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A fundamental problem in statistics and machine learning is to estimate a
function f from possibly noisy observations of its point samples. The goal is
to design a numerical algorithm to construct an approximation f̂ to f in a pre-
scribed norm that asymptotically achieves the best possible error (as a func-
tion of the number m of observations and the variance σ2 of the noise). This
problem has received considerable attention in both nonparametric statistics
(noisy observations) and optimal recovery (noiseless observations). Quanti-
tative bounds require assumptions on f , known as model class assumptions.
Classical results assume that f is in the unit ball of a Besov space. In nonpara-
metric statistics, the best possible performance of an algorithm for finding f̂

is known as the minimax rate and has been studied in this setting under the
assumption that the noise is Gaussian. In optimal recovery, the best possible
performance of an algorithm is known as the optimal recovery rate and has
also been determined in this setting. While one would expect that the min-
imax rate recovers the optimal recovery rate when the noise level σ tends
to zero, it turns out that the current results on minimax rates do not carefully
determine the dependence on σ and the limit cannot be taken. This paper han-
dles this issue and determines the noise-level-aware (NLA) minimax rates for
Besov classes when error is measured in an Lq-norm with matching upper
and lower bounds. The end result is a reconciliation between minimax rates
and optimal recovery rates. The NLA minimax rate continuously depends on
the noise level and recovers the optimal recovery rate when σ tends to zero.

1. Introduction. Let Ω ⊂ R
d be a bounded domain (open, bounded, simply connected

set) with a Lipschitz boundary and Ω := Ω∪∂Ω be the closure of Ω. A fundamental problem
in statistics and machine learning is to construct an approximation f̂ to a continuous function
f : Ω→R when given the m noisy observations yi at the data sites xi ∈Ω,

(1) yi = f(xi) + ηi, i= 1, . . . ,m,

where ηi, i = 1, . . . ,m, are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and variance σ2.
We will evaluate the quality of the approximant f̂ by measuring the error ‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) in an

Lq(Ω)-norm. Notice that both f̂ and the error are random variables depending on the noise.
In order to obtain bounds on ‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω), one needs additional information on the data

generating function f . This additional information is the fact that f lies in a model class

K which is a compact subset of C(Ω). In this paper, we consider K to be the unit ball of
a Besov space Bs

τ (Lp(Ω)). For those unfamiliar with Besov spaces, this space can be intu-
itively viewed as the space of functions with s > 0 derivatives in Lp(Ω), where 0< p≤∞,
and τ , 0< τ ≤∞, allows for additional finer control of the regularity of the underlying func-
tions (see §2 for the definition and properties of these spaces). The unit ball of Bs

τ (Lp(Ω))
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compactly embeds into C(Ω) if and only if

(2) s > d/p.

Therefore, we assume (2) in the remainder of this paper. To simplify the presentation,
throughout this paper, we will only consider the case when Ω = (0,1)d is the unit cube in
R

d. We leave the extension of our results to more general domains for future work.
Given a set X of m data sites

(3) X := {x1, x2, . . . , xm} ⊂Ω,

we consider an algorithm A (for numerically creating an approximation f̂ ) to be a mapping

(4) A :Rm → Lq(Ω),

that sends the observations (1) to an approximation f̂ =A(y) of f , where y = (y1, . . . , ym).
Notice that f̂ is an Lq(Ω)-valued random variable. The performance of the algorithm is usu-
ally measured via the worst case Lq(Ω)-risk

(5) EA(K;σ,X )q := sup
f∈K

E‖f −A(y)‖Lq(Ω) .

Here the expectationE is over the random noise ηi in our measurements yi, i= 1, . . . ,m. Fur-
ther, we define the minimax risk to be the optimal worst-case performance over all possible
algorithms and choices of X with |X |=m, i.e.,

(6) Rm(K;σ)q := inf
A,X

EA(K;σ,X )q.

The special case when σ = 0, i.e., the case of no noise, is the problem of optimal recovery

(OR) and has been well studied in the mathematics community.
The most celebrated result for this minimax problem is the one of Donoho and John-

stone [16] who study the case Ω = (0,1), d = 1, q = 2, and m equally spaced data sites
{xi}mi=1 from Ω. They prove that a certain algorithm, known as wavelet shrinkage, is asymp-
totically minimax optimal for the estimation of functions that lie in the unit ball K of the
Besov spaces Bs

τ (Lp(0,1)), 1≤ τ, p≤∞, and s > 1/p. Moreover, they prove that for fixed
σ > 0, the asymptotic decay of the minimax error in L2 is

(7) Rm(K;σ)2 ≍m− s
2s+1 , m≥ 1.

On the other hand, the OR rate in this case is well known to behave asymptotically as (see
[4, 27, 31])

(8) Rm(K; 0)2 ≍m−s+(1/p−1/2)+ , m≥ 1.

The goal of this paper is to understand the discrepancy between the minimax and OR rates.
In particular, we note that the rate decay (7) needs to be interpreted as follows. For each fixed
σ > 0, the constants of equivalency in (7) depend on σ. This precludes letting σ tend to zero
to obtain the recovery rate. On the other hand, a special case of the results in this paper gives
the rate

(9) Rm(K;σ)2 ≍m−s+(1/p−1/2)+ +

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+1

, m≥ 1,

where now the constants of equivalency depend on s, p, τ , but do not depend on σ or m. This
new asymptotic noise-level-aware result allows one to recover the OR rate by letting σ→ 0.

There are two components to the minimax (or OR) theory. The first one is to introduce an
algorithm and provide an upper bound for the performance of this algorithm. In the above
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setting, the algorithm typically used to prove upper bounds is wavelet shrinkage. That is,
one uses the fact that each f ∈K has a wavelet decomposition and the membership in the
Besov spaces can be exactly described by a suitable weighted ℓp-norm on these coefficients.
One then uses the data observations to compute empirical noisy wavelet coefficients and
thresholds these coefficients to obtain f̂ . An issue that needs to be addressed in this approach
is that when the smoothness s is greater than one, it is necessary to use smooth wavelets. The
wavelet decomposition in this case needs to be altered near the boundary of Ω. This part of
the analysis is cumbersome to carry out in detail.

The second part of the theory is to provide for any algorithm and any m data sites lower
bounds that match the upper bounds obtained by wavelet thresholding. In the statistics lit-
erature, lower bounds are usually proved using information-theoretic methods such as the
Le Cam and Fano methods which are based on the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence (see,
e.g., [1, 9, 16, 30, 34]). Note that the existing lower bounds do not apply simultaneously for
all σ and m and do not consider general data sites. In §6, we prove our lower bounds (see
Theorem 1.3) in a self-contained manner that does not require information theory.

The Donoho–Johnstone result set the stage for a multitude of follow-up works (see, e.g.,
the overview article [24] or the books [20, 22] and the references therein). Several of these
works (see, e.g., [5, 9, 14, 16, 18, 19, 22–25]), concentrated on two main issues. The first was
to extend the theory to functions of several variables defined on domains Ω⊂R

d. The second
issue was to allow the recovery error to be measured in a general Lq-norm, 1 ≤ q ≤∞. In
particular, we highlight the work of [9], where the authors generalized the result of Donoho
and Johstone to Besov spaces defined on Ω = (0,1)d. They provide upper bounds for the
performance of wavelet shrinkage for the Lq-estimation, 1≤ q ≤∞, of functions that lie in
unit ball of Bs

τ (Lp(Ω)) with 0≤ τ, p≤∞ and s > d/p. For example, they show that

(10) Rm(K,σ)2 ≤Rm(K,Xm, σ)2 ≤C(σ)m− s
2s+d , m≥ 1,

when the m sample sites Xm lie on a tensor product grid of Ω.
The authors of [9] show that the rate in the upper bound (7) is not always m− s

2s+d when
q 6= 2, but depends on the relationship between s, p, q, and d (see §8). However, it turns out
(cf., [9, Theorem 4]) that when these parameters satisfy the inequality

(11) q < p+ 2
sp

d
,

the Lq(Ω) upper bound rate remains m− s
2s+d . Note that since s > d/p, this is always the

case when q ≤ 2. We call the case where (11) holds the primary case. For simplicity of the
presentation in this paper, we restrict ourselves to this primary case when going forward.
Later, in the section on concluding remarks, we explain what happens when the parameters
are not in the primary case.

We reiterate again that the existing minimax bounds, for example the ones in [9, 16], must
be interpreted for a fixed noise level. Indeed, suppose that (11) holds. Then the current state
of the literature in our setting is that the minimax risk satisfies

(12) c(σ)m− s
2s+d ≤Rm(K;σ)q ≤C(σ)m− s

2s+d , m≥ 1,

for every fixed σ > 0. This does not capture the effect of the noise level in the estimation
error rate and instead, hides the effect of noise in the constants c(σ),C(σ)> 0. In fact, prior
to the present paper, the exact dependence of these constants on σ was not well-understood.

Furthermore, one would expect, intuitively, that it should be easier to estimate the function
when the noise level is small. It turns out that this intuition is correct and is revealed by the
OR rate. In OR, the problem of interest corresponds to the case when σ = 0 (i.e., no noise).
In that case, it is known that the OR rate satisfies the bounds

(13) cm
− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ ≤Rm(K;σ= 0)q ≤Cm
− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ ,
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where c,C > 0 depend only on s, p, q, τ , and d. For a proof of (13) in our specific setting, we
refer the reader to [4]. Other relevant references for the OR rate for Besov spaces include [27,
31, 33] who treat various cases of q, Ω, and the positioning of the data sites X . Comparing
(12) and (13), we see that the current minimax bounds do not recover the OR rates as σ→ 0.

