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STATISTICAL INFERENCE IN SPARSE
HIGH-DIMENSIONAL ADDITIVE MODELS

KARL GREGORY!, ENNO MAMMEN? AND MARTIN WAHL?

ABSTRACT. In this paper we discuss the estimation of a non-
parametric component f; of a nonparametric additive model Y =
fi(X1)+...+ fo(Xy) +e. We allow the number ¢ of additive compo-
nents to grow to infinity and we make sparsity assumptions about
the number of nonzero additive components. We compare this es-
timation problem with that of estimating f; in the oracle model
Z = f1(X1) + ¢, for which the additive components fa,..., f, are
known. We construct a two-step presmoothing-and-resmoothing

estimator of f; and state finite-sample bounds for the difference

. . . #(oracl
between our estimator and some smoothing estimators fforac ©)

in the oracle model. In an asymptotic setting these bounds can
be used to show asymptotic equivalence of our estimator and the
oracle estimators; the paper thus shows that, asymptotically, un-
der strong enough sparsity conditions, knowledge of fa,..., f; has
no effect on estimation accuracy. Our first step is to estimate f;
with an undersmoothed estimator based on near-orthogonal pro-
jections with a group Lasso bias correction. We then construct
pseudo responses Y by evaluating a debiased modification of our
undersmoothed estimator of f; at the design points. In the sec-
ond step the smoothing method of the oracle estimator f\°"* is
applied to a nonparametric regression problem with “responses”
Y and covariates X;. Our mathematical exposition centers pri-
marily on establishing properties of the presmoothing estimator.
We present simulation results demonstrating close-to-oracle per-
formance of our estimator in practical applications.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we study the estimation of an additive component
in a high-dimensional sparse additive model. We compare this esti-
mation problem with estimation in a nonparametric sub-model that
contains only a single nonparametric component and we show that the
two estimation problems are asymptotically equivalent. Our central
argument is based on the construction of a class of two-step estima-
tors that achieve the operating characteristics achieved by arbitrarily
chosen smoothing estimators in the model with a single nonparametric
component. We will prove finite-sample bounds for the difference be-
tween these two estimators. In an asymptotic framework, these bounds
imply asymptotic equivalence of the two estimators under weak condi-
tions. In addition to their theoretical value, these estimators are also
of direct practical value, which we illustrate in simulations.

Our approach is analogous to that by which it is shown, in semi-
parametric modeling, that optimal estimation of a finite-dimensional
parameter 6 is asymptotically equivalent to optimal estimation in the
hardest parametric sub-model containing only the parameter 6. This
corresponds to our studying the estimation of an additive component f;
in an additive model with additive components fi, ..., f, as compared
to the estimation of f; in the classical nonparametric regression model
in which f; is the sole component. We refer to the latter model as the
oracle model because estimation in this model is equivalent to estima-
tion in the additive model when the functions f, ..., f, are known.

When we study estimation in semiparametric models, we typically
have at our disposal an estimator for the parametric sub-model which
is asymptotically normal and unbiased and of which the asymptotic co-
variance matrix achieves a lower bound. Thus, in order to establish the
asymptotic efficiency of an estimator for the parametric component of a
semiparametric model, it suffices to show that it is asymptotically nor-
mal and unbiased and that its asymptotic covariance matrix achieves
the same lower bound as that achieved by the estimator in the para-
metric sub-model.

In contrast, in nonparametric estimation, we typically do not have
any single asymptotically optimal estimator for the sub-model contain-
ing only f;. This is because there are many different types of smooth-
ing estimators, such as regression splines, kernel estimators, smoothing
splines, and orthogonal series, which are not naturally comparable to
one another and which have distinct asymptotic variances and biases,
where the biases, moreover, are typically non-vanishing. Thus, there
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is no benchmark optimal estimator of f; in the single-component sub-
model to which we can compare estimators of f; in the additive model.

We circumvent this problem by showing that for every smoothing

. A 1 . . .
estimator £ in the oracle model, there exists a corresponding es-

timator f; in the additive model such that || f; — fl(orade

(oracle)

pared to the typical values of fl — f1 with high probability, where

| | is the supremum norm. We call an estimator f; with this prop-
oracle) oracle)

)Hoo is small com-

erty oracle adaptive to fl( or asymptotically equivalent to fl(
if we compare the estimators in an asymptotic setting. For this result
oracle) hat hold for all classical
smoothers. We prescribe a two-step construction of the estimator fl.
In the first step all the components of the additive model are estimated
with undersmoothing—that is with low bias and high variance-resulting

we make some weak assumptions on fl(

in a pilot estimator " of f; that is intentionally too wiggly. In the
second step we apply the smoothing operation used in the calculation
of fl* {6 the nonparametric regression problem where f{"" is re-
gressed on the values of the first covariate X}, i = 1,...,n. The resulting
resmoothed estimator fl is our proposed estimator for fi.

Our main result will state finite-sample properties for the presmooth-

ing or pilot estimator f**. This estimator is compared with a pres-

moothing estimator fl(orade’ Pre) in the oracle model and finite-sample

bounds are established. It is important that this is needed only for one
specification of f{P® and f{°*"* " We will argue that these finite-
sample bounds imply that for a large class of smoothing operators
(kernel smoothing, orthogonal series estimation, splines) resmoothing

of fl(pre) by application of this smoothing method approximates well
the corresponding smoothing estimator in the oracle model. Thus, we
get oracle adaptive estimators for a whole class of estimators f{”*,
This can be judged as an asymptotic optimality theory for sparse high-
dimensional additive models.

The theoretical program has been carried out in [20] for additive
models with a fixed number of functions ¢q. In this paper we will go
far beyond this restriction and allow the total number of functions ¢
as well as the number sy of nonzero functions to grow with n, allowing
also the case in which ¢ > n. In [20] the preliminary estimator was
chosen as the first component of a least-squares projection onto a sieve
space of additive functions. Because of the high-dimensionality this
approach cannot be applied here. We use a near orthogonal projection
and apply a group Lasso estimator for correcting the bias due to the
near orthogonality. In parametric high-dimensional models this type of
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estimator has also been called the desparsified or debiased Lasso. The
Lasso estimator cannot be used directly because it is not comparable
to an estimator in the oracle model. Note that for standard smoothers,
the presmoothing estimator f\”*"* P will have a pointwise normal
limit, whereas as for linear models the asymptotic distribution theory
of the Lasso estimator is expected to be more complex. Thus fl(orade’ pre)
cannot be approximated by a Lasso estimator in the additive model.

We now formally express our estimation problem. Let Y = f(X) +
e =1, fj(X;) + € with response Y and covariates X = (X1,..., X)
taking values in [0, 1]9. For identifiability, we assume that E[f;(X;)] =
0 for j = 2,...,q. We assume that € is a Gaussian random variable
independent of X with expectation 0 and variance o?. Moreover, we
assume that we observe n independent copies (Y1, X1), ... (Y™ X")
of (Y, X), ie.,

a
VoSS A+ i Len m
j=1

We aim at estimating f; globally as well as locally at some point x.
We compare the additive model with the oracle model

Z'=fi(X])) +¢€, i=1,...,n, (2)

where one observes X{ and Z' = Y* — 374, f;(X}). Here, X7,..., X}
and ¢; are the same variables as in the additive model . Note that
the oracle model is equivalent to the submodel of the additive model
where the additive nuisance components f, ..., f, are known.

The discussion of additive models goes back to the influential work
of Stone [39], who pointed out that additive nonparametric models ef-
ficiently circumvent the poor accuracy of high-dimensional regression
functions and yet still provide high flexibility for statistical modeling.
In recent years, estimation of nonparametric high-dimensional sparse
additive models has been considered in a series of papers. Earlier refer-
ences are [29], [1], [46], [21], and [38], where L'-penalty based methods
have been used for variable selection in additive models. For a related
paper on model choice in nonparametric regression, see [5]. For sparse
models in functional linear regression see [26], and for sparse models
in varying coefficient models, see [35]. Rates of convergence for a fixed
number of non-zero components have been discussed in [29] and [21].
Rates of convergence for settings that allow for an increasing number of
non-zero components were studied in [32], [36], [41], and [25]. The latter
paper also includes more general additive models where the summands
are not necessarily functions of differing one-dimensional arguments.
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The paper [23] proposes a two-step procedure in which variables are
selected in a first step and a rate-optimal estimator is implemented in
the second step. In [I5] sure independence screening is proposed for
ultra-high dimensional additive models.

All of these papers discuss only variable selection and/or optimal
rates of convergence. None of them presents any asymptotic distribu-
tion results for the proposed estimators, which severely restricts their
range of statistical application. In particular, there are no procedures
in the current literature for the construction of valid confidence regions
or tests of hypotheses in the high-dimensional sparse additive model.
An asymptotic distribution theory for the Lasso estimator is complex
because model choice is implicitly embedded in the construction of the
estimator. For high-dimensional parametric models modifications for
the Lasso estimator have been proposed that allow a complete asymp-
totic distribution theory. The method is to replace in the least-squares
estimator each orthogonal projection of a covariate onto the other co-
variates with a projection of relaxed orthogonality (using the Lasso)
and then to subtract an estimate of the resulting bias, which is con-
structed with Lasso estimates of the parameters. The result is a non-
sparse estimator, and it has been called the debiased Lasso for this
reason. Influential discussions of this method include [4] and [2], [47],
[43], and [22]. As said above, we will use this method in the nonpara-
metric context of additive models. Debiasing has also been used in
nonparametrics in [30] for the discussion of undersmoothing estimators
in additive models. Their estimator of a component f; is based on fits
of the model fi(z1) + fo(za, 1) + ... + fy(xg, x1) with E[fx(Xk, z1)] =0
for all z;. The paper [33] studies a high-dimensional linear regression
model with group structure. The number and the size of groups is
allowed to depend on n which makes their model comparable to ours.
However, they pursue a different goal (namely chi-squared type infer-
ence), while we are interested in the non-parametric problem of finding
an estimator having comparable performance to an oracle estimator for
which the other components are known. For this reason, the estima-
tion procedures and the mathematical derivations differ considerably.
The same is true of [42], in which ¢ confidence sets for groups of vari-
ables are also constructed in high-dimensional regression and of [40], in
which confidence sets are proposed under general models of structured
sparsity. It should be remarked that as in most of the papers cited
we do not make any so-called beta-min assumption. Thus, arbitrar-
ily small additive components are allowed. Furthermore, in our model
we assume that error variables are homoscedastic. Things change in
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the case of heteroscedastic errors, as has been pointed out in [13] for
fixed q.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we present a general
result for the performance of presmoothers based on preliminary esti-
mates of the nuisance components. In this section we do not assume
that the nuisance component has an additive structure. We come to
sparse additive models in Section [3] where the result of Section [2] is
applied to debiased Lasso estimators in sparse high-dimensional addi-
tive models. Section [] discusses the properties of various resmoothing
estimators based on the presmoother. A simulation study is shown in
Section [§ and Section [6] outlines the proofs of the main results. Com-
plete proofs and further simulation results are collected in the Supple-
mentary Material. In addition, the Supplementary Material contains
a detailed implementation of our two step procedure with Nadaraya-
Watson smoothing, as well as a discussion of the construction of adap-
tive estimators using Lepski-type methods.

2. RESULT FOR A GENERIC PRESMOOTHING ESTIMATOR
In this section we express model conditional on the design as
Y = f1 + f,l + €

where Y = (Y!,...,Y™)T is an observation vector with values in R",
€= (¢!,...,e"7T is a random error vector with i.i.d. Gaussian elements
with mean 0 and variance o2 and f; and f_; are unknown, fixed elements
of R". We assume that f; and f_; can be approximated by elements
of linear subspaces V; or V_; of R", respectively. In this section we do
not assume that f_; is the sum of additive components. This will be
done from the next section on where we will chose these two spaces
as V; = {(g(X"),...,g(X")T : g € P;} with j € {1,—1} for some
approximation spaces P; and P_;.

As in the following sections, the statistical aim is estimation of fj.
More specifically, we want to find an estimator fl(pre) in the model V;
that approximates

fl(oracle,pre) — ﬂl (Y —_ f—l) = ﬂl(fl + 6)7

where II; is the orthogonal projection from R™ onto V;. Note that
floraclePre) an be interpreted as an oracle estimator that makes use

of knowing the true value of the nuisance part f_; of the model. For

oracle,pre)

the construction of an approximation of f’l( we assume that an

estimator ﬂiiﬂt) with values in V_; of the nuisance parameter f_; can
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be constructed that has some properties that will be specified below.

re
p)a

In this section we will choose fl( s

£7 = (1 — A) (I, — A)(Y — £51Y) (3)

with A = (IT_;II;)7 (provided that I — A is invertible, ensured by
(A1) below), where II_; is a linear map from V; to V_;. We will also
denote the n x n matrices defined by the maps I; and A as IT; and A,
respectively.

In the case that II_; is the orthogonal projection from R™ onto V_; we
have that (IT, —A)ﬂhfit) = 0 and the estimator f'l(pre) is equal to the first
summand of the least-squares estimator of the model V; 4+ V_;. For this
case equation (3] is also called Frisch-Waugh-Lovell formula or Neyman
orthogonalisation. If I1_, differs from the orthogonal projection onto
V_y, then the estimator (I — A)~*(II; — A)Y has a bias equal to (I —
A)~Y(IT;— A)f_y, which the estimator £ from (3) attempts to correct
by subtracting the bias estimator (I —A)~*(IT; — A)f™™" We may thus
interpret fl(pre) as a debiased estimator. If II_; only approximates the
orthogonal projection from R"™ onto V_;, we may refer to this property
as near-orthogonality. A general discussion of near-orthogonality in
semiparametrics and high-dimensional parametrics can be found in [10,
34]. For nonparametric models see also [3]. In high-dimensional sparse
linear models it has been proposed to estimate the nuisance variables
by Lasso estimation. With this choice of £I" the estimator £ has
also been called debiased Lasso estimator or with a different motivation
desparsified Lasso-estimator.

For the comparison of £ with £{”*'*P*) we assume that for some
constants Ay, Ay, Az > 0, p; < 1 and some function £ : V_; — R*:

(A1) [T 1gilln2 < prllgillne for all g1 € V4,

(A2) [|(I; — I 00)7g llnee < A1é(g_y) for all gy € Vo4,

(A3) [|[TI_11I1€4|lne < Ag/n for all i = 1,...,n, where e; is the ith
standard basis vector in R",

(Ad) [hyllnco < Asllylln,eo for all y € R™,

Here, for a vector x € R"™ we define ||z||, 0 = maxi<;<,|z;| and
[zl7e=n""3"1 <, 27 We have the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Make the Assumptions (A1)-(A4). Then, for all 6 > 0,
with probability > 1 — 9,

||f~1(pre) . f-l(oracle,pre) ||n,oo
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<<1+ Ay )(U\/210g<2n)+210g(1/5)—|—Hf1—g1
1—p1 n

n,00

 (Ag + Aoy — g1 |lnoo + AsE(ED™ — g—l))

forallg_1 € V_1 and g, € V.

Ignoring the factor As/(1— p1), we see that the upper bound is given
by the sum of a nearly parametric n~'/?-rate, two bias terms, and a
higher-order error term combining the near-orthogonality from (A2)

with the performance of the estimator fﬁi?t).

'The theorem holds for arbitrary linear maps I, : R* = W, satisfying
ILyllne < AYyllne for all y € R™, with A} = 1. For A} > 1 the
theorem holds after a slight modification of the upper bound.

