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Minimax Lo-Separation Rate in Testing the
Sobolev-type Regularity of a Function
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Abstract

In this paper we study the problem of testing if an Lo—function f belonging to
a certain [s-Sobolev-ball By of radius R > 0 with smoothness level ¢ > 0 indeed
exhibits a higher smoothness level s > ¢, that is, belongs to Bs. We assume that
only a perturbed version of f is available, where the noise is governed by a standard
Brownian motion scaled by % More precisely, considering a testing problem of

the form
Ho: feBs vs. Hy: hieans |f = hllr, >p

for some p > 0, we approach the task of identifying the smallest value for p, denoted
p*, enabling the existence of a test ¢ with small error probability in a minimax sense.
By deriving lower and upper bounds on p*, we expose its precise dependence on n:

Pt~ 0w
As a remarkable aspect of this composite-composite testing problem, it turns out

that the rate does not depend on s and is equal to the rate in signal detection, i.e.
the case of a simple null hypothesis.

1 Introduction

Let n € N* = N\{0}, f a fixed unknown element of

L= L) - {s: 0= | @) ) < oo

and (B(x))zej0,1) a standard Brownian motion. Suppose we observe the Gaussian process
(Y(2))zejo,1) determined by the stochastic differential equation

dY (z) = f(z)dz + %dB(:c), z € [0,1]. (1.1)

The resulting probability measure given f will be written Py.
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Testing problem

We now fix s > ¢ > 0 and R, p > 0. For any r > 0, we denote by B,(R) the lo>-Sobolev-ball
of radius R of functions on [0, 1] with regularity at least r — see section [2 for a precise
definition. Based on that, let

Bo(R.p) = {g € B(R); inf llg—hlu. > p} |

heBs(R)

Hence, if we interpret s and t as degrees of smoothness, és,t(Ra p) is the set of functions
with smoothness level at least ¢ which are separated from the class Bg(R) with stronger
smoothness s by p in Lo-sense. Now, the testing problem of interest is

Hy: feBy(R) vs. H: fe By(R,p). (1.2)

More specifically, given n € (0,1), we aim at finding the magnitude in terms of n of the
smallest separation distance p*(n) = p*(n, s, t,n) which enables the existence of a test ¢
of level 1 in a minimax sense, i.e. of

pr(n)=inf ¢ p>0; Ftest p: sup Prlpo=1)4+ sup Pyle=0)<n,. (1.3)
f€Bs(R) f€Bs.+(R,p)

In the sequel we will omit the index f in Py or write a different index depending on the
context.

Related questions and literature

There are in essence two lines of work with questions or ideas closely related to the present
paper.

Firstly, considering the simpler null hypothesis Hy : f = 0 puts us in the so-called signal-
detection setting which has already been studied, see for instance the series of seminal
papers HE] as well as ﬂﬂ] or ﬂﬁ] for a more recent treatment. In that context, the order
of p* with respect to n is shown to be

t
n = 2t+1/2

Secondly, another closely related task is the construction of (adaptive and honest) con-
fidence regions for f. In B], the authors study such sets in terms of Ls-separation, but
rather than the observation (Y (z)).ejo,1) they use a Gaussian sequence model. However,
due to the equivalence of these models in the sense of Le Cam (see ﬂﬂ]), it is possible to
derive from their arguments that for our problem (),

n T < () S max (n‘ﬁ,n_”ﬁ”) - (1.4)

While the resulting gap in the case s < 2t is not essential in the confidence region setting
(see also M] and [12]), it is quite important from a testing perspective as it raises the
question how the complexity of the null hypothesis influences the separation rate.

