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Abstract: The paper concerns the problem of pointwise adaptive estima-
tion in regression when the noise is heteroscedastic and incorrectly known.
The use of the local approximation method, which includes the local poly-
nomial smoothing as a particular case, leads to a finite family of estimators
corresponding to different degrees of smoothing. Data-driven choice of lo-
calization degree in this case can be understood as the problem of selection
from this family. This task can be performed by a suggested in Katkovnik
and Spokoiny (2008) FLL technique based on Lepski’s method. An impor-
tant issue with this type of procedures — the choice of certain tuning param-
eters — was addressed in Spokoiny and Vial (2009). The authors called their
approach to the parameter calibration “propagation”. In the present paper
the propagation approach is developed and justified for the heteroscedastic
case in presence of the noise misspecification. Our analysis shows that the
adaptive procedure allows a misspecification of the covariance matrix with
a relative error of order (logn)~!, where n is the sample size.
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1. Introduction

Consider a regression model
1/2
Y=Ff+%/"e, e~N(0,I,) (1.1)

with response vector Y € R™ and unknown diagonal covariance matrix Yy =
diag(og ;,...,08,) . Let X be a Borel subset of R™ and X; be fixed elements
of X. Denote by f : X — R the unknown regression function, then with
f=(f(X1),...,f(X,))" model (1.1) can be written as

}/;;:f(Xi)+0'07iEi, 1=1,...,n. (12)

Given a point x € X', the target of estimation is the value of f(z). The idea is
to replace model (1.2) by a local parametric model

where o; > 0 are known, Up(x) ef {t: ||t —=z]| < h/2} and 8 € © C R? is
an unknown parameter to be estimated. Denote by ¥ = (Uy,...,¥,) a pxn
design matrix. In the considered set-up the covariance matrix g is not known

exactly and ¥ = diag(o?,...,02) stands for the available covariance matrix.

rYn

Then the approximate model used instead of the true one reads as follows:
y=v"0+x"% (1.4)

Employing inside of Uj(z) one of the well-developed parametric methods we
can estimate 6 by 5(y1, ...y Ya; ), and then use the estimator fa(Yl,...,Yd)(x)
based on the observations from the “true” model (1.2) for estimation of f(z).
Therefore we have to choose the local model (correspondingly, the collection
of estimators of fg(-),0 € ©) and the appropriate degree of locality h. This
method of local approximation originated from [38], [8], [20], [39], [21], [22], [41],
[23]. In what follows we consider approximation by local linear models of the
type:

Y = \1110 + 0; €4, i Xl S Uh(CC), (15)
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where U; = U(X;) = (¢1(X;—x),...,¥,(X;—x)) " is a vector of basis functions
{¢;(-)} which already are fixed. Thus the model is misspecified in two places:
in the form of the regression function and in the error distribution. The main
issue then is to choose the appropriate bandwidth h such that the estimator

def

f5, () = D0 (2)5(0) (1.6)

p
=1

J

built on the base of localized data would provide a relevant estimator for f(z).
For this purposes the bandwidths selection should be done in a data-driven way,
and this problem can be formulated as adaptive selection from the finite family
{5, () }n>0 - Notice also that the coefficients 0\ (2) as well as their estimators
depend on z and should be calculated for every particular point of interest x .
On the other side the localization reduces influence of the choice of the functions
{¢;(-)} allowing to use simple collections.

The proposed approach includes the important class of polynomial regres-
sions, see [11], [23], [32], [42]. For example in the univariate case x € IR, due
to the Taylor theorem, the approximation of the unknown function f(¢) for ¢
close to = can be written in the following form: fo(t) = 00 + 0 (¢t — z) +
co POt — )P~ /(p — 1)! with the parameter 8 = () 91 . gP=1)T
corresponding to the values of f(-) and its derivatives at the point z, if they
exist. The design matrix ¥ then consists of the columns

U= (1, Xi =2, (XK= -1, i=1,...n,

and corresponds to the well known polynomial smoothing. If the regression
function is sufficiently smooth, then, up to a reminder term, for any ¢ close to x,
f(t) = fo(t) and the estimator of f(x) at x is given by f(z) = f5,,(z) = 00,
More details on the local polynomial estimation can be found, for instance, in
[11], [32] or [42]. The local constant fit at a given point x € IR is covered as
well with p = 1. In this case the “design” matrix is a row ¥ = (1,...,1) and
fo(X;) = \IIZ-TO =0 = fo(z), i =1,...,n. This type of approximation in our
set-up with known constant noise is treated in [24] and [37].

Nonparametric estimation in heteroscedastic regression under the Lo losses
was studied in [18], [19] and series of papers [13], [14], [15]. One should mention
very interesting paper [9] on aggregation estimation under empirical losses in
heteroscedastic Gaussian regression. For estimation of the mean with Lo -risk
in Gaussian homoscedastic model with unknown variance the penalties allowing
to deal with the complexity of such a collection of models were proposed in [4].
However the problem of “local model selection” addressed in the present paper
is quite different to the model selection in the sense of [5] and [33] related to
estimation with global risk. In this set-up an amazing progress is achieved for
the model selection in heteroscedastic not necessary Gaussian regression model
in [2], [3], [35]. The minimax pointwise estimation in heteroscedastic regression
is in focus of [7].

imsart-ejs ver. 2011/01/24 file: regress_EJS_publ_Ol.tex date: June 7, 2018



Nora Serdyukova/Adaptation in heteroscedastic regression 864
2. Estimation procedure
2.1. Local parametric estimation

Using the conceptual framework given in the introduction we choose the maxi-
mum likelihood estimation as a parametric method used inside of a smoothing
window. Let us briefly recall the idea of the local likelihood method dating back
to [6] and [40].

If the response variables Y; are independent and have a density v(y, s(X;)),
then the joint log-density of the sample is given by L(s) = >_" ; logv(Y;, s(X;))
leading to the “global” maximum likelihood estimation. Let as before fg(-) be a
function entirely described by a vector 8 € ® C RP. The local likelihood model
does not assume that s(X;) = fo(X;), but one fits the “parametric” model
locally within the smoothing window described by weights W(z) = {w;(x)}, .
The local log-likelihood is defined as

LOW,0) = Zlogv(Yi, Jo(X:))w;(x). (2.1)

i=1

The local likelihood estimator @ (z) is a maximizer of this weighted sum, 6 (z) =
argmaxg L(W, 0) . It is worth pointing out that in spite of the term “local likeli-
hood” seems to be standard, see [32] for example, if the weights w; are allowed
to take values different from zero and one, the quantity defined by (2.1) is not
a log-likelihood in the probabilistic sense even if the data indeed locally follows
the parametric model with v(Y;, fo(X;)) for all ¢ : w;(z) > 0. However, the lo-
cal, or more correctly, weighted log-likelihood inherits most of useful properties
from its “global” counterpart, c.f. Proposition 4.3. And — what is of particular
importance — the true value of the parameter 8 maximizes the expectation of
(2.1), see [32] p.72. This property in more general set-up leads to the minimum
contrast —L(W, 0) estimation.

Leaving the computational aspects aside, the key issue of this method is a
proper choice of the largest smoothing window where the parametric fit fg is
still adequate. Putting differently, if we consider a finite collection of smoothing
windows and corresponding (quasi) MLE’s, the target is a data-driven selection
from this family. In what follows we explore this approach.

Fix a point # € R? as a center of localization and basis {1/;}. Denote by

U, =U(X; — )= (1 (Xi =), 0p(Xi =)', i=1,...,n,

the vectors of basis functions centered at z. For the next nonparametric “se-
lection” step we need a sequence of nested windows. Let for every = a finite
sequence of scales Wy (z), k=1,..., K, be given by matrices

Wi (x) = diag(wk,1(x), . .., Wkn(x)),

where the weights wy, ;(x) € [0, 1] can be understood, for instance, as smoothing
kernels wy,;(z) = W((X; —2)h;, ') . A particular localizing function w. (z) is
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assumed to be fixed; the aim is to choose on the base of available data an index
k of an “optimal” scale. To simplify the notation we sometimes suppress the
dependence on the reference point . Denote by

W, & 5-1/2)), 7-1/2 — diag (ML; o w’g") L k=1,... K. (2.2
Ul Un

Let © be a compact subset of RP. Inside of any window given by Wy, k =
1,... K, according to (2.1) for each k we calculate the (quasi) MLE 6 =

Or(z) = 00 (z),....6007 V(@)T of 6:

05, 1 argmaxL(W, 0), (2.3)
0co

where L(Wy, 0) is the weighted log-likelihood corresponding to the joint dis-
tribution of independent sample with Y; ~ N (¥,6,07):

L(ka 0)

1< ;
—3 D i- q/j0|2“;’; +R (2.4)
=1 g

= —%(Y —w"0) "W, (Y —¥'"0) +R.

Here R stands for the terms independent of 6. If the pxp matrix By = By(x)
given by

B, Y ow, v =Y wuf “;’“; (2.5)
i=1 i

is positive definite at the point x, Bg(z) > 0, then 0, = ak(x) given by

y -1 -1 = Wk, i
6, = B_'YW,Y =B, Z%Yi7 (2.6)

i=1 ?

is a linear estimator. Recall that in the case of polynomial basis {tq}’q);é for

every fixed k the first coordinate of 8 (z) is the local polynomial estimator for
the value of f(x).

In what follows we assume that n > p and detBy(z) > 0 for any k =
1,..., K. One needs to keep in mind that for example, if w; . = W((- —x)h; ')
is a finitely supported kernel function, one can always find a bandwidth hy
so small that the matrix Bj(z) is degenerated. This implies that the smallest
value of h; should be chosen in order to guarantee Bj(x) = 0. More precisely
we assume the following:

(A1) The p x n matric Wy (z) is of full row rank, that is its rows are
linearly independent as the Euclidean vectors.

Remark 2.1. In view of Assumption (A2) below in Section 2.2 it is sufficient
to formulate this assumption only for k& = 1, the positive definiteness of other
By ’s follows automatically.
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Remark 2.2. The empirical semi-norm of a function g(-) given by |g||? =
n~tY " g%(Xi), X; € X, is generated by the “empirical” scalar product as-
sociating the scalar product in R™: (g, f), =n"' >, g(X;)f(X;) with the
functions g(-) and f(-). Given a weight function s(-) > 0 one can define in a
similar way a weighted empirical scalar product

n

(G Fyms =171 > g(Xi) F(X)s(X)

i=1

and the corresponding weighted empirical semi-norm. Thus we see that given
o(-) > 0 and a collection of functions {wy.(x)}< , the matrices n™'By(x)
are the Gram matrices of the localized basis functions 1,...,1, centered at
x, that is, for any k=1,..., K we have

n”'Bi(2) = (Yo (- = 2) Wk, Yo = 2k 0o )1<v<nsp,

where

n

(g(- = 2) /W, [ =)Wk o =1 D g(Xi — 2) f(X; — 2)wp i (2)o; >

i=1

with o; = 0(X;) > 0 and wyi(z) = wg x, (z) . It is well known that any Gram
matrix is non-negative definite. Correspondingly, By > 0 if and only if the
rows of W, (x)!/? are linearly independent. In view of (A2) it is sufficient to
formulate this assumption only for k = 1. We require slightly more: the rows
of YW, (z) to be independent. This guarantees that all the variances Var[0}]
are non-degenerated. Indeed, from (3.1) below we have Var[6)] = B;lﬁcBgl ;
where ]évk(:zz) = OW, X)W, ¥ is a Gram matrix of the same as By(z) type,
but generated by the scalar products (g(- — z)wy,. , f(- — 2)wk, )n.o

The formulas in (2.6) give a sequence of estimators {6y (z)}HE, . It was no-
ticed in [1] that in the case when the true data distribution is unknown the
QMLE is a natural estimator for the parameter maximizing the expected log-
likelihood. That is, for every k =1,..., K, the estimator 6(z) can be consid-
ered as an estimator of

0;.(z) 4 argmaxEL (W, 0) (2.7)
0co
= argmin(f — ¥ ) W,(f-¥'0)
6co
_ _ - Wi, i
- Bkl‘I’ka:Bklz\I]if(Xi)%' (2.8)
i=1 K

Recall that we do not assume f = ¥'@ even locally. It is known from [43]

that in the presence of a model misspecification for every k& the QMLE 51@ is
a strongly consistent estimator for 67 (z), which also is the minimizer of the
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weighted Kullback-Leibler [27] information criterion:

0;(r) = argminZKL N (f(Xi),00) , N (V] 0,0:)) wi ()

oco “—

= argmin X —W:@QM
amin Y |7(X,) — W] 0 2

i=1 i
with KL(P, Pg) “ Ep [log (AP/dPs)] . For properties of the Kullback-Leibler
divergence see, for example, [42].

