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Given observations from a positive random variable contaminated by multiplicative
measurement error, we consider a nonparametric goodness-of-fit testing task for its un-
known density in a non-asymptotic framework. We propose a testing procedure based on
estimating a quadratic functional of the Mellin transform of the unknown density and the
null. We derive non-asymptotic testing radii and testing rates over Mellin—Sobolev spaces,
which naturally characterize regularity and ill-posedness in this model. By employing a
multiple testing procedure with Bonferroni correction, we obtain data-driven procedures
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1 Introduction

In this work, we consider nonparametric data-driven goodness-of-fit hypothesis testing for the
density of a strictly positive random variable X in a multiplicative measurement error model.
More precisely, let X and U be strictly positive independent random variables admitting, re-
spectively, an unknown density f and a known density ¢ with respect to the Lebesgue measure
A+ on the positive real line R.. We have access to an independent and identically distributed
(1.1.d.) sample of size n € N from Y = XU admitting a density g given for y € R, by

o) = (f % o) (y) = /M F(@)ply/x)a N (x). (L1)

For a prescribed density f, we propose a data-driven testing procedure based only on observa-
tions of Y for the goodness-fit testing task

Hy: f=f, against Hy: f# [,

which naturally leads to a statistical inverse problem called multiplicative deconvolution.

Vardi (1989) and Vardi and Zhang (1992) introduce and thoroughly investigate multiplicative
censoring, which corresponds to the specific multiplicative deconvolution model where the
multiplicative error U is uniformly distributed on [0, 1]. As explained and motivated in van
Es et al. (2000), multiplicative censoring represents a common challenge in survival analysis.
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There is a substantial body of work on estimation of the unknown density f. Under multiplica-
tive censoring, for example, Andersen and Hansen (2001) employ series expansion methods;
Brunel et al. (2016) propose a kernel estimator; Comte and Dion (2016) develop a projection
estimator based on the Laguerre basis; and Belomestny et al. (2016) study the case of a Beta-
distributed error. All of these approaches fall within the broader framework of the multiplicative
measurement error model. Nonparametric density estimation in this setting has been investi-
gated by Brenner Miguel et al. (2021), who assume a known error density and apply spectral
cut-off regularization, and by Brenner Miguel et al. (2024), who address the case of an un-
known error density. Further contributions include Brenner Miguel et al. (2023), who consider
estimation of a linear functional of the unknown density f, and Belomestny and Goldenshluger
(2020), who analyze pointwise density estimation. Pointwise estimation of the cumulative dis-
tribution function, as studied in Belomestny et al. (2024), also covers scenarios where absolute
continuity does not hold. The estimation of a quadratic functional of the unknown density has
been studied in Comte et al. (2025). The central tool for analysing multiplicative deconvolution
is the multiplication theorem. For a density g = f * ¢ and the corresponding Mellin transfor-
mations M. [g], M.[f], M.[¢] (defined below) the theorem states that M_[g] = M. [f]M.[¢].
This property is exploited in Belomestny and Goldenshluger (2020) to construct a kernel den-
sity estimator of f while Brenner Miguel et al. (2023) and Comte et al. (2025) employ it to
develop a plug-in estimator.

We now turn to the testing task. Asymptotic rates of testing for nonparametric alternatives is
introduced in the series of papers by Ingster (1993a,b,c). For a fixed sample size, a nonasymp-
totic radius of testing has been studied by Baraud (2002), Laurent et al. (2012), Collier et al.
(2017) and Marteau and Sapatinas (2017) amongst others. Its connection to the asymptotic
approach is studied in Marteau and Sapatinas (2015). The link between quadratic functional
estimation and testing is amongst others explored in Collier et al. (2017), Kroll (2019) and
Schluttenhofer and Johannes (2020a,b). Estimation of quadratic functionals of densities have
extensively been treated in the literature by Laurent and Massart (2000), Laurent (2005) and
Butucea and Meziani (2011), to name but a few. In particular we refer to Butucea (2007),
Schluttenhofer and Johannes (2020b) and Comte et al. (2025) for measurement models with
additive real, circular and multiplicative errors, respectively. Goodness-of-fit testing for ad-
ditive real measurement error models has been studied for example by Butucea (2007) while
Schluttenhofer and Johannes (2020a) consider circular errors. In this paper, we study the mul-
tiplicative case. We propose a test statistic by replacing the unknown Mellin transform with its
empirical counterpart, borrowing ideas from Comte et al. (2025). More precisely, to distinguish
between the null hypothesis and the alternative, we consider a weighted IL2-distance between
the Mellin transforms of f and f, allowing to study goodness-of-fit hypotheses on the density
f, its derivatives or the associated survival function. Considering this general framework, we
derive upper bounds for the radius of testing.

The accuracy of the proposed test statistic relies crucially on an optimal choice of a tuning
parameter which is unknown in practice. In the literature, data-driven testing strategies have
been studied in both asymptotic and non-asymptotic frameworks (e.g., Spokoiny (1996), Ba-
raud et al. (2003), and Fromont and Laurent (2006)). In particular, we refer to Butucea et al.
(2009) and Butucea (2007) for additive real measurement error models, and to Schluttenhofer
and Johannes (2020a) for the circular case. Our aim is to derive in a multiplicative measure-
ment error model upper bounds for the radius of testing of a fully data-driven procedure using
a Bonferroni approach.

The paper is organized as follows. We first review the Mellin transform, present, the testing
task, and propose the test statistic in Section 2. In Section 3, we derive bounds for the quantiles



of the proposed test statistic. In Section 4, we establish upper bounds for the radius of testing.
In Section 5, we propose a data-driven testing procedure based on the max-test and also provide
upper bounds for its radius of testing. Finally, in Section 6, we illustrate the theoretical results
with a small simulation study.

2 Methodology

Before stating the testing task and defining a test statistic, we introduce the Mellin transform
and recall the multiplicative deconvolution problem.

Mellin transform Consider on the Borel-measurable space (R, %, ) the restriction \. of the
Lebesgue-measure A on R.. For any ¢ € R denote by x°\; the o-finite measure with Lebesgue-
density x¢ given by x — z¢. Introduce for s € Rx; the set L¥(x°) := L3 (R4, B1,x°\;) of all
complex-valued L5 (x¢)-integrable functions. Analogously, denote by L.? := L?(RR, %, \) the
set of all complex-valued square-Lebesgue-integrable functions. Then, the Mellin transform is
the operator M, € L(IL2 (x**7!), L?) satisfying for g € L} (x*7') NL2 (x*** ') and t € R

M[g)(t) = /m 2T G (@) (dar) = / g () (A (1),

R+

Moreover, it fulfils <h1, h2>Li (x2e-1) = <Mc[h1], Mc[h2]>]L2 for all hl, hg € L% (X2C_1), 1.e. MC
is unitary, and, in particular, the Plancherel equality holds, that is,

1R lIEz (eae-ry = M e[Pa] |22 (2.1)

The adjoint M € L(L? L% (x?>*"1)) of the Mellin transform satisfies for G € L! N 1L? and
r € Ry

MG (z) = /R TG (D AN(1).

In analogy to the additive convolution theorem, see Meister (2009), there is a multiplicative
convolution theorem. It states that for hy, hy € L1 (x“71)

Mc[hl * h2] = Mc[hl] ’ Mc[h2] (22)

where * denotes the multiplicative convolution defined in eq. (1.1). We refer to Brenner Miguel
(2023) for a detailed discussion of the Mellin transform.

Multiplicative deconvolution In the multiplicative measurement error model, we are inter-
ested in an unknown density f: R, — R of a positive random variable X given independent
and identically distributed copies (Y});c[) of

Y =XU (2.3)

where X and U are independent of each other and U has a known density ¢: R, — Rxo.
In this setting the density g: Ry — Rso of Y is given by ¢ = f * ¢. Making use of the
multiplicative convolution theorem eq. (2.2) it holds that M.[g] = M_.[f] - M.[¢].



Goodness-of-fit testing task Throughout this paper, we assume that the random variables
admit densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure on IR and that the corresponding Mellin
transforms exist. These assumptions are summarized in the following set of functions:

P :={h e LL(x*" ") NLI(x*') : h Lebesgue density on R.}.

Here and subsequently, the quantities of the following assumption are fixed and assumed to be
known.

Assumption Al. Consider the multiplicative measurement error model, an arbitrary measur-
able symmetric density function w: R — R and c € R. In addition, let f,,p € 9.

Under Assumption A1 we are interested in the goodness-of-fit testing task

Hy: f=f, against Hy: f# f,. (2.4)

The performance of a test is measured by how well it is able to distinguish between the null
hypothesis and elements that are in some sense separated from the null. For this, first define for
an arbitrary measurable and symmetric density function u: R — R the class

Fri={h e Li(x*"NNLIE") : MJ[h] € L*(u?)}.

Now, we consider the following norm to measure the separation of densities. Under Assump-
tion A1, we define for h € .#" analogously to Comte et al. (2025) the quadratic functional

) = MRy = | IMABLOR (00X, 23)
We define an energy set for the separation radius p € R+ as

Fsp={h e F" : ¢*(h) > p*}
and write shortly

20 (fo+ Fs,) ={he D :h—f, € Fs,}
Consequently, under Assumption A1 the testing task can be written as

Hy: f=f, against Hy: fe20(fo+ Fsp).

Hlustration 2.1. Different choices of the function w allows us to cover the following possible
goodness-of-fit testing tasks.

(1) If w =1, we get using the Plancherel type identity eq. (2.1) that
R A
R,
and ¢*(f) = || f||2. in the special case of ¢ = 5. Consequently, we cover the testing task
2

H(): f — fo against le f S ‘@7 Hf_f"”ii Z P-



(i) If w?(t) = m for all t € R, we consider the quadratic functional evaluated at
the survival function S of X, i.e.

q2(f) = ”SHL?%(XQCA) = /m |S(x)’2l’26_1dx_

and ¢*(f) = ||S ||i2+ in the special case of ¢ = 1. For more details see Brenner Miguel

and Phandoidaen (2022). Consequently, we cover the testing task

Hy: S=S, against Hp: fe D, |S— S,)Hii > p.