Now, the article ﬂa] is by far the closest previous work to the present paper. Indeed,



the author studies the same problem with another choice of Sobolev-ball, namely the
(r, 00)-Sobolev-balls B, (R). In this context, p*(n) is proved to be of magnitude

t
n = 2t+1/2

Note that this quantity is equal to the rate in the signal-detection case and hence in
particular does not depend on s. This makes the issue of the gap in () even more
interesting and, from a technical perspective, it is rather striking given that moving from
a simple to the composite null hypothesis is a significant step. On top of that, there are
settings where the separation rate strongly depends on the shape of the null hypothesis,
see e.g. ﬂﬂ] and ] or also ﬂa]

To the best of our knowledge, the case of ﬂa] is the only one for which the minimax
Lo-separation rate is known and our main contribution is to extend that result to the
(r.2)-Sobolev-space. While our lower bound (Theorem Bl in section B]) is essentially a
corollary of the corresponding result ﬂa, Theorem 3.2], the upper bound (Theorem [ in
section B]) cannot be established through a simple application of ﬂa, Theorem 3.1]. As
B,(R) C B, »(R), this might be surprising at first sight: Indeed, the test from ﬂa] would
perform well in the present setting in terms of type-I-error. However, ensuring sufficient
power is significantly more difficult when considering lo-Sobolev-balls.

2 Setting

In this section, we describe how the relevant Sobolev balls and the observed Gaussian
process will be represented throughout the paper.

Wavelet transform and associated Sobolev ball
Throughout the paper, we make heavy use of a wavelet decomposition of f. As is well-
known, we can define a scalar product and associated norm on Ly by

1
<g,h >::/ g(z)h(x) dA(x) with ||g||z, :=+v/<g,9>, g,h € Ls.
0

There are many orthogonal wavelet bases of Ly with respect to < -, >. A suitable choice
for our purposes is a basis developed in ﬂﬂ] that can be written as

W= ke{l,2,..., 27},
j=2

i.e. it is tailored such that there are exactly 27 basis functions at resolution j > 2. Clearly,
the coefficients of g € Ly with respect to VW are given by

1
< g,k >= / g(x)jp(x) doe, 7 >2,ke{l,2,...,2}.
0

and yield the representation

o0

27
g= Z < G, Yk > Yige

=2 k=1



Let » > 0. By virtue of isometry properties discussed for instance in ] and ﬂﬂ], we
may now define a functional (r,2)-Sobolev-ball of radius R solely through the wavelet
coefficients of its elements:

0o 27

B,(R):=Qg€Ly; Y ¥ <gpp> < R (2.1)

j=2 k=1

with associated (7, 2)-Sobolev-norm

oo 27
lglls, = Z‘ljrz < g,k >? g€ Ly
k=1

=2

or also, as mentioned at the end of the previous section,

Discrete observation scheme based on the wavelet basis
Let .
Z={(,k)eN*|j>2k<2}

Motivated by (@), for each (j, k) € Z we consider

ajp =< f, ;5 >

so that

co 27

f= Z Z @5k Wj k-

=2 k=1

The natural corresponding estimators read

co 27
aj7k = dY, wj,k >, f = Z Zaj7k¢j7k. (22)
=2 k=1

By construction and due to the orthonormality of W, we know that the family (@; ;) rez
is independent with

Ej,k ~ N (aj7k, %) .
Clearly, observing this family is equivalent to observing the original process (Y (x))zcp0,1]-

3 Main results

In this section, we state and discuss our main results, that is upper and lower bounds on
p*(n). We also provide a high-level description of the strategy and ideas included in the
upper bound proof, which is our main contribution.
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3.1 Upper Bound

The test

Note that ffrom @) is not a useful estimator as it exhibits infinite variance. Therefore,
we need to carefully impose a restriction of the form j < J for some fixed J € N, J > 2.
More specifically, section [lis primarily concerned with obtaining an upper bound on p’(n)
for the reduced, finite-dimensional problem

J 2 J 2
Hé . Z Z a;, ki/}J k < R wvs. H{ . heglER) Z Z aj,klpj,k —h > pJ,
=2 k= 5 ’ 3=2 k=1 Lo

,S,

where p; and p%(n) are analogous in definition and relation to their counterparts in ()
and ().

Finding a sufficient separation distance p; > p%(n) here is the central and most involved
part of the paper. Indeed, it turns out that a test based on estimating S% only cannot
perform well enough under the targeted separation distance of order n~*(*1/2)  Rather
than that, our test estimates S3,53,...,5% through test statistics T, T3,...,T; and,
under the alternative H{, relies on the smallest level j* such that SJZ* significantly exceeds
R? (Lemmas B and [ below). It essentially takes the form

J
p=1-]] 1<y
j=2

of a multi-level test with suitable thresholds 7; (equation (5.4) below).