3. A CHOICE OF PRESMOOTHING ESTIMATOR

In this section we will apply Theorem|[I]to the estimation of a compo-
nent in the additive model . Without loss of generality we assume
that the aim is to estimate the first additive component f;, locally
at a fixed point and globally, and that the other components f,...,f,
are nuisance components. We will allow for very large values for the
number ¢ of components but we will make a sparsity assumption that a
large unknown fraction of the additive components is equal to zero. For
the application of Theorem [I| we will choose the subspaces V; or V_; of
R™ equal to V; = {(g(X?),..., g(X™)" : g € P;} with j € {1,-1} for
linear subspaces P; C {g: [0,1]¢ = R : g(x) = g;(z;) for some function
gj:[0,1] = R} forj=1,...,qand Py =P, & ..® P, C {g:[0,1]? —
R : g(z) = ga(x2) + -+ + g4(z,) for some functions g; : [0,1] — R
for j = 2,...,q} that will be defined in a moment in Subsection as
spaces of piecewise polynomials. We will choose [, asa “projection

of relaxed orthogonality” and we will select fﬁliut) as a group Lasso es-
timator of the nuisance parameter f_;. We will make use of Theorem
to show that the resulting group debiased Lasso estimator fl(pre) differs
from the projection estimator in the oracle model by a uniform bound
that is asymptotically negligible in an asymptotic framework.

In what follows we will often consider the spaces P, and P_; as
subspaces of L*(PX). The space L*(P¥X) is a Hilbert space with the
inner product (g,h) = E[g(X)h(X)] and the corresponding norm
lgll = v/{g,9). Let || - ||s denote the supremum norm on L>(P¥).
Let (-,-), denote the empirical inner product defined by (g,h), =
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n Y g(X)(X?) and let || - ||, = || - |ln2 denote the correspond-
ing empirical norm. For a function g : [0,1]9 — R, we abbreviate
g=(g(X"),...,g(X")".

3.1. A choice of the initial estimator. We choose ﬂhfit) as a non-
parametric group Lasso estimator defined as follows. For some tuning
parameter A > 0, let

) R . 1 n . q . 2 q
(ff...., fF) € argmin {— > {Y — Zgj(xj)} +2A) ngun}.
g;€P; n i=1 j=1 j=1
Setting  fL, = I fJL, we choose fY as fL, =

(FA(XT), e, fl (X))

3.2. A choice of sieve function spaces. We now introduce our
choices of the spaces P; and P_; as spaces of piecewise polynomials. We
conjecture that our theory would go through with alternative spaces
based on a localized basis but keep to piecewise polynomials for sim-
plicity.

For j = 1,...,q, let t; > 0 and m; > 1 be integers and let B;
be the space of piecewise polynomials in the variable z; € [0,1] of
maximal degree t; defined on the intervals I, = (k/m;, (k + 1)/my],
k=0,...,m; — 1. Thus each function g; € B; has the property that,
restricted to each interval [, it is a polynomial of degree at most ¢;.
Let @y, I > 0 be the sequence of the Legendre polynomials (see, e.g., the
book by Whittaker and Watson [45] for the definition and fundamental
properties of the Legendre polynomials). Then the shifted and rescaled
polynomials R;(x) = 20+ 1Q;(2x — 1), z € [0,1], are orthonormal
with respect to the inner product induced by the Lebesgue measure on
[0,1]. For k=0,...,m; —land [ =1,...,t; + 1, we now define

k
bt +1)+1(x5) = /MRy (mj (Ij - E))
J
for =z € I (and equal to zero otherwise). Hence
bjk(t;+1)+15 - - - Ojk(t;+1)+¢,41 15 an orthonormal basis of the func-
tions in B; which are zero outside the interval Ij;, and we conclude
that bj1,...,0jm,;+1) 18 an orthonormal basis of B; with respect to
the Lebesgue measure.
In the following we suppose that my = --- = m, and that ¢, =
--- = t,, that is, we suppose that B, ..., B, are defined with piecewise
polynomials of the same order and on the same intervals. We let m =
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max(mq,ms) and ¢t = max(ty,ty). Moreover, let

Note that in practice, the spaces P/ = {g; € B; : n™' Y ", g;(X}) =
0} will be used instead of P;, which is achieved by centering each
basis function bj;, by its empirical mean. However, we choose, in our
analysis, to proceed using the spaces F; instead of P} in order to avoid
cumbersome technicalities.

In what follows we will regard the spaces P, ..., P, as subspaces of
LA(PX) N L>(PX). We let d; = dim P; and d = max; d;. Hence (under
Assumption (B1) below), we have d; = my(t; + 1) and dy = -+ =
d, = ma(ty + 1) — 1. We abbreviate P_; = 2322 P; for the space of
additive functions with components coming from P, ..., F,, and let
II_, : L*(PX) — P_; be the orthogonal projection from L?(P¥) to P_;
given by

II_,h = argmin ||h — g||°.
geEP_1
Similarly, for J C {1,...,q}, we abbreviate P; = ZjEJPj, and let

Iy : L?*(PX) — Pj be the orthogonal projection from L*(PX) to Pj.

3.3. A projection of relaxed orthogonality. We choose for the
projection I1_, a Lasso-based projection defined as follows. For k =
1,...,dy, we define the nonparametric group Lasso projection I 10k =
1_,(ITE byy); € Py of TIybyy, by

j=2

((ﬂflbmb, Ce (ﬂflblk)q> € argmin { Hblk —zq:gj
=2

2 q
Yol }
ngPj n j=2
where n > 0 is a tuning parameter. We extend I 1 linearly to all of
P, as follows:

di d1
ﬂfl P — Py, Zakblk — Zakﬂfilbm
k=1 k=1
which can be seen as an empirical version of II_; restricted to P;. Note
that f[fl can also be defined as a map from V; to V_q, provided that
the by, are linearly independent. The latter holds on the empirical
norm approximation event &, defined in Section

3.4. Assumptions for the choice of presmoothing estimator.
We here give the assumptions needed in order that the choices of fﬁ‘i“t)

as £, of II_; as I1X, and of V; as {g : g € P;} with j € {1, -1} will
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possess the properties (A1)—(A4) for some sequences Ay, Ag, Az and a
constant pj.

(B1) For j =1,...,q, X, takes values in [0, 1] and has a density p,
with respect to the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] which satisfies
c1 < pj < 1/¢; for some constant ¢; > 0. Moreover, for j =
2,...,¢, (X1, Xj) has a density p;; with respect to the Lebesgue
measure on [0, 1]> which is bounded from above by 1/c;.

(B2) There is a constant 0 < py < 1 such that ||[TI_1¢1]| < pol|g1]| for
all g, € P,

(B3) There exist some r1,ry > 0 and a subset Jy C {1,...,q} with
1 € Jo and |Jy| < s8¢ such that for each j € Jy there is a g7 € P,
satisfying

||f1 - gTHOO S Cod;rl and ||fj - ngOO S Cod;W? ] - 27 - q,

* *
for some constant Cy > 0. Moreover, for g* = > ._; g7, we
have

[f = 9" lc < Coldy™ + s0dy"™).

(B4) For each k = 1,...,d, there is a subset J, C {2,...,q} with
|Jk| < s1, such that there is a decomposition I1j, by —I1_1by) =
1_,pj with p; € P; satisfying

q

51d
D lpsll < iy =
j=2 "

for some constant C; > 0. Moreover, d < n.
(B5) There is a real number 0 < ¢ < 1 such that

q

DolgillP <11 gl7/6°

J€do Jj=1
for all (g1,...,9,) € (P1,...,F) with % gl

8V3 3 e 9l
(B6) For k =1,...,d;,

IA

q

S lgil? < 1D gill?/e?

J€Jk Jj=2
for all (g2,...,9,) € (Po,...,P;) with ;1.:2 gl <
833 e, llgill
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Finally, we denote by 0 < % < 1 the largest number such that
ien lgilP < 11 ey 92 /¢? for all g; € P;, j € Ji and all
k=1,...,d;. By Assumption (B6), we know that ¢» > ¢ > 0.

Assumption (B2) introduces a geometric quantity py which governs
the degree of collinearity between the spaces P; and P_;. The closer
po is to 1, the harder it is to distinguish the effects of X; from those
of Xy,...,X,. Note that py, equals the cosine of the minimal angle
between P, and P_; and that (B2) is implied by standard bounded-
ness conditions on joint densities; see e.g. [44] for more discussion.
Moreover, py can be upper-bounded by the cosine of the minimal an-
gle between L?(PX1) and {g € L*(P*-1) : E[g(X_1)] = 0}, yielding a
stronger assumption on the joint distribution of the covariates irrespec-
tive of the choice of the approximation spaces P; and P_;. Assumption
(B3) imposes an approximate sparsity assumption on our regression
function f. Assumption (B4) assumes that the projection of each basis
function by, onto the space P_; may be approximated sufficiently well
by its projection onto a subspace of P_; of s; or fewer additive com-
ponents. It corresponds to the sparsity assumption on the precision
matrix for the high-dimensional linear model; see e.g. [47, 43]. The
following lemma shows that (B4) holds under a mixing type condition
on the covariables.

Lemma 1. Suppose that (B1) applies and that after some permutation
of the indices 2,...,q, it holds that |py(x;, x;) — pi(x:)pi(z)| < ¢*pl=l
for 1 <41 < q, with 0 < p <1 and a constant ¢* > 0 that is small
enough. Then (B4) holds with s; = C'logn, C > 0 a constant.

The proof of the lemma is given in Section [C]in the Supplementary
Material. We conjecture that the lemma also holds for arbitrary ¢* >
0 and that it also remains valid under weaker mixing conditions for
choices of s; that are large enough.

Assumptions (B5) and (B6) are nonparametric versions of the the-
oretical compatibility condition introduced in [32]. They are implied
by a stronger assumption on the joint distribution of the covariates by
replacing the approximation spaces by their corresponding (centered)
L? spaces. The (weaker) constant ¢ will be used in the analysis of the
norms of the I1_;byz.

3.5. A bound for the choice of presmoothing estimator. For
a > 1, we choose the tuning parameters as

)\:20\/E+20\/%, ?7:C<\/L—d—|—\/8_1Ld>, (4)
n n n Yn
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where L = alogn + logq. We make the convention that C' denotes a
constant that is chosen large enough depending only on the quantities
t, ¢1, Cy, and C; and that C' is not necessarily the same at each oc-
currence. The choice of the constant C' in the definition of 1 can be
found in Appendix in the Supplementary Material. We now state
our main result.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions (B1)-(B6) are satisfied. For
a > 1, choose ﬂilfit) as f'fl and TI_1 as ﬂfl with A and n as in and
Vi={g:9€ P}, j€{1l,—1}. Then there are constants c,C > 0 such
that the following holds. If

where L = alogn + log q, then with probability > 1 — 2n~% we have

||f-1(pre) . i_-l(oracle,pre)”moo < An,

where

C [s1alogn _,,1 .
A, = (1= po)0d? [0 ! - + s1d; "t 4 5150d5 (6)

did(d+ L)L
+ 071\/ d1S1L(dI2rl + Sgd52m) + 080\/81 ! ( - ) .

n

The upper bound A, in the statement of the theorem shows five
terms. The first term is nearly of parametric y/n-order, at least if s
are not too large. The next two terms correspond to bias terms (see
Assumption (B3)) and the last two terms reflect quadratic expressions
in the expansions showing up in the proof of Theorem

In the next section we will use the estimator ™ as pilot estimator
in a two step procedure where a large class of resmoothing operations
can be applied in the second step. We will show that up to a negligible
error one can achieve the same accuracy as that achieved by a large
class of smoothers in the oracle model. For a proof of this claim it

will be essential that for the pilot estimator £ the error ||f*™® —
f-(oracle,pre
1

)||n7oo is negligibly small.

We remark again that because £°“**™ has a pointwise limiting

normal distribution this can only be achieved by pilot estimators that

also have a pointwise limiting normal distribution. This means we

cannot simply use the group Lasso as the presmoothing estimator.
Theorem [2] is also of importance when applied directly to the esti-

mator fl(pre). If d; is chosen large enough the estimator f'l(orade’pre) is an
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undersmoothing estimator with bias of smaller order than its standard

deviation. Hence, Theorem [2|implies that £"* has pointwise the same

. . o 1 3 : e l b
mean zero normal limit as f,"*"“"™ The asymptotics of £{"*"*P™) are

well understood and thus by our result we get that many asymptotic
results on statistical methods for inference on the function f; carry over
to statistical methods on f; in the additive model based on £*™®. This
includes pointwise and uniform confidence intervals for f; and testing
procedures concerning the shape of f;.

3.6. An alternative choice of projection of relaxed orthogo-
nality. We finish Section |3| by discussing another, computationally
less feasible, choice for TI_; that is directly based on (Al1)-(A3). In
order to find a linear map II_; : V; — V. satisfying (A1) (A3),
a simple construction consists in minimizing (Al) under the con-
straint that (A2) and (A3) are satisfied. As a slight modification, let
ﬂ]l/[1 =M :V; — V_1 be a linear map that is the solution of

minimize || MTI||op (7)
subject to (i) sup [|(Il; = MI)"gjllnce <A}, j=2,...,4,
llgjlln<1

(H) ||Mb1k’||n < Al2’ k= 17 s 7dl-

Here, for all linear maps on R", || - ||o, denotes the operator norm with
respect to the empirical inner product. This procedure can be further
simplified by replacing in (i) the supremum norm by the empirical
norm:

() (I — MIL) Tl < AY, 5 =2,...,4q,

with the relation A} = Cv/d;AY, cf. below. A similar mini-
mization scheme has been studied Mitra and Zhang [33] in the high-
dimensional linear regression model with group structure. In fact,
can be seen as an extension of Equation (2.33) of Mitra and Zhang
[33] to the non-parametric setting. A main difference is Condition (ii).
It reflects a smoothing property when the true orthogonal projection
IT_; is applied to a localized basis. This property is crucial for the
asymptotic equivalence results described in the introduction.

If one is willing to make additional assumptions on the joint distri-
bution of the covariates one can construct projections based on density
estimates; for a recent contribution see [I§], who use parametric depen-
dence models, and for additive models with a fixed number of additive
components see also [19, 24], who use higher order smoothness assump-
tions on joint densities.



