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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a maximum smoothed likelihood method to estimate
the component density functions of mixture models, in which the mixing proportions
are known and may differ among observations. The proposed estimates maximize a
smoothed log likelihood function and inherit all the important properties of probability

density functions. A majorization-minimization algorithm is suggested to compute the
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proposed estimates numerically. In theory, we show that starting from any initial value,
this algorithm increases the smoothed likelihood function and further leads to estimates
that maximize the smoothed likelihood function. This indicates the convergence of the
algorithm. Furthermore, we theoretically establish the asymptotic convergence rate of
our proposed estimators. An adaptive procedure is suggested to choose the bandwidths
in our estimation procedure. Simulation studies show that the proposed method is more
efficient than the existing method in terms of integrated squared errors. A real data

example is further analyzed.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the data with the following mixture structure. Let {X;, a;},
i =1,...,n, be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) copies of {X, a}. For every
1=1,...,n, X; comes from one of the M subpopulations with probability density functions
(pdfs) fi(z),..., fu(z). Denote by «; ; the probability that X; is from the jth subpopulation
and let o; = (a;1,...,05)7. Clearly a;; > 0 and Zj\il a;j = 1. In summary, the pdf of

X, conditioning on ¢ is given by

M
Xi|ai ~ Zai,jfj(x)- (1)



Practically, «; is known, observable, or can be reliably estimated from other sources. That
is, conditioning on «;, X; follows a mixture model with known mixing proportions. Our
main interest in this paper is to estimate fi(z), ..., fis(z) nonparametrically.

Recently, data of the mixture structure in (I) have been more and more frequently
identified in the literature and in practice. Acar and Sun (2013) provided one example of
such data. In the genetic association study of single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs), the
corresponding genotypes of SNPs are usually not deterministic; in the resultant data, they
are typically delivered as genotype probabilities from various genotype calling or imputation
algorithms (see for example Li et al. 2009 and Carvalho et al. 2010). Ma and Wang (2012)
summarized two types of genetic epidemiology studies under which mixture data of such
kind are collected. These studies are kin-cohort studies (Wang et al. 2008) and quantitative
trait locus studies (Lander and Botstein 1989; Wu et al. 2007); see also Wang et al. (2012)
and the references therein. Section [1] also gives an example of such data in the malaria
study. More examples and the corresponding statistical research can be founded in Ma et al.
(2011), Qin et al. (2014), and the references therein.

With the data of the mixture structure in (II), statistical methods for estimating the
component cumulative distribution functions (cdfs) have been established in the literature.
A comprehensive overview of these developments is as follows. Ma and Wang (2012) pointed
out that the classic maximum empirical likelihood estimators of these component cdfs are
either highly inefficient or inconsistent. They proposed a class of weighted least square
estimators. Wang et al. (2012) and Ma and Wang (2014) proposed consistent and efficient

nonparametric estimators based on estimating equations for the component cdfs when the



data are censored. Qin et al. (2014) considered another class of estimators for the component
cdfs by maximizing the binomial likelihood. Their method can be applied to data with
censored or a non-censored structure. We observe that all these works were focused on the
estimation of cdfs and assumed «; to be a discrete random vector.

The estimation of the pdfs are less addressed in the literature. As far as we are aware, to
date Ma et al. (2011) is the only existing reference that considered the component density
estimation under the setup of model (). They proposed a family of kernel-based weighted
least squares estimators for the component pdfs under the assumption that «; is continuous.
However, to the best of our knowledge, there are two limitations in their approach: (1) the
resultant estimates do not inherit the nonnegativity property of a regular density function;
as is well known, such a property is often important in many downstream density-based
studies. In that paper, though authors have discussed an EM-like algorithm to achieve
nonnegative component density estimates, the corresponding theoretical properties as well
as the numerical performance of these estimates were not studied yet. (2) When dealing
with some practical problems, this method does not make full use of the data and therefore
the resultant density estimation may not be as efficient. We refer to the end of Section [ for
an example and further discussion.

In this paper, we consider maximum smoothed likelihood (Eggermont and Lariccia 2001,
Chapter 4) estimators for fi,..., fas, namely fl, ey fM, which maximize a smoothed like-
lihood function and inherit all the important properties of pdfs. Our method can handle
data with a;’s continuous or discrete. We also propose a majorization-minimization al-
gorithm that computes these density estimates numerically. This algorithm incorporates
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similar ideas as Levine et al. (2011) and the EM-like algorithm (Hall et al. 2005). We show
that under finite samples, starting from any initial value, this algorithm not only increases
the smoothed likelihood function but also leads to estimates that maximize the smoothed
likelihood function.

