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Abstract

We derive optimal rates of convergence in the supremum norm for estimating the

Hölder-smooth mean function of a stochastic process which is repeatedly and discretely

observed with additional errors at fixed, multivariate, synchronous design points, the

typical scenario for machine recorded functional data. Similarly to the optimal rates in

L2 obtained in Cai and Yuan (2011), for sparse design a discretization term dominates,

while in the dense case the parametric
√
n rate can be achieved as if the n processes

were continuously observed without errors. The supremum norm is of practical interest

since it corresponds to the visualization of the estimation error, and forms the basis for

the construction uniform confidence bands. We show that in contrast to the analysis in

L2, there is an intermediate regime between the sparse and dense cases dominated by the

contribution of the observation errors. Furthermore, under the supremum norm interpola-

tion estimators which suffice in L2 turn out to be sub-optimal in the dense setting, which

helps to explain their poor empirical performance. In contrast to previous contributions

involving the supremum norm, we discuss optimality even in the multivariate setting, and

for dense design obtain the
√
n rate of convergence without additional logarithmic factors.

We also obtain a central limit theorem in the supremum norm, and provide simulations

and real data applications to illustrate our results.

Keywords. asymptotic confidence sets, dense and sparse design, functional data, minimax

optimality, supremum norm

1 Introduction

Functional data analysis (FDA) refers to situations where the data involve functions or images,

potentially as features with additional observations in regression and classification problems.
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The field was popularized by Ramsay and Silvermann (1998), and since then has attracted

the attention of many theoretical and applied statisticians. Wang et al. (2016), Morris (2015)

and Cuevas (2014) contribute overviews of various aspects of the field.

Replication and regularization are two central notions in FDA (Morris, 2015; Ramsay

and Silvermann, 1998). By replication one makes use of information across the repeated

observations of the functions, while regularization takes advantage of information within

functions, which in practice are only observed at discrete design points in time or space.

Fixed, non-random points which are equal across functions are refered to as a determinis-

tic, synchronous design. This typically arises for machine recorded data, such as temperature

and further weather data recorded at regular time intervals at weather stations. In this paper,

for such designs we clarify even in a multivariate setting the phase transition from dense to

sparse case, by using minimax optimality over Hölder smoothness classes and the supremum

norm as loss function.

The multivariate and in particular the bivariate settings which we comprehensively deal

with in the present paper evidently are of great interest, for example for repeatedly observed

images. Much less work is avaible here than for the univariate case, in which the covariate

typically refers to time. A notable exception is Wang et al. (2020), who consider images, focus

on the dense case and work under a more complex set of assumptions then is considered in

the present paper.

The analysis of estimators in FDA has traditionally been conducted for L2 and pointwise

errors (Hall et al., 2006). Arguably the supremum norm is of more or at least equal practical

interest, since it corresponds to the visualization of the estimation error. Further it constitutes

the basis for the construction uniform confidence bands, which allow for the assessment of the

precision of the estimates. Therefore in recent years much research effort has been devoted

to an analysis of estimation errors in the supremum norm. Notable contributions in the

random, asynchronous design are Yao et al. (2005); Li and Hsing (2010); Zhang and Wang

(2016). Rates in the supremum norm and asymptotic confidence bands in the deterministic,

synchronous design that we focus on have been investigated by Degras (2011); Chang et al.

(2017); Xiao (2020); Kalogridis and Van Aelst (2022).

A precise assessment of the performance of methods can however only be given by pro-

viding optimality results, which we do in terms of minimax rates under the supremum norm

in this paper, and which have not been previously derived in the literature.

More technically speaking, we show that in the sparse regime, a discretization term dom-

inates rather than the estimation error arising from the errors as in the random design case.

This is in line with results in Cai and Yuan (2011) for the L2-loss and strong smoothness

assumptions on the paths of the processes. In particular, they require that the sample paths

have the same smoothness as the target mean function, a much stronger assumption than

what is imposed in our work. Notably and in contrast to the L2 norm there exists a tran-

sition phase between the sparse and dense designs when considering the supremum norm in

which the contribution of the errors dominates. Our analysis also shows that simple inter-

polation estimators without smoothing, which according to Cai and Yuan (2011) suffice to

achieve optimal rates in L2 for dense design, in case of observational errors actually deterio-
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rate with respect to the supremum norm for a large number of row wise observations. Also

note that the rates of convergence presented in Xiao (2020); Kalogridis and Van Aelst (2022)

by using penalized spline estimators are suboptimal. In particular, the parametric
√
n-rate

in the dense design is not attained, which is however very desirable for asymptotic inference.

The parametric
√
n-rate in the dense setting allows us to provide a central limit theorem in

the supremum norm, which is the basis for the construction of uniform confidence bands,

e.g. by bootstrap methods (Degras, 2011; Wang et al., 2020) or by using bounds based on

the Kac-Rice formula as recently proposed in Liebl and Reimherr (2023). As real-data illus-

trations we consider the biomechanical data set from Liebl and Reimherr (2023) as well as

daily temperature curves at Nuremberg, Germany. The effect of coarser discretization on the

estimation quality is determined by using a confidence band for the estimate based on the

finest discretization, and investigating whether estimates with coarser design still lie inside

this band.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the model and the linear

estimators that we shall consider. We work with generic assumptions on the weights, and in

Section 4 verify them for weights of local polynomial estimates. Section 3 contains the main

results on rates of estimation of the mean function in the supremum norm. Upper bounds and

matching lower bounds are presented. We also show convergence in distribution to a Gaussian

process. In Section 5 we illustrate our theoretical results in a simulation study. In Section

6 we provide real-data illustrations. The concluding Section 7 describes how to transfer the

results to more general designs, and points to open problems for the sparse, asynchronous

case. Proofs of the main results are given in Section 8, while some technical proofs as well as

additional simulations are deferred to an appendix.

Notation

In the paper we use the following notation. For a = (a1, . . . , ad)
⊤ and b = (b1, . . . , bd)

⊤ ∈ Rd

write a ≤ b if ai ≤ bi for all i = 1, . . . , d, ab ..= ab11 · · · abdd , |a| = a1 + . . .+ ad, a! ..= a1! · · · ad!,
amin = min1≤r≤d ar and ∂a ..= ∂a1

1 . . . ∂ad
d if the coordinates are integers. Further set 1 ..=

(1, . . . , 1)⊤ ∈ {1}d. Given p ..= (p1, . . . , pd)
⊤ denote by {j ∈ Nd | 1 ≤ j ≤ p} the set of j ∈ Nd

that are component wise between 1 and p, and denote
∑p
j=1

..=
∑p1

j1=1 · · ·
∑pd

jd=1. If for a

vector the indices are written in bold letters this indexes vectors such as pj ..= (pj1 , . . . , pjd)
⊤.

If only the indices are written bold this indexes a scalar like εi,j ..= εi,j1,...,jd or Yj ..= Yj1,...,jd .

For sequences (pn), (qn) tending to infinity, we write pn ≲ qn, if pn = O (qn), pn ≃ qn if

pn ≲ qn and qn ≲ pn, and pn ≪∼ qn, if pn = o(qn).

The notation OP,h∈(h1,h0] stands for stochastic dominance uniformly for h ∈ (h1, h0]. Finally,

∥ · ∥∞ denotes the supremum norm on [0, 1]d (sup-norm in the following).

2 The model, smoothness classes and linear estimators

Assume that we have data (Yi,j ,xj) according to the model

Yi,j = µ(xj) + Zi(xj) + εi,j , i = 1, . . . , n , j = (j1, . . . , jd) , (1)
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where Yi,j are real-valued response variables and xj ∈ T ⊂ Rd the design points. The set T

is assumed to be a hypercube and we take T = [0, 1]d in the following. The mean function

µ : T → R is to be estimated, εi,j are independently distributed errors with mean zero and

Z,Z1, . . . , Zn are centered, independent and identically distributed, square integrable random

fields on T distributed as the generic Z. We shall assume a Cartesian product structure

xj = (x1,j1 , . . . , xd,jd), 1 ≤ jk ≤ pk, k = 1, . . . , d, and xk,l < xk,l+1, 1 ≤ l ≤ pk − 1, for the

covariates. The number p1 = p1(n) =
∏d

k=1 pk(n) of design points and the design points xj
depend on n, which is often suppressed in the notation.

Given α > 0 we set ⌊α⌋ = max{k ∈ N0 | k < α}. A function f : T → R is Hölder-smooth

with index α if for all indices β = (β1, . . . , βd)
⊤ with |β| ≤ ⌊α⌋ the derivatives ∂βf(x) exist

and the Hölder-norm given by

∥f∥H,α
..= max

|β|≤⌊α⌋
sup
x∈T

|∂βf(x)|+ max
|β|=⌊α⌋

sup
x,y∈T, x̸=y

|∂βf(x)− ∂βf(y)|
∥x− y∥α−⌊α⌋

∞

is finite. The Hölder class on T with parameters α > 0 and L > 0 is defined by

HT (α,L) =
{
f : T → R | ∥f∥H,α ≤ L

}
. (2)

For the distribution of the processes Z we assume that E[Z(0)2] < ∞ and that there exists a

random variable M = MZ > 0 with E[M2] < ∞ such that∣∣Z(x)− Z(y)
∣∣ ≤ M ∥x− y∥β∞ almost surely (3)

for all x,y ∈ T , where 0 < β ≤ 1 is a constant. Given CZ > 0 and 0 < β0 ≤ 1, we consider

the class of processes

PT (β0, CZ) =
{
Z : T → R random field | ∃ β ∈ [β0, 1] and M s.th.

E[M2] + E[Z(0)2] ≤ CZ and (3) holds
}
. (4)

Remark 1. Note that Hölder continuity of the process Z in (3) is a natural assumption when

deriving the parametric 1/
√
n-rate and CLTs in the supremum norm, in view of the Jain

Markus Theorem (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Example 2.11.13). Various contributions

which work without direct smootheness assumptions on the paths (Li and Hsing, 2010; Zhang

and Wang, 2016; Xiao, 2020) only achieve a rate of (log(n)/n)1/2 in the dense setting. While

this does not constitute a big difference in terms of rates, for the asymptotics one requires

the exact parametric rate. Further, it is of interest when reconstruction can be conducted as

if the processes were continuously observed without errors. Let us point out that in contrast

to Cai and Yuan (2011), we however do not assume that the paths of the process Z are as

smooth as the mean function. Typically µ will be in a Hölder class of smoothness α > 0

which will be larger than β in (3).

