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Abstract

Consider nonparametric function estimation under LP-loss. The minimax rate for
estimation of the regression function over a Holder ball with smoothness index [ is
n~P/CBED if 1 < p < oo and (n/logn)A/3A+D) if p = co. There are many known
procedures that either attain this rate for p = oo but are suboptimal by a logn factor
in the case p < oo or the other way around. In this article, we construct an estimator
that simultaneously achieves the optimal rates under LP-risk for all 1 < p < oo without
prior knowledge of 5. In contrast to classical wavelet thresholding methods that kill
small empirical wavelet coefficients and keep large ones, it is essential for simultaneous
adaptation that on each resolution level, the largest empirical wavelet coefficients are
truncated. This leads to a completely different point of view on wavelet thresholding.
The crucial part in the construction of the estimator is the size of the truncation
level which is linked to the unknown smoothness index. Although estimation of the
smoothness index is known to be a difficult task, there is a data-driven choice of the

truncation level that is sufficiently precise for our purpose.
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1 Introduction

Suppose we observe (Y)ic[0,1] with
dY; = f(t)dt +n~Y2dW,, te[0,1]. (1.1)

Here, f is the unknown regression function and (W:):;>0 a Brownian motion. This is the
Gaussian white noise model, which can be viewed as a continuous version of the classical
nonparametric regression model, where we observe f (%) subject to some additive Gaussian
noise (cf. Brown and Low [2]). Estimation of the function f is a key problem in non-
parametric statistics and has been studied extensively; for an overview see Tsybakov [21].
The estimation accuracy is typically evaluated under LP-loss, with particular interest in the
cases p = 2 and p = oo. The L?-norm coincides with the Kullback-Leibler divergence and
is therefore the intrinsic loss function for the white noise model. The L*°-loss allows for
uniform control over f— f which is desirable for many applications and has a clear visual
interpretation. In this work, we construct an estimator that achieves the minimax adaptive

rate simultaneously for any LP-loss with p € [1, o0].

It is well-known that term-by-term hard thresholding of the empirical wavelet coefficients
leads to the adaptive rate (n/logn)~#/(8+1) for B-smooth signals under L>®-loss (for an
overview on wavelet estimation, cf. Antoniadis [I], Cai [5] or Johnstone [15]). Hard thresh-
olding is very stable but also conservative in the sense that only few coefficients are selected.
Consequently, the reconstruction might miss smaller details of the true regression function,
resulting in suboptimal convergence rates under LP-loss with p < oco. This makes hard
thresholding less appealing for applications. Finer details of the regression function can
be recovered using block thresholding rules (cf. Hall et al. [13], Cai [3, 4], Cavalier and
Tsybakov [7]). These methods take a block of wavelet coefficients and keep it if and only if
L?-signal is detected. Given a proper choice of the tuning parameters, block thresholding
estimators achieve the ’clean’ adaptive rate n=#/(25+1 for -smooth signals under L?-risk.
On the downside, the reconstructions show occasionally artificial spikes which are due to
the large deviation behavior of the noise. As there are rather few such spikes, the block
thresholding idea can be tuned to be simultaneously adaptive with respect to L?-risk and
squared pointwise risk (cf. Cai [4] and Cai and Silverman [6]). Under L>-loss, the spikes
lead, however, to suboptimal log n-factors as can be seen for instance from Theorem M] be-
low. An estimator that is simultaneously adaptive with respect to all LP-losses p € [1, o0],
will inherit the good properties of both the term-by-term and the block thresholding in the
sense that it finds more signal than the hard thresholding procedure and at the same time

avoids large artificial spikes.

Kernel smoothing with adaptive bandwidth choice and thresholding methods also achieve



near optimal behavior if the parameter space is taken to be a general Besov ball. Nemirovski
[18], Section 3 constructs a method that achieves the adaptive rate up to a log n-factor.
Kerkyacharian and Picard [16] show that hard thresholding leads to nearly adaptive meth-
ods over wide ranges of Besov spaces. Similar results for block thresholding have been
obtained by Chesneau [8].

One would like to consider simultaneous optimality from a more abstract point of view.
Suppose that for a given estimation problem there are estimators that are optimal with
respect to two different loss functions. Does there exists then a procedure that is simulta-
neously optimal? If this is the case, is there a generic method to construct a simultaneously
optimal estimator? These questions are of practical importance in order to construct stable
reconstruction methods, but have not been addressed in this generality in the literature. In
particular, a naive approach based on averaging estimators that are optimal with respect

to one of the loss functions will not give simultaneously optimal procedures.

What makes simultaneous estimation so hard is the 'different bandwidth problem’. Suppose
we have two loss functions corresponding to different minimax rates. Estimators achieving
these rates will typically differ in their amount of smoothing/regularization and therefore
rely on different bandwidth/smoothness parameters. There is no straightforward way to
merge these two estimators into one without being suboptimal for at least one of the
two minimax rates. As an example consider the non-adaptive regression problem with
known smoothness index 8 and suppose we are interested in construction of an estimator
that achieves the minimax LP-risk for p € {2,00}. To obtain a rate optimal estimator
under L2-loss and L™-loss, the bandwidth of a kernel estimator has to be chosen of order
hno = n~ YD) and hy, o = (log")l/(26+1), respectively. Using the bandwidth h,, o for

n

L?-loss or vice versa, hy,2 for L>-loss will result in additional logn factors in the rate.
Since for a kernel estimator we have to fix one bandwidth h,,, this suggests that, even if
B is known the class of kernel estimators is not flexible enough to allow for simultaneous

minimax rates.