It follows from the above definition of 67 (z) and from (2.3) that the QMLE

51@ admits a decomposition into deterministic and stochastic parts:

6, =B 'OW,(f +3/%) = 0} + B, ' UW, 5}/ % (2.9)
E6,, = 6}, (2.10)

where € ~ N (0,1,,). Notice that if f = '8, then 0} = 6 for any k, and
the classical parametric set-up takes place.

2.2. Adaptive bandwidth selection

Let a point # € & C R™, basis {;} and method of localization w. .)(z) be
fixed. The crucial assumption for the procedure under consideration to work
is that the localizing schemes (scales) Wy (z) = diag(wg1(2), ..., wg () are
nested, see Remark 2.6. We say that the localizing schemes are nested if for the

corresponding matrices the following ordering condition is fulfilled:

(A2) For any fized x and the method of localization with w(. .y(x) > 0 the
following relation holds:

Wi(x) < ... <Wi(z) < ... < Wk(2).

The inequalities are understood componentwise: for 1 <1 <k < K W(z) <
Wi(z) & wyi(x) —w(x) >0 forall i =1,...,n. For the kernel smoothing
this condition means the following. Given a sequence of bandwidths 0 < h; <
co < hp <. < hg <1 let wy,(v) = W((X; —x)h; ') € [0,1] be such that
W(u/hi) < W(u/hg) for any 0 < hy < hy, <1, and W(u) — 0 as |ju| — oo,
or even is compactly supported. Also it is intrinsically assumed that, starting
from the smallest window, at every step of the procedure every new window
contains at least p new design points.

Given the point z € X', basis {1;} and method of localization w. .)(z), we
look for the estimator fz(z) of f(x) having form (1.6), where the coefficients

U (x) are the components of the estimator

0(z) < 0p(x) = (0 (@), ....09 ()T, (2.11)
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corresponding to the adaptive choice of the index ke {1,..., K}, ie. to the
choice of the scale. One should keep in mind that ¥ is a random variable taking
values in {1,...,K}.

The selection of 8(z) from {By(z)}, k = 1,...,K, can be done by appli-
cation of the Lepski [28] method to comparing of the maximized log-likelihoods
L(Wy, 8y,) . This is the idea of the fitted local likelihood (FLL) technique sug-
gested in [24]. More precisely, to describe the test statistic, define for any 0,
0’ € © the corresponding log-likelihood ratio:

L(W;,0,0) L L(W,,0) —L(Wy,0), (2.12)
with L(Wy, 0) defined by (2.4).
For every [ =1,..., K, the “fitted” log-likelihood ratio is defined as follows:

L(W1,01,0) = maxT.(Wi,0,0).
S

By Lemma 4.2, for any scale index [ and parameter vector 6 this quantity is

quadratic in 6: _ B _
2L(W,;,0,,0) = (6, —0) ' B,(6, — ).

This prompts, see Remark 2.6, to use the FLL-statistics:

Ty QL(Wz,gz,ék)

= (0,—6,)" B0, —0,), |<E. (2.13)

In the algorithm (2.14) the scale corresponding to k = 1 is assumed to pro-
vide By > 0 and to be sufficiently small assuring nonsignificant deviation of
the parametric fit from the true model and k = 1 is always accepted. Then
the adaptive index k is selected by Lepski’s selection rule with the FLL test
statistics {Tjm} :

k=max{k <K :Tjm <3,1<l<m<k}. (2.14)

Finally put 0= 5@ .

The procedure (2.14) involves parameters 31,...,3x—1. As in the classical
Lepski procedure, c.f. 28] and [30], the inequalities in (2.14) control the risk of
estimators for the case of dominating bias. The opposite case of the negligible
w.r.t. the noise bias can be easily controlled in view of the Wilks-type result of
Proposition 4.3, c.f. Corollary 4.4 and Remark 2.6:

E[2L(Wg, 8k, 03)" < C(p,r) (2.15)

with the constant C'(p,r) explicitly given by (4.8) in Appendix.

Let Ek denote the last accepted estimate after the first k£ steps of the pro-

cedure: et~
0, = Bmin{k,ﬁ}' (2.16)

Suppose at this step that the critical values 31,...,3x—1 have being fixed sat-
isfying the following set of K — 1 conditions:
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Definition 2.1. Propagation conditions (PC)
Let for a given o € (0,1] and r > 0 the critical values 31,...,3x—1 Satisfy

Eo.5|(0x — 0x) "B(0x — 0,)[" < aC(p,7) forall k=2,...,K, (217

where C(p,r) is defined by (4.8) and Eo s stands for the expectation w.r.t. the
measure N (0,X) .

Remark 2.3. “True” value of 6. Lemma 4.1 from Section 4 shows that in the
“no bias” situation the Gaussian distribution provides a nice pivotality property:
the actual value of the parameter 6 is not important for the risk of adaptive
estimate, so one can put @ =0 in (2.17).

Remark 2.4. Calculation of the thresholds. Clearly at any step k < K of
the algorithm the “current value” of the adaptive estimator 6; depends on the
thresholds 31,...,3k—1 . The theoretical aspects related to the heteroscedasticity
of model and incorrectly known variance is the focus of the present paper. Thus
we do not detail the practical aspects of the thresholds calibration only men-
tioning that in practice this can be done by Monte Carlo simulations under the
known “parametric” measure N (0,%). Moreover one needs to calculate them
only once. For detailed consideration of the practical aspects of the calibration as
well as for the computational results see [37] or [24] focused on the image denois-
ing by local constant fitting, where the similar idea was proposed. Demo-versions
of the software are available on the web page http://www.cs.tut.fi/ lasip/.

Remark 2.5. Loss power r and “confidence” level « . The choice of the pa-
rameters a and r is free and depends only on desired accuracy results and
procedure performance. The basic oracle result of Theorem 3.3 is formulated in
terms of polynomial loss function with index r/2. Therefore the choice of r
in the PC’s determines the final risk bounds. The constant « appears in the
second order term of the bound.

A detailed explanation of the heuristics behind the PC’s and the role of the
parameters r and « from the hypothesis testing point of view is given in [37],
pp- 2789-2790. Below in Remark 2.6 we present other heuristics for the procedure
and PC’s, also explaining why o < 1. Here we just mention that the result of
Proposition 3.1 shows that up to the constants the critical values 31,...,3x-1
are of the form 3, = Cir(K — k) + Cylog(K/a) + C5 . Therefore the high value
of r along with small « enlarge 3i’s and make the procedure less sensitive to
deviations of the parametric fit from the true model resulting in acceptance of
a larger smoothing window. Small r and « close to one may result in a less
stable performance of the procedure and undersmoothing. The free choice of
these parameters allows a practical adjustment of the procedure to a particular
data set.

Remark 2.6. Some heuristics behind the procedure. Let us give an explanation
in the spirit of the example with two Holder classes (naturally nested w.r.t. the
smoothness parameters!) from [28], p.2. Let we have only two scales Wy (z) <

Wa(x) and, correspondingly, two MLE estimators 64 (x) and 02(z). The aim is
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to select automatically from {81,865} . Assume that the noise is known and that
either the parametric model (1.4) is true “globally”, i.e. on W, and consequently
(due to (A2)) on Wi, either (1.4) is satisfied only on W, . Two wrong choices
are possible:

(I 6 = 6, in the global parametric situation when the correct estimator is
0s;

(I1) 6 = 6, when the parametric model is true only on W, and the correct
estimator is 51 .

These two situations are highly asymmetric. _

Consider (I). Here 87 = 05 = 6 and E = Eg, that is Egf; = 0] =
0; = Egag . We have accepted the worst estimator corresponding to the smaller
amount of data @ = @, with larger variance. Since Wi (z) < Wa(z), by (3.2)
we have Var@; = B! = By! = Var 6, for the binary weights; for the non-
binary weights in [0, 1] Var 0, < Bfl, = 1,2, and the matrices Bfl serve
as monotonized bounds for the variances. Adding and subtracting L(Wg,ég)
we get _ o _

L(W5,6,0)[{8 = 0,} = L(W>,0,,0,) + L(W3,0,,6).

Let r = 1. The risk of this log-likelihood ratio is
Eg|2L(W2,0,0)|[{0 = 0.} < Eg|2L(W2,01,805)| +Eg[2L(Ws,05,8)|.

The second term of the RHS is bounded with C(p,1) by Corollary 4.4. On
the contrary, the first term related to the “pure noise” (the value 6 can-
cels in 52 — 61) by the second statement of Lemma 4.7 can be much larger
than C(p,1). However, because the distribution of this quantity does not de-
pend on the unknown parameter 6, its risk can be easily controlled by the
choice of the threshold 3; . Thus we have arrived at the PC: 3; should provide
Eg|2L(W3,01,602)] < aC(p,1) with some a € (0,1].

In a general case at this place one needs exponential inequalities to bound the
large deviations of the stochastic term in the “no noise” situation. For analysis
of large deviations of a contrast function related to the considered here approach
see [17].

Turn now to (II). Here 67 # 07 . Similarly to the previous case we have

E[2L(W1,0,0})[I{6 = 65} < E[2L(W1,0,0,)| + E[2L(W, 0:,67%)|

and as in (I) the second term of the RHS is bounded with C(p,1). But one
can say nothing about the first term and the only way to control it is the
procedure: we say that the choice @ = 63 is acceptable in this situation if
21(W1,01,05) < 31, where 3; is the threshold fixed by the PC. To choose
from more than two estimators the selection rule at every step k accepts the
estimator 6y if and only if 2L(Wy,80,,0;) <3 for all [ < k with the proviso
that 6k—1 had been accepted at the previous step of the procedure.
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Note also that exactly this part of the procedure can cause the well-known
oversmoothing effect of the Lepski-type procedures, because one admits over-
smoothing in the range of threshold. The threshold corresponding to the oracle
scale presents also in the leading term of the risk, c.f. Theorem 3.3. That is why
it is so important to select the smallest possible sequence of thresholds and it
is shown in [37] p. 2791 that the PC’s provide such a sequence. However, to
fix the thresholds by simulations as in [37] the exact knowledge of the noise is
required. This explains the interest of the author to the noise misspecification
and generalization of the propagation approach to this set-up.

