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Abstract

The log-concave maximum likelihood estimator of a density on the real line based
on a sample of size n is known to attain the minimax optimal rate of convergence of
O(n_4/ %) with respect to, e.g., squared Hellinger distance. In this paper, we show that
it also enjoys attractive adaptation properties, in the sense that it achieves a faster
rate of convergence when the logarithm of the true density is k-affine (i.e. made up of
k affine pieces), provided k is not too large. Our results use two different techniques:
the first relies on a new Marshall’s inequality for log-concave density estimation, and
reveals that when the true density is close to log-linear on its support, the log-concave
maximum likelihood estimator can achieve the parametric rate of convergence in total
variation distance. Our second approach depends on local bracketing entropy methods,
and allows us to prove a sharp oracle inequality, which implies in particular that the rate
of convergence with respect to various global loss functions, including Kullback—Leibler
divergence, is O(% log5/ 4 n) when the true density is log-concave and its logarithm is

close to k-affine.

1 Introduction

It is well known that nonparametric shape constraints such as monotonicity, convexity or
log-concavity have the potential to offer the practitioner the best of both the nonparametric

and parametric worlds: on the one hand, the infinite-dimensional classes allow considerable
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modelling flexibility, while on the other one can often obtain estimation procedures that do
not require the choice of tuning parameters. Examples include isotonic regression (Van Ee-
den, 1956; Barlow et al., 1972), convex regression (Hildreth, 1954; Seijo and Sen, 2011; Lim
and Glynn, 2012), generalised additive models (Chen and Samworth, 2016), the Grenander
estimator (Grenander, 1956), convex density estimation (Groeneboom, Jongbloed and Well-
ner, 2001), independent component analysis (Samworth and Yuan, 2012) and many others.
See Groeneboom and Jongbloed (2014) for a recent book-length treatment of the field.

These attractive properties have led to intensive efforts in recent years, to try to under-
stand the theoretical properties of shape-constrained estimators. In some cases, for instance,
it is now known that these estimators can achieve minimax optimal rates of convergence;
see, for example, Birgé (1987) for the Grenander estimator, Baraud and Birgé (2016) for
p-estimators, Kim and Samworth (2016) for the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator
and Han and Wellner (2016) for convex regression estimators. However, the fact that these
estimators are tuning-free raises the prospect of an additional allure, namely that they might
adapt to certain types of data generating mechanisms in the sense of attaining a faster rate
of convergence than that predicted by the ‘worst-case’ minimax theory.

The purpose of this paper is to explore this adaptation phenomenon in the context of
log-concave density estimation. Recall that a density f on the real line is said to be log-
concave if it is of the form exp(¢) for some concave function ¢ : R — [—o00,00). We write
F for the set of all upper semi-continuous log-concave densities. The class F serves as a
particularly attractive nonparametric surrogate for the class of Gaussian densities, because
it is closed under linear transformations, marginalisation, conditioning and convolution, and
because it contains many commonly encountered parametric families of unimodal densities
with exponentially decaying tails. For this reason, the log-concave maximum likelihood
estimator of f, first introduced by Walther (2002), has been studied in great detail in recent
years; see, for example, Pal, Woodroofe and Meyer (2007); Diimbgen and Rufibach (2009);
Seregin and Wellner (2010); Cule and Samworth (2010); Schuhmacher and Diimbgen (2010);
Cule, Samworth and Stewart (2010); Diimbgen, Samworth and Schuhmacher (2011).

Very recently, Kim and Samworth (2016) proved that if Xy,..., X,, are an independent
sample from f, € F, then”

inf sup Efod%{(fn, fo) < n=4°, (1)
fn fo€EF
and that the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator fn based on Xi,...,X, attains

this minimax optimal rate. Here, the infimum is taken over all estimators fn of fo, and

*Here, we write a,, < b, to mean that 0 < liminf, _, |an/bn| < limsup,, ., |an/bn| < c0.



d4(f,9) == [7_(f? — g"/?)* denotes the squared Hellinger distance. In fact, there are
various other choices of global loss function that one can study, including the total variation
distance and Kullback—Leibler divergence, defined respectively by
1 (o.]
infg)i=5 [ 1f =gl and diy(r9)= [ flog!
where we set d;(f,g) := oo if the support of f is not contained in the support of g.
We recall the standard inequalities d2(f,g) < d4(f,9) < di..(f,g) that relate these loss
functions. In fact, in this work, we will also be interested in another notion of divergence:

by an application of Remark 2.3 of Diimbgen, Samworth and Schuhmacher (2011) to the

fo(x)
fn(z) ’

function = — log

d%((fna fO)

dKL fnafO Zl fO

Thus, an upper bound on the risk of the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator in the d%
divergence immediately yields bounds in each of the other global loss functions mentioned
above.

The log-concave maximum likelihood estimator can be expressed as

Fola) = { exp{min(biz — f1,...,bpz — B)} if € [min(Xy,..., X,), max(Xy,...,X,)]

0 otherwise,

for some m € N and by,...,b,,051,...,58n € R. This motivates the thought that if log fy is
itself composed of a relatively small number of affine pieces (e.g. the logarithm of a Laplace
density comprises two affine pieces), then we might expect fn to converge to fo at an espe-
cially fast rate.

To this end, for k € N, we define F* to be the class of log-concave densities f for which
log f is k-affine in the sense that there exist intervals I, ..., I such that f is supported on
I U...Ul, and log f is affine on each I;. We then study adaptation in log-concave density
estimation via two different approaches. The first, presented in Section 2, establishes risk
bounds in total variation distance for true densities that are close to F!, showing in some
cases (such as when the true density is uniform on a compact interval), that the log-concave
maximum likelihood estimator achieves the parametric rate of convergence. Our key tool
for this approach is an analogue of Marshall’s inequality (Marshall, 1970), which we use to
relate sup, g |Fi(z) — Fo(z)| to sup,cp |Fo(z) — Fy(x)|, where F,, Fy and F, denote the
empirical distribution function and the distribution functions corresponding to f, and fn
respectively. An attraction of this strategy is that the true density need not be assumed to

be log-concave.



Our second approach, developed in Section 3, studies more general adaptation of the
log-concave maximum likelihood estimator to densities in F* via local bracketing entropy
methods. More precisely, we provide risk bounds in the d% divergence when the true density

/4 can be attained. Thus,

is log-concave and close to F*, which reveal that a rate of % log
when £ is relatively small, we obtain a significant improvement over the minimax rate.

There has been considerable interest in adaptation in shape-constrained estimation, es-
pecially in recent years, on problems including decreasing density estimation (Birgé, 1987),
isotonic regression (Zhang, 2002; Chatterjee, Guntuboyina and Sen, 2014), matrix estima-
tion under shape constraints (Chatterjee, Guntuboyina and Sen, 2015) and convex regression
(Chen and Wellner, 2016; Han and Wellner, 2016). However, all of these works consider the
least squares estimator, which has a more explicit expression as a projection onto a convex
set. The class of log-concave densities is not convex, and the maximum likelihood estima-
tor does not have such a simple characterisation, so we have to develop new techniques.
We finally mention the work of Baraud and Birgé (2016), who study a procedure called
a p-estimator in various shape-constrained density estimation problems. We discuss their
results in the context of log-concave density estimation in Section 3.

Proofs of our main results are given in Sections 4 and 5. These rely on several auxiliary
results, which are presented in the Appendix. We conclude this introduction with some
notation used throughout the paper. Given a function g : R — R, we write [|g|w =
sup,cr |9(2)|. For f,g € F, we write Dy := {x : f(x) > 0} = {x : log f(z) > —oo} for the
domain of log f, and write f < ¢ if Dy C D,. Also for f € F, let puy := ffooo xf(x)dx,
o7 = [T (x — pg)*f(z)der and FO' := {f € F : puy = 0,07 = 1}. We use C to denote a

generic universal positive constant, whose value may be different at different instances.

2 Rates for densities that are close to log-affine on

their support

This section concerns settings where the true density is close to F!, the class of densities
that are log-affine on their support, but not necessarily log-concave. It will be convenient to

have an explicit parametrisation of such densities. Let 7o := {(s1,82) € R? : 51 < s5} and

T := R xTo) |J((0,00) x {=00} x R) | J ((—00,0) x R x {o0}).

Now, for (a, s1,82) € T, let

1 .
I (z) == { s el if @ =0
«,81,52 .

sz gmr € Laesy,sy i @ #0.
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Then we can write

‘Fl = {fa,ShSQ : (Oé, 51782) S T}

Thus the class F! consists of uniform and (possibly truncated) exponential densities. It is

also convenient to define a continuous, strictly increasing function ¢ : R — [0, 1] by

pe M@t fop gL ()
ite)= { i{l_e o forz =0 @)
3 )
and to set p(z) := %. As a preliminary calculation, we note that for x > 2,
2 T 1
a(w) :)3+ex—(1—|—:£)_ x’

so that p(x) < max{p(2), p(x)} < max(3,2x) for all z € R.