Assumption 1 (Distributional assumptions). The random variables {εi,j | 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤
j ≤ p} are independent and independent of the processes Z1, . . . , Zn. Further we assume

that the distribution of εi,j is sub-Gaussian, and setting σ2
ij

..= E[ε2i,j ] we have that σ2 ..=

supnmax1≤j≤p σ
2
j < ∞ and that there exists ζ > 0 such that ζ2σ2

i,j is an upper bound for

the sub-Gaussian norm of εi,j .
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Remark 2. In the case where the distribution of the additional errors εi,j is not a sub-

Gaussian distribution a Gaussian approximation yields similar rates of convergence under the

assumption that E|εi,j |q < ∞ for some q ≥ 4 and a additional assumption on the weights

of the estimator. The resulting rate of convergence and the proof and the discussion of the

dominating rates of convergence for the one-dimensional case d = 1 can be found in the

Appendix D.

For the mean function µ, we consider linear estimators of the form

µ̂n,p,h(x) =

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h;x1, . . . ,xp) Ȳj , where Ȳj =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Yi,j , (5)

where x ∈ T , wj,p(x;h;x1, . . . ,xp) are deterministic weights depending on the design points

and on a bandwidth parameter h > 0. We often abbreviate the notation by writing wj,p(x;h) ..=

wj,p(x;h;x1, . . . ,xp).

While the following assumptions on the weights are standard, note that we require them

to hold also for h of order 1/pmin, a regime which is not relevant in traditional nonparametric

regression. Here recall the notation pmin = mink pk for p = (p1, . . . , pd).

Assumption 2 (Weights of linear estimator). There are a c > 0 and a h0 > 0 such that

for sufficiently large pmin, the following holds for all h ∈ (c/pmin, h0] for suitable constants

C1, C2 > 0 which are independent of n,p, h and x.

(W1) The weights reproduce polynomials of a suitable degree ζ ≥ 1, that is for x ∈ T ,∑
1≤j≤p

wj,p(x, h) = 1 ,
∑

1≤j≤p
(xj − x)r wj,p(x;h) = 0 , r ∈ Nd s.t. |r| = 1, . . . , ζ .

(W2) We have wj,p(x;h) = 0 if ∥xj − x∥∞ > h with x ∈ T .

(W3) For the absolute values of the weights, max
1≤j≤p

∣∣wj,p(x;h)∣∣ ≤ C1

p1hd
, x ∈ T .

(W4) For a constant C2 > 0 it holds that∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣ ≤ C2

p1hd

(
∥x− y∥∞

h
∧ 1

)
, x,y ∈ T .

Moreover, we require the following design assumption.

Assumption 3 (Design Assumption). There is a constant C3 > 0 such that for each x ∈ T

and h > 0 we have that

card
{
j ∈ {1, . . . ,p} | x− (h, . . . , h) ≤ xj ≤ x+ (h, . . . , h)

}
≤ C3 h

d p1.

Note that for a product design, we could formulate Assumption 3 coordinatewise. How-

ever, in the present formulation it also applies to more general designs. In case of design

densities, Assumption 3 is satisfied, and we check the above assumptions on the weights of

local polynomial estimators in Section 4.
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3 Optimal rates of estimation for the mean function

Upper bounds

We start by deriving upper bounds on the rate of convergence of the linear estimator in (5)

under Assumption 1. Bounding the terms in the error decomposition

µ̂n,p,h(x)− µ(x) =

p∑
k=1

wk,p(x;h) (µ(xk)− µ(x)) +

p∑
k=1

wk,p(x;h) ε̄k +

p∑
k=1

wk,p(x;h) Z̄n(xk)

=.. Ip,h1 (x) + In,p,h2 (x) + In,p,h3 (x) , x ∈ [0, 1]d , (6)

where

ε̄j =
1

n

n∑
i=1

εi,j and Z̄n(x) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Zi(x) ,

leads to the following result.

Theorem 1. In model (1) under Assumptions 1 and 3, consider the linear estimator µ̂n,p,h

in (5) with weights satisfying Assumption 2 with γ = ⌊α⌋ for given Hölder smoothness α > 0.

Then for sufficiently large pmin and n,

sup
h∈(c/pmin,h0]

sup
Z∈PT (β0,CZ),µ∈H(α;M)

a−1
n,p,h Eµ,Z

[∥∥µ̂n,p,h − µ
∥∥
∞

]
= O(1), (7)

where

an,p,h = max
(
hα,
( log(h−1)

np1hd

)1/2
, n− 1

2

)
. (8)

Therefore, setting

h⋆ = max
(
c/pmin,

( log(np1)
np1

) 1
2α+d

)
, (9)

we obtain

sup
Z∈PT (β0,CZ),µ∈H(α;M)

Eµ,Z

[∥∥µ̂n,p,h⋆ − µ
∥∥
∞

]
= O

(
max

(
p−α
min,

( log(np1)
np1

) α
2α+d

, n− 1
2

))
.

(10)

Here the bound hα in (8) arises from the bias term Ip,h1 (x) in (6) by standard bias estimates

using property (W1) of the weights, the bound n−1/2 follows from the stochastic process term

In,p,h3 (x) by using E[
∥∥Z̄n

∥∥
∞] = O(n−1/2) and boundedness of sums of absolute values of the

weights, and the intermediate term in (8) from In,p,h2 (x) upon using Dudley’s entropy bound

(van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Corollary 2.2.8). We provide the details in Section 8.1.

Lower bounds

Next we show optimality of the upper bounds in Section 3 by deriving corresponding lower

bounds of estimation in the minimax sense (see Tsybakov (2004, Section 2)).
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Theorem 2. Assume that in model (1) the errors εi,j are i.i.d. N (0, σ2
0) - distributed, σ

2
0 > 0.

The design points x1, . . . ,xp shall satisfy Assumption 5. Then setting

an,p = max

{
p−α
min,

(
log(np1)

np1

) α
2α+d

, n− 1
2

}
we have that

lim inf
n,p→∞

inf
µ̂n,p

sup
µ∈H(α,L), Z∈PT (β0,CZ)

Eµ,Z

[
a−1
n,p ∥µ̂n,p − µ∥∞

]
≥ c > 0,

where the infimum is taken over all estimators µ̂n,p of µ.

The proof is given in Section 8.2.

Remark 3. We point out that the lower bound does not require the design Assumption 3.

The argument and hence the result can be adapted to more general distributions of the errors.

What is required in our argument is that the Kullback-Leibler divergence in the location model

associated with the distribution of the errors is quadratic in the location parameter, at least

locally around 0. See for example Tsybakov (2004), Assumption B in Section 2.3 and Section

2.5. Moreover, intuitively speaking Gaussian errors are quite regular, and we show that these

already suffice to achieve a lower bound slow enough to match the upper bound. The upper

bound holds more generally, so slower minimax rates cannot occur, and when moving away

from Gaussian errors, one does not expect faster rates except for degenerate errors. Thus, it

appears reasonable to consider Gaussian errors in the lower bounds.

Discussion

Remark 4 (Regimes in the rate). Let us discuss the minimax rates given in Theorems 1 and

2 in terms of p and n and relate them to results previously obtained in the literature. For

simplicity, we concentrate on the setting where all coordinates of p are of the same order p,

which is assumed to be polynomial in n.

If p ≲ (n/ log n)1/(2α), the resulting rate in (10) is p−α. The discretization term dom-

inates as observed for the error analysis in L2 in Cai and Yuan (2011). Note that for the

asynchronous, random design considered in Li and Hsing (2010); Wang et al. (2016) this term

does not arise.

If in contrast p ≳ (log n)1/d n1/(2α) (10) reduces to n−1/2, without the additional logarith-

mic factors that arise e.g. in Li and Hsing (2010); Wang et al. (2016); Xiao (2020).

In between the rate is
(
log(n)/(n pd)

)α/(2α+d)
, a regime which does not occur in the error

analysis in L2 in Cai and Yuan (2011) but has been obtained for the asynchronous, random

design in Li and Hsing (2010, Corollary 3.2, (a)), see also Wang et al. (2016, Corollary 4.2,

(1)).

Remark 5 (Choice of the bandwidth). Consider the setup of Theorem 1 in the case that

max
(
(log(p)/p1)1/d,p−1

min

) ≪∼ n− 1
2α and define the interval

H̄n
..=
[
c1 max

((
log(p)/p1

)1/d
,pmin

)
, c2 n

− 1
2α
]
,
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with constants c1, c2 > 0. Then the result from Theorem 1 specializes to

sup
h∈H̄n

sup
Z∈PT (β0,CZ),µ∈H(α;M)

√
n Eµ,Z

[
∥µ̂n,p,h − µ∥∞

]
= O(1) . (11)

Therefore any choice of hn ∈ H̄n is sufficient in order to achieve the
√
n-rate. Consider for

simplicity the setting where all coordinates in p are of the same order p what reduces the

assumption on p to p ≳ (log n)(ζ+δ)/d n1/(2α) for some δ ≥ 1 and ζ ≥ 0. In this case taking

h ≃ (log n)δ/d/p already yields the n−1/2-rate. If ζ has to be 0 then the bias-term is also of

order n−1/2, and if δ = 1 then the error term is of order n−1/2. Therefore asymptotic inference,

see Theorem 3, is only possible for δ > 1 and ζ > 0. Further data-driven bandwidths which

are contained in such intervals with probability converging to 1 are valid in order to obtain

the
√
n-rate.

Remark 6 (Interpolation estimators). Note that the interpolation estimator as suggested in

Cai and Yuan (2011) for the dense regime has an error contribution of the form

max
j

|ε̄j |

which for independent and identically distributed Gaussian random errors is of order
√
log p1/

√
n.

If the coordinates of p are polynomial in n this is of order
√
log n/

√
n, thus slower than 1/

√
n.

4 Asymptotic normality and local polynomial estimators

Asymptotic normality

In case the term In,p,h3 in the decomposition (6) dominates, we can apply the functional

central limit theorem to obtain asymptotic normality of the linear estimator in (5), thereby

generalizing Degras (2011, Theorem 1) to multiple dimensions and general linear estimators.

We require the following additional assumption on the process Z.

Assumption 4. The covariance kernel Γ: [0, 1]d×[0, 1]d → R of the process Z : Ω×[0, 1]d → R
belongs to the Hölder-class with smoothness γ ∈ (0, 1], that is Γ ∈ H[0,1]2d(γ, L̃).

Theorem 3. In model (1) under Assumptions 1 and 4, consider the linear estimator µ̂n,p,h

in (5) with weights satisfying Assumption 2 with ζ = ⌊α⌋. If for some δ > 1 we have that

log(pmin)
δ/d/

(
min((p1)1/d,pmin)

) ≪∼ n− 1
2α log(pmin)

−δ , then for all sequences of smoothing

parameters hn = h in Hn
..=
[
c1 log(pmin)

δ/d/
(
min((p1)1/d,pmin)

)
, c2 n

− 1
2α log(pmin)

−δ
]
with

constants c1, c2 > 0, we obtain the convergence in distribution
√
n
(
µ̂n,p,h − µ

) D−→ G(0,Γ) ,

where G is a real-valued Gaussian process on [0, 1]d with covariance kernel Γ of Z.