3. Theoretical study

In order to infer on the admissible level of misspecification for “model” co-
variance matrix from (1.4) we need to introduce a parameter 0 reflecting the
relative variability in errors:

(A83) There exists 6 € [0,1) such that
1—5§J§)i/01-2 <146 foral i=1,...,n.

Remark 3.1. Clearly, the value of § is not available. This parameter is used

to trace the influence of the erroneously known noise. The procedure given
by (2.13), (2.14) and (2.17) does not require knowledge of ¢ or of the true
covariance matrix .

3.1. Upper bound for the critical values

For any real symmetric matrices A and B we write A < B if 9T A9 <9 B9
for all vectors ¥, or, equivalently, if and only if the matrix B— A is nonnegative
definite. Assuming (A3), the true covariance matrix Yo < 3(1 + 4), and the
variance of the estimate 5k is bounded with B,;l :

Vi © Varf, = B;'UW,S,W, ¢ B! (3.1)
(1+0)B, ' TW,SW, ¥ B, !
1+ 0)B es 2w 12e TB, !

) By
1+6) ;1@271/2Wk271/2‘IITBI:1
1+9)

)

PN

PN

B
B
B, 'YW, ¥ B, '

14+0)B, . (3.2)

(
(
(
= (

The last inequality follows from the observation that all entries of the diagonal
“weight” matrix Wy do not exceed one, implying W7 < Wj, . The strict equality
takes place if {wg,;} € {0,1} and the noise is known, i.e. if § = 0. To justify
the procedure it is necessary to show that the critical values fixed by (PC') are
finite. This will be obtained under the following assumption:
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(A4) Let for some constants ug and u such that 1 < uy < u for any
2 <k < K the matrices By satisfy

upl, < B ? BB, * < ul,

Remark 3.2. In the “one dimensional case” p = 1, that is for the local constant
fitting, the “matrix” Bj = Z?:l wkﬂ-ai_2 > By is just a weighted “local
sample size”. Assume for simplicity that ¢ = o2, the weights are rectangular
kernels wy ;(z) = I{|X; — #| < hi/2} and the design is equidistant. Then for
n sufficiently large

1 1 i hi, hy
B, = — Hl—- - < —lx
n o "7 po? ; {|n ol < 2

ﬁu

and Assumption (A44) with up = u means that the bandwidths grow geomet-
rically: hy = uhg—1 .

Now we are able to demonstrate the finiteness of the critical values.

Proposition 3.1. Theoretical choice of the critical values

Assume (Al) — (A2) and (A4). The adaptive procedure defined by (2.13),
(2.14) and (2.17) is well defined in the sense that the choice of the critical values
of the form

B = % {T(K —k)logu + log (K/a) — EIOg(l —4p) —log(1 —u™") + C(p, T)}

(3.3)
provides the conditions (2.17) for all k < K . Particularly,

Eox|(0x — 0) Bk (6x — 0)|" < aC(p,r). (3.4)

In (3.3) w € (0,1/4) is an arbitrary constant, u > 1 is given by Assumption
(A4), r>0 and a € (0,1] are from the PC’s, and

o 2D /2T (2
e e (= it

The proof is given in Section 4.2.

Remark 3.3. Dependence of the thresholds on the parameters r and « in
connection with the performance of the procedure is discussed in Remark 2.5.
Dependance on the number of scales. For kernel estimators, c.f. Remark 3.2,
Assumption (A4) essentially means a geometrical grid of bandwidths hjy_; =
u~'hy implying hy = u=E"Dhg . Thus (K — 1)logu = log(hk/h1), where
logu is a fixed constant, say equal to log2. Since hx <1 and hy; > 1/n, the
number of scales is at most of order logn, that is K =< log(hx/h1) < logn
and is related to the “adaptive factor” to pay for the pointwise adaptation,
c.f. (2.11) in [31] p. 2518 and the discussion therein. The leading term in (3.3)
is const.(K — k) and it shows that the thresholds 35 linearly decrease in k
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providing stability of the procedure at the first steps and sensitivity to deviations
of the parametric fit from the true model at the further steps of the algorithm.
The thresholds are at most of order logn and this “log” disappears at the
“last point” k = K . That is if the parametric assumption is true, there is no
“log-payment”, c.f. Remark 3.6.

3.2. Quality of estimation in the nearly parametric case

The critical values of the procedure j31,...,3x-1 were selected by the propa-
gation conditions (2.17) under the measure A (0, X)that is probably not con-
firmed by the data. Let now the maximizers of the expected local log-likelihoods

1,...,0) are only approximately equal, say to 6, up to some k < K and the
covariance matrix is Y. The meaning of “approximately equal” will be ex-
plained below.

The aim is to justify the use of the critical values in this situation. For
this purposes we study the discrepancy between the joint distributions of lin-
ear estimators 6,...,0; for k = 1,..., K under the “no bias” assumption
corresponding to the distributions with mean 67 = --- = 6;, = 6 and pos-
sibly incorrectly specified covariance matrix Y, and in the general situation
with 07 # -+ # 0}, and covariance Xy . Denote the expectations w.r.t. these
measures by Eg s :=Er g5 and Eg 5, := Ej ¢ 5, respectively and the p x k
matrix of the first k& estimators and the expectations correspondingly by

©r = (61,....0),

* def ~ * *
Gk — Ef720®k:( 17"'70k)’
0, ¥ Eex0,=(9,...,0).

Let A® B stand for the Kronecker product of matrices A = (a; ;)1<i<m,1<j<n
and B defined as

annB  a;2B -+ a1, B
A @ B = ang ang s aan
amlB amQB T amnB
~ ~T ~T
Denote the pk x pk covariance matrices of vec®] = (0, ,...,0, ) € RP* by
e Y Varg.s[vec ©)] = Di(J, ® )DJ (3.5)
Sho = Vargs,[vec©y] = Di(Jy © o)D), (3.6)

where the matrix Jy is a k X k matrix with all its elements equal to 1, and
the pk x nk block diagonal matrix Dy, is defined as follows:

Dk d:Cf Dl@@Dk:dlag(Dh?Dk)u

D Y B'OW,, 1=1,... k. (3.7)
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By Lemma 4.8 from Section 4 under Assumption (A3) with the same ¢ the
similar relation holds for the covariance matrices ¥j; and Xj o of the sets of
linear estimators:

(1-0)2p 2 g0 2 (140X, k<K. (3.8)

In spite of by Lemma 4.10 the moment generating function of vec Ok has
the form corresponding to the multivariate normal distribution this representa-
tion makes sense only if Xy is nonsingular. Notice that rank(Jx ® ¥) = n.
From Jxg ® ¥ > 0 it follows only that X > 0, similarly, 3, ¢ = 0. However,
without any additional assumptions it is easy to show, see Lemma 4.9, that for
rectangular kernels 3 > 0. On the other hand, due to (3.8), it is enough to
require nonsingularity only for the matrix Xy corresponding to the approxi-
mate model (1.4), and its choice belongs to a statistician. In what follows we
assume that X = 0.

Denote by Py, = N (vec Oy, ;) and by Pfy = N (vec®f,Zpo), k =
1,..., K, the distributions of vec ék under the assumption that the parametric
model (1.4) is true up to the scale k and under the assumption that nonpara-
metric model (1.1) takes place. Denote also the Radon-Nikodym derivative by

aer APF 5
lef —F.%0
APy,

(3.9)

Then Lemma 4.11 gives the Kullback-Leibler divergence between these mea-
sures:

2KL(PPf 5, Py )  2Ef 5, log(Zx)
_ det 3 1
= A(k) + lOg (m) + tr(Ek Ek@) —pk, (310)
where
Ak)y € bk) TS (k) (3.11)
b(k) ©f Vee O — vec Oy. (3.12)

If there would be no any “noise misspecification”, i.e. if § = 0 implying ¥ = ¥,

then A(k) =b(k)" =, 'b(k) = 2KL(]P]’§)Z, lPéiE) . Under Assumption (A2), the

quantity A(k) grows with &, so following the terminology suggested in [37], we

introduce the small modeling bias condition:

(SMB) Let for some k < K and 6 exist a finite constant A > 0 such that
Ak) < A.

Monotonicity of A(k) and (SMB) immediately imply that

sup A(l) < A.
1<I<k
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Relation (3.8) yields —pké < tr(2, 'Sy0) — pk < pkd. Thus the statement of
Lemma 4.11 gives a bound for the Kullback-Leibler divergence in terms of ¢ :

AW _ pho

pk
— —log(1
5 og(l+9) + 5 5

IN

KL(P§ 5, P ) (3.13)

pk A(k)  pkd
2log(l 9) + > + 5

Moreover, if 6 =d(n) and 6(n) — 0+ as n — 0o
A(k) — 2pkd + o(6) < 2KL(IPf 5, , Py ) < A(k) + 2pks + o(5). (3.14)

This means that, if for some k Assumption (SMB) is fulfilled and 6 =
O(1/K), then the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the measures PalfE and
P‘];,E[) is bounded by a small constant.

Now one can state the crucial property for obtaining the final oracle result.

Theorem 3.2. Propagation property
Assume (A1) — (A4) and (PC). Then for any k < K the following upper
bounds hold:

E|(6; — 0) B(6) — 0)|"/?

< Clp,r)2(1+6)PH4(1 — )27/ * exp < (5) Ak) 1
2(1-19)
E|(0), — 0x) ' Bi(6x — 0))"?
1/2 k/4 —3pk/4 A(k)
< (aC(p,r)) P14+ 6P (1 = 6) 7P  exp 90(5)2(1 —5
det |1 for homogeneous errors,
where p(0) =  23140) | otherwt
=gz — 1 otherwise.

Here 0y = 0y(x) is the QMLE defined by (2.3), 0 is the parameter from
(1.4), Oj(z) = bimink@(ac) is the adaptive estimate at the kth step of the proce-
dure, C(p,r) is the constant from the PC’s defined in (4.8) and p is the number
of basis functions used for the linear fitting.

The proof is given in Subsection 4.4.

Remark 3.4. Bounds (4.32) and (4.31) obtained in the proof of the theorem
(Section 4.4) give a condition on the relative error in the noise misspecification.
Let 6 = d(n) — 0+ as n — oo. Then for every k < K

s@@% — 2pké + 0(6) < log e x[Z}] < go(a)fL_k; + 2pk6 + o(0)

with Zj defined by (3.9). This bound implies, up to the additive constant
0.5log (aC(p, r)) , the same asymptotic behavior for the logarithm of the risk

of adaptive estimate log IEEHB}C/2 (61, — 61)||" at each step of the procedure. Be-
cause by (SMB) the quantity A(k) is supposed to be bounded by a small
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constant, and K is of order logn, see Remark 3.3, the expectation Eg x[Z7]
is small if 6 = O(1/logn) and, consequently, the risk E||Bi/2(5k — 0" is
bounded, c.f. (2.17). This means that for a plug-in estimator of the variance only
the logarithmic in sample size quality is needed. This observation is of partic-
ular importance, since it is known from [36] that over classes of functions with
bounded second derivative the rate n~1/2 of variance estimation is achievable
only for the dimension d < 8.

Remark 3.5. The propagation property guarantees that the adaptive pro-
cedure does not stop with large probability while A(k) is small, i.e., under
(SM B), and if the relative error ¢ in the noise is sufficiently small.

