavelet basis, the previous is either 0 if (j, k) /∈ Bm, or 〈F,ϕj,k〉 other-

wise.

Proof of Proposition 7.1, Item (3). The lower bound is immediate because ‖F |22 =
∑

(j,k)∈V〈F,ϕj,k〉2 ≥
∑

(j,k)∈Bm
〈F,ϕj,k〉2, so indeed C1 = 1 works. For the upper bound, we note that because ‖L‖∞ . 1

we have ‖Fm‖22 ≍ EL[F
2
m], and by Item (1)

EL[F
2
m] = EL

[(

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈F,ϕj,k〉ϕj,k −EL

[

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈F,ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
])2]

≤ EL

[(

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈F,ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
)2]

.
∥

∥

∥

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈F,ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
∥

∥

∥

2

2

=
∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈F,ϕj,k〉2,

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

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 EL[g
2]≍ ‖g‖22 for all g because ‖L‖∞ . 1, hence

EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

= EL

[(

∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉ϕj,k −EL

[

∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
])2]
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≤ EL

[(

∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
)2]

.
∥

∥

∥

∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉ϕj,k
∥

∥

∥

2

2

=
∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉2

Then, by the Item (2),

EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

.
∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖22. (7.4)

We now proceed with the lower bound. By the Item (1),

∥

∥

∥

∑

m∈J
Fm

∥

∥

∥

2

2
=

∑

(j,k)∈V

〈

∑

m′∈J
Fm′ , ϕj,k

〉2

≥
∑

m≥1

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈

∑

m′∈J

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

〈Fm′ , ϕj′,k′〉(ϕj′,k′ −EL[ϕj′,k′]), ϕj,k

〉2

=
∑

m≥1

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈

∑

m′∈J

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

〈Fm′ , ϕj′,k′〉ϕj′,k′ , ϕj,k
〉2

=
∑

m∈J

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

〈Fm, ϕj,k〉21m6=0,

where the third line follows because 〈1, ϕj,k〉= 0 for all (j, k) /∈B0, and the last line by orthogonality

of the wavelet basis. Therefore by the Item (3) it must be the case that

EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

&
∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖221m6=0. (7.5)

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 F0 =
∑

m∈J Fm −∑

m∈J Fm1m6=0, and thus

EL[F
2
0 ]≤ 2EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

+2EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm1m6=0

)2]

. EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

+
∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖221m6=0, (7.6)

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),

‖F0‖22 . EL[F
2
0 ]. EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

. (7.7)
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Now if we combine the equations (7.5) and (7.7), we have indeed

EL

[(

∑

m∈J
Fm

)2]

&max
{

∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖221m6=0, ‖F0‖22

}

≥ 1

2

∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖221m6=0 +

1

2
‖F0‖22

=
1

2

∑

m∈J
‖Fm‖22.

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 EL[ϕj,k] ≤ ‖pL‖∞‖ϕj,k‖1 . ‖pL‖∞2−j/2, and be-

cause there are no more than 2j wavelets at each level j ≥ 0. The third fact is obvious.

Proof of Proposition 7.2. From the definition of EI and from Proposition 7.1-(4), it is immediate that

E2I &
∑

m∈I HI(m)2. If s > 1/2 then the result is immediate. In case 0< s≤ 1/2, then we note that

by definition of jn

γ2−jn(s+1/2) ≥ Γ2−jn/2ε∗n(s) =⇒ 2−jn ≥
(Γ

γ

)
1
s
( log(n)

n

)
1

2s+1
.

Therefore,
∑

m∈I
ρ2m1Jm≤jn =

∑

m∈I
2−Jmε∗n(s)

2
1Jm≤jn

≥ 2−jnε∗n(s)
2
∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn

=
(Γ

γ

)
1
s · log(n)

n

∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn

≥ log(n)

n

∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn ,

where the last line is true under Assumption 1.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by U.S. Air Force Office of Scientific Research grant #FA9550-15-1-0074.

The author also thanks Daniel M. Roy for helpful discussions and the opportunity to work on this

project.

References

BARRON, A., SCHERVISH, M. J. and WASSERMAN, L. (1999). The consistency of posterior distribu-

tions in nonparametric problems. Ann. Statist. 27 536–561.



Adaptive Bayesian density estimation in sup-norm 25

BOUCHERON, S., LUGOSI, G. and MASSART, P. (2013). Concentration inequalities: A nonasymptotic

theory of independence. Oxford university press.

BROWN, L. D., ZHANG, C.-H. et al. (1998). Asymptotic nonequivalence of nonparametric experi-

ments when the smoothness index is 1/2. The Annals of Statistics 26 279–287.

CASTILLO, I. (2014). On Bayesian supremum norm contraction rates. Ann. Statist. 42 2058–2091.
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GINÉ, E. and NICKL, R. (2016). Mathematical foundations of infinite-dimensional statistical models

40. Cambridge University Press.

GOLDENSHLUGER, A. and LEPSKI, O. (2014). On adaptive minimax density estimation on R
d. Prob-

ability Theory and Related Fields 159 479–543.
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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.

• 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 L2 neighborhoods and uniform posterior

consistency, which is needed to prove the Lemma 3.1 stated in the main document.

• 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 C∗ 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) :=
∫ 1
0 p log(p/q). We also use the second-order measure of discrepancy V(P,Q) :=

∫ 1
0 p log

2(p/q).

For convenience, we also define the following sequence norms on Θ. We denote the usual ℓ2
norm by ‖θ‖22 :=

∑

(j,k)∈V |θj,k|2. In addition, we define the mixed ℓ1,∞ norm such that ‖θ‖1,∞ :=
∑

j≥0maxk |θj,k|2j/2. It is a well-known fact that if f =
∑

(j,k)∈V θj,kϕj,k, then ‖f‖∞ . ‖θ‖1,∞,

and ‖f‖2 = ‖θ‖2.

S1
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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 Pθ on small Hellinger neighborhoods of PL. We will prove that for

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

sup
L∈Σ(R,s)

ELΠ
(

θ : H(Pθ, PL)>Mε∗n(s) |Xn
)

= o(1), n→∞. (S3.1)

This will prove the Theorem 2.1. One can notice that ε∗n(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 L2 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. Let Π be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Assume L ∈ Σ(R,s)

for some 0< s0 ≤ s≤ S and let ε∗n(s) := (log(n)/n)s/(2s+1). Then, there exists C > 0 such that for

n large enough,

Π
(

KL(PL, Pθ)≤ ε∗n(s)
2, V(PL, Pθ)≤ ε∗n(s)

2)≥ exp{−Cnε∗n(s)2}.

Proof. Let θ be such that |θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ n−1/2 if j ≤ J̃ and θj,k = 0 for g > J̃ , with J̃ a truncation

level to be chosen accordingly. Because |θLj,k| ≤ R2−j(s+1/2) by assumption, this implies that ‖θ −
θ
L‖1,∞ .

