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FUNCTIONAL ESTIMATION AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING
IN NONPARAMETRIC BOUNDARY MODELS

MARKUS REISS AND MARTIN WAHL

ABSTRACT. Consider a Poisson point process with unknown support
boundary curve g, which forms a prototype of an irregular statistical
model. We address the problem of estimating non-linear functionals of
the form [ ®(g(x))dz. Following a nonparametric maximum-likelihood
approach, we construct an estimator which is UMVU over Holder balls
and achieves the (local) minimax rate of convergence. These results hold
under weak assumptions on ® which are satisfied for ®(u) = |u|?, p > 1.
As an application, we consider the problem of estimating the LP-norm
and derive the minimax separation rates in the corresponding nonpara-
metric hypothesis testing problem. Structural differences to results for
regular nonparametric models are discussed.

1. INTRODUCTION

Point processes serve as canonical models for dealing with support esti-
mation. Poisson point processes (PPP) appear in the continuous limit of
nonparametric regression models with one-sided or irregular error variables,
cf. Meister and Reif8 [I3], and thus form counterparts of the Gaussian white
noise (GWN) model. In this paper we consider the observation of a PPP on
[0,1] x R with intensity function

A(z,y) =nl(y = g(x)), x €10,1],y € R, (1.1)

where ¢ is an unknown support boundary curve and n € N. A prototypical
regression model corresponding to this PPP model with n replaced by an
is given by
Yi=g(i/n)+e, i=1,...,n, (1.2)
with one-sided i.i.d. error variables ; > 0, satisfying P(g; < ) = az+0(x?)
as z | 0, cf. the discussion in Reify and Selk [15]. The important point to keep
in mind is that in these support boundary models, the standard parametric
rate is n~! due to the behaviour of extreme value statistics.
In Korostelev and Tsybakov [8, Chapter 8] the problem of estimating
functionals of a binary image boundary from noisy observations has been
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Rate PPP GWN

estimate g(z) | nP/(B+D n—B/2B+T)

estimate (g,¢) | n=(FF1/2/B+D) [ =172

estimate ||g|[5 | n=(F+L/2/(F+D) p =2 n WB/EBTD o172
estimate ||g||, | n=CT/@D/BHD | even: n~P/BF1-1/p)
testing n—B+1/(2p))/(B+1) | ,,—B/(2B+1/2+(1/2-1/p)+)

TABLE 1. Minimax rates for regularity S in the Poisson point
process (PPP) and Gaussian white noise (GWN) model.

studied. Although the noise is regular, the Hellinger metric is an L'-distance
exactly as in our PPP model. In both models, the minimax rate of conver-
gence for estimating linear functionals of the form (g, ) = fol g(x)Y(x) dx,
Y € L2([0,1]), is n~B+/2/(B+) oyer the Holder ball

CP(R)={g:[0,1] = R |g(z) — g(y)| < Rlz — y|’ Va,y € [0,1]}

with 8 € (0,1] and radius R > 0. For the PPP model Reifl and Selk [15]
build up a nonparametric maximum-likelihood approach and construct an
unbiased estimator achieving this rate. Besides minimax optimality, their
estimator has the striking property of being UMVU (uniformly of minimum
variance among all unbiased estimators) over C7(R).

Here, we consider the problem of estimating and testing non-linear func-
tionals of the form

1
Fa(g) = /0 B(g(x)) de, (1.3)

where @ : R — R is a known weakly differentiable function with derivative
' € L}, .(R) (ie. ®(u)=D(0)+ [, P (v)dv, u € R, holds). An important
class of functionals of the form is given by p-th powers ||g||h of LP-norms
using ®(u) = |ulP, p > 1.

We show that it is still possible to construct an unbiased estimator of
Fp(g) which is UMVU over C#(R). Moreover, under weak assumptions on
@', we compute the minimax risk of estimation over small neighbourhoods of
g and show that the estimator achieves the local minimax rate of convergence
|® 0 g||lon~(B+1/2/(B+1) | For the special case of estimating | g||} and the LP-
norm ||g||,, we prove that the minimax rates of convergence over C?(R) are
n~(B+1/2)/(B+1) and n~(B+1/2p))/(B+1) | regpectively.

Based on these results we consider the testing problem Hy : g = go
versus Hy : g € {go +h € CP(R) : ||h|l, = 7}, where the nonparametric
alternative is separated by a ball of radius r, > 0 in LP-norm. We show
that the minimax separation rate is n=(#+1/2p))/(B+1) and that this rate can
be achieved by a plug-in test, using a minimax optimal estimator of the
LP-norm of g. In particular, the minimax rates of testing and estimation
coincide, and they are located strictly between the parametric rate n~!' and
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Testing rates
—

— PPP: p=1
PPP: p=2
PPP: p=infty

— GWHN: pin[1.2]

— GWHN: p=infty

FI1GURE 1. Testing rate exponents for the Poisson point pro-
cess (PPP) and Gaussian white noise (GWN) model as a
function of the regularity 3.

the rate n=8/(B+1), corresponding to the problem of estimating the function
g itself (see e.g. Jirak, Meister and Reif [5] and the references therein).

