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Abstract

We consider the problem of adaptive inference on a regression function at
a point under a multivariate nonparametric regression setting. The regression
function belongs to a Hölder class and is assumed to be monotone with respect
to some or all of the arguments. We derive the minimax rate of convergence for
confidence intervals (CIs) that adapt to the underlying smoothness, and provide
an adaptive inference procedure that obtains this minimax rate. The procedure
differs from that of Cai and Low (2004), intended to yield shorter CIs under
practically relevant specifications. The proposed method applies to general
linear functionals of the regression function, and is shown to have favorable
performance compared to existing inference procedures.
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1 Introduction

We consider the problem of inference on a regression function at a point under the
nonparametric regression model

yi = f(xi) + ui, ui
i.i.d.∼ N(0, σ2(xi)),

where f is assumed to lie in a Hölder class with exponent γ ∈ (0, 1]. Procedures based
on γ is conservative (or suboptimal) when the true regression function in fact lies in
a smoother Hölder class with γ′ > γ. Adaptive procedures try to overcome this issue
by automatically adjusting to the (unknown) underlying smoothness class. However,
unlike in the case of estimation, where adaptation to the unknown smoothness class
is in general possible with an additional logarithmic term (Lepskii, 1991), adaptation
is impossible in the case of inference without further restrictions on the function class
(Low, 1997) .

Two shape restrictions that can be used to overcome this impossibility have been
discussed in the literature, convexity and monotonicity. In this paper, we impose
monotonicity on the regression function to construct a CI that adapts to the under-
lying smoothness of the regression function. The main difference with other papers
that consider adaptation under a monotonicity condition (Cai et al., 2013; Armstrong
(2015)) is our general treatment of the dimension of xi. To our knowledge, this is the
first paper to construct adaptive CIs, under a multivariate nonparametric regression
setting.

We consider coordinate-wise monotonicity with respect to all or some of the co-
ordinates. A function f is coordinate-wise monotone with respect to V ⊆ {1, . . . , k}
if xj ≥ zj for all j ∈ V and xj = zj for all j /∈ V imply f(z) ≥ f(z). The mini-
max expected length of a CI over the Hölder class with exponent γ converges to 0 at
the well-known rate of n−1/(2+k/γ). When the regression function is monotone in all
variables, i.e., V = {1, . . . , k}, we can construct a CI that achieves this minimax rate
over all γ ∈ (0, 1] just as in the univariate case. Also, again as in the univariate case,
if the regression is not monotone to any of the variables so that V = ∅, there is no
scope for adaptation.

An interesting case is when the function is monotone with respect to only some
of the variables so that k+ := |V| < k, which can arise due to the multivariate nature
of the problem. In this case, we show that for a CI that maintains coverage over the
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Hölder class with exponent γ, the minimax expected length over a smoother class
γ′ > γ converges to 0 at the rate n−1/(2+k+/γ′+(k−k+)/γ). The denominator of the
exponent can be written as 2 + k/γ − k+(1/γ − 1/γ′). This is the sum of a term that
comes from the minimax rate over γ, 2 + k/γ, and −k+(1/γ − 1/γ′). In this sense,
k+(1/γ−1/γ′) exactly quantifies the possible gain from monotonicity, indicating larger
gains if the regression function is monotone in more variables and/or smoother.

We propose a CI that obtains this minimax rate (of adaptation) for a sequence of
Hölder exponents {γj}Jj=1 ⊂ (0, 1]. While the method provided by Cai and Low (2004)
can be used to construct such a CI, we provide an alternative method that builds
upon the one-sided CI proposed by Armstrong and Kolesár (2018). Their one-sided
CI “directs power” to a smoother class while maintaining coverage over a larger class
of functions. Our CI is constructed by combining the lower and upper versions of their
one-sided CI to create a two-sided CI, and then taking the intersection of a sequence of
such two-sided CIs that direct power to each γj. An appropriate Bonferroni correction
is used to obtain correct coverage. This CI can be used in more general nonparametric
regression settings, as long as the parameter of interest is a linear functional of the
regression function and the regression functions lies in a convex function class.

While the proposed CI obtains the minimax length over γj for each j up to a
constant factor that does not depend on the sample size, this constant does depend
on the number of parameter spaces J the CI adapts to. This is in contrast with the CI
of Cai and Low (2004), which gives a multiplicative constant that does not depend on
J . However, the multiplicative constant of our CI grows slowly with J at a (log J)1/2

rate, and is smaller than the constant given by Cai and Low (2004) for any reasonable
specification of J . Even if one wishes to adapt to J = 103 parameter spaces, our CI
obtains the minimax expected length of each parameter space within a multiplicative
constant of 4.14, whereas this constant is 16 for the CI by Cai and Low (2004). A
simulation study confirms that our CI can be significantly shorter in practice as well.
Nonetheless, the uniform constant that Cai and Low (2004) obtain is theoretically
attractive and allows one to adapt to the continuum of Hölder exponents (0, 1] in this
context.

Related literature. An adaptation theory for CIs in a nonparametric regression
setting was developed by Cai and Low (2004). Cai et al. (2013) provide a procedure for
constructing adaptive CIs that adapt to each individual function under monotonicity
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and convexity. Armstrong (2015) provides an inference method for the regression
function at a point, possibly on the boundary of the support, that adapts to the
underlying Hölder classes under a monotonicity assumption. As noted earlier, the
main difference of our paper is that we consider a multivariate regression setting
where there is no restriction on the dimension of the independent variable as long as
it is fixed and finite. The adaptation theory for CIs builds upon the more classical
minimax theory for CIs, which has been developed in Donoho (1994) and Low (1997).
Cai (2012) provides an excellent review on the theory of minimax and adaptive CIs,
along with the minimax and adaptive estimation problems.

While the focus of this paper is on adaptive CIs, there are other forms of con-
fidence sets that are of interest in the context of nonparametric regression setting.
Adaptive confidence balls have been considered in Genovese and Wasserman (2005),
Cai and Low (2006) and Robins and van der Vaart (2006). An adaptation theory
for confidence bands has been considered in, for example, Dümbgen (1998), Genovese
and Wasserman (2008), and Cai et al. (2014). In the context of density estimation,
adaptive confidence bands have also been considered in Hengartner and Stark (1995),
Giné and Nickl (2010), and Hoffmann and Nickl (2011).

Recently, there has been interest in isotonic regression in general dimensions. The
monotonicity condition imposed in such models is the same as the one we impose here
with V = {1, . . . , k}. Han et al. (2019) derive minimax rates for the least squares
estimation problem. Deng et al. (2020) provide a method for constructing CIs at a
point based on block max-min and min-max estimators.

Outline. Section 2 describes the nonparametric regression model and the function
class we consider. Section 3 introduces the notion of adaptivity in more detail and
describes our procedure for constructing adaptive CIs. Section 4 presents the main
result of the paper, the minimax rate of adaptation, and an adaptive CI that obtains
this rate by solving the corresponding modulus problem. Section 5 provides a simula-
tion study, and Section 6 illustrates our method in the context of production function
estimation.

Any proof omitted in the main text can be found in the appendix. Appendix A
collects the proofs for lemmas and corollaries. Appendix B contains the proof for our
main theoretical result, Theorem 4.1.
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2 Nonparametric Regression Under Monotonicity

We observe {(yi, xi)}ni=1 and consider a nonparametric regression model,

yi = f(xi) + ui, (1)

where xi∈ X ⊂ Rk is a (fixed) regressor, f : Rk → R is the unknown regression
function that lies in some function class F , and ui’s are independent with ui ∼
N(0, σ2(xi)) and σ2(·) known. The parameter of interest is f(x0). For the rate
results provided in Section 4.2, we require that x0 ∈ IntX . However, we note that
the solution to the modulus problem given in Section 4.1 does not depend on whether
x0 is on the boundary or not. Without loss of generality, we normalize x0 to be 0.

We take the F to be the class of functions that are Hölder continuous and nonde-
creasing in all or some of the variables. Let Λ(γ, C) denote the set of functions from
Rk to R that are Hölder continuous with Hölder constants (γ, C),

Λ(γ, C) :=
{
f ∈ F(Rk,R) : |f(x)− f(z)| ≤ C ‖x− z‖γ for all x, z ∈ X

}
,

where F
(
Rk,R

)
is the set of functions from Rk to R, γ ∈ [0, 1], C ≥ 0 and ‖·‖ is

a norm on Rk. For notational simplicity, we omit the dependence of the function
class on the choice of the norm ‖·‖. We impose the following restriction that ‖·‖ is
monotone in the magnitude of each element, which is satisfied by most norms used in
practice. such as the `p norm or a weighted version of it. We discuss the relationship
between this assumption and the monotonicity of the regression function in Remark
4.1.

Assumption 2.1. ‖·‖ is a norm on Rk such that ‖z‖ is nondecreasing in |zj| for
each j ∈ {1, ..., k}.

We now define the (coordinate-wise) monotone Hölder class. For a subset of the
covariate indices V ⊂ {1, . . . , k}, write

Λ+,V(γ, C) := {f ∈ Λ(γ, C) : f(x) ≥ f(z) if xj ≥ zj ∀j ∈ V and xj = zj ∀j /∈ V} .

This is the set of Hölder continuous functions that are nondecreasing, coordinate-
wise, with respect to the jth element for j ∈ V . Define k+ := |V| . By a relabeling
argument, it is without loss of generality to write V := {1, . . . , k+}. If k+ = k, then
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Λ+,V(γ, C) is the set of nondecreasing and Hölder continuous functions where the
monotonicity is with respect to the coordinate-wise partial ordering on Rk.

3 Adaptive Confidence Intervals

3.1 Notion of Adaptivity

In this section, we discuss the problem of inference for a general linear functional
of the regression function, Lf . Consider a sequence of convex parameter spaces F1,
. . . , FJ , with the requirement that Fj ⊂ FJ for all j ≤ J . Note that the parameter
spaces are not necessarily nested, but there is a largest convex parameter space that
nests all the other parameter spaces. Here, FJ reflects a conservative choice of the
parameter space where the researcher believes the true regression function to lie in.
Hence, the CI we construct will be required to maintain correct coverage over this
space. An adaptive CI maintains this correct coverage over the largest parameter
space FJ while having good performance (e.g. shorter expected length) when the
true function happens to lie in the smaller parameter space Fj, simultaneously for all
j ≤ J .

Then, a natural question is how well a CI that maintains coverage over FJ can
perform over Fj, which is one of the main questions that Cai and Low (2004) raise
and address in detail in the context of two-sided CIs. The case of one-sided CIs has
been considered by Armstrong and Kolesár (2018), along with other questions.

3.1.1 Two-sided Adaptive CIs

Let IJα,2 denote the set of all two-sided CIs that have coverage at least 1−α over FJ .
Following Cai and Low (2004), the performance criterion we consider for two-sided
CIs is the worst-case expected length. That is, the performance of a CI, CI, over
the parameter space Fj is measured by supf∈Fj Ef µ(CI) with smaller values of this
quantity meaning better performance. Here, Ef denotes the expectation when the
true regression function is f and µ is the Lebesgue measure on the real line. Then,
the shortest possible worst-case expected length a CI can achieve over Fj (while
maintaining correct coverage over FJ) is characterized by the quantity

L∗j,J := inf
CI∈IJα,2

sup
f∈Fj

Ef µ(CI).
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Following Cai and Low (2004), we say a CI is adaptive if it achieves L∗j,J for all
j ≤ J up to a multiplicative constant that does not depend on the sample size. Let
zq denote the q–quantile of the standard normal distribution. Cai and Low (2004)
show that L∗j,J � ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ), with � denoting asymptotic equivalence1 and
ω+(δ,Fj,FJ) is the between class modulus of continuity defined as

ω+(δ,Fj,FJ)

:= sup
{
|LfJ − Lfj| :

∑n
i=1 ((fJ(xi)− fj(xi))/σ(xi))

2 ≤ δ2, fj ∈ Fj, fJ ∈ FJ
}
,

for δ ≥ 0.2 In general, ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) is more tractable than L∗j,J , and thus the strat-
egy is to construct a CI that has worst case length over Fj bounded by ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ),
up to a multiplicative constant. We refer to the rate at which ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) con-
verges to 0 as the minimax rate of adaptation (of Fj over FJ). If Fj = FJ , this is
the minimax rate over FJ , which is the fastest rate at which the worst-case expected
length over FJ of a CI that maintains correct coverage over the same space FJ can
achieve.