Theorem 1. Let fy be any density on the real line, let Xy, ..., X, ~ fo for somen > 5, and
let fn denote the corresponding log-concave maximum likelihood estimator. Fix an arbitrary
fasiss € F, write 6% := sy — s1), let dry = drv(fa.s.s fo) and let d%?s) = || F e —
Filloo + (1 = Fosy50)™ — (1 — Fo)"||oo, where Fyu s, s, and Fy are the distribution functions
corresponding to fu s, s, and fo respectively. Then, fort > 0, the following two bounds hold:

, . . nt? N

(1) B, [dav (fus fo) 2+ {1+ 20(|5") Y] < 2exp(—m) + i, (3)
g 2 nt? 1 (n)

(’LZ) ]Pfo{dTV(fm fo) >t+ (1 +6 logn)dTV} < 2€Xp (- 18 10g2 n) + /2 + dKS’ (4)

where we interpret (3) as uninformative if |k*| = oco. Moreover,
r . Cn n
Efdrv(fa, fo) < inf {W + (1 +cn)drv + d%s)}a (5)

where ¢, = ¢y fasy.s,) = min{2p(|x*|), 6 logn}.

To aid with the interpretation of the second part of Theorem 1, first consider the case
where fo = fo.q.6 € F', so that dpy = d%?s) = 0. In that case, provided |x*| = |a(s2 — 1)
is not too large, the first term in the minimum in the definition of ¢, guarantees that
the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator attains the parametric rate of convergence.
In particular, if f, € F' is a uniform density on a compact interval, then we may take
a =0 = k* and find that

A 4
Es drv(fn, fo) < mYeE



On the other hand, if fo = fa.,.s € F* where |*] is large (e.g. if it is infinite) then the
second term in the minimum in the definition of ¢, may give a better bound, and guarantees
that we attain the parametric rate up to a logarithmic factor. More generally, if f; is any

density such that

inf  (dpy +d™) = o(n"*5log ' n ;
fa,sl,szefl( v KS) ( g )

then the rate provided by (5) is faster than that given by the worst-case minimax theory'.
In fact, there is a special class F, C F such that when f, € F, we can prove an alternative
bound on the total variation distance between fn and fj that slightly improves and simplifies
the bounds provided in Theorem 1. To define this class, for f € F, let Dy := {x : f(z) > 0},
and let

Fo={feF: flx)=e"h(z) for all z € Dy, some vy € R, h : Dy — [0,00) concave}. (6)

As examples, if f € F is concave on its (necessarily bounded) support Dy, then f € F,
since we can take v = 0 and h(x) = f(z) for z € D;. Moreover, F' C F,, and the family
of I'(a, B) densities with a € [1,2], 8 > 0 also belongs to F.. When f; € F,, the factors of
1+ 2p(|k*]), 1 +6logn and 1+ ¢, in (3), (4) and (5) respectively can be replaced simply
with 3. See Proposition 6 in the Appendix for details.

The proof of Theorem 1 is crucially based on the following analogue of the classical

Marshall’s inequality for decreasing density estimation (Marshall, 1970).

Lemma 2. Letn > 2, let X4,..., X, be real numbers that are not all equal, with empirical
distribution function IF,,, and let fn denote the corresponding log-concave maximum likelithood
estimator. Let Xy := min; X; and X,y := max; X;. Let fo be a density such that fo(x) =
e*Thy(z) for x € [Xay, Xn)], where ag € R and ho : [ Xy, X(n)] = R is concave, and let
K= oo(Xmy — X(1y). Writing Fy and E, for the distribution functions corresponding to fo

and fn respectively, we have
I1E = Folloo < p(IKDIIFn — Foloc. (7)
Remark: Diimbgen and Rufibach (2009) found that in all of their simulations,

||Fn—F0||oo < ||Fn—F0||007 (8>

TThe fact that we work with the risk in total variation distance rather than squared total variation
distance is not significant. However, it is worth recalling that Theorem 1 does not control the (larger)

Hellinger risk.



provided Fy has a log-concave density. However, since p(x) — oo as x — o0, it is worth
noting that Lemma 2 is in line with their observation that ...one can construct counterex-
amples showing that [(8)] may be violated, even if the right-hand side is multiplied with any
fixed constant C' > 1’.

Although Lemma 2 is stated as a deterministic result, the main case of interest is where
Xi,..., X, are independent and identically distributed, and we apply the result to some
density fo € F. (not necessarily the true density). The original Marshall’s inequality applies
to the integrated Grenander estimator when Fj is concave; in that case, the multiplicative
factor p(|x|) can be replaced with 1. Diimbgen, Rufibach and Wellner (2007) proved a similar
result for the integrated version of the least squares estimator of a convex density on [0, c0);
there, a multiplicative constant 2 is needed. In the special case where fy is concave on the
convex hull of the data, we can take ag = 0 = K, and the multiplicative constant in Lemma 2

can also be taken to be 2.

3 Rates for densities whose logarithms are close to k-

affine

In this section, we extend significantly the class of densities for which we can prove adaptation
of the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator. Recall that, for k¥ € N, the class F*
denotes the set of log-concave densities f € F for which log f is k-affine. The following is

the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 3. There exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that for every n > 2 and every
fo € F, we have

A : Ck )
E sy d%(fn, fo) < ;2{1{7 log™" n + flgjfwc i (fo, fk)}- 9)

One consequence of Theorem 3 is that when log fy is close to k-affine for some k in the
sense that inf ¢ diy (fo, fu) = O(% log®/4 n), then the log-concave MLE fn converges to
fo at rate O(% log5/ 4 n), which is almost the parametric rate when £ is small. In particular,
provided k = o(n!/? log_5/ 1 n), the rate provided by Theorem 3 is faster than the minimax
rate over all log-concave densities of O(n~%®) (Kim and Samworth, 2016)*.

A result similar to (9) was recently proved by Baraud and Birgé (2016, Corollary 4) for

their p-estimator. More precisely, they proved that there exists a universal constant C' > 0

tAlthough Theorem 5 of Kim and Samworth (2016) is stated for the squared Hellinger risk, it can easily
be extended to a bound for the d% risk by appealing to Corollary 7.5 of van de Geer (2000).
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such that )
27 < (' Ky 3en . 2
Eradhp o) < Cjntd 2 tog? T4 int (o o) (10)

where fp denotes the p-estimator based on a sample of size n, defined in Baraud and Birgé
(2016). The differences between Theorem 3 and (10) are as follows:

1. Theorem 3 deals with the log-concave MLE while (10) deals with the p-estimator.
While the p-estimator is very interesting and general, at the moment, we are not
aware of algorithms for computing it. On the other hand, the log-concave MLE can

be easily computed via active set methods for convex optimisation (Diimbgen and
Rufibach, 2011).

2. Theorem 3 is a sharp oracle inequality in the sense that the approximation term

inf ;7 diy,(fo, fx) in (9) has leading constant 1.

3. Theorem 3 bounds the risk with respect to the loss function d%, which is larger than the
squared Hellinger risk studied in (10). On the other hand, the right-hand side of (10)
involves infy, ¢ 7« d;( fo, fr), which may be smaller than the term infy, c 7 diy (fo, fi)

that appears on the right-hand side of (9).

4. Inequality (9) has a log”*n term on the right-hand side while inequality (10) has
a log®(en/k) term. In the regime where k = o(n'/®log=®*n) (which as explained
above is really the only interesting regime for Theorem 3), inequality (9) has a smaller

logarithmic term compared with (10).

Our proof of Theorem 3 proceeds by first studying the special case where the infimum in
the right-hand side of (9) is replaced by k& = 1. That case can be handled using empirical
process theory techniques (e.g. van de Geer, 2000) together with a local bracketing entropy
result for log-concave densities (cf. Theorem 4 below). Before stating this result, we first

recall the following definition of bracketing entropy:

Definition 1. Let G be a class of non-negative functions defined on S C R. Fore > 0, let
Ny(e,G,du, S) denote the smallest M € N for which there exist pairs of functions {[gr;, gu;] :
j=1,...,M} such that

VRV ,
/ (gU{j—gL{j)Qgez for every j=1,..., M

and such that for every g € G, there exists j* € {1,..., M} with g1 ;-(z) < g(z) < guj+(z)
for every x € S. We also write Hy(e,G,dy,S) := log Ny(e,G,du, S) and, when S = R,

8



Hy(e,G,du) == Hy(e, G, du,R), and refer to Hy(e, G, du) as the e-bracketing entropy number
of G under the Hellinger distance.

For fo € F and 6 > 0, we also define F(fo,8) := {f € F : f < fo,du(f, fo) < 6}
We are now in a position to state our main local bracketing entropy bound for log-concave

densities:

Theorem 4. There exist universal constants C,x > 0 such that for every fo € F with
v = inf{du(fo, f1) : f1 € F', fo < f1}, and every e > 0,

(11)

€

1/2
Hy (22, F(fo,6), dys) < Clog5/4<%> (“—“)

provided 0 +v < K.

It is instructive to compare Theorem 4 with other recent global bracketing entropy results
for log-concave densities on the real line. The class F is not totally bounded with respect
to Hellinger distance, but since this metric is invariant to affine transformations, one can
consider subclasses of F with mean and variance restrictions. More precisely, for £ > 0 and
n € (0,1), let

Foi={f e F:|u| <&lof—1 <n}
Kim and Samworth (2016, Theorem 4) proved that
Hy(e, FH2, dy) < Ce YV, (12)

see also Doss and Wellner (2016, Theorem 3.1) for a closely related result with different but
similar restrictions on the class F. Thus Theorem 4 reveals that when f; € F is close to
some f; € F! with fy < f1, and when 6 > 0 is small, the local bracketing entropy is much
smaller than the global bracketing entropy described by (12).

