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Abstract

Given observations from a circular random variable contaminated by an additive mea-
surement error, we consider the problem of minimax optimal goodness-of-fit testing in a
non-asymptotic framework. We propose direct and indirect testing procedures using a
projection approach. The structure of the optimal tests depends on regularity and ill-
posedness parameters of the model, which are unknown in practice. Therefore, adaptive
testing strategies that perform optimally over a wide range of regularity and ill-posedness
classes simultaneously are investigated. Considering a multiple testing procedure, we ob-
tain adaptive i.e. assumption-free procedures and analyse their performance. Compared
with the non-adaptive tests, their radii of testing face a deterioration by a log-factor. We
show that for testing of uniformity this loss is unavoidable by providing a lower bound.
The results are illustrated considering Sobolev spaces and ordinary or super smooth error
densities.
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1 Introduction

The statistical model. We consider a circular convolution model where a random variable
that takes values on the circle is observed contaminated by an additive error. Identifying the
circle with the unit interval [0, 1), the observable random variable can be expressed as

Y=X+4+e—-|X+¢], (1.1)

where X and ¢ are independent random variables supported on the interval [0, 1) and |- | denotes
the floor-function. The aim of this paper is to investigate adaptive testing procedures for the
circular density f of X given a sample of independent and identically distributed (iid) copies
of Y. If ¢ denotes the density of the error €, then the observable random variable Y admits a
density g = f®p, where %) denotes circular convolution defined by

f®e(y) = /[Oﬁl)f(y —s—|y—s])p(s)ds, ye€][0,1).

Hence, making inference on f based on observations from g is a deconvolution problem. Circu-
lar, wrapped (around the circumference of the unit circle), spherical or directional data appear
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in various applications. We briefly mention two popular fields. Circular models are used for
data with a temporal or periodic structure, where the circle is identified e.g. with a clock
face (cp. Gill and Hangartner [2010]). Moreover, identifying the circle with a compass rose,
directional data can also be represented by a circular model. For many more examples of cir-
cular data we refer the reader to Mardia [1972], Fisher [1995] and Mardia and Jupp [2009].
Kerkyacharian et al. [2011] and Lacour and Ngoc [2014], for instance, investigated a circular
model with multiplicative error. Nonparametric estimation in the additive error model (1.1) has
amongst others been considered in Efromovich [1997], Comte and Taupin [2003] and Johannes
and Schwarz [2013].

Testing task. For a prescribed density f° we test the null hypothesis {f = f°} against the
alternative {f # f°} based only on observations of Y. We separate the null hypothesis and
the alternative to make them distinguishable. Consider the Hilbert space £ := £2([0,1)) of
square-integrable complex-valued functions on [0, 1) equipped with its usual norm ||-||&2. We
assume throughout this paper that both f and ¢ (and, hence, g) belong to the subset of real
probability densities D in 2. Let {Yj}?:1 be n independent and identically distributed copies
of Y, i.e. the observations are given by

Vi3 %y = foy. (1.2)

Denote by P, and E, the probability distribution and the expectation associated with the
data (1.2), respectively. For a separation radius p € Ry, let us define the energy set $p2 =
{fe % |flgz = p}. For a nonparametric class of functions £, capturing the regularity of
the alternative, the testing task can be written as

Hy: f=f° against H:f—f°€ (ZPQ NE, feD. (1.3)

In the literature there exist several definitions of rates and radii of testing in an asymptotic and
nonasymptotic sense. The classical definition of an asymptotic rate of testing for nonparametric
alternatives is essentially introduced in the series of papers Ingster [1993a], Ingster [1993b] and
Ingster [1993c|. For a fixed sample size, two alternative definitions of a nonasymptotic radius of
testing are typically considered. For prescribed error probabilities o, 8 € (0, 1), Baraud [2002],
Laurent et al. [2012] and Marteau and Sapatinas [2017], amongst others, define a nonasymptotic
radius of testing as the smallest separation radius p such that there is an a-test with maximal
type II error probability over the p-separated alternative smaller than 5. The definition we
use in this paper — which is based on the sum of both error probabilities — is adapted e.g.
from Collier et al. [2017]. We measure the accuracy of a test A, i.e. a measurable function
A :R™ — {0, 1}, by its maximal risk defined as the sum of the type I error probability and the
maximal type II error probability over the p-separated alternative

R(A|E,p) =P.(A=1)+ sup P.(A =0).
fED: f—feeZL2nE

We are particularly interested in the smallest possible value of p for which the null and the
p-separated alternative are still distinguishable. A value p?(€) is called an upper bound of the
radius of testing for a family of tests {A,, a € (0,1)} over the alternative &, if for all « € (0,1)
there exists a constant A, € R, such that

for all A > A, we have R(A, | £, Ap(€)) < a, (upper bound)



The difficulty of the testing problem can be characterised by the minimax risk
R(E,p) :=mfR(A[E,p)

where the infimum is taken over all possible tests. The value p*(€) is called minimaz radius of
testing, if in addition for all a € (0,1) there exists a constant A, € R, such that

for all A < A, we have R(E,Ap(€)) 21—« (lower bound)

and the family {A,,a € (0,1)} is then called minimax optimal.

Direct and indirect testing procedures. Considering the density f° = 1o of a uniform
distribution only, minimax radii of testing in the circular model (1.1) are for example derived in
Schluttenhofer and Johannes [2020b] for nonparametric alternatives £, covering Sobolev spaces
and ordinary or super smooth error densities. The authors consider a test that is based on a
projection estimator of the quantity || f — f°||%, depending on a dimension parameter. The test,
roughly speaking, compares the estimator to a multiple of its standard deviation. Choosing the
dimension parameter optimally, they show that this test is minimax optimal, i.e. it achieves
the minimax radius of testing given by a typical bias-variance trade-off. However, estimating
|f — f°||%2 based on observations (1.2) in deconvolution models is an inverse problem, since it
requires an inversion of the convolution transformation. This inversion introduces additional
instability in deconvolution problems, caused by its ill-posedness. To circumvent this problem,
in an inverse Gaussian sequence space model Laurent et al. [2011] argue for a direct testing
procedure, which is based on the estimation of the energy in the image space of the operator.
Let us explain this idea in our setting. Instead of the indirect testing task (1.3) we examine
the direct testing task of the null hypothesis {g° = g} with ¢° := f°®¢ against the alternative
{g° # g}, where we have direct access to observations from g¢. Using similar arguments as
Schluttenhofer and Johannes [2020b], it is possible to derive the testing radii of a direct test,
based on a projection estimator of the direct quantity ||g—g¢°||%=. In both the direct and indirect
testing procedure the radii of testing, depending on the dimension parameter, are essentially
determined by a bias-variance trade-off. As usual the optimal choice of the dimension parameter
depends on both the smoothness of the alternative and the ill-posedness of the model, which
are unknown in practice. This motivates the study of adaptive testing procedures, which we
investigate in this paper.

Adaptive testing. In the literature adaptive, i.e. assumption-free, testing strategies have
been studied in both an asymptotic and a nonasymptotic framework. In an asymptotic frame-
work, e.g. Spokoiny [1996] considers adaptive testing strategies in a sequence space model with
Besov-type alternatives, showing that asymptotic adaptation comes with an unavoidable cost
of a log-factor. In a nonasymptotic setting, Laurent et al. [2003] consider adaptive testing in
a Gaussian regression model, Fromont and Laurent [2006] deal with a density model. Butucea
[2007] and Butucea et al. [2009] determine adaptive rates of testing in a convolution model
on the real line using kernel estimators of the #?-distance to the null. The proposed tests
have as a common feature that they are based on estimators of the distance to the null, which
only depend on the (unknown) smoothness through a tuning parameter (e.g. a bandwidth,
a threshold or a dimension parameter). By aggregating the estimators over different tuning
parameters into one test statistic - i.e. using a multiple testing approach - the authors obtain
tests, which perform optimally over a wide range of alternatives. Since they no longer depend
on the unknown regularity of the alternative, they are assumption-free. To formalise this idea,



let us introduce a collection A of regularity parameters that characterise a family of alterna-
tives {&, ,a. € A} with corresponding radii {p, (n) := p(&,.), a. € A}, where we now explicitly
emphasise the dependence on the regularity parameter a, € A and the number of observations
n in the notation. In general, adaptation without a loss is impossible (cp. Spokoiny [1996]).
To characterise the cost to pay for adaptation, we introduce the effective sample size 6,n. The
factor §,, € [0, 1] shrinks the sample size n and, hence, evaluating the radius at d,n deteriorates
the radius of testing. In fact, the value &, ! is called adaptive factor for the family of tests
{A,, @ € (0,1)} over the family of alternatives {€,_,a. € A}, if for all v € (0, 1) there exists a

constant A, such that
for all A > A, we have sup, .4 R(A, | E.., Ap,.(62m) < @,

where p, (n) denotes a radius of testing of the family A,, a € (0,1). We shall emphasise that
the testing risk now has to be bounded uniformly for all alternatives £ _. We call 6, ' minimal
adaptive factor if for all o € (0, 1) there exists a constant A, € R such that

for all A < A, we have infasup, .4 R(A | €., Ap, (6.m) =1 — a.

Aggregation procedure. Let us come back to the circular deconvolution problem and the
indirect and direct tests discussed above. In this paper we aggregate both testing procedures
over a family I C N of dimension parameters using a classical Bonferroni method, where for
a given level a € (0,1) each of the tests in the family has level ‘%' The aggregated testing
procedure rejects the null hypothesis as soon as one test in the collection rejects. It is straight-
forward to see that a Bonferroni aggregation of the indirect test proposed in Schluttenhofer
and Johannes [2020b] leads to an adaptive factor of order |K|. The choice of the family K
reflects the collection of alternatives, over which the aggregated test performs optimally. If the
alternatives characterise ordinary smoothness of the circular density, the size of K is typically
chosen to be of order logn (c.p. Fromont and Laurent [2006], Spokoiny [1996]). Then the
aggregated test will feature a deterioration by an adaptive factor of order logn. However, we
show in this paper that generally the minimal adaptive factor is smaller. In order to do so,
we first derive sharper bounds for the quantiles of the direct and indirect test statistics using
exponential bounds for U-statistics and a Bernstein inequality. This allows to define a new
version of an indirect and a direct test, for which we derive radii of testing. Aggregating these
tests via the Bonferroni method, we obtain an adaptive factor for adaptation with respect to
smoothness of order y/loglogn. Interestingly, for testing for uniformity, i.e. f° = 1o 1), the
aggregated direct test does not depend on the noise density ¢ and is, thus, also adaptive with
respect to the ill-posedness of the model. Moreover, in this situation, we derive a lower bound
for the adaptive factor, which provides conditions under which it is minimal.

Outline of the paper. The upper bounds for the radius of testing via an indirect and a direct
testing procedure are derived in Sections 2 and 4, respectively. Sections 3 and 5 are devoted to
adaptive indirect and direct testing strategies. We provide lower bounds in Section 6. Technical
derivations are deferred to the Appendix A.