If the different bandwidth problem does not appear and both estimators rely on the same
bandwidth parameter then simultaneous adaptation is typically possible and some results
can be found in the literature. Consider for instance nonparametric estimation of the
regression function f under L2-loss and (squared) pointwise loss. Then, for both problems
h, = n~Y@8+1) is the optimal bandwidth and simultaneously adaptive estimators are
known (cf. Cai [4]). A related problem is to estimate the regression function f and its
derivatives simultaneously. Rewriting this in terms of loss functions, this means that we
want to achieve the optimal rate of convergence of f under L?-loss and Sobolev norm loss.

In this case the nonparametric minimax rate for estimation of the k-th derivative under L2-



loss is n=(F=k)/(26+1) and the optimal bandwidth is again n='/2f+D for all k. Efromovich

[10] showed that even the exact asymptotic risk can be obtained simultaneously.

In order to achieve simultaneous adaptation under any LP-loss, we have therefore to find
a method that is unaffected by the different bandwidth problem. Rewritten in terms of
wavelet coefficients, the different bandwidth problem says that on some resolution levels
there is only negligible L*°-signal but possibly relevant LP-signal for finite p. To understand
the problem, we first study simultaneous minimax estimation for fixed smoothness index.
The main idea will be to truncate large empirical wavelet coefficients with a truncation level
that explicitly depends on 3, large enough not to affect the LP-risk but removing peaks in
the reconstruction which otherwise would cause suboptimal L°°-loss convergence. Let us
stress that the proposed wavelet truncation is the converse of classical thresholding. Instead
of keeping large wavelet coefficients and killing small ones, we keep the small coefficients and
truncate the largest coefficients on each resolution level. The method can easily be shown
to be simultaneously minimax (cf. Theorem [I). If the smoothness index is unknown, we
show that the truncation level cannot be estimated well enough to make the minimax result
for fixed S directly applicable in the adaptive case. Instead, we propose a truncation value
that depends on the detected LP-signal and prove that it has similar properties as in the
fixed smoothness case. We also show that slight modifications of the estimator fail to be
simultaneously adaptive implying that the proposed truncation of relatively large empirical

wavelet coefficients is indispensable.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we derive the wavelet truncation estimator
that achieves the minimax rate of convergence with respect to any LP-risk with p € [1, o0]
given knowledge of the Holder smoothness 3. In Section 3 a refined version of the truncation
level is introduced which does not depend on 3. From that we can construct an estimator

that is simultaneously adaptive. Proofs can be found in Section @l

Notation: The indicator function is denoted by 1() and we write || - ||, for the LP-norm on
[0,1].

2 Simultaneous estimation for known smoothness

Let (¢,1) be a scaling and wavelet function generating an orthogonal wavelet basis on
L?[0,1]. We assume that the wavelet basis is s-regular, that is, ¢ and v have compact
support and are s-times continuously differentiable. An explicit construction of such a
wavelet bases on [0,1] has been obtained by Cohen et al. [9]. Any f € L?[0,1] can be



expanded in L?-sense as

f= ZcmeZdjwjk— Z > dj g,

j=0 kel j=—1kel,

with ¢_1 4 == ¢ = ¢(- — k) and d_1 4 = ¢x = [ f(u)or(u)du as well as for j > 0,
ik = 2/2p(27 - —k) and dj; == [ f(u);r(u )du. The set IJ consists of all indices k on
resolution level j. In the following, we frequently make use of the fact that the cardinality
of I; is of the order of 27, that is, |I;| < 27. Given the Gaussian white noise model (L),

we can work with the empirical wavelet coefficients

Y. k= /Qﬂ]’k(u)dyu = d]J{; + €j.k> for ] > _17k € I]’

1
vn
where (€ 1), is an array of i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

As parameter space, we consider the wavelet representation of a Holder ball with smoothness
index 3,

Q) i={f =3 D digthin ¢ ldul £ Q273D forall j = ~1,k € I;}.

j=—1 k‘EIj

It is well-known that for § < s, this space coincides with the classical Holder ball, in the
sense that there is a @' > 0 such that O(f, Q) contains all functions f for which f 18] exists

with [5] := max{u € Nju < 8} and sup,e(o 1 | £ ()] + 5D, yepo 1) ey [F17(2) = fP )|/~
y|P~18l < Q" (cf. Cohen et al. [9], Theorem 4.4).

Throughout the following, we make constantly use of the Besov space embedding

I3 > diavinll, <€ 3 20| adver, [ forall1<p<oe (21)

j=—1kel; j=—1

with C' a constant, independent of p, and || - || the ’-norm. The inequality can be directly

verfied using the compact support of 1 and the triangle inequality for the sum over j.