The proof of Theorem 4 is lengthy, but the main ideas are as follows. By a triangle
inequality, one can show that it suffices to prove the result for f, € F!. In fact, by an
affine transformation, it is enough to consider fy belonging to one of three canonical forms
within the class F'. When f, € F!, we have v = 0, and we can exploit natural boundedness
properties enjoyed by f € F(fy,0) when f < fyand 6 > 0 is sufficiently small. For example,
when f is the uniform density on [0, 1], it is possible to show (see Lemma 11 in Section 6.2.2)
that such f satisfy log f(x) < C6 for all x € [0,1] and log f(z) > —Cd max{z~/2, (1—2)~1/2}

whenever min(x, 1 — x) > 46%. These boundedness properties allow us to apply bracketing



entropy bounds for bounded log-concave functions developed in Propositions 13 and 14 in
Section 6.2.2 to deduce the result.
Theorem 4 enables us to prove the following risk bound for the log-concave maximum

likelihood estimator when the true density is close to F!, a key step in proving Theorem 3:

Theorem 5. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for everyn > 2 and fy € F,

we have

A C .
E,d%(fn, fo) < glog‘r’/‘ln + flefl}:lﬁ)«fl dii(fo, f1)- (13)

Since d%(fo, f1) < d&;(fo, f1) and since d%; (fo, f1) = oo unless fy < fi, the inequality
given in (13) is stronger than the inequality obtained by replacing the infimum on the right-
hand side of (9) by k = 1.

4 Proofs of main results

4.1 Proofs from Section 2 and alternative total variation bound

We first present the proof of Theorem 1, and then give the proof of Lemma 2, on which it

relies.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let Fn and Fy denote the distribution functions of fn and fy respec-
tively, and let F,, denote the empirical distribution function of X;,..., X,,. Fix fo ¢ s € F 1
with (o, s1,s2) € T, and let F, 4, 5, denote its corresponding distribution function. Then
{2 fo(#) > fase(@)} = {z:10g fu(z) > 10g fas, s ()} is an interval. It follows that

dTV(fm .foe,s1,sg) = / {fn(z) - fa,sl,sg ([L’)} d!L’
wfn )2 fa, 51, 82(55)

= SU-p/ {fn fa,sl,sz(z)}dx

s<t

= SU-p[ n(t) = Fasy s (t) — {Fn(s) - Fa781,82(5)}} < 2||Fn — Flasy sfoo-

s<t
(14)
Hence, writing drv := drv(fas .50, J0)
drv(fa, fo) < drv(fo, fasrss) + drv
< 2||E, = Fasy 0lloo + drv
< 2p(|&)[Fn = Fas150llo0 + drv
< 2p([E))|Fn = Folloo + {1 + 2p(|5]) }drv,

10



where r := o(X(») — X(1)). Here, the penultimate inequality follows from Lemma 2, and the
final one follows by the triangle inequality and the fact that ||F'— G|l < drv(/f,g) for any
densities f and g with corresponding distribution functions F' and G respectively. It is now
convenient to introduce Yi,...,Y, s Jays1,s2, With Y3y := min; ¥; and Y(,,) := max; Y;. Then,
writing &% := a(sy — 51) and digg = [|[F2,, o, = Filleo + (1 = Fasros)™ — (1 — Fo)"[|oc,

Py (] > [£7]) <Py (Xny > 82) + Pp(Xa) < 1)
(YV(H) > 82) + Pfa,sl,sz (}/(1) < 81) + d%?s) = d%?s)

S Pfa,sl,sz

Since p is strictly increasing, we can therefore apply the Dvoretzky—Kiefer-Wolfowitz in-
equality (Dvoretzky, Kiefer, and Wolfowitz, 1956) with the sharp constant of Massart (1990)
to conclude that for any ¢ > 0,

P, [drv (Fu fo) > ¢+ {1+ 20(|w])}rv] < Pr {205 DIIFw = Folleo > £} + Bpy (|l > [5°])

nt?
<92 _ d(").
= eXp( 2p2<|n*|>)+ KS

For the other bound (4), note first that if B > 2 and a < 0, then s; > —o0, so

Blogn

B
Py, (|/~€| > Elogn) < Py, (X(n) > 81 — ) —l—]P)fO(X(l) < Sl)

< Pfaysl’% (3/(”) > S1 — ) —+ ]P)fa,sl,SQ (Yh) < 81) + dgg

S1-(L=nP) 1 dig <P 4 diy,

where the final inequality follows because 1 — x < (1 — z/n)™ for z € [0,1) (this can be
proved by taking logarithms and examining the Taylor series). A very similar calculation
yields the same bound when o > 0. Recalling that p(x) < max(3, 2x), it follows that if t > 0
and («, s1,89) € T with « # 0, then provided B > 2 and Blogn > 3,

Pfo{dTV(fm fo) >t+ (1+2Blog n)dTV}
< Pp{p(|s]) > Blogn} + P {2Blogn|F, — Follee > t}

t2
<n~ 2D 4 gy gep( - )
- KS P 2B%log®n

where the final inequality follows by another application of the Dvoretzky—Kiefer—Wolfowitz
inequality. Taking B = 3 and n > 3 therefore yields (4).

11



Writing s* := (21log 2)'/2p(|x*|)/n'/?, it follows that
Efodrv(fus fo) = E{drv(fus fo) Lini<inep } + E{drv(fas fo)Liniinel} }
< Ey, ([dTV(fm fo) = {1+ 2p(|c) Ydrv] Lijm<peny) + {1+ 20(|6%]) v + d%ns)

o ns?
§3*+2/ exp(—i) ds + {1+ 2p(|*|)}d +d™

. 2p2(‘,£*|> { (| D} TV KS
2p(|K"|)

= 12

+ {1+ 2p()5" )}y + did.

On the other hand, writing s’ := 3(2log2)'/?2n="/2logn, we also have

. 1 > ns’ (n)
EfodTV(fm f(]) < m + 3/ + 2 /;/ exp(—m> ds + (1 + 6logn)dTv + dKS

6logn

> W + (1 +610gn)dTV —|—d£?§,

for n > 5. Since these inequalities hold for any f, s, s, € Fx, the conclusion follows. O

Proof of Lemma 2. This proof has some similarities with that of Diimbgen, Rufibach and
Wellner (2007, Lemma 1). We define the set of knots of f, by

S={te (Xu), Xm): fut=) # fi(t+)} U{X @), X}

where X(;) and X,y denote the smallest and largest order statistics of the data Xi,..., X,.
By e.g. Diimbgen and Rufibach (2009, Theorem 2.1), § C {X3,..., X, }, and we therefore
write S = {to,...,t;} for some k € {1,...,n — 1} where Xy =ty < ... <t} = X(n). We
first write the left-hand side of (7) as

max{sup |E(z) — Fo(z)],  max sup | F, () — Fy(x)], sup | F,(z) — Fo(sc)|}

z<to i€{0,1, . k=1} zeft; tigq) x>,

Observe now that F,(z) = 0 = F, () for & < ty and EF,(z) = 1 = F,(z) for & > t;. It

therefore follows that in order to establish (7), we need only establish the two statements

sup  {E,(z) — Fo(2)} < p(ks)||Fp — Follee for every i =0,1,... k-1, (15)
xe[ti7ti+1)
[inf ){Fn(a:) — Fo(x)} > —p(k)||Fp, — Folloe  for every i =0,1,...,k—1, (16)
TE(ti, b1
where x4 1= max(x,0) and k_ := max(—k, 0). It is convenient to prove the second statement

first. We may assume that the infimum of F,(z) — Fy(x) over & € [X(1), X(n] is attained at
r € [ti, tiy1), say, for some i € {0,1,...,k — 1} and let a :=t; and b := ;1. By hypothesis,

there exist oy € R and a concave function hg : [a,b] — [0,00) such that fy(z) = e*"hy(z)
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for z € [a,b]. Moreover, there exist a, 3 € R such that f,(z) = exp(az + ) for z € [a,b]. Tt

follows that if we define

g(x) = 7T — () = e fu(x) = fo(x)},

then g is convex on [a, b] and g(r) = 0. Moreover, defining G(z) := F,(z) — Fy(z), we have
G(z) = c+/ elg(t) dt for x € [a, b],

where ¢ := ffoo fn(t) — fo(t) dt. We may therefore apply either inequality (39) or inequal-
ity (37) in Lemma 7 in the Appendix (depending on whether or not ag = 0) to obtain that

for every x € [r,b],

aw < { o R0 oo =0
G(r)+ {G( )—G(r)} if ag # 0.