∑

j≤J̃ 2
j/2n−1/2 +

∑

j>J̃ 2
−js . 2J̃/2n−1/2 + 2−J̃s . ε∗n(s) by choosing the optimal

truncation level. By van der Vaart and van Zanten (2008, Lemma 3.1), this implies that KL(PL, Pθ).
ε∗n(s)2 and V(PL, Pθ). ε∗n(s)2. Thus, for some B > 0,

Π
(

KL(PL, Pθ)≤Bε∗n(s)
2, V(PL,θ)≤Bε∗n(s)

2)

≥
∏

j≤J̃

∏

k

ωjΠj,k
(

|θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ n−1/2)
Jn
∏

j=J̃

∏

k

(1− ωj)

≥
∏

j≤J̃

∏

k

ωj2
j(s0+1/2)

∫ θLj,k+n
−1/2

θLj,k−n−1/2
f(2j(s0+1/2)t) dt

Jn
∏

j=J̃

∏

k

(1− ωj)

=
∏

j≤J̃

∏

k

ωj

∫ 2j(s0+1/2)(θLj,k+n
−1/2)

2j(s0+1/2)(θLj,k−n−1/2)
f(t) dt

Jn
∏

j=J̃

∏

k

(1− ωj).

Since s≥ s0 and j ≤ J̃ , there is a constant g > 0 such that f ≥ g always on the domain of integration

of the previous display. Moreover, ωj & e−jb1 and there are no more than a generic constant times 2j

wavelets at each level j, then for some constants C > 0,

Π
(

KL(PL, Pθ)≤Bε∗n(s)
2, V(PL, Pθ)≤Bε∗n(s)

2)≥ exp{−C2J̃ log(n)}.

The conclusion follows since 2J̃ log(n). nε∗n(s)2.
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Proposition S3.2. Let Π be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Let nε2n → ∞ with

log(nε2n) & log(n) and let n be large enough. Then for every C > 0 there exists a sequence of

sets (Θn)n≥0 such that Π(Θn) . exp{−Cnε2n) and logN(εn,Pn,H) ≤ nε2n, where Pn = {pθ :
θ ∈Θn}.

Proof. We choose, for some constant K,K ′ > 0,

Θn :=

{

θ ∈Θ :
supj,k 2

j(s0+1/2)|θj,k| ≤ log(Knε2n),

|{θj,k 6= 0}| ≤K ′nε2n/ log(nε2n)

}

.

Then, by construction of the prior since θj,k = 2−j(s0+1/2)Zj,k for Zj,k ∼ F , and since all the coeffi-

cients are independent,

Π(Θcn)≤
∑

j,k

ωjΠ
(

|Zj,k|> log(Knε2n)
)

+Π
(

|{θj,k 6= 0}|> K ′nε2n
log(nε2n)

)

≤ e−b2Knε
2
n +Π

(

|{θj,k 6= 0}|> K ′nε2n
log(nε2n)

)

,

where the second line follows because ωj ≤ 2−j(1+µ⋆) for µ⋆ > 0 and because there are at most

a generic constant times 2j wavelets at each level j ∈ Z+, and because of the assumption of equa-

tion (2.3). Furthermore, EΠ[|{θj,k 6= 0}|]≤∑Jn
j=0

∑

k 2
−j(1+µ⋆) . 1, Hence, by Chernoff’s bound,

for some constant B > 0 when K ′nε2n gets large enough

Π
(

|{θj,k 6= 0}|> K ′nε2n
log(nε2n)

)

≤ e−BK
′nε2n .

Thus Θn meets the first requirement of the proposition.

We now determine an upper bound on N(εn,Pn,H). We assume without loss of generality that

Mn :=K ′nε2n/ log(nε2n) is integer. Furthermore there is a generic constant c > 0 such that, for any

θ,θ′ ∈Θn (see van der Vaart and van Zanten, 2008, Lemma 3.1),

H(Pθ, Pθ′). ‖θ− θ
′‖1,∞e−c‖θ−θ

′‖1,∞ .

But, for any θ,θ′ ∈Θn, writing Zj,k = 2j(s0+1/2)θj,k and Z ′
j,k = 2j(s0+1/2)θ′j,k, it is clear that ‖θ−

θ
′‖1,∞ . ‖Z −Z

′‖∞. Since θ has no more than Mn non-zero entries, N(εn,Pn,H) is no more than

the sum over all possible subsets of indices I ⊆An := {(j, k) : j ≤ log(n)
log(2)

} such that |I| ≤Mn of the

covering numbers of

EI :=
{

z ∈R
I : ‖z‖∞ ≤ log(Knε2n)

}

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

( log(Knε2n)

Bεn

)|I|
≤
( log(Knε2n)

Bεn

)Mn
. eC1K ′nε2n ,
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for some universal C1 > 0. The number of possible subsets is
∑Mn
m=0

(|An|
m

)

. Using the well-known

inequality
(n
k

)

≤ nk

k! , we deduce that,

Mn
∑

m=0

(|An|
m

)

≤
Mn
∑

m=0

|An|m
m!

=
e|An|

Mn!

∫ ∞

|An|
tMne−tdt.

By Stirling’s formula, as n→∞, because |An| ≫Mn,

Mn
∑

m=0

(|An|
m

)

≤ (1 + o(1))e|An|+Mn−Mn logMn

√
2πMn

∫ ∞

|An|
tMne−tdt

=
(1+ o(1))|An|e|An|+Mn−Mn logMn+Mn log |An|

√
2πMn

∫ ∞

1
e−u|An|+Mn log(u)du

≤ (1 + o(1))|An|e|An|+Mn−Mn logMn+Mn log |An|
√
2πMn

∫ ∞

1
e
−u|An|(1− Mn

e|An|
)
du

=
(1+ o(1))eMn(1+e−1)−Mn logMn+Mn log |An|

√
2πMn(1− Mn

e|An|)
.

SinceMn ≍ K ′nε2n
log(nε2n)

and |An|. n, it follows for some universal constantC2 > 0 that
∑Mn
m=0

(|An|
m

)

.

eC2K ′nε2n . The conclusion of the proposition follows by picking K ′ small enough.

S4. Posterior concentration on L
2 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,∞ neighborhoods of θL. Indeed, since the coefficients θL is only identifiable

up to suitable translation, we don’t expect to concentrates on balls of the form {θ : ‖θ − θ
L‖ ≤R},

but instead on balls of the form {θ : ‖θ + Ξ
θ − θ

L‖ ≤ R}, where Ξ
θ is the vector with entries

Ξθ

j,k := 〈ξθ, ϕj,k〉, where ξθ is the log-normalizing constant defined in Section 2.1. We remark that by

the properties of the wavelet basis, there is a J0 such that Ξj,k = 0 for all j ≥ J0 and all k. We also

prove that concentration on ‖ · ‖1,∞ balls imply the posterior concentration on C∗ 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 θj,k 6= 0 with j > J̃ , with J̃ being the optimal

truncation level.

Proposition S4.1. Let Π be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2. Then, there is a generic

constant C > 0 such that,

sup
J≥0

ELΠ
(

∑

j>J maxk |θj,k|2j/2 >C2−Js0 log(n) |Xn

)

= o(1).
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Proof. By construction, θj,k = 2−j(s0+1/2)Zj,k, whereZj,k
iid∼ F . Then, we see that

∑

j>J maxk |θj,k|2j/2 =
∑

j>J 2
−js0 maxk |Zj,k| . 2−Js0 supv |Zv|. Hence, the probability in the statement of the proposi-

tion is bounded by ELΠ(supv |Zv| & log(n) | Xn). But, by the assumptions on F , we have that for

any K > 0

Π(supv |Zv|> log(Knε∗n(s)2))≤
∑

j≥0

∑

k

Π(|Zj,k|> log(Knε∗n(s)
2))

=
∑

j≥0

∑

k

ωjΠ(|Zj,k|> log(Knε∗n(s)
2) | θj,k 6= 0)

. exp{−b2Knε∗n(s)2},

where the last line follows because ωj ≤ 2−j(1+µ⋆) for µ⋆ > 0 by assumption, and there are at most

a generic constant times 2j wavelets at each level j. 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(nε∗n(s)2)≍ log(n) by definition of ε∗n(s).

