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Abstract: Random coefficient regression models are a popular tool for
analyzing unobserved heterogeneity, and have seen renewed interest in the
recent econometric literature. In this paper we obtain the optimal pointwise
convergence rate for estimating the density in the linear random coefficient
model over Holder smoothness classes, and in particular show how the tail
behavior of the design density impacts this rate. In contrast to previous
suggestions, the estimator that we propose and that achieves the optimal
convergence rate does not require dividing by a nonparametric density esti-
mate. The optimal choice of the tuning parameters in the estimator depends
on the tail parameter of the design density and on the smoothness level of
the Holder class, and we also study adaptive estimation with respect to
both parameters.
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1. Introduction

In this paper we consider the linear random coefficient regression model, in which
iid. (independent and identically distributed) data (X;,Y;), j = 1,...,n are
observed according to

}/j = Ao)j—FALij. (11)

Therein A; := (A, A1) are unobserved i.i.d. random variables with the bi-
variate Lebesgue density fa; while A; and X; are independent. Note that (1.1)
represents a randomized extension of the standard linear regression model. We
shall derive the optimal convergence rates for estimating f4 over Holder smooth-
ness classes in case when the X; have a Lebesgue density fx with polynomial
tail behaviour, as specified in Assumption 1 below.

From a parametric point of view with focus on means and variances of the
random coefficients, a multivariate version of model (1.1) is studied by [11].
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They assume the coefficients A; to be mutually independent. The nonparametric
analysis of model (1.1) has been initiated by [3] and [4]. [2] use Fourier methods
to construct an estimator of f4. They do not derive the optimal convergence
rate, though. Furthermore, their estimator is rather involved as it requires a
nonparametric estimator of a conditional characteristic function, which is then
plugged into a regularized Fourier inversion.

Extensions of model (1.1) have seen renewed interest in the econometrics lit-
erature in recent years. [13] suggest a nonparametric estimator in a multivariate
version of model (1.1). They only obtain its convergence rate for very heavy
tailed regressors. Moreover, their estimator requires dividing by a nonparamet-
ric density estimator for a transformed version of the regressors. This involves
an additional smoothing step, and potentially renders the estimator unstable.
[5] propose a specification test for model (1.1) against a general nonseparable
model as the alternative, while [6] suggest multiscale tests for qualitative hy-
potheses on f4. Extensions and modifications of model (1.1) are studied in [9],
[17], [1], [8], [10], [18], [19] and [12]. Methods of analytic continuation of the
coefficients density outside the support of the covariates are considered under
more restrictive conditions in [12] and in the recent work of [7].

In this paper, we consider the basic model (1.1) under the following condition.

Assumption 1 (Design density). For some constants 8 > 0 and Cx > c¢x > 0,
the density fx satisfies

Ox(1+[2)) 72> fx(x) > ex - (L+[2)) P72,  vVreR, (1.2)

We analyze precisely how the tail parameter 8 of fx influences the optimal
rate of convergence of f4 at a given point @ € R? in a minimax sense in case
B > 1. Note that the heavy tailed setting which is studied in [13] corresponds to
B8 =0 in Assumption 1. To our best knowledge a rigorous study of the minimax
convergence rate in the more realistic case of § > 1 has been missing so far.
Indeed we fill this gap and derive optimal rates, which are fundamentally new
and not known from any other nonparametric estimation problem.

The estimator which we propose is inspired by [12]. It achieves the optimal
convergence rate and does not require dividing by a nonparametric density esti-
mator. Instead we exploit the order statistic of the transformed design variables
in a Priestley-Chao manner. The optimal choice of the tuning parameters de-
pends both on the two parameters 5 and on the smoothness parameter of the
Holder class, which is reminiscent of the estimation problem in [14] and in con-
trast to usual adaptation problems in nonparametric curve estimation, in which
the smoothing parameters shall adapt only to an unknown smoothness level.
Here we show how to make the estimator adaptive with respect to both of these
parameters.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce our estimation
procedure. Section 3 is devoted to upper and lower risk bounds, which yield
minimax rate optimality for the pointwise risk. We also derive an upper risk
bound for the uniform risk, here, an additional logarithmic factor occurs. In
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Section 4 we deal with adaptivity. The proofs and technical lemmas are deferred
to Section 5.

Let us fix some notation: ¢4 denotes the characteristic function of the A;,
while 1|7 is the conditional characteristic function of the random variable U
given the random variable Z. Throughout | - | stands for the Euclidean norm of
a real or complex vector, and 1(A) denotes the indicator function of the event
A. For positive sequences (a,) and (b,) we write a,, < b, if ca, < b, < Cay,
n € N for constants 0 < ¢ < C.

2. The estimator

In order to construct an estimator for f4 in model (1.1), we transform the data
(X;,Y;) into (Z;,Uj) via

U,=Y;/ l—l—XjQ, (cost,sian):(1,Xj)/1/1+XJ2,
so that Z; € (—m/2,7/2) almost surely (a.s.), Z; and A, are independent, and
Uj = Agj cosZ;+ Ay jsinZ;. (2.1)
Then the conditional characteristic function vz (-|2) of U; given Z; = z equals

Yuiz(t]z) = a(tcosz, tsinz). (2.2)

By Fourier inversion, integral substitution into polar coordinates (with signed
radius) and (2.2) we deduce that

1 .,
fa(a) = e //exp(—m b) 1a(b) db

1 /2 . .
— —(27r)2 /R /_ﬂ/2 |t| exp ( —it(ag cos z + ay s1nz)) 1/1U|z(t|2) dz dt .
(2.3)

The equation (2.3) motivates us to estimate f4 by an empirical version of the
conditional characteristic function vz which is directly accessible from the
data (Z;,U;). For that purpose choose a function w which satisfies the following
assumption.