2 Upper bound via an indirect testing procedure

Notation. The inner product on .#? that induces the norm ||-|| &2 is given by (£,() g2 =

Jioy §()C(x)dx, where ((x) denotes the complex conjugate of ((x). Consider the family of



exponential functions {e;},; with e;(x) := exp(—i2mjz) for x € [0,1) and j € Z, which is an
orthonormal basis of .Z2. Consequently, any ¢ € .2 admits an expansion as a discrete Fourier
series ( = 3 ez (je; wWith ¢ := ((, ;) 2, for j € Z. By Parseval’s identity its sequence of Fourier
coefficients ¢, := ((;);ez is square summable. In fact, setting ||C[|e := (Xjez |G[P)VP for p > 1
we have ||C.||;z = [|¢]|.#2. Moreover, for a density g let us further denote by .£?(g) the set of
all real-valued (Borel-measurable) functions h satisfying [ ) h*(2)g(x)dz < oo, in particular,

gRZ = ng(]l[OJ))'

Definition of the test statistic. We expand the densities f, f° € D C .#? appearing in the
testing task (1.3) in the exponential basis. Therefore we have || f — f°||%. = Ejien |, — f7° =
2 jen |f; = f7]? due to Parseval’s identity, since f, = 1 = fo, f; = f_, and fr = f_ for all
Jj € Z. Additionally, exploiting the circular convolution theorem, the density g = f®p of the
observations (1.2) admits Fourier coefficients g; = f; - ¢, for all j € Z. Keeping ¢° = f°®¢ and
Y ~ g = f®y in mind and assuming from here on |¢,| > 0 for all j € Z, we have
_ 0|2 _ lg; — 9; |2 . o ]
fy=>1H-rr=> TP with g; = E,(e;,(=Y)) for all j € Z.

ljleN ljleN
For k € N and [k] := [1,k] NN let us define an unbiased estimator ¢3 of the truncated version
2 o
@)= TR ¥ e B B S g 1)
l7l€x] ljlelk] 1% ljlelk] 7 MEL

using that > e |<pj|*2g]9§]. is real-valued. Replacing the unknown Fourier coefficients by
empirical counterparts based on observations {Y;}"_; we consider the test statistic

Q2 :=Tp — 25, + q2(f°) with

T, = > Zﬂ and

n(” 1) \jle[[k]] lme[[n]] ‘90 2

(2.2)

Note that qf(f°) is known, T}, is a U-statistic and Sy, is a linear statistic. We shall emphasise, if
{Y;}r, % g asin (1.2) then G2 is an unbiased estimator of q2(f — f°) for each k € N. Below we
construct a test that, roughly speaking, compares the estimator 4 to a multiple of its standard
deviation.

Decomposition of the test statistic. The key element to analyse quantiles of the test
statistic 2 in (2.2) is the following decomposition

Q2 =U, +2V, +q2(f— f°) with
U 3 Z ) —g)(e,(Yn) ~7)

n(n 1) I51€ k] lmE[[n]] |90j|2

—— —g0)(e;(Y) — 7))
= g%k]] le%}] |90]_‘2 , (2.3)

where qZ(f — f°) is a separation term, U, is a canonical U-statistic and V,, is a centred linear
statistic.



Definition of the threshold. The next proposition provides bounds for the quantiles of the
test statistic 2. Let L, := (1 —1logx)Y? € (1, 00) for x € (0,1). Define for k¥ € N the quantities

_q\ /4 _
vy = ( > el 4) and my = ma13<|g0j| L (2.4)
slelr st
For a € (0,1) with ¢; := 799||g°||¢2 + 1372, ¢ := 52||¢°||¢x consider the threshold
2 2 2
,_ 2 Yk 3 Yk Yk 2 My
Tk<Oé> =C (1 vV Lam V Lag> Lag + C2La?. (25)
Note that ||g?||a < ||f°ll22|l¢llez < oo due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Parseval’s
identity.
Proposition 2.1. For f°, f,o € %% andn € N, n > 2, consider {Y]}y:1 i g = f ® ¢ with
joint distribution P, and g° = f°® . Let a, 8 € (0,1) and for k € N consider 4; and 7,(«v) as
in (2.2) and (2.5), respectively.
(i) If L2(g°) = £2, then P (G = 7(@)) < ov.

(ii) If c5 == 8|g.||er + 826/ || + 1372 and

G(F ~ 1) 2 2(rl0) + ealiyy (1 25) 1), 26)

then P, (47, < me(a)) < .
Proof of Proposition 2.1. Firstly, consider (i). If f = f° and, hence g = ¢°, the decomposition
(2.3) simplifies to 7 = U, where U, is a canonical U-statistic. Applying Proposition A.l
given in the appendix, a concentration inequality for canonical U-statistics of order 2, with
r = L2 > 1 and quantities A-D satisfying (A.2) we obtain
P. (4 >8Cn'La + 13Dn~'L2 + 261Bn 2L} + 343An2L%) < a. (2.7)

Consider the quantities A-C in (A.6) and D in (A.7), which satisfy (A.2) under the additional
condition .Z2(g°) = .£? due to Lemma A.3. We have 8Cn 'L, + 13Dn~'L2 + 261Bn~%/2L3 +
343An"2LY < 7i(a). This together with (2.7) shows (i). Secondly, consider (ii). Keeping
the decomposition (2.3) in mind we control the deviations of the U-statistic U,, and the linear
statistic V,, by applying Proposition A.1 and Lemma A .4, respectively. In fact, the quantities
A-D given in (A.6) of Lemma A3 fulfil (recall Lg/, > 1)

8Cn "Ly 4+ 13Dn 'L}, + 261Bn %L} ) + 343An"°L} ,
< L (825 gl +1372)(1V (vpn™"))pgn ™" =: 7.
Consequently, the event (0 := {U,, < —1} satisfies P,(€2;) < 3/2 due to Proposition A.1 (with
the usual symmetry argument). Define further the event €y := {2Vn < -7 —1qp(f— fo)}
with 75 := L3 5 (8llg.lx + [[@ll72) (1 V (mgn="))min~", then Py(s) < £ <2 que to Lemma A4
with o = Lg/ > 1, which is an application of a Bernstein inequality. Since 71 + 7 < L‘é /203(1 Vv

(vin™"))vin™" with c3 = 8]|g.[lo +826(| |7 +1372 due to mi < vji, 1 < Lgyp and [lg.[le < [l@ll?
the assumption (2.6) yields $q7(f— f°) = 7i(@) 4+ 71+ 72. Thus, the decomposition (2.3) implies

P, (4} <m(e) =B ({& < (@)} n ) + B ({af < la)} n Q)
<P () + Py (2Vi + qi(f = £°) < Th(a) +71) < B/2+ B(Q) < B,

which shows (ii) and completes the proof. O



Remark 2.2. The technical assumption £2(g°) = £2 in Proposition 2.1 allows us to express
elements of £2(g°) in their Fourier expansion. It is immediately satisfied for f° = e, = Lo,
and if g° is bounded away from 0 and infinity. O

Definition of the test. For k € Nand a € (0,1) using the test statistic 7 and the threshold
k(o) given in (2.2) and (2.5), respectively, we consider the test

Ak a = ]1{61% > ()} (28)

)

From (i) in Proposition 2.1 it immediately follows that Ay, is a level-a-test for all £ € N. To
analyse its power over the alternative, we introduce a regularity constraint, i.e. a nonparametric
class of functions &£, which is formulated in terms of Fourier coefficients. Let R > 0 and let
a. = (a;);en be a strictly positive, monotonically non-increasing sequence that is bounded by
1. We assume that the difference f — f° belongs to the #?-ellipsoid

— {ge.,s,ﬂ?;zzaj?\gj\zgf{?}. (2.9)

jEN

Note that f — f° € £% imposes conditions on all coefficients f;, j € Z, since \fj\z = \f,j|2,
J € N, for all real-valued functions and, additionally, fo = 1 for all densities. The definition
(2.9) is general enough to cover classes of ordinary and super smooth functions. Proposition 2.1
(ii) allows to characterise elements in £ for which Ay , is powerful. Exploiting these results,
in the next proposition we derive an upper bound for the radius of testing of Ay, in terms of
v as in (2.4) and the regularity parameter a., that is, we define

Vi
2 . 2 — 42
Prae = pkya.(n) = ay V z

Proposition 2.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.1 for a € (0,1) define
Ar = R + 2(8R||ale + 826]|a 17 + 859)|g2 ]l + 2744) L. (2.10)

For all A > A, and for all n,k € N with vi < n we have R(Agap2 | EX, Ap,..) <

Proof of Proposition 2.5. We apply Proposition 2.1 to show that both the type I and the maxi-
mal type II error probability are bounded by a/2, then the result follows immediately from the
definition of the risk R(Apa2 | €5, Ap,..) = Bo(Dka2 = 1) + sup,_ foegRnz? P (Apasp =

ka

0) < /24 a/2 = . Since the assumption of Proposition 2.1 (i) is fulfilled the test Ay q o is
a level-a//2-test. Hence, in order to apply Proposition 2.1 (ii) (with § = «/2) for each density

f €L with ||f — foll%: = ap,m and f — f° € " it remains to verify condition (2.6) which
states q2(f — f°) > (Tk<()é/2) + cha/4(1 vV vinTHuinT 1) with 7(c/2) as in (2.5). Indeed, in

this situation we have 37~z ‘fj — f3 ‘ < a2R?, which implies

2p2
/ a’pka _ak‘R‘

G 1) =N = e = X |- 53]

71>k
2(8R||<p o2 + 826/ ]| % + 859||g°|| + 2744)L4/4u,§n—1

> 2(8|lg.llx + 826l ]l + 851lg7 | + 2744) Ly, yrin ™, (2.11)




using the triangular inequality ||g.|le < ||g. — g°ller + ||¢°]|r and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
6. — gZlle < I — fPleliale < Rlglle by If - fole < R. The condition (2.6) follows
from (2.11) by exploiting further 1 < Loj2 < Laja, |97l < ||g2]l0 and mj < v < n, which
completes the proof. O

Let us introduce a dimension that realises an optimal bias-variance trade-off and the corre-
sponding radius

k.. :=arg minp;  := min {k eEN:pl, <pl. forallle N} and
keN

P = P =i pg ) = min{ag Vin~'}. (2.12)

Corollary 2.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.1 let o € (0,1) and A, as in (2.10),
then R(Ay,. a2 | EX Ap,) < o for all A > A, andn > /2 1|72

Proof of Corollary 2./ . The result follows immediately from Proposition 2.3, since y,%a. <n
for all n > v/2 || % Indeed, n > v/2 || ? implies 1 > pr. = po =g nh O

We shall emphasise that in the case f° = e, = 1) the radius of testing p, is known to
be minimax (Schluttenhofer and Johannes [2020b]) and, hence, the test Ay, ./ is minimax
optimal.

Ilustration 2.5. Throughout the paper we illustrate the order of the radii of testing under
typical regularity and ill-posedness assumptions. For two real-valued sequences (x;)jen and
(yj)jen we write x; < y; if there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that x; < cy; for all j € N.
We write x; ~ y;, if both z; S y; and y; S xj. Concerning the class EF we distinguish two
behaviours of the sequence a., namely the ordinary smooth case a; ~ j=° for s > 1/2,
corresponding to a Sobolev ellipsoid, and the super smooth case a; ~ exp(—j°®) for s > 0,
corresponding to a class of analytic functions. We also distinguish two cases for the reqularity
of the error density ¢. For p > 1/2 we consider a mildly ill-posed model |p;| ~ |j| " and
for p >0 a severely ill-posed model |¢;| ~ exp(—|j|"). Many exzamples of circular densities
can be found in Chapter 3 of Mardia and Jupp [2009]. The table below presents the order
of the dimension k,, and the upper bound p? for the radius of testing (see the appendiz of
Schluttenhofer and Johannes [2020b] for the calculations).