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 Π be the spike-and-slab prior described in Section 2.2 and assume 0< s0 ≤
s≤ S. Then, under the assumption of the paper, for all R> 0 the following holds,

∃K > 0, sup
L∈Σ(R,s)

ELΠ(‖θ +Ξ
θ − θ

L‖2 >Kε∗n(s) |Xn) = o(1),

∀η > 0, sup
L∈Σ(R,s)

ELΠ(‖θ+Ξ
θ − θ

L‖1,∞ > η |Xn) = o(1).

Proof. From Ghosal and van der Vaart (2007, Lemma 8), because pL is bounded from below (as

‖L‖∞ <∞ by assumption), we have that

‖Lθ −L‖22 =
∫

[0,1]
log2(pθ/pL)

.

∫

[0,1]
pL log2(pθ/pL)

.H(Pθ, PL)
2(1 + ‖Lθ −L‖2∞

)

. (S4.1)

But, for any J ∈N large enough so that Ξj,k = 0 for all j > J and all k, we have

‖Lθ −L‖∞ .

J
∑

j=0

max
k

|θj,k +Ξθ
v − θLj,k|2j/2

+
∑

j>J

max
k

|θj,k|2j/2 +
∑

j>J

max
k

|θLj,k|2j/2
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By assumption
∑

j>J maxk |θLj,k|2j/2 . 2−Js, and by Proposition S4.1 there is a set Θn of posterior

mass 1 + op(1) such that for any θ ∈ Θn we have
∑

j>J maxk |θj,k|2j/2 . 2−Js0 log(n). Hence,

whenever s≥ s0, for θ ∈Θn,

‖Lθ −L‖∞ .

J
∑

j=0

max
k

|θj,k +Ξθ
v − θLj,k|2j/2 + 2−Js0 log(n) + 2−Js

. 2J/2‖θ+Ξ
θ − θ

L‖2 + 2−Js0 log(n)

= 2J/2‖Lθ −L‖2 + 2−Js0 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

‖Lθ −L‖22
(

1− 2JH(Pθ, PL)
2).H(Pθ, PL)

2(1+ 2−2Js0 log2(n)
)

.

By equation (S3.1), we can furthermore restrict ourselves to the event such that {θ : H(Pθ , PL) .
ε∗n(s)}. Then, it is always possible to choose J sufficiently large so that 2−Js0 log(n) = o(1), but

small enough so that 2Jε∗n(s)2 = o(1). Thus ‖Lθ − L‖22 . ε∗n(s)2 on {θ : H(Pθ, PL). ε∗n(s)}, and

by orthogonality of the wavelet basis ‖θ + Ξ
θ − θ

L‖2 = ‖Lθ − L‖2 . ε∗n(s). Moreover, we have

proven along the way that on the same event ‖θ+Ξ
θ− θ

L‖1,∞ . 2J/2‖Lθ−L‖2+2−Js0 log(n) =
o(1).

S5. Missing proofs of the main document

S5.1. Concentration of the posterior on C∗

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We prove the lemma by showing that ‖Fθ
0 ‖∞+ ‖∑m≥1 F

θ
m‖∞ . ‖θ+Ξ

θ −
θ
L‖1,∞. Then, the conclusion of the lemma will follow from Proposition S4.2. We note that it is

enough to show the inequality for ‖θ + Ξ
θ − θ

L‖1,∞ ≪ 1 because of Proposition S4.2. For m ≥
1, we have Fθ

m = (θψ(m) − θLψ(m))(ϕψ(m) − EL[ϕψ(m)]) = (θψ(m) + Ξθ

ψ(m) − θLψ(m))(ϕψ(m) −
EL[ϕψ(m)]), by choosing J0 sufficiently large so that Ξθ

ψ(m) = 0 whenever m 6= 0. It follows by

Proposition 7.1-(5),

∥

∥

∥

∑

m≥1

Fθ
m

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ sup

x

∑

m≥1

|θθψ(m) +Ξθ

ψ(m) − θLψ(m)||ϕψ(m)(x)−EL[ϕψ(m)]|

≤
∑

j>J0

max
k

|θθj,k +Ξθ
j,k − θLj,k| sup

x

∑

k

|ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|

.
∑

j>J0

max
k

|θθj,k +Ξθ
j,k − θLj,k|2j/2

≤ ‖θ+Ξ
θ − θ

L‖1,∞.
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So it remains to show that ‖Fθ
0 ‖∞ is also bounded by the same quantity. Remark that EL[exp{Lθ −

L}] = 1, thus

1 = EL[e
Lθ−L] = 1 +EL[Lθ −L] +

1

2
EL[(Lθ −L)2] ·O

(

e‖Lθ−L‖∞)

.

But EL[Lθ −L] = ξθ +
∑

(j,k)∈V(θj,k − θLj,k)EL[ϕj,k] and ‖Lθ −L‖∞ . ‖θ+Ξ
θ − θ

L‖1,∞ ≪ 1
by assumption. Therefore, we have shown

ξθ =−
∑

(j,k)∈V
(θj,k − θLj,k)EL[ϕj,k] +O

(

‖Lθ −L‖22
)

.

Since for J0 taken large enough we have ξθ =
∑

(j,k)∈B0
Ξj,kϕj,k, we deduce that

F0 =
∑

(j,k)∈B0

(θj,k − θLj,k)(ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k])

= ξθ +
∑

(j,k)∈B0

(θj,k − θLj,k)ϕj,k +
∑

(j,k)/∈B0

(θj,k − θLj,k)EL[ϕj,k] +O
(

‖Lθ −L‖22
)

=
∑

(j,k)∈B0

(θj,k +Ξθ

j,k − θLj,k)ϕj,k +
∑

(j,k)/∈B0

(θj,k +Ξθ

j,k − θLj,k)EL[ϕj,k] +O(‖Lθ −L‖22).

Now we remark that all the terms involved in the last display are bounded in absolute value by ‖θ +
Ξ
θ − θ

L‖1,∞, and so is ‖F0‖∞.

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

Proof of Lemma 6.4. We first establish that ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ can be made arbitrary small when F̄I ∈ NI by

taking K1 large enough in Assumption 1.

Proposition S5.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied with K1 > 0 sufficiently large. Then there is

a universal constant C > 0 such that ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≤ C log(Γε∗n(s)/γ)Γε∗n(s) for all F̄I ∈ NI and all

I ⊆ Z+.

In view of the last proposition, we now assume that K1 is taken large enough so that ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≪ δ.

Since EL[SFI
] = EL[SF̄I

] = 0, we have

C(SFI
, S

F̄I
) = logEL[e

SFI
−logEL[exp(SFI

)]e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
].