1.1. Main Contributions of This Paper. The motivation for this paper is to remove the
gap between the minimax rate (12) and the OR rate (13). Our contributions are four-fold.

1. We propose an algorithm for using the noisy data (1) to approximate functions from Besov
spaces based on piecewise polynomials and a certain thresholding procedure. This formu-
lation is attractive in that it avoids the use of wavelets and having to deal with the proper
definition and analysis of boundary-adapted wavelets (see, e.g., [7, 8]).

2. We analyze the performance of our proposed algorithm and carefully keep track of the
dependence on σ. We provide an Lq(Ω)-performance bound in probability for q ≥ 1 when
the parameters are in the primary case (see (11)). This bound is novel for three reasons:
a) To the best of our knowledge, this is the first bound to characterize the error of esti-

mating a function from a Besov space in probability.
b) The proof of this result relies on some new results regarding the thresholding of vectors

polluted with additive Gaussian noise, which may be of independent interest.
c) This is the first bound to characterize the error of estimating a function from a Besov

space that recovers the OR rate when σ → 0.
3. We readily derive an Lq(Ω)-error bound in expectation from our probability bound that

carefully keeps track of the dependence on σ. We then derive a matching lower bound for
the expected Lq(Ω)-error that shows the precise dependence on σ.

4. To the best of our knowledge, our results are the first noise-level-aware (NLA) minimax
rate in the literature. Our NLA minimax rate provides a rigorous justification to the in-
tuitive fact that the estimation problem is easier in a low-noise regime. Furthermore, the
NLA minimax rate continuously depends on σ and recovers the OR rate as σ→ 0.

We next summarize the main results of this paper. We first state our results for the case
0 < p ≤ q and q ≥ 1, and later mention how one trivially derives the corresponding results
for p > q from these.

THEOREM 1.1. Let Ω = (0,1)d and 1 ≤ q < ∞, 0 < τ ≤ ∞, 0 < p ≤ q and s > 0 be

parameters satisfying (2) and (11). Assume that we observe noisy function values according

to (1) as follows:

1. The observation points lie on the tensor-product grid

(14) Gn := {0,2−n, . . . ,1− 2−n}d, n≥ 1,

with total number of observations m= 2nd.
2. The noise ηi, i= 1, . . . ,m, are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and variance

σ2 for some σ ≥ 0.

Then, for any

(15) 0<α< 2− d(q− p)+
sp

,

there exists an algorithm A (that depends on s, p, q, d, m, α, and σ) such that for any

f ∈ U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))) and t≥ 0, we have the bound

(16) P

(
‖f −A(y)‖Lq(Ω) ≥C

[
m

− s
d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ + t

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

])
≤Ce−ctα.

Here the constants C and c depend only upon s, p, q, d and α, but not on m or σ.
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REMARK 1.2. Note that there always exists α satisfying condition (15) since we are in
the primary regime. We also remark that the assumption on the noise being i.i.d. Gaussian can
be relaxed. Indeed, Theorem 1.1 holds more generally for independent sub-Gaussian noise
with variance bounded by σ2 for each measurement.

The probability bound in Theorem 1.1 readily implies an upper bound on the expectation
of the error (see Theorem 1.4 below). It turns out that the upper bound is also sharp. Indeed,
in §6 we prove the following lower bound.

THEOREM 1.3. Consider the model class K = U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))), where Ω = (0,1)d and

0< p, τ ≤∞, 1≤ q ≤∞, and s > 0, are parameters satisfying (2) and (11). Then, we have

(17) Rm(K;σ)q ≥C

(
m

− s
d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ +min

{
1,

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

})
,

where the constants C depends only on s, p, q, τ , and d.

When transforming our probabilistic results to results in expectation, we have the follow-
ing theorem.

THEOREM 1.4. Let Ω= (0,1)d, and q ≥ 1, 0< τ,p≤∞, and s > 0, where the param-

eters s, p, and q satisfy (2) and (11). For the model class K = U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))), there exist

constants depending on s, p, τ , and q, but not on σ or m, such that

(18) Rm(K,σ)q ≍
(
m

− s
d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ +min

{
1,

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

})
, σ ≥ 0 and m≥ 1.

The main takeaway from Theorems 1.1 and 1.4 is that the NLA minimax rate scales as

(19) m
− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ +min

{
1,

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

}
,

and that the dependence on both σ and m is sharp. This provides rigorous justification for
the intuitive fact that the difficulty of the estimation problem depends on the noise level.
Furthermore, we see that the two terms in (19) are balanced when

(20) σ2 ≍m
− 2s

d
+ 2s+d

s ( 1
p
− 1

q )+ .

This value of σ is the transition value between the low-noise and high-noise regimes. In
particular, this critical noise level depends on the number of data m as well as the norm used
to measure the error and the parameters of the model class. For an analogous setting, we
refer the reader to the recent work [21] on minimax estimation of sparse vectors that takes
the noise level into account.

Note that our proposed algorithm uses piecewise polynomials and a thresholding proce-
dure. Although the use of piecewise polynomials for nonparametric function estimation is
not new (see, e.g., [2, 3, 6, 26]), our specific algorithm, to the best of our knowledge, has not
been studied before.

Finally, we want to mention that there has been recent work aimed at generalizing classical
statistical tools for deriving minimax lower bounds in expectation to the setting of high-
probability minimax lower bounds [29].
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1.2. Organization of the Paper. An outline of this paper is as follows. In §2, we recall the
definition of Besov classes and some of their properties. In §3, we introduce our numerical
algorithm. In §4, we revisit the classical problem of recovery of a finite dimensional vector
from noisy coordinate measurements. In §5, we prove Theorem 1.1, in §6, we prove Theorem
1.3, and in §7 we prove Theorem 1.4. Finally, in §8, we give our concluding remarks.

2. Besov Spaces. In this section, we recall the definition of Besov spaces and their prop-
erties that we will need going forward. We begin by assuming that Ω ⊂ R

d is any bounded
Lipschitz domain, i.e. Ω is an open simply connected bounded set with a boundary ∂Ω that
can be locally described as the graph of Lipshitz functions (see [13]). Later, we specialize to
the case Ω= (0,1)d.

If s > 0, and 0< p, τ ≤∞, then the Besov space Bs
τ (Lp(Ω)) is a space of functions with

smoothness of order s in Lp(Ω). Here τ is a secondary index that gives a finer gradation of
these spaces. Frequently, the case 0< p< 1 is avoided in the literature for technical reasons.
However, we want to include this case in what follows since it is an important model class for
nonlinear methods of approximation. The material in this section is taken for the most part
from the papers [4, 11–13]. The presentation and notation used in this paper is most closely
connected to that in [4]. We give a condensed version of this material on Besov spaces and the
reader will have to refer to those papers for some of the definitions and proofs. The univariate
case is covered in the book [10].

If r is a positive integer and 0< p≤∞, we define the modulus of smoothness by

(21) ωr(f, t)p := sup
|h|≤t

‖∆r
h(f, ·)‖Lp(Ωrh), t > 0,

where

(22) ∆r
h(f, ·) := (−1)r

r∑

k=0

(−1)k
(
r

k

)
f(·+ kh),

is the r-th difference of f for h ∈R
d and

(23) Ωh := {x ∈Ω : [x,x+ h]⊂Ω}.
If s > 0, 0< τ <∞, and 0< p≤∞, then Bs

q(Lp(Ω)) is defined as the set of all functions in
Lp(Ω) for which

(24) |f |Bs
τ (Lp(Ω)) :=

[∫ 1

0

[t−sωr(f, t)p]
τ dt

t

]1/τ
<∞,

where r is the smallest integer strictly bigger than s. When τ =∞, we replace the integral by
a supremum in the definition. This is a (quasi-)semi-norm and we obtain the (quasi-)norm for
Bs

τ (Lp(Ω)) by adding ‖f‖Lp(Ω) to this (quasi-)semi-norm. An equivalent (quasi-)semi-norm
is given by

(25)

[
∞∑

k=0

[2ksωr(f,2
−k)p]

τ

]1/τ
.

This equivalence is proved by discretizing the integral in (24) and using the monotonicity of
ωr as a function of t.

Let us remark on the role of τ in this definition. If τ1 > τ2, then we have that the spaces
Bs

τ2(Lp(Ω))⊂ Bs
τ1(Lp(Ω)). In other words, these spaces get smaller as τ gets smaller, and

thus all of these spaces are contained in Bs
∞(Lp(Ω)) once s and p are fixed. The effect of τ

in the definition of the Besov spaces is subtle. In this paper, the space Bs
∞(Lp(Ω)) will be the
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most important case when proving upper estimates for optimal recovery or minimax because
these estimates do not depend on τ . Accordingly, we use the abbreviated notation

(26) Bs
p :=Bs

∞(Lp(Ω))

in going forward.
There are many equivalent descriptions of Besov classes. Most notably, when Bs

p embeds
into L1(Ω), one can characterize the elements f ∈Bs

p as having a wavelet basis decomposi-
tion whose wavelet coefficients belong to a certain sequence space [7]. We want to avoid the
complexity of defining wavelets on domains and therefore will, instead, use a description of
Besov spaces via piecewise polynomial approximation. From the definition of Besov spaces,
it follows that a function f is in Bs

p if and only if

(27) ωr(f, t)Lp(Ω) ≤Mts, t > 0,

and the smallest M for which (27) is valid is the (quasi-)semi-norm |f |Bs
p
. We obtain the

(quasi-)norm for Bs
p by adding the Lp(Ω) (quasi-)norm to this semi-norm. When s is not an

integer, this space is commonly referred to as the (generalized) Lipschitz smoothness space
of order s in Lp. It is important to note that when s is an integer, we take r = s+ 1 in its
definition, and therefore the Besov space Bs

p is not a Lipschitz space in this case. In view of
(25), we have that a function f is in Bs

p if and only if

(28) ωr(f,2
−k)Lp(Ω) ≤M ′2−ks, k = 0,1, . . . ,

and the smallest M ′ for which this is true is an equivalent (quasi-)semi-norm. We proceed
now to show how Bs

p is characterised by local polynomial approximation.