3.3. Quality of estimation in the nonparametric case: the oracle
result

Define the oracle index as the largest index k& < K such that (SM B) holds:

Y max{k < K : A(k) < A} (3.15)

Theorem 3.3. Let A(l) < A, i.e. the first estimator is always accepted in
the testing procedure. Let ¥ > 0 and k* be the oracle indez. Let:ék* be
the nonadaptive estimator defined by (2.6) corresponding to k* and 6 be an
output of the procedure (2.13) — (2.14). Then under (PC) and assumptions
(A1) — (A4),(SM B) and the risk between the adaptive and oracle estimators is
bounded with the following expression:

E|(6 — 0) By (6 — 0)]"/? (3.16)
A

< 3242 i (aC(p, T))1/2(1 + 5)pk*/4(1 _ 5)73pk*/4 exp {(p((S)m} )

where p(6) 1is as in Theorem 3.2 and C(p,r) is the constant from the PC'’s
defined in (4.8).

Remark 3.6. The second term in the RHS of (3.16) is bounded with a constant
with the proviso that 6 = O(1/logn), see Remark 3.4, and the leading term is
5242 that by Proposition 3.1 has the form 35« = C17(K —k*)+Cslog(K/a)+Cs5 .
The leading term K is at most of order logn, see Remark 3.3, and is the
unavoidable payment for the pointwise adaptation, see Theorem 2 on the lower
bound in [28]. This term cancels if k* = K, that is when the deviation of
the parametric fit from the true model is not significant for all observations.
This means that the parametric set-up takes place globally and there is no
adaptation involved. The canceling of the log term at the last point of the
range of adaptation in the rate is a common feature of this type procedures, sf.
(28], [30], [31].

The LHS of the inequality (3.16) is the mathematical expectation of the oracle
log-likelihood ratio [2L(W-, 8-, 8)|"/2, or the risk of the difference between
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the adaptive estimator 0 and its nonadaptive counterpart 5k* normalized by
the bound for the variance of the oracle estimator. Recall that by (3.2) in the case
of bmary weights the matrix B k* = Var Ok* generally we have only Var Ok* <
B,. . Loosely speaking, the result says that the risk of adaptive estimator is of
order of the oracle variance multiplied by the logarithmic factor zi« .

Proof. By the definition of the adaptive estimate 0= 5@ Because the events
{k <k*} and {k > k*} are disjunct, one can write

E|(6)- — 0) By (04 — 6)]"/?
= E|(0r — 0;) By (0y- — 67)]"/*1{k < k*}
+ E|(5k* — AéE)TBk* (Aék* — 5E)|T/2H{7€\ > k*}

If & < k* then ék* def émm{k*@ = 5@ Thus, to bound the first summand, it
is enough to apply Theorem 3.2 with k = k*.

To bound the second expectation, i.e. to bound the fluctuations of adaptive
estimate 6 at the steps of the procedure for which the (SM B) condition is not

fulfilled anymore, just notice that for k> k* the quadratic form coincides with
the test statistic Tk* %

(61~ — 0) By (6 — 0)
= (O —0;) By (0 — 0;) =T, %

But the index k was accepted by the procedure, this means that T, <3 for
all | <k and therefore for [ = k* . Thus

E|(8r — 0) By (01 — 0)"/?1{k > k*} < 372

3.4. Componentwise oracle risk bounds
3.5. Componentwise oracle risk bounds

Theorem 3.3 provides the oracle risk bound for the adaptive estimator 0( ) =
BA( ) of the parameter vector @(z) € RP corresponding to the estimator fg( x)
of type (1.6). It is interesting to have a look at the oracle quality of estimation
of the components 1), ... 0®) of the vector @ having in mind that the choice
of polynomial basis leads to the direct estimation of the value of regression
function and the derivatives by the coordinates of 6.

Denote by LPi(p — 1) a local polynomial estimator of order p — 1 corre-

sponding to the kth degree of localization and by LP®(p — 1) its adaptive

counterpart, i.e. LP%(p —1) = def LP;(p — 1). If the basis is polynomial and

the regression function f(-) is sufficiently smooth in a neighborhood of 2, then
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a(x) is the LP*(p—1) of the vector (f(z), f'(x),..., f® "V (x))" of the values
of the function f and its derivatives at the reference point x € R?.

Now we are going to obtain a similar to the previous section oracle result
for the components of the vector 6(x), particularly for ejTG(:v) ,j=1,....p,
where e; is the jth canonical basis vector in R” . As a corollary of this general
result in the case of polynomial basis we get an oracle risk bound for LP%(p—1)
estimator of the function f and its derivatives at the point x .

LPy(p—1) estimator of fU=1(z) is given by

@) = ¢ 0(x), i=1,....p, (3.17)
fk(;p) = f,go) (x) = efék(x)
Then the adaptive local polynomial estimators are defined as follows:
FU) = (), 7=1,...,p, (3.18)
flz) = ().

Similarly, the adaptive estimators of the function f and its derivatives corre-
sponding to the kth step of the procedure are given by

.

€j
.

€1

) D)

FO (@) el 0(), j=1,....p. (3.19)

Thus, if the basis is polynomial, the estimator f(:z:) ef Fo (z) is the LP(p—
1) estimator of the value f(z), and fU=D(z) with j = 2,...,p are, corre-
spondingly, the LP%(p—1) estimators of the values of its derivatives. However
the results of Theorems 3.3 and 3.9 hold for any basis satisfying the conditions
of the theorems. For the study below we need the following assumptions:

(AB) There exists a positive finite number Opmaq(k) such that for i : X; €
Up, (z), with the neighborhood of the estimation point Uy, (x) given by
Wi, the variances of errors from the parametric (known) model (1.4) are
locally uniformly bounded:

07 < Opae (k).

(A6) Let assumption (Ab) be satisfied. There exists a number Ay > 0 such
that for any k =1,..., K the smallest eigenvalue \,(By) > nhiAgo,2, (k)
for n sufficiently large.

Remark 3.7. The first assumption is not restrictive at all, since it is about
the known variance from the model we use for the construction of estimators.
The last assumption is stronger than the requirement By (z) > 0. Lemmas 1.5,
1.4 in [42] shows that this assumption holds for non-negative kernels, which are
bounded from below on a set of positive Lebesgue measure. The constant Ag
is related to the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix B from Lemma 3.13.
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Thus for any k= 1,... K and for any v € RP we have

2 =2
Tp—-1 Umam(k> 2 Umam(k) 2
B < —=—= < —=—= 3.20

2
mazx

Lemma 3.4. Let (A5) and (AG6) be satisfied. Then for any j=1,...,p and
k, k' =1,...K the following bound holds:

where 72, (k) L hax <i<k Oz (1) . Thus we have the following bound:

nthO 1 Th TS /2,7 =
(Z00)  lefBu—e]Bul < B @. - 0.

Proof. By (3.20) taking v = B,1€/2(5k — 6)) we have

|eTék — eijék/ |2

IN

105, — 0|2
—1/21/2, A "
= |B,"*B/*(6: - 00)|?

:2 (k) 1/2
—mar. 1B 0, — 0.2
> nhz“o || k ( k k)”

O

To obtain the “componentwise” oracle risk bounds we need to recheck the
“propagation property”. Firstly, notice that the “propagation conditions” (2.17)
on the choice the critical values 31,...,3x—1 imply the similar bounds for the

components ejTgk (x) . Recall that 0, < émin{k 7 - By (2.17), Lemma 3.4 and
the pivotality property from Lemma 4.1 we have the following simple observation

that serves as a componentwise counterpart of PC:

Lemma 3.5. Under the propagation conditions (PC) for any 0 € RP and all
k=2,..., K we have:

nhiAo \" ~ ~ ~
(50) Bosle]Bute) — B < EaslB G000
< aC(p,r).

Here Eo s stands for the expectation w.r.t. N (0,%) and C(p,r) is given by
(4.8).

As before we suppress the dependence on x . To get the propagation property
we study for £k = 1,..., K the joint distributions of eJ-TOl, .. .,ejTOk, that is
the distribution of e;ék , the jth row of the matrix ék . Obviously,

Ef,Eo[e;'rék] = 6;6* = (6;0?,,6;02),

Egyg[e;—rék] = e?@k = (6;0, ceey 6;0)
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Recall that the matrices 3y o and 3j have a block structure. Now, for instance,
to study the estimator of the first coordinate of the vector 8 = 0(x), or of f(x)
in the case of the polynomial basis, we take the first elements of each block and

so on. Denote the & X k covariance matrices of the jth elements of the vectors
01,...,0; by

‘ i~
Y = {COV&E [91(”795%)} }1glgmgk
= Dy ;(Jp® E)D;ja (3.21)
def ~(5) 7
Yroj = {COnyEo [efj)vog)]}lgzgmgk
= Dy (Jr ® S0)Dy ;. (3.22)

where J; is a k x k matrix with all its elements equal to 1, and the k x nk
block diagonal matrices Dy, ; is defined by

Dy ; o ejTD1 SRRy ejTDk, =k ® 6;)Dk
D Y B'OW, 1=1,... k. (3.23)
Moreover, the following representation holds:
-
Se; = (Ih®e) )Di(Ji@E)D) (ke )
= (I ®ej)TEk(Ik ®e;), (3.24)
where X is defined by (3.5). Similarly,
T
zkﬁoyj = (Ik ® ej) 2[610 (Ik (24 ej). (325)

Thus, the important relation (3.8) is preserved for Xy ; and X ; obtained
by picking up the (7, j) th elements of each block of ¥y and Xj ¢ respectively.
With usual notation v for the jth component of v € R¥, denote by

bi(k) = (e] (87— 0),....e] (6;—0)7
= (6;-0)D,... (0 -6)U)T eRF (3.26)
Aj(k) E b (k)T bs(k). (3.27)

Proposition 3.6. “Componentwise” propagation property
Under the conditions (Al) — (A6) and (PC) for any k < K the following
upper bound holds:

r/2
nh’ZAO Tp Ty r

max

< (amp A - oy e {05 O as)
with ¢(0) as in Theorem 3.2.
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Corollary 3.7. Let the basis be polynomial. Then under the conditions of the
preceding theorem E|f,5j71)(:1c) - A,(cjfl)(x)v satisfy (3.28)

Proof. The proof essentially follows the line of the proof of Theorem 3.2. If the
distributions of vec ®; were Gaussian, then any subvector is also Gaussian.
Denote by

PP =N ((€]6,....e]0)T,3,)

and by
k,j T p* T\ T
]PﬁJEo =N ((ej 01,....¢; 0) 72k,0,j)
k=1,..., K, the distributions of e;ék under the parametric assumption and

in the non-parametric case.
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 3.5

d T/Q N R
R0 N e Thu(2) — eTB(@)]" < (0B (Eox[22,])
T (k) J J P 5]

max

with the Radon-Nikodym derivative given by Zi; = dIPy% /dIPy% . By in-
equalities (3.24) and (3.25) the analog of (A3) is preserved for 3, ; and
3, , that is, there exists ¢ € [0,1) such that

(1- 5)Ek7j =X X0, = 1+ 6)Ek7j (3.29)

forany k < K and j =1,...,p. Then the assertion of the theorem follows by
the Taylor expansion at the point (e]6,...,e/0)" and (3.29) similarly to the
proof of Theorem 3.2. O

At this point we introduce the “componentwise” small modeling bias condi-
tions:

(SMBj) Let for some j=1,...,p, k(j) < K and V) = 6;0 exist a finite
constant A; > 0 such that

Aj(k(5) < 4y, (3.30)

where Aj(k) is defined by (3.27).