Choose integer sequences (Jp)n = (Jn(8))n and (Jp)n = (Ju(B))n such that 2/» =
nl/(28+1) and 27 < (L)l/ @A+D) Inequality (2.I)) together with the bound on the wavelet

logn
coefficients gives for finite p,

e 9]
Z Z dj7k1/;j7,€Hp <n AR ang | Z Z dixtin]l o S (10%)—5/(25“)'
j=Jn+1kel; j=Tn+1 k€L

Thus, as far as rates of convergence are concerned, there is no relevant signal on resolution

levels above J,,, for p finite, and jn, for p = co. Consequently, the wavelet decomposition



of f has three different regimes (I) — (I1I), which are for p < oo,

TIn Jn 0o
SO diwtbin > > digtin + S diwtne (2.2)
j=—1kel; j=Jnt1 kEL; j=Jn+1kel;

(I): LP- and L°°-signal (II): LP- but no L>°-signal (IIT): neither LP- nor L°-signal

For resolution levels j < J,, a reasonable choice is to take Y}, as an estimator of d;.
However, it might happen that the function Yj ;1;  itself is not in ©(3, Q). Then, instead
of estimating d; ;, by Y}, we can improve by projecting Y ; on [—QZ_%(%H QZ_E(%H ]
(for the moment 8 and @ are assumed to be known). Consequently, the estimator for the

scaling/wavelet coefficients cjjk is given by
d; i o= sign(Y; ) (V] A Q224D (2.3)

and the estimator for f is

JIn
= Z Z dj,]ﬂ[)j,k. (2.4)
j=—1 k)EIj
Theorem 1. Work in model (II)). For any 8,Q € (0,00) and any p € [1, 0], the estimator
f attains the minimazx rate for LP-loss over the parameter space O(8,Q).

(26+1) i enough to achieve

This shows that wavelet truncation with truncation level Q2™ 3
simultaneous minimax rates. In the next section, we extend the result to unknown smooth-

ness index.

3 Simultaneous adaptation

By imitating the ideas from the previous section, we derive an estimator that achieves the
adaptive rate for any LP-risk. The crucial point in the construction is the projection on the
interval [—Q2_%(2B+1), QQ_%(QBH)], for which knowledge of 3 is required.

One might be tempted to search for a data-driven procedure t; = t;((Yj);x) which is
independent of 5 and estimates the boundary well enough in the sense that for a constant
@’ and with high probability, QZ_%@BH) <t; < Q’Q‘E(%H) for all j and all 8. Replacing
the truncation level Q272 3(26+1) by t; in (Z3]), the resulting estimator would be simulta-
neously adaptive. Unfortunately, such a ¢; does not exist, as otherwise it would lead to a
construction of honest, adaptive conﬁdence bands. Indeed, we could take the intersection
[V x — 24/logn/n, Y + 2y/logn/n] N [~t;,t;] as confidence set for the wavelet coefficient



d; 1 and then build from that a honest, adaptive confidence band for f. Since honest, adap-
tive confidence bands do not exist, we have a contradiction and thus, there is no estimator

t; with the imposed properties. A precise statement is given in the following theorem

Theorem 2. Suppose that B € {1, B2} with B1 # B2 and [(,B2 > 1/2. Let J be such
that 27 < n and consider a fized Q. There exists no data driven procedure t; = t;((Yx)jk)

which is independent of 8 and satisfies for some finite constant Q’,
Q23BN <. < Q27 5@BAD  for all j < J, for all f € O(5:,Q), i=1,2

with probability tending to one.

The proof can be found in the appendix. To derive the contradiction we only used the
fact that honest, adaptive confidence bands do not exist. There is a stronger version of
the non-existence result, which states that for two Holder balls with different smoothness
index 51 < (o, the best possible honest confidence band shrinks with the worst case rate
(n/logn)=P1/B1+1) on both spaces. This is due to the fact that there are sequences of
functions for which we cannot test consistently to which of the two Holder spaces they belong
to. Applied to estimation of the truncation level ¢; this shows that for some regression

functions f, we cannot even hope to be at least close to the target QZ_%@BH).

What makes our situation different to the honest, adaptive confidence problem is the follow-
ing. Consider again the simplified adaptation problem with only two different smoothness
indices 51 < [, say. Suppose that we have a signal for which we cannot test whether the
regression function has smoothness 1 or 5. For adaptive confidence bands, we have then
to construct a band shrinking with the slower rate (n/logn)=#/25+1 " as we cannot ex-
clude the possibility that the smoothness index is indeed ;. In contrast, for simultaneous
adaption, we could try to work in such cases with the truncation level ¢; for the larger
smoothness index B5. This induces an additional error if the true signal has smoothness 5.

We will have to show then, that this error is of the correct order.

3.1 Construction of estimator

In order to construct an appropriate data-driven truncation level, we first need to introduce
some notation. Define P = P, as the set of powers of two such that p+1 < logn/(log log n)2,
that is,

P = {p :p=2"with r =0,1,... and p+ 1 < logn/(loglogn)? } (3.1)
Set

K, = (6v2e + 1)pP/? ~ 24.07pP/? (3.2)



and define for any positive integer j,
Djp={S:SCIjand Y [YjslP > 2 K,n "I},
kesS

L;,:= min |S
iv = gmin |S];

with L;, := oo if D; ), is empty. The quantity L;, can be viewed as the minimal number of

(ordered) empirical wavelet coefficients, such that the inequality in D, j, holds. Furthermore,

set

t‘ —
’ Ljvp_ 1

2 \/ﬁ

Let Jy be the smallest j for which |I;| > n"", where u, = 1/loglogn. Notice that n"»

2 < K, || )1/17.