We remark that EL[e
SFI ] = EL[1 + SFI

+ 1
2S

2
FI
eO(‖SFI

‖∞)] = 1 + 1
2EL[S

2
FI

]eO(δ). This im-

plies that − logEL[e
SFI ] = −1

2EL[S
2
FI

]eO(δ) as well, and eSFI
−logEL[exp(SFI

)] = 1 + SFI
−

1
2EL[S

2
FI

]eO(δ) + 1
2S

2
FI
eO(δ). Also EL[e

S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
] = 1, and thus

e
C(SFI

,S
F̄I

)
= EL

[(

1 + SFI
+

1

2
S2
FI
eO(δ) − 1

2
EL[S

2
FI

]eO(δ)
)

e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
]

= 1+EL[SFI
e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
] +

1

2
EL[S

2
FI

]eO(δ) − 1

2
EL[S

2
FI

]eO(δ)



S8 Zacharie Naulet

= 1+EL[SFI
e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
] +O(δEL[S

2
FI

]).

Since ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≪ δ,

EL[SFI
e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
]2 ≤ ‖SFI

‖∞eO(δ)
∣

∣

∣
EL[SFI

e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
]
∣

∣

∣
.

Therefore,

C(SFI
, S

F̄I
) = (1 +O(δ))EL[SFI

e
S
F̄I

−logEL[exp(SF̄I
)]
] +O(δEL[S

2
FI

])

= (1 +O(δ))
EL[SFI

(e
S
F̄I − 1)]

EL[e
S
F̄I ]

+O(δEL[S
2
FI

])

=O
(

EL[SFI
(e
S
F̄I − 1)]

)

+O(δEL[S
2
FI

]).

To prove the lemma, it is enough to obtain sharp estimates on EL[SFI
(e
S
F̄I − 1)]. To this end, we in-

troduce the functionA :R→R such thatA(x) = (ex−1)/x, and we define the following “covariance”

matrix

ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′

:= EL[(ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k])(ϕj′,k′ −EL[ϕj′,k′ ])A(SF̄I
)].

The following proposition provides the necessary estimates on ΣF̄I that we require to control

C(SFI
, S

F̄I
).

Proposition S5.2. Let ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≤ 1 and let s̃= s if s < 1 and s̃ 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

(j′, k′) 6= (j, k),

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′| ≤C

(

1+ ‖S
F̄I

‖∞,∞,s̃

)

(

2−(j∨j′)s̃
∫

|ϕj,kϕj′,k′ |+ 2−j(s̃+1/2)2−j
′(s̃+1/2)

)

.

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

(j′, k′) ∈ V and for any j ≤ j′,
∑

k |Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′| ≤C2j/2(1 + ‖S

F̄I
‖∞,∞,s̃)2

−j′(s̃+1/2).

3. Suppose Assumption 1 is satisfied for K0 and K1 large enough. Then ‖S
F̄I

‖∞,∞,s̃ ≤ γ for all

I ⊆ Z+.

It follows from the previous definitions that EL[SFI
(e
S
F̄I − 1)] =EL[SFI

S
F̄I
A(S

F̄I
)]. To ease the

notations, we define fmj,k := 〈Fm, ϕj,k〉, so that Fm =
∑

(j,k)∈Bm
fmj,k(ϕj,k − EL[ϕj,k]), by Proposi-

tion 7.1-(1). Hence, we can rewrite

EL[SFI
(e
S
F̄I − 1)] =

∑

m∈Ic

∑

(j,k)∈B0

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm

f0j,kf
m
j′,k′Σ

F̄I
j,k,j′,k′10∈I

+
∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

∑

(j′,k′)∈B0

f0j′,k′f
m
j,kΣ

F̄I
j,k,j′,k′10/∈I

+
∑

m∈I

∑

m′∈Ic

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

fmj,kf
m′

j′,k′Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′1m6=01m′ 6=0.
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We finish the proof by giving a bound on the terms

R1 :=
∑

m∈Ic

∑

(j,k)∈B0

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm

|f0j,k||fmj′,k′ ||Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′|10∈I ,

R2 :=
∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

∑

(j′,k′)∈B0

|f0j′,k′||fmj,k||Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′|10/∈I ,

R3 :=
∑

m∈I

∑

m′∈Ic

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

|fmj,k||fm
′

j′,k′||Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′ |1m6=01m′ 6=0.

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 fm,∗ :=
sup(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉|. We remark that by construction when m /∈ I

fm,∗ := sup
(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fm, ϕv〉| ≤ ‖Fm‖2 ≤HI(m). (S5.1)

Bound on R1 : case s > 1/2. If 0 /∈ I this term is obviously equal to zero. Thus we now assume that

0 ∈ I . Then,

R1 ≤ f0,∗
∑

m∈Ic
fm,∗

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm

J0
∑

j=0

∑

k

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′|

. f0,∗(1∨ γ)2J0/2
∑

m∈Ic
fm,∗

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm

2−j
′(s̃+1/2)

. f0,∗(1∨ γ)2J0/2
∑

m∈Ic
fm,∗2−Jm(s̃+1/2),

where the second line follows by Proposition S5.2, and the last because 0 ∈ I so for any m ∈ Ic we

have |Bm|= 1 and (j, k) ∈Bm =⇒ j = Jm. So by equation (S5.1),

∑

m∈Ic
fm,∗2−Jm(s̃+1/2) ≤

∑

m∈Ic
HI(m)2−Jm(s̃+1/2)

≤ Γξ−1
jn
∑

j=J0+1

sup
m :Jm=j

{ρm}|{m∈ Ic : Jm = j}|2−j(s̃+1/2)

+
∑

j>jn

γ2−j(s+s̃+1)|{m ∈ Ic : Jm = j}|

. Γξ−1
∑

j>J0

sup
m :Jm=j

{ρm}2−j(s̃−1/2) + γ2−jn(s+s̃),

where the last line follows because |{m ∈ Ic : Jm = j}| . 2j for j > J0 as there are no more than

. 2j at each level. We deduce that,

R1 . f0,∗Γξ−1(1∨ γ)2J0/2
∑

j>J0

2−j(s̃−1/2) sup
m :Jm=j

{ρm}+ f0,∗(1∨ γ)2J0/2γ2−jn(s+s̃) (S5.2)
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. ‖F0‖2
√

log(n)

n
· Γ(1∨ γ)

ξ
2J0(1−s̃) + ‖F0‖2

√

log(n)

n
· 2J0/2Γ(1∨ γ)2−jn(s̃−1/2)

because ρm =
√

log(n)/n, s̃ > 1/2, because f0,∗ ≤ ‖F0‖2, and because of equation (3.2). By choos-

ing K1,K2 > 0 in Assumption 1 sufficiently large we obtain that R1 ≪ δΓ
√

log(n)/n‖F0‖210∈I .

Bound on R1 : case 0 < s ≤ 1/2. The equation (S5.2) remains true in this case, but this time we

have,
∑

j>J0

2−j(s̃−1/2) sup
m :Jm=j

{ρm} ≤
∑

j>J0

2−j(s−1/2) sup
m :Jm=j

{

2−Jm/2ε∗n(s)
}

= ε∗n(s)
∑

j>J0

2−js

. ε∗n(s)2
−J0s,

and, by equation (3.2),

γ2−jn(s+s̃) = γ2−2jns .
Γ2ε∗n(s)2

γ
(S5.3)

Therefore,

R1 . ‖F0‖2Γ2−J0/2ε∗n(s)
(1∨ γ

ξ
2J0(1−s) + 2J0

Γ(1∨ γ)
γ

ε∗n(s)
)

.