2.1. Local Approximation by Polynomials. Let Pr denote the space of algebraic polyno-
mials of order r (total degree r− 1) in d variables, namely, Pr is the span of the monomials
xk = xk1

1 · · ·xkd
d with the kj’s being non negative integers which satisfy

∑d
j=1 kj < r. Note

that ωr(P, t)Lp(Ω) = 0, t≥ 0, for all P ∈ Pr. We use the notation

(29) ρ := ρ(r) := dim(Pr) =

(
d+ r− 1

d

)
.

If I is any cube contained in Ω and g ∈ Lp(I), 0< p≤∞, we let

(30) Er(g, I)p := inf
P∈Pr

‖g − P‖Lp(I),

denote the error of the Lp-approximation of g on I by the elements of Pr. A well known
result in approximation theory, commonly referred to as Whitney’s theorem [32], says that
for any g ∈ Lp(I) with I a cube with sidelength ℓI , we have

(31) cEr(g, I)p ≤ ωr(g, ℓI)Lp(I) ≤CEr(g, I)p,

with the constants c,C > 0 depending only on r, d and p0 when p0 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Whitney’s
theorem usually only refers to the lower inequality in (31). However, the upper inequality
follows trivially since

(32) ωr(g, ℓI)Lp(I) = ωr(g− P, ℓI)Lp(I) ≤C‖g− P‖Lp(I),

holds for any polynomial P ∈ Pr.
If I ⊂ Ω is a cube, we say that Q ∈ Pr is a near best Lp(I)-approximation to g with

constant c0 ≥ 1 if

(33) ‖g−Q‖Lp(I) ≤ c0Er(g, I)p.
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It is shown in Lemma 3.2 of [11] that if Q ∈ Pr is a near best approximation in Lp(I), then it
is also a near best approximation in Lp̄(I) whenever p̄≥ p. Another important remark is that
any near best approximation Q in Lp(I) is near best on any larger cube J which contains I
in the sense that

(34) ‖g −Q‖Lp(J) ≤ Cc0Er(g,J)p,

where now C depends additionally on |J |/|I|, where |I| denotes the measure of I . In other
words, a near best Lp(I) approximation is also near best on larger cubes J containing I and
larger values p̄≥ p. We shall use these facts throughout this paper.

2.2. Polynomial Norms. All norms on the finite dimensional space Pr are equivalent. In
what follows, we need good bounds on the constants that appear when comparing norms. We
introduce the normalized Lp (quasi-)norms

(35) ‖g‖∗Lp(I)
:= |I|−1/p‖g‖Lp(I),

for any cube I ⊂R
d and any g ∈ Lp(I), 0< p≤∞. We recall the equivalences given in (3.2)

of [13] and conclude that for any polynomial P ∈ Pr and any p, q, we have

(36) ‖P‖∗Lq(I)
≤C‖P‖∗Lp(I)

,

with absolute constants, provided r is fixed, and q0 ≤ q, p with q0 fixed.

2.3. Besov Spaces and Piecewise-Polynomial Approximation. We recall how member-
ship in Bs

p(Ω) = Bs
p(Ω̄), Ω = (0,1)d, is characterized by piecewise polynomial approxi-

mation. For each k ≥ 0, we define Dk to be the set of all dyadic cubes I ⊂ Ω of side
length 2−k. For specificity, we take these cubes to be half open, i.e., each I has the form
I = [a1, b1)×· · ·× [ad, bd). These cubes give a partition of [0,1)d. We then define Sk = Sk(r)
to be the space of all piecewise polynomials of order r that are subordinate to the partition
Dk . More precisely, a function S is in Sk(r) if and only if for each I ∈Dk , we have S =QI

with QI ∈ Pr. Each S has a natural extension to [0,1]d.
Let 0 < p ≤ ∞ and s > 0 and r > s. A function f ∈ Bs

p(Ω), if and only if (see [4,
Lemma 12.1])

(37) dist(f,Sk(r))Lp(Ω) ≤M2−ks, k ≥ 0.

The smallest M for which (37) holds can be taken as a (quasi-)semi-norm for Bs
p(Ω).

2.4. Least-Squares Approximation. In this section, we construct and analyze a projection
onto the space Sk which is based upon performing a least squares fit to the function values
on each cube I ∈ Dk . Let k ≤ n− r be fixed and I ∈ Dk. Observe that I is a dyadic cube
with side length 2−k and so the intersection I ∩Gn of I with the observation grid (see (14))
consists of a regular grid with Nk = 2n−k points in each direction. We remark that since
k ≤ n− r, we have Nd

k > ρ.
Since the least squares procedure is invariant to scaling, we begin with the case I = [0,1)d

and the set of points {zi, i = 1, . . . ,Nd}, from the grid Λ = {0,1/N, . . . ,1 − 1/N}d, with
some Nd > ρ. This is the set of these data sites for performing a least squares fitting to a
given function f by polynomials from Pr . We introduce the measure

(38) µ :=
1

Nd

Nd∑

i=1

δzi =
1

|Λ|
∑

zi∈Λ

δzi ,
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where the δzi are Dirac measures at zi. We then have the Hilbert space L2(µ), which is
identified with functions defined on the data sites Λ, with the inner product

(39) 〈f, g〉 := 1

|Λ|
∑

zi∈Λ

f(zi)g(zi).

Recall that ρ= dim(Pr) and let Q1, . . . ,Qρ, be an orthonormal system for Pr viewed as
a subspace of L2(µ). Since Nd = |Λ|> ρ, for any function f defined on the data sites Λ, the
polynomial

(40) Pf :=

ρ∑

j=1

〈f,Qj〉Qj,

is the least squares approximation to f from Pr. We will need the following technical lemma
about the orthonormal basis Q1, ...,Qρ , which is proved in Appendix A.1.

LEMMA 2.1. Let I be a bounded cube in R
d and let ρ := dim(Pr). Let ΛI := {zj , j =

1, . . . ,Nd} be a tensor product grid of Nd points from I with spacing 1/N , and let the QI,j ,

j = 1, . . . , ρ, be an orthonormal basis for Pr on I , considered as a subspace of the Hilbert

space L2(µI). If Nd > ρ and q0 ≤ q ≤∞, then the following (quasi-)norms of a polynomial

Q =
∑ρ

j=1 βjQI,j are equivalent with constants of equivalency depending only on r, d and

q0 > 0 but not depending on N or q:

(i) ‖Q‖∗Lq(I)
;

(ii) ‖(Q(zj))‖∗ℓq(ΛI )
:=N−d/q‖(Q(zj))zj∈ΛI

‖ℓq(ΛI);

(iii) ‖(βj)
ρ
j=1‖ℓq .

In particular, it follows that

(41) ‖QI,j‖L∞(I) ≤C, I ∈Dk, j = 1, . . . , ρ,

where C depends only on r, d.

It follows from the bound (41) that for a function f ∈ C(I) ⊂ L2(µ) the linear mapping
f 7→ Pf is a projection onto Pr and satisfies

(42) ‖Pf‖C(I) ≤C‖f‖C(I)

for a constant C depending only upon r and d, and thus we have

(43) ‖f − Pf‖C(I) ≤ (1 +C) dist(f,Pr)C(I), f ∈C(I).

Let us now consider any cube I ∈ Dk . We rescale the above construction to I and denote
by PIf the resulting least squares polynomial fit from Pr to this data on I , i.e., (40) rescaled
to I . We then define

(44) Skf :=
∑

I∈Dk

(PIf)χI .

LEMMA 2.2. Let 0< p≤∞ and s > d/p. If f ∈Bs
p =Bs

p(Ω), then for each 0< q ≤∞,

the piecewise polynomial Skf in (44) satisfies

(45) ‖f − Skf‖Lq(Ω) ≤C|f |Bs
p(Ω)2

−k(s−(d/p−d/q)+), k ≤ n− r,

where C depends only on p, q, s, d, r.

PROOF. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [4], which applies to inter-
polating polynomials instead of the least squares polynomial fit, and we do not repeat it in
detail here. Indeed, the only property of the interpolating operator which was used in [4] was
boundedness in C(I), which the operator Sk also has, see (42).
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2.5. Multiscale Decompositions. Let Ω= (0,1)d and let us fix f ∈Bs
p(Ω) with s > d/p.