grows slower than any polynomial power of n. It is therefore enough to truncate wavelet
coefficients on resolution levels j > Jy, only. Pick a J such that 2/ =< n. For Jy < j < J,

the estimator for the (j, k)-th wavelet coefficient is given by

logn
n

~ ) ) 00 if maxger; |V >3
dj = sign(Y;p)(|Y;k| At;), with ¢t := s
max,ep tj, otherwise

(3.3)

using the rule 1/0 = +o00 and the wavelet truncation estimator is then

Jo J
f= Z ZYJ',Wj,kJr Z Zdj,kl/}j,h (3.4)

j=—1kel; j=Jo+1kel,
Theorem 3. Work in model (ILI)). For any 3,Q € (0,00), there exists a constant C, such
that
nB/(28+1) n

VIR = Fll,] < C < .

lim  sup sup +

9% 1<pcoo fe0(5,Q) VP logn
In particular, the estimator f 1s simultaneously adaptive with respect to any LP-loss with
1<p<oo.

For fixed and finite p, the LP-risk is < /pn~?/(2#*1. The fact that E'/P|e[P =< /p for
a standard normal random variable €, explains the factor ,/p in the rate, which can also
be found for instance in Nemirovskii [18], Equation (1.49). The statement is uniform
over p, which allows to choose p depending on n. If p < (log n)26/(26+1), then, we ob-
tain the rate \/ﬁn_ﬁ/(wﬂ). For p growing faster than (log n)zﬁ/(zﬁ“), the rate becomes
(n/logn)~A/A+D) which coincides with the L>-risk.

The key argument in the proof of Theorem [3] are the following two properties of the trun-

cation level.



Proposition 1.

(i) If maxger, [dj k| < 4/ 10% and f € O(8,Q), then, with probability 1 — O(log®n/n),

t; <4Q2 5@ for all Jo < j < J.
(Z'Z') |{k‘ : |Y77k;| > tj}| < Hlinpep ij.

Recall that Theorem [2] states that it is impossible to have a purely data-driven ¢;, such that
Q2_%(2B+1) <t; <qQ 9-3(26+1) with probability tending to one. The first statement of the
proposition says that the truncation level t; satisfies the upper bound with Q' = 4Q. The
second assertion of the proposition states that the number of truncated wavelet coefficients
on resolution level j is always bounded by the minimum of all L;,, p € P. This property
implicitly controls the lower bound of ¢; and assures that the LP-risk of the coefficient vector
(dj k1(|Y; x| > t;));k is of the order \/pn=8/A+) (cf. part (IV) in the proof of Theorem

B). Thus, truncation by t; does not affect the convergence rate under LP-risk.

In (33]), we set c@k = sign(Yjx)t; if [Yjr| > t;. Theorem [l remains true for any choice
with ](fjk\ < t;. Nevertheless, the truncation step (B.3]) is necessary. To see this, consider
the modified estimator which does not truncate empirical wavelet coefficients exceeding in
absolute value the truncation level ¢; on resolution levels where LP-signal was detected,

that is, if ¢; > 0. This estimator can be written as
Jo J
Fu= 0 D Yiwtiet Y 1t >0) Y ikt (3.5)
j=—1kel; j=Jo+1 kel;

However, as stated in the following theorem, fl is suboptimal by a (log n)l/ (45+2)_factor

implying that truncation is indeed necessary.
Theorem 4. Work in model (I1)). For any 53,Q € (0,00),

N n _
sup Ef[Hfl - fHOO] > (1_) 6/(2/3+1)(10gn)1/(45+2)'
e (8,Q) ogn

Consequently, fl does not achieve the adaptive rate with respect to L*°-loss.

The proof of Theorem M is based on the following observation: Consider f € ©(5, Q) with
wavelet coefficients d; j, = Q2_%(2B+1) for all j, k. Then, for the thresholding estimator (3.5)),
we can find an integer J,, = J,(8) with 2/» =< n!/(28+1) such that (@k =Yy, for j < J, and

all k. By the extreme value behavior of the maximum of standard normal random variables



there exists, with high probability, a k* such that €, = > gv/logn for some ¢ > 0. Such a
k* will lead to an artificial spike in the sense that

n _
”YJn,k*anJg* ”oo Z (@) ﬁ/(26+1) (log n)l/(45+2) . (36)

By some refined analysis, we obtain that with high probability, this term is a lower bound
of the L>-loss, that is, ||f1 — f[lso > Y7, k*¥, &+ |loo- Taking expectation and using (3.6),

the lower bound of Theorem Ml follows. A complete proof can be found in the appendix.

Simultaneous adaptation can also not be achieved by blockwise soft thresholding. In con-
trast to hard thresholding, a soft thresholding procedure shrinks large empirical wavelet
coefficients as well and has thus a similar effect than wavelet truncation. It shrinks,
however, also small coefficients by the same factor leading to suboptimal behavior. Let
us describe this in more detail for known smoothness 5. Recall the decomposition (2.2)).
For any critical resolution level j € {jn +1,...,Jn}, let a; be a shrinkage factor and
@w = a;jYjr be the soft thresholding estimator for the wavelet coefficient d;j. The
maximum maxy, |¢; x| is of the order \/Iogn and thus, in order to be adaptive under L>°-
loss we must have a; < 2_%(2B+1)/\/W. There exists j* € {J, + 1,...,J,}, such
that for n — oo, 90 < 9 <« 2, Consequently, a;+ — 0. Consider a regression
function f for which |d; ;| = 9-3(26+1)  The LP-signal on the j*-th resolution level is
2j*(%_%)(zk |dj« x|P)/P > n=B/(2B+1)  Since a;« — 0, the LP-bias of the reconstruction on
the j*-th resolution level will thus be of larger order than n=#/(26+1) leading to a suboptimal
rate of the soft thresholding estimator under LP-loss. Hence, for simultaneous adaptation,

wavelet truncation is necessary and classical thresholding methods do not work.