So R1 ≪ δΓ2−J0/2ε∗n(s)‖F0‖210∈I by choosingK1,K2 > 0 in Assumption 1 sufficiently large.

Bound on R2 : case s > 1/2. R2 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

R2 ≤ f0,∗
∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

|fmj,k|
J0
∑

j′=0

∑

k′

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′ |

. (1∨ γ)2J0/2f0,∗
∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

|fmj,k|2−Jm(s̃+1/2)

. (1∨ γ)2J0/2HI(0)
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22−Jm(s̃+1/2), (S5.4)

where the second line follows by Proposition S5.2-(2) and because (j, k) ∈ Bm =⇒ j = Jm when

m 6= 0 (recall 0 /∈ I), the third last line follows because 0 /∈ I so Bm is a singleton and also because

f0,∗ ≤ HI(0) when 0 /∈ I . We decompose the sum in the rhs equation (S5.4) into the sum of the

following two terms

S1 :=
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22−Jm(s̃+1/2)

1Jm≤jn (S5.5)

S2 :=
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22−Jm(s̃+1/2)

1Jm>jn . (S5.6)
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Then, by Cauchy-Schwarz’,

S1 ≤
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1)

1Jm≤jn
}1/2

.

But, since 0 /∈ I we have m ∈ I ⇒ Jm > J0, and since there are . 2j wavelets at each level j, we

deduce that

∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1) ≤

∑

j>J0

|{m : Jm = j}|2−j(2s̃+1) .
∑

j>J0

2−2js̃ . 2−2J0s̃.

Hence,

S1 . 2−J0s̃
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

On the other hand,

S2 ≤
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2

.
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

j>jn

2−2js̃
}1/2

. 2−jns̃
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Since HI(0) = Γ
√

log(n)/n in this case,

R2 . Γ(1∨ γ)2J0(1/2−s̃)
√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2

+Γ(1∨ γ)2J0/2 · 2−jns̃
√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Note that in this case s̃ > 1/2, so by choosing the constants K0 and K1 sufficiently large, we obtain

that (note that ξ−10∈I = 1 here)

R2 ≪ δΓξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
+

δ√
n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Bound on R2 : 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,

S1 ≤
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm≤jn
}1/2



S12 Zacharie Naulet

Since 0 /∈ I we have that m ∈ I =⇒ Jm ≥ J1 > J0, so that the previous is in fact bounded by

S1 ≤ 2−J0s
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

On the other hand,

S2 ≤
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Since HI(0) = Γ2−J0/2ε∗n(s) in this case,

R2 . Γ(1∨ γ) · 2−J0s
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{

ε∗n(s)
2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn

}1/2

+Γ(1∨ γ)ε∗n(s) ·
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

So by choosing K0 and K1 large enough,

R2 ≪ δΓξ−10∈I

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{

ε∗n(s)
2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn

}1/2

+ δγ
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

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

∑

m′∈Ic

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

|fm′

j′,k′ | |Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′|1m′ 6=0

.
∑

j′′>J0

∑

m′∈Ic
1Jm′=j′′

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

|fm′

j′,k′| · |Σ
F̄I
j,k,j′,k′|1m′ 6=0

≤
∑

j′′>J0

sup
m′ :Jm′=j′′

{HI(m′)}
∑

m′∈Ic
1Jm′=j′′

∑

(j′,k′)∈Bm′

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′|1m′ 6=0

≤
∑

j′>J0

sup
m′ :Jm′=j′

{HI(m′)}
∑

k′

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′ |

where the last line follows because for m′ 6= 0 we have (j′, k′) ∈ Bm =⇒ j′ = Jm′ and Bm′ is a

singleton. By Proposition S5.2-(1,3), because there are no more than . 2j wavelets at each level j ≥ 0,

and because supx
∑

k |ϕj,k(x)|. 2j/2 (see Proposition 7.1-(5)), we obtain

∑

k′

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′|. (1∨ γ)

(

2−(j∨j′)s̃
∫

|ϕj,k|
∑

k′

|ϕj′,k′ |+2−j(s̃+1/2)2−j
′(s̃+1/2)2j

′
)
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. (1∨ γ)2−j/22j′/2
(

2−(j∨j′)s̃ + 2−js̃2−j
′s̃
)

. (1∨ γ)2−j/22j′/22−(j∨j′)s̃.

Therefore,

R3 . (1∨ γ)
∑

m∈I
m6=0

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

|fmj,k|
∑

j′>J0

sup
m′ :Jm′=j′

{HI(m′)}2−Jm/22j′/22−(Jm∨j′)s̃

. (1∨ γ)
∑

m∈I
m6=0

‖Fm‖2
∑

j>J0

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2−Jm/22j/22−(Jm∨j)s̃. (S5.7)

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

T1 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

Jm
∑

j=J1

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−Jms̃, (S5.8)

T2 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

jn
∑

j=Jm+1

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−js̃, (S5.9)

T3 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn
∑

j>jn

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−js̃, (S5.10)

T4 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn
jn
∑

j=J1

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−Jms̃, (S5.11)

T5 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn
Jm
∑

j=jn+1

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−Jms̃, (S5.12)

T6 :=
∑

m∈I
m6=0

2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn
∑

j>Jm

sup
m′ :Jm′=j

{HI(m′)}2j/22−js̃. (S5.13)

We now bound each terms using the definition of jn and of HI(m). Regarding T1 when J1 ≤ Jm′ ≤
Jm ≤ jn we have HI(m

′)≤ Γξ−10∈I
√

log(n)/n, thus

T1 . Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

∑

m∈I
2−Jms̃‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn1m6=0

≤ Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−2Jms̃1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2
.
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But, for m 6= 0 we have Jm > J0, and there are no more than . 2j blocks of wavelets at each level j
so in fact

∑

m∈I
2−2Jms̃1Jm≤jn1m6=0 ≤

jn
∑

j=J0+1

∑

k

2−2js̃ .

jn
∑

j=J0+1

2j(2s̃−1) . 2−J0(2s̃−1).

Therefore,

T1 . 2−J0(s̃−1/2)Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

Since s̃ > 1/2 in this case, 2−J0(s̃−1/2) can be made ≪ δ by taking K0 in Assumption 1 sufficiently

large. The same goes for T2 because
∑jn
j=Jm+1

2j/22−js̃ . 2−Jm(s̃−1/2), and thus

T2 . 2−J0(s̃−1/2)Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

Regarding T3, when Jm′ > jn we have HI(m
′)≤ γ2−Jm′(s+1/2), and so

T3 . γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

∑

j>jn

2−j(s+s̃)1m6=0,

. γ2−jn(s+1/2)2−jn(s̃−1/2)
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn1m6=0

≤ γ2−jn(s̃−1/2) ·
√

log(n)

n
·
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

But, there are no more than . 2j wavelets at each level j so in fact

∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn ≤

jn
∑

j≥0

∑

k

2−j . jn.

Therefore,

T3 . γ

√

log(n)

n
·
√

jn2
−jn(s̃−1/2)

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn

}1/2
.