Another main contribution of this paper is to establish the L; asymptotic consistency
and the corresponding convergence rate for our density estimates. Because of the properties
(see Section M) of the non-linear operator “A,,” defined in Section ] and the complicated
form of the smoothed log-likelihood function, the development of the asymptotic theories for
the nonparametric density estimates under the framework of mixture model is technically
challenging and still lacking in the literature. We solve this problem by employing the
advanced theories in empirical process (see van der Vaart and Wellner 1996, Kosorok 2008,
and the references therein). We expect that the technical tools established in this paper may
benefit the future study on the asymptotic theories of the nonparametric density estimates
for mixture model of other kinds; see for example Levine et al. (2011).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2 presents our proposed den-
sity estimates based on smoothed likelihood principal. Section [3] suggests a majorization-
minimization algorithm to numerically compute these density estimates, and establishes the
finite-sample convergence properties of this algorithm. Section M studies the asymptotic be-
haviors of our density estimators. Section [ proposes a bandwidth selection procedure that
is easily imbedded into the majorization-minimization algorithm. Section [l conducts simu-
lation studies, which show that the proposed method is more efficient than existing methods

in terms of integrated square error. Section [0 applies our method to a real data example.



The technical details are relegated to the Appendix.

2 Maximum Smoothed Likelihood Estimation

With the observed data {X;, a;}", from Model (), we propose a maximum smoothed

likelihood method for estimating fi, ..., fas. We consider the set of functions

C={(fi,....fm): fjisapdf,j=1,...,M}.

Furthermore, we assume that f;’s have the common support S,.
Given Model ([l) and observations {X;, a; }_, the conditional log-likelihood can be writ-

ten as

n M
L(fi,- o far) = Zlog{ Zai,jfj(Xi)} :
i=1 J=1

However, as is well known, this log-likelihood function is unbounded in C; see page 25 in
Silverman (1986) and page 111 in Eggermont and Lariccia (2001). Therefore, the corre-
sponding maximum likelihood estimates do not exist. This unboundedness problem can be
solved by incorporating the smoothed likelihood approach (Eggermont and Lariccia, 1995,
Groeneboom et al. 2010, Yu et al. 2014, and the references therein). Specifically, we define

the smoothed log-likelihood of fi(z),..., fu(x) to be

n M
ln(fl;---;fM) = Zlog{zal’]Nth](Xl)} y (2)

where N, f(x) is the nonlinear smoothing operator for a density function f, represented by

Nof(z) = exp{ / Kh<u—x>1ogf<u>du}. 3)
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Here Kj,(z) = K (x/h), K(-) is a kernel function supported on [—L, L], and h is the
bandwidth for the nonlinear smoothing operator. By convention, we define 0log(0) = 0,
log(0) = —o0, and exp(—o0) = 0.

Our proposed maximum smoothed likelihood estimators for fi,..., fa; are given by

~

(Fro- o Far) = avgmasy, ppeela(fis- - fan). (4)

We observe that the smoothed likelihood function defined in (2]) has the following properties.
First, based on Lemma 3.1 (iii) of Eggermont (1999), /,,(+) is concave in C, and C is a convex
set of functions. Second, if the kernel function K (¢) is bounded and h; > 0, j =1,..., M

are fixed, then [,(+) is also bounded in C, since for every = and (fi,..., fu) € C,

Nio) < exp ftow{ [ Kl - o)slndu] < sup rco/m,

Therefore, the maximizer of [,(-) exists, i.e., the optimization problem () is well defined.
Furthermore, if we assume that for every j = 1,..., M, the X,’s corresponding to o;; > 0
are dense in S,, then [,,(+) is strictly concave in C and thus the solution to the optimization
problem () is unique. Here, “dense” means for every j =1,..., M, and x € S,, the interval

[z — Lh;,x+ Lh;| contains at least one observation X;, such that the corresponding o ; > 0.