3.1.2 One-sided CIs

While our main focus is on adaptive two-sided CIs, the construction of our adaptive CI
relies heavily on the one-sided CI proposed by Armstrong and Kolesár (2018). Hence,
we briefly describe the notion of adaptivity in the context of one-sided CIs. For one-
sided CIs, we follow Armstrong and Kolesár (2018) and consider the βth quantile of
excess length as the performance criterion. More specifically, for a one sided lower
CI, [ĉ,∞), we denote the βth quantile of the excess length at f as qβ,f (Lf − ĉ), where
qβ,f (·) denotes the βth quantile function when the true regression function is f . Under
this criterion, the best possible performance over Fj is quantified by

`∗j,J := inf
ĉ:[ĉ,∞)∈IJα,`

sup
f∈Fj

qβ,f (Lf − ĉ),

1We write an � bn if 0 < lim inf
n→∞

(an/bn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

(an/bn) <∞.
2Note that the definition is slightly different with Cai and Low (2004) due to the σ(xi) term that

appears in the denominator of the summand. This is because we divide both sides of (1) by the
(known) σ(xi) to convert the model into the same form as that of Cai and Low (2004).
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where IJα,` denotes the set of all one-sided lower CIs that have coverage at least 1−α
over FJ . Armstrong and Kolesár (2018) showed that `∗j,J = ω(z1−α+zβ,FJ ,Fj), where
ω(z1−α + zβ,FJ ,Fj) is the ordered class modulus of continuity defined as

ω(δ,Fj,Fk)

:= sup
{
Lfk − Lfj :

∑n
i=1 ((fk(xi)− fj(xi))/σ(xi))

2 ≤ δ2, f ∈ Fj, fJ ∈ FJ
}
,

for any δ ≥ 0 and j, k ≤ J . We refer to the optimization problem in the definition
as the ordered modulus problem. Naturally, an analogous result holds for upper
one-sided CIs so that u∗j,J = ω(z1−α + zβ,Fj,FJ), where

u∗j,J := inf
ĉ:(−∞,ĉ]∈IJα,u

sup
f∈Fj

qβ,f (ĉ− Lf),

with IJα,u denoting the set of all one-sided upper CIs that have coverage at least 1−α
over FJ .

We say a one-sided lower CI, [ĉ∗,∞), is adaptive if there exists some c > 0 that
does not depend on n such that

sup
f∈Fj

qβ,f (Lf − ĉ∗) ≤ c ω(z1−α + zβ,Fj,FJ)

for all j ≤ J , and similarly for one-sided upper CIs.

3.1.3 Modes of Adaptation

Note that it must be the case that ω+(z1−α,Fj,Fj) ≤ ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) (and similarly
for the ordered moduli) because ω+(z1−α,Fj,Fj) takes the supremum over a smaller
set. However, if it happens to be the case that ω+(z1−α,Fj,Fj) � ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ),
an adaptive CI, CI∗, satisfies supf∈Fj Ef µ(CI∗) ≤ c L∗j,j for all j ≤ J . Cai and
Low (2004) define such CI to be strongly adaptive. This is an ideal case because we
obtain L∗j,j, up to a multiplicative constant, which is the minimax length we could
have achieved if we “knew” that our true regression function lied in the smaller class
Fj (i.e., if we made a stronger assumption that the true regression function lies in
this smaller class). While adaptive CIs exist in general, strong adaptation is possible
only when ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) � ω+(z1−α,Fj,Fj) for all j ≤ J . This is not a property
of a given procedure, but of the given statistical model.
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The least desirable case is when ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) � ω+(z1−α,FJ ,FJ), because this
leaves no scope of adaptation. An intermediate case is when

ω+(z1−α,Fj,Fj) ≺ ω+(z1−α,Fj,FJ) ≺ ω+(z1−α,FJ ,FJ),

so that the minimax rate of adaptation is better than the worst-case minimax rate
over FJ but not as good as the minimax rate over Fj.3 That is, one can do better
than simply taking the most conservative parameter space as the true space but not
quite as good as knowing that the true function actually lies in the smaller parameter
space. Hence, the minimax adaptation rate plays an important role in determining
whether sharp adaptation is possible. In Section 4.2, we derive the minimax rates of
adaptation under the model given in Section 2.

3.2 Construction of Adaptive CIs

Cai and Low (2004) provide a general method of constructing adaptive CIs of Lf
under the general model (1). Here, we provide an alternative method that is intuitive
and gives smaller constants in the case of non-nested parameter spaces.4 For the
nested case, the CI of Cai and Low (2004) has a bounded constant even as J → ∞,
which is an attractive theoretical property. For the CI we propose, the constant will
grow with J in general. In practice, however, one can only adapt to finitely many
parameter spaces due to computational constraints. The proposed procedure gives a
smaller constant than that of Cai and Low (2004) even for unrealistically large values
of J (e.g., J = 1010).

The main building block for our adaptive CI is the minimax one-sided CI proposed
by Armstrong and Kolesár (2018), which relies on the ordered modulus. We say that
(fj, fk) ∈ Fj × Fk is a solution to ω(δ,Fj,Fk) if (fj, fk) solves the optimization
problem corresponding to ω(δ,Fj,Fk). Let (f ∗,JjJ,δ , g

∗,Jj
j,δ ) ∈ FJ × Fj be a solution to

3For positive sequences {an} and {bn}, we write an ≺ bn if lim inf
n→∞

(bn/an) =∞.
4For a given adaptive CI, CI∗, we refer to the positive number c (that does not depend on n)

such that supf∈Fj Eµ(CI
∗) ≤ c ω+ (zα,Fj ,FJ) , as the “constant” of CI∗.
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the ordered modulus ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) , and define the estimator

L̂`,jδ =
1

2
L(g∗,Jjj,δ + f ∗,JjJ,δ )

+
ω′ (δ,FJ ,Fj)

δ

n∑
i=1

(g∗,Jjj,δ (xi)− f ∗,JjJ,δ (xi))

(
yi

σ(xi)
−
g∗,Jjj,δ (xi) + f ∗,JjJ,δ (xi)

2

)
,

(2)

where ω′(·,FJ ,Fj) is the derivative of ω(·,FJ ,Fj). Based on this estimator, define
a lower one-sided CI by subtracting the maximum bias and an appropriately scaled
normal quantile:

ĉ`,jα,δ := L̂`,jδ −
1

2
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) +

1

2
δω′ (δ,FJ ,Fj)− z1−αω

′ (δ,FJ ,Fj) . (3)

The following theorem from Armstrong and Kolesár (2018) shows that for a specific
choice of δ, this CI is optimal in the sense that it achieves `∗j,J .

Lemma 3.1 (Theorem 3.1 of Armstrong and Kolesár (2018)). Let δ = zβ + z1−α.
Then,

sup
f∈Fj

qf,β(Lf − ĉ`,jα,δ) = `∗j,J = ω(δ,FJ ,Fj).

The excess length Lf − ĉ`,jα,δ follows a Gaussian distribution because it is a affine
transformation of the data, which follows a Gaussian distribution by assumption.
Hence, the median and mean of the excess length are the same. Taking β = 1/2, we
can replace qf,β with the expectation under f , which gives

sup
f∈Fj

Ef

(
Lf − ĉ`,jα

)
= ω (z1−α,FJ ,Fj) , (4)

where we define ĉ`,jα := ĉ`,jα,z1−α . Likewise, we can define an optimal upper one-sided CI
(−∞, ĉ`,jα,δ] such that

sup qf,β(ĉu,jα,δ − Lf) = u∗j,J = ω(δ,Fj,FJ), (5)

where the precise definition of ĉ`,jα,δ is given in Appendix E. Similarly, let ĉu,jα denote
the upper counterpart of ĉ`,jα .

Using the optimal one-sided CIs, we first show how a naive Bonferroni procedure
leads to a two-sided adaptive CI. We then provide a method that improves upon this
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naive Bonferroni CI by taking into account the correlation among the CIs. The naive
Bonferroni CI is defined as

CIBon,Jα := ∩Jj=1[ĉ`,jα/2J , ĉ
u,j
α/2J ]. (6)

This has coverage at least 1 − α over FJ because each [ĉ`,jα/2J , ĉ
u,j
α/2J ] has coverage

1 − α/J over FJ and CIBon,Jα is simply the intersection of such CIs. The following
theorem shows that this CI is indeed adaptive.

Theorem 3.1. For any j = 1, . . . , J , we have

sup
f∈Fj

Eµ(CIBon,Jα ) ≤
2z1− α

2J

z1−α
2

ω+(z1−α
2
,Fj,FJ). (7)

The constant 2z1− α
2J
/z1−α

2
increases with the number of parameter spaces J .5 On

the other hand, the constant given in Cai and Low (2004) is 16 and thus does not
depend on the number of parameter spaces. However, we note that 2z1− α

2J
/z1−α

2
is

not too large, in fact smaller than 16, for reasonable specifications of J. For example,
when α = 0.05 and J = 50, we get 2z1− α

2J
/z1−α

2
≈ 3.36, which is considerably smaller

than the constant given in Cai and Low (2004). Even for unrealistically large J such
as J = 1010, we have 2z1− α

2J
/z1−α

2
< 8, which is still less than half of the constant

given by Cai and Low (2004). Simulation results given in Section 5 confirm that not
only the upper bound, but also the actual length itself is often much shorter for our
CI.

Remark 3.1. Suppose one is interested in constructing the one-sided CI in an adap-
tive way. Note that Lemma 3.1 implies that any one-sided CI [ĉ`,Jα ,∞) with coverage
probability 1− α should satisfy

sup
f∈Fj

E(Lf − ĉ`,Jα ) ≥ ω (z1−α,FJ ,Fj) .

5The constant, z1− α
2J
/z1−α2 , grows with J at the rate (log J)1/2. This is the same rate that Cai

and Low (2004) find in their analysis of the case with non-nested parameter spaces. Their constant
is at least eight times greater than what we provide here, but does not require that the largest space
in consideration is convex.
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Define ĉ`,Jα = maxj ĉ
`,j
α/J . Then, by an analogous argument to Theorem 3.1, we have

sup
f∈Fj

E(Lf − ĉ`,Jα ) ≤
z1−α

J

z1−α
ω (z1−α,FJ ,Fj) .

Therefore,
[
ĉ`,Jα ,∞

)
is an adaptive one-sided CI in a similar sense with the two-sided

case.

The naive CI given in (6) does not take into account the possible correlation
among the CIs that we take the intersection of. However, if parameter spaces are
“close” to each other, the corresponding CIs will be correlated, implying that there is
room for improvement over the Bonferroni procedure. Consider the CIs of the form
CIτ,J = ∩Jj=1[ĉ`,jτ , ĉ

u,j
τ ]. If we take τ = α/(2J), this is precisely the CI given in (6).