Finally, J must be chosen such that an appropriate trade-off between p%(n) and the error
incurred by ignoring the resolutions beyond J is reached.

In terms of technical ingredients, these considerations are remarkable in that they solely
rely on elementary computations based on the Sobolev-balls’ geometry and classical prop-
erties of the y?—distribution. The explicit result reads as follows:

Theorem 1. Let n € (0,1). Whenever

1346 R ot
P\ i)

there is a test ¢ such that

sup Prlp=1)+ sup Pylp=0)<n
feB(R) J€Bs,t(R,p)

Hence,

sy < (B2 ) wm e g S
“\vn  1-2 ’ ~



3.2 Lower Bound

Using the same choice for J as indicated above, a lower bound on p*(n) of the same order
can be derived through studying the statistical distance between specific distributions
agreeing with Hy and H, respectively.

Theorem 2. Let n € (0,1). There are C,, > 0 and N,, € N such that whenever n > N,
and )
p < Cpyn 2+172,

for any test ¢ it holds that

sup Prlp=1)+ sup Prlp=0)>n.
FEBs(R) FEBs,1(Rop)

Hence,
pr(n) > Con T, de pi(n) 20 TR

In particular, one may choose

R . 1 VIn(1+4(1 —n)?)
(o ::Emm{l’}{.gﬂ-l/?’ Y16 R , N,:

2t+1/2

™|

Note that, as mentioned in the introduction, Theorems [I and Pl in conjunction reveal the
minimax separation rate to be of order

n-

<

p*(n) ~ n T,

which does not depend on the size of the null hypothesis and is equal to the signal
detection rate. Indeed, in order to obtain the lower bound of Theorem [2], the fact that
Hy is a composite hypothesis need not be used.

4 Alternative settings

Before presenting the proofs of our main results, we briefly discuss their possible appli-
cation in two alternative settings which might also be of interest, see also [6, Section 3.3]
and references therein.

Heteroscedastic noise
As a generalisation of ([I), consider the model

dY (z) = f(x)dz + i\/:%)dB(:c), x € [0,1], (4.1)
where o € Ly is unknown. The proof of Theorem [ relies heavily on unbiased estima-
tors of aik, (7, k) € Z, and hence on knowledge of the noise coefficient, so that in this
generalised version we cannot directly apply our result. However, there is a relatively
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simple solution under certain conditions: Suppose we have access to two independent
o(x)

realisations (YW (2))zep0,1) and (Y (2)),ep0,1) with noise coefficient, say, Jnis Then we

can still consider the estimates
. X o - . 2
ag.f; = <dYD 9> ~ N (aj,k, 27" ds”“”“) , e {1,2}

and define a new unbiased estimator for a3, based on the simple observation

~(1 -~ 2) 2
Efaj, - )73 = 0}
If in addition we know an upper bound on ||o|z,, it turns out that we can state an
analogous concentration result as the one for the homoscedastic model (see Lemma [
below) and obtain essentially the same result.

Regression
Another possible observation scheme for testing the smoothness of f would be collecting
n iid samples (X, Y)icq1,2,..n) according to the model

o(X)
€
Vn
for € ~ AN(0,1) and X uniformly distributed on [0,1]. This situation is particularly

interesting since, as mentioned above, it is equivalent to (@) in the sense of Le Cam (ﬂﬂ])
We could then arrive at the same situation as in the previous setting by considering

Y = f(X)+

n/2 n
~y _ 2 ~2) _ 2
=1 i=n/2+1
Note that if X is not uniformly distributed, E[Zigll)ﬁ] — a; is generally not true and it

becomes crucial to guarantee a certain spread of the design points (X;)ief1,2,..,n) OVer

0,1].