Recall that each such function is uniformly continuous and hence has a natural extension to
Ω. We assume that the data sites are the tensor product grid Gn (14), n ≥ 1, and therefore
m= |Gn|= 2nd. Note that the number of data sites in any dyadic cube I ∈Dk is 2(n−k)d for
0≤ k ≤ n. We recall that ρ := dim(Pr). We need to ensure that each I ∈ Dk contains more
than ρ data points for every level k. This can be done by restricting k to be a constant less
than n. For simplicity, we will restrict k ≤ n− r, which one can easily verify that is enough.
It follows that the least squares operator PI from the previous subsection is well defined and
is represented by (40). We let

(46) Sk := Skf :=
∑

I∈Dk

(PIf)χI and S̃k :=
∑

I∈Dk

(PIy)χI , k ≤ n− r,

where y is the vector of noisy data observations (yi)xi∈ΛI
from (1) (which can be viewed as

an element of L2(µ)).
If we define the piecewise polynomials

(47) T0 := S0, T̃0 := S̃0, Tk := Sk − Sk−1, T̃k := S̃k − S̃k−1, 1≤ k ≤ n− r,

then we have the following multiscale representations

(48) Sk =
k∑

j=0

Tj and S̃k =
k∑

j=0

T̃j , 0≤ k ≤ n− r,

which we shall exploit in our recovery algorithms. The following lemma holds.

LEMMA 2.3. For every 0≤ k ≤ n− r we have the representation

(49) Tk :=
∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

cI,jQI,j


χI ,

where the vector νk of coefficients defined by

(50) νk := (cI,j), I ∈Dk, j = 1, . . . , ρ,

has length Lk := ρ2kd, and its ℓp norm satisfies

(51) ‖νk‖ℓp ≤C2−k(s−d/p), 0≤ k ≤ n− r,

with C depending only upon s, p, r and d.

PROOF. We have

(52) Tk = Sk − Sk−1 =
∑

I∈Dk

RIχI , 1≤ k ≤ n− r, with RI := PI −PI′ , I ∈Dk,

where for each I ∈ Dk, we denote by I ′ ∈ Dk−1 the parent of I , i.e., the cube in Dk−1 that
contains I . Note that Tk clearly lies in the space Sk of piecewise polynomials on the grid Dk.
It follows from Lemma 2.2 with q = p that

(53) ‖Tk‖Lp(Ω) ≤C|f |Bs
p(Ω)2

−ks.

Now we use Lemma 2.1 to see that

(54) ‖νk‖pℓp =
∑

I∈Dk

ρ∑

j=1

|cI,j|p ≤C
∑

I∈Dk

(‖Tk‖∗Lp(I)
)p =C2kd‖Tk‖pLp(Ω),

from which (51) follows.
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Similarly, one can show the following lemma for S̃n−r .

LEMMA 2.4. We have the representation

(55) T̃k :=
∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

c∗I,jQI,j


χI ,

where

(56) c∗I,j := cI,j + ηI,j , I ∈Dk, 0≤ k ≤ n− r, j = 1, . . . , ρ,

are the noisy observation of the true cI,j’s, polluted by the additive Gaussian N (0, σ2
I,j) noise

ηI,j with variance

(57) 0≤ σ2
I,j ≤Cρ2

−(n−k)dσ2, I ∈Dk, j = 1, . . . , ρ.

PROOF. Using the same notation and analysis as in Lemma 2.3 we have

(58) T̃k = S̃k − S̃k−1 =
∑

I∈Dk

R̃IχI , 1≤ k ≤ n− r, with R̃I := P̃I − P̃I′ , I ∈Dk,

where for each I ∈Dk,

(59) P̃I =
1

#(ΛI)

ρ∑

j=1

[
∑

xi∈ΛI

(f(xi) + ηi)QI,j(xi)

]
QI,j = PI +

ρ∑

j=1

η̃I,jQI,j.

Here

(60) η̃I,j :=
1

#(ΛI)

∑

xi∈ΛI

QI,j(xi)ηi, I ∈Dk, j = 1 . . . , ρ,

are random variables. This gives

(61) R̃I =

ρ∑

j=1

cI,jQI,j +

ρ∑

j=1

ηI,jQI,j =

ρ∑

j=1

c∗I,jQI,j ,

where

(62) ηI,j := η̃I,j −
ρ∑

i=1

η̃I′,i〈QI′,i,QI,j〉I .

Therefore (55) follows from (61) and (58).
Using (60) and Lemma 2.1, we find that

(63) ηI,j =
∑

i:xi∈ΛI′

βi,jηi, where |βi,j| ≤Cρ#(ΛI)
−1, I ∈Dk, j = 1, . . . , ρ.

It follows that each of the ηI,j is a Gaussian N (0, σ2
I,j) with variance

(64) 0≤ σ2
I,j ≤Cρ2

−(n−k)dσ2, I ∈Dk, j = 1, . . . , ρ,

because #(ΛI) = 2(n−k)d.
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3. A Numerical Recovery Algorithm. In this section, we fix m,σ, s, p, q, and d and
describe our algorithm A for approximating f ∈Bs

p(Ω) from the noisy data y, see (1). We do
this under the assumption that the data sites X = Gn, that is, they lie on the tensor product
grid described in (14) consisting of m = 2nd points. Our algorithm creates a function f̂ :=
A(y) that approximates f in the Lq(Ω) norm with q ∈ [1,∞).

Step 0: If σ2 ≥m, we define A(y) := 0 for all y. If σ2 <m, we proceed to the following
two steps.

Step 1: From the noisy observations {yi}, we construct the polynomials P̃I , I ∈ Dk,
k ≤ n− r, using least squares approximation from Pr. This enables us to compute the poly-
nomials R̃I , see (61), for I ∈Dk , 0≤ k ≤ n− r,

(65) R̃I = P̃I − P̃I′ =

ρ∑

j=1

c∗I,jQI,j , where c∗I,j := cI,j + ηI,j ,

and calculate the coefficients {c∗I,j}. Recall that, see Lemma 2.4,

(66) T̃k =
∑

I∈Dk

R̃IχI =
∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

c∗I,jQI,j


χI .

Step 2: For each dyadic level k and each index pair (I, j) with I ∈ Dk , we shall use
the, calculated in Step 1 coefficients, {c∗I,j} to derive new coefficients ĉI,j , I ∈ Dk, j =
1, . . . , ρ, which approximate the true coefficients cI,j at this dyadic level. The method for
calculating the ĉI,j’s from the noisy observations c∗I,j (which will be hard-thresholding) will
be described and analyzed in §4. This part of the algorithm requires the a priori knowledge of
the noise level σ. Notice that the ĉI,j’s will be random variables. We then define the piecewise
polynomial function

(67) T̂k =
∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

ĉI,jQI,j


χI ,

and consider

(68) f̂ :=A(y) :=
n−r∑

k=0

T̂k,

to be our approximation to f .

3.1. Preliminary Analysis. To analyze the approximation error in Lq of our algorithm,
we use Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3 to obtain the estimate.

‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≤ ‖f − Sn−r‖Lq(Ω) +

n−r∑

k=0

‖Tk − T̂k‖Lq(Ω)

≤ C2−(n−r)(s−(d/p−d/q)+) +

n−r∑

k=0

‖Tk − T̂k‖Lq(Ω)

≤ Cm−(s/d−(1/p−1/q)+) +

n−r∑

k=0

‖Tk − T̂k‖Lq(Ω).(69)
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In order to bound ‖Tk − T̂k‖Lq(Ω), we will use the inequality

(70) ‖Tk − T̂k‖qLq(Ω) ≤C
∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

|cI,j − ĉI,j |q

 |I|=C2−kd

∑

I∈Dk




ρ∑

j=1

|cI,j − ĉI,j|q

 .

Next, we organize our notation as follows. Recall that νk was defined in (50) as the vector of
coefficients cI,j , I ∈Dk , j = 1, . . . , ρ, in the representation of Tk at level k. In going forward,
we use the notation

(71) ν∗k := (c∗I,j), and η∗k := (ηI,j),

so that

(72) ν∗k = νk + η∗k.

The vector ν̂k is our approximation (which we have not yet defined) to νk obtained from
the noisy observation ν∗k . For a finite vector, say v = (v1, . . . , vL) ∈ R

L, we introduce the
weighted ℓq-norm, given by

(73) ‖v‖∗q :=
(
1

L

L∑

i=1

|vi|q
)1/q

.

Utilizing that νk and ν̂k are vectors of length Lk = ρ2kd, we rewrite the bound (70) as

(74) ‖Tk − T̂k‖Lq(Ω) ≤C‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q.
We want to define ν̂k to make (74) small. Putting (74) together with (69) results in

(75) ‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≤C

(
m− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q
)+ +

n−r∑

k=0

‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q

)
.

In the next sections, we explain how we obtain ν̂k by hard-thresholding the entries in ν∗k and
bound the resulting error ‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q in probability.

4. Finite-Dimensional Estimates. Here, we study the problem of recovering a vector
v ∈ R

L from noisy observations v∗ = v + ξ with error measured in the norm ‖ · ‖∗q with
1 ≤ q < ∞. We assume that each entry ξi of the noise vector ξ is a mean zero Gaussian
with variance σ2

i bounded by σ̃2 ≥ 0. In this analysis, we allow the noise in the different
components to potentially be correlated. We will later use the results in this section to bound
the error terms ‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q in (75).

The problem of recovering v has been studied before in the literature (see for instance
[15, 17]). One popular method for estimating v is hard-thresholding, defined by

(76) v̂i = threshλ(v
∗
i ) :=

{
v∗i , |v∗i |> λ,

0, |v∗i | ≤ λ,

where λ ≥ 0 is a parameter to be chosen. The key property of hard-thresholding that we
are going to use is stated in the next simple Lemma (see Lemma 2 in [9]). As remarked
in [9, 14, 15, 17], any coordinatewise estimation rule satisfying the bound of the Lemma,
including the popular soft-thresholding rule, can be used to obtain similar guarantees.