Assumption 2 (Kernel). For a number { € Ny the function w : R — R is
even, supported on [—1,1], (¢ + 1)-fold continuously differentiable on the whole
real line, satisfies w(0) = 1 as well as w™ (0) = 0 for all k = 1,...,¢, and |w|
18 bounded by 1.

Assumption 2 could be relaxed somewhat. In particular, we may assume
compact support instead of imposing the support of w to be a subset of [—1,1]
and we may remove the condition that |w| is bounded by 1. Simple boundedness
is sufficient, which follows from the other conditions.
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Now we consider the regularized version of f4 by kernel smoothing as follows

fala;h)

/2
= % / / w(th)|t|exp ( — it(ag cos z + ai sin 2)) Yy 7 (t|z) dz dt
(2m)? Jr —7/2

/2
= / K(u—agcosz—aysinz; h) fyz(ulz) du dz, (2.4)
—n/2 JR
where
K (z;h) := 1 / w(th) |t exp(itz) dt = 2 /00 w(th)t cos(tx) dt.
’ (2m)% Jr (2m)% Jo

(2.5)

Inspired by (2.4) we introduce a Priestley-Chao type estimator of the density
fa,
1
falazh.8) =)  K(Uy —aocos Zij) — avsin Z(jy;: h) (Z(41) = Z(5))
1

S
|

<.
Il

A(—7m/246 < Z(j) < Z(j+1) <m/2-0)

n—1
1 . .
= )2 /R w(th) |t] Z exp (zt(U[j] — ag cos Z(j) — ap sin Z(j)))
j=1
(21 = ZG)) U=/24 0 < Zj) < Zj1) S /2 0) dt,

(2.6)

where (Up;1, Z(j)), j = 1,...,n, denotes the sample (Uj, Z;), j = 1,...,n, sorted
such that Z) < ... < Z(,), and where h = h;, > 0 is a classical bandwidth
parameter and 6 = §,, > 0 is a threshold parameter both of which remain to be
selected. By the parameter 0 we cut off that subset of the interval [—7/2,7/2]
in which the Z; are sparse.

In the following we shall use the symbol

Z = Z (2.7)

7m0 je{l.’....n},fﬂ'/QJr(;SZ(j)SZ(]-+1)§7T/275

to denote the sum over the random set of indices 1 < j < n — 1 for which
—m/2+06 < Z(jy < Z(j41) < m/2— 6. Thus, we may write the estimator in (2.6)
as

fA(a; h, 6) = Z K(U[j] — Qg COS Z(j) — a1 sin Z(j); h) (Z(jJrl) — Z(j)).
jsn,o

In this paper we consider one-dimensional covariates Z1, ..., Z, only. From
a methodological point of view, the estimator (2.6) could be extended to the
multivariate setting by using Voronoi cells instead of the order statistics. A sim-
ilar technique is proposed in eq. (36) in [12]. On the other hand, the asymptotic
properties of such an estimator might be completely different from the univariate
case.
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3. Upper and lower risk bounds

We consider the following Holder smoothness class of densities.

Definition. For a point a = (ag,a1) € R?, a smoothness index o > 0 and
constants ca,cp,ra,cpr > 0 define the class F = F(a,a,ca,cp,ra,c0m) of
densities as follows: fa € F(a,a,ca,cp,ra,cr) is Holder-smooth of the degree
«a in the neighborhood Uy, (a) = {b € R? | [a—b| < ra}, that is, fa is s = |a] =
max{k € Ng | k < a}-times continuously differentiable in U, ,(a) and its partial
derivatives satisfy

°fa 0° fa ams
W(%y) - Wys,k(amal)’ < ca-|(zy)—a|*7, (3.1)

forallk=0,...,s and (x,y) € U,,(a). Furthermore, assume that the Fourier
transform 4 of fa is weakly differentiable and its weak derivative Vip4 satisfies

/essup‘VU)A(x,yﬂdx < cp, (3.2)
yeR

and that fa(a) < cpr for all a € R?.

For the proof of the first theorem, the global partial tail and smoothness
condition (3.2) of the order 1 is required in addition to the local smoothness
assumption (3.1) of the order . The theorem provides an upper bound on the
convergence rate for the estimator in (2.6).

Theorem 3.1. Consider model (1.1) and assume that fx satisfies (1.2) for
some B > 1. If w satisfies Assumption 2 forl > 2 |«|, and if § = 6,, and h = h,,
are chosen such that

—_1_ N S
d=xn"F+1,  and hxn GFETD,

then the estimator (2.6) attains the following asymptotic risk upper bound over
the function class F = F(a,a,ca,cB,7a,CM),

sup E;, HfA(a;h,é) —fA(a)m = (’)(n_(awz)%),
faeF

The following theorem yields that the convergence rates which our estimator
(2.6) achieves according to Theorem 3.1 are optimal for the pointwise risk in
the minimax sense.

Theorem 3.2. Fiz a = 0 and the constants ca, cp sufficiently large for any
a>0andf>1. Let (fn)n be an arbitrary sequence of estimators of fa, where
fn is based on the data (X;,Y;), 7 = 1,...,n, for each n. Assume that fx
satisfies (1.2). Then

lim inf n@FHEFD sup Ey, an(()) - fA(O)}Q] > 0.

n— oo fAe]:
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The convergence rates from Theorem 3.1 and 3.2 differ significantly from
standard rates in nonparametric estimation. While they become faster as «
increases, they become slower as 3 gets larger. It is remarkable that they do not
approach the (squared) parametric rate n~! but the slower rate n=2/(B+Y) for
large a.