Order of the optimal dimension k,, and the radius p?,

a’j ’SO]‘ ka. pg.
(smoothness) (ill-posedness)
2 4s

j*s |] | -p n4p+ds+1 | p 4s+4p+l

1 2
j* e il (logn)? | (logn) 7

. B 1 2p+1/2

e’ " (logn)s | n~'(logn)” s




3 Adaptive indirect testing procedure

For an arbitrary regularity parameter a. the test Ay, /2 in Corollary 2.4 achieves the minimax
radius of testing p?. However, it relies via the dimension parameter k, on the regularity
class £ and, thus, the testing procedure is not adaptive, i.e. assumption-free. Ideally, a test
should perform optimally for a wide range of regularity parameters. In this section we therefore
propose an adaptive testing procedure by aggregating the test in (2.8) over various dimension
parameters.

Adaptation procedure via Bonferroni aggregation. Let K C N be a finite collection
of dimension parameters. For & € K and the level a/|K| € (0,1) recall the collection of tests
(Ak,a/ic) ke = (1@ > m(a/IKD})kex defined in (2.8). We consider the max-test

Ak = 1{Qx.a >0} with Qo = max (c],% — Tk(““‘c—|)) , (3.1)

i.e. the test rejects the null hypothesis as soon as one of the tests in the collection does. Under
the null hypothesis, we bound the type I error probability of the max-test by the sum of the
error probabilities of the individual tests,

Pro(Axa = 1) = Pso(Qrca > 0) < S Pro(Apayig=1) <D
kek kek

(%

Kl = a. (3.2)

Hence, Ak, is a level-a-test, since Ay /x| is a level-a/|KC|-test for each k € IC due to Propo-
sition 2.1 (i). Under the alternative, we can bound the type II error probability by the error
probability of any of the individual tests,

Pi(Axa =0) = P(Qr.a < 0) < min P (Ay /) = 0). (3-3)

Therefore, Ak , has the maximal power achievable by a test in the collection. The bounds (3.2)
and (3.3) have opposing effects on the choice of the collection K. On the one hand, it should
be as small as possible to keep the type I error probability small. On the other hand, it must
be large enough to contain an optimal dimension parameter k,, for a wide range of regularity
parameters a., that we want to adapt to. In this paper we consider a classical Bonferroni
choice of an error level a/|K|. For other aggregation choices, e.g. a Monte-Carlo quantile and
a Monte-Carlo threshold method we refer to Laurent et al. [2003] and Fromont and Laurent
[2006]. Although the Bonferroni choice is a more conservative method, we show its optimality,
which is than shared with the other methods.

Testing radius of the indirect max-test. Denote by A C RY a set of strictly positive,
monotonically non-increasing sequences bounded by 1. The set A characterises the collection
of regularity classes {Ea‘f ta. € .A}, for which the power of the testing procedure is analysed
simultaneously. The max-test Ax, in (3.1) only aggregates over a finite set  C N. For each
a. € A we define a minimal achievable radius of testing p? , (n) over the set K as

2
Yk

,o,g’a. (z) := min pf’a. (z)  with pzya_(x) =aiV for all z € R;..

kek
Since p2 (n) = p2,.(n) in (2.12) is defined as the minimum taken over N instead of K, for n € N
we always have p,%a_(n) > pf_(n). Moreover, replacing v, by my as in (2.4), let us define a

remainder radius Tg’a. (n), typically negligible compared to p,%’a_ (n), as follows

2
M

r2 () = min r? (@) with nfa.(x) =a; V for all x € R,. (3.4)



Proposition 3.1 (Uniform radius of testing over A). Under the assumptions of Proposi-
tion 2.1 let a € (0,1) and consider A, as in (2.10). Then, for all A > A, and n € N

sule4 R(Axap | X A(re,.620) V pe.,.(0m) (1 V 5’3/2/),&%(571))) <a
Ao €

with § = (1 + log |K|) /2.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. For each a. € A we apply Proposition 2.1 to show that both the
type I and the maximal type II error probability are bounded by «/2, then the result follows
immediately from the definition of the risk. Under the null hypothesis, the claim follows from
(3.2) together with Proposition 2.1 (i) and Y e 5+ 3k = = «/2. Under the alternative, let f € £
with f — f° € £ satisty

—2
I = £l = AL @) V o2 o, om)(LV 070, (om). (3.5)

It sufficient to use the elementary bound (3.3) together with the observation that

(i) (a7 < 7(5f)) < @/2 holds for all k € K whenever f € £ satisfies f — f° € £ and

. _, 2 2
17 = Pl > 2 (v v g v gy v 2E), 3.9)

(ii) under (3.5) there exists k € K such that (3.6) is fulfilled.

As a consequence, we have P (Ag /2 = 0) < a/2 for all f € £? satisfying f— f° € EF and (3.5),
and thus the maximal type H error probability is also bounded by «/2. It remains to show (i)
and (ii). The claim (i) follows from Proposition 2.1 (ii) (with g = a/2) since (3.6) implies the
condition (2.6), which states qi(f — f°) > Q(Tk(m) + 3Ly (1V vin 1)V,§n’1) with 7 (5f)
as in (2.5). Indeed, exploiting L? , = log(2¢/a) > 1 and hence L7 k) = log|K| + L2, <

L2 (1 +1log|K|) = L2 5072, we have

2 P 2
@ 4 Vi \ Vg 9 M
Tk(ﬁ) < c1ly s <1 Vo773 52”1/2 \ 5 ) on + C2La/2—52n

2 2 2
4 Vi \Vi ., My
S @ty <(1 5717 ¥ 5 50 (52n> |

Using Laja = Laj2, 1 > 6 and Zi —R? > 2(c; + o+ c3) L2 14 by elementary calculations the
condition (2.6) holds Whenever

2
Vi my,

V2 2
) e
Due to f — f° € £F and hence Y- | f; — f7|* < afR?, the condition (3.6) implies

2 2
20p  poN _ Il f_ o2 _ o2 T2 p2 _ﬁﬂ
W =S = W =Pl = 3 1= ST > (4.~ R?) (<1v iz Y 505 52n) -
Consequently, if (3.6) is satisfied, then also (3.7) and thus (2.6), which shows the claim (i).
Lastly, consider (1) By Lemma A.1 in Schluttenhofer and Johannes [2020a] we have 7,2, (52n) V
PR (o) = aj V m’“ V EL and pZ , (on) > V2 L for at least one k € K. Hence, there is k € K with
2 on m?2 . V v2
(2.2 Vpﬁ,a.(ém)(l v By 5 2y Ty ( 1V )). Since 1V 35 > 1V 5% v 2k
this shows (ii) and completes the proof. O
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Corollary 3.2 (Worst-case adaptive factor). Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.1 let
a € (0,1) and consider A, as in (2.10). Then, for all A > A, and n € N

SuaR(AKya’/z | gal?’ Ap}{,a.(52n)(1 \/ pK,a.(52n))) < Q
e €

with § = (1 + log |K|) /2.

Proof of Corollary 5.2. The result may be proved in much the same way as Proposition 3.1. In
fact, as in the proof of Proposition 3.1, it is sufficient to show (ii) replacing (3.5) by

—2
If = £l = Aapic@m(1V 02 0m)- (3:8)
For each a. € A under (3.8) the parameter k := arg ming ., p7 . (52n) satisfies
2 2 2 2 = 2 2 2 2 2 2 i Yk _ V_l%
Pran@m(LV 0 @) = e @)LV P, @)V A, @2m) 2 ai V 3 (LY 5tV wt)

52
> QVm_i\/ﬁ(l\/_Vk_\/i)
Z Qg 62n on §2nl/2 83n

l/2 . > . .o
since ai V s = p? . (#%n), 6 < 1 and mj < vf. This shows (3.6) and, in consequence, (ii). We
obtain the assertion proceeding exactly as in the proof of Proposition 3.1. U

By Corollary 3.2, pZ . (5?n) is an upper bound for the radius of testing of the indirect max-test
if /7;%,@. (62n) < 1. The latter is satisfied for an arbitrary regularity parameter a. € A, if 1 € K and
n > v2|p1| > (1+log|K|). The next corollary establishes p...(6n) as a sharper upper bound for
the radius of testing of the indirect max-test under additional conditions, which are satisfied
in all the examples considered in Illustration 3.5 below. The result follows immediately from
Proposition 3.1 and we omit its proof.

Corollary 3.3 (Best-case adaptive factor). Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.1 let
a € (0,1) and consider A, as in (2.10). If there ezists a constant C > 1 such that 1y, (6?n) <
Cpp...0n) and py , (on) < C6%2 for all a, € A, then for all A > C*A, andn € N

SuaR(AK,a/Q | gal?’ Ap)C,a.((Sn)) < «
Qe €

with § = (1 + log |K|)~1/2.

Remark 3.4 (Choice of K). Ideally, the collection K C N is chosen such that its elements
approzimate the optimal parameter k,, given in (2.12) sufficiently well for each a. € A. Note
that k,, < n2/2 for all a. € A and for n reasonably large (precisely n > /2|p1| >, which
implies 1. > p?, > p% = vi nt = (k.)"*n7t). Hence, a naive choice is K = [n*/2] with
K| = [n?/2], which yields an adaptive factor of order (logn)/2. However, in most cases,
a minimisation over a geometric grid K, = {1} U {27, € [logy(n?/2)]} approzimates the
minimisation over N well enough. Since |[KC,| = |logy(n?/2)| the adaptive factor is then of order
(loglogn)/2. For some special cases the smaller collection Ky = {1}U{27,j € [s~'log, logn]},
s > 0, is still sufficient (see Illustration 3.5 below), resulting in an adaptive factor of order
(logloglogn)'/2. 0

Ilustration 3.5. For the typical configurations for reqularity and ill-posedness introduced in II-
lustration 2.5 the tables below display the adaptive radii of the max-test Ax o/2 for appropriately
chosen grids. In a mildly ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness we choose the geometric
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grid ICy and, hence, § = (1+1log [KCg|) /2. It is easily seen that the remainder term 12 . (5*n) is
asymptotically negligible compared with pigya.(én). Moreover, 5_3p,2<g7a_(5n) tends to zero. Hence,
the upper bound in Proposition 3.1 asymptotically reduces to p,%gya.(én) featuring an adaptive

factor of order (loglogn)'/?.

Order of 12, (¢*n) and pg_ . (n) with & = (1 + log [KCg|) /2
and K, = {1} U {27, 7 € [logy(n?/2)]}

2 2
a; A T an (8%7) Prg.an (51
(smoothness) (ill-posedness)
4s 4s
c—5 ‘ '|*p ( n )_4s+4p ( n )_4s+4p+1
J J loglogn (loglogn)1/2

In a severely ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness, we have seen in Illustration 2.5 that
the order of the optimal dimension parameter does not depend on the smoothness parameter.
Hence, the test Ay, o2 is automatically adaptive with respect to ordinary smoothness. In a
maldly ill-posed model with super smoothness, we choose the smaller geometric grid K, for
adaptation to smoothness s > s, and, hence, 6 = (1 + log|K,,|)~/2. It is easily seen that
the remainder term 7;33*’@.(5%) is asymptotically negligible compared with p’%S*’a.(én). Moreover,
5*3,0,2%*’%(5@ tends to zero. Hence, the upper bound in Proposition 5.1 asymptotically reduces

to p,%S*’a.(zSn) featuring an adaptive factor of order (logloglogn)/2.