Remark 7. The assumption log(pmin)
δ/
(
min((p1)1/d,pmin)

) ≪∼ n− 1
2α log(pmin)

−δ for a δ > 1

guarantees that the intervals Hn are not empty for n being large enough. The rate of the

upper bounds yields

hα ≲ n−1/2 log(pmin)
−α δ ≪∼ n−1/2 .

8



Therefore the discretization error is negligible. Note that instead of log(pmin)
−δ any factor

that would make up for a strictly faster rate of the discretization error would be permissible.

The rate of the lower bound guarantees(
log(1/h)

np1hd

)1/2

≲

(
log(pmin)

1−δ

np1min(p1,pdmin)
−1

)1/2

≲

(
log(pmin)

1−δ

n

)1/2

≪∼
1√
n
.

Here δ > 1 is required.

Local polynomial estimators

We discuss local polynomial estimators and show that in case of design densities and mild

assumptions on the kernel, the weights satisfy the properties in Assumption 2.

Assumption 5. Assume that there exist Lipschitz continuous densities fk : [0, 1] → R
bounded by 0 < fkmin ≤ fk(t) ≤ fkmax < ∞, t ∈ [0, 1] and 1 ≤ k ≤ d, such that the

design points xk,l, 1 ≤ l ≤ pk∫ xk,l

0
fk(t) dt =

l − 0.5

pk
, l = 1, . . . , pk, k = 1, . . . , d .

Lemma 7 in the Appendix A shows that Assumption 5 implies Assumption 3.

Let Nl,d
..=
(
d+l
d

)
let ψl : {1, . . . , Nl,d−1} → {r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , l}d | |r| = l} be an enu-

meration of the set {r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , l}d | |r| = l} and let Um : Rd → RNm,d be defined as

Um(u) ..=
(
1, Pψ1(1)

(u), . . . , Pψ1(d)
(u), . . . , Pψm(1)(u), . . . , Pψm(Nm,d−1)(u)

)
for the monomial

Pψl(j)
(u) ..= uψl(j)

ψl(j)!
, for all j = 1, . . . , Nl,d−1 and l = 1, . . . ,m. As a result of the properties of

the binomial coefficient we note that Um(u) ∈ RNm,d . Choose a non-negative kernel function

K : Rd → [0,∞) and a bandwidth h > 0, set Kh(x) ..= K(x/h) and Uh(x) = Um(x/h), and

given an order m ∈ N define

ϑ̂n,p,h(x) ..= argmin
ϑ∈RNm,d

p∑
j=1

(
Ȳj − ϑ⊤ Uh(xj − x)

)2
Kh(xj − x) , x ∈ T . (12)

The local polynomial estimator of µ of order m at x is given as

µ̂LP,m
n,p,h (x) ..=

(
ϑ̂n,p,h(x)

)
1
, x ∈ T . (13)

Lemma 1. Let the kernel function K have compact support in [−1, 1]d, be Lipschitz contin-

uous and satisfy

Kmin1[−∆,∆](u) ≤ K(u) ≤ Kmax u ∈ Rd , (14)

for positive constants ∆,Kmin,Kmax > 0, where ∆ = (∆, . . . ,∆)⊤ ∈ Rd. Then under the

design Assumption 5, there exist p0 ∈ N and h0, c > 0 such that for p = (p1, . . . , pd)
⊤ with

pmin ≥ p0 and h ∈ (c/pmin, h0], the local polynomial estimator is uniquely defined by (13),

and is a linear estimator with weights satisfying Assumption 2 with γ = m.

The proof is given in Section A in the appendix.

9
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Figure 1: Mean function µ0 (solid line), n = 10 observational rows with p = 21 design points.

Estimator based on all (dashed line) as well as on p = 11 observations (dotted line).

5 Simulations

We illustrate the rates in Theorem 1 in a simulation. We consider dimension d = 1, and for

the mean function choose

µ0(x) = sin(3π(2x− 1)) exp(−2|2x− 1|), x ∈ [0, 1]. (15)

We take independent standard Gaussian errors εi,j and for the individual deviations we

use independent Brownian motions. Simulations are performed in R, and the local polynomial

estimator is computed using the R-package locpol with the function locPolWeights. Figure

1 contains plots of µ0, n = 10 observations at p = 21 design points as well as the local

polynomial estimator of degree 2 based on all as well as only on p = 11 observations.

In the following, since we have synchronous design points we directly sample the averaged

errors and processes, resulting in ε̄j,n ∼ N (0, 1/n) and for the individual deviation Z̄j,n ∼
n−1/2B(t), t ∈ [0, 1] for a Brownian motion (B(t))t∈[0,1].

To determine the sensitivity on the bandwidth, in Figure 2, for sample size n = 600 and

number of design points p ∈ {65, 115, 175, 275, 400, 550), based on N = 1000 iterations we

simulate the supremum norm errors on a grid of bandwidths of step size 0.005, starting at

3/p. Again we use the local polynomial estimator of degree 2 and complement the results

with an interpolation estimator. For large but also very small bandwidths - depending on p

- the estimation error in the supremum norm starts again to increase.

Figure 3 contains boxplots of bandwidths selected by leave-one-curve-out cross validation.

Comparing the values to Figure 2 we see that overall reasonable values ares selected, and in

the majority of cases the resulting bandwidth seems to result in minimal overall supremum

norm error.

10
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Figure 2: Sup-norm error for n = 600 and

various sizes of p for bandwidths on a 0.005

grid starting at 3/p, as well as error of inter-

polation estimator. The values with sup.err

= 0 indicate the bandwidth chosen by leave-

one-curve-out cross validation.
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Figure 3: Boxplots of N = 200 iterations of

chosen bandwidths chosen by leave-one-curve-

out cross validation in the setup of Figure 2.

Figure 4 contains the sup-norm error of the local polynomial estimator with optimally

tuned bandwidth, of a penalized splines estimator computed using the function smooth spline

from package stats and optimally tuned smoothing parameter, as well as an interpolation

estimator for n = 600 and a range of values of p. We again use N = 1000 repetitions to

determine the expected sup-norm error. While for local polynomial and smoothing splines

the sup-norm error first decreases and then stabilizes for increasing p, for the interpolation

estimator it actually increases with increasing number of design points p. Taking a closer look

at the contributions of the terms in the error decomposition in (6) in Figure 5, we observe
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Figure 4: Effect of increasing p on overall

sup-norm error for local polynomial estima-

tor (green dotted line), smoothing spline (blue

dashed line) and interpolation estimator (solid

red line).
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Figure 5: Effect of increasing p on contribu-

tion of bias (red curves), process terms Z (blue

curves) as well as errors (green curves) on the

the sup-norm error of the three methods.
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that while the contributions from the processes Bi are comparable for all three methods, and

the bias of the interpolation estimators is quite small, the contribution from the observation

errors increases for interpolation as also observed in Remark 6.

6 Real data illustrations

In this section we investigate the effect of a coarser discretization in two data examples.

Smaller values of p result in fewer data points, which may be advantageous for storage and

also for energy efficiency in the measurement process, as long as estimation quality is not too

adversely affected.

To quantify the effect on the sup-norm error, we proceed as follows. We use the full data

set to compute the estimator as well as the fast and fair confidence bands proposed in Liebl

and Reimherr (2023). Here we use the package ffscb from Liebl and Reimherr (2023) with

two intervals in the time spans in our examples. Then we compute the estimator for coarser

discretizations, that is smaller values of p using only subsets of the full data, and investigate

whether the resulting estimator is still fully contained in the confidence bands.

6.1 Temperature series

First we consider daily temperatures (per month) for the years 2000 until 2022 in Nuremberg,

Germany. The data were obtained from the Deutschen Wetter Dienst (DWD) at [Link]. To

remove serial dependence, only the 1, 4, 8, 12, 15, 18, 22, 25 and 29th days of each month were

used. Data are recorded every 10 minutes, which results in p = 144. Some NA’s had to be

removed which results in varying n for the different months, see Table 1.

Figure 6 contains plots of the observed daily temperature curves of the 1, 8, 15, 22 and

29th day of the month, together with a local polynomial fit. The bandwidth is chosen by

leave-one-curve-out cross validation, the results are displayed in Table 1.

Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

n 178 165 178 178 175 187 184 186 184 184 183 188

h 72.0 72.0 58.4 64.8 43.2 64.8 57.6 57.6 57.6 57.6 136.8 43.2

Table 1: Number of observations n and bandwidth h for each month.

Next, we use the full data to compute the fast and fair confidence bands proposed in

Liebl and Reimherr (2023) with two time intervals. Finally, we compute the estimator for a

coarser discretization for one- and two hour intervals, and investigate whether these curves

are still contained in the confidence bands. The results for January and August are displayed

in Figure 7. While in January, both curves are fully contained in the confidence band, this

is not the case in August due to higher temperature variations in day- and night times. The

corresponding plots for all months are given in Figure 10 in the appendix.
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with a local polynomial estimate of the mean curve (yellow curve).
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curve from Liebl and Reimherr (2023) for January and August.
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6.2 Biomechanics

Second we revisit a data set of a sports biomechanics experiment from Liebl and Reimherr

(2023). It contains n = 18 pairs of torque curves in Newton metres (N/m) standardized by

the bodyweight (kg) for runners who wear first, extra cushioned running shoes and second,

certain normal cushioned running shoes. The time scale is normalized to t ∈ [0, 100] with

p = 200 grid points. See Liebl and Reimherr (2023) for further details. Figure 8 contains

the curves of pairwise difference for each runner together with a local polynomial estimate

of the corresponding mean curve. The bandwidth is selected by leave-one-curve-out cross

validation, resulting in h = 5.5.

Figure 9 contains the confidence band computed with the methods from Liebl and Reimherr

(2023) using two intervals in the time span, together with mean curve estimates based on

p = 50 as well as p = 20 data points in each row. While the fit with p = 50 is hardly

distinguishable from that based on the full data (p = 200), the estimate based on only p = 20

is outside the confidence band in the critical starting phase at about t = 6.

7 Discussion

Let us indicate how to extend our results to more general design assumptions. First, we note

that if the design satisfies Assumption 3 and the weights satisfy Assumption 2, the upper

bound (7) in Theorem 1 follows. Here p1 is interpreted as the total number of design points.

While the range of admissible bandwidths has to be adapted according to the design under

investigation, no Cartesian product structure is required.

Further, the upper bounds in Theorem 1 and even the CLT in Theorem 3 can be extended

to asynchronous design (e.g. design depending on the observation row i) if the number of points
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in each row is of the same order. Here we use the linear estimator (5) in each row,

µ̂n,p,h,i(x) =

pi∑
j=1

wj,pi,i(x;h;x1,i, . . . ,xpi,i)Yj , (16)

and average to obtain the estimator of µ, potentially using a weighted average (Zhang and

Wang, 2016). If the weights wj,pi,i in each row satisfy Assumption 2, with constants C1, C2 > 0

and Assumption 3 with C3 > 0, which may be chosen independently of i, we may obtain results

similar to Theorem 1 and Theorem 3, where the n−1/2 - rate in the dense setting in Theorem

1 follows from the more elaborate manageability argument used in the proof of Theorem 3.