From a theoretical point of view, it remains unclear, whether the results could be extended
to more general parameter spaces. Our proofs rely heavily on the assumption that the
parameter space is a Holder ball. Otherwise problems occur on high resolution levels, as we
have to search for all LP-signals with p < p,, and p,, slowly growing to infinity. To explain
this in more detail, suppose that the parameter space is a L?-Sobolev ball and that we are
interested in the rate under L2-loss. Then, it might well happen that even on large resolution
levels j, LP-signal is detected with p > 2, which would then give ¢; > ¢;, > 0. Thus, far
too many empirical wavelet coefficients are included into the reconstruction leading to
suboptimal L2-risk. Notice that this problem only occurs if we want to adapt to all LP-
losses. If we were instead interested in simultaneous adaptation with respect to two loss
functions, say L2- and L>-loss, a wavelet truncation estimator could be constructed that

is simultaneously adaptive over Besov balls using a blockwise truncation scheme.

Let us shortly comment on applicability of the proposed estimator for real data. The

aim of this work is to present the phenomena underlying simultaneous adaptation and in

10



particular to introduce wavelet truncation as a tool to robustify estimators avoiding as many
technicalities as possible. One can easily extend the results to larger classes of estimators
that also achieve in theory the adaptive rate under any LP-loss and lead to procedures
with better finite sample properties. Instead of defining one global truncation level on each
resolution level, for instance, there should be some gain in splitting the coefficients into
smaller blocks and working locally. The performance of the refined estimator will then
rely in practice on a careful choice of the block length. To improve on the applicability,
one might want moreover to optimize the constant in the exponential inequality stated in
Lemma[3l This would then allow for a better constant in the definition of D; ,. To conclude
the discussion on applicability, let us mention that wavelet truncation is computationally
feasible. Indeed, sorting the empirical wavelet coefficients Y;; on each resolution level
according to their absolute value in a first step allows to calculate t; without explicitly

computing D ,,.
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4 Appendix

Proof of Theorem[2. Suppose such a t; exists. Define theset A = {f =372 Zkelj dj ki
dik € [Yjr—/2logn/n, Y+ +/2logn/n]N[—t;,t;], if j < J and |djx| <277 logn, if j >

J}. We Show that A is a honest, adaptive confidence band in the sense that for ¢ = 1,2,
inf reo(s,,0) Py (f € A) - 1 and SUP reo(8,,Q) Ef SUPg nea lg — hlloo < n—Pi/(2Bi+1)

Assume that f € O(8,Q) for B € {p1,62}. By construction |d;i| < t; for j < J and
for sufficiently large n also |d;x| < Q27 3@8+1) < 9-j log n thanks to 8 > 1/2. Since the
probability of max;<jker; lejel > v/2logn converges to zero as n — 0o, we obtain that

To bound the diameter of the confidence band, recall 27 Tn(8) < = (n/logn)'/8+1) and observe
that with (2.1]), for any g,h € A,

Jn(B) ) >
lg = hllo <2C > 29/2\/2logn/n + 2C Z 20/2Q/273C8) o N 20/297  logn

j=-1 j=Tn(B)+1 =T
< (n/logn)~#/EHHL,

11



Thus, A is a honest, adaptive confidence band for the regression function. However, they
do not exist as shown by Low [I7] for density estimation. The non-existence carries over
to nonparametric regression, cf. Genovese and Wasserman [12]. Therefore, we have a

contradiction and such a sequence of t; cannot exist. This completes the proof. O

Lemma 1. Let e ~ N(0,1). For any q > 1, Ele|? < ¢q9/2.

Proof. For r > 2, partial integration gives E[|e|"] = (r — 1)E[|e|"72]. For 0 < r < 2, Jensen’s
inequality shows that E[|e|"] < E"/ 2[?] = 1. H

Lemma 2. Let ¢ ~ N(0,1). For any t > 2 and any p > 0, E[le[P1(l¢] > )] < (2 +

2 /mtP)e /2.

Proof. Notice that if this result is true for p then also for all p’ < p. It is thus suffi-
cient to prove the assertion for p an even non-negative integer. Write F, = E[|e[P1(|e] >
t)] = 2E[eP1(e > t)]. If p > 2, then, by partial integration, F, = \/Q/—wtp_le_t2/2 + Fp_s.
By induction and using a simple bound for the geometric sum, we find for t > 2, F,, <
\/2/—7rtpe_t2/2 + Fp. The result follows from F = 2P(e > t) < 21" O