These fundamental questions have been studied extensively in the mean
regression and Gaussian white noise (GWN) model. In the latter, we observe
a realisation of

dX(t) = g(t)dt +n~Y2dW (t), te]o,1],

where g is the unknown regression function and (W(t) : ¢t € [0,1]) is a
standard Brownian motion. Significant differences appear. Consider, for
instance, the case ®(u) = |u|P with p € N. For p even and ( large enough,
the smooth functional can be estimated with the parametric rate of
convergence n~ /2, using the method from Ibragimov, Nemirovski and Khas-
minski [3] (see Table [l for the case p = 2 and the monograph by Nemirovski
[14] for more general functionals). Estimation of the LP-norm has been
considered by Lepski, Nemirovski and Spokoiny [11]. For p even, the op-
timal rate of convergence is n~B/(26+1-1/p) while for p odd, the standard
nonparametric rate n~ /2D can only be improved by logn factors. In
Table [I] we compare these GWN estimation rates with the PPP rates. A
structural difference is that for vanishing regularity 5 | 0 the GWN conver-
gence rates become arbitrarily slow, while in the PPP case the rates always
remain faster than n=1/2 and n=/(2P), respectively. This phenomenon will
be further discussed at the beginning of Section [2l More generally, the PPP
rates hold universally for all 1 < p < oo, while the GWN rates depend on p
in a very delicate way, showing that LP-norm estimation is to some extent a
regular estimation problem in the otherwise rather irregular PPP statistical
model.

Further differences arise in the testing problem, which for the GWN model
is the topic of the monograph by Ingster and Suslina [4]. The testing problem
Hy: g =0 versus Hy : g € {h € L*([0,1]) : ||h], = 7 and ||h]lg, < R}
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is considered, where || - |54 is a Sobolev or Besov norm with smoothness
measured in L?-norm. For instance, in the case 1 < p < 2 and ¢ = oo, the
minimax separation rate is n~2%/(*#+1) which coincides with the minimax
rate for estimating the LP-norm if p = 2 but not if p = 1. The general
minimax GWN separation rates for the case ¢ > p are given in the last
rowofTable(forthecasesl <p<2,p<g<oocand 2 <p=gq< ),
results for the case ¢ < p can be found in Lepski and Spokoiny [12]. Figure
visualises the differences between the GWN and the PPP case by plotting
the separation rate exponents for the range of p € [1,00) as a function of the
regularity 5. In the GWN model the rates become arbitrarily slow when
approaches zero and they do not change for p € [1,2] (elbow effect), which
is not the case in the PPP case. The absence of an elbow effect in the PPP
model may be understood by a different Hellinger geometry: the Hellinger
distance is given by an L'-distance between the curves, while it is based on
the L2-distance in the GWN model.

In the next Section [2| we construct the estimator, compute its mean and
variance using the underlying point process geometry and martingale argu-
ments, and we derive the (local) minimax rates of convergence. In Sections
and {4 we focus on the special case where ®(u) = |uP and apply our re-
sults to the problem of estimating the LP-norm and to the corresponding
hypothesis testing problem.

2. ESTIMATION OF NON-LINEAR FUNCTIONALS

2.1. The estimator. Let (X;,Y});>1 be the observed support points of a
Poisson point process on [0,1] x R with intensity function given by .
The support boundary curve g is supposed to lie in the Holder ball C”(R)
with 8 € (0,1]. The aim is to estimate the functional in . Similarly to
[15], our estimation method can be motivated as follows. Suppose that we
know a deterministic function g € C#(R) with g(z) > g(x) for all z € [0,1].
Then the sum

LS w (e > ) (21)

i>1

is a.s. finite, has expectation equal to

1 1
L [owrae > e = [ (@6) - 6w@) dr

and variance equal to
1 ! / 24 (=
5 ' (y)°1(g(z) > y) Ag(2,y) dyda
n=Jo Jr

1
- /0 /R ¥ (5)°1(g(x) > y > 9(x)) dyda, (2.2)
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provided the last integral is finite (see e.g. [9, Lemma 1.1] or [I0, Theorem
4.4]). Thus,

. 1 1
Fpee = [ a(ga)) do - S (1)1(0(X) > 1))
j>1
forms an unbiased pseudo-estimator (relying on the knowledge of g) of F(g)
whose variance is given by . The closer g is to g, the smaller the
variance. Concerning the rate results for p-th powers of LP-norms in Table
note that already the very minor knowledge of some upper bound of g suffices
to construct an estimator with convergence rate n~/2, which explains why in
the PPP case even for § | 0 estimation and testing rates remain consistent.
The main idea is now to find a data-driven upper bound of g which is as

small as possible. A solution to this problem is given by

@) =min (it Rle - Xi?), ze01, (23)

which is the maximum-likelihood estimator over C#(R) [I5, Section 3]. In-

deed, g™"¥ is an upper bound for g noting that Yj > ¢(Xx) and g(X3) +

Rl — Xi|? = g(x) for all k > 1, where the latter follows from g € C5(R).
The idea is now that the sum

1 R
LS w ) > )
i>1
is a.s. finite and satisfies

E[2 S o)1V G) > )|

Jjz1

1
=0 | [#0ERE ) 2 )5 ) dyde
1

1
- [ (e E @) - [ ag@)as.
0 0

provided that the integral in the second line is well-defined. For the first
equality observe that
~MLE .
L(g" (X)) 2 V) :l(k%&j (Vi + RIX; — X|”) >Yj)

where the term j = k can be dropped. This implies that the observation
(X;,Y;) can be integrated out, by following the usual arguments for com-
puting sums with respect to a Poisson process (see e.g. [10, Theorem 4.4]).
To summarise, we propose the following estimator

. Lo 1 ' N
Fy = /0 (" (2)) da — — ;‘I’ V1" EX) 2 Y;),  (24)

which is indeed an unbiased estimator of Fg(g) under the appropriate inte-
grability condition.
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2.1. Proposition. Suppose that

/ / r) + u)| P (AMLE( )—g(z) > u) dudzr < oo. (2.5)

Then Fg from (2.4) is an unbiased estimator of Fy(g).