The smooth first then average approach discussed above for the asynchronous setting

cannot work in the truly sparse case, where the coordinates of p remain bounded. Here

an alternative is pooling, that is, forming a single linear estimator from all observations

potentially with weighting. This has been worked out in detail in (Li and Hsing, 2010; Zhang

and Wang, 2016). In the dense case, however, only a log n/
√
n - rate is obtained. Thus, the

parametric rate together with the central limit theorem in supremum norm for dense designs

seem not to be developed for pooling estimators yet.

8 Proofs

8.1 Proof of Theorem 1

From the error decomposition (6) we obtain the bound

sup
µ∈H(α,L), Z∈PT (β0,CZ)

Eµ

[∥∥µ̂n,p,h − µ
∥∥
∞

]
≤ sup

µ∈H(α,L)

∥∥Ip,h1

∥∥
∞ + E

[∥∥In,p,h2

∥∥
∞

]
+ sup

Z∈PT (β0,CZ)
E
[∥∥In,p,h3

∥∥
∞

]
. (17)

Theorem 1 follows from (17) together with Lemma 2 below. Note that property (W3) in

Assumption 2 together with Assumption 3 imply the following.

(W5) We have
∑

1≤j≤p

∣∣wj,p(x;h)∣∣ ≤ C4, x ∈ T .

Lemma 2. In model (1) under Assumption 1, consider the linear estimator µ̂n,p,h in (5) with

error decomposition in (17).

i) If the weights satisfy (W1) with γ = ⌊α⌋, (W2) of Assumption 2 as well as (W5), then

sup
µ∈H(α,L)

∥∥Ip,h1

∥∥
∞ = O (hα) .

ii) If the weights satisfy (W3), (W4) of Assumption 2 and Assumption 3, then

E
[∥∥In,p,h2

∥∥
∞

]
= O

(√
log(h−1)

np1hd

)
.
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iii) If the weights satisfy (W5) then

lim sup
n,p→∞

sup
h∈(c/p,h0]

sup
Z∈PT (β0,CZ)

E
[∥∥√n In,p,h3

∥∥2
∞

]
< ∞ .

In particular, ∥∥In,p,h3

∥∥
∞ = OP,h∈(c/p,h0]

(
n− 1

2

)
.

Proof of Lemma 2. i): This is a well-known result in nonparametric curve estimation by using

Taylor expansion and the properties of the weights. The proof can be found in the Appendix,

Section B.

iii): For processes Z in the class PT (β0, CZ), we have that 1√
n
|
∑n

i=1 Zi(x)| is uniformly

bounded in expected value. For example, by using the inequality (25) in the appendix, which

is Pollard (1990, Section 7, display (7.10)), we explicitly have that

E
[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

1√
n
|

n∑
i=1

Zi(x)|
]
≤ const (CZ/β0)

1/2, (18)

see Lemma 5 below. Therefore, by using property (W5) of the weights we obtain

E
[∥∥√n In,p,h3

∥∥
∞

]
= E

[
sup

x∈[0,1]d

√
n
∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)Z̄n(xj)
∣∣∣]

≤ C4 E
[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

| 1√
n

n∑
i=1

Zi(x)|
]

(by (W5))

≤ const (CZ/β0)
1/2 < ∞. (by (18))

ii): We shall apply Dudley’s entropy bound (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Corollary

2.2.8). To this end, note that by Assumption 1, ε̄1, . . . , ε̄p are independent, centered, sub-

Gaussian random variables with parameters bounded by ζ2σ2/n > 0 and E[ε̄2j,n] = σ2
j/n,

j = 1, . . . ,p. Therefore, the process

Sn,p,h(x) =

√
np1hd In,p,h2 (x)

is a sub-Gaussian process w.r.t. the semimetric

d2S(x,y) := ζ2 σ2 p1hd
p∑
j=1

(
wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)

)2
≤ M2

(
∥x− y∥∞

h
∧ 1

)2

≤ M2 , (19)

where M =
√
2C3C2 ζ σ, and we used the Lipschitz continuity of the weights, (W4). Now,

given 0 < δ < M to bound the covering number N
(
[0, 1]d, δ; dS

)
and hence the packing

number D
(
[0, 1]d, δ; dS

)
of [0, 1]d w.r.t. dS , note that from (19),

dS(x, τ ) ≤ δ =⇒ ∥τ j − x∥∞ ≤ δh

M
, x, τ ∈ [0, 1]d.
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We obtain

D
(
[0, 1]d, δ; dS

)
≤ N

(
[0, 1]d, δ/2; dS

)
≤
(
2M

δh

)d

. (20)

By observing from (19) that the diameter of [0, 1]d under dS is upper bounded by 2M , Dudley’s

entropy bound implies that

E
[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

∣∣Sn,p,h(x)
∣∣] ≤ E

[∣∣Sn,p,h(x0)
∣∣]+ C4

∫ 2M

0

√
log
(
D
(
[0, 1]d, δ; dS

))
dδ (21)

for fixed x0 ∈ [0, 1]d and a universal constant C4 > 0. Using (20), the integral in the second

term is bounded by ∫ 2M

0

√
log
(
(2M/(δh)d)

)
dδ =

2M d

h

∫ h

0

√
log(δ−1) dδ

≤ 2M d

(√
− log(h)− 1

2
√

− log(h)

)
= O

(√
− log(h)

)
.

For the first term in (21), apply Jensen’s inequality to obtain

E
[∣∣Sp(x0)

∣∣]2 ≤ E
[
S̃2
p(x0)

]
≤ σ2p1hd

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x0;h)
2 ≤ σ2C4C1 < ∞

by (W3) and (W5). This concludes the proof of the theorem.

8.2 Proof of Theorem 2 (optimality)

Proof of Theorem 2. In the proof we rely on the reduction to hypothesis testing as presented

e.g. in Tsybakov (2004, section 2).

For the lower bound p−α
min, using the method of two sequences of hypotheses functions we

set µ0 = 0 and construct µ1 = µ1,p such that ∥µ0 − µ1,p∥∞ ≥ cp−α
min for some constant c > 0

and that µ1,p(xj) = 0 at all design points xj , so that the distribution of the observations for

µ0 and µ1 coincide.

If r is such that pr = pmin, observing Assumption 5 for a constant L̃ > 0 to be specified

we set

gp(x) = g(x) = L̃

(
1

prfmaxr

)α

exp

(
− 1

1− x2r

)
1{|xr|<1}, x = (x1, . . . , xd),

and for some fixed 1 ≤ l ≤ pr − 1 let

µ1(x) = g
(
(2prfmaxr) (xr − (xr,l + xr,l+1) / 2)

)
.

For the design points xr,l in the rth coordinate, by Assumption 5 the distance is at least

prfmaxr, and therefore by the definition of g and the Cartesian product structure of the

design it follows that µ1,p(xj) = 0 at all design points. Further, if the rth coordinate is

(xr,l + xr,l+1) / 2, µ1,p takes the value p−α
r L̃ e−1/fmax

α
r , so that ∥µ0 − µ1,p∥∞ ≥ c p−α

min holds

true. Finally, using the chain rule and the fact that all derivatives of the bump function in the
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definition of g are uniformly bounded, µ1 is α - Hölder smooth (indeed all partial derivatives

except in direction r vanish) with constant proportional to L̃, which can be adjusted to yield

the Hölder norm L. This concludes the proof for the lower bound p−α
min.

Let us turn to the lower bound of order (log(np1)/(np1))α/(2α+d), which corresponds to

the minimax rate in d dimensions in the conventional nonparametric regression model with

np1 design points. Taking Z = 0 (∈ PT (β0, CZ)) we can adapt the argument in Tsybakov

(2004, Theorem 2.10). Indeed, by sufficiency and taking averages using the normal distribu-

tion we could reduce the analysis to a single row with errors distributed as N (0, σ2
0/n). For

convenience we provide the details, and do not use sufficiency, so that the argument can be

extended to further error distributions (Tsybakov, 2004, Assumption B, Section 2.3). For

sufficiently small ci, i = 0, 1 to be specified set

Nn,p =

⌈
c0

(
np1

log(np1)

) 1
2α+d

⌉
, hn,p = N−1

n,p, sn,p ..= c1 h
α
n,p.

For L̃ to be specified let

g̃(x) = L̃hαn,p exp
(
−
(
1− ∥x∥22

)−1
)
1{∥x∥2<1}

and for

l = (l1, . . . , ld) ∈ {1, . . . , Nn,p}d

set

µl(x) = g̃
(
2 (x− zl)/hn,p

)
, zl =

(
l1 − 1/2, . . . , ld − 1/2

)
/Nn,p.

Using the chain rule one checks that µl ∈ H(α,L) for suitable choice of L̃ depending on L

and c0. Further, by construction the µl have disjoint supports in [0, 1]d, so that ∥µl − µr∥∞ ≥
2 sn,p for all l ̸= r, and c1 sufficiently small depending on c0.

To apply Tsybakov (2004, Proposition 2.3) and thus to obtain sn,p as lower bound for the

rate of convergence, it remains to show for a κ ∈ (0, 1/8) and n and p large enough that

1

Nd
n,p

∑
l

KL(Pµl ,P0) ≤ d κ log(Nn,p) for each l, (22)

where Pµl is the (joint normal) distribution of the observations for the mean function µl. To

this end, since Kullback-Leibler divergence for product measures is additive, we can estimate

1

Nd
n,p

∑
l

KL(Pµl ,P0) =
1

Nd
n,p

n

2σ2
0

∑
l

∑
1≤j≤p

µ2
l (xj) (normal distr.)

≤ n

2σ2
0

L̃2

e2
h2α+d
n,p

∑
1≤j≤p

∑
l

1{2∥xj−zl∥2
<hn,p} (constr. of µl)

≤ n

2σ2
0

L̃2

e2
h2α+d
n,p

22α−d
p1

≤ const. log(np1), (choice of hn,p = N−1
n,p)

which implies (22) and completes the proof for the lower bound (log(np1)/(np1))α/(2α+d).
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Finally for the lower bound of order n−1/2 we may follow the argument in Cai and Yuan

(2011): Take µ to be a constant function, and Zi to be a random constant, which is centered

normally distributed with variance ≤ CZ . Since the Kullback - divergence between two normal

distributions with different mean and equal variance only decreases under convolution with a

further centered normal distribution, it suffices to obtain the lower bound n−1/2 in the model

without errors εi,j . But then it follows as the known rate of convergence for estimating a

normal mean in a sample of size n. This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.