Order of T‘gS*’a.(zSQn) and p,%S*’a.(én) with § = (1 + log | K, |)~*/?
and K,, = {1} U{27,j € [s;'log, logn]}

a; 2,1 Ry ar (0°) Py e O0)
(smoothness)  (ill-posedness)
e_js |j|—p logloilognoog n)%’ (1oglog1§)gn)1/2 (10g n>2p+s—1/2

O

Remark 3.6 (Adaptation to the radius R of the regularity class). In this paper the
parameter R > 0 is unknown but assumed to be fized and we consider adaptation to a collection
of alternatives {E* : a. € A} only. From Corollary 2./ (and the definition of A, therein) it
follows immediately that adaptation to {E" : R € (0, R*]} is achieved without a loss. Indeed,
replacing R by R* in the definition of A, we readily obtain a result similar to Corollary 2./ with
an additional supremum taken over R € (0, R*|. However, adaptation to {E% : R € (0,00)} is
not possible without a loss, for an explanation we refer to Section 6.3 of Baraud [2002] for a
similar observation in the Gaussian sequence space model. O

4 Upper bound via a direct testing procedure

Definition of the test statistic. In this section we consider a test that is based on an
estimation of the quantity

lg—9)= > lo—gl’= 2 i~ FPlel®  with g =E (e;(-Y)) for all j € Z.

|7leN |7leN
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For k € N we define an unbiased estimator G2 of the truncated version

ag—9)= > lg—gl= > lg’-2 > g5+ > lgf (4.1)

71€[k] 71€[k] 7€ %] 7€ %]

using again that >°;cpx 979, is real-valued. Replacing the unknown Fourier coefficients by
empirical counterparts based on observations {Y;}]-,, we consider the test statistic

Qi = Tk — 2§k + q,%(go) With
Ty = 0 o> e (Y,,) and

n(n N lme[[n]]

~ 1
S = - YY) ge(V). (4.2)
ljl€[k] te[n]
iid

Note that q(g°) is known, T, is a U-statistic and Sy, is a linear statistic. Moreover, if Y}, ~g
as in (1.2) then G} is an unbiased projection estimator of (g — ¢°) for each k € N.

Decomposition of the test statistic. We analyse quantiles of the test statistic ¢; in (4.2)
using the decomposition

a = Ul + 2V +qp(g — g") with

Z > (e(=Y) — g)(e; (Vi) —7,) and

IJ\E[[k]] bl

d
Un = n(n

IJ\EHkﬂle[[nﬂ

where qf(g — ¢°) is a separation term, U? is a canonical U-statistic and V¢ is a centred linear
statistic.

Definition of the threshold. The next proposition provides bounds for the quantiles of the
test statistic G7. Recall that L, = (1 —logz)"/? > 1 for € (0,1). For ¥ € N and o € (0,1)
with ¢ := 799||g° ||z + 1372, o := 52||g°||;» we define the threshold

2% 1/4 2% 1/2 2% 1/2
Ti(a) = <1\/Li(n1)/2 \/Li( ) )La( )

1
+ L2~ (4.4)
n

«

Proposition 4.1. For f°, f,p € £? andn € N, n > 2, consider {Y} g = f ® ¢ with
joint distribution P, and g° = f°® ¢. Let a, 3 € (0,1) and for k € N conszder a; and 7o) as
n (1.2) and (4.4), respectively.

() If L2(g°) = L2, then Pr. (GF 2 7ii(a)) < a.

(i) If c3 := 837||@ |2 + 1373 and

(2k)1/2 (2k;)1/2)

aGlg—9g°) = 2( (o) + 03L5/2(1 - (4.5)
then Py (43 < (o)) < B.
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Proof of Proposition J.1. The result (i) may be proved in much the same way as Proposi-
tion 2.1 (i) using the decomposition (4.3) rather than (2.3) and applying Proposition A.1 in the
appendix, a concentration inequality for canonical U-statistics of order 2, together with Corol-
lary A.5 rather than Lemma A.3. Secondly, consider (ii). Keeping the decomposition (4.3)
in mind we control the deviations of the U-statistic U, and the linear statistic V; applying
Proposition A.1 and Lemma A.6 in the appendix, respectively. In fact, the proof is similar to
the proof of Proposition 2.1 (ii) using Corollary A.5 and Lemma A.G rather than Lemma A.3
and Lemma A.4, and we omit the details. O

Definition of the test. For k € Nand a € (0,1) using the test statistic g} and the threshold
7o () given in (4.3) and (4.4), respectively, we consider the test

ha = 1@ > ().

From (i) in Proposition 4.1 it immediately follows that Aj , is a level-a-test for all £ € N.
Moreover, Proposition 4.1 (ii) allows to characterises elements in £7 (defined in (2.9)) for
which Aj , is powerful. Exploiting these results, in the next proposition we derive an upper
bound for the radius of testing of A, | in terms of mi = maxyjiep [,/ 7> as in (2.4) and the
regularity parameter a. € A. Thus, we define

2k)'/?
(.07 = o) = a2 v By

Proposition 4.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition /.1 for o € (0,1) define

AL = R? 1 2(837||@ 2 + 851| g | + 2745) L . (4.6)

For all A > A, and for all n,k € N with 2k < n? we have R(Ai@p | &8 Apl,.) < a.

Proof of Proposition /.2. Due to Proposition 4.1 both the type I and the maximal type II error
probability are bounded by a/2, and thus the result follows immediately from the definition of
the risk R(A},» | €% ApL,.)- Indeed, since the assumption of Proposition 4.1 (i) is fulfilled
the test Aj ,, is a level-a/2-test. Hence, in order to apply Proposition 4.1 (ii) (with 8 = «/2)
for each density f € £? with ||f — f°||%: = Zi(p,ia.)Q and f — f° € EY it remains to verify
condition (4.5) which states qz(g — g°) = 2(7’,3(0[/2) + ezl y(1V (2k)1/2n_1)(2k)1/2n_1) with
Ti(a/2) as in (4.4). Since ;54 |f; — f71? < afR? it follows

G =) =f = £l = 3 15— FP = A,)? — aiR?

li1>F

2% 1/2
> 2837l + T99g2 s + 520l + 274502, P (a)

by using [|g°|lee < |lg°|ler- The condition (4.5) follows from (4.7) together with qi(f — f°) <
midp(9—g°) by exploiting further 1 < Lo /s < Los4 and 2k < n?, which completes the proof. O

The upper bound (p¢,.)? for the radius of testing of A} o/2 depends on the dimension pa-
rameter k. Let us introduce a dimension that realises an optimal bias-variance trade-off, and
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the corresponding radius

k! = arg minp, := min {k: eN:pl, <p, foralle N} and
keN

2

(2/{7)1/2
n

(2)* = min(p?,,) mi}. (4.8)

= min{a; V
keN keN

Corollary 4.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition /.1 let a € (0,1) and A, as in (4.6),
then R(A, a4 o/ | EX, Apt) < a for all A > A, and for all n > v/2|p,| 2.

Proof of Corollary / 7. The result follows immediately from Proposition 4.2, since 2k? < n?

for all n > v/2|p1| % Indeed, n > v/2|p1|? implies 1 > (P )2 = (p2)* = (2k2)Y 2t O

Remark 4.4 (Optimality of the direct testing procedure). Let us compare the upper
bound (p’)* = mingen {ai \Y% (2k;)1/2mzn*1} for the direct testing procedure with the minimaz
radius of testing p?. = mingen {ai V vin~'}. If there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

_ 1/2
= (X lol™) " < (max o) (20 = mi(2h)' < of, (49)
lilelk]

then p! and p,, are of the same order and, thus, the direct testing procedure is minimaz optimal.
Condition (4.9) is for instance satisfied for a mildly ill-posed model, i.e. if (|¢,|)jen decays
polynomially. Note, however, that (1.9) is a sufficient but not a necessary condition. For a
severely ill-posed model, i.e. if (|p,])jen decays exponentially, (4.9) is not fulfilled. Nevertheless,
the direct testing procedure still performs optimally (see Illustration /.5 below). O

Ilustration 4.5. We illustrate the order of the upper bound for the radius of testing of the
direct test A;clg.,a /2 under the reqularity and ill-posedness assumptions introduced in [llustra-
tion 2.5. Comparing the resulting upper bounds (p®)* with the radii p2., we conclude that the
direct test performs as well as the indirect test in all three cases.

Order of the optimal dimension k% and the upper bound (p°)?

a; 2] k. (r2)?
(smoothness) (ill-posedness)
2 4s

je | j | -p n4p+ds+1 | p 4st+4p+1

1 2
i e " (logn)? | (logn) 7

o - 1 2p+1/2

e’ 1" (logn)s | n~'(logn)” s

In a severely ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness, the order of the optimal dimension pa-
rameter does not depend on the smoothness parameter. Hence, the test Ay, 02 s automatically

adaptive with respect to ordinary smoothness and no aggregation procedure is needed. O

5 Adaptive direct testing procedure

Adaptation procedure via Bonferroni aggregation. The choice of the optimal dimen-
sion parameter used in the test Ay, Jo i Corollary 4.3 requires the knowledge of the regularity
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parameter a. belonging to a set A of strictly positive, monotonically non-increasing sequences
bounded by 1. Let K C N be a finite collection of dimension parameters. Applying the Bon-
ferroni aggregation method described in Section 3 to the collection of direct tests (Ai,a /] ,q) kek
we introduce the direct max-test with Bonferroni choice of the error level, i.e.

Adlc,a = 1{Qx,. >0} with QIQ = max (Qk (|;c|))

Testing radius of the indirect max-test. We define the minimal achievable radius of
testing py ,.(n) over the set K in terms of m;, as in (2.4) and the regularity parameter a. € A by

P (@) 1= rl?llgpk @ with  (p' @)% :=a}V (2k)"*miz=t forallz € R,.
: B :

Since gl (n) = g ,.(n) in (4.8) is defined as minimum taken over N instead of K, for all n € N
we always have pt () = pim). Let us furthermore recall the remainder radius rgya_(x) =
mingexc{ai V miz~'} defined in (3.4) for z € R,.

Proposition 5.1 (Uniform radius of testing over A). Under the assumptions of Proposi-
tion /.1 let o € (0,1) and consider A, as in (2.10), Then, for all A > A, and for alln € N

sup R(AK o2 | €55 Ar 62 V gt o) (1V 520 6m)) < @
a.€A

with § = (1 + log |K|)~/2.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. The proof follows along the lines of the proof of Proposition 3.1 mak-
ing use of Proposition 4.1 rather than Proposition 2.1. Similarly to (3.2) together with Propo-
sition 4.1 (i) and Y ek 3k = 5 it follows that the type I error probability is bounded by o /2.

