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Abstract

Let ¢ = 1,..., N index a simple random sample of units drawn from some large
population. For each unit we observe the vector of regressors X; and, for each of
the N (N — 1) ordered pairs of units, an outcome Y;;. The outcomes Y;; and Yj,; are
independent if their indices are disjoint, but dependent otherwise (i.e., “dyadically

/
dependent”). Let W;; = (XZ’ , X J’) ; using the sampled data we seek to construct a

nonparametric estimate of the mean regression function g (Wj;) Y [Yi;| Xi, X;].

We present two sets of results. First, we calculate lower bounds on the minimax risk
for estimating the regression function at (i) a point and (ii) under the infinity norm.
Second, we calculate (i) pointwise and (ii) uniform convergence rates for the dyadic
analog of the familiar Nadaraya-Watson (NW) kernel regression estimator. We show
that the NW kernel regression estimator achieves the optimal rates suggested by our
risk bounds when an appropriate bandwidth sequence is chosen. This optimal rate
differs from the one available under iid data: the effective sample size is smaller and
dw = dim(W;;) influences the rate differently.
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1 Introduction

Let : =1,..., N index a simple random sample of units drawn from some large population.
For each unit we observe the vector of regressors X; and, for each of the N (N — 1) ordered
pairs of units, or directed dyads, we observe the “dyadic” outcome Y;; (e.g., total exports
from country i to country j). The outcomes Y;; and Y}, are independent if their indices are
disjoint, but dependent otherwise (e.g., exports from Japan to Korea may covary with those
from Japan to Vietnam).

Let W;; = (X{,XJ’-),; using the sampled data we seek to construct a nonparametric

estimate of the mean regression function

g (W) € B[Yy] X, X,]. (1)

We present two sets of results. First, we calculate lower bounds on the minimax risk for
estimating the regression function at (i) a point and (ii) under the infinity norm. Second, we
calculate (i) pointwise and (ii) uniform convergence rates for the dyadic analog of the familiar
Nadaraya-Watson (NW) kernel regression estimator. We show that the NW kernel regression
estimator achieves the optimal rates suggested by our risk bounds when an appropriate
bandwidth sequence is chosen.

Analogous results are widely available in the i.i.d. setting. For nonparametric regression
risk bounds see, for example, Stone (1980, 1982) and [Ibragimov and Has’ Minskii (1982}
1984). Tsybakov| (2008) provides a masterful synthesis of these results, from which we draw
in formulating our own proofs.

Uniform convergence of kernel averages with i.i.d. data, as well as stationary strong mix-
ing data, have been studied by, for example, Newey| (1994)) and [Hansen (2008)) respectively.
The latter paper includes additional references to the extensive literature in this area. Our
uniform convergence proofs build upon those of Hansen| (2008)). Nonparametric density esti-
mation with dyadic data was first considered by |Graham et al.| (2019); |Chiang et al.| (2019)
present uniform convergence results for dyadic density estimators[]

Our results provide insight in the structure of dyadic nonparametric estimation problems.
Our minimax risk bounds suggest that, N, the number of units, not n déf N x (N —1), the
number of dyadic outcomes, is the relevant “sample size” for dyadic estimation problems.
This is consistent with the long standing intuition among empirical researchers that dyadic
dependence makes inference less precise (see Aronow et al. (2017) and the references cited

therein), as well as with a small, but growing, number of more formal rates-of-convergence

Tt is possible that the methods of inference presented in |Chiang et al.| (2019) could be adapted to our
setting.



results (cf., (Graham, |2020a)).

More surprisingly, we find that the relevant dimension of our estimation problem is just
dx = dim(X;), not dy = 2dx. We provide two intuitions for this fact. The first, described
below, stems from the thought experiment underlying our minimax risk bound calculations.
The second, arises from the fact that the Hajek projection of the NW estimator has a “partial-
mean-like” structure. As is well known, averaging over the marginal distribution of some re-
gressors, while holding the remaining ones fixed, improves rates-of-convergence (e.g., Newey)
1994; Linton and Nielsen, |1995)).

Graham| (2020a) surveys empirical studies in economics utilizing dyadic data. Interest
in, as well as the availability of, such data are growing in economics, other academic fields,
and in enterprise settings. This paper provides an initial set of results for nonparametric
regression with dyadic data. These results are, of course, of direct interest. They should, as
has been true with their i.i.d. predecessors, also be useful for proving consistency of two-step
semiparametric M-estimators under dyadic dependence (see (Chiang et al.| (2019) for some

results on double machine learning with dyadic data).

2 Lower Bounds on the Minimax Risk

Let i =1,..., N index a simple random sample of units drawn from some large population.
The econometrician observes the vector of regressors, X;, for each sampled unit as well as
the scalar outcome, Y;;, for each directed pair of sampled units (i.e., each directed dyad). Let
Zy = (X1,...,XnN, Y5, 1 <i# j < N) be the observable data when N units are sampled.
The regression function of interest is above. The goal is to construct a nonparametric
estimate of g : R — R where dy = 2d,.

We assume that Yj; is generated according to the following conditionally independent
dyad (CID) model (cf., Graham| 2020a, Section 3.3).

Yij = h(X;, X;,U;, U, Vij). (2)

Random sampling ensures that (X;,U;) is independent and identically distributed for
i = 1,...,N. We further assume that {(Vij, Vji)} ;<
X = (X1,...,Xy) and U = (Uy,...,Uy). Here h is an unknown function, often called

the graphon. This set-up, which can also be derived as an implication of more primitive

y are iid. and indepenent of

exchangeability assumptions, has the following implications (see |Graham| (2020alb) for addi-

tional discussion):

1. The Yj; are relatively exchangeable given the W;;. Namely, the conditional distribution



of Y is invariant across permutations of the indices o : N — N satisfying the restriction
d
(Wotiot)] = [Wil:

d
Yiil = [Yoto)]-
2. Y;; and Y}, are independent if their indices are disjoint.

3. Y;; and Y}, are dependent (unconditionally or conditionally given Xj,..., Xy) if they

share at least one index in common.

The statistical problem is to estimate the regression function g when the only prior re-

striction on it is that it belongs to the Holder class of functions.