2.2. Remark. The above argument can be worked out for more general
functionals of the form fol- . fol D(z1,.. . T, 9(x1), .., g(xm)) day . .. dzp,
but then involves complex expressions in mixed partial derivatives of ®. We
therefore focus on estimation of the basic functional Fg.

2.3. Remark. For the one-sided regression model ([1.2)) the discrete func-
tional F(n) = (1/n)>_", ®(g(i/n)) can be estimated analogously by

L Z (G i) — S @ (VLG /) > )
=1

with the regression analogue §"M¥(z) = min;(Y; + R|x — i/n|?) of gMLE.
This estimator can be analysed with the martingale arguments of the next
section, compare the results in [I5] for the linear case.

2.2. The martingale approach. We pursue a martingale-based analysis
of the estimator Fg in (2.4). The following result extends [15, Theorem 3.2]
to non-linear functionals.

2.4. Theorem. Suppose that the right-hand side in (2.6 below is finite.
Then the estimator Fy is UMVU over g € CP(R) with variance

Var(Fp) = / / +u))? P (g™ (z) — g(x) > u) dudz. (2.6)

2.5. Remark. If the right-hand side in ({2.6) is finite, then Condition ({2.5]
holds since P(GMEE (2) — g(x) > u) is integrable in u, see also (2.8) below.

Proof. We first show the formula for the variance. Let A = ()\¢) be the

process defined by \; = nfol 1(g(z) <t < gMFF(2)) dx, t € R. Making a
linear change of variables, the right-hand side in (2.6 can be written as

n2E [/OO D'(5)2), ds},

0

where t( is a lower bound for g. In the proof of Theorem 3.2 in [15], it is
shown that the pure counting process N = (N;) defined by

Ne=> 1Yy <tngMrE (X)), t =t
j>1

has compensator A = (A;) given by A; = ftto Asds and that M = N —
A is a square-integrable martingale with respect to the filtration F; =
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o((X;,Y;)1(Y; <t),j > 1). Its predictable quadratic variation is

(M), :/t/\sds

to
(see also [7, Proposition 2.32]). We conclude (e.g. via [6, Theorem 26.2])
that

(@ M); = /tt O'(s)dM, =Y ¥'(V;)L(Y; < tAgMEE(X;)) —/t D' (5)\s ds

j>1 to
is an L2-bounded martingale with
t
(@ - M), = / '(s)%\s ds,
to
noting that E[(®’ - M)] is bounded by the right-hand side in (2.6]), which is

finite by assumption. For ¢ — oo the process ((®'- M);) converges almost
surely to

(CI>’-M)OO
=W <) - [ #onds
j>1 to
1 1
_ 1y < gMLE(x ) — GMLE (2 do +n, x)) dx.
—j}}‘;@(w(i@@ (X)) /0<I><g (2)) dz + /Ocmg( ) d

Moreover, the process ((®' - M);) converges almost surely and in L! to

(@ M)y = /OO P’ (5)%\, ds.

to
Hence, unbiasedness and ({2.6]) follow from
E[(@ - M)u] =0 and E[(@-M)Z — (@ M) =0,  (27)

which holds due to the L2-convergence of ® - M [6], Corollary 6.22].
Finally, the fact that Fp is UMVU follows from the Lehmann-Scheffé

theorem and [I5, Proposition 3.1] which says that (¢M%¥(z) : 2 € [0,1]) is

a sufficient and complete statistic for C°(R). O

2.3. Rates of convergence. In this section, we derive convergence rates
for the estimator Fg. Using the argument leading to [15, Equation (3.3)],
we have the following deviation inequality for = € [0, 1]:

1 B+1
nB(2R) Bu B :
P(QMLE(IE) —g(x) > u) < exp ( - T); ifue [072R]7 (28)

Thus, the right-hand side in is finite if (®')? has at most exponential
growth with parameter strictly smaller than n. In particular, this holds for
®(u) = |ulP, p > 1, in which case we have ®(u) = p|lu|/P~!sgn(u). A more
detailed analysis gives:
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2.6. Corollary. Let p > 1 be a real number and consider ®(u) = |ul?,
g € C5(R). Then

Fp—/ g )Ipd:v—*zplYlp sgn(Y)1(gMP (X)) > ;) (2.9)

j=1

is an unbiased estimator of |||/ with

28+1 28p+1
] ) (2.10)

A 2 2 —
E[(F, = llgll5)?] < Cmax (|lgli3h3n™ =+ ,n™ 55

where C' is a constant depending only on R, B and p. Here, we use the
notation || - ||, also for ¢ < 1 with ||g||§ := 1.

2.7. Remark. In the proof, a more precise upper bound is derived in which
the dependence on the constant R is explicit, see (2.12)). For an asymptoti-
cally more precise result see Corollary below.

2.8. Remark. Since ®(u) = |u[P is non-negative, the positive part (F,); of
F, always improves the estimator. This means that F, is not an admissible

estimator in the decision-theoretic sense, while ( »)+ on the other hand is
no longer unbiased.

Proof. Throughout the proof C' > 0 denotes a constant depending only on 3
and p that may change from line to line. By Theorem and the discussion
above, we have

E[(F, — l9I2)?] // 2l + g(2) PP (M PP (2) — g(x) > u) dude.