LEMMA 4.1. Let x, ǫ ∈R. Then for any λ≥ 0, we have the estimate

(77) |threshλ(x+ ǫ)− x| ≤ 3(min{|x|, λ}+ |threshλ/2(ǫ)|).
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PROOF. Indeed, if |x| ≤ λ/2 and |ǫ|< λ/2, then

(78) threshλ(x+ ǫ) = 0⇒ |threshλ(x+ ǫ)− x|= |x| ≤min{|x|, λ}.
Otherwise, we use that for all z ∈R, we have |threshλ(z)− (z)| ≤ λ, which implies that

(79) |threshλ(x+ ǫ)− x| ≤ λ+ |ǫ|.
Now, if |ǫ| ≥ λ/2, it follows that λ≤ 2|ǫ| so that

(80) |threshλ(x+ ǫ)− x| ≤ 3|ǫ|= 3 · |threshλ/2(ǫ)|.
On the other hand, if |ǫ|< λ/2 and |x|> λ/2, then λ/2<min{|x|, λ}, and we have

(81) |threshλ(x+ ǫ)− x| ≤ λ+ |ǫ| ≤ (3/2)λ≤ 3min{|x|, λ}.
So, in all cases, we have the estimate (77).

We use this Lemma to show that the error ‖v − v̂‖∗q can be bounded by a deterministic
and stochastic component. We first define a new random variable ξλ, whose components are
obtained from the components of a Gaussian random variable ξ via hard thresholding,

(82) (ξλ)i := threshλ/2(ξi) =

{
ξi, |ξi| ≥ λ/2,

0, |ξi|< λ/2,

and prove the following theorem.

THEOREM 4.2. Let v be a vector from R
L for which we have the noisy observations

v∗ = v+ ξ. For λ≥ 0, we define v̂ by (76). Then, for any 1≤ q <∞, and 0< p≤ q, we have

(83) ‖v− v̂‖∗q ≤ 3
[
‖min{|v|, λ}‖∗q + ‖ξλ‖∗q

]
≤ 3

[
[‖v‖∗p]p/qλ1−p/q + ‖ξλ‖∗q

]
,

where min{|v|, λ} is defined componentwise.

PROOF. We apply Lemma 4.1 to each component of v to obtain

(84) |vi − v̂i| ≤ 3(min{|vi|, λ}+ |(ξλ)i|).
We now apply the ‖ · ‖∗q to derive the first inequality in (83). Next, for each component vi of
v, we have

(85) min{|vi|, λ} ≤ |vi|p/qλ1−p/q.

Applying ‖ · ‖∗q we arrive at the last inequality in (83).

Notice that the first term on the right side of (83) is deterministic since it does not depend
on the noise draw. We next want to give a bound for the second term which is stochastic. To
derive our bound, we introduce the notation.

(86) F :=
1

L

L∑

i=1

fi, where fi := |ξλ|qi =
{
|ξi|q, |ξi| ≥ λ/2,

0, |ξi|< λ/2.

Then, ‖ξλ‖∗q = F 1/q.

THEOREM 4.3. For any increasing, convex function φ on R+ := [0,∞) with φ(0) = 0
and any 1≤ q <∞, we have

(87) P(‖ξλ‖∗q ≥ T )≤ σ̃−1

∫ ∞

λ/2

φ(xq)

φ(T q)
e−x2/2σ̃2

dx, T > 0.
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PROOF. First note that from the convexity of φ and Jensen’s inequality, we have

(88) φ(F )≤ 1

L

L∑

j=1

φ(fi),

and

(89) E(φ(F ))≤ 1

L

L∑

j=1

E(φ(fj))≤ max
1≤j≤L

E(φ(fj)).

We can therefore estimate

P(‖ξλ‖∗q ≥ T ) = P(F ≥ T q)≤ P(φ(F )≥ φ(T q))≤ (φ(T q))−1
E(φ(F ))

≤ 1

φ(T q)
max
1≤j≤L

E(φ(fj)),(90)

where we used Markov’s inequality, (89), and the monotonicity of φ. Recall that σ2
j , the

variance of ξj , is such that σj ≤ σ̃. We then have

(91) [φ(T q)]−1
E(φ(fj))≤ σ−1

j

∫ ∞

λ/2

φ(xq)

φ(T q)
e−x2/2σ2

j dx,

where we change variables by setting x= (σj/σ̃)z, dx= (σj/σ̃)dz, to get

(92) [φ(T q)]−1
E(φ(fj))≤ σ̃−1

∫ ∞

(λ/2)(σ̃/σj)

φ(((σj/σ̃)z)
q)

φ(T q)
e−z2/2σ̃2

dz.

Finally, we use that σj ≤ σ̃ and that φ is increasing and non-negative to obtain

(93) [φ(T q)]−1
E(φ(fj))≤ σ̃−1

∫ ∞

λ/2

φ(zq)

φ(T q)
e−z2/2σ̃2

dz,

which completes the proof of the theorem.

Given the above theorem, we will obtain the best (smallest) probability bound for the
stochastic term in (83), by minimizing over the choice of φ. To help decide which φ to
employ, we will use the following elementary result, proved in Appendix A.2.

LEMMA 4.4. For any a, q > 0, we have

(94)
∫ ∞

a

xqe−x2/2 dx≤C(q)e−a2/4.

The following theorem is the main result of this section.

THEOREM 4.5. If ξ ∈ R
L has components each of which is a mean zero Gaussian with

variance at most σ̃2, then for any threshold λ≥ 0 and any T > 0, we have

(95) P(‖ξλ‖∗q ≥ T ) <∼ T−qσ̃qe−(σ̃−1b)2/4, where b := max{2−1λ,2−1/qT},
and the constant in <∼ depends only on q.

PROOF. We define φ(x) := (x− T q/2)+, for x≥ 0. It follows from Theorem 4.3 that

P(‖ξλ‖∗q ≥ T ) ≤ σ̃−1

∫ ∞

λ/2

φ(xq)

φ(T q)
e−x2/2σ̃2

dx= σ̃−1

∫ ∞

b

φ(xq)

φ(T q)
e−x2/2σ̃2

dx
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= [φ(T q)]−1

∫ ∞

σ̃−1b

φ(σ̃quq)e−u2/2 du≤ 2T−qσ̃q

∫ ∞

σ̃−1b

uqe−u2/2 du

<∼ T−qσ̃qe−(σ̃−1b)2/4,(96)

where we used the fact that φ(x)≤ x on [0,∞) and had applied Lemma 4.4.

5. Proofs of Upper Bounds. In this section, we show that our numerical algorithm from
§3 will satisfy the upper bound of the theorems formulated in §1, provided we properly
choose the thresholds λk at each dyadic level k. Throughout this section, we fix s, p, q, so
that s > d/p, and we assume that we are in the primary case, i.e., (11) holds.

5.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let us begin by making two remarks that will allow us to
restrict the range of the parameters in what follows.

REMARK 5.1. We can assume that p≤ q.

Indeed, when p≥ q we have U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))⊂ U(Bs

τ (Lq(Ω)) and the right side of (15) is
always equal to 2. Therefore this claim follows from the case p= q. We assume that p≤ q in
going forward in this section.

REMARK 5.2. We can assume that σ2 <m.

Indeed, recall that when σ2 ≥m, we define A(y) := 0 for all y. Since f ∈ U(Bs
τ (Lp))⊂

U(Bs
∞(Lp)) and ‖f‖Lq(Ω) ≤ C0‖f‖Bs

∞
(Lp(Ω)) ≤ C0, the probability in (16) will always be

zero if the constant C in (16) is chosen such that C ≥ C0. Hence, (16) will automatically be
satisfied for all t > 0 whenever σ2 ≥m. We assume σ2 <m in going forward in this section.

REMARK 5.3. In order to prove (16) for any fixed q, it is enough to consider t≥ 1.

Indeed, once (16) is proven for a given C,c and t≥ 1, then it holds for all t < 1 by simply
adjusting the constant C in (16).

In order to bound ‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω), we will use (75). So our task is to prove a bound for

(97) E∗ :=
n−r∑

k=0

‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q ,

where νk are defined in (50) and ν̂k = threshλk
(ν∗k) are obtained by thresholding the ob-

served coefficients, i.e., the entries in the vector ν∗k = νk + η∗k. Here, the threshλk
is per-

formed coordinatewise, with parameters λk specified later in (105). Notice that E∗ is a ran-
dom variable depending on our noise draw.

For the remainder of this section, let f ∈Bs
τ (Lp(Ω)). Since our performance theorems do

not depend on τ , it is enough to consider τ = ∞ which gives the largest model class. We
introduce the quantity

(98) ε :=

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

,

which occurs prominently in the bounds we want to prove. Note that ǫ < 1 since σ2 <m. We
know that, see Lemma 2.3,

(99) ‖νk‖∗p ≤C2−ks, 0≤ k ≤ n− r,
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since the true coefficient vector νk has length Lk =C2kd and satisfies (51). Each component
of the noise η∗k is a Gaussian random variable, see Lemma 2.4, with variance bounded by (see
(57))

(100) σ2
k := C2−(n−k)dσ2 =C

[
σ2

m

]
2kd, 0≤ k ≤ n− r.

It follows from Theorem 4.2 applied with λ= λk , v = νk, and ξ = η∗k , that

(101) ‖νk − ν̂k‖∗q ≤C
[
2−ksp/qλ

1−p/q
k + ‖ηλk

‖∗q
]
, 0≤ k ≤ n− r,

where we used the notation ηλk
:= threshλk/2(η

∗
k). Therefore, from (75) and (97), we obtain

(102) ‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≤C
[
m− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q
)+ +E∗

]
≤C

[
m− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q
)+ +Σ1 +Σ2

]
,

with

(103) Σ1 :=
n−r∑

k=0

2−ksp/qλ
1−p/q
k , and Σ2 :=

n−r∑

k=0

‖ηλk
‖∗q .