Definition 2.1. (HOLDER CLASS) Given a vector s = (s1,...,Sq), define |s| = s; +---+ 54

and
gs1+--+sa

D® = :
051wy -+ - 0%dwy

Let 8 and L be two positive numbers. The Holder class (3, L) on R? is defined as the set
of [ = | 3] times differentiable functions g : R? — R whose partial derivative D®g satisfies

|D*g(w) — D*g(w')| < Lljw — w'||%,  Vw,w' € R?

for all s such that |s| = [5]. |8 denotes the greatest integer strictly less than the real
number .

An estimator gy is a function w — gy(w) = gn(w, Zy) measurable with respect to Z.
Our first result establishes a lower bound on the minimax risk for estimating the regression
function at a single point and under the infinity norm. We state this result under a Gaussian

error assumption, which simplifies the proof.

Theorem 2.1. (MiNIMAX RISK LOWER BOUND) Suppose that f > 0 and L > 0; X; is
continuously distributed on R with density f and sup, f(z) < Bs < oo; and Y, is generated

according to the following nonparametric regression model:

Yii=9g (W) +ey, 1#7,
iid iid

with €ij = Uz + Uj + ‘/ij: UZ ~ N(O, ]_)7 and ‘/;'j ~ N(O, 1), then
(i) For all w € RW

2
liminfinf sup E, |N*+x (gy(w) — g(w))Z] > ¢y,
N=reo 9N gex(s,L)

where ¢y > 0 depends only on 5 and L.



(i)

liminfinf sup E,
N=eo 9N gex(B,L)

N\ )
(m) llon — gll | = c2,

where co > 0 also depends only on B and L.

Our proof follows the general recipe outlined in Chapter 2 of [T'sybakov| (2008). The lower
bound at a point is based on Le Cam’s method of two hypotheses. The lower bound under
the infinity norm is based on Fano’s method of multiple hypotheses.

The key, and novel, step in our proof involves constructing hypotheses close enough to
one other in terms of Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence while being at the same time different
enough in terms of the target regression function.

An essential feature of our construction is additive separability of the regression functions.
In the hypotheses we consider, Y;; = k(X;) + k(X;) + U; + U; + V;;. Next suppose we also
observe T; = k(X;) 4+ U;. Observe that (X;,T;,i = 1,...,N) is sufficient with respect to
(X, Ti,i=1,...,N,Y,1 <k #1<N) for the parameter k.

It is well-known that the optimal rates of convergence for estimating k using iid data
(X;,T;,i = 1,...,N) are Nfﬁ pointwise and (%)_ﬁ for the infinity norm. We
expect the rates for estimating g to be no faster than these. The proof of Theorem makes
this intuition rigorous.

Relative to its iid counterpart, there are two distinctive features of Theorem [2.1] First,
the relevant sample size is not the number of observed dyadic outcomes n = N x (N — 1),
but instead the number of sampled units, N. Dependence across outcomes sharing indices
in common is strong enough to slow down the feasible rate of convergence. Second, although
the regression function has dy = 2dx arguments, the relevant dimension reflected in the rate
of convergence result is just dx (i.e., just half of what might naively be expected).

The form of our constructed hypotheses provides one intuition for this second finding:
clearly the relevant dimension of the problem of estimating k(z) is just dx. Relatedly this
finding is consistent with those of [Linton and Nielsen (1995]) in their analysis of additively
separable, but otherwise nonparametric, regression functions (see also Newey (1994))).

The pairwise structure of dyadic data results in apparent data abundance (sample N
agents, but observe O(N?) outcomes!). This abundance is both illusory, in the sense that the
effective sample size is indeed just N, and real, in the sense that availability of the pairwise
outcome data allows for an effective reduction in the dimensionality of the problem via partial

mean like average (as in Newey]| (1994) and Linton and Nielsen (1995) in a different context).



3 Kernel Estimator of Dyadic Regression

In this section we study the properties of a specific nonparametric regression estimator.
Namely, the dyadic analog of the well-known Nadaraya-Watson (NW) kernel regression esti-
mator. While our results are specific to this estimator, they could, for example, be extended
to apply to local linear regression (e.g., [Hansen, 2008).
The dyadic NW kernel regression estimator is
i (w) = 219‘7&]‘@\1 Kij,N(w)Y;j’ 3)

Zlgi;ﬁjgN Kijn(w)

1 Wi —w
K ny(w) = K ,

K is a fixed multivariate kernel function, and hy is a vanishing bandwidth sequence.

where

We first develop a sequence of results useful for bounding the variance of kernel objects

of the form

\i/N(w) ::m Z Yii Kijn(w) (4)

1<i#j<N

and then apply these results to the NW regression estimator. We then bound the NW

estimator’s bias and combine the two sets of results to formulate a risk bound.

3.1 Variance Bound and Uniform Convergence

Here we are interested in bounding the deviation of ¥ ~(w) from its mean. We begin with a

presentation of our maintained assumptions.
Assumption 3.1 (MODEL). The data generating process is as described in Section [2| with
(i) X; continuously distributed with marginal density f(z) s.t. sup,cgax f(z) < By < o0;

(ii) sup,, 4,erex B [[Yio]*[(X1, Xo) = (w1, 22)] - f(21) f(22) < By < 00,
SUD,, 1 mecrix B [[Y12Vis|| (X1, X2, Xg) = (21,22, 23)] - f (1) f(w2) f(23) < Bs < 0.

Condition (i) is a standard condition in the context of kernel estimation, while (ii) ensures

that various second moments appearing in our variance calculations are finite.

Assumption 3.2 (KERNEL, PART A). sup,,cpin |K(w)| < Kpax < 00, [, cpay [K(w)]dw <
By < 00, and sup,cgax [ |K(z,2)|d2’ < By < c0.



Assumption is satisfied by many widely-used multivariate kernel functions. Our first
result holds under Assumptions [3.1] and

Theorem 3.1 (VARIANCE BOUND). Under Assumptions and [3.4, and the bandwidth
condition Nh?\f — 00 as N — oo, there exists a constant My < oo such that for N sufficiently

large

My
Nhix

Var (@N(w)) <
for all w € R,

A proof is available in the appendix. Mirroring our risk bound results, two features of
Theorem merit comment. First, N not n = N x (N — 1) appears in the denominator.
This is due to the effects of dependence across dyads sharing units in common. Second,
the relevant dimension of the problem is dx, not dy = 2dx, this reflects the U-statistic
like structure of kernel weighted averages and the partial mean like averaging this structure
induces.