Applying (2.8) and the inequality |u+ g(z)|?P~2 < 22P~2(u?P~2 4 |g(x)|?P~2),
the last term is bounded by

202p—2 2R _1 s
p=27 2p—2 _ nB(2R) Bu #
e A R B L
p2220—2 _— . 2R
+ = / (lglZ=2 + u?» )exp(—n(u—ﬁ>>du — (I) + (IT).
By a linear substitution, we have for ¢ > 0
1 p+1
/2R ol exp ( B nﬁ(2R) Bu B ) du
0 B+1
B(g+1) [e'S)
< (B ; 1) o (2R)%n_ﬂ(ﬁqul) / vlexp ( — v%) dv
0
64—1) gt (ﬁ(q+1)> _Bla+)
2R) 5+ B+1 2.11
( B R g+1 )" (2.11)

with the Gamma function I'. Consequently,

2Bp+1

(I) < CRFT g2 20~ 571 + CR¥7in 51
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Next, consider the remainder term (/7). We have

A
2R
and

/2:u2p_2exp(—n(u—;fl)>du /2:u2p_2exp(—ﬁnf_u1>du

2p—1 n
(B a 1) " / v?P~ 2 exp(—v) dv < Cn72p+1efg%.
np 26Rn/(6+1)

Note that the last integral can be computed using partial integration. Thus

N

_28Rn _BRn
(IT) < Cllg| 232~ 55 4 oo™ 541

Summarising, we have

A 1 o _2B+1 2p—1 _ 2Bp+1
E[(F, — l9l2)?] < CRF¥||g| 22 =2n~ 551 + CR A7~ 1
_2BRn _BRn
+Cllgl3e3n "2 55 + Cn e 5, (212)
and the claim follows. O

One might wonder whether F}, achieves the rate n~(#+1/2/(8+1) uniformly
over g € CP(R) N B,(R) with the LP-ball B,(R) = {g € L([0,1]) : ||gll, <
R}. For 1 < p < 2 this follows from the inclusion By(R) C Ba,—2(R). For
p > 2 this holds as well and is a consequence of the following useful Lemma
(with ¢ = 2p — 2) providing a simple interpolation result. Results of this
type are well known (cf. Bergh and Lofstrom [I]), but since only Holder
semi-norms appear, we provide a self-contained proof in the appendix.

2.9. Lemma. Let 1 <p<g<ooand f € CB(R). Then we have

1/p=1/q
1£llg < ClFllp max(L, R/|| ) F577",

where C' > 0 is a constant depending only on B, p and q and the right-hand
side is understood to be zero for f = 0.

Let us come to another corollary of Theorem which provides a local
asymptotic upper bound for the minimax risk under weak assumptions on
the functional:

2.10. Corollary. Suppose that there is a constant C > 0 such that |®'(u)| <
Cexp(Clul) for all uw € R. Let f € CP(R). Suppose that ||®' o f|la # 0
and that the map F' : CP(R) C L*([0,1]) — L2([0,1]), F'(g) = ® og is
continuous at g = f with respect to the L?>-norms. Then the estimator
qu = Fy satisfies the local asymptotic upper bound

28+1 ~ 1
limlimsup sup nfHE,|[(Fp,, — F 21 < T2 (288 |9 o £|2
Fiv, i gecﬁ]('oR): o[(Fon — Fa(9))’] (ﬁ+1)(6+1> | 113

Ilf—gll2<6

with the Gamma function T'.
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Proof. By Theorem and Equation (12.8]), we have

A 2R R _1 ftH1
Ey[(Fcb —F‘ID(Q))2] < le/o H(I)/o (u+g)||%exp(_ nﬁ(Qﬂliu B )du
L BaTPY 2 nPu
+n/21~z | O(u+g)||2€xp(—5+1>du_

By Lemma [2.9] applied to f — g and with p = 2, ¢ = oo, we infer from
g € CP(R) with ||f — g|l2 < J that

I1F = glloo < C'RY/(28+1) 526/ (25+1) (2.13)

holds with some constant C’, provided that § < R. Using that ®’ has at most
exponential growth, we get that ||®"o(u+g)||3 < C exp(C|u|) uniformly over
all g € CP(R) with ||f — g2 < 0 (adjusting C appropriately). This shows
that the second term is of smaller order than n~2 and thus asymptotically
negligible for our result. Similarly, for every fixed 8’ > 0 the first integral
from ¢’ to 2R becomes exponentially small in n. Thus, for any §' > 0 the
left-hand side in Corollary is bounded by

” _1 B+l
5 2R) Pu ?
lim limsup  sup nﬁ“/ ||‘I>/O(U+9)||%GXP<_ npem T )du'
=0 n—oo geCB(R): 0 A+l
lf—gll2<d
(2.14)

By the continuity of Fj, at f and the fact that [|®’ o f||2 # 0, for every € > 0
there exist d,0" > 0 such that ||®" o (u+g)||2 < (1+¢€)|| P o f]|2 for all [u| < ¢’
and g € CA(R) with ||f — g|l2 < . We conclude that is bounded by
(using the computation in for ¢ = 0)

r(2) (22 e iz

and the claim follows. O

2.11. Remark. By Lemma continuity of Fj on C?(R) with respect to
L?-norm implies continuity with respect to supremum norm. Under the
assumptions of Corollary one can indeed show that the functional Fg
is Fréchet-differentiable in f along C?(R) with derivative Fj(f) = ®' o f.

2.12. Remark. Local asymptotic minimax results for estimating smooth
functionals in the GWN model can be found in Nemirovski [I4, Chapter 7].
The rate is different (see the discussion in the introduction), but the term
| F%(9)||3 appears as well. The latter fact can be explained by linearising
Fq;. at g.