3 The majorization-minimization algorithm

In this section, we propose an algorithm that numerically calculates j?l, e ]?M with given
bandwidths hy, ..., hy and study the finite-sample convergence property of this algorithm.
The proposed algorithm, called the majorization-minimization algorithm, is in spirit similar
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to the majorization-minimization algorithm in Levine et al. (2011). To facilitate our theo-
retical development, we define the majorization-minimization updating operator G on C as

follows. For any (f1,...,fu) €C, let

g(flvufM>:(f1gvvf](€4)7 (5>

where

Z?:l wiijhj (r — X5)

I(y) —
fi (z) ST ,
with  w;; = A?i’jNhj fi(X0) . (6)
> ket @ik Ny i (X)

We first show that G is capable of increasing the smoothed log-likelihood function [,, in every

step of updating.

Theorem 1. For every (fi,..., fu) € C, we have L, (G(f1, ., far)) = 1o (f1, ooy far)-

Theorem [I] immediately leads to our proposed majorization-minimization algorithm as

follows. Given initial values (f?,..., fY;) € C, for s =0,1,2,- -, we iteratively update from
(F5r o fo) to (A7 S as

() =G )

Clearly, Theorem [[l above ensures that for every s = 0,1,..., we have [, (f{*', ..., fi/') >

Lo (fF,..., f3;). Furthermore, since for any (fi,..., fum) € C, G(f1,..., fu) belongs to the

class of functions F,,:




therefore, (ff,..., f3;) € F, for s > 1. Next, we study the finite-sample convergence prop-
erty of this majorization-minimization algorithm; we observe that the technical development
for such a convergence property is nontrivial. We first present a sufficient and necessary

condition under which (ﬁ, ce fM) € C is a solution of the optimization problem ().

Theorem 2. Assume for every j = 1,...., M, Y "  a;; > 0. Consider (j?l, . ..,fM) eC,

then

o~

L(f,.. o )= sup L(fi .. fu)

(fl??fM)ec

~

if and only if (ﬁ, e J?M) = g(ﬁ, oy Jar) almost surely under the Lebesque measure.

The following corollary is resulted from an immediately application of Theorem [2} the
straightforward proof is omitted.
Corollary 1. Assume for every j =1,...,M, >  a;; > 0. Let (j?l, e j?M) be a solution

of the optimization problem (), then (ﬁ, .y Ju) € Fn almost surely under the Lebesgue

measure.

Corollary [ benefits our subsequent technical development of the asymptotic theories for

fl, cee fM in Section [l It indicates that the solution of () is equivalent to the solution of

~ ~

(f1> B fM) = argmax(fh___,fM)e]-'nln(f1> B fM)? (8)

as long as the stated condition )", a;; > 0 for every j is satisfied. This condition is quite
reasonable since if Y " | a; ; = 0 for some j then the jth subpopulation does not appear in
the data and we can delete the corresponding f;(z) from the mixture model (). Therefore,
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developing the asymptotic theories for J/C\l, cee J?M from (@) is equivalent to developing those
from (8.

Based on Theorem 2] we show the convergence of the updating sequence I, (f7, ..., fi) to
its global maximum, which implies the convergence of the proposed majorization-minimization

algorithm.

Theorem 3. Assume sup, K(t) < oo. Then, we have

~

T L (ff - f) = la(F ey fan),
where (]?1, o ]?M) € F, is a solution of the optimization problem ().

Based on Theorem [}, if we don’t impose further conditions on the data, [,(-) is not
necessarily strictly concave. Therefore, we can only show that the updating sequence
Ln(fsy ..., f3y) converges to the maximum of [,,(fi,..., far). Note that this does not guar-
antee the convergence of (f7,..., f¥;) to (]?1, o ]?M), i.e., the maximizer of ,,(f1,..., fum),
because such a maximizer may not be uniquely defined. Instead, referring to the proof of this
theorem, we have shown that there exists at least a subsequence of (f,..., fi;) converging
to a maximizer of l,,(f1,..., far). Furthermore, if we impose some technical condition such
that 1,,(-) is strictly concave, (j?l, . ]?M) is then uniquely defined by (). Immediately, we
can show limg oo (f7, ..., f3;) = (]?1, . ]?M) for every = € S,. We refer to the discussion at
the end of Section 2 for a sufficient condition so that [, is strictly concave in C.

We end this section with the following remark about the proposed majorization-minimization

algorithm above.
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Remark 1. Ma et al. (2011) discussed an EM-like algorithm in their discussion section to

obtain nonnegative component density estimates. In particular, they suggested defining

o fi(XG)
Wy 5 = M )
> k1 @ik fr(XG)

and using a similar way as (A) to update the resultant density estimates in their paper.