Regarding T4,

T4 ≤ Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n

∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

jn
∑

j=J1

2j/22−Jms̃1m6=0,

. Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n
2jn/2

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.
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But there are no more than . 2j wavelets at each level j so in fact

∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1)

1Jm>jn ≤
∑

j>jn

∑

k

2−j(2s̃+1) .
∑

j>jn

2−2js̃ . 2−2jns̃. (S5.14)

Therefore,

T4 . Γξ−10∈I

√

log(n)

n
2−jn(s̃−1/2)

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2

Regarding T5, for Jm′ > jn we have HI(m
′)≤ γ2−Jm′(s+1/2), thus

T5 = γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(s̃+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

Jm
∑

j=jn+1

2−js1m6=0

. γ2−jns
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22−Jm(s̃+1/2)

1Jm>jn

≤ γ2−jns
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s̃+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2

. γ2−jn(s+s̃)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
,

where the last line follows by equation (S5.14). But by equation (3.2) we have γ2−jn(s+s̃) =
γ2−jn(s+1/2)2−jn(s̃−1/2) ∼ Γ

√

log(n)/n2−jn(s̃−1/2). Therefore,

T5 . 2−jn(s̃−1/2)Γ

√

log(n)

n

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
.

It remains T6 But for Jm′ > Jm > jn we again have that HI(m
′)≤ γ2−j(s+1/2), and thus

T6 = γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

∑

j>Jm

2−j(s+s̃)

. γ
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22−Jm(s+1/2+s̃)

1Jm>jn

≤ γ
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1+2s̃)

1Jm>jn

}1/2

. γ2−jn(s+s̃)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
,

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

T6 . 2−jn(s̃−1/2)Γ

√

log(n)

n
·
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2
.
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The bound for R3 is obtained by equation (S5.7) and all the estimates on T1, . . . , T6, 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

T1 when J1 ≤ Jm′ ≤ Jm ≤ jn, we have HI(m
′)≤ Γξ−10∈I2−Jm′/2ε∗n(s), thus

T1 ≤ Γξ−10∈I
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

Jm
∑

j=J1

ε∗n(s)2
−Jms1m6=0

. Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
∑

m∈I
Jm2−Jm(s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn1m6=0

≤ Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
Jm2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2

≤ Γξ−10∈IJ02
−J0sε∗n(s)

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2
,

where the last line follows for J0 taken sufficiently large, because m 6= 0 ⇒ Jm > J0, and thus

Jm2−2Jms ≤ J02
−2J0s. Regarding T2, we have using the same arguments

T2 ≤ Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

jn
∑

j=Jm+1

2−js1m6=0

. Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn1m6=0

≤ Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2

≤ Γξ−10∈I2−J0sε∗n(s)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2
.

Now for T3,

T3 ≤ γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn

∑

j>jn

2−2js
1m6=0

. γ2−2jns
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm≤jn1m6=0

≤ γ2−2jns
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2
.

But we note that γ2−2jns . Γ2ε∗n(s)2/γ by equation (S5.3), and hence we have,

T3 .
Γε∗n(s)
γ

· Γε∗n(s)
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm1Jm≤jn1m6=0

}1/2
.
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Now for T4, we have

T4 ≤ Γξ−10∈I ε∗n(s)
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm>jn(jn − J1)1m6=0

≤ jnΓξ
−10∈I ε∗n(s)

{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Similarly,

T5 ≤ γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

Jm
∑

j=jn+1

2−js1m6=0,

. γ2−jns
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

. γ2−jns
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

Finally,

T6 ≤ γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm/2‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

∑

j>Jm

2−2js

. γ
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1/2)‖Fm‖21Jm>jn

. γ
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(4s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2

≤ γ2−jns
{

∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖221Jm>jn

}1/2{ ∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn

}1/2
.

The bound for R3 is obtained by equation (S5.7) and all the estimates on T1, . . . , T6 and by taking the

constants in Assumption 1 sufficiently large.

Proof of Proposition S5.1. We use that Fm =
∑

(j,k)∈Bm
〈Fm, ϕj,k〉(ϕj,k − EL[ϕj,k]) by Proposi-

tion 7.1-(1). Then, by Proposition 7.1-(5) we deduce that,

|S
F̄I

(x)| ≤
∑

m∈Ic

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉||ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|

≤
∑

j≥0

sup
m∈Ic, Jm=j

{

‖Fm‖2
∑

k

|ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|
}

.
∑

j≥0

sup
m : Jm=j

{HI(m)2Jm/2}

By the same argument as in the proof of Corollary 3.1, the previous is seen to be.max{(Γ/γ)
2s

2s+1 , Γ(γ/Γ)
1

2s+1 }ε∗n(s)
when s > 1/2, and . log(Γε∗n(s)/γ)Γε∗n(s) otherwise.
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Proof of Proposition S5.2, Item (1). We define the function h(x) := pL(x)A(SF̄I
(x)). With this def-

inition, we can rewrite

ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′ =

∫

h ·
(

ϕj,k −EL[ϕj,k]
)(

ϕj′,k′ −EL[ϕj′,k′]
)

=

∫

h ·ϕj,kϕj′,k′ −EL[ϕj,k]

∫

h ·ϕj′,k′

−EL[ϕj′,k′ ]

∫

h ·ϕj,k +EL[ϕj,k]EL[ϕj′,k′ ]

∫

h.

By assumption ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≤ 1, thus ‖A(S
F̄I

(·))‖∞ . 1 too. Further, for any g ∈ Bs∞,∞ we have

|
∫

gϕj,k| ≤ C‖g‖∞,∞,s2
−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 s̃,

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′ | ≤

∣

∣

∣

∫

h ·ϕj,kϕj′,k′
∣

∣

∣
+Cmax

{

‖p‖∞,∞,s̃, ‖h‖∞,∞,s̃

}

2−j(s̃+1/2)2−j
′(s̃+1/2). (S5.15)

We remark that p= exp{L}, and thus ‖p‖∞,∞,s̃ is in turn bounded by a constant depending only on

(R,s). Further (j, k) 6= (j′, k′), thus
∫

ϕj,kϕj′,k′ = 0, hence for any y ∈ [0,1],

∫

h · ϕj,kϕj′,k′ =
∫

[0,1]

(

h(x)− h(y)
)

ϕj,k(x)ϕj′,k′(x)dx. (S5.16)

If Sj,k,j′,k′ := suppϕj,k ∩ suppϕj′,k′ = ∅, then
∫

h · ϕj,kϕj′,k′ = 0 and the result is immediate.

We now consider that Sj,k,j′,k′ 6= ∅. In this case, pick y ∈ Sj,k,j′,k′ arbitrary and remark that for all

x ∈ Sj,k,j′,k′ we have |x− y| ≤ C2−j∨j
′

for a constant C > 0 depending only on the wavelet basis.

Then by equation (S5.16),

∣

∣

∣

∫

h ·ϕj,kϕj′,k′
∣

∣

∣
≤ sup
x 6=y

|h(x)− h(y)|
|x− y|s̃

∫

[0,1]
|x− y|s̃|ϕj,k(x)ϕj′,k′(x)|dx

≤ sup
x 6=y

|h(x)− h(y)|
|x− y|s̃ · 2−(j∨j′)s̃

∫

|ϕj,kϕj′,k′ |. (S5.17)

Then, we obtain the result of the proposition by bounding the s̃-Hölder norm of h. For all x, y ∈ [0,1],

|h(x)− h(y)| ≤ |pL(x)− pL(y)| · |A(SF̄I
(x))|+ pL(y)|A(SF̄I

(x))−A(S
F̄I

(y))|

= |eL(x) − eL(y)| · |A(S
F̄I

(x))|+ eL(y)|A(S
F̄I

(x))−A(S
F̄I

(y))|.