2.13. Remark. The estimators are non-adaptive in the sense that they rely
on the knowledge of the regularity parameters § and R. In [I5] the Lepski
method has been employed to construct adaptive estimators in the linear
case, based on a blockwise estimator. We conjecture that this approach
would also give an adaptive rate-optimal estimator here. Note also the
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restriction 8 < 1 on the regularity parameter. The reason is that the MLE
for g € C#(R) with § > 1 does not necessarily provide a pointwise upper
bound for g such that the present approach may fail.

2.4. Lower bounds. In this section we establish lower bounds correspond-
ing to Corollaries and We will apply the method of two fuzzy
hypotheses (see [16, Chapter 2.7.4]) with a prior corresponding to indepen-
dent non-identical Bernoulli random variables. Our main result states a
local asymptotic lower bound in the case that ® is continuously differen-
tiable. Possible extensions are discussed afterwards.

2.14. Theorem. Let ® be continuously differentiable and f € CP(R) with
|®" o fll2 # 0. Then there is a constant ¢y > 0, depending only on B3, such
that
e e o 2841 = 2 il Y 2
lim liminfinf sup nATE, [(Fn — Fs(9)) ] > 1 RAHT||D o f||5.
6—0 n—oo B(R)-
n geCP(R):
lf—gll2<o

The infimum is taken over all estimators in the PPP model with intensity

(1)

Proof. We want to apply the y2-version of the method of two fuzzy hypothe-
ses as described in [16] Theorem 2.15]. Consider the functions

m
g = Z&kgk with 6 € {0, 1}

k=1

and
—(k—1)h

x(h)> = cRIPPUK (z — (k — 1)h)
with h = 1/m, triangular kernel K(u) = 4(u A (1 — u))1jg1j(u), Kp(-) =
K(-/Rh)/h and ¢ > 0 sufficiently small such that gy € C#(R) for all m and 6.
Let m, be the probability measure on {0, 1}" obtained when 6y, ...,0,, are
independent (non-identical) Bernoulli random variables with success prob-

abilities p1,...,pm. Let P, denote the law of the observations in the PPP
model with intensity function (L.1). We set Py, = Py and

P1u() = [ Prioy(ma(d).

In order to obtain the result, it suffices to find m > 1 and probabilities

Pi,-..,Pm (both depending on n) as well as a constant ¢; > 0, only depend-
ing on B, and an absolute constant ¢ < oo, such that

(i) For each fixed § > 0 the inequality ||gg||]2 < ¢ holds for all n suffi-
ciently large and for n — oo the prior satisfies

ge(z) = ¢cRPPK (

_ B+1/2

1/2
ma(Falf +90) > Falf) +201]|9' o floRHin 55 ) 51

(11) lim sup,, . X2 (Pl,n’ PO,n) < c2
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We start with the following lemma on the y2-distance.

2.15. Lemma. Suppose that the success probabilities satisfy Z?lei = 1.
Then

dP
2 1n
X (P1,,Pon) = / <dP07n> dPg,—1 < exp <exp (n/h g1(x) d;v) 1> 1

holds, where Iy = [0, h).

Proof of Lemma[2.15, We abbreviate [ g, = f[ gx(z) dz, where I}, = [(k —
1)h,kh) for k < m and I, = [1 — h, 1]. Let us first see that

2= T (1= pet prem  #1(9X; € I 2 Y > F(Xp) + u( X)) (2.15)

) —

Indeed, by definition the left hand side is equal to

T (H a-m I] pk)deW

b0} N kBu=0 k=1
= ) < IT a=p) JI predo0(vX; € I Y5 > £(X;) +9k(Xj))>
0c{01)m k=0 k=1

=T (1= o+ pre T 09X € 12 Y > F0G) + 0u(X))).

where we used the formula (see [9, Theorem 1.3] or [I5] Section 3])

ap f+9ge

iP; — e”fgfﬂ]l(‘v’j Y > f(X5) +99(Xj))

II e/ 1(vx; € I : Vi > £(X5) + gr (X))
k:@kzl
in the first equality. By the defining properties of the PPP, under Py, the
right-hand side in (2.15) is a product of independent random variables and

the corresponding indicators have success probabilities e="J 9. Thus we
obtain

dP1 , C 5
’ Py, = || ((1— 2pp(1 — nJ g
/<dP0,n> dPy, pe)? + 2pk(1 — pi) + phe )

(1+pR(e" ) o —1))

m3|

T
I

2(enf 91— nfg1_
epk(e 1) _ e 1’

N
s

B
Il
—_

where we used the bound 1+ z < e” and the assumption )" pz =1 0O
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Using Lemma and the identity

n/ g1(z) dz = cRnhP*t,
Iy

we get (ii) provided that we choose m = 1/h of size (Rn)Y(®+1 and
Pis-..,pm such that >, pz = 1. Thus it remains to choose the p; such
that the second convergence in (i) is satisfied.