8.3 Manageability and a maximal inequality from Pollard (1990)

We recall the concept of manageability of a triangular array of processes from Pollard (1990,

Section 7), which we require to prove (18) as well as Theorem 3.

For a bounded subset B ⊂ Rn, n ∈ N, we call a vectorΦ = (Φ1, . . . ,Φn)
⊤ ∈ Rn an envelope

for B if |bi| ≤ Φi, for all b = (b1, . . . , bn)
⊤ ∈ B. For a triangular array (Xn,i(x))n∈N,1≤i≤kn : Ω×

[0, 1]d → R of stochastic processes with independent rows we call the sequence Φn of kn-

dimensional random vectors a sequence of envelopes of (Xn,i) if Φn(ω) is an envelope of the

set Fn(ω) ..=
{
(Xn,1(ω,x), . . . , Xn,kn(ω,x))

⊤ | x ∈ [0, 1]d
}
for n ∈ N and ω ∈ Ω.

Further we call a triangular array of processes (Xn,i(x)), i = 1, . . . , kn,x ∈ [0, 1]d manage-

able (with respect to its envelope Φn) (Pollard, 1990, see Definition 7.9, p. 38) if there exists

a deterministic function λ : [0, 1] → R, the capacity bound, for which

i)
∫ 1
0

√
log(λ(x))dε < ∞,

ii) D(ε∥α ◦ Φn(ω)∥2,α ◦ Fn(ω)) ≤ λ(ε) pointwise for ε ∈ [0, 1] and all α ∈ Rn
+, n ∈ N and

all ω ∈ Ω

where D(ε∥α ◦ Φn(ω)∥2,α ◦ Fn(ω)) is the packing number and x ◦ y denotes the Hadamard

(component-wise) product of two vectors of equal dimension. A sequence (Xi) of processes

manageable if the array defined by Xn,i = Xi for i ≤ n is manageable. To check manageability

we shall use the following Lemma.

Lemma 3. Consider the triangular array (Xn,i)n∈N,1≤i≤kn of stochastic processes on [0, 1]d

with a suiting sequence of envelopes (Φn)n∈N. If there are constants K1,K2, κ ∈ R+ such that

for all x,x′ ∈ [0, 1]d, n ∈ N and ϵ > 0 it holds that

∥x− x′∥2 ≤ K1ϵ
κ ⇒

∣∣Xn,i(x)−Xn,i(x
′)
∣∣ ≤ ϵK2Φn,i, (23)

where i = 1, . . . , kn, and Φn = (Φn,1, . . . ,Φn,kn)
⊤, then we have for the covering number that

N(ϵ∥α ◦Φn∥2,α ◦ Fn) ≤
(

Kκ
2

2K1
ϵ−κ + 2

)d

=: λκ(ε).

Further it holds that

Λκ
..=

∫ 1

0

√
log(λκ(ε)) dϵ < ∞ (24)
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Proof of Lemma 3. Let τ1, . . . , τN ∈ [0, 1]d be such that for x ∈ [0, 1]d there exists τm such

that ∥x− τm∥22 ≤
K1
Kκ

2
ϵκ. For such x and τm, from (23) we obtain

|Xn,i(x)−Xn,i(τm)| ≤ ϵΦn and hence ∥α ◦Xn(x)− α ◦Xn,i(τm)∥2 ≤ ϵ∥α ◦ Φn∥2

for all α ∈ Rd. Therefore the amount of balls with radius ϵ ∥α ◦ Φn∥2 at points Tm =

α ◦ Xn(τm) needed to cover α ◦ Fn is upper bounded by the number of balls with radius

K1ϵ
κK−κ

2 needed to cover [0, 1]d, which in turn is upper bounded by

λd
κ(ϵ)

..=

(
Kκ

2

2K1ϵκ
+ 2

)d

.

The integral in (24) is finite since∫ 1

0

√
log(λd

κ(ϵ))dϵ ≤
√
d

∫ 1

0

(√
log
( Kκ

2

2K1

)
+
√
−κ log(ϵ) +

√
log
(
1 +

K1

Kκ
2

))
dϵ

≤
√

d κπ

2
+ const < ∞ .

Let us state the maximal inequality Pollard (1990, Section 7, display (7.10)).

Lemma 4. Let (Xn,i) be a triangular array of stochastic processes with a suitable sequence of

envelopes (Φn). Further let λ : [0, 1] → R be the capacity bound such that (Xn,i) is manageable

with respect to (Φn) and λ. We write

Sn(x) ..=

kn∑
i=1

Xn,i(x) and Mn(x) ..= E
[
Sn(x)

]
,

then for all 1 ≤ p < ∞ there exists a constant C̃p > 0 such that

E
[
∥Sn −Mn∥p∞

]
≤ C̃p

(∫ 1

0

√
log(λ(ε))dε

)p
E
[
∥Φn∥p2

]
. (25)

From Lemmas 3 and 4 we may conclude the bound (18), which we state in the following

lemma.

Lemma 5. For Z,Z1, . . . , Zn i.i.d. stochastic processes on [0, 1]d with Z ∈ PT (β0, CZ) we

have the bound

E
[

sup
x∈[0,1]d

1√
n
|

n∑
i=1

Zi(x)|
]
≤
(
2 C̃2CZ Λ1/β0

)1/2
(26)

where Λ1/β0
is given in (24), and C̃2 in (25).

Proof. From the Hölder continuity of the paths (3), Lemma 3 implies manageability of each

process n−1/2Zi w.r.t. to the envelope n−1/2(Mi + |Zi(0)|), i = 1, . . . , n, where we may take

K1 = K2 = 1 and κ = 1/β0 uniformly over PT (β0, CZ). The bound follows from Jensen‘s

inequality and (25) with p = 2.
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8.4 Proof of Theorem 3 (asymptotic normality)

Proof of Theorem 3. In view of the error decomposition (6), Lemma 1 together with the

assumptions on p and n and the choice of the smoothing parameter h imply

sup
µ∈H(α,L)

√
n
∥∥Ip,h1

∥∥
∞ → 0 and

√
n
∥∥In,p,h2

∥∥
∞

P→ 0 .

We shall apply the functional central limit Theorem in Pollard (1990, Theorem (10.6)) to the

triangular array of processes (Xni)n∈N,1≤i≤n given by

Xni(x) =
1√
n

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)Zi(xj) and Sn(x) ..=

n∑
i=1

Xni(x), x ∈ [0, 1]d ,

to obtain
√
n In,p,h3 = Sn(x)

D−→ G(0, c) . (27)

With Slutsky’s Theorem (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Example 1.4.7) we then obtain

the assertion of Theorem 3.

For (27) we have to check the conditions i) - v) of Pollard (1990, Theorem (10.6)).

i). We show manageability of the processes Xn = (Xn1, . . . , Xnn) with respect to Φn
..=

(Φn1, . . . ,Φnn), with

Φni
..=

C4√
n

(
|Zi(0)|+Mi

)
,

where the random variables Mi are given (3). We apply Lemma 3 and distinguish the cases

ϵ > hβ and ϵ ≤ hβ. For ϵ > hβ, using (W1) we get for ∥x− y∥2 ≤ ϵ1/β that

√
n
∣∣Xni(x)−Xni(y)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)
(
Zi(xj)− Zi(x)

)∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣Zi(x)− Zi(y)
∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

wj,p(y;h)
(
Zi(y)− Zi(xj)

∣∣∣∣.
The second term is bounded by∣∣Zi(x)− Zi(y)

∣∣ ≤ Mi∥x− y∥β∞ ≤ Mi∥x− y∥β2 ≤ Miϵ

and the first and third terms by∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)
(
Zi(xj)− Zi(x)

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ C4

∣∣Zi(xj)− Zi(x)
∣∣1∥x−xj∥∞≤h

≤ C4Mih
β ≤ C4Miϵ .

Thus (23) in Lemma 3 follows with K1 = 1,K2 = 3 and κ = 1/β. For the second case ϵ ≤ hβ

let ∥x− y∥2 ≤ (C2C3)
−1ϵ1+1/β. Then∣∣Xni(x)−Xni(y)

∣∣ ≤ Φni

p∑
j=1

∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣

≤ ΦniC2C3

(
∥x− y∥

h
∧ 1

)
≤ ΦniC2C3 ϵ.
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In this case (23) in Lemma 3 follows for K1 = (H C2C3)
−1,K2 = 1 and κ = 1 + 1/β.

Summarizing we may bound the capacity number by

N(ϵ ∥α ◦ Φn∥, α ◦ Fn) ≤
(
max(31/β, C2C3)

2
ϵ−(1+1/β) + 2

)d

=.. λd
β(ϵ)

which is integrable, see Lemma 3.

For ii) we calculate limn→∞ E[Sn(x)Sn(x
′)]. It holds

E[Sn(x)Sn(x
′)] =

p∑
j,k=1

wj,p(x;h)wj,p(x
′;h)Γ(xj ,xk)

n→∞−→ Γ(x,x′),

uniformly for all x,x′ ∈ [0, 1]d since c ∈ H[0,1]2d(γ, L̃) as stated in Assumption 4.

For iii) we make use of the fact that the processes Zi have finite second moment

n∑
i=1

E[ϕ2
n,i] ≤ 2C2

4 E[Z2
1 (0) +M2

1 ] < ∞ .

For iv) it holds for all fixed ϵ > 0 that

n∑
i=1

E[Φn,i1{Φn,i>ϵ}] ≤ 2C4 E[(Z2
1 (0) +M2

1 )1{Φn,i>ϵ}]
n→∞−→ 0

by the monotone convergence Theorem.

For v) we calculate

ρ2n(x,x
′) =

p∑
j,k=1

wj,p(x;h)wk,p(x;h)Γ(xj ,xk)− 2

p∑
j,k=1

wj,p(x
′;h)wk,p(x;h)Γ(xj ,xk)

+

p∑
j,k=1

wj,p(x
′;h)wk,p(x

′;h)Γ(xj ,xk)
n→∞−→ Γ(x,x)− Γ(x,x′) + Γ(x′,x′)

uniformly for all x,x′ ∈ [0, 1]d. Further let (xn)n∈N, (yn)n∈N ⊂ [0, 1]d be two deterministic

sequences that suffice ρ(xn,yn) → 0, n → ∞. Then it holds

0 ≤ ρn(xn,yn) ≤ sup
x,x′∈[0,1]d

∣∣ρn(x,x′)− ρ(x,x′)
∣∣+ ρ(xn,yn)

n→∞−→ 0 .

Thus the functional central limit Theorem is applicable and yields the stated result.
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A Proof of Lemma 1

For the proof of Lemma 1 we start with an auxiliary Lemma concerning the approximate

localisation of the design points on each axis and their approximate distance.