14e20 =) Lo (b—r)

Integrating from = = r to x = b, writing A := (b — r) and recalling the definition of the

function ¢ in (2), we deduce that

>
G(T)_b—rl—q

q(=4)
/G dm-mc(b). (17)

Now Diimbgen and Rufibach (2009, Theorem 2.4) yields that

/t Fn(:c)de/t F,(z)dz and /_ Fn(x)d:c:/s Fo(z) dz (18)

—00 —00 oo —0o0

for every t € R and s € §. Moreover, Diimbgen, Samworth and Schuhmacher (2011, Remark
2.8) gives that

A

Fo(z) — — < F,(x) <F,(x) for every z € S. (19)

1
n
It follows from (17), (18) and (1

G(r)_birl_ql( - {/b e )d:c—/r Fn(x)dx—[bFo(x)dx}—%G(b)

9) that

—0o0

1 q(=4)
> i [ - R - LA w0 - R

> =p(=A)[Fy = Folloo = =p(r-)[[Fn = Follco

This establishes (16). For (15), let Y; := —X;, let h, denote the log-concave maximum
likelihood estimator based on Y7,...,Y,,, and let H, denote its corresponding distribution

function, so that by affine equivariance of the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator

13



(Ditmbgen, Samworth and Schuhmacher, 2011, Remark 2.4), we have hy,(y) = f,(—y) and
H,(y) = 1 — E,(—y). Similarly, let ho(y) := fo(—y) (so hg is concave on the convex hull
of Y1,...,Y,), and let Hy denote the distribution function corresponding to the density hyg,
so that Hy(y) = 1 — Fy(—y). Finally, let H, denote the empirical distribution function
corresponding to Yi,...,Y,, so H,(y) = n* 3" Liy,<py = 1 — lim,, Fo(—2). Then for
any two consecutive knots a and b of fn,

sup {F, () — Fy(x)} = sup —{H,(~z) — Ho(—2)} = — _inf ){ﬁn(y) — Ho(y)}

z€(a,b) z€(a,b) y€l-b—a

< p(ry) B = Holloo = p(#4) [Fn = Folloo,

as required, where the inequality follows from an application of (16) to the transformed data
Yy, ..., Yy, noting that —ag (Y — Y1) = —a0(Xm) — X(1)) = =K. 0

Recall the definition of F, in (6). We now provide a result which improves the bounds

given in Theorem 1 in the special case where the true density belongs to the class F,.

Proposition 6. Let n > 5, let X;,..., X, Y

log-concave mazimum likelihood estimator. Fiz an arbitrary fo s, s, € F', write * := a(sa —
s1), let drv = drv(foss Jo) and let dig = |F,, . = Flloo + 1(1 = Fasp)" = (1=

@,51,52
Fo)"|cos where Fy 5 s, and Fy are the distribution functions corresponding to fos s, and fo

fo € Fi, and let fn denote the corresponding

respectively. Then, fort >0,

N . _ nt? 1 _ nt? n
P {drv(fu; fo) >t +3drv} < m1n{2e 2% 0e*D it 2e e ”} + dicg.
Moreover,
A . min{2p(|x*|), 6 logn n
Efodrv(fn, fo) < ; mfep{ { P(|n1/|2) ) + 3dry + d%s)}
a,s1,59

Proof. For any fus,.s, € F I with (a, s1,82) € T and corresponding distribution function
F, s, .55, we have by (14) that

drv(fus fo) < drv(fu, fas ) + drv
< 2||Fn — Fo1.60|lo0 + drv
< 2||Fy = Folloo + 2||Fo — Fas,sallo0 + drv
< 2p(|&))|Fn — Folloo + 3drv,

where k1= a(X(,) — X)), and where the last line follows again from Lemma 2. The proof

now follows that of Theorem 1, mutatis mutandis, so we omit the details for brevity. O
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5 Proofs from Section 3

Proof of Theorem 5. Fix a density f, € F. Also fix kK € N and an arbitrary density f € F*
such that di; (fo, f) < co. Note that this implies that fy < f. Suppose that I1,..., I} is a
partition of the support of f into maximal intervals such that log f is affine on each I;. Since
fo is absolutely continuous with respect to f, it follows that Z§:1 pj = 1, where p; := [ 9 fo-
For j=1,...,k wealsolet N; :=>"" lixery, J1:={j: N; > 2} and Jo .= {j : N; < 1}.

Observe that the sets J; and J, as well as the integers Ny, ..., Ny are random. We write

Al )= D los

DD PR LN S SR

jEJ1 i:XE; fo(Xi) jediXel,
fulXi) K fn(XZ-)
. log ax log : (20)
jEZJl . );I (XZ) I fo(X)

where the final inequality follows because |Jo| < k and |N;| < 1 whenever j € J,. To handle
the first term, let fn denote the maximum likelihood estimator based on the data {X; : X; €
Ujes, I;} over the class of all densities f for which log f is concave on each of the intervals

{I; : j € Ji}. Since log f. is concave on each I; and since [ fn(x)l{xeujehfj} dr <1, it

follows that
DD log fu(X) <D Y log ful X0). (21)

jeJ1i: X €l jeJ1i:X;€l;

Writing M; =3, ; N;, we claim that
Nj z4) A
folz) = Ef (x) for x € I; with j € Jy, (22)

where fU) denotes the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator based on {X; : X; € I it
To see this, let ® denote the class of functions ¢ : R — [—00, 00) that are concave on each

I; for j € J; and that satisfy ¢(z) — —oo as || — co. Now, log f, maximises

“m 2 X -3 [ =S Bl S e - [ o}

Jj€J1 1: X1 JEJ1 jeJ1 ZXEI J
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over ¢ € ®. For j € J;, let ®; denote the set of functions ¢ : I; — [—00,00) that are

restrictions of functions in ® to I;. Then, on each interval I; with j € J;, we have

; 1
log fr = argmax{— Z ¢(Xz) — / 6¢+10g(M1/Nj)}
¢€i>j j i:XiEIj IJ
1 7 3 M >y M-
= argmax{— Z o(X;) — / e¢} —log kil log f9 —log _1’
= T iXiel L N; N,

which establishes the claim (22). Let fo(j)(x) = p%fo(l’)]l{xelj}- We deduce from (21) and (22)

that
Xi) /M
Y % wed } B {3 3 b
jeJ1i: X €l jeJ1i:X; €1 J-fO ( Z)
N; N; M, n
= —Efo{z Z }+Ef0 (Z ~— log —) +Ey, (—log —) (23)
jEN i:Xi€l; (X3) jen np; n M,

Now let fU)(z) := qijf(x)]l{xelj}, where ¢; = flj f, and note both that fY¥) € F' and
fo(j )« fU). To evaluate the first expectation on the right-hand side of (23), we condition on
the set of random variables {N; : j = 1,...,k}. After this conditioning, and since N; > 2
for every j € Ji, we can apply the risk bound in Theorem 5 for each féj ) to deduce that

B Y Y b } ST DRV E SRR I VO]

L e(9)
JEJ i X€EL Xi) jed heFhfo <

Ck . .
< log®/4 A2 (£9) @)
< ——log n+§ pidu(fo”s V)

=1
Ck
< 710g5/4n+d%<L(f07f)7 (24)

where the final inequality follows because

k k
> pidi(f57 f9) <Zp]d L f Z (57 +ijlog— dier,(fo, F)-
j=1 j=1

To handle the second term on the right-hand side of (23), we use the facts that logz < z—1
for z > 0, N; ~ Bin(n, p;) and N;log N; = 0 for j € Js, to obtain

N, N N k k
Efo(Z : log—) ZEfo{_<— - 1)} _Ef0<2#log—].) S E_'_Elogn.

n
jedr j€Ja P;

(25)
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Finally, for the third term on the right-hand side of (23), we temporarily assume that
k < n/2 and note that in that case, My =n — > ., N; > n—k > n/2, so in particular
E(M;/n) > 1 — k/n. Applying Jensen’s inequality, the fact that  — —xlogz is decreasing
on [1/2,1] and the fact that —log(1 — z) < z + 22 for = € (0,1/2], we deduce that

M, n k k k E K 2k
<12 — 2l <= Sl ) < 2 o<
Efo < n lo M1> - (1 n) 10g<1 n) 10g<1 n) n n? n (26)

Thus, when k < n/2, the conclusion of the theorem follows from (20), (23), (24), (25)
and (26), together with Lemma 8, which controls the expected value of the second term

n (20). When k > n/2, we can apply Lemma 8 again to conclude that

Ed3 fm fo) = ZE,fO{]‘O fn 2;} <Ey, {fg?gilog ;Zg?;} < C'logn,

as required. This completes the proof of Theorem 3. O

Proof of Theorem /4. We consider first the case where v = 0, so that f, € F'. In that case,
recalling the parametrisation F' = {f, 4 s : (@, s1,52) € T} used in Section 2, the affine
invariance of the Hellinger distance, together with Lemma 10 in Section 6.2.2, shows that

we may assume without loss of generality that fj is of one of the following three forms:

L fo= fo,o,l;
2. fo= f-ao1 for some a € (0,18);
3. fo= f-10. for some a € [18, c0].