Definition 3.8. For each j =1,...,p the oracle index k*(j) 1is defined as the
largest index in the scale for which the (SMBj) condition holds, that is

k*(j) = max{k < K : A;(k) < A} (3.31)

Proposition 3.9. Assume (Al)—(A6) and (PC). Let hy, the smallest band-

width, be such that the first estimator e}@l(:v) is always accepted by the adap-
tive procedure. Let k*(j) be the oracle index defined by (3.31), j =1,...,p.
Then we have for the risk between the j th coordinates of the adaptive and oracle
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estimator the following bound:

hz ( )A /2 N ~
<7J(k)> Ele] Oy (j)(x) — €] 6(x)[" (3.32)

" r * —3pk* A
< 5L+ @B+ 0P A= 0 e {(0) 5

where ©(8) is as in Theorem 3.6.

Corollary 3.10. Let the basis be polynomial. Then under the conditions of the
preceding theorem the risk between the adaptive and oracle estimators

ElfY ) (@) — FI (@)

satisfy (3.32).

Remark 3.8. The statements of this and the preceding proposition are of the
same type that their vector counterparts. They are needed for asymptotical
results of the last section.

Proof. To simplify the notation we suppress the dependence on j in the index
k. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.3 we consider the disjunct events {k <
kE*} and {k > k*}. Therefore,
Ele] 6 () — e/ B()|"
= Ele] 0)-(z) — €] 0(x)|" I{k < k*}
+ Ele] 04 (z) — e 0(x)|" I{k > k*}.

By Lemma 3.4 and the definition of the test statistic T.. % the second summand
can be easily bounded:

nhd*Ao r/2 T s
(—;zai<k‘*>) Ele] 01 (a) = €] B I{k > 1)
< E|B/ (0 (z) — 6(2))|" I{k > k*}
< 52

To bound the first summand we use the “componentwise” analog of Theo-
rem 3.2, namely Theorem 3.6 that completes the proof. |

3.6. SMB and the bias-variance trade-off

It was shown in [37] that the small modeling bias (SM B1 here) condition given
by (3.30) can be obtained from the “bias-variance trade-off” relations. Notice
that our set-up includes the set-up from [37] as a particular (p = 0, § = 0,
o(-) = o is a known constant) case. To prove that the similar relation holds in
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the present case we need the following definition. Let the basis be polynomial.
Given a point x and method of localization w, for any j=1,...,p the “ideal
adaptive bandwidths”, see [30] and [31], is defined as follows:

k*(j) = max{k < K : by ;-1 (2) < Cj(w)ok,j(x)y/d(n)}, (3.33)

where C(w) is a constant depending on the choice of the smoother w,

brpo-n(z) = sup le]0;(z)— UV ()],

and f(©) stands for the function f itself. To bound the “modeling bias” A;(k)
we need the following assumption:

(A7) There exists a constant s; >0 such that for all k < K

-1 -1
Ek,j j sz

k,j,diag (334)

where Xy j dieg = diag (Vargj[e;'—gl (x)],... ,Varg,g[e;rgk(x)]) is a diagonal
matrix composed of the diagonal elements of 3, ;.
Remark 3.9. In order to understand the meaning and fulfillment of this as-

sumption let us consider for simplicity the case of p = 0 (local constant fitting).
Then (3.34) can be rewritten as

35> 0: Ry =3, 2 SuS, 12 = s, Yk <K,

where X = (cov[él, ém])lglgmgk is a kxk positive definite matrix, X giag =
diag(vq,...,v,) with vy = Varg s[0;] > 0, I = 1,...,k. We immediately see
the following:

1. Since Ry > 0, it is known that for any symmetric matrix A one can find
a sufficiently small in absolute value real number 7 s.t. Ry —7A > 0.
2. Ry = (pim)i<i<m<k is a correlation matrix with entries

Pim = (V1v) "% cov[0y, 0]

Moreover, 1 > pi, > 0 since for wy,; € [0,1] the estimators are strictly
positively correlated. Indeed,

b = (=5 YL

i i

~ ~ Wi\ _1 Wi\ 1 wl,iwm,iaai
covlBr,B,,] = (30 Mty 3 S0

3

Strict inequality takes place because the estimators have a common sup-
port and therefore are dependent. Below we shall see that (A7) essentially
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means that the estimators should not be correlated too strongly, which in
its turn is provided by the assumption on the “geometrical growth of the
scales”, i.e. by (A4).Indeed, since py, > 0, we have by direct calculations

(1 - pmaz)Ik j Rk j (1 - pmaz)Ik + pmaxJk7

where pmee = Maxi<jcm<k{pim} is the maximal correlation of the off-
diagonal elements of ) and Jj is a k x k matrix with all its elements
equal to one. Thus we see that s = (1 — ppas)” ' explodes when the
maximal correlation (except for the variations) is close to one.

3. Connection with (A4). Assume additionally that the weights w;,; =
{||X; — z|| < hy/2}. Then pf, = >, wii/(O; wm,i) for I < m and
vm/v = By/B,, = p}_ . Since u > ug > 1, assumption (A4) provides
0<u(Mm=D/2< p < yg D2

We have the following result:

Lemma 3.11. Let the weights {wy(x)} satisfy (4.19) and the basis be polyno-
mial {1,t —x, (t—x)%/2!,...,(t —2)P~1/(p— 1)} . Granted assumptions (A1)
— (A4) and (AT) for any (possibly fixred) n, any given point x, smoothing
function w and j=1,...,p the choice of k(j) = k*(j) defined by (3.33) with
d(n) = 1 implies the (SMBj) condition A;(k(j)) < A, with the constant
Aj < 25;C3(w)(1 - ug ')t < o0

Proof. Consider the quantity b;(k)"%?

k.j.diagli (k) . For the polynomial basis

e 0(x) = fU=Y(z). In view of (4.19) the matrix Xy j 4iag is particularly sim-
ple:

. Tp—1 Tp-1
3 jdiag = d1ag(ej Bi ej,...,e; B, e;)

. ~(j) ~(j)
= diag(Vare.s[0, (z)],..., Vargx[8) (2))),

that is Xy j diag is a diagonal matrix of the variances of the jth coordinates of
vectors 61,...,0y. Then by (A4) and (3.2)

E (1 Tp* _ £G-1) 2
3 |€- 0l f(] (.’I])|
bj(k)—rzk,;‘,diagbj(k) - Z : e B le
=1 A
9 1
< (bk f(J*l)(I))
; e/B/ e

(i, v () *(1 + 5.

0’;3,3- (2)(1 - Ual)

By (3.33) with d(n) = 1 the choice of k = k*(j) implies (5k7j’(j—1)($))2 <
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C?(w)oy ;(x) . Thus

J

bj(k)Tz,;;dmgbj(k) <A+0)C3(w)(1 —ugh)™!
and
Aj(k) = bi(k) T Z55bi(k) < 5,07 (w)(1+68)(1 —ug )~
< 2$jC'J2(w)(1 —ug )7t < o0,
since ug from (A4) is strictly larger than 1. O

Remark 3.10. The assumption that the weights {wy, ;(x)} satisfy (4.19), that
is that they are of the indicator-type, seems to bee too restrictive. This as-
sumption allows to show the connection between the small modeling bias con-
dition and the classical bias-variance trade-off without technical complications
for any n, including the case of the fixed sample size. Relaxing of the con-
sideration to the asymptotic case does not require such an assumption on the
weights, see the lemmas below. Moreover, since this section essentially serves
for checking the rate of convergence of the adaptive estimator at a point w.r.t.
the Holder classes of functions and since by (A2) the windows are nested, to
get the first impression it is enough to consider the design in R, as in the case
of the nested windows the generalization of the adaptive procedure to R? is
straightforward. On the contrary non-nested windows that are related to es-
timation on anisotropic classes require drastic modifications of the procedure,
see [25] and [26].

Lemma 3.12. Let the basis be polynomial and for each k the weight function
wy,.(x) = W((- — x)h; ') be non-negative, bounded with suppW(-) C [0,1]
and such that the Lebesque measure of the set {u : W(u)?> > 0} is strictly
positive. Let X; = i/n, i = 1,...,n, and hy = hg(n) be a sequence s.t.
hi(n) = 0 and nhg(n) — oo as n — oo. Let the variance be either known
(0; = 00,s = 0(+)) and continuous at the neighborhood of x, either the known
“model” variance be locally bounded: i.e. 30 < Opmin(k) < Omaz(k) < 00 s.t.
Omin(k) < 0; < Omax(k) for Vi:wgi(z) > 0. For a square matric A by Adiag
we denote a diagonal matriz with the same entries as the main diagonal of A.
Then

1.

2
T 3 _ o’(x) \ _ TR-1
e; Var[0i(z)]e; = O(W) = O(ej B, el),

as n — 0o ;
2. For n sufficiently large we have

o2 o (k) diag (i (W), B pa (W), ... B3 a1y (W)
(nhi) ™! (Bi(2)) diag

<
< 032, (k) diag (s (W), h2ua(W), ... ke @D g, 1y (W)
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with the moments of the kernel W (-) defined by
wr(W) = /u’TW(u)du;

3. By (3.1) Vargk = B;lf’;@B;l , where E; =OW, SoWi¥ " is a Gram
matriz (c.f. Remark 2.2) and therefore the Holder inequality is applicable
to its off-diagonal elements. Since

wl%,i(x) @ i (X; — x)2(e—1) wl%,i(x) Ug,i)
of o7 ((p—1))? ;o o?

0; 0;

(E;c)diag = dla'g (

n
1=

1 i=1

and assuming (A3) similarly to the statement 2 we have for n sufficiently
large

(nhy)'e] Bre; < diag(p1 (W2), h2pa(W2), . b g 1y (W)

140
and the bounds for the variance of jth coordinate of 51@ :

A =0omimk) o 1y 3 (1+0)omaa (k)
W 5 ej Var[@k]ej 5 W
That is e Var[ék]ej = O(ejTBglej) . The constants depend on o2, (
02,..(k) and the moments of W and W?.

max

k)’

Remark 3.11. When the constants are not the target in the study of rate of
convergence the last display allows to substitute in the balance equation (3.33)
the variance by the (7, j) th component of B,:l , with the proviso that § is “well
behaved”, c.f. Remark 3.4.

Proof. The statement of the lemma and its proof is essentially in the spirit of
the Theorem 2.1 in [34] and Theorem 3.1 in [11], where the study was performed
for the random design. O

Lemma 3.13. Let for each k the weight function wy,.(xv) = W((- — z)h; ")
be non-negative, bounded with supp W(-) C [0,1] and such that the Lebesgue
measure of the set {u : W(u) > 0} is strictly positive. Let X; = i/n, i =
1,...,n, and hy = hi(n) be a sequence s.t. hip(n) — 0 and nhi(n) = oo as

n—o0o. Let U(u) = (1,u,...,uP~ /(p—1))T and ¥; def U(i/n—x).

1. Denote by BL = Bi(z) = OW, O " = 5" 0,0 wy,; . Then with H =
diag(1, hg, - . ., hiil) we have

(nhy) 'H'BLH™' - B = /\I!(u)\IIT(u)W(u)du

as n — oo , where the matriz B is positive definite and independent on
T and n.
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2. Moreover, assuming the known “model” variance be locally bounded: i.e.
30 < omin(k) < Omaz(k) < 00 s.t.omin(k) < 07 < Omaz(k) for Vi :
wg,; () > 0 we have for sufficiently large n :

0<0,2.(k)B = (nhy) "H'ByH ' < 0,2 (k)B.
Proof. The first statement of the lemma is based on the convergence of Riemann
sums. The non-degenerateness of B is the Lemma 1.4 in [42] and follows from
the fact that the polynomials of degree < p — 1 have at most p — 1 different
ZEros.
To justify the second statement it is enough to remark that o> (k:)BgiC =

max
B < o;fn(k)Bﬁk and that the first statement implies (nhk)_lvTH_lBﬁkH_lw —
~T B~ for any vector 7. O
Remark 3.12. Using the standard technique it is easy to derive from the above
result that for estimation of functions over Holder classes the methodology pro-
posed in [24] and [37] and generalized in the present paper delivers the minimax
rate of convergence up to a logarithmic factor, see the following subsection for

details.