Under the alternative, let f € £? with f — f° € E® satisfy

o —2 _
1f = Fl%e = A @) V (B, 6m) )LV 073 (pE , 6m)?). (5.1)

It is sufficient to use the elementary bound (3.3) together with the observation that
(i) P(a; < Tk(wq)) 2 holds for all k € K whenever f € 2 satisfies f — f° € £% and

I A NN S LAY
Ir = P > (atv v S v B B 2, 652)
(ii) under (5.1) there exists k € K such that also (5.2) is fulfilled.
Consequently, we have P(AQ/Q,C = 0) < /2 for all f € £? satisfying f — f° € E} and
(5.1). Since both the type I and the maximal type II error probability are bounded by «/2
Proposition 5.1 follows immediately from the definition of the risk. It remains to show (i) and
(ii). The claim (i) follows from Proposition 4.1 (ii) (with § = «/2) since (5.2) implies the

condition (4.5), which states qi(g — ¢°) > Q(Tg(%) + chf‘M(l v (Qk)l/zn_l)(2k)1/2n_1) with
Tk(g‘]q) as in (4.4). Indeed, we have

A (2K (2K)Y2 (2K)Y2 1
Tk(ﬁ) (Cl+c2>La/2 <(1\/ 52nl/2 v 53n, ) on vm :

Using Zi —R?*>2(c; + g+ c3) L2 /4 elementary calculations show that (41.5) holds whenever

1/4 1/2 1/2

16
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Due to f — f° € £F and hence Y- | f; — f7|* < afR?, the condition (5.2) implies

Gf =) =If=rfle - 1 - £

71>k

2 (72 _ Re (2k) (2k)'2 (2k)'2 1
>mk(A°‘_R ) ((1\/ §2n1/? v 3n ) on \/%

As a consequence, if (5.2) is satisfied then due to miqi(g — ¢°) = qi(f — f°) also (5.3), and
thus (4.5), which shows the claim (i). Lastly, consider (ii). By Lemma A.1 in Schluttenhofer

and Johannes [2020a] we have 72, (%n) V (pd, (6n)* = ap V m—% % M and (pl . (6n))?
(2k)Y/267'n=! for at least one k € K. Hence, there is k € K Wlth ( T o (52 )V (p,c’a.(zSn)) )(1 Y

d 511 2 m /2m .
(p’c’a:;#) = ai Vs V ((Qk)én E(1vV (2(];2 )) Since 1V 20 ) >1V %22]211//; V (2(];3?;/2, this shows
(ii) and completes the proof. O

Corollary 5.2 (Worst-case adaptive factor). Under the assumptions of Proposition /.1 let
a € (0,1) and consider A, as in (4.6). Then for all A> A, andn € N

sup R(Ak a2 | &0y AP, @n(LV pe . (°m)) < a.
a.€A

with § = (1 + log |IC|)*1/2.

Proof of Corollary 5.2. The result may be proved in much the same way as Proposition 5.1. In
fact, as in the proof of Proposition 5.1, it is sufficient to show (ii) replacing (5.1) by

1f = Fl% = Ao @) *(LV (. 0%m)). (5.4)

For each a. € A under (5.4) the dimension parameter k := arg ming (g3 . (52n))* satisfies

(Lo @) (LY (pL ., @m)?) = (L, @m)* (LY AL @) V (P, m)°)
> ai \/ M(l \Vi (k)12 v (2k)1/2) k Vi mk V; mk(2k)1/2 (1 v (2k)1/4 v (Qk)uz)

§2n ont/2 §2n §2nl/2 §n
. 9\, m2(2k)1/2 . 9 . . . ..
since ay, V —to— = (pt,.@n))° and § < 1. This shows (5.2) and, in consequence, (ii). We
obtain the assertion proceeding exactly as in the proof of Proposition 5.1. O

By Corollary 5.2, (pg ,.(6?n))? is an upper bound for the radius of testing of the direct max-test
if (pg,.2m))* < 1. The latter is satisfied for an arbitrary regularity parameter a. € A, if 1 € K
and n > v/2|p1| % (1 + log|K|). The next corollary establishes (p,.n)? as a sharper upper
bound for the radius of testing of the direct max-test under additional conditions, which are
satisfied in all the examples considered in [llustration 5.4 below. The result follows immediately
from Proposition 5.1 and we omit its proof.

Corollary 5.3 (Best-case adaptive factor). Under the assumptions of Proposition /.1 let
€ (0,1) and consider A, as in (1.0). If there exists a constant C' > 1 such that r_, (s*n) <
Cpg...0on) and pg , (on) < C6%2 for all a. € A, then for all A > C*A, andn € N

sup R(Ak o2 | €115 Ape . m) < @
a.cA

with § = (1 + log |K|)~Y/2.
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Concerning the choice of the collection K of dimensions we refer to Remark 3.4

Ilustration 5.4. For the typical configurations for reqularity and ill-posedness introduced in
Hllustration 2.5 the tables below display the adaptive radii of the direct max-test Ad,Qa/Q for ap-
propriately chosen grids. In a mildly ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness we choose the

geometric grid KC, and hence consider § = (1+41log |KC,|)~Y2. It is easily seen that the remainder
2

term 1Z . (8%n) is asymptotically negligible compared with (p,ggya_@n))? Moreover, 5‘3(,0,3%(1_(511))2
tends to zero. Hence, the upper bound in Proposition 5.1 asymptotically reduces to (p,gg’a_(an))2

featuring an adaptive factor of order (loglogn)'/? as can be seen in the table below. In a severely

ill-posed model we have seen in [llustration /.5 that a direct test with optimal dimension is au-
tomatically adaptive with respect to ordinary smoothness. However, the optimal dimension
depends on the ill-posedness parameter. Therefore, we consider here the max-test A?cg,an also
in this situation. Since 5‘3(,0,3%(1_(511))2 tends to zero, and both the remainder term T‘ggya.(zSQn) and
(P, . 6m)? are of the same order as (g, (), the upper bound in Proposition 5.1 asymptoti-
cally reduces to (p, ,.(m)*.

Order of 72, .(&*n) and (p¢, ,.n)* with § = (1 + log ICyl) /2
and Ky = {1} U {27, j € [|log,(n*/2)]]}

a; ol T 0 (67) (P2, ..00m)°
(smoothness) (ill-posedness)

4s 4s

- | '|*p n " 4s+4p n " 4s+4p+1
J J loglogn (loglogn)1/2
2 2s

i e bl (logn) ™ » (logn) »

In a mildly ill-posed model with super smoothness, we choose the smaller geometric grid K,
for adaptation to smoothness s > s, and hence § = (1 + log|K,,|)"V2. It is easily seen
that the remainder term 12 (8?n) is asymptotically negligible compared with (pgS*’ on))? and

Ksy e ae
5’3(/),25*’%(%))2 tends to zero. Hence, the upper bound in Proposition 5.1 asymptotically reduces

to (,0,25*’@.(5@)2 featuring an adaptive factor of order (logloglogn)'/2.

Order of T;C23*’a.(52n) and ,0,2%*@_ (on) with 6 = (1 + log |KC,, |)~1/2
and KCs, = {1} U{27,5 € [|s," log, logn]]}

a; |l B (6%n) PE. (o)
(smoothness)  (ill-posedness)
o—i° |j|—p IOgloiIOgn(log n)%’ (loglogfgn)l/Q (log n>21’+s_1/2

We conclude that in all the cases considered in this illustration the direct max-test achieves a
testing radius of the same order as the indirect max-test. O

We emphasise that in the case f° = 1y 1) the direct max-test in contrast to the indirect
max-test does not require any knowledge about the error density ¢. Indeed, neither the test
statistic G2 in (4.2) nor the threshold 7¢(a) in (4.4) depends on characteristics of the error
density . However, in a mildly ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness both the direct and
the indirect max-test feature an adaptive factor of order (loglogn)'/? which we show below is
unavoidable when testing for uniformity. Moreover, considering only super smooth densities
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in a mildly ill-posed model both the direct and the indirect max-test share an adaptive factor
of order (logloglogn)/? which we show below also is unavoidable when testing for uniformity.
It is important to note that without any prior knowledge about the ill-posedness of the model
the direct max-test for uniformity attains the optimal testing radius simultaneously in a mildly
and severely ill-posed model with ordinary smoothness.

6 Lower bound

Throughout this section we consider testing for uniformity, i.e. f° = L 1). The next proposition
states general conditions on the class A under which an adaptive factor 6! is an unavoidable
cost to pay for adaptation over A. The proof of Proposition 6.1 makes use of Lemma C.2 in
the appendix, which provides a bound on the x? divergence between the null and a mixture
over several alternative classes. Inspired by Assouad’s cube technique the candidate densities,
i.e. the vertices of the hypercubes, are constructed such that, roughly speaking, they are
statistically indistinguishable from the null f° while having largest possible .#2-distance.

Proposition 6.1 (Adaptive lower bound). Let a € (0,1) and § € (0,1]. Assume a collection
of N € N regularity parameters {al € A :m € [N]}, where we abbreviate p™ := p,m(on) with
associated k™ = k,m for m € [N] as in (2.12), satisfies the following four conditions:

(C1) k™ <K' and p™ < dp' whenever m <1 and I, m € [N],

(C2) there is a finite constant ¢, > 0 such that exp(c,d—?) < Na?,
(C3) there is a finite constant a > 0 such that 2 max,,cnyllar ?g(N) < a,
(C4) there is a constant n € (0,1] such that
<m (agn)? A (5n)_1u,§m o (ag)? A (0n) i, (6.1)
me[N] (am)? V (6n)~Win  me[N] (pm)?
Then, with A% :=n (R2 AyJlog(l+a2) Aa~t A \/a), we obtain for all A € [0, A,]
iIAlf sup R(A | £, Ap,.(6n)) > 1 — . (6.2)

a. €A

Remark 6.2 (Conditions of Proposition 6.1). Let us briefly discuss the conditions of
Proposition 0.1. Under (C1) the collection of regularity parameters A is rich enough to make
a factor 5=t for adaptation unavoidable, i.e. it contains distinguishable elements resulting in
significantly different radii. (C2) is a bound for the maximal size of an unavoidable adaptive
factor. (C3) guarantees that the candidates constructed in the reduction scheme of the proof are
indeed densities. The condition (C4) relates the behaviour of the sequences ¢, and al*, m € [N],
and essentially guarantees an optimal balance of the bias and the variance term in the dimension
k™ uniformly over m € [N]. Moreover, for all reqularity and ill-posedness examples considered
in Ilustration 2.5 (C4) holds uniformly for all n € N. We shall emphasise that the optimal
dimensions k™ and the corresponding radii p™ are determined in terms of the effective sample
size on. O

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Reduction Step. Let P := N~! >omen] Bm with mixture P, over
the alternative £% N £3 ,n to be specified below, and set B, := P.. Introducing the x*-
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divergence x*(B,P) the risk is lower bounded due to a classical reduction argument as follows

R n > 3 — m —
mfas%aR(A | &%, Aup,.(6n)) 1IA1fJLIéz[[L]>\§H (IP;(A )+ P.(A 0))

X (E,E’))
2

The last inequality follows e.g. from Lemma 2.5 combined with (2.7) in Tsybakov [2009].
Definition of the mixture. For m € [N] define ™ € ¢*(N) with