Yet, the corresponding theoretical properties as well as the numerical performance of these
estimates are left unknown. As commented by Levine et al. (2011), algorithms of this kind
do not minimize/mazximize any particular objective function; this may impose difficulty in
the subsequent technical development. We refer to Levine et al. (2011) for more discussion

of such a method.

AN

4 Asymptotic Properties for (fl, oo i)

~

In this section, we investigate the asymptotic behaviors of (]?1, ..oy Jar) given in (@)). First, we

consider the consistency of p(z, a) = Z;Vil a;N hjfj(x) under the Hellinger distance, where

the Hellinger distance between two non-negative functions g;(w) and g»(w) is defined to be
1/2 1/2 2 V2
dtarge) = | [ o) - @)} ]
Q
where g1, go are functions defined on €2, p is a measure on ().
Theorem 4. Assume Conditions 1-3. Then for any ¥ > 0, we have
d(’}/]/D\, ’Vﬁo) — Op(h0'5) 4 Op(n_0'5+79h_0'5).

where y(ax) is the marginal density of o, po(x, o) = Z]Nil a; fo.;(x) is the conditional density
of X given o, and foj(x), j=1,..., M, denote the true values of f;(x).
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Next we establish the asymptotic convergence rate for N/ hj.]/c;‘, 7 =1,..., M under the

Li-distance. The proof of this theorem heavily replies on the results given in Theorem [l

Theorem 5. Assume Conditions 1—4 in Appendix B. For every v > 0 and 7 =1,..., M,

we have
/ |NhJJ?J($) — fo(2)|dz = O,(R2) + O, (n~ 057 =05,
R

Last, we establish the L; convergence of J?J(:L’) We observe that the results by Theorems

and [0 play key roles in the proof.

Theorem 6. Assume Conditions 1—4 in Appendix B. For any ¥ > 0, we have
/ |fg(¢£) — fo(@)|dz = O (h?) + O, (n~5R=0%) j=1,... M.
R

For presentational continuity, we have organized the technical conditions and long proofs
of Theorems AH6l in Appendix B. As observed in Appendix B, the theoretical developments
for these theorems are technically challenging. The main obstacles are due to the following
undesirable properties of Ny, f(x) with f(z) being an arbitrary pdf.

Firstly, N f () is neither a density nor necessarily sufficiently close to the corresponding
f(x). Therefore, the well developed empirical process theories and technics for M-estimators
in density estimation (see for example Section 3.4.1 in van der Vaart and Wellner 1996) is
not directly applicable.

Secondly, Ny f(z) introduces significant bias on the boundary of the support of f(x).

For example, if f(x) is supported on [c, ¢z], then N, f(x) is supported on [¢; + Lh, co — Lh].
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That is N f(x) = 0 when « € [c1,¢1 + Lh) U (cg — Lh, co]. Here [—L, L] is the support for
the kernel function K(z).

These two properties of N, f(x) significantly challenge our technical development. So
far, we can only show the asymptotic behaviours of p(x), N h]fj(:c), and J?j(x) as those given
in Theorems [] Bl and [6l The convergence rate given in Theorems [Bl and [l may not be the
optimal. There is some room to improve. However, because of these two properties of “N7},”,
we conjecture that O,(h%%) is the best rate achievable by d(vp,vpo) under the assumption
that foj(x)’s are supported on a compact support. The intuition is as follows. Consider the
extreme case that even though J?j(:c)’s are estimated ideally well, J/C;(SL’) = fo,;(x) say, one

can show that the best rate for d(yp,ypo) is still bounded by O,(h°?).

5 Bandwidth Selection

The maximum smoothed likelihood estimates ﬁ, cee J?M depend on the choice of the band-

widths hq,...,hy. We suggest an algorithm that embeds the selection of the bandwidth

hi,...,hy into the updating steps of the majorization-minimization algorithm suggested in
Section

Let n; be the positive integer closest to ., «; ;, which serves as an estimate of the av-
erage number of observations from the jth population. Given initial values (f7, ..., fy,) and
initial bandwidths (h9, ..., hY,), for s = 0,1,2,---. We update (f;,..., fi;) and (hi, ... h3,)

as follows.
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Step 1. Foreveryi=1,... nand j=1,..., M, let

O‘z’jNhjfjs(Xi)
w; ;= i N (X .
i1 N s £ (X5)

Step 2. Sort w; ;: wgfg’j > wé)vj >0 > wfn)vj. Let 57 = {Xi w;; > wfnj)’j}. Treating
the observations in S} as from a single population, we apply available bandwidth

selection method for classical kernel density estimate to choose h;. Denote by hj-“ the

resultant bandwidth.