3.7. Rates of convergence
At this section d = 1 and the basis is polynomial with the columns of the design
matrix ¥ given by

U= U(X, —2)= (1, Xi—a,..., (X, —2)P " /(p—1)1)

. The polynomial weights W;", are given by

W' i(x) = e] B "Wwy i (x) /o] (3.35)
with B; defined by (2.5) and the variance term given by o7 (z) of E; le] 6;(x)—
e] 0 (z)|?]. Here

el 67 (z) = Esfi(@)] = 3 Wi i(a)f(X)

is a local linear smoother of the function f at the point = corresponding to
[ th scale. Define the “monotonized” bias by

bi,j(z) = sup lef 0)(x) — f(x)] (3.36)
1<I<k

Before proceeding with analysis of the convergence rate we need to derive
bounds for the bias and variance.

(A8) Let the known “model” variance be locally bounded: i.e. 30 < gpin (k) <
Omaz(k) <00 st Omin(k) < 0y < Omas(k) for Vi:wg,(z) >0.
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(A9) There exists a real number ag > 0 such that for any interval A C [0,1]
and all n>1

1 1
E;H{XieA}gaomax{Adt,ﬁ}.

(A10) The localizing functions (kernels) wy; have compact supports belong-
ing to [0,1]:
wii(x) =0 if | X; — x| > hy.
This immediately implies the similar property for the local polynomial

weights:
Wii(x) =0 if |X; — x| > hy.

(A11)  There exists a finite number Wpa. such that

sup |wg,i ()] < Winas-

32

Remark 3.13. Assumption (A3) implies that the conditional number
def o2
»(X) = —2HL (3.37)

of covariance matrix from the misspecified model (1.4) is finite.

Lemma 3.14. Assume (Al) — (A3), (A6) and (A8) — (Al11). Let hY be
the smallest bandwidth providing (A6) and hY be the smallest bandwidth s.t.
the first estimator 61 is accepted by the adaptive procedure. Denote by hy >
max{1/(2n), h}, b} . Let the regression function f(-) belong to the Holder class
X(B,L) on [0,1], and let {fk(x)}kK:l be the LPy(p — 1) estimators of f(x)
with p— 1 = |8]. Then for sufficiently large n, and any hy satisfying hx >
co.o>hgy>...>hy, k=1,..., K, we have

_ Lh?
< k

bk, (@)] < Cz%(E)(p_l)!a
2 | 4 §) Tmaz_
< max
cHa) < (1+6)pe

with Cy = 2Wmaza0y/e/Ao and 6 € [0,1) from (A3).
The proof is moved to Appendix.

Proposition 3.15. Let the model (1.4) be satisfied. Assume (Al)—(A4), (A6)
and (A8) — (A11). Let b be the smallest bandwidth providing (A6) and hY

be the smallest bandwidth s.t. the first estimator 01 is accepted by the adaptive
procedure. Denote by hy > max{1/(2n),h},h}. Let the regression function

f(-) belong to the Holder class X(B,L) on [0,1], and let {fk(x)}kK:l be the
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LPy(p—1) estimators of f(x) with p—1=|8]. Then for sufficiently large n
for adaptive estimator obtained by the procedure we have

~ , log n\ =67
EIf(@) - f(@)" = (22) 77
n

Proof. If the model (1.4) is true, then A =0 and one can take k* from (3.33)
with d(n) = logn leading in view of the preceding lemma to the choice of
the optimal bandwidth hy-(x) of order (log n/n)ﬁ . The oracle bound of

Proposition 3.9 gives
~ ~ logn \7/2
B~ el S (252 ) 7
@) = @l 5 (e
Since k* is an unknown but deterministic ﬂ (x) is a standard local poly-

nomial estimator, therefore its quality of estimation is known:

E|f(x) — Ja (@) S (1/n)757 < (logn/n)zr

and the assertion follows by application of (a +b)" < C(r)(a” + "), a,b >0,
C(r) = 2! for » > 1, and equal to one for 0 < r < 1, since the rate

n

_Br_
(loﬂ) 1 is known to be optimal, c.f. [28]. 0

Proposition 3.16. Assume (Al) — (A4), (A6) — (A1l) and 6 = O(1/logn).
Let hYy be the smallest bandwidth providing (A6) and hY be the smallest band-
width s.t. the first estimator 0, is accepted by the adaptive procedure. Denote by
hi > max{1/(2n), h’, h{}. Let the regression function f(-) belong to the Hélder
class X(B,L) on [0,1], and let {ﬁ(x)}szl be the LPy(p — 1) estimators of
f(x) with p—1=|8]. Then for sufficiently large n for the adaptive estimator
delivered by the procedure we have

Br

E|f(ag) — f@) < (10gV n)m+1

n

with v= (26 +1)/(28) .

Proof. Since now we need to have (SMB) fulfilled, we have to take k* from
(3.33) with d(n) = 1 leading to the suboptimal choice of hy-(x) of order

(1/ n)ﬁ and the assertion follows. O

4. Appendix
4.1. Pivotality and local parametric risk bounds

Lemma 4.1. Pivotality property
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Let (A2) hold. Let 6] = --- = 0, =0 for » < K. Then for any k < s
the risk associated with the adaptive estimate at every step of the procedure does
not depend on the parameter 6 :

Eo|(0x — 01) ' Br(0 — 01)]" = Eol(0x — 0x) " Bi(0), — 61",

where Bo denotes the expectation w.r.t. the centered measures N (0,%) or

N(0,%) .

Proof. At each step k of the procedure the adaptive estimator ék coincides
with one of the nonadaptive estimators 01,...,0 . If 8 = 0y , this means that
the deviation from the parametric model is not significant and the procedure
passes to the next step. On the contrary, 8, = 6,, for m < k means that
for some | < m the value of the test statistic 7} ,,41 is strictly larger than
the threshold 3; and the procedure had terminated. Thus one can write the
following decomposition:

Eo|(8x — 01) "B (0), — 6)[

k
3" Eo|B}/*(0r — 0,)[* {0y = 6.}
m=1
k—1 _ _ N N
= > EolB/2(0k — 0,)17 {31 < m: |B*(0r — 0,0)* > 51}
m=1

In the last line the definition of 7} ,,41 given by (2.13) is used. Since for any
k < 3¢ under the assumptions of lemma 6, = 0 + B;l\IkaE(l)me, the value

of @ cancels in the differences 5k —0,, and 51 — 0,41 forall | <m <k, and
therefore can be taken equal to zero. O

To justify the statistical properties of the considered procedure we need the
following simple observation. Let for any 6, 8 € © the corresponding log-
likelihood ratio L(Wy,6,80") be defined by (2.12). Then

2L(W;,0,0) = |[W,2 (Y —¥78)|% - |[W,* (Y —¢"6)>

Lemma 4.2. Quadratic shape of the fitted log-likelithood
Let for every k= 1,..., K the fitted log likelihood (FLL) be defined as follows:

L(Wp, 05,0") % maxL(W,,0,0).
0co

Then _ _ _

2L(Wy,0;,0) = (8, —0) ' Br(6, — 0). (4.1)
Proof. Notice that L(Wy,0) defined by (2.4) is quadratic in €. The assertion
follows from the second order Taylor series expansion around the point 6y,

because it is the point of maximum, and the second derivative is the constant
matrix By . O
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Let the matrix S be defined as follows:

s < W, w B oW, 5/, (4.2)

Then for the distribution of L(Wy, O, 0;.) one observes so-called “Wilks phe-
nomenon”, c.f. [12], described by the following theorem:

Proposition 4.3. Let the regression model be given by (1.1) and the parameter
05, = 0;.(x) mazimizing the expected local log-likelihood be defined by (2.7). Then
forany k=1,..., K the following equality in distribution takes place:

2L(Wi, 01, 0;) < M (S)22 + - - + A\, (S)22 (4.3)

with p = rank(By) = dim© = p. Here A (S),...,\,(S) are the non-zero
eigenvalues of the matriz S, and g; are independent standard normal random
variables.

Moreover, under (A3) the mazimal eigenvalue Apmar(S) < 140, and for
any 3 >0

P{zL(Wk,"ék,ez) z;,} <P{p>3/(1+0)}, (4.4)

where 1 is a random variable distributed according to the x? law with p degrees
of freedom.

Remark 4.1. Generally, if By, is degenerated, the number of terms in (4.3) is
p<dim®O.

Proof. By Lemma 4.2 and the decomposition (2.9) it holds that:

2L(W,,0,,05) = (6, —6.) BL(6), —6)
= (B;'®¥W,x)/ %) Bi(B; ' ¥W, 5} %e)
= ¢'Se,

where the symmetric matrix S is defined by (4.2). Then by the Schur theorem
there exist an orthogonal matrix M and the diagonal matrix A composed of the

eigenvalues of S such that S =MTAM. For € ~ N (0,1,) and an orthogonal

matrix M it holds that & %' Me ~ A (0,1,,) . Indeed, EMe = Ee = 0 and

VarMe = EMe(Me)" = ME(ee ) M' = MM ' = I,,.
Therefore,
2L(Wy,0,,00) S8 Az, ~N(0,1,).

On the other hand, the matrix S can be written as S = 2(1)/2W,1€/2HkW,1€/2E(1)/2
with IT = W,lc/Q\IITB,f\IIW,lC/2 . Since ITj is symmetric and idempotent, i.e.
II; = I, it is an orthogonal projector on the linear subspace of dimension
p = rank(By) spanned by the rows of W. Moreover, rank(Il;) = tr(Il;) =

tr(W/ 2@ B 'OW,/?) = (B '¥W,¥") = tx(B;'By) = tr(l,) = p.
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Therefore IT; has only p unit eigenvalues and n—p zero ones. Notice also that
the n x n matrix S has rank(S) = rank(HkWi/QEéﬂ) = rank(Il;) = p as

well. Thus 2L(Wp, 0y, 07) < A1 (S)22 4 - + A, (S)E2, where A((S),..., Ay(S)
are the non-zero eigenvalues of the matrix S.
Recall the definition of the matrix norm induced by the Lo vector norm:

def
Al 2,im =

)\maw(ATA)' (45)
Assumption (A3) allows to bound the induced Ls-norm of the matrix S:
156 W, PILW 220 o,
1/2+x71/2 1/21/2
120" Wi 2, im [T i W 555 ]
)\mam(WkEO))\maw(Hk)
2
90,i
-}
g;

< (o) max{w} <144

[IS[]2,in

IN

max{wy ;
1

Therefore, the largest eigenvalue of matrix S is bounded: Ap,q.(S) <146
P{A(S)E 4+ Ap(S)Es > 3} < P {Anaa(S)ET+ - +55) >3}

provides the last assertion.
O

Corollary 4.4. Quasi-parametric risk bounds
Let the model be given by (1.1) and 65, = 05.(x) be defined by (2.7). Assume
(A3). Then for any p < 1/(1+3§) we have

Eexp{uL(Wg, 0k, 05)} < [1—p(1+0)] "2, (4.6)
E[2L(Wy,05,07)" < (1+8)Clp,r),
where
C(p,r) =E[x;|" = 2'T(r + p/2)/T(p/2). (4.8)

Proof. By (4.3) and independence of g;

p
Eexp{uL(Wg,0x,0;)} = EGXP{%ZM(SE?}

I
—=
T
|
=
&
—
92
=
—
~
[\

— [ Amaz(S)) 7

<
< [L—p(l+6)] 72
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Let n ~ Xﬁ . Integration by parts yields the second inequality:
BRLWL 0,001 = [ P{2L(WL60.60) 25} rs'ds
0

< [TPwmEsara)
0

= (L+6)"Eln|".
O
4.2. Proof of the bounds for the critical values
Denote for any [ < k the variance of difference 5k — 51 by Vig:
Vik dZCf Var(ék — 61) > 0. (4.9)

Then there exists a unique matrix Vli/Q ~ 0 such that (Vlim)2 =Vi.