We first consider the case that ® o f > 0. Let € > 0 be a small constant
to be chosen later. Since ®’ is uniformly continuous on compact intervals,
there is a ¢’ > 0 such that

1 1 1 1
/0 B(f () +9(x)) d— /0 (f(x)) da > /0 & (f(a))g(x) do—e /0 l9(2)] de

for all g € CP(R) with ||f — g|l2 < ¢ (using (2.13) above). Thus, for n
sufficiently large, we get

Fo(f+g90) — Fo(f) = ("o f,90) — (1, go)

— Zak@’ o f k) — €Zek<1,gk>
k=1

k=1
= thﬂ+1<Zek<q>’ o f,Kn(-— (k—1)h)) — 520k>.
k=1 k=1
Setting ap = (®' o f, Ki(- — (k — 1)h)), this can be written as

Fo(f + g90) — Fo(f) > CRh6+1<Zak9k - 529k>, (2.16)
k=1 k=1

The first sum is a weighted sum of independent non-identical Bernoulli ran-
dom variables and the maximising choice for the success probabilities is
ag

lall2

Pk = | (2.17)

(the ay satisfy ax > 0 since we assumed ® o f > 0). By the mean value

theorem and the fact that ® o f is continuous, we get ap = ®’(f(zx)) with
xi € [(k — 1)h, kh] and also

1 1 & 1
el = kzlag — /0 (' (f(z))?dz =¥ o fllI  asn—o0 (2.18)
for each ¢ > 1. Using the Chebyshev inequality we get
T (Z agly < \a||2/2> =y (Z a0k — pr) < —IlaHz/?)
k=1 k=1
m 3
A adn( ) (lake)

a3 lall2

~X
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and the latter converges to 0 as n — oo by (2.18)). Similarly,

m m
Tn (Zek > 2||a|h/||a|!z) =Ty (Z(ek — ) > |raul/ua\2>
k=1 k=1
||a"32?:1pk(1—pk) < HGHQ
|al3 lall1

and the latter converges to 0 as n — oo by (2.18]). Combining these two
bounds with (2.16) we get

B prije (1 _ 2||a|]1>)
o (Fol+.00) = Fol) > R 2 (ofaly — el ) ) =1

as n — oo. This implies (i) if € is chosen small enough since ||a||2/+/m and
llall1/(v/m|lalj2) have non-zero limits by and the assumption |9’ o
fll2 # 0. This completes the proof in the case ® o f > 0.

If ® o f <0, then we may follow the same line of arguments where (ii)
is replaced with a left-deviation inequality (which corresponds to apply the
above arguments to the functional F_g). Next, if &’ o f takes both, positive
and negative values, then we may choose py = ags/|a||2 (resp. pr =
aj_/|la_||2) leading to a lower bound with ||®’o f||3 replaced by ||(®o f) |3
(resp. [|[(®' o f)_||3). Summing up both lower bounds gives the claim in the
general case. ([

2.16. Remark. If ® is convex, then we can replace (2.16) by

m
Fy(f + g9) — Fa(f) = (@' o f, g9) = cRR"TY " ayby,
k=1
leading to a shortening of the above proof. In this case the lower bound also

holds without continuity of ®. The arguments, however, must be adapted
slightly since the convergence in (2.18)) may not hold in this case.

2.17. Remark. By making the constants in the proof of Theorem [2.14] ex-
plicit, one can also establish non-asymptotic lower bounds which include
lower-order terms. Consider for instance ®(u) = |u|P, p € N and f =a > 0.
Then we have

m p
Fp(a+ go) —aP = <Zek> > <IJ’> a’ I R K|

k=1 j=1

> <Z 9k> max(pa?~'cRWPT PRP| K|PRPPTL). (2.20)
k=1
We choose
pr=-=pm=1/vVm and m=|2(cRn)"/B+]

In order to ensure ||gg|l2 < 6, it suffices that m > 1 and 2cRh® < § hold,
which is satisfied if n > ¢; with ¢; depending only on ¢, R and é. Now,
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by Lemma and the choice of m we have XQ(POW,PL") < el — 1.
Moreover, using the simplification of Remark (2.19) becomes

1
T (F@(a+g9) > ap+§ max(pa? ' cRh#1/2, chpHKthﬁpHp)) > 1-4/y/m.

Inserting the value of h and applying [16, Theorem 2.15 (iii)], we get

: ~ k2 1 p-1/2 _fpt1/2
inf sup Pg(an—Ep(gﬂ}max(chap RB+In~ B+T [cgR B+l n~ A+l ))
Fn geCh(R):

lla—gll2<6

> Lexp(—(e7 — 1)) — 2/vm,

provided that n > c¢1, where co is a constant depending only on § and c3 is
a constant depending only on 8 and p. Thus we obtain a lower bound which

has the form of the upper bound in Corollary (resp. (2.12))).

2.18. Remark. In the case of linear functionals the above proof can be used
to obtain the lower bound in [I5, Theorem 2.6]. Instead of using the method
of fuzzy hypothesis, one can also try to apply the method used in Reifl and
Selk [15] and Korostelev and Tsybakov [8] which is based on a comparison
of the minimax risk with a Bayesian risk. This works for instance for the
special case ®(u) = |ulP, p € N, and f = a > 0, but it is not clear whether
this structurally different prior can produce the correct lower bounds more
generally.

3. HYPOTHESIS TESTING

3.1. Main result. In this section we use the previous results to address the
hypothesis testing problem

Ho:9=g90 vs. Hi:g€go+Gn,
where gg is a known function and

Gn = Gn(B, Ryp,mn) = {g € C°(R) : ||gllp = 70}

In the sequel, we restrict to the case gg = 0, since the general case can be
reduced to this one by a simple shift of the observations. We propose the
following plug-in test

Unp = 1(Fp =11 /2), (3.1)

with the estimator Fp from (2.9). We follow a minimax approach to hypoth-
esis testing, see e.g. [4, Chapter 2.4]. Our main result of this section states
that 1)y, ;, achieves the minimax separation rates:

3.1. Theorem. Let p > 1 be a real number and

*

_ B+1/(2p)
Bl
n

r,="n

Then, the following holds as n — oo:
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(a) If rp/r} — 00, then the tests vy, from (3.1) satisfy

Eo[tn,p] + sup Eg[1 — 9 p] — 0.
9geGn

(b) If rp/7} — 0, then we have

mf (Eo [¢n] + sup E4[1 — 1/%1]) L,
geln

where the infimum is taken over all tests in the PPP model with
intensity (1.1)).