O := Aup Vo, 2 for all j € [k™]  and 6™ := 0 otherwise. (6.3)

/1nf(IP§)(A:1)+E(A:0)) >1-—

We first collect elementary properties of the ¢*(N)-sequences €, 6'/a. = (0'/a});en and
00" |@|? == (00 ]¢,|?) jen. Exploiting (6.1) shows by direct calculatlons

2
(N) AZ( 4) (apm) *Vgm < AZn~" and
km

2010 172y = AZ(p™)?, 2|6

m\ 2 1\ 2
22007 Py = A2 O 2y (6.0
Vim V3

As a consequence, since 2([a;"||7 ) < @ by (C3) and the definition of A? we conclude that
0oy < 200!/ allzg 2lladlley < 07 Age < 1and 2010 /allpe) <n7'Aq < R (6.5)
Let m < [, then v, < v} by (C1). Due to (().4) combined with (6.1) and (C1) we have

m 2 1\4 m)2
29110m6 |0 |2][2, A4( ) (') < Al — (p™) < Al
n ”9- 9. |90.‘ ”Z N) — —a52( ) (571) Vkl —an 52( )2 Aa7

Let | = m, then from (6.4) exploiting (6.1) we obtain

< log(l1+a?). (6.6)

n22”9l9m|90‘2”22 A4 ( m)2 (pm)4 A4 —25 Ca5 2 (67)
o Ve o 112(N) — —a(sg( ) (571)_21/;1771

Combining (6.6) and (6.7) from (C2) we conclude

&= Y exp (n?20)007|al%) < Fexp (cad?) + LF(1 +0?) < 207 + 1. (6.8)
l,me[N]

For each m € [N], ™ as in (6.3) and 7€ {£}*", define a density
fmri=e + Z ‘],Qmej e D.
lil€lk™]

Indeed, by construction f™7 belongs to .#?, integrates to one, is real-valued and positive, since
2/10m | < 1 by (6.5). Moreover, we have

frr—fe= 3 e €& m.i”japm
ljl€lk™]
exploiting 2 epmp(af) (72167 = 2(10"/al By < R by ((5 5) and [If"7 = fllz =
2”9.mH£2 = A%(p™)? due to (6.4). As a consequence B = 27" ciippm P is & mix-
ture on the alternative.

Bound for the y?-divergence. From (6.8) by applying Lemma (.2 we obtain

1
VBB < 5 X exp (072000 @ ll) — 1< 20°

I,me[N]

Combining this inequality with the reduction step yields the assertion (6.2). O
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Adaptive lower bounds in specific situations In the sequel we apply Proposition 6.1 to
two specific classes of alternatives {E¥ : a. € A}. We consider a set A which is non-trivial
with respect to either polynomial or exponential decay, that is, {(j7%)en : s € [S, s*]} € A or
{(exp(—j*®))jen : s € [S4, 5]} C A for s, < s* and s,,s* > 0.

Theorem 6.3 (Adaptive factor for ordinary smoothness and mild ill-posedness). Let
A be non-trivial with respect to polynomial decay for 1/2 < s, < s*. Let |p;| ~ j~P forp > 1/2.
For a € (0,1) there exists an n, € N and A, € (0,00) such that for alln > n, and A € [0, A,]

1nf sup R(A | £, Ap, (6n) > 1 — «
A g.eA

with § = (loglogn Vv 1)7Y2, i.e. 671 is a lower bound for the minimal adaptive factor over A.

Proof of Theorem 6.5. We intend to apply Proposition 6.1. To do so, we construct a collection
of regularity parameters Ay := {a" € A,m € [N]} C A, that satisfies (C1)-(C4).

Definition of the collection. By Illustration 2.5 the minimax radius of testing is of order
P2 ~ n~¢() with exponent e(s) = ﬁspﬂ for s € [s,, s*]. Since A is non-trivial with respect
to polynomial decay, it contains the corresponding regularity sequences to the exponents in
the interval [e,,e*] = [e(s4),e(s*)]. We define a grid of size N (specified below) on A by
placing a linear grid on the interval of exponents. Indeed, for d := e*% we define Ay =
{ar = (7" )sen : e(sm) = € — (m— 1)d,m € [N]} C A

Verification of the conditions (C1)-(C4). We define N := |< % lﬁ’ogg?; |. Tedious but
straight-forward calculations show that (C1) is satisfied for n large enough Moreover, it is easily
seen that % log N — 1 for n — oo. Hence, log N —§/2 — oo and, thus, also (('2) is satisfied
for n large enough and ¢, := 1/2. Concerning (C3) we observe that sup,,cqng ZJ-GN(a;-")2 <

SUDge(s, 4] ZjeNj’Qs < 25*1—1 =: a/2. Again, for n large enough the existence of a constant 7

satisfying (C4) uniformly over n follows, because for a, ~ (j~°);en with s € [s,, s*] the terms
ay, and (6n)~'w} are of the same order. O

Theorem 6.4 (Adaptive factor for super smoothness and mild ill-posedness). Let A
be non-trivial with respect to exponential decay for 0 < s, < s*. Let |p;j| ~ j77 for p > 1/2.
For o € (0,1) there ezists an n, € N and A, € (0,00) such that for alln > n, and A € [0, A,]

1nf sup R(A | X, Ap,.6n) 21—«
a. €A

with § = (logloglogn vV 1)"'2 i.e. 57! is a lower bound for the minimal adaptive factor over

A.

Proof of Theorem 6./. We intend to apply Proposition 6.1. To do so, we construct a collection
of regularity parameters Ay := {a" € A,m € [N]} C A, that satisfies (C1)-(C4).

Definition of the collection. By Illustration 2.5 the minimax radius of testing is of order
P2~ n~(logn)*®) with exponent e(s) := %9—1/2 for s € [s4,s*]. Since A is non-trivial with
respect to exponential decay, it contains the corresponding regularity sequences to the exponents
in the interval [e,, e*] := [e(s*),e(s,)]. We define a grid of size N (specified below) on A by
placing a linear grid on the interval of exponents. Indeed, for d := e*ﬁe* we define Ay =
{ar = (7" )jen t e(sm) = ex + (m — 1)d,m € [N]} € A

Verification of the conditions (C1)-(C4). We define N := |£& loﬁézfg‘;f)j. Tedious but
straight-forward calculations show that (C1) is satisfied for n large enough. Moreover, it is easily
seen that 62log N — 1 for n — oco. Hence, log N —§/2 — oo and, thus, also (C2) is satisfied
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for n large enough and ¢, := 1/2. Concerning (C3) we observe that sup,,cyj Sjen(ap)? <
SUD (s, 57] 2ojen € 2 < (1/2)Y*T(1/s, + 1) =: a/2, where I' denotes the Gamma-function.
Again, for n large enough the existence of a constant n satisfying (C4) uniformly over n follows,
because for a, ~ (e77")jen with s € [s,,s*] the terms aj and (6n)~'vi are of the same
order. O

Comparing Theorem 6.3 and Theorem 6.4 with [llustration 3.5 (for the indirect test) and
[lustration 5.4 (for the direct test) shows that the adaptive factors are minimal. Indeed, in
the ordinary smooth — mildly ill-posed model both the direct and the indirect max-test face a
deterioration by a loglogn-factor, which Theorem 6.3 shows to be unavoidable. In the more
restrictive setting of super smoothness and mild ill-posedness both tests feature a logloglog n-
factor, which is unavoidable due to Theorem 6.4. In the ordinary smooth — severely ill-posed
model there is no loss for adaptation visible in the testing radius.

A Appendix: auxiliary results used in Sections 2 and 4

The next two assertions, a concentration inequality for canonical U-statistics and a Bernstein
inequality, provide our key arguments in order to control the deviation of the test statistics.
The first assertion is a reformulation of Theorem 3.4.8 in Gine and Nickl [2015].

Proposition A.1. Let {Y;}7_, be independent and identically distributed [0, 1)-valued random
variables, and let h : [0,1)? — R be a bounded symmetric kernel, i.e. h(y,3) = h(y,y) for all
v,y € [0,1), fulfilling in addition

E(h(Yy,32)) =0 Vs €[0,1). (A.1)

Then there are finite constants A, B, C and D such that

sup  |h(yr, 1) <A, sup ER* (Y1, 1) < B?  ER*(Y},Y:) < C? and

y1,y2€[0,1) y2€[0,1)
sup {E(h(Y1, Y2)¢(V)&(Y2)), B¢ (V1) < 1,EE(Y2) <1} <D (A2)
and for all n > 2 the real-valued canonical U-statistic
1

n(n - 1) I,me[n]
l#m

satisfies for all x > 0
P (Un > 8Cn~'2Y? +13Dn "'z + 261Bn 32232 + 343An’2x2) <exp(l — z).

The following version of Bernstein’s inequality can directly be deduced from Theorem 3.1.7
in Gine and Nickl [2015].

Proposition A.2. Let {Z;}7_, be independent with |Z;| < b almost surely and E(|Z;]*) < v
for all j € [n], then for all x > 0 and n > 1, we have

1 2ver bz
P= S (7, —EZ) > /== + = | <exp(—z).
(nje[[nﬂ< ) " +3n) s
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Preliminaries. We eventually calculate first A, B and C satisfying (A.2) and exploit that
D := C automatically also fulfils (A.2), which we briefly justify next. Throughout this section
we assume that {Y;}"_, are independent and identically distributed with Lebesgue-density
g=f®p e L% We denote by £?(g) the set of (Borel-measurable) functions ¢ : [0,1) —
R with HCHf%%(g) = Jioay) C(x)g(x)dr < oo. Let h : [0,1)> = R be a bounded kernel, i.e.
[l o == supy, e [R(y1,92)| < oo, and define the integral operator H : £2(g) — Z£2(g)
with ¢ — H( and H((s) == [jo ) h(t,s)C(t)g(t)dt for all s € [0,1). Then H is linear and
bounded, i.e. [[H || g2 .22(g) = suP{l[HCll22() : [[Cll22¢) < 1} < ER*(Y7,Ys3) < C? due to the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. This shows the claim since its operator norm satisfies

1H | 2200220 = sup {E(A(Y1, Y2)C(V1)6(Y2)), EC (Y1) < 1,EE3(Y) < 1} (A.3)

However, an additional assumption allows us to determine a slightly different quantity D.
For a symmetric kernel the operator H is self-adjoint, i.e. (H(, §)$§(g) = ((, Hg)_%%(g) for all

¢,& € £2(g) using the inner product (€, &) z2(9) = Jio,1) C(5)€(5)g(s)ds, and we have

1H || 22(g)—22(9) = SUP{I(HC, Q) z2g)| : [[Cll.z2q) < 1} (A.4)

The last identity can further be reformulated in terms of a discrete convolution, which we briefly
recall next. For p > 1 we denote by 7 := (P(Z) the Banach space of complex sequences over

& = (Zjez |aj\p)1/p for a. := (a;)jez € C”.
In the case p = 2, % is a Hilbert space and the ¢*norm is induced by the inner product
(a0, be)p2 = ez, ajgj for all a.,b., € ¢2. For each sequence a, € ¢! the discrete convolution
operator a.x : * — (* with b, — a. * b, and (a. * b.); := > ez a; b for all j € Z, is linear and
bounded by ||a.||e, i.e. [|auk|[z—e = sup{||a. * bz : [|ba]|z < 1} < [Jaa]|n. Particularly, it
holds

|20 agibi| = b, bl < ol

JEZ  leZ

Z endowed with its usual ¢’-norm given by |a.