STATISTICAL INFERENCE IN SPARSE ADDITIVE MODELS 15

One can show that Theorem [2| also holds with II%, replaced by I
from , provided that A} and A}, are chosen appropriately. Moreover,
there is another version of Theorem [2| with slightly weaker restrictions
on s1. For this, we replace (B4) by

(B4’) Suppose that there is a subset J; C {2,...,¢} with |J;| < s,
such that ||(II_; — IL;)ILi]lop < (1 — po)/4 and for all k£ =

1. dy,
d
ITI_1b1 — 115,00k || < C o

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumptions (B1)-(B3),(B4)’,(B5) are sat-
isfied. Fora > 1, choose f’f{‘“’ as f'fl with X from , I:I]l/[1 as a solution
of (1) with Ay = Cv/din and A, = (C/v)\/s1/dy, withn from () and
C sufficiently large, and V; = {f : f € P;}, j € {1,—1}. Then there
are constants ¢, C' > 0 such that the following holds. If
\/sld(alogn + logq) < ew(l—po), SO\/d(d+ alogn + logq) < e,
n n

(8)
then, with probability > 1—2n"%, we have ||f'1(pre)—f'l(orade’pre)Hnm < A,
with A, from @

4. THE RESMOOTHING ESTIMATOR

We now consider the resmoothing step discussed in the introduction
which makes use of the presmoothed data. Under the conditions of
Theorem , with probability greater than or equal to 1 —2n~%, we have

o(pre ¢(oracle,pre
[ = £ 0 < Ay (9)

where A,, is defined in @ We now consider several classes of estima-
tors fl(orade) for the oracle model. For a discussion of the resmoothing

idea let us write the estimator as f{°*" = SZ, where Z = (Zy, ..., Zy)"
are the responses in the oracle model (2) and S is the applied smoothing
operator that maps an element of R” to a real-valued function. In this
section we will discuss the performance of the resmoothing estimator

fi defined as f; = SE®™. It is the estimator obtained from applying

oracle)

the smoothing operation & of f1( to the regression problem with

covariate values X7 and “response” values f”"®(X?). Similarly, in the

oracle model SF{"**"™ is defined as the estimator resulting from the

smoothing operation S applied to the regression problem with covariate
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) A le, . . .

values X7 and response values fl(orace pre) (X}). Our main assumption
#(oracle) .

on l(orac ° is that

¢(oracle,pre 7 (oracle *
[SE) — {7 < A (10)

for some small values A} with high probability. This is a natural
assumption that is valid for many smoothing estimators. It says that
a smoothing operation applied after an undersmoothing of the data is
approximately equivalent to a single application of the smoothing. For
our next argument we need that the smoothing operation & has the
following continuity property for all > 0 and a constant C, > 0:

A change in the responses by a maximal amount less than
0 does not lead to a change larger than C,0 in the resulting
smoother. (11)

Note that refers to the smoother’s evaluations across all points.
We also call this property of the smoothing operation small error ro-

bustness. From @Df we get that
A #(oracle o(pre ¢(oracle,pre
I = F oo < ST = SEP)
+||S{f-1(oracle,pre) . fl(oracle)”C>o < C*An + A:L
with high probability. If C.A,, + A} is small compared to the typi-

oracle)

— f1 we get that f1 has approximately the same

statistical performance as fl(orade)

The resmoothing idea has also been used in [20] for additive models
with a fixed number of additive components. See also the discussion in
the introduction. The main contribution of this paper lies in the con-
struction of a preliminary estimator for sparse additive models with an
increasing number of additive components. Compared to the prelim-
inary estimator in [20] the structure of this estimator is rather com-
plex. It consists of a nonlinear near-orthogonal projection followed by
a debiasing step using group Lasso. In [20] the preliminary estimator
was a backfitting estimator with clear and well-understood asymptotic
properties. Having obtained our bound in Theorem [2] we can pro-
ceed similarly as in [20]. The paper [20] also contains results on the
asymptotic equivalence of orthogonal series estimators and smoothing
splines with respect to the L? norm. In this section we concentrate
on L* asymptotic equivalence because this has more important impli-
cations for the statistical applications of the estimators. We discuss
least-squares splines, piecewise polynomial fits, and local polynomials.
We use these classes of estimators to show that our bounds in Theo-
rem [2| and Theorem 3| are sharp enough for important applications of

cal values of fl(
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the estimators. We start by discussing this program for least-squares
splines and piecewise polynomial fits, respectively. For these classes we
have the following result, for which a proof is given in Appendix [B] of
the Supplementary Material.

Theorem 4. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem[d or Theorem
@hold and let fl(pd) and fl(slol) be two-step estimators for which least-
squares polynomial and B-spline fitting, respectively, with an equidis-
tant partition of m* intervals has been used in the second step. Fur-
thermore, suppose that the order of the polynomials or splines used in
the second step is the same as that of the polynomials used in the first
step and suppose that the number of intervals my used in the first step
is a multiple of m*. Then

#(pol #(oracle,pol
LAY = fer Ve < A,
Hfl(spl) . fl(oracle,spl)Hoo S CAn,

with probability greater than or equal to 1 — 2n~=*. Here fl(orade’p(’l)

and f Y gre the one-step estimators in the oracle model based on
least-squares polynomial and B-spline fitting, respectively.

The assumption that the grid used in the first step is based on subdi-
viding the grid used in the second step greatly simplifies the proof. But
by using more refined arguments, it can be shown that this assumption
is not necessary.

For an asymptotic interpretation let us assume that

loglogq = o(logn), r; > %, so=0(n"), s =0(n")12)
for some constants 0 < v < 1/2 and 0 < v < 1/4. Suppose that
we want to check whether an estimator in the additive model exists
that is asymptotically equivalent to a rate-optimal spline or polynomial
estimator in the oracle model. For rate-optimal estimation in the oracle
model, the number of intervals should be a constant times n!/m1+1),
which results in a pointwise rate of n=? with 8 = r;/(2r; +1). Thus
we have to check if m; and msy can be chosen such that

A, = o(n™"?) (13)

holds for this choice of 3, m; and ms. In Appendix [B]in the Supple-
mentary Material we will show that this is the case if 79,71 > 0 are
small enough and 7o > 2ry/(2r; + 1). In particular, we see that val-
ues of ry such that ro < r; are allowed. Thus we do not require the
nuisance additive components f, ..., f; to be as smooth as f;. For a
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short discussion of the case 0 < 79 < 1/2 see also Appendix [B|in the
Supplementary Material.

We now discuss local polynomial estimators. The degree of the lo-
cal polynomial estimator is denoted by k. Define (ay, ..., ax) as the

minimum of
n

ST 72— ag— . — an(Xi - 2)*] Ku(X] - )

i=1

over (ag,...,a;) € R*7' and set ff’(orade’lpon(x) = a;. This is an
estimator of the j-th derivative of f; in the oracle model. Here,
Kp(u) = b 'K(h7'u) is a kernel with kernel function K and band-
width h. Similarly, we define ff’(IPOI)(x) = a;j, where now (ao, ..., ax)
minimizes

n . ) 2 )
Y [YZ — g — v — ap( X — x)k] Ky(XT — 1),

=1

where Y7 is the ith element of f*™. For this class of estimators we
have the following result.

Theorem 5. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem[d or Theorem[3
hold. Suppose further that the kernel K is a probability density function
with bounded support, [—1,1] say, that it has an absolutely bounded
derivative and that the bandwidth h fulfills ccn™ < h < ¢y n™ for
some c_,cy >0 and 0 < ny < < 1/3. Furthermore, assume that for
a value p* < k+1 the function f has an absolutely bounded derivative
of order p*. Then it holds for j =0,...,k that

| frlemecteteed — vl < CTA, +dy” + (dih) ™ (nh) T2 /log ]

uniformly for all h with c_.n™m < h < c¢yn™"™ with probability greater
than or equal to 1 — 3n™°.

Applying this theorem with j = 0 and &k = r; — 1 and with a choice
of h of optimal order n=/"1+1) we can show that the two-step estima-
tor is asymptotically equivalent to a local polynomial estimator in the
oracle model if ([#5)-(52) holds with 8 = ry/(2r; + 1). Furthermore,
one can argue in the same way as in the discussion after Theorem
to get asymptotic oracle equivalence of the two-step estimator and the
oracle estimator.

We remark that the last two theorems have an important implica-
tion for practical applications. The asymptotic behaviour of classical
smoothing estimators in the oracle model is well understood. Classical
smoothing theory offers results on pointwise asymptotic normal limits
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and global approximations by Gaussian processes. These results can be
used for the implementation of pointwise and global confidence regions.
Furthermore testing procedures on the shape of the function f;, e.g.
on the validity of parametric specifications for f;, can be constructed
by using the distance of the estimator of f; from the hypothesis. There
exists a rich literature on such approaches in the oracle model. By ap-
plication of our results, this theory carries over to the additive model
as long as the performance of the statistical procedure is robust against
small changes of the values of the response variables. Then theoretical
results and the validity of statistical methods in the oracle model also
apply in the additive model for statistical methods based on our two-
step procedure. In particular, for pointwise and uniform confidence
regions of the function f;, this can be easily verified if the smoother
fulfills the small error robustness property .

In Subsection in the supplementary material we explain this in
detail for two-step estimators with Nadaraya-Watson smoothing used
in the second step. For such estimators the subsection contains a dis-
cussion of construction of pointwise and global confidence regions, non-
parametric testing, the estimation of the error variance and a short
remark on global bandwidth selection. A detailed discussion of data
adaptive local bandwidth selectors for kernel smoothing can be found
in Subsection in the supplementary material. There, we consider
for kernel smoothing Lepski-type methods for adaptive pointwise esti-
mation (cf. [28,27,16]). We show that Lepski-type bandwidth selection
in the oracle model and in the additive model leads to asymptotically
equivalent kernel smoothers. That means that the difference between
the kernel smoother in the oracle model with bandwidth selector based
on oracle data is asymptotically equivalent to the two-step estimator
with kernel estimation in the second step when the bandwidth choice is
based on the pseudo-data coming from the first step of the procedure.

5. SIMULATION STUDIES

We assess in simulation the coverage of pointwise confidence inter-
vals for f, based on the resmoothed estimator f;. We construct the
presmoothing estimators £”, ..., £\ choosing ™" as f L and I1_,
as [1Z 1 as described in Section , and we select the group Lasso tun-
ing parameters A\ and 7 via crossvalidation. In place of the Legendre
polynomial basis described in Section [3.2] however, we use a cubic B-
spline basis with [2n!'/2| basis functions (a large number to promote

undersmoothing). For the resmoothing estimator we consider a least-
squares splines estimator fl(Spl) with cubic B-splines. Under this choice
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of resmoothing estimator we have for each zy € [0, 1] the representation
FE () = W?;Ofl(pre) for some n x 1 vector w,,. Assuming that the
dominating term in f (20) — f1 (o) is wl (I —A)7'(II; — A)e, we
consider the confidence interval

fl f2 f3 f4 f5
n ¢ ([-1.0 05-1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5

100 50 0.0] 93 92 90 8 92 93 94 92 94 94

0.1/ 91 91 92 8 89 93 95 90 94 95

03] 8 93 93 8 84 92 92 90 95 94

05/ 79 91 92 8 74 78 95 8 92 94

150 0.0{ 89 91 87 83 89 93 93 93 95 94

0.1/ 93 92 91 8 87 91 95 95 95 95

03/ 8 91 91 90 87 91 93 91 94 95

0.5/ 89 94 92 8 85 83 93 89 92 92

1000 50 0.0/ 91 92 95 94 95 93 96 96 94 95

0.1/ 92 92 95 95 93 94 96 94 94 95

03/ 8 91 94 94 90 92 94 96 92 93

0.5/ 8 94 94 91 86 84 92 93 94 93

150 0.0] 92 93 95 94 94 94 94 97 95 93

0.1/ 91 93 95 95 93 94 96 94 94 94

031 92 92 95 92 88 92 95 94 95 93

0.5/ 87 93 93 92 80 82 89 91 93 94

TABLE 1. Coverage (x100) of confidence intervals in
for functions fi,..., f5 at x = —1.0,0.5.

P (@0) £ Zaal| (T = A)TH (T = A)) ' way 1261 (14)

for fi(zo), where ||(I — A)~'(IT; — A))Twy,||2 denotes the Euclidean
norm, z,/e is the upper o/2 quantile of the standard Normal distribu-
tion and &7 is an estimator of o which we define in Appendix in
the Supplementary Material.

We consider a model with four active covariates among a large
number of inactive covariates. For ¢ = 50,150 and sample sizes
n = 100, 1000, we generate data from the model Y* =374 , f;(X}) +¢,
: 1 n

i = 1,...,n, where €',...,€" are independent Normal(0,1) random
variables, f5 =--- = f, =0 and

. 25 . 2.5
fl(x) = _Sln(Z‘T)? f2<l’> = $2—§, f3($) =T, f4(l‘) =€ _581nh<§)7
which we take from [32]. The covariates X!,..., X™ are generated as
independent realizations of the random variable X = (Xi,...,X,)7T,
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Mean function estimate at each x

< f1(x) = —sin(2x) f3(x) =x
v |_fa(x) = exp(=x) - (2/5)sinh(5/2) f5(x) =0 fo(x) =0
-2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
—— oracle ——- (=0 --- =01 --- (=03 - =05 X

FIGURE 1. Average values of f;omle’sm)(:p) and f;Sp (),
j=1,...,6, from 500 simulated data sets over a range
of x values in the n = 100, ¢ = 150 setting under each of
the correlation settings ( = 0.0,0.1,0.3,0.5.

Mean function estimate at each x

e

v f1(x) = —sin(2x) f,(x) =x>-25/12 fa(x) =x
v |_fa(x) = exp(=x) - (2/5)sinh(5/2) f5(x) =0 f5(x) =0
-2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
— oracle ——- =0 --- =01 --- 7=0.3 - =05 X

FIGURE 2. Average values of f;orade’Sp Y(z) and f]@pl) (),
j=1,...,6, from 500 simulated data sets over a range
of x values in the n = 1000, ¢ = 150 setting under each
of the correlation settings ¢ = 0.0,0.1,0.3,0.5.

where X is marginally Uniform on [-2.5,2.5] for j = 1,...,¢q and
corr(X;, X;) = ¢ 1 < 4,5/ < q. Under all combinations of the
sample size n and the number of covariates ¢ we conduct simulations
under the values ¢ = 0.0,0.1,0.3,0.5.

Table [I| reports the coverage over 500 simulated data sets of the con-
fidence intervals for fi(z),..., fs(x) given by under o = 0.05. As
we might expect, the coverage is closer to the nominal level for n = 1000
than for n = 100 and further from the nominal level for larger values
of . When there is undercoverage, we find that it owes in large part to
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the bias of the point estimate, some part of which comes from the group
Lasso sparsity penalization in the presmoothing step, and some part
of which is the same bias to which the oracle estimator is subject. Re-
sults provided in Appendix in the Supplementary Material show
that the confidence interval in achieved almost exactly nominal
coverage of E fl(Spl) (x0), and that the oracle-based confidence intervals
achieved sub-nominal coverage in some cases, which we ascribe to some
amount of bias in the oracle point estimator.

Figures [1| and |2 give impressions of the closeness of the resmooth-

ing estimator to the oracle estimator.  Figure shows under
n = 100 and ¢ = 150 the average values of the resmoothed
estimators fP)(z), ..., fo(x)®") as well as of the oracle estima-
tors floraclesp D(x),..., féorade’Sp 1)(95) under each of the settings ( =

0.0,0.1,0.3,0.5. We see that the resmoothing estimator is at this sam-
ple size not very close to the oracle estimator, exhibiting some shrinkage
toward zero. For the n = 1000 and ¢ = 150 case, for which Figure
displays the results, the resmoothing estimator is, in contrast, much
closer to the oracle estimator. Complete simulation details and ad-
ditional output can be found in Appendix [D| in the Supplementary
Material.

6. PROOFS

6.1. Proof of Theorem We abbreviate B = f[l_A, so that fl(Pfe) —
(I — A)'B(Y — ) We make use of the following inequality:
p(pre p(oracle, pre — =
|EEr) — glemscle ey < (1 — A) 7' Be — T

HI(I = AT B — g1l

+(1 = A) 7 Blg-1 — £5") |

(I = A)7'Bfi — L1 ||

— T1 + ...+ T4.