(iii) Let f € C3°(R+), i.e. smooth with compact support in R, such that for any § € IN the
derivatives DA[f] := L f exist. If w*(t) = [[7_, ((c + B — j)? + 4x*#2) for B € IN then
we have that

() = DA sy = /M DO A0,

see Proposition 2.3.11, Brenner Miguel (2023), and ¢*(f) = ||D”[f]||2, in the special
+

case c = % — . Consequently, we cover the testing task

Hy: DP[f] = D°[f,] against Hy: f € 2,||D°[f] - Dﬁ[fo]H]sz+ > p.

Further, we assume some kind of regularity for the densities under the alternative. Analogously
to the quadratic functional estimation in Comte et al. (2025) consider the following assumption.

Assumption A2. (i) Let s: R — R>; be a symmetric, non-decreasing regularity function
such that s(t) — oo as |t| — oc.

(ii) Assume that the symmetric function w/ s is non-increasing such that w(t)/s(t) = o(1)
as |t| — oo.

Then, for R € R, define

IR = {h e T ¢ s M[h)|)%. < R?} 2.6)
and write shortly

20 (f+FENF,) ={hcP:h—fcFEnF,)
Consequently, under Assumptions A1l and A2 we analyse the testing task

Hy: f=f against Hy: fe2n(f+ 7802, 2.7)

Roughly speaking, in minimax testing one searches for the smallest p such that eq. (2.7) is still
testable with small error probabilities. We measure the accuracy of a test A: R} — {0,1} by
its maximal risk defined as the sum of the type I error probability and the maximal type II error
probability over the p-separated alternative

R (A2, 7517 p*) =P, (A=1) + sup P (A=0).

fEIN(fot T3 IRNFS )



A widely used approach consists in deriving a test statistic ¢> which estimates ¢*(f — f,) and
forming a test given by

A = 1{@227—}

for some suitable value 7 € R,. In this paper, the test statistic is inspired by the estimator
proposed in Comte et al. (2025). Before proposing an estimator of ¢*(f — f,), we introduce
some notations and an additional assumption. For brevity, we write for z € Ry and ¢t € R

Vi, t) =2 and - W, t) = () - B (Y1),
where evidently E [4(Y, t)] = M,[g](t) and (Y1) is centred.

Assumption A3. M.[¢](t) # 0 forallt € R and 1_y 5/ M.[p] € LL(w) forall k € R..
We first see that under Assumptions A1 and A3 it holds that for any f € &
Gi(f = fo) = 1Lk (Melf] = M D12
= 1Ly M2y = 200 g M f], T g M fo] ) 2wy
+ 1Lk MLl ()
and with the convolution theorem (c.f. eq. (2.2)) we get
%%(f — fo) = ||]l[*k7k]MC[g}/MC[SO]H]i?(wﬂ

— 2( g g Me[g]/ M), T g Me[go] Ml @]) 12 (o
+ |1 kg Melgol /M@ 17 2 2y (2.8)

Since f, and ¢ are known, the third term of eq. (2.8) is known as well. For the second term, we
introduce the following estimator:

§k 1=< kkW( jf)/M ], g yM elgo] [ Me[p ]>1L2 (w?)
= 3 [ A OMAO 0 MO ().

JG[[nﬂ

The first term of eq. (2.8) we estimate by

Ty = ——— n—l Z/ w |2 )WQ(t)d)\(t). (2.9)

s lE[[n]]

Due to the independence of (Y});c[,) we have that

~ k B
i (f) =B T}] = / k EQWOT/’\;)C][%[(%(F

k
= [ IMAAOP 00,
Consequently, combining all three terms, the test statistic defined by

@ =Ty — 25+ G (f). (2.10)

Dl (yan()

gives an unbiased estimator of ¢7(f — f,). Next, we derive bounds for the quantiles of the
proposed test statistic, which are subsequently used to establish upper bounds of the radius of
testing.



3 Bounds for the quantiles of the test statistic

In this section, we derive bounds for the quantiles of the test statistic ¢; defined in eq. (2.10).
To define the critical value 7 () for a € (0, 1) of G2, we first introduce some notation. We set
L, :=1—1loga > 1 and define for k € R+

k 1
= — wHt)d\(t , 3.1
vo= [ O G-
my = 1o/ Ml (32)

Due to Assumption A3 both terms are well-defined and finite. More precisely, due to the
assumption 1;_j 5/ M.[p] € L>(w) we have that my, is finite. It immediately follows that for
any p € IN it holds 1_j 5/ M.[¢] € L*(w™) for all k € R, since

k
1 2 /2
WP (t)d\(t) < m} " (2k).
/—k [Mele] (t) [
To show bounds for the quantiles of the test statistic we need additional moment assumptions.
Assumption A4. Let p € ]Lio(x%—l) NLL (X4(c—1)) and f, € L} (X4(c—1))'

It follows immediately from Assumption A4 that ¢ € L} (x*° V). For z,y € R use the
notation z V y := max{x, y} and = A y := min{z, y}. Then, we write

C~’P = ||¢||Lf(x2671)/||¢||Li(x2(¢_l)) V 1, (33)

which is finite under Assumptions A3 and A4. If h € L1 (x2(~1), then due to Lemma A3 it
holds under Assumption A4 that i * ¢ € L% (x*¢~Y) and we denote

Vi := || % SDHIL}F(XQ(C*U) V1.

Analogously, if in addition i € L. (x*=V), then h x ¢ € L (x*“"V) due to Lemma A.3 and
we write

Vi = [lh# @l geacemy V 1. (3.4)

Note that under Assumption A4, the constants v, and v, are finite. Finally, the critical value
is given for o € (0,1) as

a/2

V2k Ly, JVE Vi
me(Q) = (18@% +69493-= a/ 2) LI/Q— +52v,C Lojp™— D (3.5)

The key element to analyse the behaviour of the test statistic §; is the following decomposition:
G = U +2Wi + ¢} (f — f.) (3.6)

with the canonical U-statistic

1’ 27t) 2
Uy, = D) Z/ J ]!2 w2 (t)dA(t) (3.7)

J#j2
Ji,72€[n]




and the centred linear statistic

F0 - TAGI0),,
w2 (t)dA(t). (3.8)
ZH/ MA@

For the two following propositions, we apply results for the U-statistic and linear statistic,
which are more technical and can be found in Section B. We first give a bound under the null
hypothesis.

Proposition 3.1 (Bound for the quantiles of §; under the null hypothesis). Let Assumptions A1, A3
and A4 be satisfied and let o € (0,1), n > 2 and k € IN. Consider the estimator (j,% and the
threshold 7,(«) defined in eq. (2.10) and eq. (3.5), respectively. Under the null hypothesis we
have that

Proof of Proposition 3.1. If f = f, and, hence g = ¢, and M_.[g] = M_[g.], the decomposition
eq. (3.6) simplifies to G = Uy. Due to Assumption A4, we have that f,, p € L% (x*~V) and
the assumptions of Lemma B.4 given in Section B are satisfied for p = 2. Moreover, with
v = « and using the notations in eq. (3.1) and eq. (3.2), we have that 7V¢(y) = 7(a). Thus,
we immediately obtain the result from Lemma B .4. ]

Let us continue with the bound of the quantiles of the test statistic under the alternative.

Proposition 3.2 (Bound for the quantiles of §; under the alternative). Let Assumptions Al, A3
and A4 be satisfied and let 3 € (0,1), n > 2 and k € WN. Consider the estimator §; defined
in eq. (2.10). Under the alternative, if f € 2 N LL (x*°~Y) satisfies for an arbitrary critical
value T € R the separation condition

LsjsV/2k JVe Vi
G(f—f)>2r+2 (18@% + 138986 g/“ ) L2 41120y, 22/
n

n B8/4 (] Vile 5 n

3.9

then, we have that

P (Gr <7) < B

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Keeping the decomposition eq. (3.6) in mind, we control the devi-
ations of the U-statistic Uy, and the linear statistic W}, separately, applying Lemma B.4 and
Lemma B.5, respectively. The assumptions of Lemma B.4 are satisfied with p = 2. Therefore,
making use of v = (/2 and the notations of eq. (3.1) and eq. (3.2) we get for the quantile
7Ur(3/2) that

m

Lssa 2k NG
Uk(B/2) = (18%@ + 138986 g/ . T) L;//iT +52C,v,, L

The event Qp := {Uy, < —7Y+(3/2)} satisfies

(3.10)



due to Lemma B.4 and the usual symmetry argument. The assumptions of Lemma B.5 are
satisfied and with v = (3/2 a quantile-bound of the linear statistic W}, is given by

t(8/2) — oY% GV
Ve(B/2) = 2 ==

Define the event Qy := {W), < —7"¢(3/2)}. Due to Lemma B.5 we have

2~ £

B () = BL(We < 7% (3/2) < G.1)
Further, using Lg /455 L'> 1 it holds that

T (B/2) + 27 (5/2)

_ (18%(1, + 138986%@) L}ﬁ% +52C VWLW\/? i 4\/?%;*’

1
+ 592@ - [o)

_ LssV2k 1/2\/_ Lgjs ym kL 1
§(18vf,pqg+138986 ; T) LAYTE + 560, v, =2 5l = ),

(3.12)

Reformulating the separation condition given in eq. (3.9), yields that

Lgiys /2 /v L T
Glf = 1) =7+ (180 Vi, + 138986 2/4 ) L;//iT +56C v, 2/4 o :

+ 3R~ £
Plugging eq. (3.12) into the last inequality, it follows that
G(f = fo) =7+ 77(8/2) + 27" (5/2). (3.13)
Thus, combining egs. (3.10), (3.11) and (3.13) the decomposition given in eq. (3.6) implies

B (6 <7) =B, ({6 <7} nQ) + B, ({¢G <7} N Q)
< EL(Q) + B Wi <7 +77(8/2) — )

< DBl < 27 (5/2)
<p
which shows the claim and completes the proof. ]

4 Upper bound for the radius of testing

For k € N and a € (0,1), we use the test statistic §; defined in eq. (2.10) and the critical value
Tr(a) given in eq. (3.5) to define the test

Ara = Lz ) “.1)



From Proposition 3.1 follows immediately that the test Ay , is a level-a-test for all £ € IN. To
analyse its power over the alternative, we consider the regularity class .7° ¥ defined in eq. (2.6)
with regularity parameter s satisfying Assumption A2 and R € R.. Proposition 3.2 allows to
characterize elements in .%* % for which Ay 1s powerful. Exploiting these results, we derive
in this section an upper bound for the radius of testing of A, , in terms of v, and my, defined
in egs. (3.1) and (3.2), respectively, and the regularity parameter s. That is, define

Pl i= 0] = SV o (VT V).