The case 5 < 1. An analysis of the proof of Theorem 3.1 shows that in case
B < 1, choosing § = n~ 7 and h < n~ 7T gives the rate

sup Ey, [|fa(aih,8) = fa(a)|] = O(n~=%0);
faeF

in case § = 1, an additional logarithmic factor occurs. The upper bound no
longer depends on £ in this regime. For 8 = 0, [13] obtain the faster rate

O(niﬁiﬁ); their rate is in Lo but could be transferred to a pointwise rate.
However, they additionally impose the assumption that the density f4 is uni-
formly bounded with a bounded support. This implies that fi7|7 is also uniformly
bounded. Under this additional assumption, instead of (5.4) in our analysis, we
have the sharper bound

Vary, (fA(a;h,6)|oz) < const.-h ™3 - Z (Z(j41) — Z(j))2

Jim,8

since [, K?(u; h) du < const. - h=3. Then one can show that our estimator also

achieves the rate (’)(n_ 2213) for 8 = 0, even with the choice § = 0.
Finally, we consider the uniform rate of convergence, again in the case 5 > 1.

Theorem 3.3. Consider model (1.1) and assume that fx satisfies (1.2) for
some 8 > 1. Suppose that w satisfies Assumption 2 for 1 > 2|a], and that
6 =90, and h = h,, are chosen such that

1 7 1 EIOETD
5 (Y g g (o)
n n

For a compact rectangle K C R? let F(K,a,ca,cp,7a,cn) denote the class of
densities on R? such that f € F(a,a,ca,cp,7a,cnr) for each a € K. Then the
estimator (2.6) attains the following uniform asymptotic risk upper bound over
the function class F = F(K, o, ca,cB,TA,CM ),

: 2 log n\ mroHTD
fiue%-‘EfA [222 |fA(a,h,5)—fA(a)‘ ] = O((—n ) )

4. Adaptation
4.1. Adaptation with respect to B for given smoothness

Assume that (1.2) holds with unknown § > 1. If there are at least two observa-
tions Z; in the interval [—m/2 + 6, 7/2 — 6] so that >, 5 is not the sum over
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the empty set, we set

Ln(6) =min{Z; | Z; > —7/2+ 6}, Rn(6) =max{Z;|Z; <w/2-0},
(4.1)

otherwise we put L, (§) = —7/2 and R, (0) = m/2. To define a selection rule for
0, define the function

Ca(0) == D> (ZGny = Z)* + 671 Y (Zin) — Z»)°

7,m,0 7,m,8
+ (Ln(0) +7/2) + (7/2 = Ru(0))* + 6%,

which is continuous except at the sites 7/2, Z; + /2 and n/2 — Z; for j =

1,...,n. Now choose § = 4, in the interval [n=1/2, 7 /4] such that
Caldn) < exp(—n)+  inf  Cu(d). 4.2
) < ep(-m)+_nt C0) (1.2

The next proposition shows that the convergence rate from Theorem 3.1 does
not deteriorate if only 8 is unknown but « is known.

Proposition 4.1. Consider model (1.1) and assume that fx satisfies (1.2) for
some unknown 3 > 1. Choose w satisfying the Assumption 2 for 2|« <1 for
given « > 0. If 6,, is chosen in (4.2) and

iLn = (Cn(gn)) 2 (a1+2) )

then for the estimator fA (a; iLn, 5n) we have that

sup Ep, [|£a(aihns0) = fala)|’] = O(n” wml),
fa€F

where F = F(a,,ca,CB,TA,CM).

4.2. Adaptation by the Lepski method

Finally we consider adaptivity with respect to both parameters § and « based
on a combination of Lepski’s method, see [15] and [16], and the choice (4.2).
Consider the grid of bandwidths

hy = 612 ¢, kek,={0,...,K},

where ¢ > 1, K = K,, = [log,n| and oy is defined in (4.2). Fix a € R? and
denote R R R
fe = fala; hy, 6n).
For Crep > 0 sufficiently large to be chosen we let
k=max{k €K, ||fs — fi> < Crepolin) YI<k, l€K,},

where .
o(k,n) =h,*Cp(6,) logn, ke K.
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Theorem 4.1. Consider model (1.1) and assume that fx satisfies (1.2) for
some unknown [ > 1. Choose w according to Assumption 2 for some | € Ny.
Then for sufficiently large Crep > 0 (e.g. CLep = 202 suffices), we have, for
every o > 0 with 2 |a| <1, that

sup Ey, HfA(a;h,;,Sn) — fA(a)|2} = O(n’<7a+z2>?a+1> (logn)=1 ) 7
faeF

where F := F(a,q, ca,CB,TA,CM ).
Thus for adaptivity an additional logarithmic factor occurs in the pointwise

rate under Holder smoothness constraints.

5. Proofs

In the proofs we drop f4 € F in E=E;, and in P = Py, from the notation.

5.1. Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By passing to Cartesian coordinates in (2.4) we can write

fala;h) = # /R exp (—ia' b)pa(b)w(h ||b]])db = (fa *w(-/h)/h?)(a),
(5.1)

(a) = # /R exp ( — ia’ b) w(||b]]) db.