The CI that gives the smallest constant among CIs of such forms is CIτ∗,J , where τ ∗

is the largest possible τ such that CIτ,J has correct coverage over FJ :

τ ∗ := sup
τ
τ s.t. inf

f∈FJ
Pf (Lf ∈ CIτ,J ) ≥ 1− α.

We know that τ = α/(2J) satisfies the constraint, and also that any τ > α does not
because then [ĉ`,jτ ,∞) will have coverage probability 1 − τ < 1 − α. Hence, we can
restrict τ to lie in [α/(2J), α].

However, the coverage probability inff∈FJ Pf (Lf ∈ CIτ,J ) is unknown in general,
rendering CIτ∗,J infeasible. Instead, we replace this coverage probability with a lower
bound that we can calculate either analytically or via simulation. Then, we take τ ∗

as the largest value that makes this lower bound at least 1 − α. As we show later,
using τ ∗ rather than α/(2J) can only make the resulting CI shorter.

Let (V (τ)′,W (τ)′)′ be a centered Gaussian random vector with unit variance. The
covariance terms for V (τ) = (V1(τ), ..., VJ(τ))′ is given by

Cov (Vj(τ), V`(τ)) =
1

z2
1−τ

n∑
i=1

(
g∗,Jjj,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,JjJ,z1−τ
(xi)

)(
g∗,J``,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,J`J,z1−τ
(xi)

)
.

Likewise, the covariance terms for W (τ) =
(
W1(τ), ...,WJ(τ)

)′ is given by

Cov
(
Wj(τ),W`(τ)

)
=

1

z2
1−τ

n∑
i=1

(
g∗,jJj,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,jJJ,z1−τ
(xi)

)(
g∗,`J`,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,`JJ,z1−τ
(xi)

)
.
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Finally, the covariance terms across V (τ) are W (τ) given as

Cov
(
Vj(τ),W`(τ)

)
=

1

z2
1−τ

n∑
i=1

(
g∗,Jjj,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,JjJ,z1−τ
(xi)

)(
g∗,`J`,z1−τ

(xi)− f ∗,`JJ,z1−τ
(xi)

)
.

This Gaussian random vector can be used to tune the critical value, as the following
lemma implies.

Lemma 3.2. Let τ ∗ ∈
[
α
2J
, α
]
to be the largest value of τ such that

P
(
max

{
V (τ)′ ,W (τ)′

}
> z1−τ

)
≤ α. (8)

Then, we have supf∈FJ P
(
f(0) /∈ CIJτ∗

)
≤ α.

Such a τ ∗ always exists because the inequality (8) holds with τ = α/(2J) due to the
union bound. A solution τ ∗ can be found via numerical simulation. By construction,
its length will be also bounded by (7). In Section 4.3, we show that as n → ∞ the
distribution of (V (τ)′,W (τ)′)′ does not depend on τ , under our setting of Lf = f(0)

with f belonging to a Hölder class. Hence, finding τ ∗ boils down to simply finding
the 1− α quantile of the maximum of a Gaussian vector in this case.

4 Adaptive Inference for f (0)

In this section, we provide an adaptive inference procedure for f(0). To construct
the adaptive CI introduced in Section 3, we first solve the corresponding modulus
problem. By using this solution to the modulus problem, we derive the minimax
rate of adaptation. Finally, we provide a CI that obtain this rate, using the method
described in Section 3.

4.1 Solution to the Modulus Problem

Let Λ+,V(γj, Cj) ⊂ Λ+,V(γJ , CJ) with γj ≥ γJ and Cj ≤ CJ . To construct the
adaptive CI, we first calculate the ordered moduli, ω (δ,Λ+,V (γj, Cj) ,Λ+,V (γJ , CJ))

and ω (δ,Λ+,V (γJ , CJ) ,Λ+,V (γj, Cj)) , for each j = 1, . . . , J. For notational simplicity,
we consider the case with J = 2 and solve ω+ (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)), from
which the general solution follows immediately.
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Recall the definition of the ordered modulus of continuity

sup f2(0)− f1(0)

s.t.
n∑
i=1

((f2(xi)− f1(xi)) /σ(xi))
2 ≤ δ2, fj ∈ Λ+,V (γj, Cj) for j = 1, 2,

with the maximized value denoted by ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) . It is conve-
nient to solve the inverse modulus problem instead, which is defined as

inf
n∑
i=1

((f2(xi)− f1(xi)) /σ(xi))
2

s.t. f2(0)− f1(0) = b, fj ∈ Λ+,V (γj, Cj) for j = 1, 2,

(9)

for b > 0, with the square root of the maximized value denoted by the inverse (ordered)
modulus ω−1 (b,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) .We provide a closed form solution for the
this inverse problem, from which we can recover the solution to the original problem
by finding b such that ω−1 (b,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) = δ. Note that this is simply
a search problem on the positive real line.

To characterize the solution to (9), we show two simple lemmas about the prop-
erties of the class Λ+,V (γ, C). For z = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Rk, define

(z)V+ =

max {zi, 0} i ∈ V

zi i /∈ V

and (z)V− = (−z)V+ .

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds, and let γ ∈ [0, 1] and C > 0. Define

h+(x) = C ‖(x)V+‖γ and h−(x) = −C ‖(x)V−‖γ .

Then, h+, h− ∈ Λ+,V (γ, C).

The following lemma asserts that the class of functions we consider is closed under
the maximum operator.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose h1, h2 ∈ Λ+,V (γ, C). Then, max {h1, h2} ∈ Λ+,V (γ, C).

The next lemma can be used to establish the solutions to the problem (9). This
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is a generalization of Proposition 4.1 of Beliakov (2005), which gives the same result
for the special case of γ = 1.

Lemma 4.3. Given f0 ∈ R and 0 < γ ≤ 1, define

Λf0
+,V (γ, C) = {f ∈ Λ+,V (γ, C) : f(0) = f0} .

Then, for any x ∈ Rk, we have

max
f∈Λ

f0
+,V (γ,C)

f(x) = f0 + C ‖(x)V+‖γ

min
f∈Λ

f0
+,V (γ,C)

f(x) = f0 − C ‖(x)V−‖γ .

We are now ready to characterize the solution to the inverse modulus problem
(9). For r ∈ R, define (r)+ := max {r, 0}.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds, and define

f ∗1 (x) = C1

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1
f ∗2 (x) = max

{
b− C2

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2 , C1

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1} .
Then, (f ∗1 , f

∗
2 ) solves the inverse modulus problem (9), and the inverse modulus is

given by

ω−1 (b,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2))

=
(∑n

i=1

((
b− C1

∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γ2) /σ (xi)

)2

+

)1/2

.
(10)

Proof. To solve (9), note that it is without loss of generality to restrict attention to the
functions with f1(0) = 0 and f2(0) = b, which is satisfied by f ∗1 and f ∗2 . To simplify
notation, write F0

1 = Λ0
+,V (γ1, C1) and F b2 = Λb

+,V (γ2, C2). Since f2(0) > f1(0), we
want f1(x) = maxf∈F0

1
f(x) and f2(x) = minf∈Fb2 f(x) as long as x ∈ X satisfies

minf∈F2 f(x) ≥ maxf∈F1 f(x), and f1(x) = f2(x) otherwise. Note that f ∗1 and f ∗2 are
designed exactly to achieve this goal, which follows by Lemma 4.3.

It remains to check whether f ∗1 ∈ F1 and f ∗2 ∈ F2. The former case is trivial. For
the latter case, note that f ∗1 ∈ Λ+,V(γ1, C1) ⊆ Λ+,V(γ2, C2). Now, by Lemma 4.2, we
have f ∗2 ∈ F2.
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The following corollary states an analogous result regarding the inverse modulus
ω−1 (b,Λ+,V (γ2, C2) ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1)).

Corollary 4.1. Define

g∗1(x) = b− C1

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ1

g∗2(x) = min
{
b− C1

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ1 , C2

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ2} .
Then, (g∗1, g

∗
2) solves the inverse modulus ω−1 (b,Λ+,V (γ2, C2) ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1)).

Remark 4.1 (Role of Assumption 2.1). Proposition 4.1 requires Assumption 2.1 due
to the specific form of monotonicity we consider. By considering coordinate-wise
monotonicity, we must take a norm that is “aligned” with this direction of monotonic-
ity. The assumption precisely imposes this. This is a unique feature that arises in the
multivariate setting. To allow for more general norms, let B be an orthonormal basis
of Rk, and denote by zB the coordinate vector of z ∈ Rk with respect to B and zBj its
jth component. Suppose the regression function is monotone in the coefficients with
respect to this basis B, so that the monotone Hölder class is given as

Λ+,V(γ, C) :=
{
f ∈ Λ(γ, C) : f(x) ≥ f(z) if xBj ≥ zBj ∀j ∈ V and xBj ≥ zBj ∀j /∈ V

}
.

Then, the condition we want to impose on the norm ‖·‖ is monotonicity with respect
to the magnitude of zBj . A special case is the Mahalanobis distance.

4.2 Minimax Rate of Adaptation

Using this solution to the inverse modulus, we derive the rate of convergence of the
between class of modulus, which characterizes how fast the worst-case expected length
of the adaptive CIs can go to 0 as n→∞. We derive the rates under the assumption
that the sequence of design points {xi}∞i=1 is a realization of a sequence of independent
and identically distributed random vectors {Xi}∞i=1 drawn from a distribution that
satisfies some mild regularity conditions. This gives an intuitive restriction on the
design points, and also shows that the result applies under random design points as
well.6 Define r(γ1, γ2) = (2 + k+/γ1 + (k − k+)/γ2)−1. The following theorem fully
characterizes the minimax rate of adaptation.

6Consider the model yi = f(Xi) + εi, for i = 1, . . . , n, with the Xi
i.i.d.∼ pX with εi|Xi ∼

N(0, σ2(Xi)). Then, conditional on {Xi}ni=1 = {xi}ni=1, this model is equivalent with our model.
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Theorem 4.1. Let {Xi}∞i=1 be an i.i.d. sequence of random vectors with support X .
Suppose Xi admits a probability density function pX(·) that is continuous at 0 with
pX(0) > 0, and assume σ(·) = 1. Then, for almost all realizations {xi}∞i=1 of {Xi}∞i=1

and for all δ > 0, we have

lim
n→∞

nr(γ1,γ2)ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) =
(
δ2/c∗1,2

)r(γ1,γ2)
, and

lim
n→∞

nr(γ1,γ2)ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2) ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1)) =
(
δ2/c∗2,1

)r(γ1,γ2)
,

where c∗1,1 and c∗2,1 are constants that depend only on the function spaces.

Remark 4.2. The result immediately implies the rate of convergence for the between
class modulus

lim
n→∞

nr(γ1,γ2)ω+ (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2))

= max
{
δ2/c∗1,2, δ

2/c∗2,1
}r(γ1,γ2)

.

Hence, if a CI maintains coverage over Λ+,V (γ2, C2), the best possible worst-case
length of this CI over Λ+,V (γ2, C2) goes to 0 at the same rate as n−r(γ1,γ2).

Remark 4.3 (Heteroskedasticity). For simplicity, the theorem imposes a homoskedas-
ticity condition (i.e., σ(·) = 1). However, allowing for general σ(·) is straightforward
and requires only weak regularity conditions on σ(·). See Appendix C for details.