We refer to these three forms as ‘uniform’, ‘exponential conditioned on [0, 1] and ‘truncated
exponential” respectively, and treat the three cases separately.
The case where fy is uniform: Fix § € (0,27°/2]. Observe first that for every e > 0, we

have

Hy(2Y%€, F(fo,0), du, [0,1]) < Hy(e, F(fo,6),du, [0,1/2]) + Hy(e, F(fo, ), dm, [1/2,1])
= QH[] (6, ./_"(fo, 5), dH, [0, 1/2])
< 2H)(e/2"%, F(fo,0), du, [0,40%]) + 2H) (e/2"/%, F(fo,9), du, [46%,1/2]).  (27)

We bound the two terms on the right-hand side of (27) separately. For the first term, we use
inequality (47) in Lemma 11 in Section 6.2.2, which gives that sup,cp log f(z) < 21326 <
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16 for every f € F(fy,0). From this, Proposition 14 in Section 6.2.2 and the fact that
§ € (0,275/%], we therefore obtain

64(452)1/4 §1/2

Hy(€/2'%, F(fo,8), dn, [0,46%]) < C(1+ 216" —7— < O3,

(28)

which takes care of the first term in (27). For the second, term, let n; := 46?27 for j =
0,1,...,1 where [ is the largest integer for which 422! < 1/2. Also let 1, := 1/2. By
Lemma 11, for every f € F(fy,0) and j =0,1,...,l, we have that

40
—P <log f(z) <225 < 16 for every = € [n;, n;41]-
J

Set €, := ¢/(20 + 2)'/2. Then by Proposition 13 in Section 6.2.2,

MN

HH (6/21/27-F(f075>7dH7 [4527 1/2]) < H (€j7 (f07 ) de [njvnj-l—l])

1/2
(213/25_'_ 45) / 4(77J+1 —77])1/4

<.
Il

-t

[e=]

<C

1/2 1/2

j 7; €

! 1 o\ 1/4
§051/2Z 1/2<77]+1 77]) 7

where we have used the fact that 7; < 1 in the final inequality. Observe now that by our
choice of n; = 46?27 for j = 0,1,...,l and m1 = 1/2 < 46221 it follows that ;.1 —1n; < 7;
for every j = 0,1,...,l. We therefore obtain

1/2 2 1/2 a2 5/4 82 5/ (1
Hy(e/2"2, F(fo, 6), dy, [46%,1/2]) < C6 21—/2 < OS5 1+ 1) < o5 log ( )

€l/2 5
j=0 j

as required, where the final inequality follows because 4522! < 1/2, so

—log(46?) 1
o\ < -\
1< s _Clog(5>

The exponential conditioned on [0, 1] case: Now suppose fo = f_q0,1 for some o € (0, 18),
let C, = a(l — e~*)~! and again fix § € (0,27%/2]. For every f = e® € F(fy,), we have

1 1 2
52 > (6¢(:{:)/2 _ Cl/2e—ax/2)2 dr = C e~ 1 e{¢(x)+az}/2 1 dr
o : “Jo Cy

1 1 2
Z Cae_a / (Tme{¢(x)+a:c}/2 ].) dzx.
o \C.
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Write & := 6e®/2/C&/?, so that

~ el8 _q 1/2
<0< .
5_5_( 13 ) )

Thus, by the same argument as for the uniform case, provided § € (0, (61};8_1)1/22_5/ 2} and

given any € > 0, we can find an € C’;/z—Hellinger bracketing set {{gr;,9v;,7 = 1,..., N
7.7 7‘7
for the class {x +— CJ1f(x)e* : f € F(fo,0)} with

51/201/4 §51/2
log N < C’log5/4(5> 7 < Clog5/4<5> RYCR

Now let f1 j(x) := Cogr j(x)e " and fy;(z) := Coguj(x)e " for j =1,...,N. Then

/(f1/2 1/2 C/ —“f‘f{gl/? 1/2 }dx<C/ 1/2 1/2 2 < 2

so {[frj, fujl,7=1,...,N} form an e-Hellinger bracketing set for F(fy, ), as required.
The case where fy is truncated exponential:
Now suppose that fy = f_10, for some a € [18, 00]. Given a function ¢ : R — [—00, 00),
we define ¢, : R — [—00, 00) by

gzza(:)s) = ¢(x) + =+ log(l —e™?). (29)

Let xo be defined as in the statement of Lemma 12 in Section 6.2.2 and assume that § <
k:=e?/8, so that zyg > 17. Also let [ = |z¢] and J :=sup{j e N:zg+j—1—1<a}. We
define subintervals of [0, a] (or [0,a) when a = c0) by

Sl = [O, 1]

S;:=[j — 1, min(j, z)] forj=2,...,1+1
Sji=rg+j—1—2min(zg+j—1—1,0a) forj=101+4+2,...,J+1

Also let A
e 2 N
5 € B for j =1,
2(1—e™ e'* € .
e?:: ( 371)Jl for j=2,...,1+1, (30)
72(1_?? )ex°+j_l_262u2- forj=101+2,...,J+1,

where (u;) is a sequence with Tt w2 <1 to be specified later. Applying Lemma 16 with
J J=l+2 u;

G = {exp(¢a) : exp(¢) € F(fo,0)}, we obtain

J+1

Hy(2"2¢, F(fo,6),du, [0,0)) < Y Hy(e;, G, du, S)). (31)

7j=1
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We now break the right-hand side of (31) into the three parts:

I+1 J+1
H1 = N[}(El,g,dH,Sl), H2 = ZNH(Gjag7dHaSj) and H3 = Z N[](ej’g’dH’Sj)
J=2 j=l+2

and bound each of them below separately. For H;, we have for every f = e € F(fo,d) that

1 1 —z -1 1
52 > / (f1/2 N f§/2)2 — / (efi)a(w)/? o 1)2 € dx > € / (e%(w)/? o 1)2 da.
0 0 1 - 6_a ]. - 6_a 0

Thus, arguing as for the uniform case, since de'/?(1 — e=9)1/2 < gel/2 < 275/2,

1 5/ 1\ 6'/2
H 5/4 5/4
1< Clog” <561/2(1 — e—“)l/Q) €l/2 < Clog” (5) 12

We next bound H,. Note that U?;IQS]- C [1,z0]. We can therefore apply Lemma 12 to deduce
that whenever ¢? € F(fo,d) and x € Sj,

[Ga(x)| < Ce™/2(1 — =) /25 < Cell2s,

An application of Proposition 13 in Section 6.2.2 therefore gives, for j =2,... [+ 1, that

C6j/451/2 ) 51/2 ) 51/2
Hy(e;,G,dn, Sj) < TQXP(C%]/%) < Cll/:lﬁ exp(C€]/25) < Cllﬂlm,
J

where the final inequality follows because

1/2
oI/2 < pl/20m0/2 < 1 /5—1‘
- —126(1 —e18)

We therefore obtain

I+1 . 451/2 5/451/2 54 1 51/2
H2 = ZH[](€]3g7dHaS]) S Cl / ﬁ S C1"13'(] ﬁ S OlOg / (26652(1 - 6_18)) 61/2
Jj=2
1 51/2
< g™ (5)

We next turn to Hs, where we consider two cases. First suppose that o = a — 1 so that
J =142 and Si45 = [a — 1,a]. This means that Hs = Nj(€42,G, du,[a — 1,a]). We take
tj12 = 1 in the definition of €5 in (30). From the definition of xy in (50), we find that

1 1
a:1+$0§1+10g26652(1_6_a) :logm. (32)
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For every f = e® € F(fy,d), we can write

N T Ny oy e S oy Y
a—1 a—1 a—1

—1—eo

Now de%/2(1 — e~®)1/2 < 275/2 from (32), and it follows again by the same argument as in

the uniform case that

1/2,0/4(1 _ ,—a)1/4 1/2
H3§010g5/4( 1 )5 e"*(1—e™®) 1\ ¢

5/4( 22 __
5e (1 — e )12 7 < Clog” (5)

Now suppose that zo < a — 1, so that

1
26e62(1 —e—a)’

xo = log

For every j € {l+2,...,J+ 1}, every z € S; and every f = e® € F(fo,9), it follows from
Lemma 12 that

7 8(x — 8(j —1—1 Q(i —
Gy < BEmm) L BU—l=D)  8l—a) .
zo—1 xo—1 zo — 1
Let u; = ceU=0)/4 ip (30), where the universal constant ¢ > 0 is chosen such that

Z;’ilﬂ u? < 1. Then by Proposition 14, for j =1+ 2,...,J + 1,

. 1/2 2(j—z0)/(wo—1)
Hy(e;,G,du, S;) < C{1+ (j — o) }6

7 172
C (j — x0)'/? 20 —wo) wo+j—1—-2 j—ux
< 1 —
= 61/2{ LRSTC Gl G 1 T3
C (j — )/ 2(j —mwo) j—1  j—m
_61/2{1+ z(l)/2 exp P -7 + 3 .

Hence

J+1 . 4 4 4
C — 10)1/2 20 — x -1 —z
PR S SRNETTL PN ETEE NS S

J=1+2 $(1)/2 7o — 1 4 8
Ce—:co/4 0 j1/2 /1 2 Ce—xo/4 51/2
= Tan ;(HF) eXp{_‘7<§_:co—1>} s—ap <Cam

This completes the proof of Theorem 4 in the case where v = 0. We can now treat the case
of general v € [0,2'/?] as follows. Fix fo € F, € > 0, let s be as above and let § € (0, k —v).
Also let n € (0,x — v —d) and f; € F! be such that fy; < f; and

du(fo, f1) Sv+n<kK—6. (33)
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Then by the triangle inequality, F(fo,d) € F(f1,du(fo, f1) + 9), so that the result in the
case v = 0 and (33) give

5/4 {0 + du(fo, f1)}'/* 5/4 (6 4+ v +n)/?
Hy(2'2¢, F(fo. ), dn) < Clog” <5) 77 < Clog® (5>T
Since n € (0,x — v — §) was arbitrary, the result follows. O

Proof of Theorem 5. For £ >0 and n € (0, 1), let
Fer={f € F:lpl <& lof -1 <n}.