To establish uniform convergence, we need additional moment conditions on Y;; as well as
some smoothness conditions on the kernel K. As in Hansen| (2008)), we require the kernel to
either have bounded support and be Lipschitz or have bounded derivatives and an integrable
tail. SeeHansen| (2008) for additional discussion about these conditions. As with Assumption

above, most commonly used kernels satisfy these conditions.

Assumption 3.3 (REGULARITY CONDITION). (i) For some s > 2, E|Y}5]* < oo and
SUPyy z0eRIX E [|E2‘S‘<X17X2) = (5171,372)] ’ f(xlva) < B4,8 < 05

(ii) For some A; < 0o and L < oo, either (a) or (b) holds
(a) K(w) =0 for ||w|| > L, and |K(w) — K(w')| < Ay|Jw —w'|| for all w,w" € R*

(b) K(w) is differentiable, ||[ZK(w)|| < Ay, where |[|[ZK(w)|| =
H(i[((w) 0 K(w))H , and for some v > 1, || ZK(w)|| < Ay]|w||™ for
w

7...8w2d -

Part (ii) coincides with Assumption 3 in Hansen| (2008). This assumption implies that
for all ||wy —ws|| <6 < L,

| K (w2) — K (wy)] < K™ (w1),

where K*(u) satisfies Assumption [3.1] If case (a) holds, then K*(u) = 2dA1(||u|| < 2L). If
case (b) holds, then, K*(u) = 2d[A11(||u|| < 2L) + (|Ju|| — L) 1(|Ju|| > 2L)]. In both cases

K* is bounded and integrable and therefore satisfies Assumption [3.1

6



Define

(N2
T\

Theorem 3.2 (WEAK UNIFORM CONVERGENCE). Under Assumptions [3.1] . 3.9
and the bandwidth conditions max {min{(aNh?VdX) T [N?(In(In N))?In NJs } an~ 1} <

min {aNl, lN h2 X} and %h?\,x — 00, we have for any q > 0, cy = N9,

sup ‘@N(w) - E@N(w)‘ = Op(ay).

llw||<en

This theorem establishes uniform convergence of W ~v(w) to its mean in probability over
an expanding set with radius growing at a polynomial rate.

In the proof, we decompose ¥ ~n(w) into two parts

A ~

‘I/N(w) = \IIN(UJ) + RN(UJ),

in which ¥y (w) =

with a carefully chosen threshold parameter 7y and Ry(w) is a residual. The boundedness

N(N Z1<Z¢J<N 1(|Y;;] < 7v) Ky;n is a truncated version of Wy (w)

induced by this truncation is technically convenient as it facilitates the application of various
concentration inequalities. To establish concentration of Ty, we apply Bernstein inequality
to its Héjek Projection (i.e., to the first-order terms in the Hoeffding decomposition) and
apply |Arcones and Gine| (1993)’s concentration inequalities for degenerate U-statistics to the
second-order terms in the Hoeffding decompositon. Both these bounds requires the truncation
threshold to be small enough. To bound the magnitude of the residual Ry, we can either
apply a triangular inequality to bound the sup of its first moment or use the Borel-Cantelli
Lemma to bound its probability of being nonzero. Both these bounds requires the truncation
threshold to be large.

A proper truncation threshold satisfying both requirements exists only if the bandwidth

sequence satisfies the condition

1 N 3
max {min {(aNh?\?X)_ﬁ, [N?(In(In N))? lnN]%} =1 } < min {aN T NthX}
The complicated form of this condition is technical in nature. When all (conditional) mo-
ments of Y, are bounded, such that s = oo (of Assumption above), this condition
simplifies to j hf\, > 1.
In order to state the weak uniform convergence result for the kernel regression estimator

gn, we need additional smoothness assumptions on the kernel. As in other applications of



kernel estimation, these assumptions are employed for bias reduction purpose.

Assumption 3.4 (KERNEL, PART B).

/ Wi ™ K (w)dw = L ifly=---=lg, =0
i 1 dw 0, if(lh_”’ldw)’eZiW and [; +--- 4+ 15, < B

We can now give a uniform convergence result for the NW regression estimator under

dyadic dependence over a sequence of expanding sets.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose fw,g € (3, L) and éy = infjj,<cy fw(w) >0, Syrak — 0 where

1/2
ay = ( In/V ) + h]ﬁv. Under the Assumptions of Theorem, |3.4 and Assumption

sup - |gv(w) — g(w)| = Op(0y'ayy).

llwl|<Cn

The optimal convergence rate is

B
R _ {In N\ 28+dx
sup |gn(w) — g(w)| = O, <5N1 <T> ) '
l[wl|<Cw

As in the iid case, the KW estimator achieves the optimal rate suggested by Theorem
for a compact set with Cy = C. If we look at a sequence of expanding sets approaching
the entire space R  then there is an additional penalty term Jx due to the presence of the

denominator fy (w).
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continues in sequence with that of the main text.



Proof of Theorem 2.1

Our method of proof follows the general approach outlined in Chapter 2 of Tsybakov| (2008)).
To prove part (i) we use Le Cam’s two-point method to find a lower risk bound for estimation
of the regression function at a point. To prove statement (ii), which involves the infinity-norm

metric, we use Fano’s method.

Proof of statement (i)

Our proof of statement (i) essentially involves checking the conditions, as specially formulated
for our dyadic regression problem, of Theorem 2.3 of (Tsybakov, 2008)).
For k = 0,1, let P,n be a probability measure for the observed data {(X/,Y;;)

i i<izjen

with regression function gxy. The general reduction scheme outlined in Section 2.2 of Tsy-
bakov| (2008)), as well as his Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, imply that our Theorem [2.1] will hold if

we can construct two sequences of hypotheses gon, g1 such that

(a) the regression functions gon, g1n are in the Holder class ¥(3, L);

__8
(b) d(61,60) = |gin(w) — gon(w)| > 2Ayn with ¢y = N 2% and 6y = gon(w) and
01 = gin(w) for some fixed w € X x X;

(c) the Kullback-Leibler divergence of Fyy from Py is bounded: KL(FPyy, Piy) < a < oc.