In order to give our choice for the thresholds λk, 0≤ k ≤ n−r, we define k∗ as the integer
which satisfies

(104) 2k
∗−1 ≤ ε−1/s < 2k

∗

.

Note that k∗ > 0 since ε < 1. We now define the thresholds

(105) λk := 2−k∗s

{
0, k ≤ k∗,

2β(k−k∗), k > k∗,

where β is any parameter from the interval β ∈
(

d
2
, sp
q−p

)
. This interval is non-empty due to

assumption (11). The (implied) constants in what follows may depend upon the choice of β,
but β will be specified later in the proof and will depend only upon α.

Note that it follows from (100) and (104) that

(106) ǫ≍ σk∗ , σk ≍ 2
d
2
(k−k∗)ε, 0≤ k ≤ n− r,

and

(107) λk ≍ 2β(k−k∗)ε, when k > k∗.

In the following subsections, we will bound the deterministic term Σ1 and the stochastic
term Σ2 for the above choice of thresholds and thereby prove Theorem 1.1.

5.2. Bounding the Deterministic Term Σ1. Using the above choice of λk , we have

Σ1 =
n−r∑

k=k∗+1

2−ksp/qλ
(1−p/q)
k

<∼ 2−k∗s
∑

k>k∗

2(β(1−
p
q )−sp

q )(k−k∗) . 2−k∗s . ε.(108)

Note that the middle sum is a convergent geometric series because β < sp
q−p . In the last . we

have used the definition (104) of k∗.
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5.3. Bounding the Stochastic Term Σ2. We turn now to bounding the stochastic term Σ2.
Our goal is to show that for f ∈K := U(Bs

∞(Lp(Ω))), we have

(109) P(Σ2 > tε)≤Ce−ctα, t≥ 1,

for any 0<α< 2− d(q−p)
sp which will in turn prove the theorem. Since we are in the primary

case, we have 2− d(q−p)
sp

> 0. The constants c,C > 0 depend only on s, p, q, d, and the choice
of α. In this section, we will frequently make use of the following lemma, whose proof is in
Appendix A.3.

LEMMA 5.4. For any 0≤ a≤ a0; b≥ b0 > 0; c > 0, and τ ≥ 1, we have

(110)
∑

k≥0

2ake−c2bkτ ≤C(a0, b0, c)e
−cτ , τ ≥ 1.

We fix any q ≥ 1 and t ≥ 1. Recall that according to Remark 5.3 we only have to
prove (109) for such t. We introduce numbers tk ≥ 0, to be specified below, which satisfy∑n−r

k=0 tk ≤ t. A standard union bound argument implies that it suffices to show that

(111)
n−r∑

k=0

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε)≤Ce−ctα, t≥ 1,

where we choose

(112) tk := c̄t

{
2δ(k−k∗), 0≤ k ≤ k∗,

2δ(k
∗−k), k∗ < k ≤ n− r,

with 0< δ < d/2, and define c̄ so that that
∑n−r

k=0 tk = t. Note that c̄≥ c(δ)> 0, where c(δ)
is a constant depending only δ. The subsequent constants in what follows may depend upon
δ, but δ will be specified later in the proof and will depend only upon α.

The remainder of the proof is divided into the following two cases.
Case 1: A bound for

∑k∗

k=0 P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε).

Let 0≤ k ≤ k∗. In this case, all thresholds are zero, i.e., no thresholding takes place. We
return to Theorem 4.5 and take T = Tk := tkε = c̄2δ(k−k∗)tε ≥ c(δ)2δ(k−k∗)tε. Since the
thresholds are zero, we have b= bk = 2−1/qTk and σk ≍ 2

d
2
(k−k∗)ε. We compute

(113) T 2
k /σ

2
k & t2ε222(k−k∗)δ2d(k

∗−k)ε−2 ≍ t2µk∗−k, µ := 2d−2δ > 1.

Thus, if t≥ 1, then

(114) Tk >Cσk, 0≤ k ≤ k∗.

Theorem 4.5 now gives

(115) P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε)≤CT−q

k σk
qe−c(σ−1

k Tk)
2 ≤Ce−cµ(k∗

−k)t2 , 0≤ k ≤ k∗.

Hence, using Lemma 5.4 with τ = t2 ≥ 1, we obtain the bound

(116)
k∗∑

k=0

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε)≤C

k∗∑

k=0

e−cµ(k∗
−k)t2 ≤Ce−ct2.

Here, we have changed c,C from line to line, but ultimately, we will end up with fixed c,C,
once δ and β are specified, depending on the choice of α.
Case 2: A bound for

∑
k>k∗ P(‖ηλk

‖∗q > tkε).
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We next consider the case when k > k∗. In this case, the thresholds are given in (105) and

thereby satisfy λk ≍ ε2β(k−k∗), where we recall that β ∈
(

d
2
, sp
q−p

)
. We fix k and proceed to

bound each of the probabilities P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε). We use Theorem 4.5 with T = Tk := tkε=

c̄2−δ(k−k∗)tε≥ c(δ)2−δ(k−k∗)tε, and thus

(117) b= bk =max{2−1λk,2
−1/qTk}& εmax{2β(k−k∗), t2−δ(k−k∗)}.

Since σk ≍ 2
d
2
(k−k∗)ε, we have that

(118) σ−1
k bk & 2−(k−k∗)d/2max{2β(k−k∗), t2−δ(k−k∗)}.

Applying Theorem 4.5, we obtain the bound

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼ T−q

k σq
kexp(−c(σ−1

k bk)
2/4)

<∼ (tε)−q2(k−k∗)δqεq2(k−k∗)qd/2exp(−c(σ−1
k bk)

2/4)

<∼
[
t−12(k−k∗)(d/2+δ)

]q
exp(−c(σ−1

k bk)
2/4).(119)

The maximum on the right hand side in (118) will be given by the second term for k∗ < k ≤ k′

and by the first term for k > k′, where the value of k′ = k′(t) satisfies

(120) t
1

β+δ <∼ 2(k
′−k∗) ≤ t

1
β+δ .

Plugging this into (119) gives

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼ 2(k−k′)q(d/2+δ)2(k

∗−k′)q(β−d/2)exp(−c(σ−1
k bk)

2/4)

<∼ 2(k−k′)q(d/2+δ)exp(−c(σ−1
k bk)

2/4),(121)

where we have used that β > d/2. Now we write
∑

k>k∗

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) =

∑

k∗<k≤k′

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) +

∑

k>k′

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) =: Σ′ +Σ′′,(122)

and bound each of these sums.
Case 2.1: A bound for Σ′.
It follows from (118) that in the case k∗ < k ≤ k′,

(123) σ−1
k bk & 2−(k−k∗)d/2max{2β(k−k∗), t2−δ(k−k∗)}= 2−(k−k∗)(d/2+δ)t.

Plugging this into (121) gives

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼ 2(k−k′)q(d/2+δ)exp(−c2−(k−k∗)(d+2δ)t2)

<∼ exp(−c2−(k−k∗)(d+2δ)t2)
(124)

since k ≤ k′. Therefore, we see that

Σ′ =
∑

k∗<k≤k′

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼

k′−k∗∑

k=0

exp(−c2−k(d+2δ)t2)

<∼
∞∑

k=0

exp(−c2k(d+2δ)[2−(k′−k∗)(d+2δ)t2]) <∼ e−cτ ≤ e−ct
2β−d
β+δ

,(125)

where we have used Lemma 5.4 with τ = 2−(k′−k∗)(d+2δ)t2. Note that by (120) it follows that

τ ≥ t
2β−d
β+δ ≥ 1.
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Case 2.2: A bound for Σ′′.
We obtain from (118) in the case k > k′ that

(126) σ−1
k bk & 2−(k−k∗)d/2max{2β(k−k∗), t2−δ(k−k∗)}= 2(k−k∗)(β−d/2).

Using (121), we derive

(127) P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼ 2(k−k′)q(d/2+δ)exp(−c2(k−k∗)(2β−d)),

which gives the estimate

Σ′′ =
∑

k>k′

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼

∑

k>k′

2(k−k′)q(d/2+δ)exp(−c2(k−k∗)(2β−d))

=
∑

j>0

2jq(d/2+δ)exp(−c2j(2β−d)[2(k
′−k∗)(2β−d)])

<∼ exp(−c2(k
′−k∗)(2β−d)) <∼ exp(−ct

2β−d
β+δ ).(128)

Here, we again apply Lemma 5.4 with τ = 2(k
′−k∗)(2β−d) ≥ 1.

Combining the bounds for Σ′ and Σ′′, we obtain that

(129)
∑

k>k∗

P(‖ηλk
‖∗q > tkε) <∼ exp(−ct

2β−d
β+δ ), t≥ 1.

Recall that β and δ can be chosen as any numbers satisfying β ∈ ( d2 ,
sp
q−p ) and δ ∈ (0, d/2),

respectively. Therefore, given any α satisfying 0 < α < 2− d(q−p)
sp

, we can choose β and δ
so that

(130) α=
2β − d

β + δ
since lim

β→sp/(q−p)
δ→0

2β − d

β + δ
= 2− d(q− p)

sp
.

This, together with (116) proves (109), and therefore we have completed the proof of the
theorem.