Since the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator is affine equivariant (Diimbgen, Sam-
worth and Schuhmacher, 2011, Remark 2.3) and the Hellinger distance between densities
is affine invariant, we may assume without loss of generality that f; € F%!. By Kim and

Samworth (2016, Lemma 6), there exists a universal constant 1 € (0, 1) such that

sup Pfo(fn Qé]-"l") < ¢

foe]:o,l n

(34)
For notational convenience, we write

V= inf  du(fo, f1),

f1EFL: fo f1

and initially consider the case v < k/2, where & is taken from Theorem 4. From Theorem 4,
we find that

/ HY2 (e, F(f0,8) 0 FY, dig) de < C8Y4(6 + 0)1og™/5(1/9),

provided 0 < k —v. For § > k — v, we have

~ ~ 1/2 1/2 1/2
Hi (e, F(fo,8) 0V P, dy) < Hyle, P17, di) < Ce2 < O 0 ) e < ¢ (é) |

K— — k2 \¢

where the second inequality follows by Kim and Samworth (2016, Theorem 4). Thus, in this

case,

/ H1/2 (6, F(fo,0) N F™ dy) de < Cr™/14.

We can therefore define

U(8) = { C/M0 +v)V410g™®(1/6) if 6 <k —wv

C'k~145 if 6 >k —w,
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where the universal constants C, C’ > 0 are chosen such that

>max{/ H1/2 (e, F(fo,0) N FY dy) de, 5},

and such that § — §2¥(§) is decreasing on (0,00). Moreover, we can define §, :=

(cn_l log5/4 n + v2)1/2 for some universal constant ¢ > 0, so that for § > 9., we have

o n1/252 n1/253 nl/25>’<
1n

> > >c
525. W) = WU(6,) ~ max(2/1C, C'k~1/4) max{1,log”*(1/5.)}

/

for some universal constant ¢ > 0. Then by the empirical process bound of van de Geer
(2000, Corollary 7.5) (restated as Theorem 18 in Section 6.2.3 for convenience), and (34),

we deduce that
N 10logn . . B . B
B, dx(fn, fo) = / P{d%(fn: fo) =t} N {f, € F'"}] dt + 10logn P(f, ¢ F"7)
0

+/w P{d%(fn, fo) >t} dt

10logn

= 101 < (X
§53+C/ exp(—Z—i) dt + 0 ogn+/ Pf{mangf( 2 zt}dt
5

2 n 10logn 1<isn fO(Xl)

Clog™"*
<208 N2 (35)
n

where the final inequality follows from (45) in the proof of Lemma 8.

Now suppose that v > /2. In that case, a slightly simpler version of the calcula-
tion above, relying only on the global entropy bound Hy(e, F'", dy) < Ce='/2, yields that
sup e x B d (fu, fo) < Cn=Y® < /2 for large n; see also Kim and Samworth (2016, The-
orem 5). By increasing the universal constant to deal with smaller values of n if necessary,
the result follows. O
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6 Appendix

6.1 Auxiliary result from Section 2
Lemma 7. Let g : [a,b] — (—00,00| be conver with g(r) = 0 for some r € [a,b]. For
a, B,c € R, define

G(x) = c+/ exp(at + B)g(t) dt for z € [a,b].

Assume o« # 0. If r € (a,b], then

. G(z) — G(r) B G(a) — G(r)
méﬂfn 1 —ear=a{a(r—z)+1} 1—elr-a{a(r—a)+1} (36)

and if r € [a,b)

. G(z) — G(r) G(b) — G(r)

- . 37
very LA e oz —r) =1} 14+ e {ab—r)—1} (37)
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Now assume o = 0. If r € (a,b], then

inf = 38
mér[tlz,r) (’f’ — l’)2 (’l" — &)2 ( )

and if r € [a,b), then

B T N (R )

Proof. Assume « # 0 and r € (a,b] and consider the linear function

a{G(r) - G(a)}
erth — ecatBbla(r —a) + 1}

gla) ==

(r —x).
Note here that the denominator does not vanish, because 1 —e=¥(1+4y) > 0 for y # 0. Thus

g(r)=0=g(r) and /T exp(az + B)g(x) dx = /T exp(az + B)g(x) d. (40)

Now the function = — g(x) — g(x), which is convex on [a,r]| and 0 at © = r, can change sign
at most once in the interval [a,r). But we deduce from the second part of (40) that either
this function is zero for all € (a,r] or it changes sign exactly once in (a,r). In particular,
there exists o € (a,r) such that g(x) > g(z) for x € [a, o] and g(x) < g(z) for x € [xg, 7].
This further implies that

/1‘ exp(at+p){g(t)—g(t)} dt = — /T exp(at+£){g(t)—g(t)}dt >0 for every x € [a,r].

Consequently, for x € [a, 1),

G(z) =G(r) — /T exp(at + B)g(t) dt

1—e =2 a(r —z)+1}
1 —eatr=a{a(r—a)+1}

zmm—/lmmuwmwﬁzam (G(r) - G(a)}.

This yields (36), and the proof of (37) is very similar. The proofs of (38) and (39) then
follow by taking limits as @ — 0 and using the fact that

1—e 1 2
lim ¢ (2ay +1) A for every y € R.
a—0 (0] 2
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6.2 Auxiliary results from Section 3
6.2.1 Auxiliary results for the proof of Theorem 3

Lemma 8. There exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that for every n > 2, we have

R 1
sup Efo{sup log fu(x)+ sup log —} < C'logn. (41)
foeF zeR (EG[X(I),X(,”)} fO(x)

Proof. By the affine equivariance of the log-concave maximum likelihood estimator, there
is no loss of generality in assuming that pug = 0 and ‘7]2”0 = 1. Let P denote the class of
probability distributions P on R for which [~ _|z|dP(z) < co and P is not a Dirac point
mass. We recall from Diimbgen, Samworth and Schuhmacher (2011, Theorem 2.2) that there
is a well-defined projection ¥* : P — F given by

YH(P) = argmax/ log f dP.
feFr —00

Now, for o > 0, let P2 denote the subset of P consisting distributions P on the real line

with [% (z — pp)? dP(z) > o?, where pp := [* xdP(z). By a very similar argument to
that given in the proof of Lemma 6 of Kim and Samworth (2016),

. C

sup sup ¢ (P)(z) < —

PecpP>c z€R g

Since f, = Y*(P,), where P, denotes the empirical distribution of Xi, ..., X, we have for
t > 0 that

) " 1 n o C B Cl/2
P(suplog fu(x) > glogn | <P EZ(Xi—X) <) SPUX - X< = )

rzeR i—1

where X :=n"1Y "  X;. But X; — X has mean 0, variance 1 — 1/n and has a log-concave

density (which is therefore bounded by a universal constant). Hence

. t C
P(ilé]g log fn.(z) > 3 logn) < pyzeyeE (42)
Now write X(1) := minj<j<, X; and X(,) := maxi<;<, X;, let [ denote the distribution

function corresponding to fy and for ¢ > 2 let
Q= {Xq) 2 Fy H(n7"?/a)} 0 { X < Fy (1 =n""?/a)},
where a > 0 is taken from Lemma 9 below. Then by a union bound,

2
sup Py () < ———.
foe]:I())’l f()( t) — ant/g_l
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Moreover, on {2,

1 1
sup  log—— < sup log ———
2€[X(1),X ()] folx) 2€[Fy (n=t/2/a),Fy H(1-n—t/2 /o)) folz)

= max{lo 1 lo 1 }
(B (n2)a)) " fo(Fy T(1 = nt2/a))

< —logmn, (44)

N | =+

where the equality holds because the minimum of a concave function on a compact interval
is attained at one of the endpoints of the interval, and the second inequality holds due to
Lemma 9 below. It follows from (42), (43) and (44) that for t > 2,

. 1 p t
P(sup log fo(x)+ sup  log—— > tlog n) < P(sup log fn(x) > = log n)
TER IE[X(1)7X(,L)] fo(x> z€R 2

1 t
+P sup log > —logn
SCE[XU),X(,,L)} fo(x) 2
C 2

< nt/A—1/2 + ant/2—1’

(45)
and the result follows. O
The following result is a small generalisation of Proposition A.1(c) of Bobkov (1996).

Lemma 9. There ezists a > 0 such that for all p € (0,1),

inf fo(Fy'(p)) > amin(p,1 — p).
o nf | fo(F5 (p) 2 amin(p, 1~ p)
Proof. Proposition A.1(c) of Bobkov (1996) gives that p — fo(F; '(p)) is positive and con-
cave on (0, 1). But, by Theorem 5(b) of Kim and Samworth (2016), there exists o > 0 such
that

inf 0) > a.
B, (@ = 0

Noting that Fy(0) € (0, 1), we deduce by concavity that for p € (0, F5(0)],

p
Fy(0)

inf  fo(Fy ' (p)) > a > ap > amin(p,1 —p).

foeFOo1

A very similar argument handles the case p € (FO(O), 1), and this concludes the proof. [



6.2.2 Auxiliary results for the proof of Theorem 4
Recall that we can write F!' = {foq .0 : (@, s1,82) € T}

Lemma 10. If X ~ fo . € F', then there exist a # 0 and b € R such that aX + b has a
density fo € F' of one of the following three forms:

1 fo= fo,o,l;'
2. fo= f-apo01 for some ay € (0,18);
3. fo = f-10.s, for some sy € [18, c0].