For the result on the upper bound of the radius of testing, we need that the additional moment
assumption for the hypothesis (Assumption A4) also holds uniformly for the elements of the
alternative. More precisely, we introduce for v € R, v> 1 the set

2" :={he 2nNLi(x*"Y): 5, <vl.

The constant ¥, is defined in eq. (3.4) and finite for A € L! (x*¢~V). The following result
gives a bound on the maximal risk of the proposed test.

Proposition 4.1 (Upper bound for the radius of testing of Ay, - /2). Under Assumptions Al to A4,
fory € (0,1) and d € R. define

3/2
L
A% = R? + 14022 ”/ 20w, + 26022 v +833934—L2 d 4.2)
v g

and

Ne:

dn

Forall A> A, and n,k € N withn > 2 we have

M = ni(n) =1V

R(Ak'y/2‘gv o“s|R AQ 77k) §7

Proof of Proposition 4.1. The result follows from Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 with o =
B =7/2, 7 = 1(«), and the definition of the maximal risk

R (Aol 77, T A2pf ) = By (A2 = 1)

b e R (Aen=0)
fe@vm(fo+§S|Rm§ZA2p% "z)

'7 v

Sty =0

Since Assumptions A1, A3 and A4 are satisfied, we can apply Proposition 3.1. To conclude
the proof, we need to check the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, that is, to verify eq. (3.9)
for elements in the alternative f € 2V N (f, + .Z5% N F > p2p2 s'ﬁi)‘ More precisely, under
Assumptions A1 to A4 it remains to show ’

L5 /2K N
P(f — £) > 2m(v/2) + 2 <18C¢vf¢ 2138986 7/8—> L2 vYE
Y n

v/8 n

+2-112C.v,, Loys v/ (4.3)
Y n

10



Indeed, with Assumption A2 and f — f, € .#* IEwe bound the bias under the alternative. More
precisely, it holds that

(f = £) = G (f = fo) = I minge (Me[f] = Me[fD)IF2 )
= Lk (Me[f] = Me[fo])s/5]1 2 (e
< ML mkgige /Sl g [| ML f] = M o))

w?(k)
< . 4.4
=20 4
Consequently, we have for f — f, € F#51F T Azp2 2 that
w?(k w?(k
R8> f) - S e s Apis i — ") g2 (4.5)

s*(k) s*(k)
Let us upper bound the critical value 7;(7/2). Since L, =1 —log~y > 1 forall v € (0, 1) and

L, is increasing in -y, we also have that L., 4, L // < L,s. Thus, it follows

1/2 3/2
L7/4L7/4 < L'y/8

Additionally, because C,v,,, < C2v,, we obtain for the critical value

V2k L JVE w/_
Te(v/2) = <1scwm + 138986~ ;/ 4) LY QT +52v,,C, Ly g Yk

v/4

3/2
L V2k L N L. s /my
< (18%/8(1;%@ + 138986 WB) Yk | 59v,.0 ”/g%

v n folo ™~
L, J/my
< <7ovwc 7/ +138986\/_ jy/s> <\/_ ) (4.6)

Using A > A, for A, defined in eq. (4.2) and d 77 > 2% | we get for eq. (4.5) that

3/2
L L L
E(f— 1) > <R2 + 140 jy/ 20w, + 260220 v +833934%/877,§ d)

)
wi(k) 1 W (k) Lo
(i v by vam) =
I I L2 /5
> ((2 70) B0, + (2018 +2-112) 20T, + (2 + 4)138986L/8—\/_k
v Y Y oon
1
o (Vv Vy/my).

Combining the calculation with the bound derived in eq. (4.6) for the critical value 7(v/2), we
finally obtain

) 8

L V2K NGTS
C(f — £) > 2m(v/2) +2 (180@w +2- 138986L/8—> L2V Yk

+2-112C.v Loy/s v/mx

f\»?

which shows the separation condition given in eq. (4.3) and completes the proof. O]

11



Let us introduce a dimension parameter that realizes an optimal bias-variance trade-off and the
corresponding radius:

Yi=kX(n) = in p? 2 =02 = min p? . 4.
k= ki (n) = argminpj(n) - and - pl = pi(n) = min pj(n) “.7)

The next result follows immediately from Proposition 4.1 and, hence, we omit the proof.

Corollary 4.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.1 let v € (0,1) and A, as in eq. (4.2).
Forall A> A, and n > 2 we have

R (Ao 2, TR, A2 ) <.

We note that Corollary 4.2 derives Pf,s . 77135 as an upper bound of the separation radius for any
finite sample size n > 2. Typically, 7. is a deterioration which is asymptotically negligible.
To be more precise, we study the asympstotic behaviour of this upper bound as the sample tends
to infinity by determining the order of

gt =i (S5 v (v v ).

Following Comte et al. (2025), we consider different choices of regularity function s, the den-
sity function w* and the order of the Mellin transform of the error density, which determine the
order of v, and my,.

For two real-valued functions hy, hy: R — R we write hy(t) ~ ho(t) if there exist constants
C, C such that for all t € R we have h;(t) < Chy(t) and hy(t) < Chy(t). We then call hy
and h, of the same order. The class .#°!% defined in eq. (2.6) covers the usual assumptions
on the regularity of the unknown density f, i.e., ordinary and super smooth densities. More
precisely, in the ordinary smooth case the regularity function s is of polynomial order, i.e.,
s(t) ~ (1 + t%)*/2 for some s € R.. In this case, .#°I% corresponds to the Mellin-Sobolev
space, see Definition 2.3.9 in Brenner Miguel (2023). In the super smooth case, s is assumed
to be exponentially increasing, i.e., s(t) ~ exp(|t|*) for some s € R.

Recall that the quadratic functional ¢*(h) is finite for all elements £ in the nonparametric class
of functions .7* % if w /s is bounded (Assumption A2 (ii)). Convergence of w /s against zero
as |t| — oo gives the rate for the bias term. Furthermore, we restrict ourselves to the case that
w2(t) ~ (1 + t?)® for a € R. This includes the examples given in Illustration 2.1 with the
following choices of a.

(i) In the case a = 0 we have w(t) = 1 for all ¢ € R. Recall that in this case ¢*(f) equals a
(weighted) L2 -norm of the density f itself.

(ii) The case a = —1 covers quadratic functional estimation of the survival function Sy of
X, more precisely, we have w?(t) = m forallt € R.

(iii) The case a = 8 € IN covers quadratic functionals of derivatives D”[f] of the density f.

Note that, only in case of ordinary smoothness of the unknown density f, Assumption A2 (ii)
imposes the additional condition s > a on the parameters.

We consider in the following two cases for the behaviour of the Mellin transform of the error
density . We either assume for some decay parameter o € R its (ordinary) smoothness, i.e.,
IMc[@](t)| ~ (14+12)79/2; or its super smoothness, i.e., |M_[p](t)| ~ exp(—[t|”). Under these
configurations standard calculations allow to derive the corresponding rates given in Table 1.
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For the case that both densities are ordinary smooth (first line), we assume that o +a > —}1. Let
us remark that in the case of c+a = —% the term /v V,/m;, = /vy, is of order y/log k and the
corresponding rate of testing is of order v/log n/n. If the density function w is even of smaller
order, i.e., 0 +a < —i, it holds that /v, V y/m;, ~ 1 and we achieve a parametric rate n~t If
the unknown density function is ordinary smooth and the error density is super smooth (second
line in Table 1), then, the optimal parameter k7 does not depend on the regularity parameter s.
Hence, in this case the test Ay« is automatically adaptive. We shall emphasize that in all three
examples the factor

2k
dn

is of order one and, thus, the order of the radius of testing is indeed equal to the order of pis(n).

7713;:1\/

s(t)  [(Mclel(®)| kL p:s(n)
(14t (14372 NI T

_ 2(s—a)

)2
(1+8)% exp(—[t]) (logn)s  (logn) ="
) (1+6)7F (logn)s  L(logn) T

Table 1: Order of the radius of testing for w?(¢) ~ (1 + ¢2).

5 Testing radius of a max-test

The performance of the test A, . /> in Proposition 4.1 relies on the choice of the dimension pa-
rameter k and its optimal selection in turn depends generally on the alternative class .77, see
Table 1. A testing procedure is called adaptive, i.e., assumption-free, if it performs optimally
for a wide range of alternatives. In this section, we therefore propose a data-driven testing pro-
cedure by aggregating the tests derived in the last section over various dimension parameters
k and discuss assumptions under which it performs (nearly) adaptive. In Section 5.1, we first
introduce the testing procedure and then derive in Section 5.2 an upper bound for its radius of
testing.

5.1 Data-driven procedure via Bonferroni aggregation

We first recapitulate the main ideas of the Bonferroni aggregation. Let  C IN be a finite
collection of dimension parameters. Recall that by Proposition 3.1 for a € (0, 1) each test in
the following family

(Akasierer = (Ligzzn, o/} kex
has level a/|K| € (0,1). We consider the max-test
Aka =1 500 With (oo = max AVINTS (5.1

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

w3 s 7 a
Py (Aka =1) = B} (Cka > 0) < Z B (A = 1) < Z W = . (5.2)
kel kel

13



Hence, Ak , is a level-a-test. Under the alternative the type II error probability is bounded by
the minimum of the error probabilities of the individual tests, i.e.