The “trick” of the proof is choosing these two sequences of hypotheses appropriately.

Letting w = (x19, Z29) we choose the sequences:
Jon (w1, 12) =0
o) = 55 o (25 e (B o (200 (222
where hy = coN ~ iy and the function K : R™ — [0, co) satisfies
K e€X(B,1/2) nC>®(R™) and K(z) > 0 <= |||/ € (—1/2,1/2). (5)

There exist functions K satisfying this condition. For example, for a sufficiently small a > 0,

we can take

K(x) = I \(z;), where A(u) = an(2u) and n(u) = exp <—1 —1u2> T(jul <1).

See also Equation (2.34) in [T'sybakov| (2008).

We verify conditions (a), (b) and (c) in sequence.

10



Verification of (a) gon, g1n € X(5, L)

For s = (fl’ C s Sdx s Sdx g , 824y ) With |s| = | 8], w = (z1,72) and w’ = (2], 7)), the s
s S
order derivative of gy is

Digin(w) = Lh | DK (22210 4 pog (2220 4 peg (2110 4 po (210
hN hN hN hN

0 if |S1] ¢ {0, [s[}
B—18]
_{ U DSk (mpme) 4 DSk (mpm)| ]S = s
LB 18]

s— [DS:k (mpze) 4 DS (e )] i ]S)] =0
Therefore, if |S1] ¢ {0, |s|}, then |D*giy(w) — D¥gin(w')| = 0; if |S1| = |s], then

| D*gin (w) = D*gan (w')]

Lhzﬁ\,_wJ T1 — T1o T — 1 T, — T T, —x
= DSK (——=) - D%K [ +—2 DYK (——2) -D%K [ +—=
2 H ( hy ) < hn * hn h

N
< Llay — ]|

< Ljw —w||%

and, finally, if |S;| = 0, then

[D*gin(w) = D*gin ()]

2 hN hN hN h

N
< Llfwy — 2|35

< Lljw — w'[|3717.

Hence g,y € X(8, L). We also have that gon € X(3, L) by inspection.

Veriﬁcation Of (b) d(9 (PON) ,9 (PlN)) = |glN(w) — gON(w)| Z QA@DN With ZDN = ]\/viﬁ

Here we check that our hypotheses are 2s-separated. We have that

B8 . _
g () — gon ()| = 2N o (0) + & (PO T e (T 0 | op 8 g ()
2 hN hN
= LK (0) Sy,

11



and hence condition (b) holds with A = %O)cg.

Verification of (c): KL(Pyy, Piy) < a < o

This condition allows for the application of part (iii) of Theorem 2.2 in Tsybakov| (2008). We
begin by establishing some helpful notation. Let Y = [Y;;]i<;j<n be the N x N adjacency
matrix; Gy, = [gen (Wij)]1<ij<n for k = 0, 1 the associated matrices of regression functions for
the two sequences of hypotheses; and V = [V;]i<; j<n the corresponding matrix of dyadic-
specific disturbances. Note the diagonals of each of these matrices consist of “structural”
zeros. Further let U = [U;]1<;<n be the N x 1 vector of agent-specific disturbances. Finally
let K be the N x 1 vector with i*" element % [K (Xh;]fw) + K <Xh;;”2°)]

Let ¢; denote a J X 1 vector of ones, Oy ; a K x J matrix of zeros, and I; the J x J

identity matrix. We also define the following selection matrices:

-1 00 0 (On-11 _In-1)
71 _ 0 LN—9 0 0 0 ’ 7_2 _ QN,QQ ]N—Q ’
0 0 0 L0/ yn 0 1/

from which we form 7 = 71 + 75 and, finally, T = 1o ® T. Next let y = (vech(Y’)’, vech(Y)")
be the N(N — 1) x 1 vectorization of the dyadic outcomes. Similarly let g for £ = 0,1 and
v be the corresponding vectorizations of, respectively, G, and V.

Using this notation we can write the N(IN — 1) x 1 vector of composite regression errors

eij = Ui+ U; +V;j as e = TU + v and its variance covariance matrix as
Q2= Var (e) = Inv_1)xnv—1) + TT7.
Under Pyy we have that
go=0,y=e y[X~N(0Q).
While under Py we instead have that
g1=TK, y=TK+e, y X~ N(TK,Q).

Let Kpax = max, K(u) and recall that hy = cgN 26+1dX. We can now evaluate the KL

12



divergence as follows:

dF,
KL (PON7 PlN) = /log ONdP()N (6)
dP N

pON(Y|X)
= [ 1og 22V P
/ Sy X) O
1

=3 /yTQ‘ly —(y—g1)'Q ' (y — g1)dPow

1
= 5/%?9_1&(1]301\1

1
=-Ep, [K'T'I+TT")'TK]

<
< LK}, Bshy/ ™ N

max

_ _L2K2 Bgcgﬁ+dx,

2 max

for N large enough such that N h;i\,x > 1 and LKmaXh?\? bounded above.
In the derivation above, the third equality follows from the form of the multivariate normal

density. The weak inequality in line six holds because

K'K-K' T (I+TT")'TK=K' [Iy-T'(I+TT")'T]K
— K [Iy+T'T] 'K
> 0.

Finally, the weak inequality in line seven holds because, using condition above,
Xi — 10 Xi — w0 ?
K|{——— K|{——
(e () (5))
Xi — 10 ? Xi — a0 ?
K|——— K|{——
(e () + (< (5
r—x 2 r—x 2
= / K 2)) + (K %)) dF(z)
hN hN
§2K§iax/1l( Tl o 2

. < 5) dF(z)
_oK? pix { / 1 <|u| < % F (210 + hwt) + F (a0 + hNu)]du]

< 4h9X By K2

E

<2E

ax?
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and where it is also helpful to remind oneself of the definition of K given earlier.

1
If we take ¢y = (#(133) 26+dX, then we obtain KL (Pyy, Piy) < a. This result, and

max

condition (b) above, gives — invoking equations (2.7) and (2.9) on p. 29 of [T'sybakov| (2008)
as well as part (iii) of his Theorem 2.2:

inf sup E,[1(Jgin(w) — gon(w)| > Apy)] > max (i exp (—a), Lo 5)

IN gex(B,L) 2

for N large enough. Some rearrangement and the Markov Inequality then yield

N ges(B,L) 2

2 1 1— 3
inf sup E, [NQ’”%X (g1n(w) — goN(w))Q] > A% max (Z_l exp (—a), 2) .