By (A1), we get [|[Allop = [|[AT]lop < p1. Hence, (I — A)~! = ijo Al
and

(I-A)"'B=1 - ) A(I-1I). (15)

jz1
Applying , we get
- J(T—T] — . e, J(T—T]
Ty =Y A (I-T1)€|no ig%§n|Ul|, Ui = (e, Y A(I-TI)e).

i>1 j>1
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The random Var}able U; is Gaussian with expectation 0 and variance
| > s = Hl)(AT)]eiH%Q. Since

1> (=) (AT ez < ) I =) (AT Vel

i>1 i>1
; 1 A

< J—1 AT . < =2

= ]§>1: P [A eilln2 < T—p 0’

where we applied (A1) and (A3), we get that 7} is a maximum of
n Gaussian random variables having variance bounded by ¢2A3(1
p1)"2n~t. Thus, by the union bound and standard tail bounds for

Gaussian random variables, we have with probability > 1 — 9,

T < oAy \/210g(2n) + 2log(1/6)
1= .
1— n

(16)

For T5 first note that
14y 0o = max [(e;, Ay)| <n max [|ATe;]ln2]yllnz < Aoflyllnz
(17)
for all y € R™. Using this and (A4), we get
HByHn,oo < HHly“n,oo + HA?/HN,OO < A3||y||n,oo + AQH?J”H,Q (18)
for all y € R™. Thus
T; < Z |AYB(f-y — 8-1)llnoc
j=0

< |B(f-1 = g8-1)llnoo + 22 Y o1 HIB(E — 8-1)ln2
>1
< 1+ A1 = p1) ) (A2 + Ag)llf-1 — g-illncor
where we applied that ||Ayl/,2 < p1]|ylln2 for all y € R™ because of

(A1), and where we made use of Equations and (18). Similarly,
for T3 we get that

Ty <D A B(g-1 — £45") oo < (14 A2(1 = p1) ™)I(B(g-1 — £5) o
3>0

< (14 Ag(1— p) HAEETY — g ),

where we applied (A3) in the last inequality. For the discussion of T}
note that because of E

(I—A)'Bfy —ILhf = =Y AT —1L)fy == > A(I —TL)(f — g1).

j>1 7>1
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Thus Ty = || 3,51 AV (I —=T1) (f1 — 81) lnee < Aa(1—p1) 7 [[f1 — 81 lln.co-
This completes the proof. O

6.2. Events. In this section, we define several events upon which the
proof of Theorem [2] will hold. First, we define

&= {2 max sup Heogi bl < )\} NEs.10

i=ledozgiev; N9l

where &y ;, is the compatibility condition event defined as the event on

which
q

Do lgilin <31 gilla/e?

Jj€Jo Jj=1
for all (g1,...,9) € (P1,...,F) satisfying >27_ [lgjll. <
8> ics lgilln- Note that £, is needed in the analysis of the group
Lasso estimator of f.

We also define

dy
bir — 11Dk, Gj)n
& = ﬂ{Q'maX sup (b 11k, gl Sn}ﬂg(b,Jk,

pg b ITZd0g,E; 19l

where &, j, is the compatibility condition event defined as the event on

which
q

> gl <31 gilln /¢

J€Jk Jj=2
for all (g2,...,9,) € (Po,...,F) satisfying >0 ,[lgjll. <
8 iy, llgjlln- Note that &, is needed in the analysis of TI%,.

Finally, for v € (0,1/2), we define the empirical norm approximation

event

dy

& =& N () {1y bak, ) — (T e, Tba)n | < wI|TL, bue | 1T, bul|}

k=1

q
with &1 = ({1 =gl < llg;llz < (1 +v)llg;|1* for all g; € P;}.
j=1
Note that if £, holds, then each ¢g; € P; is uniquely determined by gy,
meaning that we do not have to distinguish between those objects. For
instance, if £, holds, then Il;y, y € R", can also be considered as a
function in P, and we do not have to distinguish between II1*;g; and
ﬂ5191'
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The following concentration result gives a lower bound on the prob-
ability of the events defined in this section. It is proven in Appendix
in the Supplementary Material.

Proposition 1. Suppose that Assumptions (B1), (B4), (B5) and (B6)
hold. Then there are constants c¢,C' > 0 such that the following holds.
Fora>1, let X and n be as defined in (4)), and let

C \/sld(a logn + log q)

V= —
n

(8

If the second inequality in holds, then we have P(ExNE,NE,) >
1—n"%

. (19)

6.3. The nonparametric group Lasso estimator. In this section
we state a risk bound for the group Lasso estimator fL in Section
which is suitable to our purposes. In order to bound the approximation
error terms we need a risk bound for the group Lasso estimator in the
undersmoothed case. From now on we will denote the nonparametric
group Lasso penalty by

q
pen,(g) = 2)\2 9;jlln, for any g € Pp,. g

j=1
Applying the work by Bickel, Ritov, and Tsybakov [0], we obtain:

Proposition 2. Suppose that Assumption (B3) holds. If €y holds, then
we have for each g € Py,

IFE = FI12 + peny (FX — g) < 4||f — g2 + 2405002/ ¢,

In particular, if we choose g* from Assumption (B3), then we have on

g)x;
17 = I+ peny (F7 = g7) < ACH(di™ + s0dy™)* + 240500/ *.

6.4. The Lasso projection of relaxed orthogonality. In this sec-
tion, we state risk bounds for the Lasso estimators [t (b1 of TI_1by;.
The analysis is analogous to that of the Lasso estimator fL of f. We
only have to replace Y by by;, f by I1_1by;, and € by by, — I1_1by;. Note
that for all g € P_y, we have (by; — I1_1by;,g9) = 0. Let

q
pen, (g9) = 2172 Ilg;||n, for any g € P_.
=2

The following result is similar to the result above. A proof of Proposi-
tions [2] and [3]is given in Appendix in the Supplementary Material.
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Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption (B4) holds. Let | €
{1,...,di}. If &,, then for each g € Py,

Hﬂflbu—ﬂflbuﬂi—#penn <ﬁ£1b1l - g) < 4||H71b11—9H¢21+240817]2/¢2-
In particular, choosing g = 11;,by; gives on &, NE, withn > \/d/n,
Hﬂelbll — H—lbllHi + penn (ﬂelbll — HJlb]_l> < (4012 + (240/¢2)) 51772.

Finally, let us state the (nonparametric) KKT conditions in the case
of the empirical Lasso projection.

Lemma 2. For alll € {1,...,d1} and all g € P_1, we have

2|{g,bu — ﬁflbmnl < pen,(g).

A proof of Lemma [2]is given in Appendix in the Supplementary
Material.

6.5. Fundamental properties of ﬂfl. In this section, we state some

properties of I1% 1 needed to verify (A1) and (A3). Recall the convention
that C' denotes a constant depending only on the quantities ¢, ¢y, and
C7 and that C' is not necessarily the same at each occurrence.

Using the smoothness of the joint densities py; from (Bl), it is
easy to see that |II;bil| < C/v/di, from which it follows that

Iy b1k|| < (C/¥)\/(s1/d1). The following proposition shows that a

similar smoothing property also holds when I , is applied to functions
having local support.

Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B4) hold. If £,N
E, holds with n > +/d/n, then for each g1 € Vi satisfying supp(g1) C
Ly for some k' € {1,...,my},

N 1 /s s$1M
Il < € (/3422

In particular, if we choose 1 as in and if the second inequality in
holds, then we have on &, NE,,

~ C S1
I gl < =/ = lg1lln.
1112 g1 | <3 dlllglll

A proof of Proposition [ is given in Appendix in the Supplemen-
tary Material. The next proposition, proved in Appendix [A.4] in the
Supplementary Material, studies an empirical version of py.
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Proposition 5. Suppose that Assumptions (B1), (B2) and (B4) hold.
Then we have on &, N E, with n > \/d/n,
~ SV 81\/d_177 31d1772
sup g i§p2+0(—+ + .
GE€Pg1]ln<1 [ ’ P2 Vo ¢?
In particular, if we choose n and v as in and , and if the first
inequality in holds with c sufficiently small, then we have on £,NE,,

Vgre P, T gl < (14 p0)/2] g1l

6.6. End of proof of Theorem [2| Let ¢i1,...,¢14, be the or-
thonormal basis of P, with respect to the empirical inner product
obtained by applying the Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization to the ba-
sis bi1,...,b14,- Clearly, this basis is still local in the sense that
DLkt 41415 - - - s Lkt +1)+t41 15 @ basis of the functions in P, which
are zero outside the interval I;. The existence of this basis is guaran-
teed on the event &,.

We begin with proving an auxiliary result on the supremum norm of
functions in P;. The space of piecewise polynomials has a number of
important properties, among which we need that

1
Il < (t; + 1)?m, / ¢(z;)dx, (20)

for each g; € B, (see, e.g., [7, Equation (7)]). Combining with

Assumption (B1), we have ||g1]|cc < (t1 + 1)1/ (ma/c1)]lg1]| for all g €
P;. Hence, if £, holds (recall that v < 1/2), then we have

[1kllec < CV/ds. (21)
Now, let ¢, = ZZ;l ap@r. Since on each interval I there are

at most t; + 1 non-zero basis functions, we have ||g1]lcc < (t1 +
1) maxj<g<d, ||P1xlloo|k|, and inserting leads to

lglloe < CVd[l]loo (22)
with C' depending only on ¢; and ;.

We now verify properties (A1)-(A4) on the event £, N E, NE, under
the choices and assumptions made in Theorem , with £ : V_; — R*
given by £(g-1) = 27 [|gjln-

(Al): By Proposition , we have on &, N &, that ||TIX g1, < (1+
00)/2||g1]|n for every g € P;, meaning that (Al) holds with p; =
G Y

(A2): Since (II; — 11X 11) gy € Vi, inequality implies

(T, = T2, T0) g 1 s < CV/dy max (T — 1%, 11) g, el

1<k<d;
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Applying that ¢y is a linear combination of at most ¢; + 1 ba-
sis functions (by;) and that on &,; we have szlzl agbii])? >
| ZZ;l arbirl|?/2 > (c1/2)||a||? for each o € R¥, we get

”(ﬂl _ﬂelﬂ) g- 1Hnoo S C\/ 1 Mmax ‘ (Hl Helﬂl)Tgflablk%’L’

1<k<d1

o — - ﬂL .
Cv/ 112@2' g—1, b Z101k) 0l

Applying Lemma [2 we get [|(ITy — T, 111) g 1[ln e < CVdiné(g-1).
Thus (A2) is satisfied with A; = Cv/dn.

(A3): Applying Proposition , we have on £,NE,, that |TIE, Ty ey, <
(C/p)/s1/dy |11 ei||n. Applying ([21), we get with k such that X{ € Iy,
that n|[lle;l, = (O 1k:t1+1)+z(Xf))1/2 < C+/d,. Thus property
(A3) is satisfied on &, N &, with Ay = (C/4) /51

(A4): First, on 81,,1, the inequality

(Y5 P1x)nl < NYllnooll@1rllnoco {7+ Xi € Lt/ < Cllyllnco/V da
holds for each 1 < k < d;. Combining this with the identity

di

My = Z(ya 1k )nP1k (24)

k=1

and (22), we see that (A4) holds on &,; with Az being a constant.

Finally, since Conditions (A1)—(A4) hold on the event £, N &, NE,,
Proposition (1| yields that Conditions (A1)—(A4) hold with probability
>1—-n""

Plugging these values of Ay, Ay, Ag, py1, in combination with Assump-
tion (B3) and Proposition 2]into Theorem 1] (applied conditional on the
design, on the event £,NE,NE,, with 6 = n~*), we get, with probability
at least 1 — 2n~%, the inequality

re oracle re
I g o (25)

Cy/s1 alogn - .
< ol (o (™ ™)
VA ) + OV T ).

Combining the choices of A and 7 in with the second condition in

(B), we get n < y/Ld/n and also m/d/n < A < oy(dAL)/n. The

claim follows from plugging these values into ([25).
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APPENDIX A. PROOFS FOR THE RESULTS IN SECTION [6]

A.1. Proofs of Propositions [2] and [3l The proofs of Propositions
and 3| follow the same line of argument which leads to [6, Theorem
6.1]. For completeness, we give the proof of Proposition |3} the proof of
Proposition [2] is analogous.

Lemma 3. Letl < d;. If A;NE, 1 holds, then for all g € P_y, we have
ITIE by — TI_yby |2 + (1/2) pen,, (IT- by — g)
< llg = Toabull2 +4n > 105 b1); = gjlln:

J€J(9)
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where J(g) = {j « |lg;ll # 0} and

by —II_1b ji/n
A = {2 max  sup (b 1bu1, 95/l < 77}-
5=254 0£g;€V; 195l

Proof. The proof of this lemma is essentially the same as the proof
of [6, Lemma B.1], yet we provide it in our notation for the sake of
completeness. By definition of I 1b1;, we have for any g € P_; the
so-called basic inequality

by = T1% b1 + pen, (T2 ba) < [[b — gI2 + pen, (g),
which is equivalent to
T2 by — T11by ]| + pen,, (T2 byy)
< |lg = TI_1by||2 + 2(by — T _1byy, TIX by — ¢)y + pen, (g).
If A; holds, then we have
1T by — T by |2
< |lg — T_1by |2 + (1/2) pen, (IT by, — g) + pen, () — pen, (I by;).
Adding the term (1/2) penn(ﬂflbll — g) to both sides, we obtain on A,
I by — T b2+ (1/2) pen, (115 — )

q
< llg = bl + 1> (102bu); = gilla + g5 — 10T 0205010
j=2

Now, ||(TTX101); = g5lln + glln — I(T1E1b1)5]ln = 0 for j ¢ J(g), and
the claim follows. O

Proof of Proposition[3 Assume that A4;NE, 5, holds and fix an element
g € Pj,. We consider separately the cases that

an Y (A5 by); = gilla < llg — Tsbull? (26)
JjeS
and K
lg = T_sbully < 4> A5 b1); — g5l (27)
JjeJ;

In the case of , Lemma |3 yields
ITIE by — TT_1by||2 + (1/2) pen, (T, by — g) < 2|lg — TL_yby 12,

and clearly Proposition |3/ holds in this case. In the case of , Lemma
yields

211" by — T_yby||2 + pen, (IT%, by — g) < 160 > [[(T5401); — gjlln
JEJ
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< 16m+/s1 Z H<ﬂ£1bll)j —gillz

JES

< 169V3v/51 |11 by — glla /9,
where the first inequality implies the third inequality on &, ;. From

20y < x? + 2, we get the inequalities 16v/3uv < 192u? + v? and
16v/3uv < 48u? 4 402, each of which we invoke to get

2||T1% by — T by |2 + penn(ﬁflbu —9)
< 16nV/3y/s1 (|15 by — glln /¢
< 16nV/3+/51 (T4 by — T byl + T-1by — glln) /6
< TE by = Tgby |7 + 4T 1byy — glf2 + (240/6%) s,
and the claim follows. O

A.2. Proof of Lemma . The nonparametric Lasso estimator [t 1011
evaluated at the observations can be written as Z?:z Xj&jL with

2 q
D X laa
) J:2

where X; = (b, (X;))lgign,lgkgdj. The KKT conditions give that for
Jj=2,...,q (see, e.g., [IT, Chapter 4 and Appendix D]),

q
j=2

q
2XT (b — Y XyAk) /n = 20X i /v/n,
k=2
where
Ry = X535/ 1X595ll2 for X;49; #0 and  [[&;]2 < 1 for X;9; = 0.
For g; = Z?il a;ibj;, we conclude that
(g7, bu — I b1))n = of X (byy — Y1, XuA) /n
= na; X7k /v < nllgsllall&slla < nllgjll,
and the claim follows from summing over j = 2,...,q. O

A.3. Proof of Proposition 4, We start with three lemmas:

Lemma 4. Suppose that Assumption (B1) holds. Then, for each j =
2,...,qand k=1,...,dy, we have

1
vy

where Ilp, denotes the orthogonal projection from L%(PX) onto P;.

HHijugH <C
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Proof. Since P; C Bj, we have ||Ilpb||> < ||1g,b1x|%, where Ilp,
denotes the orthogonal projection from L*(P*) onto B;. Now, let
(gj1)1<i<a, be the be the orthonormal basis of B; with respect to the
L?(PXi)-norm obtained by applying the Gram-Schmidt orthogonaliza-

tion to the basis b1, ..., b14,. Then we have
mj(tj-‘rl)
T, buel® = D (g, bue)™ (28)
=1

Moreover, using and Assumption (B1), we have
(t + 1)1 /mj

Thus, using the second part of Assumption (B1) and again , we
get

1g5tlleo <

(951, bir) —/ 2gjl(ﬂfj)blk(xl)mj(xhIj)dl‘ld%
(0,1]

1
s - gj1(x )b (21)dx 1 dz;

C1 [0,1]2
< l nglblk”oo < 1 (t —+ 1)\/Wj(t1 + 1)\/771_1
e m;imq - 03/2 m;my .