5 Proof of Theorem [

5.1 General preparations

Reduction of the range of resolutions
Let us make this more clear at this point already: For ji, jo € NU {oo} with 2 < 51 < j
and g € Lo, define the projections
Pffg = Z Z < 9, Vjk > Yik, P o= Pff-
J=Jj1 k=1
Now observe that since f € By(R), for each j € N, j > 2, we have

1P flls, ~ R
1P fllz, = it < ot



and hence

27'R
_ tJ
Z ”Pf”L2<RZ ] =2 1 — 9t

Jj=J+1 Jj=J+1

Using the triangle inequality, this tells us that under the alternative hypothesis

< f h
p <, dnff = i,

< heglsf 1P f = hlle, + 1P £l s

inf HPJf hllz, + Z 1P, £l o

hGBs i
2R
< inf |PJf—h|p, +27 —.
helé]‘; R) || f ||L2 1 _ 2,25

Accordingly, under H; we consider the assumption

27'R
—tJ . J
—2 1 _o-t P/ < heansf |1P5 f = hllr,

and firstly solve ([Il) for p; in terms of the reduced range j € {2,3,...,J}, that is,
subsequently, we will primarily study the testing problem

1P fle, <R vs. His | int P~ bl > o
Finally, p will be determined by choosing J such that a reasonable trade-off between the
two summands,
27'R

— 24%]
p pJ+ 1_27257

(5.1)

is realised.

Now, more specifically, with a = 1346, for j* € {2,3,...,J} = 7, let
9(35*+27)/20
p1:=0; pj= CLT.
Under the assumption Hj it will be technically useful to detect the level j* € J at which

X inf( : |P]" f — hl|s, firstly exceeds p;- in the sense of Lemma [ below. That leads to a
€Bs(R

multiple test across the set J finally given in (5.4]).

Decomposition of H}

Lemma 3. Under the assumption Hj, we have

inf ||PJ N — R, < pjeoa,

Ji* e g { MEBs) 5.2

PETEN NP bl > e (5:2)
he BS

<



Proof. By contradiction: Assume that (3] is false, i.e.

Vi*te J - £ |\PI =, > Vo oinf [PV f— Rl < pie .
e J lns(R I f=hll, > pj— heanS(R)H 5 2. < pj

. 7 . 2
N~ N~

Then clearly F; is false, so that E; is true. Equivalently, F;_; is false and in turn E;_;
must be true. Continued application of this argument leads to the contradiction

inf HP f h”L2 =0> P1-

heBs(R
O
Concentration of ||P2j*j/"\||f3s
Lemma 4. Let j* € J. Then, with
1 = s 2 z 2s\j 4 S 2js 2
=D (2 Byt R (245 Vie = =N A B,
=2 =2 =2
it holds that
N , 1
We@nsw(wgfa—&wwﬁf%sz ﬂ@aww)s& (5.9
4

Proof. For j € J, let
27
Nj=nY al, =n|Pifl3,
k=1

Then, by construction, we know that

27
nl|Pifl7, =D (Vram)® ~ (2, ),

k=1

L.e. a x?—distribution with 27 degrees of freedom and non-centrality parameter \;. Clas-
sical properties of this distribution now tell us

~ 2J 27
B[IRA) =2 IR var IRAR] =2 (5 + 2im0m) . e
Since

j*
1B flls, = Y 4 IPfIIZ
j=2



independence in conjunction with (B.1]) yields

BRI Zw( S f||L2)

1 .7
—Zﬁ4S+WWM

3

_A—WW

7

Varl|PJ T2 24%8(( ||Pf||L2))

2 & 4
25\ 7 278 2
== (24 )“724] 1P fIIZ,

=2 j=2

We obtain the desired result directly through Chebyshev’s inequality: For € > 0,
Sk N B j %k V‘*
ngf Q§4i4_

2
and hence the claim. O

B — Ay = I1P fllE,| 2

More specifically, observe that

2 & "
Bj* :ﬁz<2.42 )‘7

<

1

L
[Br 2 2
b V0o n

Ve 2 1 | & 2 -1
; > 42| Pif|l3, <

(where we use that for x > 2, —*= < 2) and hence for ¢ € (0,1)

Furthermore,

— max 235|

0 Vo N RV

The maximum in the latter computation will play an important role in the sequel. From
now on we use the abbreviation

Mj- := max 27%|| P; | 5. - (5.5)

2555
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Plugging these bounds in () leads to

— 1P fllg,| = = - =M + =4

Voo n 0 n

o 2 =1 2 L 2072
WGQD:P@wa J i*s )35

5.2 Preliminary Bounds on ||P23 f || .

As a next step towards controlling the type-I and type-II errors of our test, we study
1P f||5, more closely. A

On the one hand, under Hj, for any j* € J we clearly have HPQquB < R.