Whenever L ∈ Σ(R,s), there is a constant C > 0 depending only on R such that |eL(x) − eL(y)| ≤
C|L(x)−L(y)| and supx e

L(x) ≤C. Also ‖S
F̄I

‖∞ ≤ 1 thus supx |A(SF̄I
(x))|. 1 and supx |A′(S

F̄I
(x))|.

1. We deduce,

|h(x)− h(y)|.C|L(x)−L(y)|+C|S
F̄I

(x)− S
F̄I

(y)|.

By construction 0< s̃ < 1, which implies that the s̃-Hölder norm is equivalent to the ‖ · ‖∞,∞,s̃ norm

(Giné and Nickl, 2016, Equations 4.149 and 4.152). Then, since L∈Σ(R,s)⊆Σ(R, s̃),

sup
x 6=y

|h(x)− h(y)|
|x− y|s̃ .RC +C‖S

F̄I
‖∞,∞,s̃.
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By equivalence of norms, ‖h‖∞,∞,s̃ is also bounded by a constant (eventually depending on s̃) 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),

∑

k

|ΣF̄I
j,k,j′,k′|. (1 + ‖S

F̄I
‖∞,∞,s̃)

{

2−j
′s̃
∫

|ϕj′,k′ |
∑

k

|ϕj,k|+ 2−j
′(s̃+1/2)

∑

k

2−j(s̃+1/2)
}

. (1 + ‖S
F̄I

‖∞,∞,s̃)
{

2−j
′s̃2j/2

∫

|ϕj′,k′ |+2−j
′(s̃+1/2)2−js̃2j/2

}

,

where the last line follows by Proposition 7.1-(5) and also because there are no more than . 2j wavelets

at each level j. The conclusion follows because ‖ϕj′,k′‖1 . 2−j
′

for all (j′, k′) ∈ V .

Proof of Proposition S5.2, Item (3). Note that if (j, k) ∈B0 then

2j(s̃+1/2)|〈S
F̄I
, ϕj,k〉| ≤ 2j(s̃+1/2)‖S

F̄I
‖∞‖ϕj,k‖1

≤ 2J0s̃‖S
F̄I

‖∞

. 2J0s̃ log(Γε∗n(s)/γ)Γε
∗
n(s), (S5.18)

where the last line follows by Proposition S5.1. In the case where (j, k) ∈Bc0 ∩ {(j, k) : j ≤ jn}, then

by Proposition 7.1-(2) (since under Assumption 1 we can assume wlog that J0 is arbitrarily large),

2j(s̃+1/2)|〈S
F̄I
, ϕj,k〉| ≤ 2j(s̃+1/2) sup

m∈Ic,m6=0
|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉|

≤ 2j(s̃+1/2)Γξ−10∈I sup
m:Jm=j

{ρm}

≤ ξ−10∈I

{

2jn(s+1/2)Γ
√

log(n)/n if s > 1/2,

Γ2jnsε∗n(s) if s > 1/2,

where the last line follows from the definition of ρm and because j ≤ jn. Then by definition of jn in

equation (3.2), for all (j, k) ∈Bc0 ∩ {(j, k) : j ≤ jn}

2j(s̃+1/2)|〈S
F̄I
, ϕj,k〉| ≤ ξ−10∈Iγ. (S5.19)

Finally, in the case where (j, k) ∈Bc0 ∩ {(j, k) : j > jn}, then by Proposition 7.1-(2)

2j(s̃+1/2)|〈S
F̄I
, ϕj,k〉| ≤ 2j(s̃+1/2) sup

m∈Ic,m6=0
|〈Fm, ϕj,k〉| ≤ γ. (S5.20)

Combining equations (S5.18) to (S5.20), there is a universal C > 0 such that,

‖S
F̄I

‖∞,∞,s̃≤max{2J0s̃ log(Γε∗n(s)/γ)Γε∗n(s), γ}.

So if K1 in Assumption 1 is large enough we have that ‖S
F̄I

‖∞,∞,s̃ ≤ γ.
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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 Π(AI) and a lower

bound on Π(ÃI). We start with the upper bound. Recall that by construction we have Fθ
m =

∑

(j,k)∈Bm
(θj,k − θLj,k)(ϕj,k − EL[ϕj,k]). Take m ∈ I ∩ {m : Jm > jn}, assuming without loss of

generality that this set is not empty. Since jn≫ 1 we have by Proposition 7.1

sup
(j,k)∈Bm

|θj,k − θLj,k|= sup
(j,k)∈Bm

|〈Fθ
m, ϕj,k〉|= ‖Fθ

m‖2.

Hence, if F θ
I ∈AI , then

sup
(j,k)∈Bm

|θj,k − θLj,k| ≥ γ2−Jm(s+1/2).

But by assumption |θLj,k| ≤ R2−j(s+1/2). This implies that if K3 > R in Assumption 1 then γ > R

and it must the case that F θ
I ∈AI implies that θψ(m) 6= 0 form ∈ I ∩{m : Jm > jn}. We deduce that

Π(AI)≤
∏

m∈I
Jm>jn

ωJm ≤ exp
{

(1 + µ⋆) log(2)
∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

}

.

The previous bound is true for any I ⊆ Z+. We remark, however, that ωJm = 0 when Jm >

log(n)/ log(2), whence the claim that Π(AI )/Π(ÃI ) = 0 if I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)} 6= ∅ (it

is always the case that Π(ÃI )> 0, see below). We now compute a lower bound on Π(ÃI ). Consider

the set

E :=

{

F
θ
I :

m ∈ I ∩ {m : Jm ≤ jn} =⇒ sup(j,k)∈Bm

√

|Bm||θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ ηn,

m ∈ I ∩ {m : Jm > jn} =⇒ θψ(m) = 0.

}

.

We will show that E ⊆ ÃI for suitable choice of ηn, and then we will bound Π(ÃI) ≥ Π(E). Pick

F
θ
I ∈E. By Proposition 7.1, we deduce that

EL[S
2
FI

].
∑

m∈I
‖Fm‖22

. η2n
∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn +

∑

m∈I
sup

(j,k)∈Bm

|θLj,k|21Jm>jn

≤ η2n
∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn +R2

∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn .

We deduce from Proposition 7.2 that if K3 in the Assumption 1 is sufficiently large and if ηn =
aδ

√

log(n)/n for small enough constant a > 0, then EL[S
2
FI

]≤ δ2E2I for all F θ
I ∈ E. Similarly, by

Proposition 7.1-(5),

‖SFI
‖∞ = sup

x∈[0,1]

∣

∣

∣

∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

(θj,k − θLj,k)(ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k])
∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

j≥J0
sup
m∈I
Jm=j

sup
(j′,k′)∈Bm

|θj′,k′ − θLj′,k′ | sup
x∈[0,1]

∑

k

|ϕj,k(x)−EL[ϕj,k]|
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. ηn

jn
∑

j=0

2j/2 +
∑

j>jn

2j/2 ·R2−j(s+1/2)

. ηn2
jn/2 +R2−jns.