For the proof of the main theorem, an exponential inequality of the empirical p-th moment
of i.i.d. Gaussian random variables for possibly large p is required. For p > 2, exponential
moments do not exist anymore and we can therefore not expect the usual et or et tail
probability decay. Instead, the decay is eXp(—tQ/ P). An exponential inequality that comes
arbitrarily close to the power 2/p can be found in Tao [20], Exercise 2.1.7. Janson [14],
Theorem 6.7 and Theorem 6.12 shows that exp(—t2/?) is indeed the correct order. For our
approach, we also need explicit expressions of the constants, which cannot be deduced from
the aforementioned results. Here, we give a new proof that allows to track the constants but

is slightly suboptimal in the sense that we only obtain tail probability decay exp(—t2/(P+1),

Lemma 3. Let e ~ N(0,1), i.i.d. Then, for any p > 1 and any t > 0,

d
P e’ — Eler’ > 6v2ep?/?d'/?t) < € exp(—t*/ 0T,
k=1

Proof. For t¥/(P+1) < 2 there is nothing to show. We might therefore assume that ¢2/®+1) >
2. The Marcinkiewicz - Zygmund inequality by Ren and Liang [19] states that for indepen-

dent, centered random variables X1,..., Xy,

d d
E| > Xi| < (3v2)1q92d* 1Y TREIXp|?, g >2.
k=1 k=1
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We have thus for the ¢-th moment E[| Zi:l lex|P —Elex[P|9] < (61/2)7¢9/2d9/?E[|€; [P4]. With
Lemma 1] P(Zzzl lex [P — Elen|? > 6v/2epP/2d'/?t) < ¢PT19/2¢=49t=4, The result follows by
choosing ¢ = 2/t > 9. O

Lemma 4. For any j > Jy, any p > 1, and K, as defined in ([B.2)), we have

D leal < 1| Ky,
kGI]‘

with probability > 1 — €2 /n.

Proof. Use Lemma B with d = |I;| and ¢t = \/|I;]|, Lemma [ and p + 1 < logn/(loglogn)?,

to obtain

B > Kl < 7™ < oxp( | 1/0D) < Penp(—clbsmmnstoet) < £,
k=1
]
Define 7 = 7,, as the event
max || < 2\/@ and Z lejkl’ < |I;|Kp, forallj<J peP. (4.1)

j<Jkel; =
J

Using a union bound, Lemma H and the inequality P(|¢| > t) < 2¢7%°/2 for € ~ N(0,1) give

log?n

P(T%) <

n
Lemma 5. On the event T, for any p € P and for any Jy < j < J,
(i) if maxg.|g|—s Y kes d‘;”k < Kpn—P/2’[j], then, L;, > s,
(ZZ) iffOT S C I], Zkes d?,k) 2 4prn_p/2|Ij|, then; Lj7p S |S|,

oy 1
(i11) if maxper; |dj x| < \/ 727, then, t; = maxpep L),

() if maxper, |djx| > 5 loi", then, t; = oo.

Proof. On T, the first statement follows due to

—1 —1_—p/2 —p/2
QYRS YT A+ T Yy < P PIL K,
kesS kesS kel

The same argument can be used for the second assertion. (ii7) and (iv) are a direct

consequence from the first inequality in (Z1]). O

13



Proof of Proposition 1. (i): Suppose that we are on the set 7. By Lemmalil maxyey, |dj x| <
\/10% implies t; = maxyept;p,. Let p € P be arbitrary. We show L;, > 2. Sup-
pose Lj, = 1, then there exists k*, such that |V« > 2K;/pn_1/2\fj]1/p > olen >

3 10% > maxpey, [Yjil, for n > 9. This is a contradiction and therefore, L;, > 1.

Next, we show L;, > Kpn_p/2|lj|Q_p2jp(25+l) by deriving a contradiction. Suppose that
Ljp < Kpn~P/2|[;|Q P27P(25+1) A ||, For any subset S C I; with cardinality L;,,

|15

—Zp(26+1)
> il < Lj,,Qr2t 2 <Knp/2

keS
and therefore Lemma [{l (i) implies L;, = |S| < L;p, which is a contradiction. Therefore,
we must have Lj, > Kpn_p/2|l-|Q_p2%p(2ﬁ+1) Since also L;, > 2, we find L, —1 > Lj,/2
and t;, < 4Q2_§(25+1) Since p € P was arbitrary, also t; < 4Q2_§(25+1) The assertion is
proved since P(7°) < log?n/n.

(ii): If t; = oo then there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, it is enough to show [{k : |Yj x| >
tipt < Lj,p for all p € P. Suppose this is not true, that is, there exists p* € P, such that
HE : Yk > tjp-}| > Ljp+. Then, we can find a subset R C {k : |Y} | > t; =} of cardinality
Lj,~—1and

D V> Ly = Dt e = 2 Ko™ |
keR

By the definition of Lj,+, we have L;,» —1 = |R| > L. This is a contradiction and
therefore, we must have [{k : |Y; | > t;,}| < L;, for all p € P. O

Remark 1. The proof implies that the set in Proposition [ (i) on which t; < 4Q2_%(25+1)
for all Jy < 5 < J can be taken to be T.
Proof of Theorem [1. Observe that for j < J, \cjjk —dji <Yk —djr] A 2Q2_%(2B+1).