On the other hand, under Hj, we require a lower bound on ||PJ f||z,. The following
bound is preliminary in the sense that it requires the knowledge of an index j* € J with
the property from (B]) and the corresponding M;-. The generalisation will be considered
in sections and [0.4]

Lemma 5. Let j* € J be an index with the property

£ Pt < pis f PJ :
heans(R ” f h”LQ Pj*—1, he 111 H f h”LQ > Pj*- (5 7)

Then the following assertion holds for A = 11:

|23 fliz, > B+ M+

1
o A2l Ty

470 p3 (5.8)

Proof. Before giving the main arguments, we need a technical preparation and a general
(i.e. only depending on j*) lower bound on ||PJ f||g,:

L. Proxy minimisation of infheBS(R) 1Py f — bz,

For j € J, write P 5= =pPj - — P;5. In the case that || P, 5|5, < R, we can introduce
the function h through the wavelet coefficients
bik = a for (j,k) € Z,j # J,
|| ]#]fHQB ~
b=, =as \/ S forke{1,2,...,29}.
e R { }

Then h € B,(R) holds since

IRl = Z 47 Z b
7j=2

2

VE 1P,
- H j;éjf”%s + HPfH HP}fH%S
] S

= R

11



Hence, by assumption

g < nk NP f = b, < 1P =B, =

where
d® =Py f - hl3,

N Y
= — a~
|15 £ |, o

k=1

2
_£l12
VEIBGIR N Ipse,
1P f |, 435

2 -~
= (1B flls. — /B2 = 1P 513, ) 47

This tells us that if [|P,_f|5, < R,

1P flls, = 2*d + /R = | P, 5|13, = 27, (5.9)
1P FlIE, = B2+ 227, [R2 — |Psf 3, + 42, (5.10)
. Bound in terms of 4j*sp§*

If P! flls, < R, we can use (1) with j = j* and d > p;j+ > 0 and obtain

|PE FII3, > B2+ 4752

If | P} Ty 5. > R, observe that by the triangle inequality
. j* . i*—1
o IPYf =Bl < n P = Bl 1B < s + 15
and since (35%4+2)/20
257 3790 1 1
L S GT(l = 27) > —pje = <oy,
we obtain
" I
125 flls, = 1125~ fll5, + 1P flI3,
> R* 4+ 47 (pje — pje-1)”
1 K
2 s 2
So, in any case,
. 1 .
1P FlI3, > B2 + 402 (5.11)

A2
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3. Main arguments
We are now ready to prove () effectively. To that end, fix an index

j € argmax 27°|| P; f|| 5.
JjET

Case 1: ||Pj;flls. < R

In that case, we can use (@) and (@) with j = j in comination with (@) and obtain

- - 1 - 1.
1P I, > B + 2y [ R = | P [, + 54" + =t

2 2. A2

= R 4 27%d (||P;f||53 — 278d) + %43%2 + ﬁzﬂ*m?
— R+4d-2° <||P;f||53 - %Qﬁd) + 5 A24ﬂ‘*8d2

> 84 (Pl — 3270 +

1 1 "
2 s 2
>R +§pj*Mj*+2‘A24y P2,

remembering (5.1]).
Case 2: [|P; ;flls, > R

That case can be handled quickly by considering two subcases:
Subcase 1: 47°%p2, > pj- M
Observe that with (2))

;% i*g i*g 1 i*g
1P flig, > RZ+2 Th P?*JFQ A Pl > RQ*ij*Mj*+2 A P
Subcase 2: 4j*3p§* < pj» M
In that case we have
1P, > S pie = 27
and thus
123 15, = I1P51l5, + 125113,
> R2 + 2]Spj* P;f Bs
= R* + pj- M;-
1 1 .
Z R2 + ipj*Mj* + §4j Sp?*.
This concludes the proof since in any case () holds.
]
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5.3 Estimation of M-

As a last major step before directly controlling the type-I and type-II error probabilities,
we need to find an appropriate estimator for Mj-.