Step 3. Let

Z?:l wz‘sthfﬂ(:E - X;)
£ (x) = — :
>im1 Wy,
The philosophy of the above bandwidth selection step (i.e. Step 2) is as follows. In fact,
S% collects the n; observations most likely coming from the jth population based on the
preceding iteration. Therefore, we use these observations to select the bandwidth for the
corresponding density estimates in the current iteration.

When implementing this algorithm in our numerical studies, we use the quartic kernel,
which was also used by Ma et al. (2011). The initial density (f7,..., f);) is randomly
chosen from F,, i.e., the corresponding weights w; ; are randomly generated from the uni-
form distribution over [0,1]. In the bandwidth selection step (i.e. Step 2), once S5 is ob-
tained, we use R function dpik() to update the bandwidths hj“, j=1,...,M. dpik ()
in the R package KernSmooth is implemented by Wand and Matt (publicly available at

http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=KernSmooth|). This package is based on the kernel

methods in Wand and Jones (1996). Furthermore, the initial bandwidths are set as hg =n°
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for every j = 1,..., M, where h® is the output of dpik() based on all the observations
Xi,...,X,. We iterate Steps 1-3 until the change of the smoothed likelihood [, (f1, ..., far)
is smaller than a tolerance value 10~ in each iteration.

In our numerical studies, we observe that this algorithm converges fast. For example,
consider the real data example in Section [{l Setting the random seed set as “123456”, the
bandwidths do not change up to 6th decimal point in two iterations; the change of [, is less
than 107° in another 59 iterations. We have also experimented with other random seeds. The

results are very similar. In addition, the resultant estimates for fi,..., fy; are independent

of the choice of (f?,..., fY).

6 Simulation Study

We use the following simulation examples to examine the numerical performance of our
density estimates. We consider three “Studies”. Studies I and II adopt the same setup as
those in Ma et al. (2011) so that we can compare the results by our method with those in
that paper. Study III mimics the real data example given in Section [

In the first study (Study I), we generate data using two populations, i.e., M = 2. Both
populations have a standard normal distribution, so that fo1 = fo2 = ¢o, where ¢y denotes
the pdf of the standard normal distribution. We generate X,..., X, with n = 400. For
every X;, we set a; = (1, ;2)" with a1 = u;1/(u;1 + wi2), where w; 1, u; 2 are generated
independently from the uniform distribution over [0, 1]. Therefore, approximately 200 ob-

servations will come from each of the population. We repeat the simulation 1000 times and
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therefore obtain 1000 replicated simulation data sets {X;, a; }129.

For the second study (Study II), the settings are the same as those in Study I except that
the two populations are simulated very differently. In particular, the distribution for the first
population is simulated as normal distribution with mean 10 and variance 25, whereas the
second is as a t distribution centered at 20 with degrees of freedom 4 and scale parameter
10.

For every simulated data above, we apply the algorithm in Section Bl to obtain ﬁ and
5. The 5%, 50%, and 95% point-wise quantiles for f; (left panel) and % (right panel) over
1000 replications are given in Figure [ (Study I: top panels; Study II: middle panels). We
notice that the 90% confidence bands of f; and fy cover the corresponding true density. To
compare with the methods proposed by Ma et al. (2011), we compute the average values
of integrated squared error (ISE) for ﬁ and fQ over 1000 replications in Studies I and II.
The results together with those presented by Ma et al. (2011) are displayed in Table [l For
presentational brevity, in Table ], we have only listed two proposed methods (namely “OLS,
ICV” and “OLS, plug-in”) in that paper, since for other methods the displayed results are

very similar or even worse than these. Here ISE is defined to be
ISE(F) = [{F(@)  fosfa) e

Overview Table [, we have clearly observed that for Studies I and II, our method leads
to smaller ISE values than methods proposed by Ma et al. (2011). The improvement is
significant, particularly for the case that fy, and fy 2 are simulated similarly (i.e., Study I).