LP-risk for 1 < p < oo : Uniformly over f € ©(3,Q), using (2.1]), Jensen’s inequality, and
Lemma [T]

In(B)

BIF = fll) s S PO R[N (s — i) 7]+ S PG (Y 1dial)
j=—1 kel J=Jn(B)+1 kel;
In(B)
Z 9i(z=3)E1/p Z lejk/V/nlP] + O(n —B/(25+1)y
j=—1 kel;

— 0 \/gQJm)/z + BB = O pn P/ @B,

14



L>®-risk: Let J,(8) be an integer sequence such that 27n(8) < (n/logn) @A+ Due to
(@), the loss ||f — f|ls can be bounded by a constant multiple of 3%
d; i|. Uniformly over f € ©(5,Q),

/9 ~
j=—1 2]/ maxp ‘dj,k —

; _i
Z 21/2 max|d]k —djil < Z %mkaX|€j7k| + Z 21/29Q2~2(28+1)
J=-1 j=-1 j=Tn(B)+1
L 6/(26+1)
<> legrlillenl = 2v/1ogn) + O( (1) ).
j=—1kel,
Taking expectation, the result follows from Lemma 21 O

Proof of Theorem [3. Recall that f € ©(3, Q) implies |d; ;| < QZ_%@BH) forallj > -1,k €
I;. Hence, there are integers J, () and Jn(B) such that Jo < J,(8) < Jn(8) < J,

an(ﬁ) < (L)l/(wﬂ), 2/n(B) — nl/wﬂ, and  sup _max |dj x| < \V 10%‘
logn 1€0(8,Q) i>Jn(B), ke,
(4.2)

All the estimates in this proof are uniformly over f € ©(3,Q) and p € P. In particular,
< means smaller or equal up to a constant multiple that only depends on $,Q, and the

underlying wavelet.

LP-risk for 1 < p < oo : Let p,, := logn/(loglogn)? — 1. It is enough to consider p < p,/2
since otherwise we can trivially bound the LP-risk by the L*°-risk. For any 1 < p < p, /2,
we can find a p’ € P such that p < p’ < 2p. Since ||- ||, < |||/, it is thus enough to consider
p € P. Using (21)) and (fjk =0 for j > J,

J

BIIF- 1] SB[ 3 P00 - dial) ]+ 3 25D (X )
j=-1 kel j=J+1 kel;
J
—E[ Y 2C0 (Y i — i) ] + 0 7). (43)
j=—1 kel;

The main term Z‘] 2](2 » (Zkelj \c/l;k —djklP) YP can be bounded from above by the

15



sum of the five terms

1

Z PG (S (dp — dyl?) 1T

j=Jo+1 kel;
In(B
Z G0 (37 dl?) 71T 0 {t = o))
j=Jo+1 kel;
In(B
(Z11) Z PETD (Y Vi — dl?) 7
j=—1 kel;
WE
@vy:==2 3 2G9S ) PUT N {t > 0))
j=Jo+1 kel;:|Y; p|>t;
J
(V) = Z 2]( Z ’djk - Jk’p)l/pl(T)
Ji=JIn(B)+ kel;

In the following we bound the expectation of (I) — (V'), separately.
(I): By definition ](fjk\ < 1Y x| and therefore
(dje — dj)? < 2715, + 20705,
< 4pd§.”k + 2”71_”/261;”%C
< leali»’%C + 227 P/2(2plog n)P/? + 2pn_p/2e§’k1(\ej,k] > +/2plogn).
Thus, we find
1 1
(1) < Vplogn - 1(T*) + = Z 2070 (N JejlPL(ejul > V/2plogn)) P
] J()“rl kEIj

Taking expectation, applying P(7°) < log?n/n, E[|X|'/?] < EV?[|X|], and Lemma 2 with

= /2plogn,

J 5/2
i(2-1) ~ 1/p c log n \/W
B[ > 2070 ( Yl — dipl) PUT)] S V=
j=Jo+1 kJEIj

(II): If t; = 0, then also L;, = oo for all p € P. By Lemma [ (ii), we must consequently
have that Zkel o < 4PK,n~P/2|I;|, on T. Thus,

In(B)

(I1) S ;/p S 2G| LVP <\ fpn 22 (B)/2 < | Jpn B8+,
j=Jo+1
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(II1): Lemma [ gives
e G

E[ Y 270 (Y Wik —dil?) 7] S D 2TV PRI S D),
j=—1 kEIj j=-1

(IV): For any Jo < j < J, let R; = {k € I; : |Yjx| > t;}. By Proposition [ (i), R; <
min,ep Lj,. Suppose that there exists a p € P with ZkeRj di;’k > 4PKpn—p/2|]j|. Then, on
T, Lemma[3] (ii) implies |R;| > L;, which is a contradiction since R; < minpep L; p. Thus,
for any p € P, Yopcp, d ) < 4P K,n~P/2|I;|. This allows us to bound

Jn(B)
(IV) <12 Z 2j(%_%)K;/pn_l/2‘[j‘l/p§\/]_)n_B/QB'H),
Jj=Jo+1

(V): Since J,,(8) < Ju(B), we have by @32, maxger; |djx| < /logn/n for all J,(B) <

j < J. Using Proposition [ (i) and Remark [ ¢; < 4Q27 2@+ on T and therefore,
-1 1 i

(V) S5Q Y5, 22 P27 2@0| 1/ < 1/ (54D,

The estimates (I) — (V') together with (43]) show that for any p € P the LP-risk is bounded
by const.x\/]_m_ﬁ/ (26+1) and this completes the proof for the adaptive rate under LP-loss.