Assumption 2 guarantees that w is a kernel of order ¢. Then, using Taylor
approximation as usual in kernel regularization, see p. 37-38 in [20] for the
argument in case of non-compactly supported kernels, the following asymptotic
rate of the regularization bias term occurs

‘fA(a)—fA(@;h)‘ = }fA(a)—/tD(z)fA(a—hz)dz
< CBias(a,w, ca,car) - B, (5.2)

where the constant factor Cpias(a, w, ca, car) only depends on ca, cpr, w and a.
Now let oz denote the o-field generated by Zi,...,Z,, and consider the
conditional bias-variance decomposition

E HfA(a; h,d) — fA(a;h)ﬁ =E [Var(fA(a;h,éﬂaz)}

A 3 . (53)
+E [|E [fa(a; b, 6)loz] — Fatas )]’].
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Since Upyy, . . ., Upp are independent given oz, observing from (2.5) that || K (5 h)| e =
O(h~?), we may bound

Var(faa;h,8)loz) <Y (Zg41) — Z)

7,n,0
. / K2 (u — ag COS Z(j) — a1 sin Z(j); h) fU|Z(u|Z(j)) du
R
< const. - ht. Z (Z(jJrl) — Z(j))2, (5.4)

Jm,6

where the constant factor only depends on w. Therein we use the notation (2.7).
For the conditional expectation, we obtain that
. 1 /2
E [fa(a; h.8)loz] = =g / w(th) || D(t, ) dz dt
(2m)? Jr —7/2
where we set

z/;(t,z) = Z wU\Z(HZ(j)) exp (—itao cos Z(jy—itay sin Z(j)) ]l(Z(j) <z< Z(jJrl)).

7,n,0
We deduce that
|E[fA(a§hv5)|UZ] —fA(a;h)|2 <h+L+1Is3, (5.5)

where

R (9)
I = % ’ /n(a) /R w(th) |¢| (z/;(t, z) — exp ( — it(ag cos z + ay sin z))
2

Sty exo (= )
I :z—‘/ /wth t| exp ( — it(ap cos z 4 a1 sin z
(2m)* —-x/2 JR
2
iz (t]2) dz dt]
7wty e (— i )
I3 ::—’/ /wth t| exp ( — it(ag cos z + ay sin z
2m)* 1 R, ) Jr
2
Ay 2 (t]2) dz dt‘ ,
where L,,(0) and R, (9) are defined in (4.1). If there are no two consecutive Z;
in the interval [—7/2 4 0,7/2 — 8], then 9 (t,z) = 0 (indeed f4(a;h,d) = 0). In
this case, by our convention we have L,(§) = —x/2 and R, (§) = 7/2 so that

I, = Is = and I is the integral from —7/2 to 7/2, as required for the estimate
(5.5) to remain true in this case.
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First, consider the term I5. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it holds
that

3 yh o 1/h x/2
I3 S—/ t dt/ ‘/ exp ( — it(ap cos z + a1 sin z
@2m)* i —1/0 " JR,(5) (- )

2

4

=2

T (7/2 = Ra(6))?
(5.6)

Analogously we establish that

4

< - .
I = (2m)2

ht e (La(0) — 7/2)° .

Finally, consider the term I;. In case when there are two consecutive Z; in the
interval [—7/2+ §,m/2 — 6] so that the sum in (2.7) is not empty, it holds that

3 Z(j+1)
L< -2 _p2. {

(2m)% ’1/;(15, Z) — exp ( — it(ag cos z + aj sin z))

: AP
Jm0 TR0y <iyn

2
Wiz ()|t dz |
Now, for z € [Z(}), Z(j+1)), we get that

‘1/3(15, z) — exp ( —it(ag cos z + aq sin z)) ¢U|Z(t|z)‘
= ‘¢U|Z(t|Z(j)) exp ( — itag cos Z(j) — itay sin Z(j)) — ¢U|Z(t|z)
-exp (—it(agcosz 4 ay sin z))|
< vzt ZG)) = Yuz(tl2)| + 18- lal - (Zgn) = Zi))
= ‘z/JA(tcos Z(jy,tsin Zjy) — z/JA(tcosz,tsinz)’ + [t] - |a] - (Z(j+1) — Z(j)) ,

according to (2.2). Hence we may bound

/2
I, < const. - h™2 ({/ / Z 1(z € [Z(j), Z(j+1))) [Yaltcos Z(j), tsin Z ;)
—n/2 JItI<hot T
2

- wA(tcosz,tsinz)‘ dt dz}

/2 2
+ {/ /|t§h1 Z ]].(Z S [Z(j),Z(j+1)]) |t| . |a| . (Z(j+1) - Z(J)) dt dz} )

—/2 jnsd

= const. - h72 (1111 + ILQ).

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives for I; o

L <comst. - h™4al* 3= (Zgun) — Zp)”.

Jim,6
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For I, ; interchanging sum and integrals we obtain
/2
/ / 1(z € [Z(y, Z(j41))) |[a(t cos Z(j), tsin Z(j)) — a(tcos z, tsinz)| dt dz
t|<1/h

/2

Z(j+1)
/ ' / ‘wA(tcosZ(j),tsinZ(j))—z/;A(tcosz,tsinz)’ dt dz
Z 5 [t|<1/h

Z(+1) #
/ / [t] ’ (Vipa(tcosu, tsinu), (—sinu, cosu)) du’ dt dz
2 [t|<1/h Z(j)

Z+1)
/ / [t] sup |Vipa(tcosu,y)| du dt dz
Z( [t|<1/h Z(; yeR

| [Pa
<2h~ / / sup |Vipa(tcosu,y)| dt du dz
Z() Z(j JteRyER

Z(i+1)
<2¢ph7! cosudu dz
Z() Z(5)

. ZG+y 1
=2cp h™ (Zj) — Z5)) /Z p—
)

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality twice yields

, ZG+y 1
I, <const. - h™ Z (Z(g+1) Z(J)) /
Z(j)

cosu

. 7/2—6 1 2
< const. - h (/ Z 1(z € [Z(), Zin)) (Zi+n) = Z) cos z dz)

T/2—68 1 T/2—46 9
< const. - h—2 / dz/ ot Z ]l(z IS [Z(j),Z(jJrl)]) (Z(jJrl) — Z(j)) dz
- jsm,o