By (Bra=0) =B} ((a <0) < min B (Agaypx) = 0)- (5-3)

Therefore, Ay, has the maximal power achievable by a test in the collection. The bounds
eq. (5.2) and eq. (5.3) have opposing effects on the choice of the collection K. On the one
hand, it should be as small as possible to keep the type I error probability small. On the other
hand, it must be large enough to approximate an optimal dimension parameter for a wide range
of alternative classes that we want to adapt to. In this work we consider a classical Bonferroni
choice of an error level /|K|. For other aggregation choices, e.g. Monte Carlo quantile and
Monte Carlo threshold method, we refer to Baraud et al. (2003) and Fromont and Laurent
(2006). Although the Bonferroni choice is a more conservative method, its optimality is often
shown, which is then also shared with the other methods.

Applying the Bonferroni choice to the level a/|KC| € (0, 1), the critical value in eq. (3.5) writes

2k L, K Vi v/m
To(a/|K]) = (18CVW+69493 ”"C" | Lo - b 4 52v,,C. Lok ’“.

We observe that the critical value and hence the separation condition eq. (3.9) in Proposition 3.2
increases at least by a factor |K| leading possibly to a deterioration of the radius of testing by
this factor. This is known to be suboptimal. To find a sharper bound on the critical value, we
impose in this section a stronger moment condition under the null hypothesis. That is, instead
of Assumption A4, we assume in the results of this section the following.

Assumption A5. Forp > 2 let o € L (x* 1) NLL (x> V) and f, € L1 (x?(c~1),

We shall emphasize that the parameter p given in Assumption AS is known under the null
hypothesis since the error density is known. However, under Assumption A5 , it follows that
fox o € L1 (x?(c=) by Lemma A.3 and we write shortly,

V(D) = || fo S0||JL1+(X2P<6—1>) V1

Finally, for « € (0, 1) we introduce an updated critical value

n (07

a/2|K|

Thla = (18C¢Vfu,¢(p) + 69493 -

m
+52v,,C. Loy Y p k. (5.4)

Below we generalize Proposition 3.1 to the updated critical value and, therewith, we show that
each test in the following family

(Akja)kex = (Lig2or, .} kex
has level a/|K]| € (0,1). Afterwards, we consider the updated max-test

Agja = Li¢e >0y With CKla = r]?ea’éc AVE (5.5)
and derive an upper bound of its radius of testing.
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Proposition 5.1 (Bound for the quantiles of G under the null hypothesis). Let Assumptions Al, A3
and A5 be satisfied and let o € (0,1), n > 2, k € N and K C N be finite. Consider the
estimator q; and the threshold Tkjo defined in eq. (2.10) and eq. (5.4), respectively. Under the
null hypothesis we have that

" (G2 > <2

Ea,fo(Qk; - Tk\a) —= ”C‘

Proof of Proposition 5.1. The proof follows along the same lines as the proof of Proposi-
tion 3.1. If f = f, and, hence g = ¢, and M_[g] = M_[g,], the decomposition eq. (3.6)
simplifies to G2 = U,. Due to Assumption A5, we have that f,, o € L} (x?(¢V) and the
assumptions of Lemma B.4 are satisfied. We intend to apply Lemma B.4 with v = «/|K]|.
Moreover, using the notations in eq. (3.1) and eq. (3.2) and the fact that for p > 2 it holds that

—1/(p— - 2-1/(p—1)
a1 < 41 and La/2|’C]|D < Li/mlq’ we have that

V2E|KIY D e
Uk (a/|K]) = (18%@(1?)0@+69493WL§(/21|§? ) TLi//zzuq

v/m
+ 52vafankLa/2|ic| < Tkla-

Thus, we obtain immediately from Lemma B.4 that

(07

B (Gk > Thia) < BL(G > 77 (a/|K])) < o

This concludes the proof. O]

In summary, due to Proposition 5.1 and eq. (5.2), for any finite collection X C IN and any
a € (0,1) the max-test given in eq. (5.5) is of level . In the next section, we derive an upper
bound for its radius of testing.

5.2 Testing radius of the max-test

Denote by S the set of regularity functions satisfying Assumption A2. The set S characterizes
the collection of alternatives {75! : s € S} for which we analyse the power of the testing
procedure simultaneously. The max-test only aggregates over a finite set L C IN. We define
the minimal achievable radius of testing for each s € S over the set K for each z € R, as

: . w2(k) 1
Pros(r) == minpp (x)  with pj () := E R VAT
Since ,0375 = pz; <(n) is defined in eq. (4.7) as the minimum taken over IN instead of K, for each
n € IN we always have pi ((n) > py (n) = p2 and evidently pi- (n) = pi ,(n) whenever
kX € K. Let us introduce the factor 55 := (1 + log |K|)™*/2? € (0,1). Foreachs € S,k € K
and n € IN we set

2 .2 _ w(k) 1 —2

Ths i= Ths(n) = (k) v - (6" vV Vi V 6% y/my)
kis = kics(n) = arg rkrél}rcl riﬁs(n) (5.6)
Iy =T g(n) = rknelllcl ri 5(n). (5.7)
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Evidently, since 6 € (0, 1) we have

Pis(Okn) < 1cg(n) < pico(0kn).

Provided that the collection KC is chosen such that pi ((0xn) =< pi(dx) and pi (0Fn) =
Pis(0xn) in the best case the effective sample size is dxn and in the worst case dgn. Conse-
quently, dx is also called adaptive factor.

In the next proposition we show for each s € S, by applying Propositions 3.2 and 5.1 with
a = (8 = /2, that both the type I and maximal type II error probability of the updated max-
test A,/ are bounded by /2 and thus their sum is bounded by .

Proposition 5.2 (Uniform radius of testing over regularity class S). Let Assumptions Al, A3 and A5
be satisfied. For~y € (0,1) andd € R,d > 1 define

5/2

L L
A% = R* + 140 ';/SC (p) + 260 ;/SC v +833934—2/8 ;/8(1

wf\»v

Forn > 2, K C N finite and s € S with ki s € K as defined in eq. (5.0) set

/oo Y/ D
2 = (n) = Ty (5.8)

Then, IQ,C,S as given in eq. (5.7) satisfies for all A > A, that
R (D2l 2, 510, A% x ) <.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Under the null hypothesis the claim follows for each s € S from
eq. (5.2) together with Proposition 5.1 and o = /2, that is,

n (PN v
B (Akpy2 = 1) = B (G > Thiyge) < 2K

forall k € K,and ), ;- 571 = /2. Thus, it holds

0 A
2|K|
B, (Axje =1) < 2.

If f € 9" satisfies the separation condition eq. (3.9) for 7 = 70|,/ for some k° € K, then, the
assumptions of Proposition 3.2 are fulfilled with § = ~y/2 and it holds with eq. (5.3) that
B (Axp/2 = 0) < min B (Agpyyo = 0) < B (Agepyyo = 0) <

— Te.f

2

Consequently, the claim of the proposition follows, if for every element of the alternative, that
is, f € 2V with f — f, € Z5% and ¢*(f — f.) > A*rg n}, for some A? > A2, the the
separation condition eq. (3.9) is satisfied for 7 = Tjo|y/2 and k° := kg € K as defined in
eq. (5.6). Then, rewriting the separation condition eq. (3.9), it remains to show that

Ly/s v/2k° Ve
Qoo (f = fo) = 2Ty} 2 + 2 (180@% +2- 138986L/8—> JRRAL
Y n

v/8 n

L. /i
+2-112C v, 8 VI (5.9

f
le n
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Since f — f, € .75, we have analogously to eq. (4.4)

w?(k°)
q2(f — fo) — QI%O (f=/f) < WRQ
and, thus, exploiting ¢*(f — f,) > A2 1§ i, we get
w?(k°) w?(k°)
Go(f = f) = P(fF = o) - D) SR> APk R - WRZ. (5.10)

Using L4 > 11t holds
Loy =1 —log(v/(4|K])) = 1 —log(v/4) + log(|K])
< (1 —1log(v/4))(1 +1log(IK)) = Lyadi”.
In addition, due to p > 2 it holds 21/~ < 2,
12 g2 s

/AT /4 /8
71/(17 1) — y ’

Also, we have v,, < v, _(p). Thus, we obtain for the critical value

2
V QkO’K‘l/p 1 LUC) L1/2 A/ Vo
n

4\’C\ n

Tk°|’y/2 = (18vafu¢(p) +2- 69493 ~

my.o

+ 52Vfu|¢C¢Lﬁ "

V2ke || 1) 5/2) Vo

L
1820/8 1
( 825C v, (p) + 138986 ot )N

T 52,0, s VI

folp ™~ nélZC

/2
L V2R KV e-D LS\ 0t e V 62 /mge
< (70 ;/Bqa v (p) + 1389862 Vi e

nos 7 n
(5.11)
Inserting in eq. (5.10) the definition of A, and using that rx 3 = 740 5 and 77,2@5 > 1 we get
5/2

L L
@ (f = f.) > (R® + 140 ;/Sqovw( p) +260222C v +833934 f dnz.,)

v
W2<ko) 2

) w?(k°) l —1 o —2 gy VW)
(S v etV vagtvime) ) - o

d «/Qko\;ql/(p%)
0dn
K

Since v > v, for f € 9 an < d . it follows

L L
G (f = ) > ((2 : 70)%/8099"/4@(17) +(2-18+2-112) j;/g_wqa

15/2
(2.4 4)138086 28 Y2RIKI Y
.