In the third study (Study III), we simulate densities that mimic the shape of those
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Table 1: Average values of the integrated square error (ISE) for the proposed method and
Ma et al. (2011)’s method in combination with ICV and adapted plug-in method under
Studies I and II. Each value in the table was computed from 1000 replications and is 100 x

the actual value.

Study I, n =400 | Study II, n = 400

Methods | f1 fo fi fo

Ma et al. (2011): OLS, ICV | 0.73 0.73 0.19 0.07
Ma et al. (2011): OLS, plug-in | 0.82 0.83 0.21 0.08

Our method | 0.52 0.51 0.15 0.07

estimated from the real data example in Section [ The data are generated by:

Xilo ~ fa(x)  when i>mny

Xila; ~0.677f1(z) +0.323f5(z)  when i < mny,

where ny = 211, ny = 81, fi(x), and fo(z) are the pdfs of N(10.77,1.19) and 0.48N(5.68, 1.04)+
0.52N(9.17,0.78) respectively. Here, N(u, o) denotes normal distribution with mean p and
variance 0. We choose these fi(z) and fy(x) so that they have similar shapes as those
estimated from the real data example in Section [ We repeat the simulation 1000 times and
therefore obtain 1000 replicated simulation data sets {X;, a; }23.

For each simulated data presented above, a simple method to estimate fi(x) and fy(x)

is as follows. Let fo(z) be the kernel density estimate of fo(z) based on X, 41,..., X, and
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7(z) be that of 0.677 f1(x) + 0.323 fo(x) based on Xi, ..., X,,. We then estimate f(z) by

F(z) — 0.323};(@.

filw) = 0.677

This method is introduced in the introduction section of Ma et al. (2011). Obviously, fi(z)
is not necessarily to be nonnegative.

We compare the results by our method with those by the simple method above. When
implementing the simple method, we use the quartic kernel and R function dpik() to obtain
the bandwidths for fo(z) and 7(z). The average ISEs over 1000 replications for fi and f
are both about 0.66 x 1072. In contrast, those for f; and f» are 0.68 x 1072 and 0.87 x
1072 respectively. These observations are not surprising. Appropriately accounting for the
information carried by Xj, ..., X,,, which is not used by ﬁ, our method decreases the ISE
of the estimate of fy(x) by about 24%. In contrast, fl has fully used the information carried
in X,,41,...,X,; without extra information on fi(x), our method does not significantly
outperform the simple method. However, fi(z) is guaranteed to be nonnegative, but f; (x)
is not. We have displayed in the bottom panel of Figure [l the 5%, 50%, and 95% point-wise
quantiles for f; (left panel) and fo (right panel) over 1000 replications. We have observed
that the 90% confidence bands of f; and f, capture the corresponding true densities.

In addition, we are not able to compare the results of our method with those by Ma
et al. (2011) as the corresponding implemented algorithm is not publicly available yet.
However, we observe that in this specific example the method by that paper leads to similar
density estimates as the simple method. In particular, with straightforward mathematical

manipulations, one can show that the estimate of fy(x) by that method is exactly the same

18



Figure 1: Pointwise quantile density estimates for Studies I (top panels), IT (middle panels),
and III (bottom panels). In each plot, the solid line is the true density and the other three
curves are the pointwise quantiles for density estimates over 1000 replicates: median (dotted),

5% (dashed), and 95% (dashed).
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as that by the simple method, whereas the estimate of fi(x) is given by

() — 0.323 ()
0.677 ’

filx) =

with fg(x) being the kernel density based on X,,,11,...,X,, but using the same bandwidth
as 7(x); in contrast, the corresponding term in the simple method is ]g(x) whose bandwidth

is chosen based on X, +1,..., X,.

7 Real Data Example

We consider the malaria data described by Vounatsou et al. (1998). The data come from a
cross-sectional survey of parasitemia and fever of children less than a year old in a village
in the Kilombero district of Tanzania (Kitua et al. 1996). They considered a subset of this
data for children of between six and nine months collected in two seasons: (1) January—June,
the wet season, when malaria prevalence is high; (2) July-December, the dry season, when
malaria prevalence is low. The data sets are available from http://www.blackwellpublishers.co.uk/rss
We use one of these data sets, which has also been analyzed by Qin and Leung (2005) and
Yu et al. (2014) with other statistical methods.