Lemma 4.5. Assume (Al)— (A44).If 6] =--- =05, =0 for k < K, then for
any | < k we have

P{2LW,8,80) 25} < P {n> s/ (Vi BV
< P{n=3/to},

P{2L(Wk76k,6l)23} < P{ﬁ>3//\max( Ik Blel/Q)}
< P{n>;/ti},

where to = 2(1 + §)(1 —I—u_(k l)) t1p =214+ 01 +u*D), 1 <y <u
are the constants from the assumption (A4) and n is a x2 -distributed random
variable.

Proof. Decomposition (2.9) of 6} into deterministic 0;. and stochastic parts
and the assumption of lemma imply

6, — 6, = B, 'OW,;x}/%c — B ' oW, 5% £ V,/%¢,
where ¢ is a standard normal vector in IRP . Thus by Lemma 4.2 for any [ < k
2L(W,6,,8,) = B8, - 6,)|* £ €TV *B.v;; .
By the Schur theorem there exists an orthogonal matrix M such that
gT‘/l]];;/2B ‘/[]];;/25 —TMTAlkME
where £ is a standard normal vector,

A = diag(M (Vi BiVi/*), - (V) BV )
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and p = rank(B;). Therefore,

(leelvek) d /\1(‘/11/2BZV[1/2) T /\p(v1/2BlVl1/2>

p7

where \; (VEk/QBlVllﬂ) , j=1,...,p,are the nonzero eigenvalues of Vli/2BlVli/2 )
Slmllarly,

2L(Wi, 01, 00) < M (Ve "BV )2 + -+ A, (V" Buty )z,
Denoting by n a X;% -distributed random variable we get
P {2L(Wl’5l’5k) =z 5} < P {n > 3/ Amaz(V, 1“Blvli/?)} ,

P{zL(Wk,'ék,él)zg,} < P{n>5/)\maz(Vlk/ Bkvll/2)}.

For any square matrices A and B we have (A—B)(A"—B") < 2(AA"+BBT).
Applying this bound to the variance of the difference of estimators we obtain

-
Vie = (BIlewisy? - Blew,sy?) (Blewisy? - Brlewsy?)
=< 2(B;'TW,SoW, ¥ 'B; ! + B, 'TW, S, W, ¥ B, ")

where V; = Var8;, [ < k. By (3.2) and Assumption (A4) we have
Vix(1+0)B;,
Vi < (14 0B < (1+6)uy "B,
Vie < 2(1+0)(1 +uy *)B; .

Therefore,
B, =< 2(1+6)(1+uy * v, (4.10)
This provides the following bound:
Amam(vl/2BlV2i/2) —  sup 7TV /QBlVll/Q
vl=1
< 201+ 8)(1+ug*M. (4.11)
Similarly,
Viek =< 201401 +u*HB 1,

Amaz (Vl/QBle}cm)

A

2(1+ 6)(1 +ukY). (4.12)
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These bounds imply

P{2L(W[,5l,5k) 25}

P {2 L(Wg,05,6,) > 3}

IN

IN

895
P {02 3/ Amaa (Vi *BIVY) |
P oz 2o+t
P L= 3/ dmaa (Vi "BV }
lP{n 32004 0)(1 +ul )] }
|

Lemma 4.6. Under the conditions of preceding lemma for any | < k, po <

tor, p < t7' we have

E exp{ o L(Wy, 8;,0;)}
L(Wk; 0k7 Ol)}

Eexp{i

[1 — poto] P72,

<
< 1= paty] P2,

where to = 2(1 4 0)(1 + uy ok l)) , t1 =2(1+0)(1 +u* D) and the constants
1 <wup <wu are from Assumption (A4).

Proof. The statement of the lemma is justified similarly to the proof of Corol-
lary 4.4. The bounds (4.11) and (4.12) imply the bounds for the corresponding

moment generating functions:

Eexp{u L(Wlaélugk)}

where C(p,r) is given by (4.8).

P
[T Eexp{50 (Vi "B/ *)2}
=1
p

[1— i (VP Buvy )] 712
=1

< [0 A (Vi BV )] 72
< [ -2p(+0)(A +ug M)
Eexp{uL(Wi, 0, 00)} < [1 = phnao (Vi “BiVy/ ") 7/
< 1 =2u(1+8)(1 +uk) P2,
O
Lemma 4.7. Under the conditions of Lemma 4.5 for any | < k we have
E[2L(W,0,,00)" < 27C(p,r)(1+0)"(1+uy "),
E|2L(Wy,0;,6)" < 2°C(p,r)(1+06)"(1 —l—u(k Dyr,
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Remark 4.2. The RHS’s of Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7 are highly asymmetric. Recall
that here 8] =---=60;, =0, | <k and 1 < up < u. The bounds for the log-
likelihood ratio corresponding to the [-th scale L(Wy,0,,80y) are close to the

bounds for their parametric counterpart L(W,8;,0) given by Corollary 4.4.
It is not surprising because, if the parametric model is satisfied up to the scale
k, for the MLE 6, more data were used and the estimator 0 w.r.t. 6; acts
approximately as the true parameter 6. On the contrary, the risk bounds for
L(Wy, 0y, 0;) are quite large since for the larger k-th scale 6; is a bad estimator
with large variance.

Proof. Integration by parts and Lemma 4.5 yield for the second assertion

E|2 L(Wk,ék,él)r = T/ P{2L(Wk,6k,5l) > 5}3T_1d5
0

o0 -1
< T/ P{nZz [2(1+5)(1+u(k4))} }5T1d5
0
= 2"(1+0)" (1 +u) By,
where 7 ~ x% . The first assertion is proved similarly. O

Proof. of Theorem 3.1 Theoretical choice of the critical values. The risk corre-
sponding to the adaptive estimate can be represented as a sum of risks of the
false alarms at each step of the procedure:

Eo.s|(0r—61) Bi(0,—0)[" Z Eo.5|(0r—6.) By(0x—0,,)|"1{0) = 0,,}.

(4.13)
By the definition of the last accepted estimate Ok yforany m=1,... . k—1,
the event {0;C = m} happens if for some [ = 1,...,m the statistic Tl,m+1 > 3.

Thus

{ak = ém} C U{Tl,erl > 51}
1=1
It holds also that for any positive u

HTymi1 > 5} = H2L(Wi,0,0,41) — 5 > 0}
< exp{5 LWL 01, 0,11) — Lol
This and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply for m = 1,...,k—1 the following
bound:
Eo.x|(0)x — 0 )TBk(ék —0,,)]" {0y, = 0,,,} (4.14)
= [, E|2L(Wk,0k, m)|" H{Ok = m}

m

< > By [12L(WiBi 0 exp {5 LWL 81, 8,000))]
=1

< Yot B [2LW 880 ]} {Bos [exp (uL(Wi,818,1))] |
=1
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By the first statement of Lemma 4.6 with § =0
Eos [exp {0 L(W,00,0,11)}| < [L =201 +ug ™07

(m+1— l)] (m+1— l)] 1

for any p < [2(1 4w, . Since up > 1 we have [2(1+u, >
1/4 and the statement is valid for any u € (0,1/4). Inequality [1 — 2u(1 +
ua(m+17l))]_p/2 < [1 —4u]~?/2 provides for any u € (0,1/4)

Eox {exp {4 L(W,, Aél,b'mﬂ)}} < (1—4p)P/2. (4.15)
By the second statement of Lemma 4.7
Eo.52L(Wg, 05, 0,,)>" < C(p, 2r)2%" (1 + uF ™) (4.16)

Putting together (4.13), (4.14), (4.15) and (4.16) we obtain
Eo,s|(05 — 01) Bi(0x — ak)r

2" C(p727")(1—4'u p/4zze %31 1+’U,k m)r

<
m=1[=1
k—1 k—1
= VTN )Y e Y (1
=1 m=l
k—1
< 27/C(p,2r)(1 — 4p) P41 —wu )7t Z e~ wdigy (k=)
=1
because —(k —1) < —(m —1) and
k—1
Z(l_ku(kfm))r _ r(k— l)z —(k— l)+u (m— l))
m=l

< 2rur(k7l) i ufr(mfl)

< 2rur(k—l)(1 _ ’U,_T)_l.
Since w0 < 4" (KE=0 for any | < k < K the choice of the threshold of the
form

5= % {T(K —)logu + log (K/a) — glog(l — 4p) —log(1 —u™") + C(p, T)}

with an arbitrary constant p € (0,1/4), v > 1 from Assumption (A44), r >0
and « € (0,1] from the PC’s and with

o (2R + T2
e e = i

provides the required by PC bounds
E0)2|(6l —6,)"Bi(6, — 8)|" < aC(p,r) forall [=2,... K.
O
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4.3. Matrix results

Lemma 4.8. The matrices J, @ X and Jx ® 3o are positive semidefinite for
any k=2,..., K.

Moreover, under Assumption (A3) with the same &, the similar to (A3)
relation holds for the covariance matrices Xy and Xy o of linear estimates:

(1-0)% X3 (140)%;, E<K.

Proof. Symmetry of J;, and X, (respectively, ¥ ) implies symmetry of J,®3,
(respectively, J ® X ). Notice that any vector v,x € IR™* can be represented
as a partitioned vector v,/ = ((7(1))T (7(2))T (v(k))T) with 4} € |’"

nk nk 'y \Uink ’ s\ ink ’ nk ’
l=1,...,k. Then

k k
Tk @ Sy = (YA =350 =37 27, (4.17)
=1 =1

where 7, def Zle 77(12 € IR". Because ¥ = 0 it implies 7, ©7, > 0 for all
Yn # 0. But even for ~,; # 0, if its subvectors {%(lll)} are linearly dependent,
4n can be zero. Thus there exists a nonzero vector 7 such that v (J,®%)y =0.
This means positive semidefiniteness.

The second assertion follows from the observation that Assumption (A3) due
to the equality (4.17) also holds for the Kronecker product

(1= RE=J, @Y 2 (14+8)Jp @ X. (4.18)
Therefore

(1 —8)Dg(Jr @)D, < Di(Jp ® X0)D} < (1+8)Di(Jx @ 2)D, .