1
Plugging this estimate into (28)), we get
L(t+1)3%t+1)2 1 (+1)>%(t+1)°

s my 3 dy ’

HHijmHQ <

and the claim follows. 0
Lemma 5. Let J C {2,...,q}. Moreover, let 0 < 1p; <1 be a number
such that ,

IS0l 23> a2 (29)

jed jed
for all g; € P;, j € J. Then for each f € L*(P¥), we have

ITLp, fIIP < 932 ) ITe, S

jedJ

.....

----------
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Then can be rewritten as
"y > 03y Yy, (30)
jed
for all y = (y;)jes € R%I. Now, one can show that
Mg, 1P = @) W5 ey,
where z; = ((Vjk, f))kef1,...d0}, and that
e f|? = 2" v e,

where © = (;)jes. Applying [14, Lemma 2.1] and (30, we conclude
that

TP fI* = 2" e <9y Wity =32 Y |Tp £
jeJ jeJ
and the claim follows. O

Lemma 6. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B4) hold. Then, for
k=1,...,d, we have
C 81

¥

In particular, for every g1 € Vi satzsfymg supp(g1) € Lig for some
K e{l,...,m1}, we have

1 S1 Sld
I <C(—=4/— — .
Mgl < € (535 2l

Proof. Since |Ji| < s1, Lemmas [4] and || give the first claim (recall the

definition of 1)
Moreover, by Assumption (B4) and the triangle inequality, we have

|II_1b1 — 115, b1 || < C14/s1d/n. Hence,

C /s s1d
T 1bug|| < [Ty buk | + [Ty bre — ILy, 01| < E\/d—iJrCl\/ % (31)

Now, suppose that g; € P, satisfies supp(g;) C I for some k' €
{1,...,mq}. Setting for brevity

[T, 011 ]| <

k' (t1+1)+t1+1

2= >

a€(k’) a=k (t1+1)+1

g1 = Z aabla-

ac(k’)

we can write
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and , we have
C S1 81d
M1 Lgrlln < > aallTsbialln < VE +Talla | =/ + Ciy/ = | ,
@D dl n
ac(k’)
and the second claim follows from inserting |la|s < 01—1/ ol O
Proof of Proposition[4. By the triangular inequality, we have
T bull < T buklln + [To1bar — Ty buglln + [T buy — T 1big -

From now on, suppose that &, NE, holds with n > /d/n and v < 1/2.
Then, using Lemma [0}, the first term can be bounded by

V20 s
Ty biglln < V2|TLybi]| < o\ d_i (32)

Moreover, using the decomposition of Assumption (B4), the second
term can be bounded by

q q
d
1101 — 1Ly b1ge|n < § 1p5lln < V2 g lpill < \/501\/81\/; < Cy/s1m.
Jj=2 Jj=2

Finally, using Proposition , we have ||TTZ, by, —T1_1byg|n < (C/o)y/511.
Hence,

. C s C
[T by < o /d—j + g\/@r (33)

Applying the triangular inequality, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and
(33) we get (similar as in the proof of Lemma @

- C /s C
ITTE g1l < Vi + 1la2 (E’ /d—i + gVS_ﬂ?) ,

with ¢; = Zae(k,) agbia. If €,1 holds (recall that v < 1/2), then we
have

ladls < (L/ed)llgnl® < (1/(er(@ = v)llgalln < (2/en)llgnllzn,  (34)

and the claim follows. O

A.4. Proof of Proposition [5} Let

dy
g1 = Zakblk € P
=1

By Assumption (B2), we have ||II_1g;]|* < pZ||g1]|*>. Thus on &, 1,
IT1gall® < pallgnlln/ (1 = v) < (1+ 2v)pgllga 7,
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where we used that v < 1/2. Hence,
5 gl = T gl + T ga 17— T1gn”
< pollanlls +2vllgalls + 105 gl = Mg, (35)

and it remains to consider the last two terms. Now,

di  d
2 gull7, = Z Z apoq(IE by, TIE byg)
k=1 =1
di
IT-11* = Zzakal —1big, Habug),
k=1 1=1
and thus
T2 gl = 1
di i A A
= Z Z OékOél(<Hf1b1k7 H£1b11>n - <H,ka1k, HJlbll>n) (36)
k=1 1=1
di
+ Z Z ooy (T, b1x, 15, 010)n — (I, bug, T, b11)) (37)
k=1 I=1
di
+ > 0> e (Mg bag, b)) — (Mogbyy, b)) . (38)
k=1 I=1

First, consider the term . Using the identity
(b)), —(a,b), = (' — a,b —b), + (a,b —b),, + (@' — a,b),,
we get
(TIE by, TUE by )y, — (T, bug, Ty, by )
= (ITX by — Ty, b, T by — T b0
+ (b, T by = Ty bu)n 4 (T2 bag — Ty b, T by
Plugging in the formulas and Proposition [3] E, we get on &, NE,,

. . 1 s S
[(ITE by, T2 by Y — (TL, bu, Ty by | < € ( @Mﬂ 1”).

Hence, if £, N &, holds, then the term can be bounded by

d d
L 1 s1m 511 1 siv/din  sydin? 9
O3S lanlal (L + 2 < (S ST o

k=1 I=1
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where we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the last step. Next,
the last term in can be bounded similarly. As above, we have

(IT_1b1g, I_1b1y) — (11, bage, I15,011)
= (H_1b1g — Iy, byge, T4y — I15,017)
+ (I, b1k, II_ybyy — 115,014) + (T1_1b1) — 115, b1k, 115, b1)

and thus, using Assumption (B4), Lemma@ and n > +/d/n,

C s1m

C
ova

[(I_1b1g, LT1by) — (I, b1g, by | <

Hence, the term can be bounded by
C
(Sorvain+ Comaur) lal

Finally, consider the middle term . If £, holds, then
SV
P2’
where we applied Lemma @ in the last inequality. Hence, can be
bounded by (C'/1?)vs;||al[3. We conclude that

S1V + 51\/d_177 51d177 ) || ||
V2 Yo g
and the first claim follows from inserting (|34} . Inserting the choices in
and into the first claim and using the first inequality in
with ¢ small enough we get, ||TTX Hl”op < p2+(1/4)(1—pp)? from which
the second claim follows by taking the square root. U

4L, b1k, 15 b10)n — (T, b, by | < 4v|| Ty by ||| T, 00| < C'—+

|mﬂmw§pme+mmmW+c(

A.5. Proof of Proposition [ The proof of Proposition[I]is relatively
standard. References in which similar tools are used are, e.g., [17], [32]
and [9], which we follow closely.

A.5.1. Nonparametric Lasso events. Setting

Ay = {2 max  sup He gl < )\},

=Lt 0g,ev; 1|95l
we have the following standard result (see, e.g. [17, Chapter 4]):

Proposition 6. For x > 0 and

d /2 21
n n

we have P (A§) < exp(—x).
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Proof. Let us outline the main steps in the proof (since the proofs in the
next section follow similar steps). First, applying the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, one can show that

wp L8l

Ee = Ee
0£g;€v;  |19jlln

o£g;ev; N19illn

0 .

<€>gj>n] <o dj

Combining this with the Gaussian concentration inequality (see, e.g.,
[9, Theorem 5.6]), we obtain

In d; 2
P.| sup (€:9ibn >a\/—j+a\/—x < exp(—x),
o#9;€V; 1195l n n
where P, can be also replaced by P. Finally, we apply the following

lemma which is a consequence of the union bound:

Lemma 7. Suppose that Z., ..., Z, are random variables satisfying

x x
P (Zj > m;j + Rj\/;"— Kjﬁ) < exp(—z).

Then for m = max; m;, R = max; R;, and K = max; K;, we have

1 1
b <maxzj o ey [EE108 Kw> < exp(—a).
7 n n

For the nonparametric Lasso event A; defined in Section [A.I] we
have the following result:

O

Proposition 7. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B4) hold. For
x>0, let

d(x +logdy +logq) /s1d(z +logd; +logq)
n==C - + on ,

for some large enough constant C' (given explicitly in the proof). Then

d1
P (51,,, nJ Af) < exp(—z).

=1

The main arguments of the proof are the same as in the previous sec-
tion. The main difference is the replacement of the Gaussian concentra-
tion inequality with the following refinement of Talagrand’s inequality
obtained by Bousquet (see, e.g., [31, Equation (5.50)]).
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Theorem 6. Consider n independent and identically distributed ran-
dom wariables X*',..., X" taking values in some measurable space
(S,B). Let G be a countable family of real-valued measurable functions
on (S, B) that are uniformly bounded by some constant b. Let

nZg (X1 XZ)]‘

and v = sup,g E [¢*(X")]. Then for each x > 0,

= sup
geg

2 4b
P (Z > 9 [Z] + ﬂ+——x) < exp (—1).
n 3n
We introduce
L [lgille

¢ = max sup :
J 0#g;€P; \/@ Hg] ”
Using (20), one can show that ¢ < 1/2(¢t + 1)/cy, i.e. ¢ can be absorbed

into C. In order to apply Talagrand’s inequality, we start with two
lemmas.

Lemma 8. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B4) hold. Forl =

.,dyand 3 =2,...,q, we have
\/ Cl\/

Proof. Let j1,...,%;q; be an orthonormal basis of P; with respect to
|| - ||. Then, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

by —II_1b
E| sup (b 1 117%
0%g;€V; 195

sup  (bu — I1_1by, gj)n

9;€Vj:llgslI<1
dj d]' 1/2
2
= sup E ap (b — 101y, Yjg)n < E (b1 — H_1byy, Vi)
a€R% :[|al2<1 =1 =1

Hence, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

E sup  (by — 11011, gj)n

g;€Vj:llgsll<1

0 T\ 1/2

< E D (b — b, )2

k=1




STATISTICAL INFERENCE IN SPARSE ADDITIVE MODELS 41

1/2

- %ZJ:E [((by = TT1bay) (X) 56 (X;))]

Since ||by; — H_1by|| < ||bu|| < 1/y/c1, this is bounded by (cf. [8,

Lemma 1))
i 1/2 -
1 - 0?2 [d;
Jan 2 Y| < \/ e V EJ
1 1

k=1

and the claim follows. O

Lemma 9. Suppose that Assumption (B1) holds. For j =2,...,q and
each g; € P; with ||g;|| < 1, we have

C
| (b1 — TL_1bu1) g5]| < w/d/cy, (b — I_1b11) g || oe < E\/S_ﬂi

Proof. By the definition of ¢ and the bound ||by; — II_1by|| < 1/\/c1,

we get [|(by — I_1b1) 95| < [|gjlool|bry = Ho1bu|| < ¢y/d/cy. This gives
the first claim. For the second claim note that ||g;|jc < @V/d and
1b1]ls < @V di||bu|| < @+/d/ci. Thus the claim follows if we can show

that
T 1bullee < (2/(very) + Crp) V/s1d. (39)

Letting I1;,0u = > c; 95, 95 € P we get

1/2
Tbulloe <Y llgille < @Vd > llgll < ov/51d (Z ||9j||2>

JjES JEJ JEJ
and thus by the definition of 1,

oV/s1d oV/s1d
p Ve

Moreover, by Assumption (B4) and the inequality d < n, we have

q q
T b = Mosbulloe < 3 Ipillee < 0Vd Y sl < Crpv/s1d
P =2

Hence, follows from the last two inequalities and the triangle in-
equality. This completes the proof. O

107,011 00 <

[ITLy,bu | <

Combining Lemmas [§] and [0] with Theorem [6], we get for z > 0,

by — 1011, gj)n
IP’( sup (byy 111, 95) >

0£g;€V; g5l



42 KARL GREGORY!, ENNO MAMMEN? AND MARTIN WAHL?

( \/ 2 \/2902dx 4C£dx)>§exp -

Applying Lemma [7] and the bound

by — _1byy, g;
P (((:141 ﬂmaX sup < 1 1 llagj>n > y)

J - 0#g;€V; ngHn

by — I_1by, g;)n
§P(max sup (b 1bu, 95) >\/1—Vy>,

7 ogEV; 191l

where y > 0, we conclude that (recall that v < 1/2)

by — I_1byy, g;
P <gl,’1 ﬂmax sup < 1 1 1l7.gj>n

J - 0#g;€V; HgJHn

C (\/g+ J & +n10g 2 ﬁd(zz log q>)> < exp(—z).

Thus we have established an upper bound for P(€,; N A7). Replacing
x by z + logd;, this gives the upper bound for the probability of the
union of the Af stated in Proposition [7]

A.5.2. Compatibility condition events. Compatibility condition events
have been considered in [32], and their analysis can be applied well in
our setting. By a slight abuse of notation, we define for (¢i,...,9,) €

(Pi,....P,),
q
pen(g) = > _ [lg;
j=1

For 1 < 1/2, we define

2 2
5# = Sup M S l’L
ngPj,g:Zj 9j pen(g)

(with the convention 0/0 = 0). The following result is Theorem 2 of
[32].
Proposition 8. Suppose that p < 1/2 and
1152 max(sq, $1) 1
7 <1 (40)
Then on &,, the theoretical compatibility condition stated in Assump-

tion (B5) implies their empirical counterparts from Section .€. we

have &, C &y 5, for k=0,...,d;.
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Proof. We only prove the case k = 0, since the remaining claims follow
analogously. Suppose that

Z gl <8 195l

Jj€Jo
If £, holds, then g satlsﬁes

Zug]n < g [1 0 "> ol <8VB Y o

JEJO J€Jo

and thus we can apply the first implication of (B5). Moreover, we have
on &,,

pen(g)® < 19250 ) _ flgl1* < 38450 Y _ llgill:.-
Jj€Jo j€Jdo
Hence on &,

D llglln < (3/2) ) llgsll? < (3/2)llgl* /¢

Jj€Jo j€Jdo

< (3/2) (|lgl12 + ppen(g)?) /¢°
< (3/DIlglI2/ 8 + T § g 2.

2¢ Jj€Jo
By Assumption , we conclude that on &,,
> gl < 3lglln /¢,
Jj€Jo
and the claim follows. O

It remains to bound the probability of £,, where we again follow [32]
closely.

Proposition 9. For z > 0 and

2 2 2
p*d  *d(x + logq) \/cp d(z +logq)
=64

wehave P (£5) < exp(—x).

We start with the following lemma:

Lemma 10. We have

2 2
o I ] Hgnnq

9;€P;,9=3"; 9; pen(g)?
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2 2 2
_ 32 d , 16¢ d(1 +logq) +16\/"" d(1+logq)
NG 3n n

Proof of Lemma[10 By the symmetrization and contraction principle
(see, e.g., [9, Chapter 11.3]), we have

2 2
wp sl ||g||n|]

9;€P;,9=3_; 95 pen(g)?

1/n Y0, a@'g?(Xm]

E

<2E

sup
9€P;,9=3_,; 9; pen(g)

wp T aig(Xi>|]

ngPj,gizj g; pen(Q)

2

< 830\/C_ZE

where (0") is a Rademacher sequence independent of X*. Note that for
the contraction principle, we used that

p
lgllse < llgille < @Vdpen(g).
j=1

We continue, writing

E

wp /i afg(Xm]

95€P;,9=>_; 9, pen(g)
2 gl |1/n2?1aigj<X;>\]

<E sup
_g]EPj,g:Zj gj j=1 pen(g) Hg]H

1S olg (X!
<F |max sup |/ > i1 095 g)‘ ‘
i J 0#g;€P; ||g]||

Now, following the proof of Lemma [8| letting t;i,...1;4, be an or-

thonormal basis of P; with respect to || - ||, we have that
. . 1/2
1/n> " o0lg: (X! 2
]E sup ‘ / Zz_l g]( ])‘ S _ZE w]k ) :| S QP_
0#g;€F; ||gj|| n
We now apply [32, Lemma 13] to get the result. O

Proof of Proposition[d The claim follows from Theorem [6] Lemma [10}
and the use of the bounds

‘ 2

2

< pVd.