Lemma 6. For § € (0,1) and j* € J, let

2
C§ — g,

477 .
Dj*,(g = \/ﬁ (\/505 + 27 /4\/55>

and define the events

g?*,é = {M]* < A /2§j§j* Y}‘ + D&js«}, (512)

5]1»*75 = {Mj* Z max j| — D(;’j*} . (513)

255"

Then, for any monotone decreasing sequence (f3;);ec7 in (0, 1), the following holds:

P(&f 5,.) 1—2@, (&5-5,.) > 1= Bjo. (5.14)

Proof. Remembering (5.1]), we know that for j € {2,3,...,j*}
Zj = 4%\ P[5, = 16”1 P £,

has the properties

29
E[Z;] = 16"~ + 4| P f;

Bs s

o 2
valz) =216 (24 2yp )

, _9J 4 .
= 167° <2 . 16”—2 + —4°||P; f
n n

: )
Bs | -
Now observe that for ¢ € (

169¢
\/—Var \/723/2 4]82]8[\13 flls

4J8

\F

S

< Cpoi 2 167

=1 Vg 5.

14



With Y; = Z; — 16j5%j, Chebyshev’s inequality now tells us that
P (|Y; —m?| > vs;+) < 6. (5.15)

We derive two bounds from this statement by lower bounding the the left hand side in
two different ways:
On the one hand, observe

V) = mj| > [|Yj] = mj| = [Y;] —mj > V)] =

Now, since (3;)jes is monotone decreasing, the sequence (vg, j)jec7 is increasing, so that
via a union bound we obtain

J*
DB =P (3 {23, 5: [V = M+ v, )

7=2

>P (3 €{23,....5: Vi > M} +vs,. ;+)
_ /2 .
=P /212%)]( Yy > /M2 +vg,. ) .
With
L4 C3. 160 L 160
M2 ! Cg  20"/2
+vﬁ \/ n) 9 + Cp,e
CB 4i*s\?  CF 16i%s 1697
< M. J J Cy.,20"/2
— \/ J ) + 2 n + ﬁ]* n
4] ’ J* /4
we have

43" , i

. . s /4 .

P(\/2§j§j* YJ‘ZM]HL\/H(\@C@”LQ] \/CB"*>) SZ;@
]:

and hence the first claim from ({@l).
On the other hand, observe
Y5 = mj| = mj — |V
and consider the specific case j = j in (5.3):
- >P (\Y\ < M —wg,. )

max e
9<j< s UBjx i )

167 (C5. . Cp.. 4775\ °
J J*/2 < e — J
=P <2r<nzix* Y| + - < 2 + 2 ng*> < (Mj NG \/ﬁ)

which asserts the second claim from ({@l). O
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5.4 Conclusion

We will now assemble the individual results of the previous sections to obtain the claim
of Theorem [l For j7 € J we introduce

1346 2(3j+2J)/20 1— 271/52(];”/5 1— 271/2

o : —p 2 = 979/2 5.16
p] \/T_] \/ﬁ ) Oé] ?7 4 ) 6_7 ?7 2 ) ( )

so that in particular
J
>4 <
j=2

and (f;),es is monotone decreasing.

1S

J
=2

1S

Result for fixed index
For j* € J define

. 2 V-1 —
7}*7aj* — ”Pg f %S — A]* — \/a_ . j\/ﬁ 21;1‘1732](* Y7|
J* ==

Then under HgyN &Y. By (@) and (5] yield that with probability at least 1 — a;-

. 2 i1 2 L 22 2 =1
T oo < ||1P5 [ 5, + e M + 47° — LV max |Yj|
N Vn Q- n NGTE Vn 2<j<7

2 \/j*—lD 2 L 202

<R+ : 47

- 1/0{]'* \/ﬁ j*7ﬁj* + 1/O{j* n

so that with

e =R (Y1 g2
Tj* + =By T+ )
Q- Vn I n

we obtain
Py (Tj o > Tiva,

5.?*76j*) S O{]‘*.