6. Proof of Theorem 1.3 . The proof we present here uses well-known ideas from both
optimal recovery [4, 27, 31, 33] and minimax estimation [1, 16, 34]. We give a complete and
self-contained argument which unifies both regimes. We restrict our presentation to the case
where the parameters p, q, s are in the primary case (see (11)). We fix these parameters for
the remainder of this section. We also fix m ≥ 1 and the variance σ2 assumed on the noise
vectors. We let the data sites X = {xi ∈Ω, i= 1, . . . ,m} be arbitrary but fixed.

Let K = U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))), where Ω = (0,1)d, 0< τ ≤∞, and the other parameters are in

the primary region. Our goal in this section is to prove the lower bound

(131) Rm(K,σ,X )q ≥ c

{
m− s

d
+(1/p−1/q)+ +min

{
1,

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

}}
.

We will use without further mention the fact that the left side of (131) is increasing as σ
increases and decreasing as m increases. This fact shows in particular that it is enough to
prove (131) for σ ≤√

m which is an assumption we impose for the remainder of this section.
Therefore,

(132) min

{
1,

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

}
=

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

=: ε.
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Throughout this section constants like c,C depend only on p, q, s and τ , but not on σ or m,
and may change from line to line.

In going further in this section, we denote by y any vector in R
m, by y(f) the true data

vector of f and by ỹ(f) the noisy observation vector

(133) y(f) := (f(x1), . . . , f(xm)), ỹ(f) := y(f) + η,

where the entries in the noise vector η are i.i.d. N (0, σ2), and hence ỹ(f) is a random vari-
able.

Let A be any mapping from R
m into Lq(Ω). For any such mapping A, we will show that

there is a function f := fA ∈K for which

(134) E‖f −A(ỹ(f))‖Lq(Ω) ≥ c{m− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ + ε},

which will then complete the proof of the lower bound.
As already noted in this paper, see [4], it is known from optimal recovery that there exist

two functions f, g ∈K such that y(f) = y(g) and

(135) cm− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ ≤ ‖f − g‖Lq(Ω).

Since A(ỹ(f)) =A(ỹ(g)), it follows that

(136) cm− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ ≤ ‖f −A(ỹ(f)‖Lq(Ω) + ‖g−A(ỹ(g)‖Lq(Ω).

If we now take an expectation with respect to the noise draw, we have

(137) max{E‖f −A(ỹ(f))‖Lq(Ω),E‖g−A(ỹ(g))‖Lq(Ω)} ≥ cm− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ .

We have satisfied (134) whenever ε ≤m− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ . Therefore, in going further, we can

assume that σ,m satisfy

(138)

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

= ε≥m− s
d
+(1/p−1/q)+ .

We fix such a pair σ,m for the remainder of this section and proceed to show the existence
of a function f = fA ∈K such that

(139) E‖f −A(ỹ(f))‖Lq(Ω) ≥ cε,

which will complete the proof of the lower bound.
To produce such a function f ∈ K satisfying (139), we proceed in a way, similar to

the proof of lower bounds for the entropy of K . We want to produce a family F =
{f1, . . . , fN} ⊂ K of functions with N large such that ‖fi − fj‖Lq(Ω) ≥ ε. We recall that
the entropy numbers εℓ(K)Lq(Ω), ℓ≥ 1, of K are known to satisfy εℓ(K)Lq(Ω) ≍ ℓ−

s
d , ℓ≥ 1,

see [4]. This means that for each integer ℓ ≥ 1, there is a set of 2ℓ functions g1, . . . , g2ℓ all
from K such that

(140) ‖gi − gj‖Lq(Ω) ≥ cℓ−
s
d , i 6= j = 1, . . . ,2ℓ.

We now define n as the smallest integer such that

(141) n−s ≤ ε,

and describe the construction of F := {f1, . . . , fN}. We refer the reader to §12 of [4], where
a similar construction is given in detail. Let φ ∈C∞

c ([0,1]d) be a fixed smooth and compactly
supported function on the unit cube [0,1]d with ‖φ‖L∞(Ω) = 1 and M := ‖φ‖Bs

τ (Lp(Ω)) finite.
It follows that φ≥ c on a set of positive measure, and therefore

(142) ‖φ‖Lq(Ω) ≥ c.
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Consider a uniform (tensor product) subdivision of Ω into nd cubes Q1, . . .QP , P := nd of
side length 1/n, where n is given by (141). We define the functions

(143) φi(x) = γn−sφ(n(x− zi)), i= 1, . . . , P,

where zi is the bottom left corner of the cube Qi and the normalizing constant γ defined
momentarily. Thus, each φi is a rescaling of φ to the cube Qi and each φi has L∞(Ω) norm
equal to γn−s.

To construct our collection of functions F , we need a well known combinatorial lemma
(see for instance Lemma 2.2 in Chapter 15 in [28]) stating that there is a subset S ⊂ {±1}P
such that:

1. |S| ≥ 2cP

2. ‖κ− ν‖ℓ1 ≥ cP for any κ 6= ν with κ, ν ∈ S.

We then consider

(144) F =

{
f =

P∑

i=1

κiφi : κ= (κ1, . . . , κP ) ∈ S

}
,

and define

(145) N := #(F)≥ 2cP = 2cn
d

.

Note that if the normalizing constant γ is small enough (depending only on p, q, s and τ ), we
can guarantee that F ⊂K . This now fixes γ.

There are N functions f1, . . . , fN in F and each has L∞(Ω) norm at most c0γε for a fixed
constant c0. Additionally, if i 6= j then the vectors κ giving the sign pattern for fi and ν
giving the sign pattern for fj will differ in at least cP coordinates, that is, |κℓ − vℓ|= 2 for at
least cP coordinates. This gives (see (142)) that

(146) ‖fi − fj‖Lq(Ω) ≥ c0γε, i 6= j.

We also need a bound on the values of the fi at the m data sites. Since ‖fi‖L∞(Ω) ≤ γn−s

and from (141), we have that y(fi) = (f(x1), . . . , f(xm)) satisfies

(147) ‖y(fi)‖ ≤C0γ
√
mε, i= 1, . . . ,N,

where ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm on R
m. Notice that

(148) σ−2mε2 =

[
σ2

m

] 2s
2s+d

−1

=

[
σ2

m

] −d
2s+d

= ε−d/s ≍ nd ⇒
√
mε≍ σnd/2,

and therefore the bound (147) can be equivalently written as

(149) ‖y(fi)‖ ≤C1γσn
d/2 =C1σγ

√
lnN, i= 1, . . . ,N,

where the constant C1 depends only on p, q, s and τ , which are of course fixed.
Combining all of this, by choosing γ appropriately small (but fixed depending only upon

p, q, s and τ ), we can guarantee that F ⊂K , ‖fi − fj‖Lq(Ω) ≥ c̃0ε for i 6= j, and

(150) ‖y(fi)‖< σ
√

ln(N/5), i= 1, . . . ,N.

We proceed now to show that given any algorithm A : Rm → Lq(Ω), there is a function
f ∈K that satisfies (139). For this purpose, we consider the sets

(151) Bi =A−1

({
g ∈ Lq(Ω) : ‖fi − g‖Lq(Ω) <

c̃0
2
ǫ

})
⊂R

m, i= 1, . . . ,N.
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Obviously, the sets Bi are disjoint due to the fact that the fi are separated by at least c̃0ǫ. For
y ∈R

m, σ > 0, and B ⊂R
m, we introduce the notation

(152) µy,σ(B) :=
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

B

e−‖z−y‖2/2σ2

dz

for the measure of the set B under a Gaussian centered at y with variance σ2.
Since the sets Bi are disjoint, it follows that for some i we must have

(153)
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

Bi

e−‖z‖2/2σ2

dz = µ0,σ(Bi)≤
1

N
.

We fix such a value of i. We can now show that the function fi satisfies (139), The proof of
this fact is typically completed in the statistics literature via a proper comparison between
a Gaussian centered at 0 and a Gaussian centered at y(fi). Such a comparison is provided
by using the KL-divergence. For the reader’s convenience, in case they are not familiar with
these concepts, we state and explicitly prove the following lemma.

LEMMA 6.1. Suppose that σ > 0, 0< ᾱ < 1/5 and y ∈R
m with ‖y‖2 <−σ2 ln(5ᾱ). If

B ⊂R
m is a measurable set satisfying

(154) µ0,σ(B) = ᾱ,

then

(155) µy,σ(B)<
1

2
.

We give a measure-theoretic proof of this lemma in Appendix A.4. Using this lemma, we
complete the proof of (139) as follows. We take for B the set Bi which satisfies µ0,σ(Bi)≤
1/N . We know that the vector y(fi) satisfies

(156) ‖y(fi)‖2 < σ2 ln(N/5).

Applying the lemma with ᾱ= 1/N , we find that

(157) µy(fi),σ(Bi)< 1/2.

This means that

(158) µy(fi),σ(B
c
i )> 1/2.

For any y ∈Bc
i , we have ‖fi −A(y)‖Lq(Ω) ≥ c̃0

2 ε. It follows that

(159) E‖fi −A(ỹ(fi))‖Lq(Ω) ≥ µy(fi),σ(B
c
i ) ·

c̃0
2
ε >

c̃0
4
ε.