< ¢?d, ‘

pen(g)? pen(g)?

oo
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A.5.3. Empirical norm approximation events. We have

Proposition 10. Suppose that Assumption (B1) holds. For x > 0, let
B C’\/sld(m + 2log(2d) + log q)

b n

for some large enough constant C. If v < 1/2, then we have P (ES) <
exp(—1).

Y

Proof. We first consider the second part of the event &,. In the proof
of Lemma [0}, we have shown that

1Ty, bl <

v/ s1d
4 wl ITL, b (41)

Applying this and Bernstein’s inequality (see, e.g, [9, Equation (2.10)]),
we get

P ([(ILy, b1k, 1Ly, b1 — (Mg b1k, Iy b1)| > v[[TLy, bk || |11, 01.]])
¢2 7’Ll/2
<2 —_
= 45%P < C Sld ’
where we also used the fact that v < 1/2 < 1. By the union bound
and the choice of v, we get
]P) (’ <Hkalk7 HJlb1l>n - <Hkalk7 HJlbll>|
> VHHkalkHHHJlbll” for all k’,l =1,... ,dl)
2,2
< 2d3 exp (—%%) < (1/2) exp(—x).

We now turn to the second part, namely the event &, ;. Applying [37,
Theorem 7.3] (see also [44, Theorem 7]) and the union bound, we have:

. 1 nv?
P (&) < 2dgexp (— 14¢27) .
Hence, by the definition of v, we have P (€5,) < (1/2) exp(—z), and
the claim follows. O

A.5.4. End of proof of Proposition [1. Let A, n and v be as defined
in Propositions [6] [7] and [10] Using the definitions of the events and
Proposition [§] we have

P((ExNENE)) =P (ESUE UE)

di
<P (AguUAfuegua‘;)
=1
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di
<P(A)+P (5%1 N UA;) +P(E)+P(E).

=1

Applying Propositions [6, [7 [0 and this can be bounded by
4exp(—x), and the claim follows from inserting x = alogn +log4. O

A.6. Proof of Theorem 3 We give the additional arguments for the
proof of Theorem

A.6.1. Additional events. For 0 < v < 1, let &, 5, be the event on which

Vng S PJ1 (1 - V)||gJ1||2 < HngH?L < (1 + V>H9J1||2
with J; from (B4’). For [ =1,...,d, let

A = {2 max sup (b — b1, gj)n — (bu — Ly by, g5)] < 77}~

J=28 g ;e Vi gjlI<1

The following proposition follows from the same line of arguments as
Proposition [7]

Proposition 11. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B4’) hold. For
x> 1, let

n=C (\/d(w+logd1 +logq) N VSid(z + log dy —i—logq))

n Uyn

for some large enough constant C' (given explicitly in the proof). Then

dy
P (5171, N UAEC> < exp(—z).

I=1
Applying [37, Theorem 7.3] (see also [44, Theorem 7]) in combination
with , we get

Proposition 12. We have
2
IP’( lle) < 23443, exp ( — cw2ﬂ>.
’ Sld

Hence, with

L g\/sld(alogn+logq) _
(0 n

we have P(ES ;) <n~.

1 (42)
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A.6.2. Fundamental properties of T1M,.

Proposition 13. Suppose that (B1), (B2), and (B4’) hold. Let 121541
be the solution of with A} and AYy from Theorem[3 Suppose that v
from satisfies v < 1/2. If &, 5, N &1 N (i—y A} holds with v from
, then we have

11 C [sid(alogn + logq
sup | ¥191||n§p0+(1—p0)/4+_\/ 1d( )
g1€P1:]lg1]ln <1 ¥ n

In particular, if holds with c sufficiently small, then on &, j, NE, 1N
MNizs AL
Vg€ P, [l < (1 + po)/2]| 91l

Proof. On the event &, ;,, the map II;, can also be considered as a map
from V; to V_; C R", meaning that we can consider M = II;, in (7).
Then, for g; € P, we have on &, ;, N &, 1,

ML g1lln < V14|01 < V14 v([TIo1g1]] + [[T1 91 — TT_1g1]])
<VI+v(po+ (L= po)/4)|gl]

< J_Vij (po + (1 = o) /4)llg1 |

where we applied (B2) and (B4)’ in the third inequality. Since v < 1/2
and since py + (1 — po)/4 < 1, we get for g, € Py with ||¢1]], < 1,

C /syd(alogn +lo
HHJ191HnSpo—l—(l—po)/zl_'__\/ 1d(alog gCD.

(0 n
Hence, it suffices to show that I, satisfies the constraints (i) and (ii)
from (7). First, by Lemma |§|, we have 1L, b1zl < V14 v||I1yb1k] <
Al forallk =1,...,d;, provided that C' in the definition of A, is chosen
large enough. It remains to show that on the event &,1 N (), A;, (i)
holds with A} from Theorem . First, proceeding as in the proof of
Theorem [2] we have on &, 1,

(1) — T, 100) 7 g oo (43)
< Cvd, 12}%}; 1(g;, b1k — 117, b1k)
< Cv/d,  max (g5, bk — Ly, b1k) e — (95, b1k — 1y, bug) |

+ CvVdy max (g TL_1b1, — TLy, b1) |
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for all g; € V; and all j = 2,...,q, where we used the identity
(g5, II_1b1;, — byx) = 0 in the last inequality. By (B4’), we have

(g5, T_1b1x — Ty, 01| < || g5l [TT-1b1z — TL5, b1 (44)

<Cl\f losll < ( 1+V”201\f 19511

Combining and (44), we get on the event &,1 N(/_, A,
sup  ||(I — Ty T0) " gjllnee < CVdin, j=2,...,4,

95€Vjillgjlln<l

and the claim follows. O

A.6.3. End of proof of Theorem [3. We now verify properties (Al)-
(A4) under the choices and assumptions made in Theorem [3| Let the
function £ : V_y — R™ be given by £(g-1) = >_7_, l;ll-

(A1): By Proposition [13] (A1) holds with p1 = (1 + po)/2.

(A2): By the triangular inequality and (7)), we have

q
(T = T ) g e < Y (1T = T ) gl < AfE(g-1).
=2
Thus (A2) is satisfied with A; = A} = C/din.
(A3): Plugging in the value of Al we have

T2, 91 ||91||n

I < ¢
for all g; € P, satisfying supp(g1) C IW for some k' € {1,...,my}.
Combining this with anhean » < Cy/d; (see, e.g. the proof of Theo-
rem [2) we get that (A3) holds in £, with Ay = (C/1)/51.

(A4): In the proof of Theorem [2] it is shown that (A4) is satisfied
with As depending only on ¢; and ;.

The claim now follows by proceeding as in the proof of Theorem [2]
by plugging these values of Ay, Ay, A3z and p; into Theorem [I] setting

9 =n~%in (|16]), and using also Propositions |11| and . 0
APPENDIX B. PROOFS AND ADDITIONAL MATERIAL FOR
SECTION [4]

B.1. Proof of Theorem [ For the proof we will make use of the ar-
guments given after the statement of . For least-squares piecewise

polynomial fitting and least-squares splines we will show that hold

with A} = 0 and that holds with a universal constant C' = C,.
This will give the statement of the theorem. The claim A} = 0 fol-

lows directly from Sf'l(orade’pre) = fl(orade) , because for two nested linear
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subspaces iterative application of orthogonal projections onto the two
subspaces is equal to a direct orthogonal projection onto the smaller
subspace. Note that in the second step of our estimation procedure we
project onto the function subspaces of splines or of piecewise polyno-
mials on a grid that is coarser than the grid used in the preliminary
estimation step. Thus both spaces are subspaces of the space of piece-
wise polynomials on the finer grid.

In order to show the small error robustness of least-squares
piecewise polynomial fitting and spline smoothing it suffices to show
that on &,, we have ||Sy||l« < C||y|ln.o for every y € R™.

In the case of least-squares piecewise polynomials fitting this prop-
erty has been derived in the proof of Theorem [2] In fact, it follows
from in combination with and by replacing P, with Py,
where P C P, is the space of piecewise polynomials with parameters
t; and m*, where m* is a multiple of m;.

For spline smoothing the arguments are similar. An essential ar-
gument now is that spline smoothing preserves the sup norm. More
precisely, the least-squares spline smoother of a function that is abso-
lutely bounded by 1 results in a function that is absolutely bounded
by a constant C; see e.g. [II]. For least-squares spline fitting of dis-
crete data one can proceed as in the proofs of Lemmas 6.1-6.3 in [48].
For this purpose define an (m* 4 t;) x (m* 4 t;) matrix with elements
Gir =n~' >0 Nj(X7)N(X}), where N; are the normed B-spline ba-
sis functions for j, k = 1, ..., m* +t;. The central argument in the proof
of Lemma 6.3 in [48] is that the elements aj; of the inverse of G can
be bounded by c*Apnaxy" ™! with ¢* > 0 and 0 < 7 < 1 depending
only on ¢; and on a bound of Apax/Amin, Where A and Ayay are the
smallest or largest eigenvalues of GG, respectively. Because we have on
the event &, that C7'm* ™' < Apin < Amax < Cm* ™1, one gets that
on &, [|G oo = MaXi<jcms 11, D 1<pemete, k] < Cm*. Using that
SY = chem i1, Qor<jemeit, Wik(Nj, y)n) Ni on €, the claim now fol-
lows from using that n= 23" |N;(XD)yi| < Cm* Hy|lnoo on &,. O

B.2. Proof of . In this subsection we will show that if 79 and v,
are small enough one can always choose dy, ds such that our two step
procedure can achieve the optimal rate § = r;/(2r;+1) as long as r, >
2r1/(2r; + 1) holds. We have to choose dj,ds such that A, = o(n=")
with A, given in Theorem [2]

If we choose d; = n%' and dy = n® for some 81, 65 > 0. we need with
B =r1/(2r + 1), that
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(o V) + (01 V) —1/2<0 (46)
(m—1)/2 <=5, (47)
M=o < =, (48)
Yo+ 71 — 1202 < =B, (49)
/24 (1/2 = 2r)0 < =0, (50)
Y1/2+ 01/2 + 279 — 2198 < —f5, (51)
Yo+71/2+ (01 Ve)+6/2—-1<—p. (52)

With the choice 6, = 1/(2r; + 1) 4+ § all inequalities can be achieved
with 0 and 7; > 0 small enough as long as

1+ (2r1 4+ 1)y
ro(2r1 + 1)
1427

2(1 - 270)7

1
52<§_70-

Thus a choice of ;5 is possible if

52>

9

T >

r+2r+ 1)y 1
<z~
7’2(2’/‘1—|—1) 2

which is equivalent to

1+ 70(2r1 + 1)

Thus our theory can be applied up to s = O(n?) active additive
nuisance components with vy < 1/2 as long as enough smoothness 75
can be assumed for the nuisance components. In particular, for g
small enough we get that only ro > 2r/(2r; + 1) is required. Thus in
this case less smoothness is required for the nuisance components than
for the first component of interest.

ro > 2

B.3. Proof of Theorem|[5 As in the proof of Theorem [4] we will again
make use of the arguments given after the statement of equation ({11).
Using similar arguments as in that proof one can easily check that
small error robustness holds for local polynomials on the event
E,. Here we apply again that up to a factor orthogonal projections
onto polynomials preserve the sup norm under weak conditions on the
design. Compare also the arguments given in the first part of the proof
of Theorem 3 in [20]. It remains to prove for some sequence A’.
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With arguments similar to the ones used in the first part of the
proof of Theorem 3 in [20] one can show that for the proof of with
A* = C(dy” 4 (dih) " (nh) =12 /log(n)) it suffices to prove that

~j,(oracle,lpol) _ Zj,(oracle,lpol)
17 4 [

< C(dy” + (dih) ™ (nh)~2(/log(n) + v/2))

uniformly for all A with c;n™ < h < con™™ with probability greater
than or equal to 1 — 2n~* — exp(—z). Here

fj,(oraclc,lpol)(l,> — n_l Z W; j(.I)Zi,
=1
n

7Ej,(o]rau:le,lpol)(x> — 77,71 Z wW; j($)2i,
=1

wig(@) = 7 (X]—2) Ky(X] - )

with Z; = floP)(x1) Fix j € {0,...,k} and define for i = 1,...,n,
ze0,1],1=1,...m

=0
it X7 e (:—1, ml] with
. l e . -1 1
(ag,...,a;) = argmmZ[ X € o Jy
v=1
2
X [wy () — ag — ... — ap(X] — X{)ﬂ .

With this notation we get that

n
,,:j,(oracle,lpol) (.Z') _ ;j,oracle,lpol (l’) _ Tl_l Z w; (l’)(ZZ _ Zz)
=1

=nt Z(wzg(fﬂ) —w; ;(2))(Z' - Zl)

=n! Z(wi,j($) —w; ;(x))Z'

=n Y (wij(x) — ()€

=1
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n

+nt 4 (wi () — Wi j(x)) fL(X7)

=n! Z(wi,j(a?) — w; j(x))€

0ty () (MY — MY,
i=1

where M* = f1(X}) and

ﬁﬂe@ﬁ%%Mh

- I—1 1
Bho b)) = i I|x? —
( 0 ) k) argmlnz |: 1 € ( my 7m1:|:|

v=1
i v i\k]2
X [M"— by — ... — bp(X7 — X])F]".
The theorem now follows from
sup | M — M?| < Cd; "™,

1<i<n

n=? Z(wi,j(x) — w; ()

- 11
< -2 i, - ~i j 2 <C—s5—
=n ;(w ,J('x) wd(a:)) — d%h2 nh’

and standard bounds for the supremum of Gaussian random variables.

Here
Ly r|xye (B k] was)
wld(m) - 1 n v -1 1
2D 1 [X1 € <m—17m—1H
ﬁﬂe@%%} 0

B.4. Implementation of Nadaraya-Watson smoothing in the
additive model. For our two-step procedure we now discuss imple-
mentation of Nadaraya-Watson smoothing in the second step. We do
this in an asymptotic setting where the number of observations con-
verges to infinity. First we consider theory for a fixed deterministic
bandwidth (sequence) h. We assume that f; has p* = 2 continuous
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derivatives and that the density p; of X! has one continuous deriv-
ative. In the oracle model the Nadaraya-Watson estimator is given
by

Al(oracle,Nawa) (z) = th,i(@zi
i=1
with
whi(z) = Ku(X] — x)/ZKh(X{ o)

j=1
As above, in the oracle model we observe Z! = fi(X}) + &' with two
independent i.i.d. samples, X} :i=1,...,nand " :i=1,...,n. Here &'
has a zero mean normal distribution with variance o?. Conditionally
given X| : i = 1,...,n, the estimator fl(orade’Nawa) (x) is a Gaussian
process with expectation fi,(z) = > 1 whi(x)f1(X}) and covariance
o230 whi(x)whi(a’). Thus with a consistent estimator 6 of o and

W}%(SU) = 2?:1 W}%Z(l’) we get that

Al(oracle,NaWa) (.T) . k’aé' W_%L(x)7 fl(oracle,NaWa) (.Q?) + ka&' ’w_z(xﬁ%?))

is a pointwise confidence interval for f;(x) with asymptotic coverage
1 —aif k, is the (1 — a/2)-quantile of a standard normal distribution.
Furthermore, it is a uniform confidence band for f; ,(x) : « € [0, 1] with
asymptotic coverage 1 — «v if k, is the (1 — a))-quantile of the maximal
absolute value of a mean zero Gaussian process on [0, 1] with covariance
S whi(@)wni(2) and if it holds that 6 — o = op((logn)~!). The lat-
ter condition is needed because the absolute maximum of the Gaussian
process has a mean of order (logn)/?(nh)~'/2 but standard deviation of
smaller order (logn)~'/2(nh)~/2. If h°n or h°nlogn , respectively, con-
verges to zero we get that the difference f1 ,(x)— fi(x) becomes asymp-
totically negligible and we have that is an asymptotically valid con-
fidence interval for f;(x) or confidence band for fi(z): h <z <1—h,
respectively.