Lemma 4.9. Fiz z € IR?. Suppose that the weights {w; ;(z)} satisfy
wy, (X)W, () = wy,i(x) , 1< m. (4.19)

Then under Assumptions (A1), (A2), (A4) the covariance matriz Xy, defined
by (3.5) is nonsingular with

k
det Xy, = det B ' [J det(B,, =B, ') >0, k=2,... K. (4.20)
=2

Remark 4.3. The condition (4.19) holds for rectangular kernels with nested
supports.
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Proof. The condition (4.19) implies
W, SW,, = diag(wi 1Wm1/0%, . .., WinWimn/02) = W
for any [ < m. Thus the blocks of 3j simplify to
Di¥D,) =B '¢W,;xW,, ¥ B! =B, '¢W, ¢ B, !

and 3 has a simple structure:

B;' B;! B;' ... B;'
B,' B,' B;' B, '
Se=|. :
B,' B! B! ... B!

Then the determinant of X coincides with the determinant of the following
irreducible block triangular matrix:

B;'-B,' B,'-Bj' B.l,-B; B
0 B,' -B;! B,', -B;' B;!
det 3 = . :
0 0 B,', -B.,' B;'
0 0 0 0 B;'
implying

det X =det(B;y' =By ) det(B;' — B3 ') -...-det(B;', — B, ') det B, .

Clearly the matrix 3 is nonsingular if all the matrices Bf_ll — B;l are nonsin-
gular. By (A1) and (A2) B; > 0 for any [. By (A4) there exists uo > 1 such
that B; = uoB;_1 , therefore Bl:ll — Bl_1 = (11— 1/uo)Bl:11 - Bl:ll 0. O

Lemma 4.10. In the “nonparametric_situation” the moment generation func-
tion (mgf) of the joint distribution of 01,...,0k is
~ 1
Eexp {”yT(Vec Ok —vec O )} = exp{§7T2K70 'y}. (4.21)

Thus, provided that ¥ o > 0, it holds that vec Ok ~ N (vec O3, Xk ) -
Similarly, in the “parametric situation”, if Xk = 0, then the joint distribu-
tion of vec O is N (vec Ok, X k) with the myf:

Eexp {7 (vecOx — vec Ok )} _exp{%yTEK'y}. (4.22)

Proof. Let v € IRPK be written in a partitioned form ~v' = (v{,...,v%)
with v € IRP, | = 1,..., K. Then the mgf for the centered random vector
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vec O — vec @* € IRPK | due to the decomposition (2.9) 6, = 0; + D, 21/2
with D; = B, \IlWl , can be represented as follows:

K
E exp {’YT(VGCC:)K —vec®j )} = Eexp { Z%T(gl -0))}

=1

K K
= Eexp{Z%TDlEéﬂe}:Eexp{(ZDlT”y 1/2 e}.
=1

A trivial observation that Ez}; D/ v, is a vector in IR™ and 25/26 ~ N (0,%)

by (1.1) implies by the definition of 3 the first assertion of the lemma,
because

K K K
1
Eexp{(Y_ D/m) 5%} = exp{§(ZDﬁz)TEo(ZDﬁz)}
=1 =1 =1
1 1
= exp {5 (DLV)T(JK ® EO)DLV} = exp {§7T2K,0 7}7
here Dy is defined by (3.23). O

4.4. Proof of the propagation property

Lemma 4.11. The Kullback-Leibler divergence between the distributions of
vec @ under the true measure and under the “parametric” has the following
form:

def dﬂﬁgEo

2KL(1‘Df anPG z) = 2E¢,5, log( % )

AP}y,

det Xp, 1
= A(k)+log [ —=E > 'Seo) — pk 42
0 +1og (5o ) (2 D) k. (429
where

b(k) ¥ vec®F —vec®, (4.24)
Ak) € k)T (k). (4.25)

Proof. Denote the Radon-Nikodym derivative by Zj def de S / dPB ;- Then

1 det 3, — %
o2 (Z4(0) = yloe (4o ) = SIZ - vee O

+ |\ .2y — vec®p)|> (4.26)
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can be considered as a quadratic function of vec @ . By the Taylor expansion
at the point vec ®; the last expression reads as follows

1 det 3y, L w-1/2 x
08 (Z4(0) = 108 (1o ) = LI 0 - vec )

1, . _ wy L
+ 5 IZ A~ vee O+ (k) TS (y — vee ©7) + S AK).

Then the expression for the Kullback-Leibler divergence can be written in the
following way:

def
KL(P}C,E()an,Z) = Ey 5, log (Z)

1 det 3y, 1 1 —1/2l1/2 Ts—1511/2
= 3 log (det 2k,0> + §A(I€) + iE{sz 2;@)05”2 - ”5”2 + 2b(k) zk 21@,05}7

where & ~ N (0, I,;) . This implies

det X
2KL<P,’«“,EU,P&Z>—A<k>+1og< st

> 1%0) —pk. (4.2
) (5 B gk (421)

In the case of homogeneous errors with o¢; = 09 and o; =0, =1,...,n
the calculations simplify a lot. Now
X = O'QVk, Yro = agvk
with a pk x pk matrix Vi defined as
Vi=(Di o --oD)(hel)(Die---oDy)

where D; = (¥W,® )2 ®W,, | = 1,...,k does not depend on o. Then
A(k) = 0=2A, (k) , with Ay (k) % b(k) TV b(k) , det i/ det Sy o = (02/02)PF

and the expression for the Kullback-Leibler divergence reads as follows:

o 1 pk o2
KL(Pfy,, P5s) = pklog(—)+sAKk) +5 (= —1) (4.28)
0o 2 2 ‘o
B o 1 Terl1 pk 03
= pklog (U_O) + —202 b(k) Vk b(k) + 7(; - ),

implying the same asymptotic behavior as in (3.13).
O

Proof. of Theorem 3.2 (Propagation property)
Notice that for any nonnegative measurable function g = ¢g(®y) the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality implies

1/2

Ef xol9) = Eo.2l9Zi] < (Eoxlo®])"* (Bo.n(27]) (4.29)
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with the Radon-Nikodym derivative Zj = d]PJIS)ZO / d]Pg)Z. One gets the first

assertion taking g = |(A011C - 0)TBk(5k —0)"/? | and applying “the parametric
risk bound” with 6 =0 from (4.7):

Elg] < (Eox|(8x—6)"Bi(0r—0)")"*(Ees[22)"”
—  (Bon[2L(Wy,85,0)") " (Bo x[22))"*
< (ENCINY?(Bexl27]) .

The second assertion of the theorem is treated similarly by application of the
pivotality property from Lemma 4.1 and the propagation conditions (2.17).
To calculate Eg x[Z7] let us consider log Zj given by

1 det Xy, 1 —1/2 *
08 (200) = 108 (G ) = 51%0 2~ vee O

1 -
+ Iy~ vec @)

as a function of vec ®; . Application of the Taylor expansion at the point vec @y,

yields

lo det Ek H —1/2
Edet D, 1RO

+ 2b(k) T, §(y — vec ©k) — b(k) " T ob(k).

2log Z, = (y — vec ©y)||* + ||Z],;1/2(y—VecG)k)H2

With & ~ N (0, I,;) the second moment of the Radon-Nikodym derivative reads
as follows

Eo 5[ Z}]
det 3y, _ —1/2@1/2 —1wl/2
= &t eXP{—b(k)Tzk,lob(k)}]EeXP{—“zk,o/ zk/ ENI” + 11€l” + 2b(k)Tzk,102k/ 3
det > _
= SO e (om)m ey - g
et 2k 0 ’
x exp{20(k) T 522 (282 S - L) T S S bb(k) — b(k) TS bo(k)}
k
det®), 1 /21 l/2 -1/2
= 2N (Z/Per sy 4.30
det2k10 []1;[{ J( k k,0<k ) }] ( )

—1/2 [0 —1/2531/2 (11 /25— 1 §21/2 —11/25—1/2 ~1/2
X eXp{b(k)TEk,o/ [22k,0/ Ek/ (22k/ Ek,ézk/ — Ipk) Ek/ Ek,O/ - pk]zk,o/ b(k)}-

To estimate the obtained expression in terms of the level of noise misspecifica-
tion ¢ notice that the condition (3.8) implies

1\ detx, 1 \*
< < ,
149 T detXi o T \1-96
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AN 2 1/2 144 £
— 1/2@—1wl/2 -
(ﬂ) < [[[{i2nE B0 - 1) < (m) :

j=1

1-96 1/2 1/2 -1 1+5
< (221?315} ) <05
1+6 Pk = ( k.0 Ty 1-6"

Therefore the quantity in the exponent in (4.30) is bounded by:
1-9§
2 — 1) b(k) =, 5b(k
—1/2 —1/251/2 1/2¢1—1x1/2 —11/25—1/2 —1/2
= b(k)Tzk,o/ [22k,0/ Ek/ (22k/ 21@})21@/ _ka) zk/ zk,o/ - pk}zk,o/ b(k)

< (2% - 1) b(k) " S b(k).

Moreover,
(k) _ 1 Tga—1
1+6 1+ 5b(k) 2y b(k)
< b(k)" Sy ob(k)
< bz = 2
Finally,

(o) (s 1) 105

cooits(125) e (1258) 21} o

In the case of homogeneous errors the expression for log Z), reads as

(o2 1,1 _1/2
logZ, = pklog (U_O)+2(O' )|| (y — vec @)
1 1
+  —b(k) "V Ny — vec ©) — =—b(k) "V, 'b(k),
o 203

implying

o\ 02 \7? b(k) TV b(k)
o= (§) (o) oMY

By Assumption (A3)

( 1-6 >%’“exp{ A (k) }
(1+9)3 o2(1+49)
pk
146 % Aq (k)
2

S Ee,a[Zk] S (m) exp {m N (432)
where p is the dimension of the parameter set and k is the degree of the
localization. O
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4.5. Bounds for the bias and variance

Before proceeding with the proof we need to show that the weights wr ;(z)
defined by (3.35) preserve the reproducing polynomials property:

Lemma 4.12. Let x € R be such that Assumptions (Al) — (A2) hold. Then
the weights defined by (3.35) satisfy

ZH:WZ*Z. ) =1, (4.33)
i=1

Z i—x)" W (x) =0, m

1,...,p—1.

forall 1=1,...,K and any design points {X1,...,X,}.

Proof. The assertion can be easily obtained similarly to the proof of Proposition
1.12 from [42]. O

Proof. of Lemma 3.14.
By Lemma 4.12 and the Taylor theorem with 7; such that the points 7; X;
are between X; and z, and utilizing Assumption (A10) we have with b; f(z) =

el 0;(z) — f(x):

1 - _ _ P
sl < gy OOV — T @)X~ W)
=1
L - B—(p—1) =1y *
< WZInXi—xl | Xi — P77 W5 ()]
Ti=1

Ln? &
< Lo Wy (x)
(p— 1 =

Under the assumptions of the theorem the sum of the polynomial weights can
be bounded as follows:

MW@ < wmazZa*QH B, V|
1=1
wmam
< %X ok ZH\IJ | {X; € [z — hy,z+ hy]}
wmaz\/é 1
< —_— v [
< x#(X) " ap max{2, i
S %(E)2a0wmaz\/g,
Ao

and the first assertion is justified in view of:

- ef 2 max Lhﬁ
Bos(2) S sup [bu s (2)] < se(x) 2000mas /o0 L

. 4.34
1<i<k Ao (p—1)! (4.34)
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To bound the variance, just notice that by (3.20) for any v € RP

TB Ly < Jmas 2
k ~ nhrAg ’

Then under Condition (A3) by (3.2) for the variance term we have:

oi(z) = e} Varfe
< (1+68)e/B;'e;
2
o
< (14 0)—2ex.
- ( + )nhkAo
O
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