3.2. Proof of the upper bound. Throughout the proof C > 0 denotes
a constant depending only on R, § and p that may change from line to
line. Under the null hypothesis we have, using the Chebyshev inequality
and Corollary

~ 2pp+1
A Ay [F?) n~ Bt 7\ 2P
Eo[tnp] = Po(Fp > 17/2) < —5= < C——; —C(") (3.2)
Tn Tn T'n

and by assumption the right-hand side tends to zero as n — oo. Next,
consider the type-two error E4[1 —1y, ,] with g € G,,. Let k € N be such that
2k=1rh < |\gllh < 28rh and set r,, 1 = 2%/Pr,,. By the Chebyshev inequality,
we have

Eg[l - T/’n,p] = PQ(FP <rh/2) = IPQ(HQHZ - Fp > ”9”5 —rh/2)
Py(llglly — Fp > 17, 1./4)

_ 16E ol(F 2 —llgllp)*] (3.3)

nk

Now, we may restrict ourselves to the case that

2p+1 _ 2Bp+1
2B = AL (3.4)

91lp

Indeed, if (3.4) does not hold, then the maximal type-two error is also
bounded by C(r%/r,)?, as can be seen by the same argument as in (3.2).

By (3.3)), (3.4) and Corollary we obtain
_ 2B+1

2p—2 M B+1
B[l — ) < Cllgll 22 20— (3.5)
rnk

Let us consider the cases 1 < p < 2 and p > 2 separately. If 1 < p < 2, then
we have ||g|l2p—2 < |l9llp < Tnk by the Holder inequality and the deﬁmtlon
of k. Thus, for 1 < p < 2, we get

-4 0\ 2 2611/ * 2

n r 28 P T

Ey[l — v, < C— <C < L > n_ CEEgy Ee <C (n> :
Tk Tk T



FUNCTIONAL ESTIMATION IN NONPARAMETRIC BOUNDARY MODELS 17

Taking the supremum over all g € G, the right-hand side tends to zero as
n — oo. Next, consider the case p > 2. Applied with ¢ = 2p—2 > p, Lemma

2.9 gives
2/p
2p-2
lgllzp—2 < CllgllpP~2 max(1, |lgll, 1)3“/” (3.6)
If |lg||, > 1, then the claim follows as in the case 1 < p < 2. If ||g||, < 1,

then by (3.5) and (3.6]), we have

5 1-2/p 28+1
B+1/p, —
Eg[l = tnp] < Cryp o8

B+1

28+1 2
r* \ BF1/p  28+1 B+1/2p 2B+1 r*\ B¥1/p
=C n nBH/p AHL AT L O 2 .

Tn,k Tn

Again, taking the supremum over all g € G,,, the right-hand side tends to
zero as n — oo. This completes the proof of (i). O

3.3. Proof of the lower bound. We set Py ,(-) nge )7n(df) and
Py, = Py with gy and 7, as in the proof of Theorem with the choice
plz...:pmzl/\/m. (3.7)

By [4, Proposition 2.9 and Proposition 2.12], in order that Theorem (ii)
holds, we have to show that as n — oo,

(i) m(99 € Gn) — 1;
(11) XQ(Pl,ny PO,n) — 0.

For (i), note that

" 1/p
lgoly = (D 0k) " cRRTFVP K
k=1

By the Chebyshev inequality, we have

<(Zek) Y, 2P>> — (i O — 1/v/m) < \/E/2>
k=1
_ Am(y/ym)(1 - 1/vim)

~X

where the right-hand side tends to zero as m — oo. Thus (i) holds provided
that we choose m~! = h of size

01T€+1/(2p>

with ¢; > 0 depending only on R and p. Moreover, by Lemma and
(3.7), we have
X*(P1.,Pon) < exp (exp(cRnh’8+1) -1) -1

Inserting the above choice of h, the last expression goes to zero as n — oo,

since
B+1

B L __B+L
nnf“/(zm — (Tn/T:z) B+1/(2p) — ().

This completes the proof. O
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4. ESTIMATING THE LP-NORM

Finally let us consider the problem of estimating the LP-norm of g. We
define the estimator 1" of | g, by

T = (max(F,0)) 7" = (£,)}/".
Our main result of this section is as follows:

4.1. Theorem. Let p > 1 be a real number. Then we have

T _ B+1/(2p)
sup EQHT - Hg”pH < Cn B
geCP(R)

with a constant C' > 0 depending only on R, 8 and p.
On the other hand, we have
o BH/ep) -
liminfn AT inf sup E4[|T, — ||gllp]] > 0,
n—o0 Tn geCB(R)

where the nfimum is taken over all estimators in the PPP Model with in-

tensity (| In particular, the minimaz rate of estimation over C°(R) is
n—(ﬂ+1/(2p )/(6+1

Proof. The lower bound follows from the lower bound in Theorem [3.1] To
see this, let 7% = inf; sup,cesp E,[|Tn—lgllp|] be the minimax risk. If the
lower bound in Theoremwas false then r“t /[y, — 0 along a subsequence
(nk). Now construct (ry, ) such that ry, /7 — 0 and Ty, 765" — 00, Using
[4, Proposition 2.17] and the fact that r,, / r“t — 00, we would get Eq [y, |+
SUPgeg,, E4[1 — tp, ] — 0 for suitable plug—ln tests v, based on minimax

optlmal estimators, contradicting the lower bound in Theorem [3.1] and the
fact that ry, /r;, — 0.