We now consider our two-step estimator fl(Nawa)
Watson smoothing used in the second step:

with Nadaraya-

fl(NaWa) ($) _ Z Wh,i(ﬂj)f/i,
=1

where Y is the ith element of f ™.
We suppose now that the assumptions of Theorems [2 or |3| and |5 hold
with A, (nh)/? — 0 and (d;h)~*y/log(n) — 0. Then for all z € (0, 1) it
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can be easily checked that with fl(orade’Nawa) replaced by fl(Nawa) is
a confidence interval with asymptotic coverage 1 — « for the estimation
of fin(z). And again if h®n — 0, it also covers fi(z) with asymptotic
coverage 1 — . For the construction of the confidence interval we need
a consistent estimator ¢ of o. Now, this estimator should only depend
on (X!, Y?) :i=1,..,n. We will propose such an estimator below.

If we make the assumptions that A,\/log(n)(nh)'/? — 0,
(dih)og(n) — 0 and 6 — ¢ = op((logn)™!) we get that
with fo29eNaWa) peplaced by fO*" s a uniform confidence band
for fip(x) : x € [0,1] with asymptotic coverage 1 — . And under the
additional assumption that h°nlogn — 0 we have that it is a valid
confidence band for fi(z) :h<x <1-—h.

The uniform confidence band can be used to test for the validity of
a hypothesis f; € F on the function f;, where F is a parametric or
nonparametric class of functions. Then we can use the test statistic

inf sup \fl(Nawa) (z) — f(=)]

JeF h<az<i—h
or
. F(NaWa)
inf su r)— f(z
jnt s @) - )
with the critical wvalue k,64/ w_fb Here we put F, =

{00 wni(x) f(XT) « f € F}. This is a test with asymptotic level
a.

We now propose an estimator 62 of the error variance o based on
(X4, Y?) :i=1,...,n. Forsome constant 0 < a < 1, a bandwidth g and
a weight function w that vanishes in a neighborhood of the boundaries
of the support of X} we define

A

I (S0 oi0) = i (2)¥) (o)

2
wg7a

6 =

with

Wia = Z / (Wg,i (%) = Wag,i (@) *w(z)dz.

We now argue that this estimator is consistent for suitable choices of
g. Note that
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- / (Z(wg,xx) — Gaga(@))e' +Ri> w(z)de,

i=1
where R; are random variables that fulfill

sup |R;| = Op(A, + ¢° + di% + (dig) " (ng)~"/*/log n).

1<i<n
For ¢ of the order n='/5=% for some § > 0 small enough, one gets under
appropriate conditions on d; and A, that the right hand side of this
equation is of order op((ng)~'/?(logn)~'/?). This can be used to show
that

n

/(ZWg,i(fC)—wag,i(ﬂi))Yi) w(x)dx

=3 [ ) — ) P+ onl ()™

Consistency of 62 follows now because wg is of order (ng)~!. Above,
we needed for the validity of the uniform confidence bands rates of
convergence for the variance estimator. Such rates can be achieved
again by choices of ¢ of the order n='/5~? for some § > 0 small enough,
now under slightly stronger conditions on d; and A,. An alternative
estimator of 62 is given by

~ . n N 2 .
L T (V- eV wxd)
5

— p— 5

2
wg7*

where wg . is equal to the conditional expectation, given X! : 1 <i < n,

N2 .
of Y70, ( = wg,i(X{)Zi) w(X7) in an oracle model where f;
is equal to zero and o2 = 1. Note that this conditional expectation is
explicitly given and it only depends on Xi : 1 < i < n. Consistency
of this estimator for appropriate choices of g can be shown by similar
arguments as for the last variance estimator.

We now briefly discuss data-adaptive bandwidth selection. In
the next subsection we will discuss local bandwidth choice. For
global bandwidth choice, one can make use of plug-in esti-
mates of the asymptotic MISE-optimal bandwidth that is given
by h* = o '° ([@pifi + f)?(x)w(x)dz)™5 ([ wPK (u)du)=>/?
(J K*(u) du V([ pi(z)w(z)dz)/50?/°. Estimates of fi and f] were
studied in Theorem bl These estimators can be plugged in into the
formula of the asymptotic optimal bandwitdth. Consistency of the
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resulting bandwidth selector immediately follows from Theorem [5 un-
der suitable conditions. Alternative procedures are given by penalized
least-squares criterions, as e.g. generalized cross validation, Akaike’s
information criterion, and Shibata’s model selector. A discussion of
these methods leads to arguments similar to our discussion of variance
estimation. We omit a discussion of the performance of these proce-
dures in the additive model.

Up to now, the whole discussion of this subsection assumed that the
error variables have a Gaussian distribution. All the arguments in this
subsection would also apply, after small modifications, to the case of
non-Gaussian errors if it is the case that the theory of this paper could
be extended to other error distributions. Clearly, for non-Gaussian er-
rors the Nadaraya-Watson estimator no longer has a conditional Gauss-
ian distribution, so we would need central limit theorems to fill this gap
in the discussions above.

B.5. Small error robustness of Lepski method for pointwise
kernel estimation. In this subsection we will discuss small error ro-
bustness for kernel smoothing with data-adaptive local bandwidth
selection. We will compare a kernel estimator at a fixed point with lo-
cal bandwidth for responses in the oracle model and in the additive
model. In the oracle model the bandwidth is based on the oracle
responses and these responses are also used for the calculation of the
kernel estimator. In the distorted model the responses are replaced by
new values that may differ from the responses in the oracle model by
a difference absolutely bounded by some constants Al. Then in the
distorted model the new responses are also used in both steps: in the
calculation of the data-adaptive bandwidth and in the calculation of
the kernel estimator that makes use of this bandwidth. We will carry
out this comparison for a large class of adaptation rules. In particular
this class contains Lepski’s bandwidth selector. We will study this in
an asymptotic setting in which the number n of observations converges
to infinity. Our main result is that with probability tending to one
the estimators do not differ by a value that is larger than the maximal
distortion of the responses.

For a kernel estimator A,(l?lmde’kemel) (x) of the function value fi(z)

in the oracle model we consider a Lepski-type rule for data-adaptive
choice of the bandwidth h:

~

il _ max{h c Hn : ‘fisf)lracle,kernel) (LU) . frg?lracle,kernel) (fL’)l < wn(h(ﬁal)
for all n < h with n € H,}.
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Here H,, is a finite set of bandwidths with #H,, < C'(logn)" for some
constants C,k; > 0 and ¥, is a function defined on {(h,n) : h,n €
Hn,n < h}. We allow 1, to be random. In particular, it may depend
on the values of X{ : 7 = 1,...,n, but we assume that v, is independent
of et :i=1,...,n. Wefix z € (0,1) and write

~ 7 (oracle kernel) 2?21 K (hil(X{ - l’)) Zz
fi(h) = (z) = <= Y )
hi1 Yoy K (hH(X] —x))

where Z' = f1(X}) + ¢" with i.i.d. standard normal €' that are inde-
pendent of X} : 4 = 1,...,n. We now discuss how much the value of
fi(h) can change if the responses Z' are replaced by distorted values.
For simplicity of notation we only consider the case in which each Z°

is replaced by Y, where Y is the ith element of £, Define
~ 7 (kernel Z:L: K (h_1<XZ B x)) YZ

fi(h) = i(z,l )(x) = 0 K (h-1 )1(@ _ :

> K (hH(X] —2))

This defines the Lepski bandwidth choice based on the distorted re-
sponses:

h =max{h € H, : |i(h) — iu(n)| < ¢u(h,n) (55)
for all n < h with n € H,}.

In Theorem Bl we have shown that
[a(h) = a(h)le < A,
with
Al = C[A, +di” + (dih) " (nh) " /2y/log(n)] (56)

uniformly for all A with c_.n™™ < h < c¢yn™" with probability greater
than or equal to 1 — 6n=°.

In the following proposition we will prove that under suitable as-
sumptions

i(h) — a(R)| < A

with probability tending to 1.

This shows that kernel estimators under Lepski bandwidth selection
are small error robust. We note that this holds for a general class of
adaptive bandwidth selectors because we only assumed on the function
1, that it is independent of €' : i = 1, ...,n. For choices of the function
¥, for pointwise kernel estimation in a white noise model we refer to
[28] and to [27], where pointwise bandwidth selection is used to achieve
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optimal global rates in function spaces with inhomogeneous smooth-
ness. Applications of the Lepski method in nonparametric regression
are discussed in [16].

Proposition 14. For a finite set H, of bandwidths with #H, <
C(logn)™ for some constants C,ky > 0 and for a random function
U, defined on {(h,n) : h,n € Hn,n < h} that is independent of
g 1 i = 1,....,n define the bandwidth selector h in the oracle model,
see ((H4)) and deﬁne the bandwidth selector h in the additive model, see
(55). Assume that the assumptions of Theorem@ apply for all h € H,
and that the following inequality holds

(log n)? ez A/ nhnmaz — 0,

where Ny ez 15 the mazimal value in H, and where ko > 0 is chosen
such that

min{n~'h:n < heH,} > 1+ C*(logn)™ "™
for some constant C* > 0. Then it holds that
(k) = p(h)] = 1f5 0 @) = foreem @) < AL (57)
where Al was defined in .
Proof. For constants C', Cy, C3 > 0 we define the event &,

En = {(ng)‘lzK (97" (Xi )" = O,
i=1
! ZK (971X} —x)) < Cyforall g € H, and

“I(logn) %hz Xi—2) =7 K (7 (X) - 2)))’

zcgforaun<he%n}.

One can show under the assumptions of the proposition that for suit-
able choices of C, Cy, C5 the probability of the event &, converges to
1.

For the proof of we show that h_ = iz+ with probability tending
to one, where

he =max{h € My : |i(h) = fu(n)] < (n(h,n) — 247)7
for all n < h with n € H,.},
hy =max{h € Hy : [p(h) = fu(n)| < Yu(h,m) + 24,
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for all n < h with n € H,}.
ith probability tending to one because of h_ <

~

w

< h, with probability tending to one. Note that
A~ o~ < A/

max () — i(h)] < A, (58)

This implies h
h_

A h
h<h, and h

<

with probability tending to one. Furthermore, from the fact that h = h
with probability tending to one, we conclude, again by using , that
holds with probability tending to one.

It remains to show that h_ = ﬁ+ with probability tending to one.
For a proof of this claim note that for h € H,

111><f1+ —hh_ < h)
< P(lah) = a)] < ¥n(h,n) + 240, [i(h) = fu(n)] > ¢u(h,n) — 247
for an n € H,, with n < h)

< C'(log n) ™ Al \/Nhy maz (log n)"
for some C’ > 0. Here, in the last inequality we applied #H, <
C(logn)*™ and the fact that for n < h € H, conditionally given X} :
i=1,...n, Vnh(logn)®(f(h) — fi(n)) has a normal distribution with
the variance bounded from below by a constant on the event &,. The

latter fact implies that for all intervals I of length d, we have on &,
that

P (VE(logn)m(g(h) —an) e I|XE i =1, n) <"

for some C” > 0.
We conclude that

P <B+ + fl_)
< C///<10g n)QﬁlA;\/maOg n)@ +P (ETCL)

for some C"" > 0. The right hand side converges to zero by assumption.
This shows that h_ = h with probability tending to one and concludes

our proof of . O

B.6. Asymptotic minimax estimation in additive models. We
conclude this section by discussing a minimax theorem. To simplify no-
tation we formulate this theorem asymptotically. For the first additive
component we assume that

f1GW:{g:[0,1]—>R:/1g(rf)(x)2 deCW}, (59)
0
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where r7 > 1 and C)y > 0. By the Sobolev embedding theorem this
implies that for all f; € W there is a g7 € V; satisfying with a constant
C(C)y) that only depends on Cyy

11 = gillee < C(Cw)d™

with 1 = r{ —1/2, so that the first part of Assumption (B3) is satisfied.

We now define a class Fu =
Fulrs, Cy, c1, Co, Cy, 12, 0, po, Y0, C%, 71, Ct) of tuples (fi,..., f;,p) of
additive components fi, ..., f, and densities p of (X1,...,X,), where
it is assumed that these functions fulfill Assumptions (B1)-(B5) with
constants ¢1, Cy > C(Cyy), Cy, ra, r1 =15 —1/2, ¢, po and sg, s; with
50 < C'n and s; < C'n", ¢ < w, and where f; € W. Here w, is a
fixed sequence with loglogw, = o(logn). We now state our minimax
theorem.

Theorem 7. Suppose that for some constants ra, v7, Yo, and 71, the
constraints f, stated in the Subsection of the Supplemen-
tarial Material, hold with 8 = ri/(2r; +1) and 1y = r{ —1/2. Then
there exists an estimator fl in the additive model with

n /it g (p) TR, [/Ol(fl(:c) — fi(x))? d:c] =1+o0p(1)

umformly over (fla s 7fq7p) € -Fn(rT703>cla007017r27¢7 pOa’yOvOOv’ylaOl)
for positive constants Cyy, c1,Cy, C1,0,C°,Ct > 0 and 0 < py < 1.
Here

2 . orr Y 1/(2ri+1)
=< (2rf+1 — x) d
k(p1) {( 1+ 1)Cw (w(rHl)/o Py (z) w) }

and E, denotes the conditional expectation, given Xy,...,X,.

The theorem states that, under our assumptions, the asymptotic
minimax risk for estimators in the oracle model can be achieved in
the additive model. We conjecture that the minimax result continues
to hold under weaker sparsity conditions because we use in the proof
L, bounds between the pilot estimators but for the stated minimax
theorem only Ly bounds are needed. The proof of Theorem [7] makes
use of similar arguments as used in the proofs of Theorems [ and
and proceeds then as in the proof of Theorem 6 in [20]. The minimax
estimator can be chosen as two-step estimator according to the con-
struction presented in this paper. The value k(p;) is the asymptotic
minimax risk in the oracle model, which has been established in [12];
see also the discussion in [20], where a minimax theorem for additive
models was proved for the case in which ¢ is fixed.
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ApPPENDIX C. DISCUSSION OF ASSUMPTION (B4). PROOF OF

LEMMA [II
In this subsection we will prove Lemma [} For simplicity we will do
this only for the case t; = ... = t, = 0. The following arguments also
apply for other choices of ¢4, ..., ¢, by slightly more complex arguments.
Without loss of generalitiy, we assume that
pa(zi, 1) — pi(zi)p(a)] < ¢ pl™! (60)

for 1 <i,l < ¢, with 0 < p < 1 and a constant ¢* > 0 that is small
enough.