Theorem 4.1 shows how the monotonicity restriction plays a role in determining
the minimax rates of adaptation to Hölder coefficients under the multivariate nonpara-
metric regression setting. When k+ = k, the minimax rate of adaptation is n−

1
2+k/γ1 ,

which equals the minimax convergence rate over ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1)).
This shows that strong adaptation is possible if the regression function is mono-
tone with respect to all the variables, just like in the univariate case. On the other
hand, when k+ = 0, the rate becomes n−

1
2+k/γ2 , consistent with the previous findings

that there is no scope of adaptation for general Hölder classes without any shape
constraint. Importantly, Theorem 4.1 characterizes the convergence rate for the case
where 0 < k+ < k, where it gives an intuitive intermediate rate between the two
extreme.
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4.3 Construction of the Adaptive CI

Here, we give the explicit formula of the CIs for our parameters of interest, now that
we have derived the form of the moduli of continuity and the solutions to the modulus
problems in the previous section. We first consider L0f . Before stating the result, it
is convenient to define the following functions

DJj,δ(xi) :=(ω(δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj‖(xi)V−‖γj − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γJ )+, and

DjJ,δ(xi) :=(ω(δ,Fj,FJ)− CJ‖(xi)V−‖γJ − Cj‖(xi)V+‖γj)+.

Corollary 4.2. For Lf = f(0) and β = 1/2, the lower CI defined in (3) is given by

ĉ`,jδ = L̂`,jδ −
1

2

(
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) +

δ2∑n
i=1DJj,δ (xi)

)
,

where

L̂`,jδ =

∑n
i=1 DJj,δ (xi) yi∑n
i=1DJj,δ (xi)

+
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj)

2

−
∑n

i=1DJj,δ (xi) (ω (δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj
∥∥(xi)V−

∥∥γj + CJ
∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γJ )

2
∑n

i=1 DJj,δ (xi)
.

Likewise, the upper bound of the CI is given by

ĉu,jδ = L̂u,jδ +
1

2

(
ω (δ,Fj,FJ) +

δ2∑n
i=1DjJ,δ (xi)

)
,

where

L̂u,jδ =

∑n
i=1 DjJ,δ (xi) yi∑n
i=1DjJ,δ (xi)

+
ω (δ,Fj,FJ)

2

−
∑n

i=1DjJ,δ (xi) (ω (δ,Fj,FJ)− CJ
∥∥(xi)V−

∥∥γJ + Cj
∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γj)
2
∑n

i=1 DjJ,δ (xi)
.

The first terms in the formula of L̂`,jδ and L̂u,jδ are the random terms linear in
yi while the remaining terms are non-random fixed terms. If V = {1, ..., k} (so the
function is monotone in every coordinate), the random terms can be viewed as a
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kernel estimator with a data-dependent bandwidth. Too see this, if we define

k(x) =
[
1− Cj

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γj − CJ ∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γJ ]
+
,

and

hmn (x) =

ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) 1/γJ if the mth coordinate of x ≥ 0

ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) 1/γj otherwise,

we have ∑n
i=1DJj,δ (xi) yi∑n
i=1DJj,δ (xi)

=

∑n
i=1 k (x1i/h1n (xi) , ..., xki/hkn (xi)) yi∑n
i=1 k (x1i/h1n (xi) , ..., xki/hkn (xi))

.

Hence, the CI can be considered to be based on a Nadaraya-Watson type estimator,
correcting for the bias.

As described in Section 3.2, the proposed CI is given by ∩Jj=1[ĉ`,jz1−τ∗ , ĉ
`,j
z1−τ∗

], where
τ ∗ is defined in Lemma 3.2. Here, we show that the distribution of (V (τ)′,W (τ)′)′ does
not depend on τ as n → ∞. The implication of this invariance with respect to τ , is
that calculating τ ∗ boils down to calculating the quantile of the maximum of Gaussian
vectors. The variance matrix of this limiting Gaussian random vector is known, and
thus the said quantile can be easily simulated. Moreover, when γ1 = · · · = γJ so that
the parameters spaces differs only in Cj, τ ∗ can be shown to be bounded away from
zero by a constant that does not depend on J , for large n. Hence, the constant of the
CI does not grow to infinity as J →∞ in this case.7

Lemma 4.4. Under the same set of conditions of Theorem 4.1, (V (τ)′ ,W (τ)′)′
d→

(V ′∞,W
′
∞)′ as n → ∞, where (V ′∞,W

′
∞)′ is a Gaussian random vector that does not

depend on τ. Moreover, if γ1 = · · · = γJ , then, for large n, τ ∗ > η for some η > 0

that does not depend on J .

Remark 4.4 (Dependence on J). The proof reveals that when all J parameter spaces
correspond to different Hölder exponents (i.e., γ1 > · · · > γJ), the dependence of τ ∗

on J does not vanish and in fact results in CIs whose constants grow at the same
rate as the naive Bonferroni CI, (log J)1/2. However, some finite sample improvement
in terms of the length of the resulting CI compared to the naive Bonferroni CI is

7This is especially useful when one wishes to adapt to C while keeping γ fixed. For example,
Kwon and Kwon (2020) take γj = 1 and consider the problem of adapting to the Lipschitz constant
in a regression discontinuity setting.
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shown in the empirical exercise. When some of the parameter spaces have the same
Hölder exponent, the improvement can be significant. As an extreme case, when
γ1 = · · · = γJ , τ ∗ can is bounded away from 0 by a constant that does not depend on
J , which is exactly what the second part of the lemma asserts.

5 Simulation Results

In this section, we compare the performances of the adaptive CI of Cai and Low (2004)
and the adaptive CI constructed using the naive Bonferroni procedure described in
Section 3.2. As a benchmark, we also provide the lengths of the shortest fixed length
confidence intervals of Donoho (1994), referred to as minimax CIs. We consider
inference for f(0), given some regression function f . We consider the case where the
researcher is uncertain about the value of the Hölder exponent γ, and thus tries to
adapt to its value.

First, we construct adaptive CIs with respect to two smoothness parameters
(γ1, γ2) = (1, 10−3) while fixing C = 1, which gives J = 2. We vary n over
{102, 5× 102, 103, 5× 103, 104} to investigate the rate of adaptation as the sample
size grows. The true regression function is over R2 and given by either f1 or f2,
defined as

f1(x1, x2) = 0, f2(x1, x2) =
∥∥(x1, x2)V+

∥∥γ2
2
, V = {1, 2}.

By construction, we have fj ∈ Λ+,V(γj, 1). The covariates are drawn from a uniform
distribution over [−1/(2

√
2), 1/(2

√
2)]2, and the noise terms, {ui}ni=1, are drawn from

a standard normal distribution. The outcome variable is given as yi = f(xi) + ui, for
f ∈ {f1, f2}. We fix the draw of {xi}ni=1 within each simulation iteration. We run
500 iterations to calculate the average lengths and coverage probabilities of CIs. The
nominal coverage probability is .95 for all CIs.

Table 1 shows the results for the case where f = f1. Each column corresponds to
1) our proposed (naive) Bonferroni adaptive procedure (AdaptBonf), 2) the adaptive
CI of Cai and Low (2004) (CL, henceforth), 3) the minimax CI with respect to
Λ+,V(γ2, 1), and 4) the minimax CI with respect to Λ+,V(γ1, 1). Regarding the last
two minimax procedures, we refer to them as the “conservative minimax CI” and the
“oracle minimax CI”, respectively. Note that the oracle minimax CI is an optimal
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Table 1: Lengths of CIs when f = f1 with J = 2

AdaptBonf CL Minimax (γ = γ2) Minimax (γ = γ1)

n = 100 0.925 5.092 1.459 0.617
n = 500 0.478 1.857 1.212 0.391
n = 1,000 0.382 1.530 1.150 0.329
n = 5,000 0.256 1.037 1.064 0.222
n = 10,000 0.212 0.868 1.045 0.187

Table 2: Lengths of CIs when f = f2 with J = 2

AdaptBonf CL Minimax (γ = γ2)

n = 100 1.599 5.092 1.459
n = 500 1.279 3.504 1.212
n = 1,000 1.197 3.222 1.150
n = 5,000 1.086 2.860 1.064
n = 1,0000 1.060 2.703 1.045

Table 3: Coverage probabilities of adaptive CIs (J = 2)

f = f1 f = f2

AdaptBonf CL AdaptBonf CL

n = 100 0.988 1.000 0.992 1.000
n = 500 0.972 1.000 0.976 0.998
n = 1,000 0.970 1.000 0.982 1.000
n = 5,000 0.972 1.000 0.970 1.000
n = 10,000 0.974 1.000 0.976 1.000
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benchmark, which is only feasible when we actually know the true regression function
is in the smaller parameter space Λ+,V(γ1, 1). In Table 1, the average lengths of both
adaptive confidence intervals decrease considerably as n increases from 100 to 10,000.
In comparison, the length of the conservative minimax CI (column 3) decreases only
about 28% for the same change in the sample size. This shows the lengths of the
adaptive confidence intervals decrease more sharply when the true function is smooth,
as predicted by the theory.

To compare the performances of different adaptive inference procedures, note that
the average lengths of the CI of CL adapting to the Hölder exponents (column 2) are
often wider than the conservative minimax CI (column 3). When n = 100, the former
is more than three times wider than the latter, and the adaptive procedure starts to
dominate the minimax procedure only when n is greater than 5,000. In comparison,
our proposed Bonferroni adaptive procedure (column 1) yields shorter CIs than those
by CL, as predicted in Section 3.2. To compare the Bonferroni adaptive CI with the
conservative minimax CI, the lengths of the former are always exceeded by those of
the minimax CI, even for the relatively small sample size of n = 100. Moreover, the
length of the adaptive CI becomes only 20% of the length of the conservative minimax
CI for the sample size of n = 104. The Bonferroni procedure also performs well even
when compared to the infeasible oracle minimax CI (column 4), with the length of
the former only 13% wider than the latter when n = 104. This demonstrates the
strong adaptivity property of the adaptive procedure when the regression function is
monotone with respect to all variables, as shown in Section 4.2.

Table 2 demonstrates the analogous simulation results when f = f2. In this case,
the minimax CI with respect to Λ+,V(γ2, 1) (column 3) is referred to as the oracle
minimax CI. While the lengths of the oracle minimax procedure are considerably
shorter than the CIs of CL for various values of n, the performance of the Bonferroni
CIs almost matches that of the oracle minimax procedure. Especially, the performance
of the Bonferroni adaptive procedure becomes extremely close to the oracle minimax
procedure when n is greater than 500.

Table 3 shows the coverage probabilities of adaptive CIs for both of the cases when
f = f1 and f = f2. While all the CIs achieve the correct coverage, none of those
CIs exactly achieves the nominal coverage of .95, reflecting the conservative nature
of the adaptive CIs. We can see that the adaptive procedure of CL is particularly
conservative, almost always yielding 100% coverage probabilities.
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Table 4: Lengths of CIs when f = f3 with J = 6

AdaptBonf CL Minimax (γ = γ6) Minimax (γ = 0.5)

n = 100 1.495 5.092 1.459 0.908
n = 500 0.972 2.417 1.212 0.649
n = 1,000 0.833 2.441 1.150 0.580
n = 5,000 0.615 1.816 1.064 0.447
n = 10,000 0.543 1.145 1.045 0.400

So far we considered adapting to the smoothness parameters at two extremes, γ ∈
(0.001, 1). Since the multiplicative constant for the Bonferroni procedure increases
with J , a concern is that the performance of the Bonferroni procedure relative to the
CL procedure might get worse when J is larger. To investigate the possibility, we
consider adapting to a wider set of parameters, {γj}6

j=1, where γj = 1− (j − 1)/5 for
j = 1, ..., 5 and γ6 = 10−3. Moreover, rather than taking the extreme value of γ as the
true parameter, we consider the case where γ takes an intermediate value, γ = 1/2.
The true regression function is given by

f3(x1, x2) =
∥∥(x1, x2)V+

∥∥1/2

2
, V = {1, 2},

so that f3 ∈ Λ+,V(1/2, 1).
Table 4 displays the simulation results corresponding to this specification. Each

column corresponds to 1) our proposed Bonferroni adaptive procedure, 2) the adaptive
CI of CL, 3) the minimax CI with respect to Λ+,V(γ6, 1), and 4) the minimax CI with
respect to Λ+,V(1/2, 1). As before, we refer to the last two CIs as the conservative
minimax CI and the oracle minimax CI, respectively. We observe the same pattern
as in the case of adapting to two parameters—adaptive CIs shrink faster than the
conservative minimax CI as the sample size increases, and the Bonferroni adaptive
CIs are shorter than the ones of CL. While the ratio of the length of the Bonferroni
CI to that of the CI of CL is larger in this case compared to the case where J = 2,
especially when n is large, the Bonferroni CI is still more than 50 % narrower than
the CI of CL, and not much wider than the oracle minimax CI.
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Table 5: Summary statistics - Chinese chemical industry dataset for the year 2001

Min Mean Median Max

Log output 6.472 9.952 9.937 13.233
Log fixed asset 7.463 10.818 10.759 14.226
Log labor 3.664 6.352 6.386 9.142

6 Empirical Illustration

In this section, we apply our procedure to the production function estimation problem
for the Chinese chemical industry. Specifically, we use the firm-level data of Jacho-
Chávez et al. (2010) for the year 2001, which was also used by Horowitz and Lee
(2017) to illustrate their method of constructing the uniform confidence band for the
production function under shape restrictions.