T/2—6 1 ,
= /—Tr/2+6 cos? z 5 J% ( (G+1) (J))

< const. - 6 1h2 Z (Z(jJrl) — Z(j))s.
7m0
Hence, the term I; obeys the upper bound
I; < const. - (|a|2 B h_2) . Z (Z(J+1) Z(J))

Jim,6

Finally, if there are no two consecutive Z; in the interval [—7/2 + 6, 7/2 — ],
we simply have I; < ‘fA (a; h)‘2 < fa(a)? + const. - h?* < const. Collecting the
terms that bound (5.5) and using (5.4), from (5.3) we obtain that

EﬂfA(a;h,é) — fala; h)‘2 ’UZ]
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< const. - h™4 {(w/2 — Ru(8))? + (Ln(8) + 7/2)

+ D0 (i = Z)* + 070 Y (Zay - Z(a‘))?’}

Jm,6 Jim,8

+ const. - { la|* =6 Z (Z(j+1) - Z(J'))3

j,m,0
+ 1(ZG) < —m/24+ 0 or Zgey > w/2—6 Vj=1,...,n-1)}
(5.7)

Here, the last term takes care of the event in which the sum ). s is empty
and the estimator actually is zero. In order to bound the terms in (75.7) involving
the order statistics, we note that since g > 1,

/2 /2
/ wPdu =65, / w2 du = 61728,
s s
From (5.2) and (5.7) and Lemma 5.1 we obtain for § < 7/4 that

E[|fa(a; h,8) — fA(a)|2}
< const. - {h2a +ht (0 +

5/3)2 + T e + hds 125128
Czn

+h 026 fnexp(—cz(n—1) (7r/4)'8)}.

Upon inserting the rates for 6 and h we obtain the result.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We introduce the functions

fA,G(CLOa al) = anﬂnf()(anam Bnal) +ecr-0- COS(2ﬂna1) ' anﬂn¢(ana0a ﬂnad) y

for 6 € {0,1}, some constant ¢z, > 0 and some sequences (), 4 0 and (8,), T
oo which remain to be selected; moreover we specify

1

Jolao, a) = 5= a2)1+a?)’
and
P(ao, a1) == p(ao) p(a1),
where )
o(x) = %S(I).

We verify that fa  is a probability density as fy and ¢ are probability densities.
The Fourier transform of fa ¢ equals

Ro(w0) = 510 u/B) + Gou-0- 67 (2o, 4+ 26/5,)

+ %CL -0 Qbft (I/O‘na (y - 2Bn)/ﬂn) )
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so that
J[ fastav.an) dao das = £150) = £l = 1,

since ¢f? is supported on the interval [—1,1]. Choosing the constant ¢z > 0
sufficiently small we can guarantee that fa; is a non-negative function and
satisfies the inequality

fai(ao,a1) > ¢ anBnfolanas, fnar) > 0, Yagp,a1 € R, (5.8)

for some constant ¢; € (0,1). Thus, fa is a probability density as well. Fur-
thermore we verify that fa¢ € F for both 6 € {0,1} under the constraint

T (5.9)

as ¢4 and cp may be viewed as sufficiently large. Therein note that (3.2) is

satisfied as 14 9 can be written as the sum of two functions (z,y) — o(z/ay) -

Y1 (y/Bn) where ¢;, j = 0,1 are bounded, weakly differentiable, integrable func-

tions whose weak derivatives are essentially bounded and integrable as well.
The squared pointwise distance between f4 0 and f4,1 at 0 equals

| £4.0(0) = fa1(0)|° = 2a2B2/(4n%) = B2 (5.10)

Using (5.8), the conditional density of Y; given X; under the parameter ¢
equals

fy;1x;,0(y) = /fA,e(y—a1Xj,a1)da1 > Czanﬂn/fO(an(y_QIXj)vﬂnal)dal

0 S S,
- 72 1+2a2y? + 20203 X7 1+ (20

> CLonbn v L day

- 2nz ), 1+2a2y? + 20207 X7

< cr, oy,

212 1+ 202y2 +2X702 /B2’
for all y € R. Moreover we have that
fyix; 1) = fryix;0(y) = CLanﬁn/COS@ﬁnal) - ¢(an(y — a1X;), Bpar) dag
= cLan/cos(Qalﬁn/Bn) ¢(an(y — a1X;/Bn),a1) day
where the Fourier transform equals
Fl e, 0= F e, ot) = gend™ (tam, (15 -+ 26,)/52)

+ %cmff (t/ctn, (EX; — 28,)/Bn)
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Therefore the y2-distance between the competing observation densities is bounded
from above as follows,

2
i - X2 (fy;1x,.0=00 fy; 1 x,.0=1)

< (Lan +2X2an/B2)c3, / |67 (t/cun, (EX; +28,) /)| dt
+(1/an+2X§an/5§)ci/\o;ft(t/an,(txj —25n)/5n)\2dt

+ 22 oy /‘%¢ft(t/an,(th+2ﬂn)/ﬂn) 2dt

+2¢2 oy /’%qﬁﬁ(t/an, (tX; —264)/Bn) 2dt, (5.11)

where
%¢j,t (t/n, (1X; = 26,)/Ba) = " {wf't}'(t/an) A (X5 £280)/Bn)
#2 {o(on) 1Y (03 28,)/52).