Proof. Let X ~ fu.q., € F' for some (a, s1,52) € T, and let a # 0 and b € R. Then

aX b~ { fojaas+bassty if a >0

fojaasotbasi+b if a < 0.
Thus, if @ = 0, we can set a = (sg — s1)7, b = —s1(s2 — s1)7" so that aX +b ~ fog1. If
a > 0 and a(sy—s;) < 18, then we can set a = —(so —51) 71, b = s9(s5— 1) while if a < 0
and |a|(sy —s1) < 18 then we can set a = (8o —s1) 7%, b= —s1(s9 —s1)7}; in either situation,
aX +b~ 01, Wwith o := |a|(s2—s1) € (0,18). Finally, if o > 0 and a(sy— 1) € [18, o0,
then we can set a = —a, b = ase while if @ < 0 and |a(s2 — s1) € [18, 00] then we can set
a = —a, b= asy; in either situation, aX + b~ f_14 With so := |a|(s2 — s1). O

Lemma 11. Let ¢ : R — [—00,00) be a concave function whose domain is contained in
[0,1] and which satisfies

/0 1(e¢<“>/2 —1)%du < §? (46)
for some & € (0,27%/2]. Then
d(x) <225 for every x € [0,1]. (47)
Moreover,
o(z) > —4 when min(x, 1 — x) > 46°. (48)

~ {min(z,1 — z)}/?

Proof. We first prove inequality (47). By symmetry, it suffices to prove that ¢(z) < 2'%/2§
for all x € [0,1/2]. Fix z € [0,1/2] and assume that ¢(x) > 0, for otherwise there is nothing

to prove. Let z, € (z,1] be such that ¢(z,) = 0 if such an z, exists; otherwise, set z, = 1.
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We first consider the case z, > 3/4. Since e > 1 + x and ¢ is a concave function with

T T _ 2 _
522/ (/2 — 1)2dy > - / ¢*(u) du >‘f’2i‘c>/ (i_z) du:x*12x¢2(x)

| #@)
— 48
so ¢(x) < 4v/34.
Now suppose instead that =, < 3/4, so that ¢(z,) = 0. Then for u € [7/8,1],
U — T ¢()
< <
o) <~ () < -2

We deduce that

v

1

1

52> / (1= 22 u > (1 = 02,
7/8

50 11/2

o(x) < 16log(1 —23/25) < g = < 279729,

since 0 € (0,27%?2]. This completes the proof of (47).

We now proceed to prove inequality (48), and by symmetry it suffices to consider a fixed

x € [40%,1/2]. We assume that ¢(x) < 0, because otherwise there is nothing to prove. By
concavity of ¢, we have either ¢(u) < ¢(x) for all u € [0, z] or ¢(u) < ¢(z) for all u € [z, 1].

In the former case,
6 > / (1 —e?@/2)2 dy > (1 — e?@/2)2,
0

o —46
p(x) = 210g(1 - W) > ISVER

In the latter case, where ¢(u) < ¢(z) for all u € [z, 1], we find

Thus

1
(52 > / (1 _ ed’(u)/?)? du > (1 _ .flf)(l . e¢(w)/2)2 > I(l . €¢(I)/2>27
and the conclusion follows as before. 0

Lemma 12. Let fo = f 104 € F' for some a € [18,00], and let ¢ : R — [—00,00) be a

concave function whose domain is contained in [0, a] and which satisfies

/ a{e¢<u> W)Y du < 82 (49)
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for some § € (0,e77/8]. Let

1
20e02(1 —e—a)’

T = min{log a— 1} > 17. (50)

Then with ¢, defined as in (29), we have

632/2(1 _ 6—a)1/2

—4 (1—e1)1/2

6 < Pa(x) < 213/2e2/2(1 — 7 )/2 for every x € [1, x¢] (51)

and

bo(z) < SZ — xi] +7  for every x € [xg,al. (52)
o —

Proof. Fix fo = f_104 for some a € [18,00], 6 € (0,e7?/8] and ¢ satisfying the conditions
of the lemma. For ease of notation, let us denote ¢, by . We first prove the lower bound
for ¢ in (51). Fix x € [1, 0] and assume that 1(x) < 0 because otherwise there is nothing
to prove. By concavity of ¢, the inequality ¥ (u) < ¥ (z) is true either for all u € [0, z] or for

all u € [z, a]. In the former case,

# 2 [ - PP du= [ (-
0 0 l—e
l—e® e "e—1)
00 VA L R T VIO L Gt 53
R e L R (53)

where we used the fact that x > 1 in the final inequality. Similarly in the latter case, we can

consider the integral from x to a instead to obtain

—x __ ,— —z(] — —1
52 2 (1 _ 61/1(1‘)/2)2% Z (1 _ 61/1(1‘)/2)26 1(_ 6_ea )’ (54)

where we used the fact that x < a — 1 for the final inequality. Now
ew/2(1 _ e—a)1/2 €x0/2(1 _ e—a)1/2

(1—e1)i/2 = (1—e )2 0 <

1
9’

and we deduce from (53) and (54) that

632/2(1 _ 6—a)1/2 ) - 4em/2(1 _ e—a)1/2

() = 210g(1 - (1—e1)1/2 (1 —e1)1/2 )

as required.
We next prove the upper bound in (51). To this end, again fix x € [1,x¢] and note by
very similar arguments to those above that

52> / " (v 2
r—1

—Uu —T

du >

1—e @



Now

em/2(1 . 6—(1)1/25 < em0/2(1 )1/25 < o ]-/ <92 5/2
(&

so the result follows by (47) in Lemma 11.
Finally, we prove (52). Fix « € [z, a]. Inequality (51) gives

Plg) < 2P0/ — 0)125 < 97/

and also that

el/2(1 — e~)1/2 o1/2 1
> — > — p—
(1) = —4 (1-— 6_1)1/2 02 2¢9(1 — 6—1)1/2 - 2
It therefore follows by concavity of ¢ that
x r—x
() < (20) = (1)} +¥(x0) <82 4T,
as required. O

In order to prove Theorem 4 for these three cases, we need to prove two results on the
bracketing numbers of log-concave functions on bounded subintervals of R. For a < b and
—00 < By < By < o0, let F([a,b], By, By) denote the class of all non-negative functions f
on [a, b] such that log f is concave and such that By <log f(z) < By for every z € [a, b].

Proposition 13. There exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

Ba/4(p _ q)1/4
1/2€ (b—a)
By) cl/2

Hy(e, F([a,b], By, Bs), du, [a,b]) < C(By — (55)

for every e >0, a <b and —o0 < B; < By < 0.

Proof. Fix € >0, a < band By < By, and let § := 2eeP2/2. By Kim and Samworth (2016b,
Proposition 4) (see also Guntuboyina and Sen (2015); Doss and Wellner (2016)), there exists
a bracketing set {[¢r;, ¢uv ] : j = 1,..., M} for the set of concave functions on [a,b] that
are bounded below by B; and above by B, with f:(qﬁw — ¢pj)*dr < §? and®

o N\1/2 _ 1/2

Now take fr; := €% and fy; :=e®Vs for j =1,..., M. Since there is no loss of generality

in assuming QSU]-( ) < By for every j € {1,..., M} and z € [a,b], we have

Bz 2
/(f1/2 32 = / efva {1 — e~ Gua=ér)/2}? < /(cbw ¢L,j)2§%632:€2-

The result follows. H
$n fact, formally, only the case B; = — By is covered by Kim and Samworth (2016b, Proposition 4), but

the proof proceeds by first considering the case By = —1, By = 1, so a simple scaling argument can be used

to obtain the claimed result.
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In the case where B; = —oo, Proposition 13 unfortunately gives the trivial bound
Hy(e, F([a,b], =00, Bs), du, [a,b]) < co. It turns out however that this quantity is actually

finite, as shown by the following result.

Proposition 14. There exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

B/4(b _ a)1/4

Hy (e, F([a,b], —s0, B), dn, [a,}]) < C(1+ B ——— (56)

for everye >0, a<band B > 0.

Proof. First consider the case B = 0. Fix € > 0 and let k£ be the smallest integer for which
e ®(b—a) < 2. We write f € F([a,b], —0,0) as

k
f= Z fLi—jciog <—(i-0 + [ L{tog f<—k3-

j=1
For the final term, a single bracket suffices, because 0 < fljog <1} < e * and fab(e_"“/2 —

0)? = e7*(b—a) < . Writing ¢; := eje™/*/8, so that Y2 € < €?/2, it therefore follows

by Lemma 15 and Proposition 17 below that

o~ (i-1)/4
e)/?

k
H[] (Eaf([av b]7 —0Q, 0)7 dHa [CL, b]) < C(b - a>1/4 Z{l + (2j - 1)1/2}7
j=1
k
<Cb- a>1/4zj1/2e—j/4€j—1/2
j=1

k
b= s s =)
O SO
J:

This proves (56) for the case B = 0. For general B > 0, we write f € F([a,b], —00, B) as
= [Liociog r<B}y + fL{—oo<iog f<0}-

By Lemma 15 and Proposition 17 again, it therefore follows that

6B/4(b _ a)1/4 (b _ a)1/4

Hy (e, F([a. b, —00, B).du, [0,b]) < C(1 + B'*)———5=— + O~
B/4(p _ 4)\1/4
12,64 (b—a)
<C(+BY)——7——,
as required. .

We need two more results for the proof of Proposition 14.
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Lemma 15. Suppose G, Gy, ..., Gy are classes of non-negative functions on S C R such that

GC G+ -+G.