Lemma 6. Let Assumption 5 be satisfied. Then for all j = 1, . . . , pk and 1 ≤ k ≤ d it follows

that

j − 0.5

fkmax pk
≤ xk,j ≤

j − 0.5

fkmin pk
and 1− pk − j + 0.5

fkmin pk
≤ xk,j ≤ 1− pk − j + 0.5

fkmax pk
, (28)

and for all 1 ≤ j < l ≤ pk that

l − j

fkmax pk
≤ xk,l − xk,j ≤

l − j

fkmin pk
. (29)

Proof of Lemma 6. The first assertion follows by the equivalence∫ xk,j

0
fkmin dt ≤

∫ xk,j

0
fk(t) dt ≤

∫ xk,j

0
fkmax dt ⇔ xk,j fkmin ≤ j − 0.5

pk
≤ xk,j fkmax .

Similar equivalences and transformations with∫ 1

xk,j

fkmin dt ≤
∫ 1

xk,j

fk(t) dt = 1−
∫ xk,j

0
fk(t) dt ≤

∫ 1

xk,j

fkmax dt

and ∫ xk,l

xk,j

fkmin dt ≤
∫ xk,l

xk,j

fk(t) dt =

∫ xk,l

0
fk(t) dt−

∫ xk,j

0
fk(t) dt ≤

∫ xk,l

xk,j

fkmax dt

show the other two assertations.

Lemma 7. Suppose that Assumption 5 is satisfied. Then we obtain for all subsets defined by

intervals I1, . . . , Id ⊆ [0, 1] via I = I1 × . . .× Id ⊆ [0, 1]d the estimate

∑
1≤j≤p

1{xj∈I} ≤ 2dfmax
1

d∏
k=1

max
(
pk ν(Ik), 1

)
,

where ν(Ik) is the Lebesgue measure of Ik. In particular this means that Assumption 3 is

satisfied.

Proof of Lemma 7. Without loss of generality we set I = [a1, b1]× · · · × [ad, bd] ⊆ [0, 1]d. We

distinguish two cases with respect to the length of the k-interval [ak, bk]. Let xk,1, . . . , xk,pk ∈
[0, 1] be the grid points on kth axis. If bk − ak < 1/pk, we can bound the number of design

points in the interval [ak, bk] by ⌈fkmax⌉ = min{z ∈ N | z > fkmax}. Otherwise, if we assume

that xk,j is the smallest point larger than or equal to ak, the lower bound in (29) would yield

to the contradiction

xk,j+⌈fkmax⌉ − xk,j ≥
⌈fkmax⌉
fkmax pk

>
1

pk
.

24



Hence,
pk∑
j=1

1{xk,j∈[ak,bk]} ≤ ⌈fkmax⌉ ≤
2fkmax

pk
= 2fkmaxmax

(
pk (bk − ak), 1

)
follows. Conversely, if bk − ak ≥ 1/pk, the number of points in die corresponding interval is

bounded by ⌈(bk − ak)fkmaxpk⌉ since otherwise we would obtain

xk,j+⌈(bk−ak)fkmaxpk⌉ − xk,j ≥
⌈(bk − ak)fkmaxpk⌉

fkmax pk
> bk − ak

just like before. Again this leads to

pk∑
j=1

1{xk,j∈[ak,bk]} ≤ ⌈(bk − ak)fkmax pk⌉ ≤ fkmax(bk − ak) + 1 ≤ 2fkmaxmax
(
pk (bk − ak), 1

)
.

Together with
∑p
j=1 1{xj∈I} =

∏d
k=1

∑pk
j=1 1xk,j∈[ak,bk] the two cases yield the first claim.

Assumption 3 follows with C4 = 4df1
max by

p∑
j=1

1xj∈[x−(j,...,h),x+(h,...,h)] ≤ 2df1
max

d∏
k=1

max
(
2h pk, 1

)
= 4df1

max h
d p1 .

Construction of the weights of the linear estimator.

In order to derive the form of the weights wj,p(x;h) of the linear estimator µ̂LP,m
n,p,h in (13)

we set

Bp,h(x) ..=
1

p1hd

p∑
j=1

Uh(xj − x)U⊤
h (xj − x)Kh(xj − x) ∈ RNm,d×Nm,d (30)

and

ap,h(x) ..=
1

p1hd

p∑
j=1

Uh(xj − x)Kh(xj − x) Ȳj ∈ RNm,d

for x ∈ T , then ϑ̂n,p,h(x) as in (12) is the solution to the weighted least squares problem

ϑ̂n,p,h(x) = argmin
ϑ∈RNm,d

(
− 2ϑ⊤ap,h(x) + ϑ

⊤Bp,h(x)ϑ
)
.

The solution is determined by the normal equations

Bp,h(x) ϑ̂n,p,h(x) = ap,h(x) ,

where the matrix Bp,h(x) is positive semidefinite. In particular, if Bp,h(x) is positive definite,

the solution in (12) is uniquely determined and we obtain

µ̂LP,m
n,p,h (x) =

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h) Ȳj

25



with

wj,p(x;h) ..=
1

p1hd
U⊤
m(0)B−1

p,h(x)Uh(xj − x)Kh(xj − x) , (31)

so that the local polynomial estimator is a linear estimator. In the following Lemma we show

a result that implicates that Bp,h(x) is positive definite.

Lemma 8. Suppose that the kernel K satisfies (14) in Lemma 1. Then there exist a suf-

ficiently large p0 ∈ N and a sufficiently small h0 ∈ R+ such that for all p with pmin ≥ p0
and h ∈ (c/pmin, h0], where c ∈ R+ is a sufficiently large constant, the smallest eigenval-

ues λmin

(
Bp,h(x)

)
of the matrices Bp,h(x), which are given in (30), are bounded below by a

universal positive constant λ0 > 0 for any x ∈ [0, 1]d.

An immediate consequence of Lemma 8 is the invertibility of Bp,h(x) for all p with pmin ≥
p0, h ∈ (c/pmin, h0] and x ∈ [0, 1]d, and hence also the uniqueness of the local polynomial

estimator for these p and h. In Tsybakov (2004, Lemma 1.5) the lower bound for the smallest

eigenvalues has only be shown for a fixed sequence hp (for d = 1) of bandwidths which

satisfies hp → 0 and p hp → ∞. In contrast, we allow an uniformly choice of h which results,

in particular, in the findings of Section 3.

Proof of Lemma 8. In the following let v ∈ RNm,d . We show that there exist a sufficiently

large p0 ∈ N and a component wise sufficiently small h0 ∈ R+ such that the estimate

inf
p≥p0

inf
h∈(c/pmin,h0]

inf
x∈[0,1]d

inf
∥v∥2=1

v⊤Bp,h(x)v ≥ λ0 (32)

is satisfied. Then we obtain for these p and h, and any x ∈ [0, 1]d also

λmin

(
Bp,h(x)

)
= e⊤min

(
Bp,h(x)

)
Bp,h(x) emin

(
Bp,h(x)

)
≥ inf

∥v∥2=1
v⊤Bp,h(x)v ≥ λ0 ,

where emin

(
Bp,h(x)

)
∈ Rm+1 is a normalized eigenvector of λmin

(
Bp,h(x)

)
. Let Ψ : {0, 1}d 7→

{1, . . . , 2d} be an enumeration of the subsets of {0, 1}d with Ψ(0) = 1 and Ei ..= J(Ψ−1(i))1 ×
· · ·×J(Ψ−1(i))d for all i = 1, . . . , 2d, whereby J0 ..= [0,∆) and J1 ..= (−∆, 0] with the constants

∆ ∈ R+ and Kmin > 0 given in (14). We set

λi(v) ..= f1
minKmin

∫
Ei

(
v⊤Um(z)

)2
dz , λi

..= inf
∥v∥2=1

λi(v)

for all i = 1, . . . , 2d and f1
min

..=
∏d

k=1 fkmin given in Assumption 5. Applying Tsybakov

(2004, Lemma 1.4) with K(z) = 1Ei(z) leads to

λi(v) ≥ λi > 0 .

Therefore we find a λ0 > 0 such that min(λ1, . . . , λ2d) > λ0 > 0, e.g. λ0
..= min(λ1, . . . , λ2d)/2.

Now we want to specify a partition S1 ∪. . .∪S2d = [0, 1]d and functionsA
(1)
p,h(x,v), . . . , A

(2d)
p,h (x,v)

such that

v⊤Bp,h(x)v ≥ A
(i)
p,h(x,v) , ∥v∥2 = 1, x ∈ Si , i = 1, . . . , 2d , (33)
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and

sup
x∈Si

sup
∥v∥2=1

∣∣A(i)
p,h(x,v)− λi(v)

∣∣ ≤ d∑
k=1

c1
pk h

, i = 1, . . . , 2 (34)

hold true for a positive constant c1 > 0. Setting c ..= d c1/(min(λ1, . . . , λ2d) − λ0) yields∑d
k=1 c1/(pk h) < d c1/c ≤ λi − λ0 for all i = 1, . . . , 2d, since h ∈ (c/pmin, h0]. Hence, it

follows by (33) and (34) that

inf
x∈Si

inf
∥v∥2=1

v⊤Bp,h(x)v = inf
x∈Si

inf
∥v∥2=1

(
λi(v) + v

⊤Bp,h(x)v − λi(v)
)

≥ λi + inf
x∈Si

inf
∥v∥2=1

(
A

(i)
p,h(x,v)− λi(v)

)
= λi − sup

x∈Si

sup
∥v∥2=1

(
λi(v)−A

(i)
p,h(x,v)

)
≥ λi − sup

x∈Si

sup
∥v∥2=1

∣∣A(i)
p,h(x,v)− λi(v)

∣∣
≥ λi −

d∑
k=1

c1
pk h

≥ λ0 ,

which leads to (32) because of

inf
p≥p0

inf
h∈(c/pmin,h0]

inf
x∈[0,1]d

inf
∥v∥2=1

v⊤Bp,h(x)v

= inf
p≥p0

inf
h∈(c/pmin,h0]

min
i=1,...,2d

(
inf
x∈Si

inf
∥v∥2=1

v⊤Bp,h(x)v
)
≥ λ0 .