In the dataset, the dependent variable is the logarithm of value-added real output
(y), and the explanatory variables are the logarithms of the net value of the real fixed
asset (k) and the number of employees (`). After removing the outliers for y, k and
`, the remaining sample size was n = 1, 636.8 Table 5 shows the brief summary of
the variables used in our analysis. We are interested in construction of the confidence
interval for f(k0, `0) := E [y|k = k0, ` = `0]. We take (k0, `0) to be medians of each
variable.

The first step is to estimate the variance of the error term. We assume homoskedas-
tic errors for simplicity. The variance estimator is defined as

σ̂2 =

∑n
i=1 (yi − r̂(ki, `i))
n− 2ν1 + ν2

,

where r̂(ki, `i) is the estimator for the conditional mean using kernel regression,
ν1 = tr(L), ν2 = tr(L′L), where L is the weight matrix for the kernel estimator.
Refer to Wassermann (2006) for a justification for this variance estimator. We used
the Gaussian kernel with the bandwidth chosen by expected Kullback-Leibler cross
validation as in Hurvich et al. (1998).

For the function space, we consider adapting to a sequence of parameter spaces
8We used the conventional way of outlier detection, removing the observations that are greater

than the third quantile plus IQR times 1.5, or less than the first quantile minus IQR times 1.5. Our
resulting sample size is close to Horowitz and Lee (2017), who have n = 1, 638.
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Table 6: 95% confidence intervals for f(k0, `0)

CI Length

Minimax (γ = γ6) [7.501, 13.005] 5.504
Minimax (γ = γ1) [9.922, 10.484] 0.562
AdaptBonf (Naive) [9.766, 11.264] 1.498
AdaptBonf (Calibrated) [9.864, 11.188] 1.324
Cai and Low [7.134, 12.049] 4.915

{Λ+,V(γj, C)}6
j=1 with γj = 1 − (j − 1)/5 for j = 1, ..., 5 and γ6 = 10−3. We take

V = {1, 2}, assuming that the production function is nondecreasing in both fixed
assets and labor, which is consistent with economic theory. To make Λ+,V(γj, C) ⊂
Λ+,V(γ6, C) hold for all j = 1, ..., 5, we only use observations in a restricted support,
and the effective sample size is given by neff = 272.

For the norm, we use the Euclidean norm weighted by the inverse of the standard
deviation of each input, ‖(k, `)‖ = ((k/sk)

2 +(`/s`)
2)1/2 where sk and s` are standard

deviations of k and `, respectively. We take conservative values of C by setting

C = 2× max
(i,j)∈{1,...,neff}2

|yj − yi|
‖(kj, `j)− (ki, `i)‖γ6

.

We compare different procedures to construct CIs. The methods in comparison are
the minimax CI with respect to the largest space Λ+,V(γ6, C) (row 1), the restricted
minimax CI with respect to the smallest space Λ+,V(γ1, C) (row 2), the adaptive
Bonferroni CI adapting to {γj}6

j=1 (row 3), the same adaptive CI, but taking into
account the correlations between different CIs (fourth row), and the adaptive CI of
Cai and Low (2004) (henceforth CL) adapting to {γj}6

j=1 (fifth row). Note that all
the CIs maintain correct coverage over the largest space Λ+,V(γ6, C), except for the
second one, which is valid only over the smallest space Λ+,V(γ1, C). We refer to the
first minimax CI as the conservative minimax CI.

Table 6 demonstrates the 95% confidence intervals for f(k0, `0) produced by dif-
ferent inference methods. First of all, the lengths of the adaptive Bonferroni CIs are
much shorter than the conservative minimax CI, while the procedure of CL yields a
wider CI, almost as long as the conservative minimax CI. We can also observe that
the adaptive Bonferroni CI using the calibrated value of τ ∗ (fourth row) is relatively
narrower than its naive version taking τ = 0.05/2J (third row). Lastly, while the
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length of the second minimax procedure (second row) is the shortest, it is only valid
when we are confident that the true regression function is in the smallest function
space we consider, Λ+,V(γ1, C). Together with the simulation results in the previous
section, our empirical analysis demonstrates the advantage of using an adaptive pro-
cedure when the monotonicity restriction is plausible as well as good finite sample
performance of our proposed Bonferroni adaptive procedure.
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Appendix A Proofs of Lemmas

A.1 Proof of Corollary E.1

Proof. Suppose ĉ`,jα,− solves

min
ĉ:[ĉ,∞)∈IJα,1,−

sup
f∈Fj

qβ,f (−Lf − ĉ), (11)

where IJα,1,− denotes the set of one-sided CIs that covers −Lf with probability at
least 1 − α over FJ . Then, taking ĉu,Jα = −ĉ`,Jα,−, we have

(
−∞, ĉu,Jα

]
∈ IJα,1 and ĉu,Jα

solves (5). Applying Theorem 3.1 of Armstrong and Kolesár (2018) with L̃f = −Lf ,
we get the desired result.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Consider the CI [ĉu,jα/2J , ĉ
`,j
α/2J ], and observe that

E[ĉu,jα/2J − ĉ
`,j
α/2J ] = E[ĉu,jα/2J − Lf ] + E[Lf − ĉ`,jα/2J ],

for any f ∈ Fj. Then, by (4) and (E.1), we have

sup
f∈Fj

E[ĉu,jα/2J − ĉ
`,j
α/2J ] ≤ ω(z1− α

2J
,FJ ,Fj) + ω(z1− α

2J
,Fj,FJ) ≤ 2ω+(z1− α

2J
,Fj,FJ).

It follows that

sup
f∈Fj

Eµ(CIBon,Jα ) = sup
f∈Fj

E[min
j
ĉu,jα/2J −max

j
ĉ`,jα/2J ]

≤ sup
f∈Fj

E[ĉu,jα/2J − ĉ
`,j
α/2J ]

≤ 2ω+(z1− α
2J
,Fj,FJ)

for any j = 1, ..., J . Noting that

2ω+(z1− α
2J
,Fj,FJ) ≤

2z1− α
2J

z1−α
2

ω+(z1−α
2
,Fj,FJ),
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which follows from the concavity of the ordered modulus of continuity, we obtain the
desired result.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Proof. First, note that we can write

P
(
Lf < ĉL,jτ

)
=P

(
ĉL,jτ − Lf > 0

)
=P

(
ĉL,jτ − Lf

ω′ (z1−τ ,Λ+,V (γ, CJ) ,Λ+,V (γ, Cj))
> 0

)
=P

(
ĉL,jτ − Lf

ω′ (z1−τ ,Λ+,V (γ, CJ) ,Λ+,V (γ, Cj))
+ z1−τ > z1−τ

)
≡P(Ṽj(τ) > z1−τ ).

Likewise, we can write

P
(
Lf > ĉU,jτ

)
=P

(
Lf − ĉU,jτ

ω′ (z1−τ ,Λ+,V (γ, Cj) ,Λ+,V (γ, CJ))
+ z1−τ ≥ z1−τ

)
≡P(W̃j(τ) > z1−τ ).

Therefore, writing Ṽ (τ) =
(
Ṽ1(τ), ..., ṼJ(τ)

)′
and similarly for W̃ (τ), we have

P(Lf /∈ CIJτ ) = P(max{Ṽ (τ)′ , W̃ (τ)′} > z1−τ ).

Now, we want to find an upper bound on

sup
f∈FJ

P(max{Ṽ (τ)′, W̃ (τ)′} > z1−τ ).

Note that the quantile of max{Ṽ (τ)′, W̃ (τ)′} is increasing in the mean of each Ṽj(τ)’s
and W̃j(τ)’s. Moreover, the variances and covariances of (Ṽ (τ)′, W̃ (τ)′)′ do not de-
pend on the true regression function f , by the construction of ĉL,jτ and ĉU,jτ . Therefore,
it is useful to consider supf∈FJ E Ṽj(τ) and supf∈FJ E W̃j(τ). Actually, Lemma A.1
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in AK can be used to show

sup
f∈FJ

E Ṽj(τ) = sup
f∈FJ

E W̃j(τ) = 0.

Moreover, it is straightforward to show that the variance matrix of (Ṽ (τ)′, W̃ (τ)′)′ is
given by the formula in the statement of Lemma 3.2. Therefore, we have

sup
f∈FJ

P(max{Ṽ (τ)′, W̃ (τ)′} > z1−τ ) ≤ P(max{V (τ)′,W (τ)′} > z1−τ ),

and by setting τ ∗ so that the latter term becomes α, we get the desired result.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. First, we note that h(x) ≡ C ‖x‖γ satisfies the Hölder continuity condition.
This is because for any x, z ∈ Rk, such that (without loss of generality) ‖x‖ ≥ ‖z‖,
we have

|h(x)− h(z)| = C (‖x‖γ − ‖z‖γ) ≤ C ‖x− z‖γ .

The inequality holds because we have

‖x‖γ ≤ (‖x− z‖+ ‖z‖)γ ,

by the triangle inequality, and thus

‖x− z‖+ ‖z‖ ≤ (‖x− z‖γ + ‖z‖γ)1/γ
,

using the fact that γ ∈ (0, 1]

Next, we show that h+(x) ≡ C‖(x)V+‖γ also satisfies Hölder continuity. For x, z ∈
Rk, define x̃ = (x)V+ and z̃ = (z)V+ . Then, we can see that ‖x− z‖ ≥ ‖x̃− z̃‖ , since
|xm − zm| ≥ |x̃m − z̃m| for m ∈ V and |xm − zm| = |x̃m − z̃m| otherwise. Therefore,
for any x, z ∈ Rk with x 6= z, we have

|h+(x)− h+(z)|
‖x− z‖γ

=
|h(x̃)− h(z̃)|
‖x− z‖γ

≤ |h(x̃)− h(z̃)|
‖x̃− z̃‖γ

≤ C,

where the last inequality follows from the Hölder continuity of h.
Lastly, for monotonicity, note that for any x, z ∈ Rk such that zi ≥ xi for some
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i ∈ V and zj = xj for all j 6= i, we have |z̃i| ≥ |x̃i|. Therefore, we have h+(z) ≥ h+(x).
For h−(x), note that h−(x) = −h+(−x). So Hölder continuity and monotonicity

follows.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. First of all, monotonicity easily follows from the monotonicity of each h1 and
h2. For the Hölder continuity, fix some x, z ∈ Rk, and suppose h1(x) ≥ h2(x) without
loss of generality. Then, we have

|max {h1(x), h2(x)} −max {h1(z), h2(z)}| =

|h1(x)− h1(z)| if h1(z) ≥ h2(z)

|h1(x)− h2(z)| if h1(z) < h2(z).