In the case that t; = ... = ¢, = 0 holds the basis functions b;; are
equal to m;/ ® on an interval of length mj’l and equal to 0 outside of
the interval. For the projections 11, b, and II_;b; ; we have that they

are equal to

Mybie() = > Bil)),
JEJk
I 1b1k ZBJ $]

where 37 and f; are functions that are piecewise constant on the in-
tervals L, fulfill I B *(2;)p;(x;) dz; = 0 and [ B;(x;)p;(x;) dz; =0,

and minimize
b 6 2 n
1,k Il I ; dz,

JGJk

/blkxl ZBJ (z;))*p"(x) dz

in this class of functions. Here,
Hm / p(u) du
i=11ik;

for x € [[j_; Lk, with p equal to the density of (Xi,...,X,). This
implies

Bi(zm) = Z /5 pﬂnxm =) dx; for l € Jy,

JEJIk,JH#l )

Pz, @
Bi(r) = () — Z /ﬁj Jln @) dz; for 1 =2,...,q,

JE{t g \{1} (1)
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where
(T, n
a(z) = /blyl(xl)z% dr, — /bu(xl)p1 (1) dxy.

Here we have used the notation
s
pi(x, @) = mymy / pja(ug, w) duj duy
Ijvkj XIl,kl

for (l’j,l’l) € Ij,kj X [l,kz and

pj(z;) = mj/ pj(u;) du;
Lk,
for z; € I;;;. Note that these integral equations remain valid if we
p?l(xj 1)
pi(w1) b

replace

pnl(x% xl)
,Jl( J l) p?(%) g( J)

for j # 1 and k, ji(xj, ;) = 0 for j = [. With this modified kernel we
rewrite the integral equations as

B = a—Kp, (62)
with 8* = (B)ies., B = (Bi)ief2,...qp- Furthermore, £* and I are
integral operators with (K*g);(x;) = >ic; [ Fnji(;, 21)gi(2r)da; for a
tuple g(x) = (gi(x1))iey, of functions and j € J;, and with (ICg);(x;) =

2?22fkwl(:cj,xl)gl(a:l)dxl for a tuple g(z) = (g;(x;))j_, of functions
and j =2,....q.
From (B1) and we get for all ¢, that for 1 <i,1 <q,1#1

ot (05, 20) | < cap™ i — 1] (63)

for a new choice of 0 < p < 1 if ¢* has been chosen small enough. In
particular we can choose ¢* such that holds with
_ 17
=57

For the proof of the lemma we have to show that implies that
our assumption (B4) holds with s; = C'logn for C' large enough and
with Jp, = {2,...,s1}.

For the proof of this claim note first that implies that for ¢ =
2,...,q

Cs

la;(z;)] < ‘/bl,i(xl)kn,li(xl,xi) dxy (64)
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< c*/)|“||i—1!1/2/\b1,i(9€1)| da,

with some constant C* depending only on p. We denote by K" the
operator consisting of r iterative applications of L. We now argue that
for the kernel k7, ;; of the operator K" it holds that

Koy, e)] < cop™ 27 mindL | 117, (65)

where c,, p are as in . We establish by induction. Suppose
holds for r = ry. For r = rq + 1 we get for j # [ that

K = |3 / K0 (s (s )

ie{1,....,¢}\{l}

< Z (C*) p]+lf2i(j_ ) (l—z) vo—ro+l

2<i<g
+<c*>2pl-f‘<z - j>-1/22-f‘°+1
£ S (@ — )R — )y e

j<i<l

+ Z (C*)2p2i—j—l<i . j)_1/2(i . l)—1/22—r0+1

I<i<q
< (a2 (1= )20 (1= pP) T 14 4)
- C*pl_j<l - j>—1/22—7"07

where we supposed without loss of generality that j < [ and where we
used with k£ = [ — j that for £k > 0

k

DA =T = kT Y G A((k =)k

=1

kol

1
§/ 27V (1 — 2)7 V2 de
0
1/2
= 2\/5/ 72 dx

= 2v2 [2277]]
=4



64 KARL GREGORY!, ENNO MAMMEN? AND MARTIN WAHL?

This shows for j # 1. For j = [ one gets that

et ) = | Y / K (s )y ()
1€{2,...,a}\{s}

< D ()PP -t

2<i<j

4 Z 2 2(1 3)71240“

1<i<q
(c)?2770 207 (1 = p?)
.27 4p*(5 — p*) 7
2770,

This concludes the proof of .
From and one gets by direct calculations for r > 0

IA AN IA

(K" a)i(w:)| = (5, 25)a;(x5)da; (66)

nz]

< ch'@'ﬁb%ﬂ min{1, |i — j| V%) / o ()l
j=2

q

< Zcph ]\2 7‘+IC«* 1/2p]

=2
< C**m 1/2p12—7"
with a constant C** depending only on p. We now apply S;(z;) =

(I+K)ta);(z) = Y02, ((=K)"a);(x;) which follows from (62)). Thus,
by help of , we have that

00 q
Bl < (X [ Bl @dn @)
r=1 j=1
< Ccmp 122 "

S C**ml—l/sz.
We now define tuples of functions g™ = (8*)7_, ,;, and
AB = (AB)jL, and an operator K** acting on tuples of func-

tions by Bi*(z;) = Bi(r;) for j=s1+1,...,q, (K™g);(x;)
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Z?z$l+1 [ ki (2, 20) gi(@)da; for a tuple g(z) = (gl(xl))?281+1 of func-
tions and j = 2, ..., s; and (AB);(w;) = Bj(w;) — Bj(z;) for j = 2,..., 51
For the proof of Assumption (B4) we have to check that

S (f1esntaran)+ > (fineinn) ")

S Cl \/g \ d / n

for some constant C;. We will show now that for the left hand side
of a bound holds of the form C***m, 1/2/)31 with a constant C***
depending only on p. Thus if my, d grow polynomially in n we have
that under Assumption our Condition (B4) holds for choices of s;
of order C'logn with C' large enough.

We now develop the bound for the left hand side of . We first
note that AfS can be calculated by solving the linear integral equation

AB = —K*B™ — K*AB. (69)

Note that (69) follows by taking the differences of the elements of both
sides of ((61)) minus the elements in J; of both sides of (62)). For the
intercept —K**3** we get from our assumption and (67)) that for
j = 2, .y S1

| = (K767);(z;)] <

Z / gt (25, 20) By () day

l=s1+1
q

< Z C*pl—j2—r+1(l ) 1/20** —1/2pl
l=s1+1
< C+m1—1/2p251—j

with a constant C'* depending only on p. Now, AS can be calculated
as above it was done for 5. Note that

r=0
With similar arguments as in the proof of one gets that
(g, )| < eop?™127  min{1, |7 — 1712,

where k7, is the kernel of the operator K*" and ¢, p are as in (63)).
With this bound we get for i = 2, .

ZZ/kZ’”U i, xy) (K B) j () dy (70)

r=1 j=2

|(AB)i(a:)| <




66 KARL GREGORY'!, ENNO MAMMEN? AND MARTIN WAHL?

0o st
S Z Z C*p|]*74|2*1”+1 mln{l, ‘j _ i’71/2}0+m1*1/2p251,j

r=1 j=2

< 4e,Ctm (sz ]p251 -4 Z p7 i 281 J)

Jj=t+1

< Cttmy s pP

with a constant C** depending only on p. From and we get
the desired bound for the left hand side of (68)):

S ([ 1ameoran) 3 ([inmien) o

S C***ml—l/zslpsl

with a constant C*** depending only on p. For any constant C} we
now have, with a choice s; = C'logn with C large enough, that the
right hand side of this inequality is smaller than Ci,/s1+/d/n. This
shows that under the mixing condition assumption (B4) holds with
s1 = C'logn for C large enough and concludes the proof of Lemma

j=s1+1

APPENDIX D. ADDITIONAL SIMULATION DETAILS

D.1. The presmoothing estimator. In each simulation, the pres-
moothing estimators f; (pre), .., £ are constructed from a cubic B-
spline basis with d(®™) |2n'/2| basis functions (chosen large to

achieve undersmoothing) generated from knots placed at the quantiles
0,0,0,0,1/(d® —3), ... (d®® —2)/(@® —3)1,1,1,1
of the data points X, L. , Xj' for j = 1,...,q. Each basis function

is empirically Centered in order that Y 7 | (p re) (X7) = 0 for all j =
1,...,q; we also use the centered response data Yi —nt ZF Y7,
1 = 1,...,n. We choose the tuning parameters A\ and n via 5—fold
crossvalidation for 10 of the 500 simulation runs under each setting,
and then we use the median of the 10 crossvalidation values of A\ and
1 under each setting for the remaining 490 simulations; this was to
reduce computation time.

D.2. The resmoothing and oracle estimators. The resmoothing
estimator £ and the oracle estimator f”*"***” are constructed from
a cubic B-spline basis with d*® and d(°**°®) basis functions, respectively,
with knots placed at data quantiles as with the presmoothing estimator.

We choose d™® and d©2<%) via 5-fold crossvalidation as follows:
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For the oracle estimator, we consider smoothing the data given by
the pairs (X{, Z1),..., (X7, Z") when sorted such that X| < --- < X7
Let Fr = {k,k+5k+10,...}N{l,...,n} for k=1,...,5 and define

frojpctest) =k — arg min Yo 7 -g(XDP
i€{1,...,n}\Fp

where Vld’_]C is the space of cubic splines with knots at the quantiles
0,0,0,0,1/(d—3),...,(d—2)/(d—3),1,1,1,1

of (Xi,i€{l,...,n}\ Fi). We then consider for d = 4, ...,d®™® the
values of the crossvalidation prediction error

K
1 i #(oracle,spl),— i
OV(d) = > Y (20 = [

k=1 i€Fy

If d* is the value of d which minimizes CV(d), then we choose
d©®) — max{d € {4,...,dP®} : CV(d) < CV(d") + s(CV(d"))},

where §¢(CV(d*)) is an estimate of the standard error of the cross-
validation prediction error at d*. In essence, we find the value of d
which minimizes the crossvalidation prediction error and then increase
it somewhat in order to achieve a controlled amount of undersmooth-
ing. The intent is to undersmooth just enough to make the bias of
floraclese (1) small with respect to its standard error, which is required
for the oracle confidence interval to be asymptotically correct for fi(z).
To find d® for the resmoothed estimator, we do the same procedure
but with the data given by the pairs (Y — fL (X%,), X1),i=1,...,n,
sorted such that X7 < --- < X7.

D.3. The variance estimator. In our simulations we used the vari-
ance estimator given by

n—1
~ 1 #(pre i #(pre i 2 1 ¢(pre
6t = =D A = AP x| = S IDEP);
=1

after the data pairs (X1, Y1), ..., (X™ Y™) have been reordered such
that X] < --- < X7, where D is the (n — 1) x n matrix with entries
defined by
1 ifi=j
Dy={ 1 ifi=j—1
0 otherwise
fori=1,...,n—1and j=1,...,n, and

7 = tr(D(I — Ay (Il — A)TD(I — A)~(IT — A)].
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The estimator 62 is defined in analogy to the variance estimator in the
oracle model given by

1 n—1

RECET P

=1

[&(oracle)] 2

when the pairs (X7, 2'),..., (X}, Z") are sorted such that X{ < --- <
X7, The random variables Z', ..., Z" are defined in (2).

D.4. Additional simulation output. We see in Table [1| that our
resmoothed estimator achieved less-than-nominal coverage under some
settings. In order to investigate whether this was due to biased point
estimation we considered the proportion of times our pointwise confi-
dence intervals contained the expected value of the point estimators.
That is, we recorded the proportion of times over the 500 simulated
data sets that the pointwise confidence intervals contained the value
E f;Spl) (x), where this was obtained as the average value of the point
estimates. These proportions are presented in Table [2| (we consider also
the sample size n = 500). We see that the coverages are all very close
to the nominal coverage of 95%. This suggests that the instances of
less-than-nominal coverage of our resmoothing estimator are primarily
due to bias in the resmoothed estimator. Some of this bias comes from
the sparsity penalization used in the construction of the presmoothing
estimator; however, some of the bias is the unavoidable nonparametric
estimation bias from which the oracle estimator also suffers.

Table |3| reports the coverage of the confidence interval based on the
oracle estimator given by

(ZU) + Za/2 ||W(oracle,spl) ||25_(oracle)’ (72)

x0

~

f (oracle,spl)
1

where Wg(g?ade) is the n x 1 vector such that

Jf-](oraclo,Spl) (1’0) — (Wgzracle,spl))T<fl + 6).

We note that even the coverage of the oracle confidence intervals is in
some cases less than the nominal coverage, which we may attribute to
the bias of the oracle estimator. For example, the coverage of f; at
x = —1 is under several settings somewhat less-than-nominal, as that

function is quite steep at x = —1.
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h f2 fs fa fs
n g (|-1.0 05 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 05

100 50 0.0 95 94 93 93 95 93 94 93 94 94
01 94 95 93 94 95 93 96 94 94 95

03] 94 96 93 92 94 96 94 93 95 93

05 94 9 94 94 91 95 96 92 93 96

150 0.0 94 94 92 92 95 94 93 93 95 93

0.1] 95 94 92 94 95 93 94 96 95 95

03] 94 94 91 96 92 94 93 93 94 96

051 9 95 92 95 94 96 95 92 95 93

500 50 0.0 93 94 94 95 93 94 96 96 95 95
0.1] 93 95 97 95 95 92 96 96 95 95

03] 96 94 96 95 94 95 95 96 94 94

051 93 96 9 96 93 93 94 96 93 94

150 0.0 95 94 95 94 95 94 95 96 95 94

01 94 94 97 95 95 95 95 96 94 96

03] 93 95 95 97 94 93 96 96 93 93

05] 93 94 9 94 90 93 95 95 93 95

1000 50 0.0 94 95 95 94 96 93 96 96 94 95
0.1 95 93 96 94 93 92 96 94 94 95

03] 9 95 94 95 95 95 96 97 92 93

05 94 93 9 96 93 94 95 96 94 94

150 0.0 94 94 95 96 96 94 94 98 94 94

01] 9 95 9 95 9 93 95 95 94 95

03] 96 94 9 96 92 94 96 96 95 93

05 94 95 94 96 93 95 94 94 94 95

TABLE 2. Coverage (x100) of E f;Spl) (z) of confidence
interval in for f1,..., fs at x = —1.0,0.5.
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h f2 fs fa fs
n g (|-1.0 05 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 05

100 50 0.0 96 96 94 94 93 92 91 92 96 96
01 94 94 91 93 94 93 8 90 95 96

03] 94 94 93 93 95 94 90 90 95 95

051 93 94 92 93 92 94 91 91 96 94

150 0.0 94 94 91 93 92 94 92 90 94 96

0.1] 95 9 93 93 93 93 90 90 95 96

03] 9 95 94 91 92 90 91 89 97 94

05] 94 9 93 93 93 93 93 90 96 95

500 50 0.0 94 94 95 94 91 95 93 93 95 96
0.1] 9 9 9 95 93 94 91 92 94 95

03] 9 9 9 95 94 95 90 92 96 97

05 96 95 94 95 93 94 91 95 95 94

150 0.0 95 94 93 93 92 94 90 91 96 96

0.1 95 96 93 97 95 95 92 94 95 97

03] 94 96 95 94 93 94 92 92 95 96

05 94 9 90 92 93 94 93 93 95 97

1000 50 0.0 96 96 95 94 95 95 94 92 94 96
01 95 9 95 93 93 92 92 93 95 96
03] 95 96 96 94 95 93 91 93 95 96
05 95 96 91 93 95 95 93 94 95 95
150 0.0 96 95 93 93 93 93 93 93 94 96
01] 95 94 94 95 9 94 93 93 95 95
03] 96 95 94 94 93 96 92 91 95 96
05 97 95 92 93 93 94 95 93 96 95

TABLE 3. Coverage (x100) of oracle confidence intervals

for functions fi,..., f5 at x = —1.0,0.5.
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