Thus, if ηn is taken as above and K1 in Assumption 1 is large enough, it is the case that ‖SFI
‖∞ ≤ δ

for all F θ
I ∈E. We thus have proven that E ⊆ ÃI . Further,

Π(E)≥
∏

m∈I
Jm≤jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

(

ωjQj
(
√

|Bm||θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ ηn
)

)

∏

m∈I
Jm>jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

(1−ωj). (S5.21)

First we note that
∏

m∈I
Jm>jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

(1− ωj)≥ exp
{

− 2
∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

2−j(1+µ⋆)1Jm≤jn
}

≥ exp
{

− 2

jn
∑

j=0

∑

k

2−j(1+µ⋆)
}

≥C1, (S5.22)

for a universal constant C1 > 0, where the third line follows because there are no more than . 2j

wavelets at each level j, and hence
∑jn
j=0

∑

k 2
−j(1+µ⋆) . 1 as µ⋆ > 0. Similarly, since ωj ≥

a12
−j(1+b1),
∏

m∈I
Jm≤jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

ωj ≥ exp
{

− log
1

a1

∑

m∈I
|Bm|1Jm≤jn − b1

∑

m∈I

∑

(j,k)∈Bm

j1Jm>jn

}

≥ exp
{

− log
1

a1

∑

m∈I
|Bm|1Jm≤jn − b1

∑

m∈I
|Bm|Jm1Jm>jn

}

,

because by construction (j, k) ∈ Bm =⇒ j ≤ Jm (with equality whenever m ≥ 1). We remark that

|B0|J0 . J02
J0 ≤ log(n) (by choosing K1 large enough in Assumption 1), and |Bm|Jm = Jm ≤

jn . log(n) for all 1≤m≤ jn. Hence, there is a universal constant C2 > 0 such that

∏

m∈I
Jm≤jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

ωj ≥ exp
{

−C2 log(n)
∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn

}

. (S5.23)

Finally, for a universal constant C3 > 0,

Qj
(
√

|Bm||θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ ηn
)

= F
(

|X − 2j(s0+1/2)θLj,k| ≤ 2j(s0+1/2)
√

ηn
|Bm|

)

≥C32
j(s0+1/2)

√

ηn
|Bm|

≥ n−1/2.
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The second inequality is true because by assumption 2j(s0+1/2)|θLj,k| ≤ R2j(s0−s) ≤ R since s ≥
s0; henceforth the distribution F has density bounded from below by C3/2 in a neighborhood of

2j(s0+1/2)|θLj,k|, with C3 not depending on the choice of the wavelet coefficient. The last inequality is

true wheneverK1 in Assumption 1 is taken large enough. Then,

∏

m∈I
Jm≤jn

∏

(j,k)∈Bm

Qj
(
√

|Bm||θj,k − θLj,k| ≤ ηn
)

≥ exp
{

− log(n)

2

∑

m∈I
|Bm|1Jm≤jn

}

. (S5.24)

The conclusion of the lemma follows by combining equations (S5.21) to (S5.24).

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 ELΠ(C∗ ∩ SI | Xn). We remark that Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 3.1 imply that

ELΠ(C∗ ∩ SI | Xn) = 0 whenever I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)} 6= ∅. Hence, the bound in the

lemma holds trivially when I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)} 6= ∅, and we will now assume without

loss of generality that I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)} = ∅. We will distinguish between two cases,

according to whether
(1+µ⋆) log(2)

2

∑

m∈I Jm1Jm>jn ≤ c2nE2
I

4 or not.

Case
(1+µ⋆) log(2)

2

∑

m∈I Jm1Jm>jn ≤ c2nE2
I

4 . We claim that nE2I & log(n) in this scenario. In-

deed, if
∑

m∈I 1Jm>jn ≥ 1 then nE2I &
∑

m∈I Jm1Jm>jn ≥ jn & log(n) by definition of jn. But

if
∑

m∈I 1Jm>jn = 0, then it must be the case that
∑

m∈I 1Jm≤jn ≥ 1 since by assumption I 6= ∅.

Therefore, nE2I & log(n) by the estimate of Proposition 7.2. Then, by picking α= 1/2 in Theorem 3.1,

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)
1+2δ . exp

{

− c2nE2I
2

+
c12

J0 |I|
2

}Π(AI)1/2
Π(ÃI)1/2

. (S5.25)

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

1

2
log

Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

≤ c4 log(n)

2

∑

m∈I
2J01m=01Jm≤jn − (1 + µ⋆) log(2)

2

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

≤ c4
2CΓ2

(

ξ210∈I + 2J010∈I
)

nE2I −
(1 + µ⋆) log(2)

2

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

≤
{c4(ξ

210∈I + 2J010∈I)
2CΓ2 +

c2
4

}

nE2I − (1 + µ⋆) log(2)
∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn . (S5.26)

Also, by Proposition 7.2 again,

c12
J0 |I|= c12

J0
∑

m∈I
1Jm≤jn + c12

J0
∑

m∈I
1Jm>jn

≤ c12
J0

CΓ2ξ−210∈I log(n)
nE2I +

c12
J0

jn

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn (S5.27)

So if δ > 0 is taken small enough and the constants K1 and K4 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 jn & log(n) can be made as small as we want in front of 2J0 under Assumption 1.
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Case
(1+µ⋆) log(2)

2

∑

m∈I Jm1Jm>jn >
c2nE2

I
4 . In this case, by taking α = 1024·c0δ

1+512·c0δ in Theo-

rem 3.1, we obtain that

ELΠ(C∗ ∩SI |Xn)
1+2δ ≤ 3 exp

(

−αc2nE2I +αc12
J0 |I|

)

(1− e−c2nE
2
I )2α

{Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

}1−α

≤ 3 exp
(

αc2nE2I + αc12
J0 |I|

)

(c2nE2I )2α
{Π(AI)
Π(ÃI)

}1−α
, (S5.28)

where the second line follows using that 1− e−x ≥ xe−x for x≥ 0. Using the estimate of Lemma 5.1

and the Proposition 7.2

log
Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

≤ c4 log(n)
∑

m∈I
2J01m=01Jm≤jn − (1 + µ⋆) log(2)

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

≤ c4(ξ
210∈I +2J010∈I)

CΓ2 nE2I − (1 + µ⋆) log(2)
∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn .

Hence, for any t ∈ (0,1), we have,

log
Π(AI )
Π(ÃI )

≤
{

− (1− t)c2
2

+
c4(ξ

210∈I + 2J010∈I)
CΓ2

}

nE2I

− t(1 + µ⋆) log(2)
∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn . (S5.29)

We also note that for this case to happen, it must be that {m : Jm > jn} 6=∅. Since we have assumed

that I ∩ {m : Jm > log(n)/ log(2)}=∅, by Proposition 7.2

nE2I ≥Cnγ2
∑

m∈I
2−Jm(2s+1)

1Jm>jn ≥Cγ2n−2s.

We deduce from the previous that,

1

(c2nE2I )2α
≤ 1

(Cc2γ2)2α
exp

{

4αs log(n)
}

≤ 1

(Cc2γ2)2α
exp

{

4αs
log(n)

jn

∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

}

.

But jn & log(γ/Γ) + log(n) by equation (3.2), which implies that jn & log(n) when K1 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

(c2nE2I )2α
≤ exp

{

C′δ log(2)
∑

m∈I
Jm1Jm>jn

}

. (S5.30)

So if δ > 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 (S5.30)

and by taking t=
(1+2δ)(1+µ⋆/2+C′δ)

1+µ⋆
.
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