For the former case, |h1(x)− h1(z)| ≤ C‖x − z‖γ. For the latter case, note that if
h1(x) ≥ h2(x)

|h1(x)− h2(z)| < |h1(x)− h1(z)| ≤ C‖x− z‖γ.

Moreover, if h1(x) < h2(x), we have

|h1(x)− h2(z)| < |h2(x)− h2(z)| ≤ C‖x− z‖γ,

which proves our claim.

A.6 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof. We only prove the claim about the maximum, since the proof for the minimum
is analogous. First, note that due to Lemma 4.1, f ∗(x) = f0 + C ‖(x)V+‖γ is in
Λf0

+,V (γ, C). Now, for some x ∈ Rk, suppose there exists some f † ∈ Λc
+,V (γ, C) such

that f †(x) > f ∗(x). Then, we have

f †(x)− f †(0) > f ∗(x)− f ∗(0) =C ‖(x)V+‖γ .

Define z = (z1, ..., zk) such that

zi =

max {0, xi} if i ∈ V

xi otherwise.
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Then, we have zi ≥ xi for all i ∈ V , so we must have f †(z) ≥ f †(x). Similarly, we
also have f †(z) ≥ f †(0) = f0. Moreover, by definition of z, we have

‖(x)V+‖ = ‖(z)V+‖ = ‖z‖.

Then, we can see that

∣∣f †(z)− f †(0)
∣∣ =f †(z)− f0

≥f †(x)− f0

>C ‖(x)V+‖γ

=C‖z‖γ,

which violates Hölder continuity. Therefore, f ∗(x) attains the maximum.

A.7 Proof of Corollary 4.2

Proof. We first note that the function classes Λ+,V(γj, Cj)’s are translation invariant
as defined in Armstrong and Kolesár (2016).

Definition 1. For some linear functional L on F , the function class F is translation
invariant if there exists a function ι ∈ F such that Lι = 1 and f + cι ∈ F for all
c ∈ R and f ∈ F .

In our case, by taking ι = 1, we can easily see that the function class Fj =

Λ+,V(γj, Cj) satisfies translation invariance for our linear function Lf = f(0) for all
j = 1, ..., J . Let f ∗j,δ ∈ Fj and f ∗J,δ ∈ FJ solve the the modulus of continuity problem
with respect to ω (δ,FJ ,Fj). Then, by Lemma B.3 in Armstrong and Kolesár (2016),
we have

ω′ (δ,FJ ,Fj) =
δ∑n

i=1

(
f ∗j,δ(xi)− f ∗J,δ(xi)

) . (12)

Therefore, we can rewrite L̂`,jδ in (2) as

L̂`,jδ =
f ∗j,δ(0) + f ∗J,δ(0)

2
+

∑n
i=1

(
f ∗j,δ(xi)− f ∗J,δ(xi)

) (
yi −

f∗j,δ(xi)+f
∗
J,δ(xi)

2

)
∑n

i=1

(
f ∗j,δ(xi)− f ∗J,δ(xi)

) .
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Next, using Corollary 4.1, we have

L̂`,jδ =

∑n
i=1DJj,δ (xi) yi∑n
i=1 DJj,δ (xi)

+
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj)

2

−
∑n

i=1 DJj,δ (xi)
[
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γj]

2
∑n

i=1DJj,δ (xi)

−
∑n

i=1 DJj,δ (xi) min
{
ω (δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γj , CJ ∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γJ}
2
∑n

i=1 DJj,δ (xi)
.

Noting that

DJj,δ(xi) min{ω(δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj‖(xi)V−‖γj , CJ‖(xi)V+‖γJ}

=DJj,δ(xi) min{ω(δ,FJ ,Fj)− Cj‖(xi)V−‖γj − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γJ , 0}+ CJ‖(xi)V+‖γJ

=CJ‖(xi)V+‖γJ ,

by the definition of DJj,δ (xi), we can rewrite the formula for L̂`,jδ as in the statement
of the corollary. To get the lower end of the CI, we subtract from L̂`,jδ

1

2
(ω(δ,FJ ,Fj) + δω′(δ,FJ ,Fj))

=
1

2

(
ω(δ,FJ ,Fj) +

δ2∑n
i=1 DJj,δ(xi)

)
,

where the equality is from the equation (12). The upper end of the CI can be derived
in an analogous way, this time using Proposition 4.1.

A.8 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Proof. We first show that the limiting distribution is invariant with respect to τ . For
notational simplicity, we write δ = z1−τ and show invariance with respect to δ. With
some abuse of notation, we write (V (δ)′,W (δ)′)′ as this reparametrized version whose
value is the same with (V (τ)′,W (τ)′)′ if δ = z1−τ . Because (V (δ)′,W (δ)′)′ is centered
and has unit variance, it suffices to show that the covariance terms converge to a
limit that does not depend on δ. We show that this is the case for the covariance
terms of V (δ) := (V1(δ), . . . , VJ(δ))′. The same invariance for other covariance terms
(covariance between elements ofW (δ) and the covariance between an element of V (δ)

and of W (δ)) follows by an analogous calculation.
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Again, we consider the case where σ(·) = 1. However, this can be relaxed (with
more notation) under mild regularity conditions given in Appendix C. Define bJj,δ :=

ω (δ,FJ ,Fj) for j ≤ J . Note that

cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ)) =

∑n
i=1 DJj,δ(xi)DJ`(xi)

δ2

=

∑n
i=1(DJj,δ(xi)/bJj,δ)(DJ`(xi)/bJj,δ)

δ2/(bJj,δbJ`,δ)
.

(13)

The numerator of the right-hand side is

n∑
i=1

(
1− Cj

bJj,δ
‖(xi)V−‖γj−

CJ
bJj,δ
‖(xi)V+‖γJ

)
+

(
1− C`

bJ`,δ
‖(xi)V−‖γ`−

CJ
bJ`,δ
‖(xi)V+‖γJ

)
+

.

We investigate the term∫ (
1− Cj

bJj,δ
‖(x)V−‖γj −

CJ
bJj,δ
‖(x)V+‖γJ

)
+

(
1− C`

bJ`,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ` −

CJ
bJ`,δ
‖(x)V+‖γJ

)
+

dx.

We consider the case γj > γ`, but the case where γj = γ` can be dealt with by
taking analogous steps. By a similar argument made in the proof of Theorem 4.1,
showing that this integral term and b1+k+/γ`+(k−k+)/γj

J`,δ bJj,δn are both o(1) will establish
cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ))→ 0. By Theorem 4.1, we have bJj,δ << bJ`,δ, with both going to 0

as n→∞. By applying a change of variable

(x[1,m]/b
1/γ`
J`,δ , x[m+1,k]/b

1/γJ
J`,δ ) = z,

we have for a given orthant O ∈ O∫
O

(
1− Cj

bJj,δ
‖(x)V−‖γj −

CJ
bJj,δ
‖(x)V+‖γJ

)
+

(
1− C`

bJ`,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ` −

CJ
bJ`,δ
‖(x)V+‖γJ

)
+

dx

=b
m/γ`+(k−m)/γJ
J`,δ

∫
O

Ij`J,δ(z) dz.
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Here, Ij`J,δ(z) is defined as

Ij`J,δ(z)

=
(

1− Cj‖(z[1,m]b
1/γ`
J`,δ b

−1/γj
Jj,δ , 0, z[k++1,k]b

1/γJ
J`,δ b

−1/γj
Jj,δ )‖γj − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k]b

1/γJ
J`,δ b

−1/γJ
Jj,δ )‖γJ

)
+

·
(

1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k]b
1/γJ−1/γ`
J`,δ )‖γ` − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γJ

)
+

The limit behavior of this term depends on the limit of the following four quanti-
ties:

1) b1/γ`
J`,δ b

−1/γj
Jj,δ , 2) b1/γJ

J`,δ b
−1/γj
Jj,δ , 3) b1/γJ

J`,δ b
−1/γJ
Jj,δ , and 4) b1/γJ−1/γ`

J`,δ .

Since γ > γ` ≥ γ and bJ`,δ � n−1/2+k+/γ`+(k−k+)/γ, we have bJj,δ << bJ`,δ and
b

1/γ
J`,δ << b

1/γ`
J`,δ << b

1/γ
Jj,δ. This gives

1) b1/γ`
J`,δ b

−1/γj
Jj,δ → 0, 2) b1/γJ

J`,δ b
−1/γj
Jj,δ → 0, 3) b1/γJ

J`,δ b
−1/γJ
Jj,δ →∞, and 4) b1/γJ−1/γ`

J`,δ → 0.

Hence, we have ∫
O

Ij`J,δ(z) dz = o(1),

by a dominated convergence argument, and the convergence rate is the slowest on the
orthant where m = k+.

Now, it remains to show that

b
k+/γ`+(k−k+)/γJ
J`,δ bJ`,δbJj,δn = o(1).

Note that the order of the expression on the left-hand side is nr where r is

1

2 + k+/γ` + (k − k+)/γJ
− 1

2 + k+/γj + (k − k+)/γJ
< 0.

This establishes that
cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ))→ 0

for any j 6= ` and for any δ > 0.

Now, to establish the second half of the lemma, consider the case when γj = γ for
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all j. In such case, we have∫
O

(
1− Cj

bJj,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ −

CJ
bJj,δ
‖(x)V+‖γ

)
+

(
1− C`

bJ`,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ −

CJ
bJ`,δ
‖(x)V+‖γ

)
+

dx

=b
m
γ

+ k−m
γ

J`,δ

∫
O

((
1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k]b

1
γ
− 1
γ

J`,δ )‖γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ
)

+
·

(
1− Cj‖(z[1,m]b

1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ, 0, z[k++1,k]b
1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k]b

1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ
)

+

)
dx

=b
k
γ

J`,δ

∫
O

((
1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
·

(
1− Cj‖(z[1,m]b

1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ, 0, z[k++1,k]b
1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k]b

1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ
)

+

)
dx

We know that bJ`,δ � n−
1

2+k/γ (δ2/c∗J`)
1

2+k/γ for some constant c∗J`, by Theorem 4.1.
It follows that

(bJ`,δ/bJj,δ)
1/γ � (c∗Jj/c

∗
J`)

1/γ
2+k/γ ,

which then implies∫
O

(
1− C1‖(z[1,m]b

1
γ`
J`,δb

− 1
γ

Jj,δ, 0, z[k++1,k]b
1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ1 − C2‖(0,−z[m+1,k]b

1
γ

J`,δb
− 1
γ

Jj,δ)‖
γ2

)
+

·(
1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ1 − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ2

)
+
dx

=

∫
O

( (
1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
·(

1− Cj
(c∗Jj
c∗J`

) 1
2+k/γ ‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ

(c∗Jj
c∗J`

) 1
2+k/γ ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+

)
dx+ o(1).

Denote the integral term following the last equality as Bj`,O, and Bj` =
∑

O∈O Bj`,O.
Plugging this result back into (13), we have that

cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ)) = b
k/γ
J`,δbJj,δbJ`,δnBj`(1 + o(1))/δ2.
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Now, note that

b
k/γ
J`,δbJj,δbJ`,δnBj`/δ

2 =
(
δ2/c∗J`

) k/γ
2+k/γ

(
δ2/c∗J`

) 1
2+k/γ

(
δ2/c∗Jj

) 1
2+k/γ Bj`/δ

2 + o(1)

=c∗J`
− k/γ

2+k/γ c∗J`
− 1

2+k/γ c∗Jj
− 1

2+k/γBj` + o(1).