Now we show (33) and (34). Let Ik0
..=
[
0, 1 −∆h − 1/(2fkmin pk)

]
and Ik1

..=
[
1 −∆h −

1/(2fkmin pk), 1
]
. We define Si

..= I1(Ψ−1(i))1
× . . .×Id(Ψ−1(i))d

. It is clear that we get 2d different

subsets and
⋃2d

i=1 Si = [0, 1]d. We indicate the design points on the kth axis by xk,1, . . . , xk,pk
and define yk,j ..= (xk,j − xk)/h, xk ∈ [0, 1] for all 1 ≤ j ≤ pk and 1 ≤ k ≤ d and let

yj
..= (y1,j1 , . . . , yd,jd) ∈ Rd. We have to differentiate in two different cases. First let xk ∈ Ik0

yk,1 ≤
1

2fkmin pk h
− xk

h
≤ 1

2fkmin pk h
,

yk,pk ≥
1− 1

2fkmin pk
− xk

h
=

1− xk
h

− 1

2fkmin pk h

≥
1−

(
1−∆h− (2fkmin pk)

−1
)

h
− 1

2fkmin pk h
= ∆

by (28) in Lemma 6. For appropriate p and h ∈ (c/pmin, h0] the quantity (2fkmin pk h)
−1 gets

small if c is chosen large enough. Consequently, the points yk,1, . . . , yk,pk form a grid which

covers an interval containing
[
1/(2fkmin pk h),∆

]
. Hence, there exist 1 ≤ jk∗ ..= jk∗(xk) <

j∗k
..= j∗k(xk) ≤ pk such that yk,jk∗ ≥ 0 ∧ (jk∗ = 1 ∨ yk,jk∗−1 < 0) and yk,j∗k ≤ ∆ ∧ yk,j∗k+1 > ∆.
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Here ∧ denotes the logical and, and ∨ the logical or. For the second case let xk ∈ Ik1 . Then

we obtain the estimates

yk,1 ≤
1

2fkminpk h
− xk

h
≤ ∆− 1

h
≤ −∆,

yk,pk ≥ − 1

2fkminpk h

since h has to be sufficiently small and pk sufficiently large. Consequently, the points

yk,1, . . . , yk,pk form a grid which covers an interval containing [−∆,−1/(2fkminpk h)]. There-

fore we could define ˜jk∗ and j̃∗k analogously as before but in the following we only examine the

case for S1 = I10 × . . .× Id0 . The arguments for the other subsets are basically the same after

the right case distinctions. We set g(x) ..= (v⊤Um(x))2 to save some space in the upcoming

calculations. By Assumption 5, inequality (29) in Lemma 6 for the yk,j and the presentation

of Bp,h(x) in (30) we get for x ∈ S1

v⊤Bp,h(x)v =
1

p1hd
v⊤
( p∑
j=1

Um

(
yj
)
U⊤
m

(
yj
)
K
(
yj(x)

))
v

≥ f1
minKmin

f1
min p

1hd

p∑
j=1

(
v⊤Um

(
yj
))2

1[−∆,∆]

(
yj
)

≥ f1
minKmin

p1−1∑
j1=1

· · ·
pd−1∑
jd=1

g(yj)(y1,j1+1 − y1,j1) · · · (yd,jd+1 − yd,jd)1[0,∆)(y(j1,...,jd))

≥ f1
minKmin

j∗1∑
j1=j1∗

· · ·
j∗d∑

jd=jd∗

g(yj)(y1,j1+1 − y1,j1) · · · (yd,jd+1 − yd,jd) =
.. A

(1)
p,h(x,v) .

Inserting this function in (34), dropping the scalar f1
minKmin and oppressing the sups yields∣∣∣∣ j∗1∑

j1=j1∗

· · ·
j∗d∑

jd=jd∗

g(yj)(y1,j1+1 − y1,j1) · · · (yd,jd+1 − yd,jd)−
∫
E1

g(z) dz1 · · · dzd
∣∣∣∣

≤
d∑

k=1

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ∆1

0
· · ·
∫ yk,k∗

0
· · ·
∫ ∆d

0
g(z) dz1 · · · dzd

∣∣∣∣
+

j∗1−1∑
j1=j1∗

· · ·
j∗k−1∑
jk=jk∗

∣∣∣∣ ∫ y1,j1+1

y1,j1

· · ·
∫ yd,jd+1

yd,jd

(
g(yj)− g(z)

)
dz1 · · · dzd

∣∣∣∣ (35)

+ ∆d−1
d∑

k=1

∣∣∣∣g(y(k∗1 ,...,k∗d))(yk,j∗k+1 − yk,j∗k
)∣∣∣∣

+

d∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ∆1

0
· · ·
∫ ∆

yk,j∗
k

· · ·
∫ ∆d

0
g(z) dz1 · · · dzd

∣∣∣∣ .
We want to bound the order of these terms separately. Firstly, note that g(z) =

(
v⊤Um(z)

)2
for all coordinate wise bounded z. Further g(z) is Lipschitz-continuous since it is a multi-

variate polynomial. Therefore it holds that |g(yj) − g(z)| = O
(
(pminh)

−1
)
. Together with
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the fact that |yk,jk∗ |, |∆ − yk,j∗k |, |yk,jk+1 − yk,jk | = O
(
(pk h)

−1
)
and

∑j∗k−1
jk=jk∗

1 = O(pk h) by

Lemma 7 we get that

(35) = O
(

d

pmin h

)
.

Now we can prove Lemma 1.

Proof of Lemma 1. By Lemma 8 there exist a sufficiently large p0 ∈ N and a sufficiently

small h0 ∈ R+ such that for all p = (p1, . . . , pd)
⊤ with pmin ≥ p0 and h ∈ (c/pmin, h0], where

c > 0 is a sufficiently large constant, the local polynomial estimator in (13) with any order

m ∈ N is unique and a linear estimator with weights given in (31). Further, the mentioned

Lemma together with Lemma 7, Tsybakov (2004, Lemma 1.3) and (14) imply (W2) and

(W3) of Assumption 2 for the weights of the local polynomial estimator. Moreover, Lemma

8 and Tsybakov (2004, Proposition 1.12) lead to (W1) with γ = m. Note that the mentioned

Lemma has to be generalized to the d-dimensional case. In the following we make use of∥∥B−1
p,h(x)

∥∥
M,2

≤ 1

λ0
(36)

for all p ≥ p0, h ∈ (c/pmin, h0] and x ∈ [0, 1]d, where ∥M∥M,2 is the spectral norm of a

symmetric matrix M ∈ RNm,d×Nm,d what is an immediate consequence of Lemma 8.

We continue with the Lipschitz-condition (W4), and divide the proof in three cases with

respect to the fact whether the weights vanish or not. In the following let 1 ≤ j ≤ p and

x,y ∈ [0, 1]d.

Let min
(
∥x− xj∥∞, ∥y − xj∥∞

)
> h, then by (W2) both weights wj,p(x;h) and wj,p(y;h)

vanish, and hence (W4) is clear.

Let max
(
∥x− xj∥∞, ∥y − xj∥∞

)
> h. We assume ∥y − xj∥∞ > h and ∥x− xj∥∞ ≤ h

without loss of generality. Once again (W2) leads to wj,p(y;h) = 0, and hence the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, ∥Um(0)∥2 = 1 and (36) imply∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣ = 1

p1hd
∣∣U⊤

m(0)B−1
p,h(x)Uh(xj − x)

∣∣ ∣∣Kh(xj − x)
∣∣

≤ 1

p1hd
∥∥Um(0)

∥∥
2

∥∥B−1
p,h(x)Uh(xj − x)

∥∥
2

∣∣Kh(xj − x)
∣∣

≤ 1

p1hd
∥∥B−1

p,h(x)
∥∥
M,2

∥∥Uh(xj − x)
∥∥
2

∣∣Kh(xj − x)
∣∣

≤ 1

λ0 p1hd
∣∣Kh(xj − x)

∣∣( m∑
|r|=0

(
(xj − x)r

hrr!

)2
) 1

2

≤ c1
λ0 p1hd

∣∣Kh(xj − x)
∣∣

for a positive constant c1 > 0. In the last step we used the fact that the sum can’t get

arbitrarily large, also for component wise small h, because the kernel K has compact support
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in [−1, 1]d. If ∥x− y∥∞ > h, we use the upper bound of the kernel function in (14) and

obtain ∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣ ≤ c1Kmax

λ0 p1hd
.

Conversely, if ∥x− y∥∞ ≤ h, we add Kh(xj − y) = 0 and estimate∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣ ≤ c1

λ0 p1hd
∣∣Kh(xj − x)−Kh(xj − y)

∣∣ ≤ c1 LK

λ0 p1hd
·
∥x− y∥∞

h
,

because of the Lipschitz-continuity of the kernel. So in total we get∣∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣∣ ≤ c1 max(Kmax, LK)

λ0 p1hd

(
∥x− y∥∞

h
∧ 1

)
. (37)

Let max
(
∥x− xj∥∞, ∥y − xj∥∞

)
≤ h, then both weights don’t vanish and we have to

show a proper Lipschitz-property for

wj,p(x;h) =
1

p1hd
U⊤
m(0)B−1

p,h(x)Uh(xj − x)Kh(xj − x) .

The kernel K and polynomials on compact intervals are Lipschitz-continuous, hence it suf-

fices to show that B−1
p,h(x) has this property as well. Then the weights are products of

bounded Lipschitz-continuous functions and, thus, also Lipschitz-continuous. The entries

of the matrix Bp,h(x), which is defined in (30), considered as functions from [0, 1] to R are

Lipschitz-continuous. Indeed they are of order one by using Assumption 3. Hence, the row

sum norm ∥Bp,h(x)−Bp,h(y)∥M,∞ is a sum of these Lipschitz-continuous functions and, in

consequence, there exists a positive constant L∞ > 0 such that

∥Bp,h(x)−Bp,h(y)∥M,∞ ≤ (Nm,d + 1)L∞
∥x− y∥∞

h

is satisfied. Since the matrices are symmetric the column sum norm is equal to the row sum

norm and we obtain∥∥Bp,h(x)−Bp,h(y)
∥∥
M,2

≤
∥∥Bp,h(x)−Bp,h(y)

∥∥
M,∞ ≤ (Nm,d + 1)L∞

∥x− y∥∞
h

.

This leads together with (36) and the submultiplicativity of the spectral norm to∥∥B−1
p,h(x)−B−1

p,h(y)
∥∥
M,2

=
∥∥B−1

p,h(y)
(
Bp,h(y)−Bp,h(x)

)
B−1
p,h(x)

∥∥
M,2

≤
∥∥B−1

p,h(y)
∥∥
M,2

∥∥Bp,h(y)−Bp,h(x)
∥∥
M,2

∥∥B−1
p,h(x)

∥∥
M,2

≤
(Nm,d + 1)L∞

λ2
0

∥x− y∥∞
h

,

which is the Lipschitz-continuity of B−1
p,h(x) with respect to the spectral norm. So finally

there exists a positive constant c2 > 0 such that∣∣wj,p(x;h)− wj,p(y;h)
∣∣ ≤ c2

2p1hd
∥x− y∥∞

h
≤ c2
p1hd

is satisfied. Here we used in the last step that max
(
∥x− xj∥∞, ∥y − xj∥∞

)
≤ h implies

∥x− y∥∞ ≤ 2h.