On the other hand, let 5* be a transition index with property (B). Then under H{N¢ Jl-* Bows
g

(1) and (@) tell us that with probability at least 1 — ;=

2 7F—1 2 20 2 7F—1

,/ow*. n s a~*4 n Oé'*. n 2<5<j* J
J J J

Tjeape > 15 fll5, —

1 2 =1 1.
> R2 T e — . Mix R 2*
= +<2-A2p’ Ja Jn ) RN PR
o2 41*82j*/2 2 Vit max |Y;|
o n Q- Vn 2<j<jr Y
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Provided that

1 o4 71 517
o A= T '
using (@) this yields
" 2 Jjr—1 2 L 2072
. 2 J*s 2 _ . . 3*s
Tj 70‘_1'* Z R + 2 .A24 p]* aj* \/ﬁ D] 75],* a3*4 n (518)

Now by explicit computation we see that the choices in (5.4]) ensure (5.4]) as well as

" 4 2072
AP > 47
1Az P = - n’

it 2 4 7F—1

1
4. A2 pj*_  Q* ‘ \/ﬁ
so that (54 can be continued as

2 ViF—1 | 20%/2
/—O[ < J\/ﬁ Dj*,ﬁj* +4] ST) = Tj*yaj*
j*

Dj*ﬂj* and

Tj*a.* ZR2+
]

and hence, finally,
1
IPH{<Tj*,aj* S Tj*,aj* ‘ f]*763*) S Oéj*.

Generalisation to unknown j*
For our test

J
PP ) =1 ] Limye <oy, (5.19)

=2

we can conclude with (@) and (54]) that on the one hand

J
Py (0=1) < Z (]PH(/) (T]a] > Tjx o | f?*,gj*) + (1= P( ;')*,@-*)))

n,n_n
< T _ 1 5.20
_4+4 2 (5.20)

n.,n_n
<m0 5.21
=117 3 (5.21)
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Specification of J and conclusion
We are now ready to return to (5.1J). Choose

1= g

so that
1 1 J 1
§n2t+1/2 < 2 < nIFE, (5.22)
That yields
2t < oty EEE (5.23)
and, on the other hand,

_ 134627% 1346
Vi VT

t
. n_ 2t4+1/2

PJ

Therefore, whenever we choose

(1346 R ) ot
p Z + n 2t+1/2’

V1 1—2t
indeed by (B.4) and (5.4)
feBs(R) FE€Bs 1 (Rop) 202

6 Proof of Theorem

6.1 Description of the Strategy
Motivated by (), given 1 € (0, 1), we aim at finding p > 0 such that for any test ¢,

sup P(o=1)4+ sup P(p=0)>n.
fEBs(R) fE€Bs,1(R.p)

This can be achieved through a Bayesian-type approach, see e.g. @] Let vy, v, be proba-
bility distributions (priors) such that supp(ry) € Bs(R) and supp(v,) € Bs+(R, p). Then
we have

sup Prlo=1)+ sup Prlo=0) > Prolp=1)+Psu,(p=0)
feBs(R) f€Bs.+(R,p)

1
> 1- §HIPf~up — Prosllry

1
1 d]PfNV 2 2
> 1—= L — ,
= 1 5 (/ <d]PfNVO (IL‘)) dIPfNVO (l‘) 1)

This tells us that if we find p > 0 such that

AP,
AP, < 1+ 4(1 —n)?, 1
J(G52) P <14a0-n) 6.1)
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for any test ¢ it holds that

sup P(p=1)+ sup Plp=0)>n
J€Bs(R) f€Bs,t(R,p)

and hence
Pt = p.

6.2 Application to our Problem

Priors

Since the upper bound does not depend on s and we found the index J from (?7?) to
be critical, we choose the following structurally simple priors: Let 1y be the Dirac-0
distribution on {0} (i.e. f =0) and v, be the uniform distribution on

2J

A, v = ZGJ,k?/Jj,k | as1,a52,...,a;50 € {v,—v} ¢,

k=1

where v > 0 needs further specification: On the one hand, it is necessary to ensure that
each f € A,, fulfils ||f|lz, < R - note that for any such f, ||f|lz, = 27?0, so that by
construction that condition reads

2J(t+1/2)v S R.