) =~ (0! vV V 0 Vi)

den
Finally, using the lower bound of the quantile 740|,/2 derived in eq. (5.11), K| /(p i > 1 and
dx € (0,1) we obtain eq. (5.9) and this completes the proof. O
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Let us remark that Proposition 5.2 yields 1r2,c7S . n,%’s as an upper bound for the radius of testing
for any finite sample size n > 2. Similarly, to Corollary 4.2 the term 77,%75(71) is a deterioration
which is typically asymptotically negligible as n tends to infinity for each s € S. Before
establishing in which cases this is fulfilled, we first discuss the rate 13- (n) and the impact of
its deviations from pfys(n) as well as choices for the collection K.

Naive choice of K For r,%’s(n), we minimize over the collection K instead of IN. Ideally,
IC C NN is chosen such that its elements approximate the optimal parameter £} given in eq. (4.7)
sufficiently well for all s € §. For the examples considered in Section 4, we have that k7 < n?
for n € IN large enough, refer to Table 1. Hence, a naive choice is &, := [n?] with |KC,| = n?,
which yields a factor 6, = (1 + log |KC,|)/? of order (logn)'/?. Denote here k, := kg, s(n)
and

1
Vicos(n) := " (O, vV, V O/,

The resulting rates for the examples presented in Section 4 are given in Table 2. Further assume
from now on that o + a > —i for the (0.s.-0.s.) case (first line). Note that in the example of
both densities to be ordinarily smooth (first line) and the case of super smoothness of s and
ordinary smoothness of the error density (third line), the rate worsens by a logarithmic factor,
while the case of an ordinary smooth regularity s and super smoothness of the error density
(second line), the rate stays the same as in the non-adaptive case, see Table 1. Consequently,
we will not consider this case any further in this section. In the fourth column x € R is some
constant depending on a and 0. However, the exponential term dominates.

w?(k
s(t) |(M.[e](t)] sz((k)) Vicos(12) ko = ki, s(n) e (1)
5 fed o+a 1 # #
(1+ tz)g (1 +t2)_5 L—2(s—a) b%kg( +a)+3 <1ogn>4 TioF1 <1ogn>4 T
(14123 exp(—[t7) K27 mprexp(2kg)  (logn) (logn) ="+
lod ota)+L og(n (c+a)
exp(it) (L+)75 exp(2k)) 2ok (logn)t E(logn)t T

Table 2: Order of the radius of testing for w?(¢) ~ (1 + ¢2)*.

Optimized choice of £ In most cases, a finer grid than K = [n?] approximates the mini-
mization over IN well enough. More precisely, we consider a minimization over a geometric
grid

Ky = {1} U{2',j € [log(n?)]}.

Choosing K = K, results in an adaptive factor 5,;; of oder (loglogn)'/2. Denote

(Wi k) 1
r2,cg71(n) = arg min <s2(l<;) Y Eé,cgl Vk) ,

. (Wi k) 1 __
1",2%2(71) = arg min (SQ(]C)) Y 55,%2 mk) .
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Then, it holds that 1. (n) = 1%, 1(n) V 1% 5(n), by Lemma A.2.1 in Schluttenhofer (2020),
‘:; ((,]:)) is by Assumption A2 non-increasing and both %(5@1\ /v, and %(5,592\ /my, are non-
decreasing in k. Table 3 gives for K, the order of both ri. ,(n) and 1%, ,(n), for the case
that the Mellin transform of the error density is ordinarily smooth and the density f ordinarily

smooth (first line) or super smooth (second line).

since

s(t)  IMelg]()] i, 1 (n) X, 2(n)
2\ & 2\— < n _% n _i(.ss<:4(2)
(1+t )2 <1+t ) : ((10glogn)1/2> (10glogn>

1/2

exp(|t)) (1+)75 ERER(logn)

2(o+a)

2(cta)+1/2 loglogn
e ~E28%(logn) ™ =

Q

Table 3: Order of the radius of testing w?(¢) ~ (1 + ¢2)°.

Note, that rQ,Cg’Q(n) is asymptotically negligible compared with r,QCg’l(n). Hence, the upper
bound in Proposition 5.2 asymptotically reduces to 1"/2cg,1(”) for both the first and the third line.
If the unknown density is super smooth and the error density is ordinary smooth, the smaller
geometric collection

Kon = {1} U {27, € [m~"loglogn]}.

for m > 0 is still sufficient. Then, the adaptive factor becomes of order (logloglogn)'/2. The
corresponding rates are given in Table 4. Again, the term rQ,Cm’Q(n) is asymptotically negligible
compared with rQ,Cmyl(n) and the upper bound in Proposition 5.2 asymptotically reduces to

rIQCm,l(n)'

s(t)  [Melp](?)] 1 (1) R 2(1)

exp([t]®) (1+t3)~2 —(logloglog")m(logn)%ﬂifl/2

n

log log log n 2(ota)
=aenin (logn)

Table 4: Order of the radius of testing w?(¢) ~ (1 + ¢2).

For more details on the derivation of the rates in Tables 3 and 4, we refer to the calculations of
Ilustration 4.3.6. in Schluttenhofer (2020), where analogous rates are calculated for a circular
convolution model.

Order of factor 77,2% Let us discuss under which assumptions the factor 77/2qn is of order one
for the given examples such that rQ,Cys(n) describes indeed the order of the radius of testing. First
note that in all discussed collections it holds |K| < n? and thus §c* < (logn)?. Let us start
with the case that the Mellin transform of the error density is ordinarily smooth and the density
f super smooth (second line of Table 2). In this case, it holds that

2k}c’s(n) ‘]C’l/(lp—l) < nmnﬁ

dndy ~ n(logn)=?2

This is of order less or equal to one whenever

2 1

— < 0.
p—1 +48—|—40—|—1
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For example, if }1 < o+sandp > 5, this is satisfied. Consequently, if the regularity parameters
o and s are sufficiently large and the moment condition Assumption A5 is satisfied for ¢ and
fo, then the parameter 77]2C|n is of order one. For the other two examples, line one and three

of Table 2, we have that \/ki s(n) is of logarithmic order in n, and, consequently, p > 5 is
sufficient for 77/2qn ~ 1 to hold, as well. That is, the radius of testing is of order as given in
Tables 2 to 4, depending on the choice of K.

6 Simulation study

In this section, we illustrate the behaviour of the test Ay, presented in eq. (4.1) and the data-
driven max-test Ay, defined in eq. (5.5).

To do so we consider as null hypothesis the case of an super-smooth null hypothesis density and
ordinarily smooth error density ¢. Specifically, we set the null hypothesis to be log-normally
distributed with parameters ;1 = 0,02 = 1, i.e., for z € R;

1

2rx

folx) = exp(— log(x)?/2)

2

and U being Pareto-distributed, i.e.

o(r) = ]l(lyoo)(m)x_Q.

For the random variable X we look both at the case that the null hypothesis is satisfied, i.e.,
f = f., and, at the case where the density of X belongs to the alternative. More precisely, we
consider for X the two cases

filz) = folz),
fg(%) = 21‘]1(0’1)(1’).

Setting ¢ = 0.5, the corresponding Mellin-transforms are given by
./\/l%[fl](t) = 2/(1.5 + 2mit),

M [f](t) = exp ((—0.5+ 2mit)*/2)
Mip|(t) = (1.5 — 2mit) .

N

We refer again to Brenner Miguel (2023) for more details on Mellin transforms. Let w(t) = 1
for t € R. The separation of the density to the null hypothesis is obviously zero for f; , that is
¢*(f1 — f,) = 0. For the second density f, we have ¢*(f, — f,) = 0.5.

Below, we show the results of our simulation study in Figure | for the first example, f = fi,
and in Figure 2 for second example, f = f,. The boxplots of the values of the test statistic G>
are depicted over 50 iterations for £ € {0.5,0.6,...,1.4} and n € {100,500}. The examples
were chosen such that the densities and their Mellin transforms have a simple representation.
However, the bias is for £ < 1.4 already too small to see variation in the estimates. Minimizing
over a subset of IN, we would always choose k£ = 1 for the given sample sizes. Only immensely
higher sample sizes would lead to a different output. Thus, we rescaled the set of dimension
parameters on the interval [0.5, 1.4].

In both Figures | and 2, the triangles indicate different estimates for a-quantiles for a = 0.1.
The dark blue triangle indicates the quantile 75 (0.1) proposed in eq. (4.1) and the light blue one
the corresponding quantile 7o, for the max-test defined in eq. (5.4) for K = {0.5,0.6,...,1.4}.

20



Note that since L,k < L, /45,22 (see proof of Proposition 5.2), these theoretical quantiles
differ by 0! = (1 + log(10))*/? ~ 1.82 up to constants. In dark brown, the empirical 0.1-
quantiles under the null hypothesis are indicated. The light brown triangles give the empirical
quantiles multiplied by the factor 6,51 to give an empirical quantile for the max-test. The num-
bers in brackets in the legend give the rejection rate of the corresponding max-tests for each
example.

As already mentioned, n = {100,500} are relatively small sample sizes and the bias is rel-
atively small compared to the variance. Consequently, we decide to use a value equal to 0.6
for the constants of both 75,(0.1) and Trjo.1- The effect of this can be seen in the boundaries of
the interval considered for parameter k£: Under the null hypothesis in Figure | we note that the
test does not adhere to the significance level of 0.1 at the boundaries. Choosing the theoretical
constants instead, the test would always reject for these examples.

However, close to & = 1 the theoretical quantiles appear to match the empirical quantiles.
Looking at the alternative in Figure 2, the separation appears to be large enough such that the
test has high power already for a sample size of n = 500.