Then for every €, €1, . .., e, > 0 such that Z] 16 2 < €2, we have

HH(E,g,dH,S < H[}(Ej,gj,dH,S).

<.
Il >
-

Proof. Fix €,€1,...,€¢, > 0 such that Z] 165 2 < €% For each j € {1,...,k}, there exists

an ¢;-Hellinger bracketing set {[gr j¢, guel, ¢ =1,..., M;} for G; with M; := Ny(e;, G;, du).
For { = ({y,...,0) € x5_{1,..., M;}, we now define

hio(z ngéﬁ hye(x ZQUJZ

If g € G, then g = Zlegj for some g; € Gj, so for each j we can find ¢} € {1,..., M;}
such that grje < g; < guje:. Thus, writing = (65,...,05), we have hyp» < g < hyg.

Moreover,

k
dr(hye, hp ) = / (hefy —h/? <Y / (950, — 9130 )2 <
S j=1

Iy
ml\D

1

J

where in the first inequality we have used the fact that for ai,...,a, b1,...,b > 0 with
a:= Z§:1 a;, b:= Zle b;, we have

k

(a1/2 bl/2 Z /2 _ 1/2

which can be proved by induction. The result follows. O

Lemma 16. Let S, 51,5, ... S, denote measurable subsets of R such that S C UleSj. Let
Fo denote an arbitrary class of non-negative functions on U;?:lSj and let G = {e% : e? €
Fo}, where b is defined in (29). Let oj :=inf{z : x € S;} and suppose that €,€1,...,€, >0

satisfy
k

Z e_ajeg < (1—e )

Jj=1

Then

H[](E,fo,dH,S S H[](Ej,g,dH,Sj). (57)

<.
Il >
i



Proof. We may assume that Sy, ..., Sy are pairwise disjoint, because otherwise we can work
with the sets S] := 51 and 5} = Sj \ Ui;ng for j = 2,...,k. For each j = 1,...,k,
let {[f&,f((fz] : 0 =1,...,Ny(¢,G,du, S;)} denote an e;-Hellinger bracketing set for the
class G over S;. Now, for x € Sj and £ = (¢,...,4;) € {1,...,Nﬂ(el,g,dH,Sl)} X ... X
{1 . Ny, G, dH,Sk)}, set

e fia, @) e fiia, @)
— 202 and fu(r) =
1—e@ 1—e@

fro(z) =

Then for every f € Fy, there exists £ = (¢4, ...,¥;) such that f;, < f < fu,. Moreover,

fuesitp <> [ S0 @ e s Y g e

as required. O

The following result is also used in the proof of Proposition 14. For a < b and —oo <
By < By < o0, let F'([a,b], Bi, B2) denote the class of all functions on [a, ] of the form
x = f(2)1{B, <iog f(x)<B>} for some non-negative function f for which log f : [a, b] — [—00, 00)

1S concave.

Proposition 17. There exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

6B2/4(b _ a)1/4
c1/2

Hy(e, F'([a,b], Bi, Bs), du, [a,b]) < C{1 + (By — By)"/?}

for every e > 0,a < b and —oco < By < By < 0.

Proof. We initially prove the result for the subclass F”([a,b], By, B2) € F'([a,b], By, B2)
consisting of all non-negative functions f on [a, b] such that log f is concave and such that
for every z € [a,b], either By < log f(z) < By or f(z) = 0. Assume for now that ¢ €
(0,2eB2/2(b — a)'/?]. Let n := ¢/2Y/? and § := 2e~P2/4. Let G be a d-grid in [a, b] with
size |G| < 24 (b—a)/d. We assume that the endpoints a,b are both included in G. By
Proposition 13, for every gi,9o € G with g; < g2, we can construct n-Hellinger brackets
{lfrj, fujl 3 =1,..., M} for F([g1, g2], B1, B2) on the interval [g1, go], with

Bo/A(, _ . \1/4 Ba/a(py _ o)1/4
1/2€ (92 — 1) _ 1/2€ (b—a)
e < C(By = By) e

If g1 = a, let ¢} := a; otherwise let ¢ € G be the closest point to g; that is strictly smaller
than g;. Similarly, if go = b, let ¢} := b; otherwise let g}, € G' be the closest point to go that
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is strictly larger than go. Thus |g; — gi| < § for i = 1,2. We extend the definitions of fy;
and fr; to the whole of [a, b] by defining

P2 for x € (g7, g1) U (g2, g5
fosla) = R
0 for x ¢ [g7, g5],

Bo

and fr ;(z) :=0 for = ¢ [g1, g2]. Then

b
1/2 1/2\2
/(fU,/j - L,/j) <e®(lg1 — g1+ |92 — g5]) + * < 20e”2 + 1> = €.

We take the union of these brackets over g, g, € G with ¢g; < gs.

In addition to these brackets, we also consider, for each ¢1,¢92 € G with g; < g9 and
lg1 — g2| < 40, one bracketing pair (f, fy) with fr(z) := 0 for all = € [a,b] and fy(x) :=
eP21ze(g1,9013- The size of this bracket is given by

b
/ (F* = £,7) = e |g1 — go| < 40P = €.

We claim that for every f € F”([a,b], B1, B2), there exists a bracketing pair for which
fr; < f < fuj. Toseethis, fix f € F"([a,b], B1, By) with support [¢, 0] C [a, b]. Suppose for
now that |a’ — V| <26. Set g1 :==sup{g € G: g <d'} and gy :=inf{g € G : g > '}, so that
|91 — g2| < 40. Then pair (fr, fu) with fr(z) = 0 for all z € [a,b] and fu(z) = P> Lizeg g0}
satisfies f(z) < f(z) < fy(x) for all z € [a, b].

On the other hand, now suppose that |a" — 0’| > 2. Let g; := inf{g € G : g > a'} and
gy :=sup{g € G : g < d'}. Similarly let g, :==sup{g € G : g <V} and ¢, :== inf{g € G :
g > b'}. By our construction, there exists a pair (fr ;, fu;) with fr;(z) < f(z) < fu;(z)
for all x € [g1, g2]. But then our definition of f, ;, fu; on [a,b] \ [g1, g2] in fact ensures that
fri(x) < f(z) < fu,(x) for all z € [a, b].

The cardinality N of our bracketing set satisfies

b— a2
log N < log(|G|*M + |G|?) < log (2 (2 +— a) ) + OBy — B2
Since € < 2eP2/2(h — a)'/2, we have § < (b — a), so

B2/4(b _ a)1/4
771/2

—aN?2
log N < log(lQ(%) ) +C(By — 31)1/26

32/4(6 _ a)1/4
c1/2

32/4(6 _ a)1/4

cl/2

< 810g<1921/86 ) + O(By — By)Y2E
B2/4(b— a)1/4

cl/2 )

< C{1+ (B, — B/ S
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as required. Now suppose that € > 2e%2/2(b—a)*/2 and consider the single bracket f;(z) := 0
and fy(z) := eP2 for all z € [a,b]. Then d4(fv, fr) = €P2(b — a) < €2, and it follows that
Hy(e, F'([a, b], B1, By), du, [a,b]) = 0 in this case. This proves the result for the subclass
F"(la,b], B, Ba).

Now consider an arbitrary function in F'({a,b], By, Bs) of the form fl{p <iog r<p,} for
some non-negative f for which log f : [a,b] — [—00,00) is concave. Then {z : B; <

log f(z) < By} can be written as a union of at most two intervals. It therefore follows that
1B, <iog f<Bo} € F''([a, 0], By, Bs) + F"([a,b], B, Bs).
Hence, by Lemma 15,
Hy (6, F'([a,b], By, Bs), dy, [a, b]) < 2H) (6/21/2,./7”([a7 b), B1, By), dy, |a, b]),

so the result follows. O

6.2.3 Auxiliary result for the proof of Theorem 5

The following is the key empirical processes result used in the proof of Theorem 5.

Theorem 18 (van de Geer (2000), Corollary 7.5). Let fo € F and let F(fo,9) := {f e F:
[ < fo,du(f, fo) <d}. Suppose W : (0,00) — (0,00) is a function such that

s
U(d) > max{é,/ Hﬁ/z (21/26, F(fo, 25),dH) de} for every § >0
0

and such that § — 0-2U(8) is decreasing on (0,00). Let f, denote the mazimum likelihood

estimator over F based on Xi,..., X, ad fo. If 6, > 0 is such that n'/262 > C¥(4,), then

for every 6 > 9,,

2
In fact, van de Geer (2000, Corollary 7.5) relies on a bracketing entropy upper bound
in Hellinger distance for F(fy, ) := {% feF fx fo,dH(fJ;fo,fo) < 6}, where the

restriction f < fy can be included because the support of fn is contained in the support of

P{d%(fu, fo) > 6°} < Cexp<_n52)-

fo. But for any non-negative functions fy, fr, and fy with fi < fy, we have

(fU;‘f0>1/2_<fL;‘f0)l/2§21_1/2( 12 _ 1)

Moreover, since the Hellinger distance is jointly convex in its arguments, if dy (f+—2f°, f(]) <94,

then
du(f, fo) < Q{dH<f, f+f0) +dH<f+f0>fo)} —du(f, fo) < 29,

2 2
so Hy(2'/%€, F(fo,0), du) < Hy(2"%€, F(fo,20), dn).
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