Finally we choose C3 ≥ max
(
c1max(Kmax, LK)/λ0, c2

)
and obtain with (37) finally As-

sumption (W4).
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B Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2 i). For the first part we want to use Taylor expansion and that the weights

of the estimator reproduce polynomials of a certain degree. For certain θj ∈ [0, 1],1 ≤ j ≤ p,
s.t. τj ..= x+ θj(xj − x) ∈ [0, 1]d it holds

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)µ(xj)− µ(x) =

p∑
j=1

wj,p(x;h)(µ(xj)− µ(x))

=

p∑
j=1

( γ−1∑
|k|=1

Dkµ(x)
(xj − x)k

k!
+
∑
|k|=γ

Dkµ(τ j)
(xj − x)k

k!

)
wj,p(x;h)

=

p∑
j=1

∑
|k|=γ

Dkµ(τ j)
(xj − x)k

k!
wj,p(x;h) (Taylor and (W1))

=

p∑
j=1

( ∑
|k|=γ

(
Dkµ(τ j)−Dkµ(x)

)
(xj − x)k

k!

)
wj,p(x;h) (by (W1))

≤
p∑
j=1

( ∑
|k|=γ

∥θ(xj − x)∥α−γ
∞

(xj − x)k

k!

)
wj,p(x;h)

≤
p∑
j=1

∥xj − x∥α∞

( ∑
|k|=γ

1

k!

)
wj,p(x;h)

≤ ∥h∥α∞
∑
|k|=γ

C1

k!
.
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C Additional numerical results
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Figure 10: LP estimator with p = 144 (10-minute data, red line), p = 24 (one houre data, blue

dotted/dashed line) and p = 12 (tow hour data, green dashed line). Confidence bands for the p = 144

curve from Liebl and Reimherr (2023).

D Gaussian approximation for non sub-Gaussian errors

In the following we determine the stochastic rate of convergence for the error term In,p,h2 for

errors which only satisfy mild moment assumptions. We restrict ourselves to one-dimensions:

d = 1. To his end we consider the situation of Assumption 2. For the Gaussian approximation

we need a further property for the weights. Let C5 > 0 be a constant not depending on n, p

and h. Then for x ∈ [0, 1] and j = 1, . . . , p− 1,

(W6) |wj(x;h)− wj+1(x;h)| ≤
C5

(p h)2
1[xj−h,xj+h]∪[xj+1−h,xj+1+h](x) .

In Lemma 10 we show that in one dimensions that the weights of the local polynomial esti-

mator satisfy this assumption. Further we replace Assumption 1 as follows.
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Assumption 6. The random variables {εi,j | 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ j ≤ p} are centered, independent
and independent of the processes Z1, . . . , Zn. Further we assume that for a q ≥ 4 it holds

supi=1,...,n, j=1,...,p E[|εi,j |q] ≤ C < ∞ for a constant C > 0.

Proposition 4. In model (1) with d = 1, under Assumption 3 let the errors ϵi,j satisfy

Assumption 6. Then

In,p,h(x) =

p∑
j=1

wj(x;h)
1

n

n∑
i=1

ϵi,j , x ∈ [0, 1] , (38)

with weights wj(x;h) satisfying Assumption 2 and (W6) satisfies

∥∥In,p,h∥∥∞ = OP

(√
log(1/h)

n ph
+

p1/q√
n ph

)
. (39)

Remark 8. Comparing the two rates yields that rate of the Gaussian approximation is slower

then the initial rate if h ≲ p2/q/(p log(1/h)) ∼ p2/q/(p log(p)) due to

p1/q√
n ph

≳
p1/q√
n ph

·
√

log(1/h)

p1/q
≃

√
log(1/h)

n ph

and vice versa. Therefore we need to compare the optimal choice for the rate of convergence

h⋆ in (9) with p2/q/(p log(1/p)). This results in

p ≳

(
n

log(n)

) q
2(α(q−2)+1)

.

If this condition on p is satisfied the
√
n-rate and the asymptotic normality are still guaranteed.

For the worst case covered by the theory, q = 4, this threshold for p is larger then n1/(2α) log(n)

and therefore the
√
n-rate can only be obtained for ratewise larger p then before. However

for large q we have (
n

log(n)

) q
2(α(q−2)−1) q→∞−→

(
n

log(n)

) 1
2α

,

and in consequence the initial thresholds from Remark 4 remain valid.

Table 2 contains the quotient of the error term In,p,h2 with normal (nominator) and stan-

dardized t5 distributed errors (denominator) for different n, p ∈ N. Even for very small

sample sizes, the smoothing already suffices for both terms to behave very similarly. Differ-

ences can however be seen without smoothing, which gives a further argument against the

use of interpolation estimators.

33



n

p 5 10 25 50

1 1.011 1.018 0.999 1.024

5 1.000 1.022 1.006 1.020

10 1.010 1.007 1.005 0.996

25 0.999 1.013 1.014 1.009

50 1.002 1.013 1.001 0.993

Table 2: Quotient of ∥
∑p

j=1 wj(·;h)ϵ̄j,n∥∞
with ϵ̄j,n ∼ N (0, n−1) divided by

∥
∑p

j=1 wj(·;h) 1n
∑n

i=1 ti,j∥∞ with

ti,j ∼
√
3/5 t5.

n

p 5 10 25 50

1 0.975 0.929 0.858 0.799

5 0.992 0.972 0.933 0.904

10 0.998 0.979 0.962 0.946

25 0.993 0.996 0.979 0.973

50 0.995 1.002 0.990 0.980

Table 3: Quotient of maxj |ϵ̄j,n| divided by

maxj | 1n
∑n

i=1 ti,j | with ϵ̄j,n ∼ N (0, n−1) and

ti,j ∼
√

3/5 t5.

Lemma 9. In model (1) under Assumption 3 let X1, . . . , Xp be independent random variables

which satisfy E[X1] = 0, E[X2
1 ] = 1 and E[|Xj |q] ≤ C < ∞, as required in Assumption 6.

Consider the term

Ep,h(x) =

p∑
j=1

wj(x;h)Xj , x ∈ [0, 1] , (40)

where the weights wj(x;h) satisfy Assumption 2 and (W6). This term becomes small with the

rate ∥∥Ep,h
∥∥
∞ = OP

(√
log(1/h)

p h
+

p1/q

p h

)
. (41)

Proof of Lemma 9. Consider T > 0 and q ≥ 4. Then from Sakhanenko (1991, Corollary 4,

§5) there exists a Brownian motion (Bt)t∈[0,∞) such that

P
(

max
k=1,...,p

∣∣ k∑
j=1

Xj −Bk

∣∣ > q T p1/q
)
≤
(
p T q

)−1
p∑

j=1

E
[
|Xj |q

]
+ P

(
max

j=1,...,p
|Xj | > T q1/q

)
≤ C

T q
+ P

(
max

j=1,...,p
|Xj | > T p1/q

)
.

Now, by using the independence and the existence of the fourth moment of the errors, we get

P
(

max
j=1,...,p

|Xj | > T p1/q
)
= 1−

p∏
j=1

P
(
|Xj | ≤ T p1/q

)
≤ 1−

p∏
j=1

(
1− E[|Xj |q]

p T q

)

≤ 1−
(
1− C T−q

p

)p
p→∞→ 1− exp

(
− C T−q

)
.

Therefore we get

max
k=1,...,p

∣∣∣∣ k∑
j=1

Xj −Bk

∣∣∣∣ = OP
(
p1/q

)
. (42)
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Now set Nj
..= Bj − Bj−1, j = 1, . . . , p with B0 = 0 by writing ηj,n ..= Xj − Nj we have

ηj,n =
∑j

i=1 ηi,n −
∑j−1

i=1 ηi,n. By setting
∑0

i=1 ηi,n = 0 we get

∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

ηj

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

Xj −Bp

∣∣∣∣ . (43)

With the properties of the weights (W3) and (W6) and the previous statement we get

sup
x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣Ep,h(x)−
p∑

j=1

wj(x;h)Nj

∣∣∣
= sup

x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣wp(x;h)

p∑
j=1

ηj +

p−1∑
j=1

(
wj(x;h)− wj+1(x;h)

) j∑
i=1

ηi

∣∣∣
≤ sup

x∈[0,1]
max

j=1,...,p
|wj(x;h)|

∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

ηj

∣∣∣
+ max

j=1,...,p

∣∣∣ j∑
i=1

ηi

∣∣∣ sup
x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣ p−1∑
j=1

(
wj(x;h)− wj+1(x;h)

)∣∣∣
≤ sup

x∈[0,1]

C1

ph

∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

Xj −B(p)

∣∣∣∣ (with (W3) and (43))

+ max
j=1,...,p

∣∣∣∣ j∑
i=1

Xi −B(j)

∣∣∣∣ sup
x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣ p−1∑
j=1

(
wj(x;h)− wj+1(x;h)

)∣∣∣
≤
(
C1

ph
+

C3C5

p h

)
· OP

(
p1/q

)
(with Assumption 3, (42), (W2) and (W6))

= OP

(
p1/q

p h

)
.

Applying Lemma 2 ii) to the term
∑p

j=1wj(x;h)Nj for the case n = 1 and d = 1 we get that

the rate of this term is bounded by
√

log(1/h)/(p h) which concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 4. Since σ ≥ σj for all j = 1, . . . , p, we have

∥∥In,p,h∥∥∞ ≤ σ√
n

sup
x∈[0,1]

∣∣∣∣ p∑
j=1

wj(x;h)
1

σj
√
n

n∑
i=1

ϵi,j

∣∣∣∣ .
Setting ϵ̃j = (σj

√
n)−1

∑n
i=1 ϵi,j we have that E[ϵ̃j ] = 0 and E[ϵ̃2j ] = 1 by by Assumption 6.

By using the Rosenthal inequality (Rosenthal, 1970) we further get for independent, centered

random variables E
[
|ϵ̃j |q

]
≤ Kq max

{
C n1−q/2, 1

}
, whereKq > 0 is a constant only depending

on q. Now ϵ̃j suffice Assumption 6 and therefore the claim follows from Lemma 9.

Lemma 10. Consider the same setup as in Lemma 1 in the one dimensional case. Then the

weights the local polynomial estimator also suffice (W6).
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Proof. With the upper bound for ∥B−1
p,h(x)∥M,2

≤ λ−1
0 from (36) and the Lipschitz continuity

of Um(x)K(x) we get∣∣wj(x;h)− wj+1(x, h)
∣∣ ≤ 1

ph

∥∥B−1
p,h(x)

(
Uh

(
xj − x

)
Kh

(
xj − x

)
− Uh

(
xj+1 − x

)
Kh

(
xj+1 − x

))∥∥
2

≤ L

λ0 p h

|xj − xj+1|
h

1[xj−h,xj+h]∪[xj+1−h,xj+1+h](x)

≤ L

λ0 fmin p2 h2
1[xj−h,xj+h]∪[xj+1−h,xj+1+h](x) ,

due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ∥U(0)∥2 = 1 and (29). Setting C5 = L/(λ0 fmin) yields

the claim.
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