L*°-risk: Thanks to the embedding (2.I]), we can bound the L*°-norm of the estimator fby
a constant multiple of Zj:_l 27/2 max;, |J]k —djkl + 22720 27/2 maxy, |d; .|. The second

term is of the (negligible) order n=?. It thus remains to show

J

E[ Y 2/ max|dy — dyul] S () 7. (4.4)

j=-1

In the following we bound the expectation of the three summands

7
(i) :== Z 27/2 mgx\c@,k — d;jp|1(T°),

j=—1
Lo )

(1) = Y 2% max|djs — djx[1(T),
j=—1

J . o~

(i) = > 2P maxd — d;[1(T).

J=JIn(B)+1

(i): Using |d;k| < |djxl +n"2]eju] < |djxl +2¢/Togn/n +n=1 e 1[1(lejx] > 2v/Iogn)
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and Lemma [2,

J
E[ ) 2]/211?6%§|dj,k—dj,k|1(76)] S (V1ogn)P(T°) +E[ Z > lejnl1(lejnl = 2¢/logn)]

j=-—1 Jj=—1kel;
1 5/2
= O(=57).
(ii): Work on T and let —1 < j < J,(8) be arbitrary. We need to consider I ={k e
I : (f]k =Yjr} and I} = {k € I; : (f]k = t;}, separately. Notice that 27/2 maxye |J]k -
d; 1 |1(T) < 22720~ Y2 maxy, |e;x|1(T) < 29/22\/logn/n. If k € I}, then t; < oo and t; =
max,ep tjp. In a first step, we show that t; < 204/logn/n. To see this recall that by
Lemma B (iv), maxy |d; | < 54/logn/n. Fix p € P. For any subset R C I}, with |R| <
K,57?|I;|/1ogP’? n, we must have Y okeR d?k < K,n"P/?|I;|. Applying Lemma [ (i) shows
that Lj, > K,5P|I;|/log’/?n. The r.hs. is larger than one, because of j > Jo, and
p+1 <logn/(loglogn)?. Consequently, L;,—1 > %Kp5_p|lj|/log”/2 n which implies that
tip < 204/logn/n. Since this holds for any p € P, also t; < 204/logn/n and

29/ e |d — dyal L(T) < 29/2(t + |y L(T) < 25 - 2772 [ =22,

k‘ I//

Recall that jin Jy < j < jn(ﬁ) was arbitrary. Combining the upper bounds for k € I J’ and

k € I} gives
Jn(ﬁ 1
Nk / 08N _ (M \-p/(2+1)
logn

]——1

(iti): Since maxger, |djk| < /logn/n, we have by Proposition [I] (i) and Remark [ that
‘d/y\k‘ <t < 4Q2-2F+D on the event 7. This proves (iii) < 5Q Z;-]:j (B)+1 278 <
(n/logn)=P/(26+1)

Combining the upper bounds for (i) — (ii7) shows (44]) and this completes the proof for the
L>-risk. O

Proof of Theorem [4). Let 5,Q € (0,00) be arbitrary. Notice that f; := Zkelj Q2_%(25+1)¢j,k
€ O(8, Q). Choose an integer J,, = J,,(8), such that n/8+1) < 2/n < (Q%n/(16Ky))Y/ (28+1)
and consider f0:= f;, € ©(3,Q). By Lemma[ we find ¢; > ;2 > 0 on 7 and thus,

sup E[||F1 = flloo] = E[|I1 = fleol(T)] =

E[l Y enatusll(T)]. (45)
fee(8,Q) [ Z ! ! ]

k‘EI(]n

Bl
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Thanks to the compact support of the wavelet function, we can always pick a subset I C I,
of cardinality > 277 such that for any ki, ks € I, ki # ko, the wavelet functions Y,k and
Y7, .k, have disjoint support. Define £* by

k* € argmax €y, i
kel

and consider the sets R := {e;, x+ > \/log |I|} and U(k*) := {k : k # k* and the support of
1, r and the support of ¢, x« have non-empty intersection }. It follows from the extreme
value behavior of standard normal random variables (cf. Embrechts et al. [11], p.145) that
P(R¢) < 1/2 for sufficiently large n. For sufficiently small § > 0, there exists a random
sequence x, € (0,1) such that

inf 277/ 245 e (2)] > 6 > 0.
n
By triangle inequality,

1Y enmtnllool(T) 2 les bt (@) LT AR) = Y enptbs,klza)l.  (4.6)

kel keU (k*)

To bound the second term, notice that U(k*) and I are disjoint by construction. Since k*
is a function of {¢; : k € I} it is independent of €y, ; for all k£ € U(k*). The same holds
for x,,. Using E[-] = E[E[-|k*, z,]], it follows

E[l Y enmthap(@a)l] S27PI0IEl D lesnl] S22 (4.7)

keU (k*) keU(k*)

In order to find a lower bound of the first term in (4.0l), observe that P(T NR) > 1 —
P(7¢) —P(R°) > 1/4 for sufficiently large n, since P(7¢) — 0 and P(R¢) < 1/2. Therefore,

)
E[les, gt g, 1 (@) LT N R)] > Z2J"/2\/log 1].
Together with (4.5, (4.8), and (A7) the result follows since by definition of I, J,,

n~1/29Jn/2 log 1] > (bgn)—ﬁ/(wﬂ)(log n)l/(4/3+2)_
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