Moreover, this choice also guarantees that fc ¢ integrates to 1 and, hence, is a
probability density. Then the integrals in (5.11) range over a subset of

[—amn, an]\(=Bn/|X;|, Bn/1X;)

as HI" and its (weak) derivative are supported on [—1,1]. Also these functions
are uniformly bounded by 1. Thus the integrals vanish whenever |X,| < 8, /a,.
It follows that

X (fyy 1,020 fy;1x;.0=1) < (648X an/Br)ct/ch,

if |X;| > Bn/an; and x2(fyj|X].79:0,fyj‘Xj79:1) = 0 otherwise. According to
standard arguments from decision theory, (5.10) represents a lower bound on
the attainable rate if the Hellinger distance between the competing data distri-

butions f&";_a (for & = 0 and 64, respectively) obeys an upper bound which is
smaller than 1 — uniformly with respect to n, see e.g. [21]. Writing H for the
Hellinger distance, it holds that

(fxye 0’ )((n%/e 1 < ZHz(fXijﬂXj,()afXijj|Xj,1)

Jj=1

=3 [ o) [ (B alul0) = A a(01) dy da
j=1

<E {ZX%ij\Xj,o?ij\Xj,l)} (5.12)
j=1
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as the distribution of the X is identical for # = 0 and 6 = 1. Then, the term
(5.12) is bounded from above by

E[ " 145, 0 o0 (151 - (6+ X202 /82)c3 |

j=1
= 6ncs / fx(z)dz + 8nci o2 B2 2? fx (z) dx
212 Bn/on || > B/ orn
— O(n(ﬂn/an)_ﬁ_l) — O(TL . ﬂ;(a+2)(:@+1))7 (513)

as B > 1. We choose B, = n!/l[2+®)(+8)] g5 that the y2-distance between the
joint densities of the observations under § = 0 and ¢ = 1 in (5.13) is bounded
from above as n tends to infinity. By elementary decision theoretic arguments
and by (5.10), a lower bound on the attainable convergence rate is given by

B2 =~ T
n - ’

which completes the proof of the theorem. O
Proof of Theorem 3.3. We estimate

E [sup |fA(a; h,d) — fA(a)|2] <2E [sup ‘fA(a;h,é) - fA(a; h)‘2]
acK aceK

+ 2 sup ‘fA(a;h) - fA(a)’{
acK

where f4(a;h) is defined in (5.1). The second term - the regularization bias - is
bounded in (5.2), and that bound is uniform in @ € K from the assumptions on

the function class F(K, «,ca,cp,Ta,cpr). For the first term we have, similarly
o (5.3), that

E [sup ‘fA(a;h,é) - fA(a; h,5)m <2E [sup ‘fA(a; h,0) —E [fA(a; h,5)|az] ’2}
aceK aceK

+2E [sup |B [fa(a; h,8)loz] - Falas )|
(5.14)

The second term in (5.14) is bounded by

sup I1(a) + sup Iz2(a) + sup I3(a),
acK aceK aceK

where I;(a) are defined as in (5.5), and the dependence on a is stressed in the
notation. The bounds on the I;(a) derived after (5.5) are uniform in a over a
bounded set K. Thus, it remains to bound the first term in (5.14).

Given € > 0 let I. be a subset of K for which the e-balls with centers at
points in I. cover K. It is possible to choose such a set with a cardinality of
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order card (I.) < Ck €2, where cx > 0 depends on K but not on e. Then

5 5 2 ; ; 2
sul];; ‘fA(a;h,é) ) [fA(a; h,5)|oz]| <2 su? ‘fA(a;h,é) ) [fA(a;h,6)|oz} |
ac acle
+ 2 sulg 1,r€1§ ’fA(a; h,d) — E[fA(a;h,5)|UZ} - (fA(a’;h,d) - E[fA(a’;h,5)|aZ])’2.
acK @ Cle
Since ||0; K (z;h)]|oo < h™3, see the formula (2.5) for K(-;h) and the Assump-
tion 2 in w, by Lipschitz-continuity the second term is < 8€?h~%. From the
Hoeffding inequality, since || K (;h)|l« < h~2 we obtain for ¢ > 0 that
. R t2
P ([fa(a;h,8) = E[fala;h,6)oz]| > L“Uz < 2exp( - 5 )-
( ) ( 2074 3050 (ZG4n) — Z5) )
(5.15)

Set
- 2
rn = (logn) - B4 Y (Zgan) — Zp)
Jim,0
Then, for £ > 0 we estimate

E [7“51 sup | fa(a; h,8) = E [fa(a; h,6)|o ]| ‘UZ}
acl.

acl,

<k?+2 / tP ( sup ‘fA(a; h,0) — E [fA(a; h,5)|az]| > r,lz/z t’az) dt

o0

2 1
t exp ( — ;gn) dt (from (5.15) and union bound)

2]
r 2ogn) (logn)~*.

<K? + 4 card (I.) /

K

<KkZ4+4CKe 2 exp ( —
Choose ¢ = n~2 and x = 10'/2. Then if h~' = O(n'/?) we obtain from Lemma

5.1 that
E [sup }fA(a; h,0) —E [fA(a; h, 5)|JZ] |2

acl.

] = O(E[r,)) = h=4 8"~ togn/,

and overall

E [ sup ‘fA(a;h,CS) - fA(a)m
acK

1
< const. - {h2°‘ + pAsp logn/y, + nl+ pt ((5 +
czndP

) h e 252
+h n 26" fnexp(—cz(n—1) (7‘1’/4)6)}.

Plugging in the choices of § and h gives the result.
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5.2. Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.1. From (5.7) and (5.2) we estimate

EHJEA(CL;ianS) fala | \Uz]
< const. - {A2* 4 h4Cu(8n)} + const. - {Ialzﬁﬁ6 > (Zany - Z)°
3ym,0n

]].(Z(J) < —7T/2—|—(§n or Z(j+1) >7T/2—(§n V‘]:L’n_l)}

Observe that from the term §2 in the definition of C,(d),

~ 1

B2 = (CalB) ™ > 6

> 0.