This completes the proof of (139) and thereby proves Theorem 1.3. �

7. Proof of Theorem 1.4. The lower bound in Theorem 1.4 follows from Theorem 1.3.
To prove the upper bound, we fix the parameters s, p, q from the primary region. Let

(160) M := Cm− s
d
+( 1

p
− 1

q
)+ and M ∗ := C

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

,
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with C the constant in Theorem 1.1. We then have for every f ∈K ,

E‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) =

∫ ∞

0

P(‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≥ t)dt≤M +

∫ ∞

M

P(‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≥ t)dt

=M +M ∗

∫ ∞

0

P(‖f − f̂‖Lq(Ω) ≥M +M ∗t) dt

≤M +CM ∗

∫ ∞

0

e−ctα dt≤C

(
m− s

d
+( 1

p
− 1

q
)+ +

[
σ2

m

] s
2s+d

)
,(161)

where we have used Theorem 1.1. This completes the proof in the case when σ2 ≤ m. If
σ2 > m, one can just take the algorithm to be Ay = 0 for every y ∈ R

m. In this case, the
error is always bounded by a constant since K embeds into L∞(Ω). �

8. Concluding Remarks. The goal of this paper was to merge the optimal recovery and
minimax theories for error measured in Lq(Ω), Ω = (0,1)d, 1 ≤ q < ∞, for model classes
K that are the unit ball of Besov spaces. We accomplished this goal by proving upper and
lower bounds in Theorem 1.4 for Rm(K,σ)q in which the constants do not depend on either
σ or m. As part of meeting this goal, we have given performance results in probability which
are stronger than those in expectation. Our algorithm for accomplishing these results is also
interesting in that it uses only piecewise polynomial approximation and not wavelets. This
should be useful in extending our results to more general domains Ω.

The above analysis of upper bounds on performance of learning algorithms in probability
or expectations was carried out for Besov classes when the parameters are in the primary
region (see (11)). We restricted our analysis to this case in order to keep the presentation as
simple as possible. A similar analysis can be carried out when the parameters are outside the
primary region. We do not give the details in this case but mention the form of the results.

REMARK 8.1. Let K = U(Bs
τ (Lp(Ω))) with s > d/p and 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞. Outside of the

primary regime (see (11)), one can use the techniques of this paper to prove that if σ2 ≤m/2,
then

(162) R(K,σ)q ≍



m

− s
d
+( 1

p
− 1

q )+ +

(
log(m/σ2)

[
σ2

m

]) (s/d+1/q−1/p)
(1+2(s/d−1/p))



 ,

see, for comparison, [9, 30].
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APPENDIX

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1. All of the (quasi-)norms appearing in the statement of the
lemma are equivalent because they are (quasi-)norms on Pr. Indeed, if ‖ · ‖ is any of these
(quasi-)norms, we have ‖Q‖= 0 for Q ∈ Pr if and only if Q is the zero polynomial. Thus, the
only issue to be addressed is to prove that the constants appearing in these equivalences can
be chosen to depend only on the dimension of the space Pr and q0 and not on q, I or N , once
Nd > ρ. The fact that the constants do not depend on I is a simple matter of rescaling which
we do not discuss further. So in proving the lemma, we can assume that I =Ω= (0,1)d.

It is well known, see for instance (3.1) in [13], that the (quasi-)norms in (i) (which do
not depend on N ) are all uniformly equivalent for different values of q ≥ q0. Similarly, the
(quasi-)norms in (iii) are all uniformly equivalent for different values of q ≥ q0 (since these
(quasi-)norms are simply on R

ρ and ρ is fixed), and hence equivalent to the q = 2 norm. From
the orthogonality, it follows that the norms in (ii) and (iii) are equal when q = 2.

We will complete the proof by showing that (i) and (ii) are equivalent (uniformly in q ≥ q0
and Nd > ρ). We denote the cubes in the grid ΛI by J and their collection by JN . For each
J ∈ JN , we denote by xJ the lower left corner of J . If Q ∈ Pr, we define

SN(Q) :=
∑

J∈JN

Q(xJ )χJ ,

where χJ is the characteristic function of J . Then, S is a piecewise constant function. From
Markov’s inequality for polynomials, if Q ∈ Pr, we have

|Q(x)−Q(xJ)| ≤C(r)N−1‖Q‖L∞(I) ≤C(r)N−1‖Q‖Lq(I), x ∈ J.

Here we note that the constant C(r) can be chosen uniformly in q0 ≤ q ≤∞. Therefore, we
have

‖Q−Q(xJ)‖Lq(J) ≤C(r)‖Q‖Lq(I)N
−1|J |1/q, J ∈ JN ,

and hence

‖Q− SN (Q)‖Lq(I) ≤C(r)‖Q‖Lq(I)N
−1.

It follows that

|‖Q‖Lq(I) − ‖SN(Q)‖Lq(I)| ≤C(r)‖Q‖Lq(I)N
−1.

We now choose N0 so that C(r)N−1
0 ≤ 1/2. Then, for N ≥N0, we obtain the equivalency

of ‖SN(Q)‖Lq(I) with ‖Q‖Lq(I) with fixed equivalency constants. This gives the equivalence
of ‖(Q(xj))‖∗ℓq and ‖Q‖∗Lq(I)

since

‖SN(Q)‖Lq(I) = ‖(Q(xj))‖∗ℓq and ‖Q‖Lq(I) = ‖Q‖∗Lq(I)
.

On the other hand, we have the equivalence of the (quasi-)norms with N ≤ N0 with fixed
equivalency constants because there are only a finite number of them. The uniformity in
q0 ≤ q ≤∞ is obtained because the constants of equivalence are continuous functions of 1/q
for fixed N , and hence these constants achieve a finite maximum on the compact interval
[0,1/q0]. In summary, we obtain that all the (quasi-)norms in (i) and (ii) are equivalent on Pr

with equivalency constants only depending on r.
Finally, let us use the norm in (i) with q =∞ and the norm in (iii) with q = 2, for Q=QI,j ,

j = 1, . . . , ρ (recall the QI,j ’s form an orthonormal basis for Pr in the Hilbert space L2(µI)).
We have shown that these two norms are equivalent, from which we obtain that

1≍ ‖QI,j‖L∞(I),

which proves (41). �
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A.2. Proof of Lemma 4.4. Note that if a < 1, there is nothing to prove. For a≥ 1, the
following holds

∫ ∞

a

tqe−t2/2 dt=

∫ ∞

a

(tq−1e−t2/4)(te−t2/4)dt

≤
(
max
t≥1

tq−1e−t2/4

)∫ ∞

a

te−t2/4 dt≤Cqe
−a2/4.

�

A.3. Proof of Lemma 5.4. First, let us observe that

(163)
∑

k≥0

2ake−c2bkτ ≤
∑

k≥0

2a0ke−c2b0kτ , τ ≥ 1.

Note that there is a k̄ = k̄(a0, b0, c) such that

(164) a0k ≤ c

2
(2b0k − 1), k ≥ k̄.

Hence, we have

(165)
k̄∑

k=0

2a0ke−c2b0kτ ≤ e−cτ
k̄∑

k=0

2a0k ≤C(a0, b0, c)e
−cτ ,

and
(166)
∑

k>k̄

2a0ke−c2b0kτ ≤ e−cτ
∞∑

k>k̄

2a0ke−c(2b0k−1)τ ≤ e−cτ
∞∑

k>k̄

e−
c
2
(2b0k−1) ≤C(a0, b0, c)e

−cτ ,

where we have used the definition of k̄ and the fact that τ ≥ 1. This completes the proof of
the lemma. �

A.4. Proof of Lemma 6.1. We denote by

(167) β̄ := µy,σ(B) :=
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

B

e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

dx,

and will show that β̄ < 1
2
. Observe that

(168) 1− ᾱ=
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

Bc

e−‖x‖2/2σ2

dx, 1− β̄ =
1

(2πσ2)RR2

∫

Bc

e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

dx.

Since

(169) ‖y‖2 = ‖x‖2 − ‖x− y‖2 − 2〈x− y, y〉,
and 〈z, y〉 is an odd function of z, we have

‖y‖2
2σ2

=
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

Rd

1

2σ2

(
‖x‖2 − ‖x− y‖2

)
e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

dx

=
1

(2πσ2)m/2

∫

Rd

− ln

(
exp(−‖x‖2/2σ2)

exp(−‖x− y‖2/2σ2)

)
e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

dx.(170)
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We divide the last integral into integrals over the sets B and Bc and use Jensen’s inequality
and the convexity of (− lnx) to obtain

‖y‖2
2σ2

= β̄

∫

B

− ln

(
exp(−‖x‖2/2σ2)

exp(−‖x− y‖2/2σ2)

)
e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

(2πσ)m/2β̄
dx

+ (1− β̄)

∫

Bc

− ln

(
exp(−‖x‖2/2σ2)

exp(−‖x− y‖2/2σ2)

)
e−‖x−y‖2/2σ2

(2πσ)m/2(1− β̄)
dx

≥−β̄ ln

(
ᾱ

β̄

)
− (1− β̄) ln

(
1− ᾱ

1− β̄

)
.(171)

Now, if β̄ ≥ 1/2, we will show that ‖y‖2 ≥−σ2 ln(5ᾱ) which would contradict the assump-
tions of the lemma.

Note that the first term above is lower bounded by

(172) −β̄ ln

(
ᾱ

β̄

)
≥−1

2
ln(2ᾱ).

On the other hand, the second term is lower bounded by

(173) −(1− β̄) ln

(
1− ᾱ

1− β̄

)
≥ (1− β̄) ln

(
1− β̄

)
≥ min

0<t<1
{t ln(t)}=−e−1.

We use these bounds in (171) to obtain that

(174) ‖y‖2 ≥−σ2[ln(2ᾱ) + 2e−1] =−σ2 ln(2e2/eᾱ)≥−σ2 log(5ᾱ),

and this completes the proof of the lemma. �
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