While this calculation is sufficient to show the invariance of the limiting covariance
with respect to δ, we further simplify the term by some additional calculations.

By changing the role of j and ` in the above change of variables, we know that

b
k
γ

J`,δ

∫
O

(
1− C`‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
·(

1− Cj(c∗Jj/c∗J`)
1

2+k/γ ‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ(c∗Jj/c
∗
J`)

1
2+k/γ ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
dx

=b
k
γ

Jj,δ

∫
O

(
1− Cj‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
·(

1− C`(c∗J`/c∗Jj)
1

2+k/γ ‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ(c∗J`/c
∗
Jj)

1
2+k/γ ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
dx.

Now, consider the change of variables given by

(x[1,m]/(b
1/(2γ)
J`,δ b

1/(2γ)
Jj,δ ), x[m+1,k]/(b

1/(2γ)
J`,δ b

1/(2γ)
Jj,δ )) = z.

We have∫
O

(
1− Cj

bJj,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ −

CJ
bJj,δ
‖(x)V+‖γ

)
+

(
1− C`

bJ`,δ
‖(x)V−‖γ −

CJ
bJ`,δ
‖(x)V+‖γ

)
+

dx

=b
k
2γ

Jj,δb
k
2γ

J`,δ ·∫
O

(
1− Cj(c∗Jj/c∗J`)

1/(2γ)
2+k/γ ‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ(c∗Jj/c

∗
J`)

1/(2γ)
2+k/γ ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
·(

1− C`(c∗J`/c∗Jj)
1/(2γ)
2+k/γ ‖(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])‖γ − CJ(c∗J`/c

∗
Jj)

1/(2γ)
2+k/γ ‖(0,−z[m+1,k])‖γ

)
+
dx

+ o
(
b
k
2γ

Jj,δb
k
2γ

J`,δ

)
Here, we used

(bJ`,δ/bJj,δ)
1/(2γ) = (c∗Jj/c

∗
J`)

1/(2γ)
2+k/γ + o(1)

Now, write the integral in the last term as B∗j`,O, and B∗j` =
∑

O∈O B
∗
j`,O Finally, by
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similar calculations as above

cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ)) = nb
k
2γ

Jj,δb
k
2γ

J`,δbJj,δbJ`,δB
∗
j`/δ

2 + o(1)

= c∗Jj
− k/(2γ)

2+k/γ c∗J`
− k/(2γ)

2+k/γ c∗Jj
− 1

2+k/γ c∗J`
− 1

2+k/γB∗j` + o(1)

= c∗Jj
−1/2c∗J`

−1/2B∗j` + o(1).

This shows that cov (Vj(δ), V`(δ)) → c∗Jj
−1/2c∗J`

−1/2B∗j` as n → ∞. Note that the
limiting covariance term does not depend on δ.

Note that we have Vj(δ)
d
=
∑n

i=1DJj,δ(xi)Zi/δ where Zi’s are i.i.d standard normal
random variables. Furthermore, this equivalence holds jointly for Vj(δ), j = 1, . . . , J .
Let {xi}∞i=1 be a sequence where the under which where Theorem 4.1 holds. Define
for C ∈ [C1, CJ ]

Zni(C) = (ω(δ,FJ ,Λ+,V(γ, C))− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ)+Zi/δ,

and consider the stochastic process
∑n

i=1 Zni(C) indexed by C ∈ [C1, CJ ]. We show
that this process weakly converges to a tight Gaussian process, from which the fact
that the quantile of the maximum of V (δ) does not depend on J follows.

We use Theorem 2.11.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) to establish this
convergence. Specifically, we use the result given by Example 2.11.13. Given the
results we already have, it suffices to show that

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂C (ω(δ,FJ ,Λ+,V(γ, C))− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖)+

∣∣∣∣2 = O(1),

and that a Lindeberg condition is satisfied.
With some abuse of notation, we write

DC,n,δ(xi) := (ω(δ,FJ ,Λ+,V(γ, C))− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖)+,

and ω(δ, CJ , C) = ω(δ,FJ ,Λ+,V(γ, C)) with ω−1(b, CJ , C) defined similarly. Recall
that

ω−1(b, CJ , C) =

(
n∑
i=1

(b− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ)2
+

) 1
2

.
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From the identity δ = ω−1(ω(δ, CJ , C), CJ , C), we have

0 =
∂

∂b
ω−1(ω(δ, CJ , C), CJ , C)

∂

∂C
ω(δ, CJ , C) +

∂

∂C
ω−1(ω(δ, CJ , C), CJ , C)

so that

∂

∂C
ω(δ, CJ , C) = −

∂
∂C
ω−1(ω(δ, CJ , C), CJ , C)

∂
∂b
ω−1(ω(δ, CJ , C), CJ , C)

=

∑n
i=1‖(xi)V−‖γ [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ]+∑n

i=1 [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ]+
.

This gives

∂

∂C
DC,n,δ(xi) =

(∑n
i=1‖(xi)V−‖γ [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ]+∑n

i=1 [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ]+
− ‖(xi)V−‖γ

)
· 1 (ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ ≥ 0)

=

(∑n
k=1(‖(xk)V−‖γ − ‖(xi)V−‖γ) [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xk)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xk)V+‖γ]+∑n

k=1 [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xk)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xk)V+‖γ]+

)
· 1 (ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ ≥ 0) ,

with the understanding that the fraction equals 0 if the denominator is 0. We have∣∣∣∣ ∂∂CDC,n,δ(xi)(xi)

∣∣∣∣2
≤
(
ω(δ, CJ , C)

∑n
k=1 [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xk)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xk)V+‖γ]+

C
∑n

k=1 [ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xk)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xk)V+‖γ]+

)2

· 1 (ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ ≥ 0)

≤(ω(δ, CJ , C)/C)21 (ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ ≥ 0) ,

so that

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂CDC,n,δ(xi)(xi)

∣∣∣∣2
≤(ω(δ, CJ , C)/C)2

n∑
i=1

1 (ω(δ, CJ , C)− C‖(xi)V−‖γ − CJ‖(xi)V+‖γ ≥ 0)

�n−
2

2+k/γ · n1− k/γ
2+γ/k = O(1).
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To check the Lindeberg condition, note that

‖Zni‖ := sup
C∈[C1,CJ ]

|Zni(C)| ≤ ω(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
|Zi|

so that

n∑
i=1

E‖Zni‖1(‖Zni‖ > η)

≤ωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ

n∑
i=1

E|Zi|1(
ωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
|Zi| > η)

≤nωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
E|Zi|1(

ωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
|Zi| > η)

=2
nωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
EZi1(

ωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
Zi > η)

=2
nωn(δ, CJ , CJ)

δ
φ(

ηδ

ωn(δ, CJ , CJ)
)→ 0.

We have already shown that the covariance function converges pointwise. Hence,
we conclude that

∑n
i=1 Zni converges in distribution in `∞([C1, CJ ]) to a tight Gaus-

sian process. Moreoever, this limiting distribution does not depend on δ.
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Appendix B Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. For simplicity, write bn = bn−r(γ1,γ2), where b > 0 is arbitrary, and define

Wi,n(γ1, C1, γ2, C2) :=

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(Xi)V−
∥∥γ2)2

+

.

Note that bn → 0 and n1−ηb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n →∞ for some η > 0. First, we show that,

for constants c∗2,1 and c∗2,1 that do not depend on b,

(a) lim
n→∞

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

Wi,n(γ1, C1, γ2, C2) = c∗1,2 > 0,

lim
n→∞

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

Wi,n(γ2, C2, γ1, C1) = c∗2,1 > 0 , and

(b) lim
n→∞

b−1
n min

i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(Xi)Vc−
∥∥γ2} = 0

lim
n→∞

b−1
n min

i≤n

{
C2

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ2 + C2

∥∥(Xi)V−
∥∥γ1} = 0,

where all equalities hold in an almost sure sense.
To show (a), take an arbitrary ε > 0. Due to the regularity conditions on pX(·)

and σ(·), there exists a neighborhood Nε of 0 such that |pX(x) − pX(0)| ≤ ε for
all x ∈ Nε. Writing Bn :=

{
x ∈ Rk : bn − C1

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2 > 0

}
, there

exists Nε such that for all n ≥ Nε we have Bn ⊂ Nε ∩ X because bn → 0 and the
interior of X contains 0. Hence, for n ≥ Nε, we have

(pX(0)− ε)
∫
Bn

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

dx

≤ EWi,n

≤ (pX(0) + ε)

∫
Bn

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

dx.

(14)
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Let O be the collection of the 2k orthants on Rk. Then, we can write∫
Bn

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

dx

=
∑
O∈O

∫
Bn∩O

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

dx.

(15)

Now, consider an orthant O and let O+ ⊂ {1, . . . , k} be the index set for those
elements that take positive values on O.Without loss of generality, suppose O+∩V =

{1, . . . ,m}9 for m = 0, . . . , k, where we take O+ ∩V = ∅ if m = 0. For k1 ≤ k2, define
the subvector z[k1,k2] = (zk1,zk1+1, . . . , zk2) for any z := (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Rk. It follows
that∫

Bn∩O

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

dx

=

∫
Bn∩O

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x[1,m], 0, x[k++1,k])
∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(0,−x[m+1,k+],−x[k++1,k])
∥∥γ2)2

dx.

By applying a changes of variables with (x[1,m]/b
1/γ1
n , x[m+1,k]/b

1/γ2) = z, the last
equation becomes∫

Bn∩O

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x[1,m], 0, x[k++1,k])
∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(0,−x[m+1,k])
∥∥γ2)2

dx

=b
m
γ1

+ k−m
γ2

n

∫
O

(
1− C1

∥∥∥∥(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k]b
1
γ2
− 1
γ1

n )

∥∥∥∥γ1 − C2

∥∥(0,−z[m+1,k])
∥∥γ2)2

+

dx.

Note that by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem the integral in the last
expression can be written as cO(C1,C2) + o(1) where

cO(C1, C2)

:=


∫
O

(
1− C1

∥∥(z[1,m], 0)
∥∥γ1 − C2

∥∥(0,−z[m+1,k])
∥∥γ2)2

+
dz if γ1 > γ2∫

O

(
1− C1

∥∥(z[1,m], 0, z[k++1,k])
∥∥γ1 − C2

∥∥(0,−z[m+1,k])
∥∥γ2)2

+
dz if γ1 = γ2.

9Here, we are implicitly assuming that we modify the definition of the norm in a way that
corresponds to the relabeling. More formally, we could write the modified norm as ‖·‖O, which we
do not do for succinctness. Note that this modification is unnecessary when ‖z‖ is invariant with
respect to permutations of z, which is the case for (unweighted) `p norms.
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Hence, we have∫
O

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

+

dx = b
m
γ1

+ k−m
γ2

n (cO(C1, C2) + o(1)) .

Moreover, note that cO(C1, C2) > 0. If γ1 > γ2, the integrals that correspond to the
orthants where m = k+ determine the rate at which the entire integral goes to 0.
If γ1 = γ2 note that the exponent of bn is always k/γ1 and thus the integral is of
the same order (in terms of bn) on all the orthants. Let O+ denote the collection of
those orthants with m = k+, and write c+(C1, C2) =

∑
O∈O+

cO(C1, C2) if γ1 > γ2

and c+(C1, C2) =
∑

O∈O cO(C1, C2) if γ1 = γ2. Then, it follows that∫ (
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)2

+

dx = b
k+
γ1

+
k−k+
γ2

n (c+(C1, C2) + o(1)) .