1.5 .
Quantiles
A Theoretical
A Empirical
1.0 Theoretical for max-test (0.12)
Empirical for max-test (0.1) L A
0.5 A T
o.of‘ﬁf‘ﬁ,{AH4H*H*W$‘i$1’+‘
| ‘ { { w e ?
-0.5 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
k=0.5 k=0.6 k=0.7 k=0.8 k=0.9 k=1 k=1.1 k=1.2 k=13 k=14
(a) Example 1, n = 100
Quantiles
0.2 A Theoretical
’ A Empirical
Theoretical for max—test (0.24)
Empirical for max-test (0.06)
0.1 l 4
L \
i 4 R N S
OohAﬁi—h[—Iﬁ[ I ][+\{ 11 ] r ]
: | 1 1 1 |1 I [ |1 |1 l
T T T - T T T
-0.1

(b) Example 1, n = 500

Figure 1: The boxplots represent the values of ¢; for f = f; over 50 iterations. The horizontal
lines indicate ¢> = 0. The triangles indicate different estimates for .1-quantiles. The numbers
given in the legend indicate the rejection rate of the corresponding test.
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2.0

Quantiles | :
A Theoretical | t 1 1 : .
15 A Empirical * i

Theoretical for max—-test (0.84) .

Empirical ‘for max—test (0.76)

CTEs B3 @ [ 1L ][ ]330 = -

0.0 T F

-0.5

(a) Example 2, n = 100

Quantiles
A Theoretical
0.9- A Empirical
Theoretical for max-test (1)

Empirical for max—test (1)
0.6+ ‘
03, % E E
| S
0.0- ﬁ ﬁ - = = A A P z A

k=05 k=06 k=07 k=08 k=0.9 k=1 k=11 k=12 k=13 k=14

(b) Example 2, n = 500

Figure 2: The boxplots represent the values of g7 for f = f, over 50 iterations. The horizontal
lines indicate ¢*> = 0.5. The triangles indicate different estimates for 0.1-quantiles. The num-
bers given in the legend indicate the rejection rate of the corresponding test.

Acknowlegdegments This work is funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, Ger-
man Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence Strategy EXC-2181/1-39090098 (the
Heidelberg STRUCTURES Cluster of Excellence).

Disclosure statement The authors report there are no competing interests to declare.

References

Andersen, K. E. and Hansen, M. B. (2001), “Multiplicative censoring: density estimation by a
series expansion approach,” Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 98, 137-155.

Baraud, Y. (2002), “Non-asymptotic minimax rates of testing in signal detection,” Bernoulli, 8,
577-606.

Baraud, Y., Huet, S., and Laurent, B. (2003), “Adaptive tests of linear hypotheses by model
selection,” The Annals of Statistics, 31.

Belomestny, D., Comte, F., and Genon-Catalot, V. (2016), “Nonparametric Laguerre estimation
in the multiplicative censoring model,” Electronic Journal of Statistics, 10, 3114 — 3152.

22



Belomestny, D. and Goldenshluger, A. (2020), “Nonparametric density estimation from ob-
servations with multiplicative measurement errors,” Annales de I’Institut Henri Poincaré,
Probabilités et Statistiques, 56, 36 — 67.

Belomestny, D., Morozova, E., and Panov, V. (2024), “Statistical inference for scale mixture
models via Mellin transform approach,” Statistics, 58, 209-229.

Brenner Miguel, S. (2023), The Mellin transform in nonparametric statistics, Heidelberg: Uni-
versitétsbibliothek Heidelberg.

Brenner Miguel, S., Comte, F., and Johannes, J. (2021), “Spectral cut-off regularisation for
density estimation under multiplicative measurement errors,” Electronic Journal of Statistics,
15, 3551 - 3573.

— (2023), “Linear functional estimation under multiplicative measurement error,” Bernoulli,
29, 2247 - 2271.

Brenner Miguel, S., Johannes, J., and Siebel, M. (2024), “Multiplicative deconvolution under
unknown error distribution,” Electronic Journal of Statistics, 18, 4795-4850.

Brenner Miguel, S. and Phandoidaen, N. (2022), “Multiplicative deconvolution in survival anal-
ysis under dependency,” Statistics, 56, 297-328.

Brunel, E., Comte, F., and Genon-Catalot, V. (2016), “Nonparametric density and survival
function estimation in the multiplicative censoring model,” 7est, 25, 570-590.

Butucea, C. (2007), “Goodness-of-fit testing and quadratic functional estimation from indirect
observations,” The Annals of Statistics, 35, 1907 — 1930.

Butucea, C., Matias, C., and Pouet, C. (2009), “Adaptive goodness-of-fit testing from indirect
observations,” Annales de I’Institut Henri Poincaré, Probabilités et Statistiques, 45, 352—
372.

Butucea, C. and Meziani, K. (2011), “Quadratic functional estimation in inverse problems,’
Statistical Methodology, 8, 31-41, advances in Data Mining and Statistical Learning.

Collier, O., Comminges, L., and Tsybakov, A. B. (2017), “Minimax estimation of linear and
quadratic functionals on sparsity classes,” The Annals of Statistics, 45.

Comte, F. and Dion, C. (2016), “Nonparametric estimation in a multiplicative censoring model
with symmetric noise,” Journal of Nonparametric Statistics, 28, 768—801.

Comte, F., Johannes, J., and Neubert, B. (2025), “Quadratic functional estimation from obser-
vations with multiplicative measurement error,” Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathe-
matics.

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

Giné, E. and Nickl, R. (2016), Mathematical foundations of infinite-dimensional statistical
models, Cambridge series in statistical and probabilistic mathematics, New York: Cambridge
University Press.

23



Ingster, Y. I. (1993a), “Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alterna-
tives. I,” Mathematical Methods of Statistics, 2, 85—114.

— (1993b), “Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alternatives. I1,”
Mathematical Methods of Statistics, 2, 171-189.

— (1993c¢), “Asymptotically minimax hypothesis testing for nonparametric alternatives. I11,”
Mathematical Methods of Statistics, 2, 249-268.

Kroll, M. (2019), “Rate optimal estimation of quadratic functionals in inverse problems with
partially unknown operator and application to testing problems,” ESAIM: Probability and
Statistics, 23, 524-551.

Laurent, B. (2005), “Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional of a density by model selec-
tion,” ESAIM: Probability and Statistics, 9, 1-18.

Laurent, B., Loubes, J.-M., and Marteau, C. (2012), “Non asymptotic minimax rates of testing
in signal detection with heterogeneous variances,” Electronic Journal of Statistics, 6.

Laurent, B. and Massart, P. (2000), “Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional by model
selection,” The Annals of Statistics, 28, 1302 — 1338.

Lee, A. J. (1990), “U-Statistics: Theory and Practice,” New York: CRC Press.

Marteau, C. and Sapatinas, T. (2015), “A unified treatment for non-asymptotic and asymptotic
approaches to minimax signal detection,” Statistics Surveys, 9, 253-297.

— (2017), “Minimax goodness-of-fit testing in ill-posed inverse problems with partially un-
known operators,” Annales de I’ Institut Henri Poincaré, Probabilités et Statistiques, 53.

Meister, A. (2009), Deconvolution Problems in Nonparametric Statistics, Berlin: Springer.

Schluttenhofer, S. (2020), Adaptive minimax testing for inverse problems, Heidelberg: Univer-
sitdtsbibliothek Heidelberg.

Schluttenhofer, S. and Johannes, J. (2020a), “Adaptive minimax testing for circular convolu-
tion,” Mathematical Methods of Statistics, 29, 106—133.

— (2020b), “Minimax testing and quadratic functional estimation for circular convolution,”
Discussion paper.

Spokoiny, V. G. (1996), “Adaptive hypothesis testing using wavelets,” The Annals of Statistics,
24,

van Es, B., Klaassen, C. A., and Oudshoorn, K. (2000), “Survival analysis under cross-sectional
sampling: length bias and multiplicative censoring,” Journal of Statistical Planning and In-
ference, 91, 295-312, perspectives in modern statistical inference: parametric semiparamet-
rics, nonparametrics.

Vardi, Y. (1989), “Multiplicative Censoring, Renewal Processes, Deconvolution and Decreas-
ing Density: Nonparametric Estimation,” Biometrika, 76, 751-761.

Vardi, Y. and Zhang, C.-H. (1992), “Large Sample Study of Empirical Distributions in a
Random-Multiplicative Censoring Model,” The Annals of Statistics, 20, 1022 — 1039.

24



Appendix

A Auxiliary results

In this section, we collect results from the literature used in the proofs of this work. We start
by reviewing some properties of U-statistics. These results hold for random variables on any
measurable space, in particular for (R, %, ).

For (X;)jcn» € N independent and identically distributed random variables in (R, %)
and symmetric kernel ~: R+ x R+ — R, a U-statistic is a sum of the form

1
Un:m Z h(Xj,, Xj,).
J1#J2

J1,52€[n]
The U-statistic is called canonical if for all 4, j € [n] and all z,y € R+
E[h(Xi,y)] = E[h(z, X;)] = 0.

The next assertion, a concentration inequality for canonical U-statistics, provides our key ar-
gument in order to control the deviation of the test statistics. It is a reformulation of Theorem
3.4.8 in Giné and Nickl (2016). We use the notation || - [|., to indicate the essential supremum
for functions on Ry x R;.

Proposition A.1. Let U, be a canonical U-statistic for (X;)cp), n > 2 iid. Ri-valued
random variables and kernel h: R, X R+ — R bounded and symmetric. Let

A= ||,

B? > ||E[R*(X,, Ml

C? > E[h* (X1, X5)]

D > sup{E[h(X1, X2)&(X1)¢(Xa)] - B[E*(X1)] < 1, B[¢*(X2)] < 1}

Then, for all x > 0

C D
P (Un >8—z'/? + 13—z + 261
n n n3/2

B A
r? 4 343—2$2> <exp(l —z).
n

We bound the variance of an U-statistic by the following adaption of Theorem 3, Chapter 1, in
Lee (1990).

Lemma A.2. Let U, be a U-statistic for (X;)jcpn), n > 2 i.i.d. Ri-valued random variables.
Then

2
n(n —1)

Now, we turn to norm inequalities for multiplicative convolution. The next result can be found
in Comte et al. (2025).

Var(U,) < E?[|h(X1, Xo) 7).