Since the constant to the right of the inequality only depends on [ and L part (i) of the

Theorem follows after taking the limit inferior of the expression above as N — oc.

Proof of statement (ii)

Again let Py be the probability measure of the observed data (X;,Y;;,1 <i# j < N) with
the regression function gxy. Theorem 2.5 of Tsybakov| (2008)) implies that part (ii) will hold

if we can construct sequences of hypotheses Py, Pin, .. ., Puyn such that
(a) gon,gry € X(B, L), k=1,..., My;

e
(b) d (01, 60) = llgrn — ginlloe = 240y, ¥y = (%) *7 and 6, = gry and 6, = gy for
k#land k,l=1,..., My;

(€) 3 Yooy KL(Pry, Pon) < aln My.

Define the hypotheses:
gon (w1, 2) — 0

gkN2<I1,JJ2)—>LhJ% K Y1 7 TkN + K L2 — TkN
hn h

where k € Iy = {1,2,...,mn}™X, hy = ¢o (%) 2‘”‘1’(, my = [hy'], My = |In| = m§,

In N
and for k = (ki,ko,... kq), Ten = (lﬁm—;ﬂ,@m;m,...,l”m—}v/z» the function K : R¥x —

[0, 00) satisfies ([5)). Notice the supports of these functions for the same N are disjoint. The
results follows by verifying conditions (a), (b) and (c). We have already shown that condition

14



(a) holds in the proof of part (i). The condition (b) holds with A = LK (0)c] because
llgsx = givlloo > |gen (@i, Tan) — gin (zan, ww)| = 2LRN K (0) = 2LK (0)cibn.

To verify condition (c) we evaluate the KL-divergence:

1
. > KL(Pey, Pox) < Z IEPON (K, K]
N kezy keIN
1
< Z 2L2h25K;aX2/ ( — T | _ 5) dF(z;)
kEZN
1 Lo Z/Z —ka <L AF (z;)
M - k€ln -~ 2

< 2L2h25+dx K2 N

max

= 2I°K? Pt N,

max

The first and second line are proved in part (i). The fourth line use the fact that the
support of functions giy,k € Zy are disjoint and Zkez 1 < W < %) < 1. We have
In My = ln(m?\f‘) > 266'l‘lfilX In (%) —dxIlncy > 2B+d—+11nN for sufficiently large N. The
condition is thus satisfied with sufficiently large cy. The result follows from Theorem 2.5 of

Tsybakov] (2008).

Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Applying the variance operator to \i!(w) yields

where, starting with the second term,

1
Vne =V <§ Y12 K1 + Y21K21]) <V (Y12K33) <E (3/122[(%2)
B rT—x T—x
=y / E [V|(X1, Xz) = (21, 22)] K? ( T ) fan) f(w2)dardas

= b /E [YEI(X1, Xa) = (x — hysi, 2’ — hys2)] f(z — hysi) f(2' — hys2) K? (s1, 52) dsids,

< WX By K pax B1.
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Next, consider the first term. We get that

1 1
Vi =C (5 (Yo K9 + Y1 K1), 3 (Yis K3 + YélK:n))

)

< %Var (E (Ynglg‘Xl, U1>> + %Var (E <Y21K21‘X1, U1>>

1 1
< §]E (Y2 K12Y13K13) + §]E (Yo1 K91Y31 K31)

1 -
. hN4dX/E(Yng13|(X1,X2aX3) = ($1,$2,$3))

)

—r -7 r—x ¥ —x

- K - 1, 2 K 17 ’ f($1)f($2)f(953)d$1d902d$3
hN hN hN hN

1. _
+ _hN4dX /E(Y21YE&1KX17X27X3> = ($1,$2,$3))

2

T—T0 &' —x r—x3 ¥ —x

. K 2, ! K 3, ! f($1)f(a:2)f(x3)dx1dx2dx3
hn hy hn hn

o1
= hNdX§ /E (Y12Y13|(X1, X, X3) = (v — hysi, @' — hysa, 2’ — hyss))

1
=V (]E {5 (Yo K12 + Y21 Ko1)

- f(x — hysy) f(x' — hyse) f(x' — hnsz)K (s1,82) K (81, 83) dsidsadss
b5 B (Yl (X0, Xa, X) = & = s, = hvsa, o avs)
f(@ — hynsy)f(x — hnse) f(x — hnsz) K (s1,80) K (81, 83) dsjdsadss
< hZ_VdXB5 / |K (s1,82) || K (s1,s3) |[dsidsadss

< hy*™* B;ByBy. (7)

These two bounds imply the variance bound

. N\ AN -2)
\ (W(w)) < <2> thdXB4KmaXB1 + thdX B5BgBl
N —2

4N
= N7thx {mﬁl& ByBy + N7 'hy™x

N -1

B4KmaxB1:| ’

which, in turn, implies that for My = 4B5B,B;+1 and sufficiently large N, V <\if(w)> < NA}?X
N
for all w € R as claimed.
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Proof of Theorem 3.2

For 7y a sequence of positive truncation parameters we consider the sum

U (w) = (%) > [YU (¥l < ) h?leK (w . Wiﬂ')

h
1<i<j<N N

Yii - 1(|Y; K Vi
+Y; (\JI<TN)h7VW < . >]

We will use Z ~,ij to denote the summands in the above expression in what follows. The
Hoeffding decomposition of this U-like statistic is

N
= = 2 = 1 ~
U(w) =EV(w) +NZZN,¢+T ZNijy
i=1 2) 1<i<j<N
ﬁ—/ ~ /
T (w) Tn,2(w)

where

Zni=E | Zng

X, Ui| = BZi

ZN,ij = ZN,ij —-E [ZN,ij

X;, Ui = B | Zi

X;, U] + EZns.

Notice that Ty 1(w) is an average of N iid mean-zero random variables while Ty o(w) is a
degenerate second-order U-like statistic.