Since 6, < m/4 < 1, and since Cn(5} contains the term §~! dims Ly —
Z;))?, from (5.16) and the choice of h,, we obtain the bound

E [| £a(as . 0 ) f a)|*|oz]
< const. - { [Ca(8)] 77 +1(Z) < —7/4 01 Zjiay > 7/ Vji=1,...,n—1)}.
(5.17)

By definition of Sn,

Cn(6n) < exp(—n) + inf Cn(0) < exp(—n) + Cp(0n)
S€[n—1/2,m /4]

for the deterministic choice §,, = n~"/(#+1 which is contained in [n=1/2, /4]
for sufficiently large n since g > 1. Further, by Jensen’s inequality, Lemma 5.1
and the choice of 6,

o

E[ (Ca(80) 7] < (E [Ca(6,)]) 77 = O(n” weiiom).

Substituting these estimates into (5.17), and using (5.28) finally gives

@

E[|fa(ain,80) = fa(@)["] < O(n~ @ 0550) + const. { [exp(—n)] =72
+P(Zg) < —m/dor Zginy > /4 Vi=1,..,n-1)}
= O(n” @FIFD).
O

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Fix0 < awith 2 |a] <land fa € F(a,ca,cp,ra,, car),
and set
b(kv O‘) = C}%ias(avwv CA, CM) h%au ke Kn,
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see the bound for the regularization bias in (5.2). We shall abbreviate f4(a) = f.
On the event

{Zjy < —m/2+bn 0t Z(jiy >7)2 =0, Vji=1,...,n—1}
where fk = 0, we may estimate
E([|fi—f"|oz] <comst.  1(Zy) < —m/dor Zypay >7/4 Vi=1,...,n—1)

since 8, < m/4. In the following, suppose that there are two design points Z; in

the interval [—m /248, 7/2—0,]. Since hy, > 5% for each k € K,,, as in the proof
of Proposition 4.1 the term involving h;G in (5.16) is negligible as compared to
that with the factor 4! h;,*. Hence using (5.7) and (5.2) we estimate

E ka - f‘2 |oz] < const. - {b(k,a) + o(k,n)}. (5.18)
Define the ‘oracle index’ k* by
k* = ky(a) = max {k € Ky, | b(k, @) < CLepo(k,n)/16}.

Bias (O, W, €A, CAL) 570{ < const. since 52‘ <1, while 0(0,n) =
§,2Cn(6,) logn > logn since Cp(d,)0,2 > 1 from the definition of C,(4).
Further, since by the choice of K we have that ¢ > n/q we estimate

Note that b(0, o) = CZ

b(Kv a) > C]%ias (Oé, w,CAa, CM) 8701‘ (n/q) 2 > const. nSa/Z
since 62 > n~/2 by the choice of ,. Finally,

o(K,n) <62 (q/n)4Cn(<§n) (logn) < const.n~%/2 log(n),

5/2 since from the definition of C,(J) and since

since Cy,(6,) 0,2 < const. - n
Sn > n-1/2,

Since b(k, ) increase by factors ¢** in k, and o(k,n) decrease by factors ¢~
in k, it follows from the above estimates that k* — oo and K — k* — oo, and
that there are constants 0 < ¢ < ¢ such that ¢; < o(k*,n)/b(k*,a) < é.

Rearranging yields

4

c1 (Cn((gn) log n) 77D < hp < e (cn(Sn) log n) 2@ (5.19)
for constants ca > ¢; > 0. We obtain from (5.18) that

E ka* — f‘z yaz] < const. - [cn(én) logn]%”. (5.20)
Now, for fk we estimate

fi—#oz] S2E[|fy - f| 10k
+2Eﬂf;;—f’2]1(i€2

E

IN

K = 1)]oz] (5.21)
k

")

oz).
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For the second term, we have that

E[|fy — [ 10k > k)| 07] <2E[|f; — fie|” Wkzkloz] o
k

A~ 2 *
+2E([|fi- — f|" Lk > k)] 02].
The second term in (5.22) is bounded by (5.20) after a trivial estimate of the
indicator. Further, from the definition of & and (5.19) we have the bound
|fi = Jie
which also holds in conditional expectation given o.
For the first term in (5.21) we estimate

? Lispe < CrLepo(k™,n) < const. - [Cn(gn) log n ‘*L“,

k*—1

E||fy = Pk <k = 1)]oz] = S E[lfe— 1 10k = k) [ o7
k=0

k*—1

<3 (E[lh— A1t 1od)) " [Pl =k|oz)] "
o (5.23)
Then
(k=k) C 0 {yfkﬂ — i > CLepU(l,n)}, k=0,...,K—1.
=0
Now let

pre =P (If — fil > CL2 (o(ln) /% |oz),  0<i<k<k"
By choice of k%, for 0 <1 < k < k* we have that
b(l, o) <b(k,a) < Crepo(k,n)/16 < Crep o(l,n)/16.
Hence, setting fr = fa (a; hi) we may estimate
\fi = fil <Ifs = Fel + 1o = fil + 1 Fs = FI+ 1o = £
<\ fe = ful + 1f = fil + bk, 0)"/* + b(l, o)/
< i = Ful 1o = fil + Cripo(l,m) /2 /2.

Therefore, for 0 <1 < k < k*,

e <P (|fk — fil > Cl/2o(l,n)1/2/4 loz)

Lep
+Pr, (|fi = fil > CLLo(l,n)' 2 /4 |07).