It remains to prove the upper bound. Throughout the proof C' > 0
denotes a constant depending only on R, 8 and p that may change from
line to line. Since the case p = 1 is covered in Corollary we restrict to
the case p > 1. By the convexity of y — y”, we have (for non-negative real
numbers a # b the inequality (b” — aP)/(b — a) > max(a,b)?~" holds)

. 177 — ||glb]
T —lgllp| < ——F2
lgll3

Hence,

Ey[(17 — llglp)*1"? _ Egl(F, — llgllp)***
lglip™" lgllp~

where we also used the fact that 7?7 = (F},), improves F}, (see also Remark

. On the other hand, we also have |7 — ||g|l,| < |T| + ||g||p, which leads
to

Eq[IT = llgllol] < . (4

Eg(IT ~ lgllpl] < EglT?1 + [lgll,
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HT” lglI? + 21|g]l,
Eqg[(Fp — llgl12)*1/ ) + 2llglly, (4.2)

where we applied the Hoélder inequality and the concavity of the function
y +— y'/P (for non-negative real numbers a # b the inequality (a + b)'/? <
a'/? 4 b'/P holds).

If ||g||, < n~(B+1/@P)/(B+1) | then by and Corollary [2.6] it suffices to
show

<E
<

o _28+1  _28p+17\1/(2p) _B+1/(2p)
max <Hg”§1’;_§n RSN EEs: > < Cn AL ,
which itself follows from ||g|j2p—2 < Cn~#/#+1)_ For p < 2 the latter holds

because of ||g|l2p—2 < ||gll, < n~ BTV EP/BHD For p > 2 this is implied by
Lemma

lgll2p—2 < Cmax(||g|,, HQH (B+1/(2p—2))/(B+1/p) ) < CHgHﬂ/ B+1/(2p)) < Cn—ﬁ/(ﬁﬂ)

using first ||g||, < 1 and then 1/(2p —2) > 1/(2p).
In the opposite case ||g|l, > n~F+1/@P)/(B+1) we apply ([@1)), Corollary
and obtain the result if

_B+1/2 _ Bp+1/2
max (Ilgllzp on” FH p A ) < Cllg|[5 n~B+1/CPN/ (31

For p < 2 this follows again by ||g||2p—2 < [|g]lp. For p > 2 Lemma[2.9| yields
the bound

”g”% 5 < CHng 1max(1 ||g|| (1/2—(p— 1)/p)/(6+1/p)) <C’||g||7;_1n(1/2_1/(2p))/(ﬂ+1),
using ((p —1)/p — 1/2)(6 +1/(2p)) = (1/2 = 1/p)(6 +1/(2p)) < (1/2 —
1/(2p))(B8+1/p). Inserting the bound thus gives the result also for p > 2. O

4.2. Remark. For the problem of estimating ¢ in L°°-norm, Drees, Neumeyer
and Selk [2] established the rate (n~'logn)?/ A+ (in a boundary regres-
sion model). This result is then used to analyse goodness-of-fit tests for
parametric classes of error distributions.

4.3. Remark. Note that we can consider the minimax risk over the whole
Hoélder class C°(R) in the case of estimating the norm ||g|,. In distinction
to Corollary the upper bound does not depend on any L?-norm of g.

Inspecting the proof, we see more precisely that the minimax rate is driven
by functions whose LP-norm is smaller than n~(#+1/@»)/(B+1)  For func-
tions which have a substantially larger norm we get the rate of convergence
n~(B+1/2)/(B+1) corresponding to a smooth functional. This is explained by
the fact that the LP-norm is a non-smooth functional at g = 0.

4.4. Remark. There is a close connection between Theorem 1] and Theo-
rem First, the upper bound in Theorem follows from Theorem
by using e.g. [4, Proposition 2.17]. Second, the lower bound in Theorem
is a consequence of the lower bound in Theorem
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF LEMMA 2.9

Let us first show that the general case can be deduced from the special
case ¢ = oo and suppose that

_1/p
[ flloe < CJf|lp max (LR/Hpr) i/ (A.1)

holds. Clearly, we have
111G < ILFIEPILFI- (A.2)

Now, if || f[l, > R, then (A1) and (&2) give ||f]ly < C*7#/7||f[|,. On the
other hand, if || f||, < R, then (A.1) and (A.2]) give

q g—p q (g—p)/p
IF11G < CTPIFIFCR/(fNlp) 7Fi7e
and thus
1/p—1/q

1Fllg < C PN fllp(B/11£11p) #5077
It remains to prove (A.1]). Using the definition of C°(R), we get

min(L,([|f]lsc/R)'/#) B
/ (Il = R2")P da.

1
12 = /0 fards> [

Setting a = || f|loo and b = (|| f]leo/R)"?, we obtain
1 min(1,b) min(1,b)
[1r@rass [ - aap?ypa=a [T 0 @Pyde
0 0 0

1
> min(L) [ (1P
0

where we make the substitution = by if b < 1 and use the inequality
1—(2/b)% > 1 — 2P if b > 1. Thus we have proven

1
11l = 1f lloo min (1, 1 £lloc/R) P 11 = Iy,
which gives (A.1)).
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