b.||7. for all a, € /' and b, € /2. (A.5)

Note that the adjoint of a.* is a discrete convolution operator a;* with af :=a_; for all j € Z.
Hence, if in addition a; = @_; for all j € Z, then a.* is self-adjoint. Recall that the real density
g € £?* admits Fourier coefficients g. = (g;)jez. The coefficients belong to both ¢ by Parseval’s
identity, i.e. ||g|llzz = ||g.|lez, and also to ¢! due to the convolution theorem. Indeed, (g; =
fi0,)jez with g = f®y and f,¢ € Z* implies ||g.|ln < || f]le]l@lle < oo due to the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Consequently, the discrete convolution g.* : £2 — ¢2 is linear, bounded and
self-adjoint. Moreover, for all ¢ € £? with |¢| € £?(g) and Fourier coefficients ¢, = ((;)jez € 2
we note that (g.x ¢, C)e = Xjen (2 iez 916G = Yjez C ez E(e(Y)e, (=Y))( = E[¢(Y)]? =
”CH?%?(H) > 0. Thereby, if for all ( = Y ;e Ge; € Z* we also have [(| € Z2(g), then g

is non-negative. As a result, there is a non-negative operator (g.*)%? with ||(g.x)?(||% =
(g.%xC, Q) = |IC ||F25/ﬂ2 © for all ¢, € 2, which we use frequently in the proofs below.
R

A.1 Auxiliary results used in the proof of Proposition 2.1

Lemma A.3. Consider {Y;}_, X ge L% and for k €N the kernel h : [0,1)2 = R given by

h(yiy2) = Y (ej(_‘lh)_|gj>|<2€j(y2)_§j), Y1,y € [0, 1),
il€lk] ¥
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which is real-valued, bounded, symmetric and fulfils (A.1). Let v, and my as in (2.1) then

A=4v}, B=3|glev; and D=C=2]glevi (A.6)
satisfy the condition (A.2) in Proposition A.1. If, in addition, £*(g) = £2, then
D = 4|lg.la mi (A7)

also satisfies the condition (A.2) in Proposition A.1.

Proof of Lemma A.5. We first calculate quantities A, B and C satisfying (A.2), then by the
above discussion D = C also satisfies (A.2). First, consider A. From

I, — g)(er —T)llom <4 andfp| <1 forall jl€Z (A8)

we immediately conclude that [|h]| g < 43 ;e |17 < 4v4 = A. Next, consider B. Since
E(e;(=Y1)e,(Y1)) = g;, for all j,1 € Z, we deduce for arbitrary y, € [0,1) that

B (Vi 2)P) = Var( 3 e (-vi) ) Z By (gl 5 oy lalte) —5)
HEL | iIelk] A

= Z —(ej(yz) ;gj) Z gjfz—(el<_y2>2_ 9) = (ae*ba, b2 (AL9)
sewn 14 Elk] [
where a; 1= g1{i e 2k} and b = (e,(=y2) — q)|¢,| 2 1qu e ¥} for all [ € Z. Making use of
(A5), (A8), |g.]lee =1 and (2k)Y/2 < 12 it follows

le;(y2) — 3,7 1/2 N2, 4 2 6 _ N2
(axbube < (3 lgl) > = <@ 3 1gf?) vl <OllgliEg = B

4
|7l€2k] |7 1€lk] | j| l7l€2k]
Combining the last bound and (A.9) we see that sup,,c( 1) E[h(Y1,92)]* < B?. Next, consider
C. Since E(e;(—=Y1) — g;)(e/(Y1) — G,) = 9,11 — 9,9, for all j,l € Z, applying the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality we obtain

951 — 9,9.°
Z = |23 1< 2(a. * by, ba) g2 + 21/121”9.2”?2 (A.10)

me[[kﬂ|‘P| i 1@

where a; := |g|*1{ji| € [2k]} and by := || 21y € [k]} for all [ € Z. Moreover, from (a. * b., b.) s <
|a. W12 < g.|%v; due to (A.5) we conclude that (A.10) and |g;| < 1, j € Z, together imply
E|h(Y1,Y2)* < 40| ¢.||% = C?. Finally, consider D and assume in addition .£2(g) = .42 which
allows us to use the identities (A.3) and (A.4) formulated in terms of an operator H. Let ¢ €
Z2(g), which implies ¢ = 3¢z (e, € £°. Exploiting E(e;(—Y1)—g;)¢(Y1) = (9.%¢),;— g EC(Y1)
and |g;| < 1 for all j € Z straightforward calculations show

1
(HC Ozl = Y —5 B ((6(=Y1) = g)CYD))P <mi Y 1(g.% )y — g EC(V)
\jle[[kﬂ| " i€ %]
< 2m (Jlg. * GlIE + llglle S %e))- (A1)

Using the properties of the discrete convolution recalled above it follows

lg. # CllZ < Nge) sl (9%) V2GR = gt eemee i€ ) < Ngkllr €N )

which together with (A.11) implies [(H(, () 2| < 4mk||g.||gl||§||$]]§(g) for all ¢ € £2(g).

W
conclude from (A.4) that ||H|| g2 .22 < 4m2||g.]ls¢ = D, and finally that D satisfies (A.2),
by (A.4), which completes the proof. O
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Lemma A.4. Let {Y;}}", ~ g = f@p € L% with joint distribution B, and g° = f°® ¢ € ZL>.
For each k € N consider qi(f — f°) and my, as in (2. l) and (2.4), respectively. Then the linear
centred statistic V,, defined in (2.3) satisfies for allz > 1 and n > 1

P, (ZVn < —cz®(AVvmin ymin™t = Iqp(f — f° )) < exp(—x),

where ¢ = 8||g.]ln + |@]|%.

Proof of Lemma A.J. Introducing the real function @/) = e (9 — 901w |~2e; and indepen-
dent and identically distributed random variables Z; := 2¢(Y}), j € [[n]] we intend to apply
Proposition A.2 to V,, = £ 3. 1(Z; — E,(Z))). Therefore we compute the required quantities
v and b. First eonsnder b Using subsequently the identity g, — g° = (fi — f°)¢,, | € Z, and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we deduce that
1Z0] < 2||¥ll 2= < 2mi Y g — gl < 2miar(f — f°) [l@lle =: . (A.12)
l1<[*]

Secondly, consider v. Since E (ej(—Yl)el(Yl)) = g,_, for all j,1 € Z, we see that

E,|Z = 4B, [p(vi)2 =1 3 & ‘ | Y gjlg]_‘fl — 4a. % ba, b.) g2
gletk]l 19517 puelk] @

where a; := g/1{| € [2¢k]} and b, := (gl )| 21 e [k} for all [ € Z. Successively exploiting

further (A.5) and the identity g — g° = (fi — f°)¢,, | € Z, we conclude that
E,|Z1* < 4]b.][7 Mg =gt > gl
l71€x] l71€x]

<Amiap(f = f)llglle = v. (A13)

The claim of Lemma A.4 now follows from Proposition A.2 with b and v as in (A.12) and
(A.13), respectively. Indeed, making use of 2ac < % + c%¢ for any €, a,c > 0, we have

bx x? ma 2vx 21 m?

DT e ®(f — )+ 2oz, 2T My .
o <agd(f = £)+ gllelbts and (2 <agd(f - 1)+ 2k ol

Combining both bounds (with e, = g9 = i) yields for all x > 1

2ve  br _ m3

2
m .
o <3S = 1)+ ea (1 2 L with ¢ = 8l + el

Hence, the assertion follows from Proposition A.2 by the usual symmetry argument. O

A.2 Auxiliary results used in the proof of Proposition 4.1

Corollary A.5. Consider {Y;};_, X ge L% and for k € N the kernel h: [0,1)2 — R given, by

Wy, ye) = D (ei(=y1) —g)(ei(y2) = 3,), Y,y €[0,1).
7€ %]

which is real-valued, bounded, symmetric and fulfils (A.1). Then the quantities
A =8k, B=3|glle 2k and D=C=2|gl. 2k

satisfy the condition (A.2) in Proposition A.1. If, in addition, £2(g) = £2, then
D = 4]jgln

also satisfies the condition (A.2) in Proposition A.1.

25



Proof of Corollary A.5. Setting |p,[* = 1 for all |j| € [k] the assertion immediately follows
from Lemma A.3. 0
Lemma A.6. Let {V;}_, g = @ € L? with joint distribution P and g° = f°® ¢ € ZL*.
For each k € N consider qi(g — ¢°) as in (4.1). Then the linear centred statistic V¢ defined in
(4.3) satisfies for all x > 1 andn > 1

B (2V < —ca? (1V (2K)Y2n Y)(2k)2n " — L2(g — ¢")) < exp(—a)

where ¢ = 12||g.|| + 1.

Proof of Lemma A.0. Introducing the real function v := ZIJ\E[[k]]( g7)e; and independent
and identically dlstrlbuted random variables Z; := 2¢(Y}), j € [n], we mtend to apply Propo-
sition A2 to Vi = L 3,c1(Z; — E,(Z))). Therefore we compute the required quantities v and
b. First consider b. Usmg the Cauchy Schwarz inequality we see that

1Z0] < 2l[elle= <2 |9 —g7) < 2(2k)*a(g — ¢°) =: b (A.14)
YIS

Secondly, consider v. Since E,(e;(—Y1)e)(Y1)) = g, for all j, 1 € Z, we deduce that

E,|Zi2 = 4B, [0(Y)2 =4 Y (G,-7) 3 (o — ) = 4. xbo,b)ee,
7€ %] [lle[x]

where a; := g1{y € [2+]} and b; := (g, — g°) 1) e [+1} for all [ € Z. Hence, (A.5) shows that
d9—9) X lgl=v. (A.15)

l7]€[2k]

E,|Z:* < 4[jb.][7

The claim of Lemma A.6 follows now from Proposition A.2 with b and v as in (A.14) and
(A.15), respectively. Indeed, exploiting 2ac < “;—2 + c%¢ for any €, a,c > 0 we see that

ba: 2 oy 4 L z? 2k d
— <e¢ an
3p 1Y I 9eq n?
2vz 2 22 (4k)1/?
<edp(s.—9)+—— > gl <edilg—9°) + — 9.2
n gom )

|| €[2k]
Combining both bounds (with e, = g9 = i) we get for all z > 1

vz b
JE 3—33 < Lq2(g— ¢°) + ca(1V (2k)Y2071)(2k) 20! with ¢ = 12]| gl + 1.
n n

Hence, the assertion follows from Proposition A.2 by the usual symmetry argument. O

B Calculations for the illustrations

B.1 Calculations for the radius bounds in Illustration 3.5

Firstly, we determine the order of the term p,%’a. (6n) by showing that pi’a.(n) ~ ,03. (n) and replacing
n with én. Indeed, we trivially have p? (n) < pZ,. (n). By defining j, := (m logyn] <
log(n?/2) (in the ordinary smooth case) respectively j,. := [log,logn] < i loglogn (in the
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super smooth case), straightforward calculations then show that p,%a n < P RO < P2 (n).