Lep

Since o(l,n) > o(k,n), I <k, it suffices to bound

P(\fi— fil > ClL2o(l,n)V?/4]0z),  0<I<k"

Lep
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By choice of the grid Ky, hi > hE = by, therefore

1/2

}IE [fl |Uz] — fl| < const. - [hl_4 Cn(&l)} < a(l,n)1/2

for n sufficiently large. Hence

P(|fi - fil > CiL2o(l,n)? /4| 02) <P (i —E[fi]|oz]| > Call,n)/?|oz),

Lep

where C' = (Cﬁéi/él — 1). Using the bound [|K(-;h)[oc < k™2, see the formula
(2.5) for K(-;h) and the Assumption 2 in w, we use the conditional Hoeffding
inequality in order to estimate

P(Ifi —E[fi]|oz]| > Co(l,n)"?|oz)

C?o(l,n) )
- 2
2h "t s, (ZGan = Z)
< 2exp(—C logn),

§2exp(—

see (5.4), where
~ A 2
C=0C%2=(Cil2/a—1)"/2=38

for the choice CLep = 202. Note that in this step, the logarithmic factor is
essential.
Hence
P(k=k|oz) <2Kn5, k=0,... k%

and in (5.23) we obtain the bound

A A k*—1 R 1/2
E|lfi =P <k = 1)]oz] < 262072 S (E[|fe - 1" |02])
k=0
(5.24)
The crude bound

E ka - f}4 loz] <E [}fk’4 |oz] 4 const. < const. - h;®

< const. - 5;4 < const. - n?, ke,
now suffices to conclude that for sufficiently large choice of the constant Cf,cp,
~ 2 ~ o _
E[|fi— £*|o2) < O([Ca(dn) logn] =7 ) + O ")
+const. - 1(Zj) < —w/dor Zj11) >m/4, j=1,...,n—1).

The remainder of the proof is as that of Proposition 4.1. O
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5.3. Spacings
As Z; = arctan X the density of Z; equals
fz(2) = fx(tan(2))/ cos® z, Vze (—n/2,7/2),
so that (1.2) implies
Collel = 72" > f2(2) > eallel = m/2", Ve (—m/2,m/2),  (5.25)

for some constants Cz,cz > 0.

Lemma 5.1. If fx satisfies (1.2) and hence fz fulfills (5.25), then for k > 1
we have that

n—1
E[ Y (Zisn = 2())"™ 106 = 7/2 < Z(gy, Ziiay < 7/2=9)|
j=1
/2
<2kCzc,"T'(k)n(n — 1)_’"‘/ uw A=Y du.
5
(5.26)
Furthermore,
2 2
max (E[(La(0) +7/2)"],E [(Ra(6) - 7/2)"])
1 2
<200+ W) + 7% exp (—ezn(m/2 - 5)5ﬁ)
1 2
<32 (5+0Zn66) , § < /4, (5.27)

and for 6 < m/4 that

P(Zyy < —m/2+40 or Zijyny >7w/2-0, j=1,....,n—1)

<nexp(—cz(n—1) (7r/4)5).
(5.28)

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Setting

7% .=

{Zj if Z,> Zp,Vh=1,....n,
J

min{Zy : Z, > Z;}, otherwise,

we deduce under (5.25) that

E[ Y (Zuwy — Z0)"]

Jim,8

—E |3 (2 - 2,) 106~ 7/2< 2,7 <7/2-9)
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<nE [E (2 = 20)" | 2] 16— 7/2 < 71 < /2 — 5)]

(w/2—2Z1)"
:nE[/ ]P(Z;‘>Zl+t1/“|Zl)dt]1(5—7r/2gzlgw/2—5)}
0
(w/2—2Z1)"
<nE [ / P(Zk & (Z1, 20 + %), Yk £ 1| Z2) dt 1(0 — w/2 < 7y §7T/2—5)}

0
T/2—6 (w/2—2)" PRRAYE n—1
n / / (1—/ fZ(x)dzzr) dt fz(2)dz
o—7/2 0 z

T/2—6 T/2—2 z+s n—1
:n/ / (1 —/ fz(x) dx) ksl ds fz(2)dz
6—m/2 0 z

T/2—68 0o
SCZn/ / exp(—(n—l)cz||z|—7r/2|ﬁ s) ks"Lds||z| — 7/2P dz
6—m/2 0

T/2—40

:/{C’Zc;“n(n—l)f"/ ||z|—7r/2|7ﬁ(“71)dz/ exp(—s)s" ' ds
6—m/2 0

/2
=2kCzc,;"T(k)n(n—-1)"" / u P dy
6

that is, (5.26). Moreover we write Z := Z; + m/2 and L}, (0) := Ln(6) +7/2
so that

E[L}(6)?] :2/ 2 P(LE() > 2) dz
5 ’ T

§2/ zdz+2/ z]P’(min{Z;:Z;fzé}zz)dz
0 )

_ 524—2/;2(1—/: fz(x—w/2)dx)ndz

5z+2/;zexp(_n/: Fr(x —7/2) da:) dz

IN

/2
< 52+2/ z exp(—ncz(z—é)éﬁ) dz + 72 -exp(—ncz(w/2—6)6ﬁ)
5

T/2—0
= 52—|—2/ (z+6) exp (—nzd%) dz + 7% exp (= nez(n/2 — 6)8”)
0

9 ) 1 2 B Y
<9 +2czn5'3 +2 (cznéﬂ)2 + 7% exp (—nez (7/2—6)0")
<200+ ! )2+7r2-exp(—ncz(7r/2—6)6ﬁ),

czndP

as 0 | 0. The term E [(R,(6) — 7/2)?] can be bounded analogously.
Concerning (5.28), we bound the probability that there is at most one obser-
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vation in [—7/2 + d,7/2 — §] for § < 7/4 by

P(Z(j)<—7f/40rz(j+1)>7f/4, jzl,...,n—l)

/4 n—1
(- 109
< n exp ( —cz(n—1)(r/2) (77/4)6)7

IN

which implies the result. |
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