To proceed further we require the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Under Assumptions[3.1 and[3.9, for any a > 0, there exists constant M, such
that

(i) if Tn < ay', then sup,cgaw P (|Tvi(w)| > Maay) = O (N~9);
(ii) if v < Nh29x /In N and ay = o(1), then sUpepiw P (|Tv2(w)| > Myay) = O (N™%);

(iii) if for some s > 1, sup,, o, cpax E [|[Yi2*|(X1, X2) = (21, 22)] - f(21,22) < By < 00 and

: E ((w) - (w))| = o (an);

TN > ay®"', then sup,,cpaw

() if for some s > 1, E[Ypl° < Bsy and v > (anhiX) <1, then

SUPerdw ‘@N(w) — @N(w)) = op (ay);

1

(v) if for some s > 2, Ty = (N?¢y)* where ¢y = (In(In N))*In N, and E|Y1o|® < Bg,
then P(Ci)N = @N) =P <<f>N(w) = (f)N(w),Vw € dex) —1as N — oo.
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The proof of the above Lemma may be found below. The bandwidth conditions stated
in the hypotheses of Theorem ensure that we can pick truncation thresholds 7y which

satisfy the following conditions
1. v K a]_vl;

3
N 7 32dx,
2. TN<<1nNhN ;

L
3. TN > ayT;

1

1
4. 75y > (N?¢N)= or Ty > (aNh%iX)_s‘l-

These conditions allow for the application of Lemma . Denote Ry (w) := Wy (w)— Uy (w).
For any set Cy C R??,

P (sup U (w) — E@N(w)( > 8MaN>

weCN

_p (sup Uy (w) — BV y(w) + Ry (w) — IERN(w)‘ > 8MaN)

weCN

<P (sup Uy (w) — E@N(w)‘ > 6MaN) +P (Sup |Ry(w) — ERy(w)| > 2MaN) L ©®)

welCpn weCn

The second term in inequality converges to zero because

P ((sup |R(w) ~ ERy(w)] > 20a )

welCn

<P ( sup |Ry(w) — ERy(w)| > 2MaN>
wERIW

<P ( sup |Ry(w)| > MaN> +1 < sup |ERy(w)| > MaN> 9)
weRIW weRIW
=o(1).
The last line holds because
1 ( sup |[ERy(w)| > MaN> =0 for large N (10)
weRIW
P ( sup |Ry(w)| > MCLN> = op(1). (11)
weRIW

To see (10f), notice part (iii) of Lemma implies that sup,,cpan |[ERN(w)| = o(an).
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Hence 1 (sup,,cpea |[ERN(w)| > May) = 0 for large N. To see (11)), notice the inequality

weERIW MCIN

. - E
P < sup |Ry(w)| > MaN> < min {1 — P(dy = Dy), SUpP,erdaw | By (w)] } |

suggests we can bound either term on the right-hand side to bound the term on the left-hand
side. The threshold we pick meets the conditions of both parts (iv) and (v) of Lemma |3.4]
~ ~ Esu Ry (w
which ensures either 1 — P(®y = ®y) = o(1) or pwe}‘sz\[' el o(1). This implies 1)
To show the first term in inequality (§]) converges to zero, we will use a covering argument

to reduce finding the supremum over an infinite number points to finding the maximum over
a finite number of points. We then invoke point-wise concentration bounds. This part closely
follows the argument in Hansen| (2008). Cover any compact region Cy C R4 by finite number
of balls of radius ayhy centered at grid points in the set Ly = {wn 1, wna, ..., wn 1y} (Here
we abuse the notation a bit: Ly is used to refer to both the set and its cardinality). Denote
the ball Ay; = {w € R : |[lw — wy,|| < ayhy}. For N large enough such that ay < L
(L is the constant appearing in Assumption , for any point w € Ay ; within the ball,

assumption (ii) implies

w— Wi wy i — Wi wy.i — Wi
K|l——Y ) g =22 Y < ) /Gl i RS 12
() e () e ()
Define
v 1 (w—=W;
@N(U)) Z )/7,] ]]- |}/z]|<TN) hd K < h ]>7
1<z7£]<N

which is a version of ®(w) with K replaced by K*. The bound (12)) implies

Uy (w) — Un(wyy)| < an®y(wy,),

with [E®y (wy,)| < Bl/2Bl/2f | K*(w)|dw < oo. Next bound the sup within the ball by a
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value at the center and the sup discrepancy

sup | Uy (w) — E@N(w)’

wEANyj

S @N(wN,j)—E‘ilN(wN,j) + sup ‘@N(w)—\I/N(wN,j)

’LUGANJ

+ sup
weANJ

S \ilN(wN,j) — E@N(wN,j) + an |:C\IJ)N(’UJN,J') + E(i)N(U)NJ)}
S \i/N(’lUNJ‘) —E@N(MN,]‘) —I—(IN (fN(wNyj) —E&)N(U}NJ') +2aNIE<i>N(wN7j)
S \’I}N(’LUNJ) — E@N(’LUN,]') + (IU)N(’LUNJ‘) — IE&DN(wN’j) + QG,N]EéN(U)NJ).

The last inequality follow because ay < 1 for N large enough. For any constant M >
BBy [ 1K (w)|dw > By (wy,),

wEAN,;

P ( sup. ‘\I/N(w) - E@N(w)‘ > 6MaN>

S P (‘\i]N(wN,j) — E@N(MNJ‘)

+ )&)N(w) — ch)N(w)‘ + 2aNE<i>N(w) > 6MCLN>

S P < \TJN(’U.)NJ) — E\’I}N(’LUNJ) > 2M(ZN> + P (‘éN(w) — E(T)N(’LU)‘ > 2M(ZN> ,
as well as
P (sup U (w) — E@N@U)] > 6MaN>
weCN
Ly
<Sp ( sup ‘\I/N(w) - ]E\IIN(w)‘ > 6MaN>
j=1 wEAN,]-

]6{1,2 7777 LN} wEAN,]

<Ly max P ( sup ‘@N(w) —E@N(w)‘ > 6MaN>

<L P (‘\TJ ) —EU : )
< Nje{lr’g?i(LN} N(wn) —EUn(wy ;)| > 2May
+Ly max P ( Dy (w) — E&)N(w)‘ > 2MaN> : (13)
j€{1,2 ..... LN}

We now bound the two terms in using the same argument, as both K and K* satisfy
Assumption and this is the only property of the function K or K* we will use. For any
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a > 0 and M, as in Lemma for any w € R

sup P ()\ww) . E@N(w)‘ > 2MaaN> = sup P (|Twa(w) + Tya(w)| > 2Maay)

weRIW weERIW

< sup P (|Tni(w)| > M,an)

weRIW

+ sup P (|Tna(w)| > Maan)

weRIW
=0 (N9).