This motivates the choice v := a,, - R - 277+1/2) for some a, € (0, 1] specified later based

on further restrictions. On the other hand, we require

< inf — hl|L,- 2
p <, nf If =l (62)

Since only the level J is involved, this is in fact merely the minimum over the Euclidean
ball with radius R -277¢ so that

. J/2 —Js
heansf(R)||f_hHL2 :maX(O,Z/v—R-Z ).

Now, by explicit computation we see that if

2t+1/2

21+8_t s—t
n > ( ) ;
an

1 R
max (0,220 — R-277%) > 52”% =a,527",

with our choice of v we have

so that (6.2) holds if

R
p S anEQ*Jt
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Statistical distance
The central task in this proof is to compute the quantities on the left hand side of (G.1):

By construction, P;.,, corresponds to the 27-fold product of Gaussian distributions with

. J
mean 0 and variance %, so that for z € R?

2J 2J
dP sy (2 ”277 Hexp ——:L‘k>

On the other hand, Py.,, corresponds to a uniform mixture of 22" products of 27 in-
dependent Gaussians with means of the form +v and variance % More precisely, let

S :={1,—1}*" and R be uniformly distributed on S (i.e. the product of 2/ Rademacher
variables). Then

27 2J 27
n
APy, (1) = 22,2\/ Hexp —5 2 (o — o)’
acS

k=1

= E ER Hexp (—g(ﬂ?k — Rkv)2>
k=1

2

and furthermore, with an independent copy R’ of R,

2.7

2.7
(@, @) = (52) Enw |[Texp (=5 [wn — Riv)® + (@ — B
k=1
n 2] 2‘]
— <%> exp (—QJm;Q) Er g H exp (—nxi + nvzg(Ry + R;C))
k=1

The quotient we need to integrate in (6.1]) therefore reads

(d]Ple/p)2 n 2 J 9 2
W(:p) = or OXP (=2'nv) Ep H exp (——xk + nvzg (Ry + Rk)>
~1Q k=1
m 27 [ 27
= 0. ©XP (=2'nv) Ep H exp (—— (zr, — v(Rx + R})) ) exp (nv*(1 + Ry R},))
o 2J 9J 2J n
/ 2
— 7 Eg g H exp (nv’ Ry Ry,) H exp (—5 (xr. — v(Rx + Ry)) )

k=1 k=1
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Since the product of independent Rademacher variables is itself a Rademacher variable,
we obtain

2J

[ g0~ [[Tow (e
RQJ d]Ple/() k=1

2J

= Ep Hexp (nszk)
k=1

9J

_ UERk [exp (nv®Ry,)]

= (cosh(nv?)) 2

—
*
~

(1+ n2v4)2"

exp(27/n?v*)

IAINA

where we require nv? < 1 for (x). Since by (&.4)
v=a,- R- 9—J(t+1/2) < a, - R (anl/(2t+1/2))t+1/2 < ay - R- 2t+1/2n71/2’

this is fulfilled if .

y < R-2t+1/2°

(6.3)

Conclusion
We are now ready to combine the preparations from above: Let n € (0, 1). Then, provided

that (6.2) is ensured, (6.]) holds if
exp(2/n?v?) <14+ 4(1 —n)?

which, by explicit computation, can be written as

9J (t+1/4)
a, < \/ﬁ i
Through (5.4) and (5.4]) we find that
2J(t+1/4) o—t
Z -

Vn 16

VIn(1 +4(1 —n)?).

and obtain the stronger condition
In(1+4(1—n)?
o < VIO
2116R
In summary: Given n € (0, 1), let

In(1+4(1 —n)?
an:min{l, L ’\/n( +4 77))}
R - 2t+1/2 2116R
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It

2t+1/2

21+sft s—t
n > ( ) ;
Qn

the priors v and v, meet all requirements from section and the lower bound

R ot
p* Z an§27g]t Z angn 2t+1/2

R

is established, where we write C, 1= Sa,,.

2
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