Combining this with (14), it follows that

(c+(C1, C2) + o(1)) (pX(0)− ε)b
k+
γ1

+
k−k+
γ2

n

≤EWi,n

≤ (c+(C1, C2) + o(1)) (pX(0) + ε)b
k+
γ1

+
k−k+
γ2

n

for large n. Dividing all sides by b
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n , taking n → ∞, and then taking

ε→ 0, we have

lim
n→∞

E
Wi,n

b
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

= c+(C1, C2)pX(0). (16)

Now, consider the term EW 2
i,n. We have

(pX(0)− ε)
∫
Bn

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)4

dx

≤ EW 2
i,n

≤ (pX(0) + ε)

∫
Bn

(
1− C1

bn

∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ1 − C2

bn

∥∥(x)V−
∥∥γ2)4

dx. (17)

Hence, repeating the exact same steps that we went through for EWi,n, we have

lim
n→∞

E
W 2
i,n

b
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

= c
†
pX(0),
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for some c† > 0, which shows that (EW 2
i,n)1/2 � b

(k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2)/2
n .

Now, define W̃n := 1
n

∑n
i=1 (Wi,n − EWi,n) and εn = εb

k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n . By Bern-

stein’s inequality, we have

P(|W̃n| > εn) ≤ 2 exp

(
−1

2

nε2
n

EW 2
i,n + εn/3

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−1

2

nεn
K + 1/3

)
where the last inequality holds for large enough n and some constant K > 0. It
follows that, for large n,

exp

(
−1

2

nεn
K + 1/3

)
= exp

(
−nη 1

2

n1−ηb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n ε

K + 1/3

)
≤ exp (−nη) ,

where the inequality follows from the fact that n1−ηb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n →∞. This shows

that
∑∞

n=1 P(|W̃n| > εn) <∞. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

(Wi,n − EWi,n)
a.s.→ 0. (18)

Combining (16) and (18), we have

lim
n→∞

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

Wi,n = c+(C1, C2)pX(0)

almost surely, which establishes the desired result with c∗1,2 = c+(C1, C2)pX(0). Note
that c∗1,2 does not depend on b.

The proof for

lim
n→∞

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

Wi,n(γ2, C2, γ1, C1) = c∗2,1 > 0

is essentially the same, with some minor modifications. The change of variables we
previously used should be modified to

(x[1,m]/b
1/γ2
n , x[m+1,k+]/b

1/γ1
n , x[k++1,k]/b

1/γ2
n ) = z,

and, the constant c+(C1, C2) should be changed to c−(C1, C2) :=
∑

O∈O− cO(C2, C1)
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where O− is the collection of orthants with m = 0.10 Hence, here we get the desired
result with c∗2,1 = c−(C1, C2)pX(0), which again does not depend on b.

Now, we prove (b). We only give the proof for

lim
n→∞

b−1
n min

i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(Xi)V−
∥∥γ2} = 0 a.s.,

since the other half of the statement can be proved analogously. Let ε > 0 be an
arbitrary constant, and denote the event

An,ε :=

{
b−1
n min

i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(Xi)V−
∥∥γ2} ≥ ε

}
.

Note that it is enough to show Σ∞n=1P (An,ε) <∞, since then the result follows from
the Borel-Cantelli lemma. We have

P (An,ε) = P

(
min
i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(Xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(Xi)V−
∥∥γ2} ≥ bnε

)
= P(C1‖(Xi)V+‖γ1 + C2‖(Xi)V−‖γ2 ≥ bnε)

n

= (1−P(C1‖(Xi)V+‖γ1 + C2‖(Xi)V−‖γ2 < bnε))
n.

By an analogous calculation as in (a), we can show

P(C1

∥∥(X1)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(X2)V−
∥∥γ2 < bnε)

=bk+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n (c+ o(1)) ,

where c > 0 and the o(1) term is also positive. This gives, for large n and from some
positive constant K > 0,

P(An,ε) ≤
(
1− cbk+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2

n

)n
≤ exp

(
−cnbk+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2

n

)
= exp

(
−cnηn1−ηbk+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2

n

)
≤ exp (−cnηK)

This shows that
∑∞

n=1 P(An,ε) ≤
∑∞

n=1 exp(−cnb−(k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2)
n ) < ∞, which es-

tablishes (b).
10Again, the norms must be redefined to be consistent with the “relabeling”.
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Now, using (a) and (b), we prove the given rate result. Let {xi}∞i=1 be a realization
of {Xi}∞i=1 such that (a) and (b) hold, which is the case for almost all realizations.
We prove the result for only ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) because the proof for
ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2) ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1)) is essentially the same. Throughout the proof, we
write wi,n := wi,n(γ1, C1, γ2, C2) for simplicity. Define

ω̃n(δ) := nr(γ1,γ2)ω (δ,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) ,

and ω̃∞(δ) = (δ2/c∗)
1

2+k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2 . We want to show ω̃n(δ) → ω̃∞(δ) for all δ > 0.

On the range of ω̃n(·), define its inverse ω̃−1
n (b) for b > 0:

ω̃−1
n (b) = ω−1

(
n−r(γ1,γ2)b,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)

)
,

and let bn = n−r(γ1,γ2)b. It follows that

ω̃−1
n (b) =

(
b2
n

n∑
i=1

wi,n

)1/2

=
(
nb2+k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2

n

1

nb
k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2
n

n∑
i=1

wi,n

)1/2

→
(
b2+k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2c∗1,2

)1/2
,

where the last line follows by (a). Defining ω̃−1
∞ (b) =

(
b2+k+/γ1+(k−k+)/γ2c∗1,2

)1/2, which
is the precisely the inverse function of ω̃∞(·), on an appropriately defined domain.
Now, if we can show that any b > 0 is in the range of ω̃n(·) for large enough n, we can
apply Lemma F.1 of Armstrong and Kolesár (2016) to establish that ω̃n(δ)→ ω̃∞(δ)

for all δ > 0. To this end, it is enough to show

lim
n→∞

nr(γ1,γ2)ω (0,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2))→ 0.

Following the derivation of the solution to the inverse modulus problem, it is easy to
check that

ω (0,Λ+,V (γ1, C1) ,Λ+,V (γ2, C2)) = min
i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γ2} .
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It remains only to show

lim
n→∞

nr(γ1,γ2) min
i≤n

{
C1

∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γ1 + C2

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γ2} = 0,

which is immediate from (b).

Appendix C Heteroskedasticity

In Theorem 4.1, we assume σ(·) = 1. However, allowing for general heteroskedasticity
do not change the result as long as σ(·) is continuous at 0 and σ(0) > 0. All proofs
follow with minor changes. The solution to the inverse modulus problem remain un-
changed. For Theorem 4.1, we can take ε ∈ (0, σ(0)) and replace the terms pX(0)− ε
and pX(0)+ε by (pX(0)− ε) /(σ(0) + ε) and (pX(0) + ε) /(σ(0)− ε) in (14). Accord-
ingly, we replace the right-hand side of (16) by cpX(0)/σ(0), and the result of the
theorem remains the same with a slightly modified definition of the constant terms.

Appendix D Adaptation Under Only Monotonicity

Define the Λ+,V(0,∞) the space of monotone functions with respect to those variables
whose indices lie in V . Specifically,

Λ+,V(0,∞) :=
{
f ∈ F(Rk) : f(x) ≥ f(z) if xi ≥ zi ∀i ∈ V and xi = zi ∀i /∈ V

}
.

Here, we consider the problem of adapting to Λ+,V(γ, C) while maintaining coverage
over Λ+,V(0,∞). The corresponding inverse (ordered) modulus problem

inf
f1,f2

(
n∑
i=1

(f2(xi)− f1(xi))
2

)1/2

s.t. f2(0)− f1(0) = b, f1 ∈ Λ+,V(γ,C), f2 ∈ Λ+,V(0,∞).
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Let f ∗1 (x) = min
{
C
∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ , b}, and
f ∗2 (x) =

b if xj = 0 ∀j /∈ V and xj ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ V

min
{
C
∥∥(x)V+

∥∥γ , b} otherwise.

First, we argue that f ∗2 ∈ Λ+,V(0,∞). To show this, we must show that for any
x, z ∈ Rk,

f ∗2 (x) ≥ f ∗2 (z) if xj ≥ zj ∀j ∈ V and xj = zj ∀j /∈ V .

Note that this clearly holds if both x and z fall into the first case or second case,
respectively, in the definition of f ∗2 . Now, suppose x falls into the first case and z into
the second. Then, it must be the case that zj 6= 0 for some j /∈ V or zj < 0 for some
j ∈ V . If zj 6= 0 for some j /∈ V , then the monotonicity condition holds vacuously.
Suppose zj = 0 for all j /∈ V and zj < 0 for some j ∈ V . If xj < zj for some
j ∈ V ,then again the monotonicity condition holds vacuously. If xj ≥ zj for all j ∈ V ,
then the monotonicity condition holds only if f ∗2 (x) ≥ f ∗2 (z), which is always the case
because f ∗2 (z) ≤ b. Define AV :=

{
x ∈ Rk : xj = 0 ∀j /∈ V and xj ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ V

}
. If

V ( {1, . . . , k} ,then AV is a measure zero set under the Lebesgue measure11. Hence,
under the assumption that the design points are a realization of a random variable
that admits a pdf with respect to the Lebesgue measure, we may assume that xi /∈ AV
for all i = 1, . . . , n. That is, we have

ω−1 (b,Λ+,V(γ,C),Λ+,V(0,∞)) = 0

for all b ≥ 0. On the other hand, if V = {1, . . . , k}, we have

ω−1 (b,Λ+,V(γ,C),Λ+,V(0,∞))

=
n∑
i=1

(
1− C

b

∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γ)2

1
(
b− C

∥∥(xi)V+

∥∥γ > 0, xi ∈ O+

)
,

11Note that this is not the case when V = {1, . . . , k}
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where O+ =
{
x ∈ Rk : xj > 0 ∀j

}
. Likewise, we have

ω−1 (b,Λ+,V(0,∞),Λ+,V(γ,C))

=
n∑
i=1

(
1− C

b

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γ)2

1
(
b− C

∥∥(xi)V−
∥∥γ > 0, xi ∈ O−

)
,

where O− =
{
x ∈ Rk : xj < 0 ∀j

}
. Hence, in this case, adaptation is possible and

resulting CIs end up using only those data with design points that lie in either the
positive or negative orthant.

Appendix E Definition of the optimal upper CI

The following corollary summarizes an analogous result for the upper CI.

Corollary E.1. Let
(
f ∗j,δ, g

∗
J,δ

)
∈ Fj ×FJ solve the inverse modulus ω (δ,Fj,FJ) :

n∑
i=1

(
g∗J,δ(xi)− f ∗j,δ(xi)

)2
= δ2, and

Lg∗J,δ − Lf ∗j,δ = ω (δ,Fj,FJ)

with δ = zβ + z1−α, and define

L̂u,jδ =
Lf ∗j,δ + Lg∗J,δ

2

+
ω′ (δ,Fj,FJ)

δ
×

n∑
i=1

(
g∗J,δ(xi)− f ∗j,δ(xi)

)(
yi −

f ∗j,δ(xi) + g∗J,δ(xi)

2

)
.

Then, ĉu,jα := L̂u,jδ + 1
2
ω (δ,Fj,FJ)− 1

2
δω′ (δ,Fj,FJ) + z1−αω

′ (δ,Fj,FJ) solves

min
ĉ:(−∞,ĉ]∈IJα,1,+

sup
f∈Fj

qf,β(ĉU − Lf).

Moreover, we have
sup
f∈Fj

qf,β
(
Lf − ĉ`,jα

)
≤ ω (δ,Fj,FJ) .
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Especially, when β = 1/2, we have

sup
f∈Fj

Ef

(
ĉu,jα − Lf

)
≤ ω (z1−α,Fj,FJ) .
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