Lemma A.3. (i) Let hy,hy € LL(x*72) for c € R. Then hy x hy € LL(x*72) with
|71 hallps o2y < [[halles o2y || h2llLt (2e-2). If ha and hy are probability densities,
equality holds.
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(ii) Let hy, hy € LY (x“7') and hy € 12 (x**71) for ¢ € R. Then hy % hy € L% (x**71) with
s # Ballz ety < [l ey DRl sy

(iii) Let hy, hy € L°(x**7Y) and hy € L} (x*“72) for ¢ € R. Then hy * hy € LL(x*71) with
||h1 * h2||]L°+°(x20*1) S thnL?ﬁ(ch*l)‘|h2||LL(x2C*2)'

(iv) If f € L1 (x**7%) and p € L°(x* 1)NLL (x2“72) are probability densities and g := fx*,
then we have

ol (e

m”g”L1 X2c 2) (Al)

19llLe eze=1y < (I fllLs pze-2)llllise ety =

Next, we recall properties of the Mellin transform, which we use in the sequel without further
reference. See Comte et al. (2025) for the proof of the following result.

Lemma A.4. (i) It holds for any h € L} (x*7') N 1L2 (x*71) that
M_[h](t) = M[n](—t), VteR
and, analogously, for H € L' N1L.2 it holds that

MI[H](z) = MI[H(=)](z), VzeR,.

(ii) Let g € LY (x**71), then it holds for 1|_y yh € L? that

k
‘ / Yc—1+27rith(t>dt
—k

2
] < lgllze e 1Tk PlIE2

(iii) For g € LL(x**71) and h € 1.2 (g) we have that

[ =) e < gl BV

B Proofs for Section 3

The key element to analyse the behaviour of the test statistic ¢7 defined in eq. (2.10) is the
decomposition eq. (3.6). It holds

@Z = Uy +2Wi + qi(f — f)

with the canonical U-statistic

Uy := Z he(Y;,,Y5) (B.1)
J1#j2
J1,52€[n]
where for z,y € R;
hi(z,y) = / Lgo g M) |20 (2, ) U (y, )W dA (B.2)
R

and the centred linear statistic

Ly / [9] ®) iMCW ) 2 yan(e). (B.3)

JG[[n]]

Due to this decomposition, in Section B.1, we first collect auxiliary results for the U-statistic
Uy,. In Section B.2, we continue with results on the linear statistic W,
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B.1 U-statistic results

In order to obtain bounds of the quantiles of U, given in eq. (B.1), we apply the concentration
inequality for canonical U-statistics given in Proposition A.1. Note that for x € R, the term
|ze~ 127 = ¢! and, hence, the kernel hy, given in eq. (B.2) are in general not bounded.
Therefore, we decompose hy in a bounded and a remaining unbounded part. More precisely,
given 0 € R, specified later, we denote fory € R andt € R

ng(y,t) — ]1[0,6] (yc—l)yc—1+27rit and w}i(y,t) — 1(5700)(yc_1)yc_1+2mt.
Define the bounded part of kernel hy, as

ooy [ Rt — B0 DD @R, —1) — Blyi(Vi, —1)])
hi(,y) == /k MAOP (t)dA(2).

(B.4)

Then, h? is indeed bounded as can be seen in the proof of Lemma B.1. Analogously, define

o [ WD)~ B D)W, —1) ~ Bl 0],
e = [ MO A
(

P Wiy, t) — [, ) (b (v, —t) — B[t (Ya, —t)])
/—k |M6[90](t)|2 (t)d/\<t>
By, t) — E (Y, ) (Wi, —t) — B[ (Yy, —t)])
/_k (M.[e](t)[? WADAD:
(B.5)

The kernels % and h! are also symmetric and real-valued and we have hy = h? + h¥. Denote
by U} and U} the corresponding canonical U-statistics, respectively, where Uy = UP + U}
evidently. We first derive a quantile-bound for the bounded part U? in Lemma B.2 using Propo-
sition A.1 and, subsequently, a quantile-bound for the unbounded part U}/ in Lemma B.3. Both
results are combined to derive a bound for the quantile of Uy in Lemma B.4. We make use of
the quantile-bounds of U}, both under the null and the alternative. However, only under the null
we impose eventually a stronger moment condition, that is, f, € L1 (XZP(C’I)) for some p > 2,
while under the alternative f € L} (x*(°~Y) is sufficient. Therefore, we derive the following
quantile-bounds of Uy, assuming g := ¢ * f with o, f € L1 (x?P(¢=D) for some p > 2. We
introduce the following notation

Vf\v(p) = (Hf * QOHIL}F(XZP(C*U) v 1)

Note that v,, = v;,(1). For the bounded U-statistic, the following lemma gives the constants
for applying Proposition A.1. It was shown in Comte et al. (2025) and we state the proof here
for the sake of completeness.

Lemma B.1 (Constants for the bounded U-statistic). Let the assumptions of Lemma B.4 be satis-
fied. The kernel b} introduced in eq. (B.4) with § € R is real-valued, bounded, symmetric and
satisfies for all y € R that F,[h% (Y, y)] = 0. Moreover,

A= 4(52H]l[—k,k]/MC[90]HiQ(WQ)’
B? = 4C¢Vf|¢(52‘|]1[—k,k]/MC[90]”i‘l(w‘*)’
0% = Cv2, |1 g/ ML) I

D = 4C¢Vf|¢H]1[fk,k}/MC[gp]HIZLOO(W)

satisfy the conditions of the U-statistic concentration inequality given in Proposition A. 1.
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Proof of Lemma B.1. We compute the quantities A, B, C' and D verifying the four inequalities
of Proposition A.1. Consider A. Since 1% (y,t) — E,[¢?(Y7,t)]] < 20 forallt € Rand y € R.
we have

k
1
sup Bt (z, )| < 45? / e = A
ryeRe ik [Me[e](1)]?
Consider B. Using that the U-statistic is canonical and Lemma A.4 (iii) we get for y € R+

|

E,[|hi(y, Y1) < E,

_ (d’k(ya t) — qu(Yl, )
/‘Wh VR B0

E,[4;(Y1,0)])

SO0,
w2 (H)dA(t)
S E '/ Yc 1-27it (77Z)k(y7 ) E, W}z(}/l’ t)])WZ(t)d)\(t)

_ c—1— th(@bk(y, ) 9
=5 1ol ‘/ Y MAADP

MIADP ]

[
b 2
<ol [ EEIZ B n .6

Consequently, [¢?(y,t) — E,[¢2(Y1,t)]| < 20 forallt € R and y € R implies

k
1
sup I, [| Al (y, Y1)|? gc,v¢452/ ————w'(t)d\(t) = B
yellg H k(y 1)| ] 0 V1l L |MC[(,0](t)|4 ( ) ( )

Consider C. Keep in mind that for allt € R

E, [[¢x(Y1,t) = E[p (Y1, 0)]]°] < E, [Jvp(V1,t)]
=B, [Tjoq (Y Y] < BV < v

Using additionally the calculations of eq. (B.6) for B, it follows

w'(t)

M

k
B [Jh (Y, Ya)] < llglloe oy / B0k 0) ~ B0, )

2 " 1 W4 _ 2
<o || e 00 = ¢

Finally, consider D. D = ( satisfies the condition, but we find a sharper bound. For this, we
first see that for all £ € 1.2 (g) due to Lemma A4 (iii) we have

[ B fe0nu i) axe = [ [B [ =g 0 (5] ax

< glluee e B, [I€(Y1) PL,6 (Y1)
S Csovf\v]EgHS(le) |2]

Similarly, by Lemma A .4 (ii1) we get

/R B, [YE 27 g 5 (Ve ] PAA(E) < Cov
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which in turn implies

[ B [ OREmL] Paxe) < [ B (1605 B0, 0]
=B [S0DF] [ B 0007 R < B [€00)F] Cuv

Combining the last bounds it follows

/IRlEg[fm)(@DZ(Ht) = E,[vR(Y1, )])]PdA(t) < 4C,v, E,[I€(V1)P].
Consequently, for all £, ¢ € L2 (g) with I, [|£(Y1)]?] < 1 and E,[|¢(Y1)[*] < 1 it follows

[t e R R E)
R+

B0 ~ BV OB Y, 1) — B, 0] .
-/, MR W (E)AL)
)

F B0 - BIAYLODIE
s o i, MW w0 |

E,[l¢(¥1)[?]<1

< ki /Ml ) sUp {/ \]Eg[ﬁ(iﬁ)(zﬁ;’i(lﬁ,t)—Eg[wi(ifl,t)])]ﬁdk(t)}

’561]43. (9)7 —k
E,[l6(v1)?)<1

< AC Yy L ki /Ml [Eoe vy = D

This concludes the proof. [

With this result we show the following lemma for the bounded part of the U-statistic eq. (3.7).

Lemma B.2 (Quantile of the bounded U-statistic). Let the assumptions of Lemma B.4 be satisfied.
Consider for eachn > 2 and any 6 € R the canonical U-statistic Ub. For~ € (0,1) and

)/ Me[PFa s
() = (9Cvfy+69493 \/_L2> LWH e Ml

n
1Lk )/ MO o ()
n

+52C v, L,
we have
B (U = () <.
Proof of Lemma B.2. We intend to apply the exponential inequality for canonical U-statistics

given in Proposition A.1 using quantities A, B, C, and D which verify the four required in-
equalities. Precisely, for v € (0,1) and z = L, = 1 — log~y due to Proposition A.l we have

nd3/2 "

. C D B A
P, (Uk > 8L/ + 13— L, + 2615 L3? 4343~ L2) <exp(l— L) = 7.
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Exploiting Lemma B.2 we have that

C D B A
8~ L1/2+13 L, +261—— L3/2+343 ~L?