Next, we determine the order of the remainder term T,g n) by first calculatrng () =
2

2
. 2 my . 2 2 . 2
mingey aj,V =k, showing 7, (n) ~ SN and then replacmg n with 6“n. The variance term T is

of order ﬁ In the ordinary smooth case the bias term a is of order k2%, Hence, the minimising

k. satlsﬁes ky ~ n25+2p which yields 72, (n) ~ n~ 7. We define ]* = f2p}r23 logyn] < log( 2/2).

Straightforward calculations show that ,Cw.(n) < 7;]* " n) S Na (n). Since, trivially r7, () <
T,fg’a. (n), we obtain the assertion. In the super smooth case the bras term a? is of order e %",

Hence, the minimising k, satisfies k, ~ log(n)#, which yields 7’ ()~ —(log n) We deﬁne
Ju = [1 log, logn] < 1 log logn. Straightforward calculations show that 7, S*ya.(n) <, MOPS

2
T () ST .

s ( (n), We obtain the assertion.

. Since, tr1v1ally

,Qe

B.2 Calculations for the radius bounds in Illustration 4.5

(ordinary smooth - mlldly ill-posed) Since (%) m% ~ Lp21/2 and a} ~ k=, the optimal
—2s 4s
k! satisfies k¢ ~ n4p+43+1, which yields an upper bound of order (p*)? ~ (k:j) ~ o ApFaAsET

(ordinary smooth - severely ill-posed) Since %mi ~ LEV2e2 and af ~ k7%, we
2s

obtain k! ~ (log n)%, which yields an upper bound of order (p)* ~ (kj_)_ZS ~ (logn)~ 7.

(2k)1/2
n

(super smooth - mildly ill-posed) Since mi ~ L2 and af ~ e 2", we obtain

2p+1/2
k¢ ~ (log n)+, which yields an upper bound of order (p)* ~ % (kj_) e L (logn) w2

B.3 Calculations for the radius bounds in Illustration 5.4

Firstly, we determine the order of the terms (g, (5n))* by showing that (¢, ,.m)* ~ (pim)?
and replacing n with én. Indeed, we trivially have (p2, (6n))? < (pa.(n)) Define j* =
(4p+4s+1 log, n] < log(n?/2) (ordinary smooth — mildly ill-posed case), j, := [+log,logn] <
81* loglog n (super smooth — mildly ill-posed case) respectively j, := [+log,logn] < é loglogn
(ordinary smooth — severely ill-posed case). Straightforward calculations then show that
p,%ya_(n) < pfj*’a.(n) < pf.(n). Next, we determine the order of the remainder term T o, (6%0)

by first calculating 7&2’@.(6271) '= mingey a3 Vv —n& and then showing that minimisation over ng ap-
proximates the minimisation over N well enough. The calculations in the (ordinary smooth
- mildly ill-posed) and (super smooth - mildly ill-posed) cases have already been done

in Illustration 3.5. It remains to consider the third case (ordinary smooth - severely ill-

P
e2k

P
and a2 ~ k=%, the minimising k, satisﬁes k2 ~ % and thus
. We define j, :=
fp log, logn] < log(n?/2). Stralghtforvvard calculations show that W ) 7“2 () SR, ().

posed). Since mTi ~
ky ~ (logn)p which yields 7?2 (logn) . Next, we show 72 (n) 72

N,a

~ 2J% g ~~ 'N,ae

Since, trivially 772, (n) < r,fw. (n), we obtain the assertion by repla(:lng n W1th 62n.

C Calculations for the y?-divergence

In the proof of Lemma C.2 below we apply the following assertion due to Schluttenhofer and
Johannes [2020b] (Lemma A.1 in the appendix).
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Lemma C.1. For k € N and for each sign vector 7 € {£}F let J™ = (J;)jep € RF. Then,

- +
3 > D= T2

Te{i}’c Jelk] jelk]

Lemma C.2 (y?-divergence for mixtures over hypercubes over several classes). Let
S be an arbitrary index set of finite cardinality |S| C N. For each s € S assume k* € N and
6: € 2(N) C RN. For 7€ {£}*¥ define coefficients 6> € (*(N) and functions ¢g>™ € £? by
setting

0 jelk
T — Y [[ ]] and gS’T: € + Z @j\ﬂ]‘e
0 otherwise HEE!

Assuming g™ € D for each s € S and T € {i}ks, we consider the mizture B with probability
density gﬂ > ses (2% ey e gs’T(zj)), z; € [0,1),j € [n] and denote P, := IP;[O’U. Then,
the x*-divergence satisfies

CEE) < Y e (2 Y (08)) -

|S| s,teS JE[ksAK]

1770

Proof of Lemma C.2. Recall that x*(B,P) = Eo(j—%(Zj,je[[n]] ))2 — 1 where (Z;);epn) are inde-
pendent with identical marginal density e, = 1jo 1y under B. Let z; € [0,1), j € [n], then

S (o X I a).

seS re{£}F* je[n]

dIP’l(
[EE— Z . n
P, jricinl ) |3|

Squaring, taking the expectation under P, and exploiting the independence yields

Eo(j—gwjvjﬂ[nﬂ ) - 2 > ka th > > 1IE ( (ZJ))

s,teS ’TE{:l:}kS ne{£}+ j€ln]
- | IS]? ) 2ks th > X ( ( Z1)g m(Zl)))
s,teS Te{£}F° pe{L}k

Exploiting the orthonormality of (e;);ez we calculate

E, (97 (2)9"(2) = [ 97 (2)g ()= =142 3 g,
JE[kSAE]

Applying the inequality 1+ = < exp(x) for all z € R we obtain

E, (¢"7(2)9" (%)) = 1+2 3 670 <exp (23 670 ) =[] exp (26,70).

JE[ksAkt] JE[ksSAKt] JE[ksSAKt]

Hence,

d
Eo(d_gwj,je[nﬂ) SEP> kaw D | )

s5,teS re{£}+* pe{t}kt jE[kAK!]
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where we apply Lemma C.1 to the n-summation with J; = exp (2n6,76™) and obtain

—2nf"" 0! 2n6;"" 0!
Eo(i—g)<zj7je[[n]] ) NS 2 Z Z H exp( n J);_ eXp< n J)

s teS 76{:|:}’cS jE[ksAKt]

exp( 2n€ 7«9t)+exp(2n9 7—79’5)
2

Again applying Lemma C.1 to the #summation with J; = yields
dp exp (—2719.59?) + exp (2719.59?)

E 1 Z cln J3 J

O(dIP())( JrJ€[n] ) |S|2 Z H 2

5,te€S je[ksNkt]

= ﬁ Z H cosh (2m9]9;)

s,t€S je[ksNkt]
Since cosh(z) < exp(2?/2), € R, we obtain
d]Pi st 2
E,(EZiern) <5z X T exp (202(69)?) = 5P 2 o (20 3 (64))7).
0 | 5,teS je[kSNkt] stes JE[ksAKt]

which completes the proof. O

References

Y. Baraud. Non-asymptotic minimax rates of testing in signal detection. Bernoulli, 8(5):
577606, 2002.

C. Butucea. Goodness-of-fit testing and quadratic functional estimation from indirect observa-
tions. The Annals of Statistics, 35(5):1907-1930, 2007.

C. Butucea, C. Matias, and C. Pouet. Adaptive goodness-of-fit testing from indirect observa-
tions. In Annales de I'THP Probabilités et statistiques, volume 45, pages 352-372, 2009.

O. Collier, L. Comminges, and A. B. Tsybakov. Minimax estimation of linear and quadratic
functionals on sparsity classes. The Annals of Statistics, 45(3):923-958, 2017.

F. Comte and M.-L. Taupin. Adaptive density deconvolution for circular data.
http://helios.mi.parisdescartes.fr/ comte/efrodens5.pdf, 2003.

S. Efromovich. Density estimation for the case of supersmooth measurement error. Journal of
the American Statistical Association, 92(438):526-535, 1997.

N. I. Fisher. Statistical analysis of circular data. Cambridge University Press, 1995.

M. Fromont and B. Laurent. Adaptive goodness-of-fit tests in a density model. The Annals of
Statistics, 34(2):680-720, 2006.

J. Gill and D. Hangartner. Circular data in political science and how to handle it. Political
Analysis, 18(3):316-336, 2010.

E. Gine and R. Nickl. Mathematical Foundations of Infinite-Dimensional Statistical Models.
Cambridge University Press, 2015.

29



Y. Ingster. Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alternatives I. Math-
ematical Methods of Statistics, 2(2):85-114, 1993a.

Y. Ingster. Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alternatives I1. Math-
ematical Methods of Statistics, 2(2):171-189, 1993b.

Y. Ingster. Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alternatives III.
Mathematical Methods of Statistics, 2(2):249—268, 1993c.

J. Johannes and M. Schwarz. Adaptive circular deconvolution by model selection under un-
known error distribution. Bernoulli, 19(5A):1576-1611, 2013.

G. Kerkyacharian, T. M. Pham Ngoc, and D. Picard. Localized spherical deconvolution. The
Annals of Statistics, 39(2):1042-1068, 2011.

C. Lacour and T. M. P. Ngoc. Goodness-of-fit test for noisy directional data. Bernoulli, 20(4):
2131-2168, 2014.

B. Laurent, S. Huet, and Y. Baraud. Adaptive tests of linear hypotheses by model selection.
The Annals of Statistics, 31(1):225-251, 2003.

B. Laurent, J.-M. Loubes, and C. Marteau. Testing inverse problems: a direct or an indirect
problem? Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 141(5):1849-1861, 2011.

B. Laurent, J.-M. Loubes, and C. Marteau. Non asymptotic minimax rates of testing in signal
detection with heterogeneous variances. FElectronic Journal of Statistics, 6:91-122, 2012.

K. V. Mardia. Statistics of directional data. Academic press, 1972.
K. V. Mardia and P. E. Jupp. Directional statistics, volume 494. John Wiley & Sons, 2009.

C. Marteau and T. Sapatinas. Minimax goodness-of-fit testing in ill-posed inverse problems
with partially unknown operators. Annales de [’Institut Henri Poincaré, Probabilités et Statis-
tiques, 53(4):1675-1718, 2017.

S. Schluttenhofer and J. Johannes. Adaptive minimax testing in inverse gaussian sequence
space models. https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.07623, 2020a.

S. Schluttenhofer and J. Johannes. Minimax testing and quadratic functional estimation for
circular convolution. https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.12714, 2020b.

V. Spokoiny. Adaptive hypothesis testing using wavelets. The Annals of Statistics, 24(6):
24772498, 1996.

A. B. Tsybakov. Introduction to Nonparametric Estimation. Springer New York, 2009.

30



	1 Introduction
	2 Upper bound via an indirect testing procedure
	3 Adaptive indirect testing procedure
	4 Upper bound via a direct testing procedure
	5 Adaptive direct testing procedure
	6 Lower bound
	A Appendix: auxiliary results used in sec:2,sec:4
	A.1 Auxiliary results used in the proof of quantiles
	A.2 Auxiliary results used in the proof of d:quantiles

	B Calculations for the illustrations
	B.1 Calculations for the radius bounds in ill:adapt
	B.2 Calculations for the radius bounds in d:ill
	B.3 Calculations for the radius bounds in d:ill:adapt

	C Calculations for the 2-divergence