Hence

P <sup Uy (w) — E\ifN(w)‘ > 6MaN) <O (LyN™%).

weCn

If we take Cy = {w € RW : ||w|| < cx} where ey = N9, then Cy can be covered by

d
Ly =2 <a;f,VlN) v number of balls with radius ayhy. Hence we can take « large enough,

d 1
e.g. a = (q+L)dw +3, so that O (LyN—) = O ((GEJZN) " N—O‘> ~0 <N(q+§>dw+2*°‘> -
O (N71) = o(1). We have therefore shown that

P (Sup Uy (w) — ]E\TJN(w)‘ > 6MaN) — o(1). (14)

weCN

Together the two bounds @ and imply that the right-hand side of equal-
ity is o(1). This is saying for sufficiently large M < oo, we have
P (supweCN ‘@N(w) — E@N(w)‘ > 8MaN) = o(1), which is sufficient for

sup ‘@N(w) - E@N(w)‘ = Olay).

|lwl|<en

as required.

Proof of Lemma [3.4]

Proof of claim (i)

To prove the first claim of the Lemma we will apply the classic Bernstein’s inequality (see
equation 2.10 on p. 36 of the textbook [Boucheron et al.| (2013)).

Let @1, ...,Qn be independent random variables with finite variance such that
Q; < b for some b > 0 almost surely for all i < N. Let S = Zi]\il(Qi —EQ;) and
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v=3"N E[Q?. Then for any t > 0,

pisz0 < (gt

In order to invoke the inequality, we first show that Q;(w) := 7y h% Zn,(w) is bounded.
In the following we will use the abbreviated notation @Q; for Q;(w). Remember A N is the
Xi,U,}. Since

mean-normalized version of E [Z N,ij

“1ydx
T h

E [ZN,U

Xia UZ]

1
=7y h™ |E [5 [Yij - 1(|Yi;] < 7wv) K

+Yji - 1 (Y] < 7nv) K5

X;, Uil

1 -
<hy SE (1Kl + 1Kl | s Ui]

_p—dx L w— Wi w — Wy ‘
=hySE HK( i ) + K< - >“X}
_h_dX1 K L I'I—ZE]' K l'—l'j gjl_ffi d
ey [ (e )+ e (S ) || rean
G o2

§B2B37
we have |Q;| = |75 h%¥ Zni| < 2ByBs. Write P (Ty1(w) > May) in the form suitable for

applying Bernstein’s inequality

N
2 _
P(Tni(w) > May) = P (N E_l Zni > MaN)

i=1

N M
—13d Z_ d —
=P ( E TNthX Nji > ) Nh]\f(aNTNl)
=1 (S > t)7

in which § = Zfil Q; and t = %N hﬁlvx anTy'. Applying Bernstein’s inequality gives us

P(S > t) < exp (—2(#;/3» where v := 3.7 E[Q?] and b = 2B,Bs. Since the function

t2 .. . . /
exp < W) is increasing in v, we have for any v’ > v

P(S>1t) <exp (—W) ) (15)
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The upper bound v’ we are going to use is the following one

N N B 9
v=YE[Q]=YE [(T;h;@XZN,Z-) } = 73?3 NVyy < 7y Nhi¥ By By By = o/,
=1 =1

in which the inequality is an implication of . Plugging the expression of ¢/, t, b, and ay
into the RHS of gives us

t2 M2
) = — InN |.
eXp( 2<v'+bt/3>) eXp( 8B; BBy + 8B, BsMaxty /3 )

By assumption a7y — 0 as N — oo, we can pick Ny such that 8 ByBsay7y/3 < 1 for

any N > Ny. For any a > 0, we can pick M large enough so that Mﬁ > « and

. \/a?132B5 B2 B . .
exp (—8353";4% In N> < N@. In particular, M, = 2*V2 +2 5227212 will work. This means

we have proved

P (Ty(w) > Maay) = O (N™%).

We get the two-sided bound by applying the same argument twice for Ty 1 (w) and =T 1(w).
Moreover, because the derivation of the bound and the value of M, doesn’t depend on the

specific point w, we have also proved our desired result

sup P (|Ty1(w)| > Myay) =0 (N_O‘) )

weRIW

Proof of claim (ii)

We will use Propsition 2.3(c), a concentration inequality, from [Arcones and Ginel (1993)] to

prove the second claim.

Let {X;,i € N} and {V}, ., (i1,...,%m) € IN} be independent random samples;
HfHoo S C, E]f(Xb s 7Xm> %,,m)] = 07 02 =E [f2(X17 s >Xm7 %,,m)]a f is

P-canonical, then there are constants ¢; depending only on m such that for any

2There is a small modification compared to the original proposition. Since our statistic is not exactly a
U-statistic as there are the iid V;; variables in our setup, we include this additional term in the statement
of inequality. The proof of the inequality in our setup could follow the same steps of the original [Arcones
and Gine| (1993)) one. The reason this works is that the V;; terms are iid and won’t affect the randomization
inequality, decoupling inequality, and the hypercontractivity inequality used in the proof.

23



t>0,

P me/Q Z f(Xi17 v 7Xim7 ‘fil,mzi?ﬂ) >1

(7;17--~7im)617]r\17

- C2t2/m
Saep | = - (at/mN-1/2)D )

In order to apply the inequality, we first show that T&lh?\?’( 7 ~,ij 1s bounded. Decompose

X, UZ} _E [ZN,Z-]- X;, Uj] +EZn;.