32

SCi/QVJ"WH]I —kvk]/MC[ ]H]L‘l(w“) L1/2 + 59 Cgovf\wH]l[_kak}/MC[go]||[2L°°(W)
n v n

Cvi 20|/ M) I 52||]1[—k,k]/Mc[90]||12L2(wz)LQ

||IL4( 73
» W /2
52 L7 + 1372 >

L

Y

+ 522

which together with [|1{_x &/ M[@][[L2 () < (28) 1L 1-k41/ Me[][|L1 ey implies

D B A
80L1/2+13 Ly + 2615 L3 + 343 L3

2
5QC¢7VJ"WH]1 —kvk]/MC[ ]H]LOO(W)L i ||]l[_k»k]/MC[gO]||]L4 (w*) L1/2

v 2

<
n

C2yil?s 52 \/
(Cl/zvf¢+522 e e 1372 — L3/2

nl/2

Using that 2ab < a? + b* for a, b € R+, we have that

C1/2y /25 62L

522 1/2 L, < Cv,, + (522/2)

2
y

and, thus, since 2k, L, > 1

c D B A
2
S 520@\/”@”]1 —k‘,k]/MC[ ]H]LOO(W) L7 + H]l[*k,k/‘]/MC[SO]H]]_A(WQ L,1y/2
n n

: (9C¢Vf¢ + ((522/2)% + 1372)52\:%&) =7 (7)

with (522/22)? + 1372 = 69493 due to Proposition A.1 follows

P50 = (7)) <v
which completes the proof. []

Further, we give a quantile-bound of the unbounded part U} of the U-statistic given in eq. (3.7).

Lemma B.3 (Quantile of the unbounded U-statistic). Let the assumptions of Lemma B.4 be sat-
isfied. Consider for each n > 2 and 6 € R, the canonical U-statistic U}'. For v € (0,1)
setting

§5=p)

" L o) /M@
() = ~1/2 6C;” flw/j(vfw(m)lﬂ o)

n

we have
B (U > (7)) < 7.
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Proof of Lemma B.3. We start the proof with the observation that the symmetric and real-
valued kernel h} given in eq. (B.5) satisfies
2]

w2 (£)dA(t)

E[|he (Y1, Y2)|?

/"’ (Y (Ya, 1) — B[ (Y, 1)) (¢ (Y1, —t) — B, [ (Y, —1)])

w?(t)dA(t)

< 3E;

e

) (Wi (Ya, —t) — E,[¢ (Y, —1)])

L3 ‘ /’f (5 (Yo, t) — B, [g(Y; 1)

g

o

)
Yi. —t) — EgW}cL(Ya _t>])w2(t)d)\(t)

(
+ﬂf‘/ (6 (Ya, 1) ngwag

g

Note that the second and the third summand are the same due to symmetry of the integrals.
Thus, we obtain

E/[|hi(Y1,Ya) ]
/k (Y (Ya, 1) — B[ (Y, 1)) (¢r (Y1, —t) — E, [ (Y, —1)]) 2(1)dA(?)

W

< 3E;

" (g (Ya,t) = B (Y, 1)

+ 6T,
—k (M.l ()[?

(B.7)

Consider the first summand. Due to the independence of Y; and Y5 we first consider the expec-
tation with respect to Y, for fixed Y7 = y € R,. We have that
2]

E

9

(0 (Yar ) — B[ (V. D)) (6 —8) — B (Y, 1))
/, MAAOP w(BAAL)

| [F (Yo, ) (02 (y, —t) — B [0i(Y, —1)])
/ M0 (B

|2
b Y gy, 1)~ B, —0)
/, MO (£)dA()
B, [} (Y,—1)])

: k c—142mit () u u
Y3 (e (y, —t) — B [yp (Y, —1)]) _,
k w(t)d(t
/. MAIP e
Using Lemma A4 (ii) with h(t) := (£ Va PO w?(t), it follows for y € R+
2]

=E, [1500)(Y5™")

F

9

Ve gty —0) — B, —1)
[k MIADP W (E)aA)

Wk, ) = BEY D) o

< Hg”Lf(X%_l)”]l[—k,k] |M [()0” H]L2(W2)'
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Similarly, for the second summand of eq. (B.7) we get for y € R that

(2 0.) — BV DD (Y, —1) ~ B, ) ,
‘/ M (£)aAL)

|

YRV, ) (g, —t) — B[V, 1)) i

<E ‘/ MIAOP (E)aAL) ]

:Eg ]1[0,6}(}/20_1) /_k YQC m (wlgt’(jgtlc_[;)](;)’lgg[wg<y7 _t)]>W2(t)d)\(t) ]
Yy gy, —t) — B [up(Y, 1)) ’

= ‘/ MIAOP A ]

Using again Lemma A 4 (ii) with h(t) := Wi, |/a i‘i[(w)‘(y il w(t), it follows for y € R,

< HgHLf(XQC*l)H]l[—k,k ¥ ( FMC[ [H U(Y")])Hﬂ%z(wﬂ.

Combining the last upper bounds and eq. (B.7), we obtain

(04, )~ BEOL D
e ] @9

Ey ([P (Y1, Y2)I] < 9llgllize e B, |1 —k s
Further, we have that |[g[[1e (x2e-1) < v;,,C, and for p > 2 it holds

B, (|1 500y (Y1) Y5 127 P) < 620 Py (p)
which in turn implies

B, [Jui(Y1,1) — B (Y. 0)°] < 0%k (p).
Combining these estimates with eq. (B.8) we get

‘w;:m,t) — Bl (v ) |
[Mele](2)?

< 9Vf\wcw52(17p)vf\w(p) H]l[—k,k]/Mc[(P] ”]1444(“14)'

k
E (A (Y1, V2)12] < 0v,.C, / E,

] w(t)dA(t)

Applying Lemma A.2 we immediately obtain

R 2 . 36 .
E [|U:f] = pyp—L B (|5 (Y, V)" < 5, G0 Py (0) [ g/ Me e oy

=
Hence, by applying Markov’s inequality the result follows, i.e.,

n u|2
B
‘Tk (7)]

which completes the proof. O]

B (U > 7)) <
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Lemma B .4 (Quantile of the U-statistic). Let Assumptions Al, A3 and A5 be satisfied. Consider
for each n > 2 the canonical U-statistic Uy, defined in eq. (B.1). For any f € LL(x*(¢~1) with
p > 2 and setting

V2k o 1ypen \ ILema/MelollEagsy 1/
T (y) = (18m(p)c +69493 T Ly L ~ o) 172

1Lk )/ MO [F e (e
+ 520, vy, s, (B.9)

for~ € (0,1), we have
R (U = 7%(7)) < 7.

Proof of Lemma B.4. We start the proof by decomposing the U-statistic U, = U? + U} with
kernels given in eq. (B.4) and eq. (B.5) using the threshold

0% = LGP0 >, (B.10)

We show below that the critical values 7V*(v) given in eq. (B.9), 7}(7) and 7(7) defined in
Lemmata B.2 and B.3, respectively, satisfy

Ue(y) = m(v/2) + T (v/2). (B.11)

Consequently, from Lemmata B.2 and B.3 we immediately obtain the result, that is,

B (U > 77(7)) S B(UR > 7(v/2)) + B (U > 7(v/2)) <v/2+7/2 =7
It remains to show eq. (B.11). We have that

) 10t/ ML
T(7/2) + T(v/2) = (90 Vi, +69493 o LW) L )

1)/ Ml I )

n

+f]ﬁwmmm@>

+52C, vy, Ly

o s/ MLl

n

Using v,... %, < v,,.(p) yields
I )
/ﬂwm+ﬁwmwsGmewm%% VIR + L0 0wx0

L1/2 H]l[*k:k}/MC[cp] ||1L4(w4)

/2 n
1Lk )/ MO o ()
n
With the choice of § given in eq. (B.10), it holds 67 = L 771/ 2 and it follows

(7/2) + 7 (7v/2)

L2 1/(p—1) 1. M. 2
< (1gcwvf¥,<p)+6949?w—1/<p‘”—”/2 V2k Liﬁ” it Mo
n n

+52C, vy, Ly 2

1L k/ Mg “]]%w(w)

n

+52C, vy, Ly 2

=7"(7)
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which shows eq. (B.11) and completes the proof. [

B.2 Linear statistic result

Consider the centred linear statistic W}, defined in eq. (B.3) admitting as kernel the real-valued
function for y € R,

k
hi(y) = /k Mele](0) 72T (y, ) (Melgl(t) — Me[go] (£))w* (£)dA(2).

Using Markov’s inequality, we show the following result for its quantile-bound.

Lemma B.5 (Quantile of the linear statistic). Let Assumptions Al, A3 and A5 be satisfied. Fur-

ther, assume that [ € 1L} (x*cV). Consider for n € N the linear statistic W, defined in

eq. (B.3). For~ € (0,1) setting

C Vel L i)/ Mel @]l o )
n

Pe(y) = IMl]) —~ Mo/ Ml By +
we have
B (Wi = 7" (7)) <.
Proof of Lemma B.5. By exploiting that the observations (Y} ), e[, are i.i.d. we get that
B [[Wil*] = E,[|h (Y1) ]
|

|

- 1 2
=L, ‘/k W‘P(K,t)(/\/lc[g](t) — Mc[go] (8))w"(t)dA(t)

| . 1 c—142mit (A 4 1] 2
<E, ‘/_k WK (Melg](t) = Me[go](£))w (£)dA(2)

With Lemma A 4 (i) and [|g|1.e (x2e-1) < v;,,C, we obtain

I, VI M[g] (1) — Melgo] (£))w* () dA()

b 1
/—k Ml ()P
< Cvpl(Melg] = Melge]) Lt / Mel@IIE oy

Exploiting ab < a?/4 + b? for a, b € R, we get
7 ACY) I (Melg] = Melgo) Lo/ Mel@][lLzgunn ™
<A AC V) P by M8 [l (o) | ( Melg] = Melgo]) T i/ Mel@] iz unyn ™2

1 1

< I Melg] = MelgoD) Ly /M@y + 77 07 Covpl Lo / Ml e )
=7"()

and, consequently,
] [[Wil?] < ny|r™ ()]
Finally, by applying Markov’s inequality follows immediately the result, that is,

n By (W]
P (Wi, > 7% (7)) < 22— <

which completes the proof. ]
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