ZN,ij = ZN,ij —E [ZN,ij

The last three terms on the right-hand side are bounded because 73'EZy; =
O(l) and TJ\_ZI]E |:ZN,ij X27U2:| = O(h&dx) MOI‘GOVGI‘, |T];1h%1XZN7Z'j| = %|T]\_/1)/ij .
1(Y,l <7mv) K (w;—JVVVJ> |+ 38 Y L (Y] < 7v) K <%> | < Kuax. Hence, there exists
constant ¢ > 0 s.t. ]T]\_,lh?\‘,ix 7 nij| < c. Applying the concentration inequality to Ty o(w)

then gives us

1 o
P (|Tyo(w)] > May) = P ( > Zng| > MaN>
(2) 1<i<j<N
—1 —11.2dx r7 N_ ]' 2dx -1
= N Z TN hN ZN,ij > M—2 hN ANTyN
1<i<j<N

< CQt
<cexp|—
o+ (ctl/2N-1/2)°
t
=crexp | — = 273 “In N
oln N + (ct'/2N-1/2)""In N

where ¢ = M%hi‘f}‘a]vﬂ;l and o? = Var <T]§1h?\‘fXZN7ij>. We will show that

cat : t t
7 — 00 as N — oo by showing both —— — oo and 7 —

oln N+(ct!/2N-1/2) (ct1/2N=1/2) N
oo as N — oo.
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Beginning with the former claim:

t MAEZ > ayTy! __ MN-Day _ M(N-1ay
cln N Tﬁlh%ix Var <ZN,¢]->1/2 InN 2Var (ZNM>1/2 N 21/]\1,7/22 InN
MNay M InN !
4 (h]deBMmmBl)l PN 4 (BaKmaoB1)""? o (Nhjl\,x)
M -1
T A(BiK, B PN

— 00, as N — oc.

The latter claim follows because:

(R N
(ctV/2N-1/2 2/31 N 2( lnN A(lnN)3

3( —3pddx 2 _—2 v
1602N Ry~ ayTy )

v

1602) (Nh2 (InN)~L7 1>2/3

— 00, as N — oo.

3
The last line above is an implication of the condition 7y < N hfvdx /In N. Combining these

two limit results gives us AT — o0 as N — oo. Notice the bound again
oln N+ (ct!/2N=1/2) N

doesn’t depend on w and the inequality still holds when we take the sup over w € R on
the left-hand side. Hence for any M > 0 and any a > 0, sup,cpiw P (|Tn2(w)| > May) =
O (N~%).
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Proof of claim (iii)

Direct evaluation yields

[ (40 - 8w) | = [ [ i1 (1v51 > =) K (“57)]

1 w — Wi
-1 ij
<E [|Yw| ‘TN YZJ‘ |Y1J’ > TN) i h?\(,ix ‘K (T)H
_(s— w—Wz
STN( DE D ’ de ( h ])H

e \ 1
= [ BVl |60, X0) = (o022 23
N

K T xl, R f(x1, z9)dxdas
hn hn

= 715(8_1) /E [|Y12|S |(X17X2) = (x — hysi, ¢’ — hNS2)]

X f(x — hyst, 2" — hys) | K (s1,89)| dsidsy
S TJ;(S_l)BZLSBl.

Since the last expression doesn’t depend on w, we have sup,cpaw ‘E (qA)(w) - @(w))‘ =

o(an).

Proof of claim (iv)

First, we eliminate the sup by upper bounding the terms involving K by K.x.

1 1 w— Wi,
L Y1 (Y K i
N(N —1) 2 Yyl (¥l > ) hdw ( hy )‘

1<i#j<N
(2 Wy
h

sup (i)N<w) - (i)N(w)‘ = Sup

weRIW weRIW

1 1
Sm > %!11(%\>Tzv)hz—dx sup

d
1<i#j<N N weRTW

1
< Kpahy? Xy — Yyl
= ax!!N ™~ N(N— 1) 1<#Zj<N| ]|

Then, taking expectation on both sides yields

IE( Sup ]éN(w) —Q)N(w)D < Knach 25 75U VE (1Y) < Kinax Bosh 273" = o(aw).
weRIW
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Proof of claim (v)

If all the |Y;;|,1 <i# j < N are smaller than the truncation threshold 7y, then (iDN = éN,

P<&>N:<5N>2P(max ‘ |§TN>.

1<i<j<N

We now show that the RHS converges to 1. Observe

oo N-1 oo N-1
YD P (Wivl > )+ P (Yol > )] < D0 D [E(1Yinl7y®) +E (IYwil*73°)]
N=2 =1 N=2 =1
oo N-1
=E(Yin[") Y ) 2Ny
N=2 i=1

. 2
E(]Y;
( N|)ZN(lnlnN)21nN

The Borel-Cantelli lemma implies P(A;j,7 # j,i.0.) = 0 where the set A;; = {w : Y;(w) >
Tmax{i,j} ;- Lhis means, except for a null set NV, for any w € N, there exists a N(w) s.t. for
all N > N(w), Yiny(w) < 7n. Since 7x T 00 as N — oo, we can take N*(w) > N(w) such that
TN*(w) > MaX; j<n(w) |Yij(w)|. Then for any N > N*(w), we have max;<;cj<n |Yi;(w)] < 7n
and hence ®y = ®y. Define the set Ey = {w : N*(w) < N} C {w: &y = dy}. Since
Ex T N¢and P(N€) = 1, we have P(Oy = ®y) > P(Ey) — 1 as N — oo.

Proof of Theorem 3.3

The proof follows the general approach used in [Hansen| (2008). Denote fy y(w) =
N(J\lf—l) Y i<izj<n Kijn(w). We can write

Uy (w)

gn(w) = —fWN( )-

We examine the numerator and denominator separately. An application of Theorem

yields

sup Wy (w) — Edy(w)| = Oy(an)

[[w]|[<Cn

sup | fwv(w) — Efwn(w)| = Op(ay).

lwl|<C
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Standard bias calculations give

sup  [E¥y (w) — ¥ (w)| = O(hly)

llwl|[<CN

sup  [Efi,n(w) = fw(w)| = O(hY).

llwl[<CN

Combining these results we get

sup Uy (w) — U (w)| = Oy(an) + O(hy) = O(ay)

lwll<Cn
sup | fiwv(w) = fiw(w)| = Oplan) + O(hy) = O(ay).

[[w||<Cn

Uniformly over ||w|| < Cx we have

Uy(w) _ Un(w)/fw(w) _ glw)+ (In(w) = ¥(w))/fiw(w) _ g(w) + Oy(b5'ay)

fwn ) fun @)/ fww) 1+ (fwn(w) = fw(w))/ fw(w) 1+ 0,(65 ay)
=g(w) + Op(‘S;/la*N)

1
as claimed. The optimal rate is obtained by setting hy < (%) Wtdx
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