The measurements are the parasite levels (per ul), ranging from 0 to 399952.1. Among
these measurements, there are n; = 211 observations with positive parasite levels from the
mixture sample and ny = 81 observations with positive parasite levels for nonmalaria cases

in the community. Therefore, if we denote these parasite levels (after log transformation) as
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Xl, e 7Xn17Xn1+17 e ,Xn with n = ny + Nag, then
Xilai ~ aifi(z) + (1 — a;) fa(x),

where fi(z) and fo(x) are the pdfs of the log parasite levels for the malaria and nonmalaria
subjects respectively; «; is the probability that the ith subject is a malaria patient. Clearly,
when ¢ > ny, a; = 0 as it is known that all the subjects in this group are nonmalaria patients.
When 7 < nq, a; = 0.677 estimated from the proportional of the malaria patients over the

fevered patients in the endemicity and the community (Qin and Leung 2005). Therefore,

XZ“OQ' ~ fg(.ﬁ(f) when ¢ >m

We apply our method and the simple method described in Section@on {X;, a; }_; above,
where a; = (o, 1 — «;)7. Bandwidths are selected by the algorithm in Section [, and we get
hy = 0.832 and hy = 1.127. The resultant density estimates ﬁ(x), ﬁ(x), fi(z), and fo(z)
are diplayed in Figure 2l Both the “hat” and “tilde” estimates for f; (and f3) are similar in
shape. But fl(x) is not always nonnegative. Together with the observations in our simulation
studies, we expect that fi(z) and fs(z) are more efficient than f;(z) and fa(z). We have
also displayed the histograms for the nonmalaria sample [i.e., that for fo(z)] and the mixture
sample [i.e., that for 0.677 f,(z) + 0.323 fo(x)] with the corresponding density estimates from
our method in Figure Bl From this figure, we observe that our density estimates agree
very well with the observed data (see the histogram of the observations from the respective

sample).
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Figure 2: Component density estimates for malaria data based on the proposed method and

the simple method described in Section

0.4
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f_2(x): simple method

0.3
|

0.2
|

probability density function

0.1

0.0
[

log positive parasites

Furthermore, from Figure 2, we observe that the density estimate for the log parasite
levels of the malaria patients (the black solid line) has a clearer peak and more concentrated
curve (centered around 11) than that for the nonmalaria sample (the red dashed line), which
has a bimodal feature. From practical point of view, we argue that such an observation
is not surprising: the log parasite levels for the nonmalaria sample may be resulted from
more than one cause; these causes may lead to different parasite levels and therefore the
corresponding density is in fact a mixture of a number of subpopulations. In contrast, the
cause for the malaria sample is clear, i.e., the malaria disease; therefore, the resultant density

is concentrated and has a clear peak.
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Figure 3: Histograms for the nonmalaria sample [i.e., that for fy(x)] and the mixture sample
li.e., that for 0.677f;(z) + 0.323 fo(x)] along with the corresponding density estimates based

on the proposed method.
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Appendix A: Proof of Theorems IH3

Proof of Theorem [

The proof of this theorem uses a similar strategy as that in Levine et. al. (2011). Recall

ai,jNhjfj(Xi)

that for (f1,..., fu) €C, w;; = ST o N 750

: M
. Then for every i = 1,...,n, > ;7 w;; =
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1. By the concavity of the logarithm function, we have for every (gi,...,g9ux) € C,

ln(gl,...,gM)—ln(fl,...,fM)
_ Zl Sty N, g;(X0)
= aN, f(X)
Nh gg X;)

M
- Zk’gz YN F(Xo)

> Z Zwm {log N'n,g;(Xi) —log N, f3(Xi) }
i=1 j=1
M

= Z{bj(91>---,gM)—bj(fl,...,fM)}, (Al)

i=1

where

bj(g1s- - 9m) = Z w; jlog Ny, g;(Xi)
=1
i=1

which is maximized when g;(z) = Zi=laRr@=X) = f{(x). This together with (AI)

i=1 Wi,j

completes the proof of this theorem. W

Proof of Theorem

We first show necessity. Assume ln(ﬁ, oo fa) = supy o pyee n(fis oo, far). Based on

Theorem [, we immediately have ((f1,..., fa) = WG(fi,..., fu)). Next we show that
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With exactly the same calculation as (AJ]) and (A2), we have

0 = UG(fr, ... fu)) = U(Fr, ... J/C\M>

- E{(ge) o)

7=1 =1
where fY denotes the jth component of Q(f i ), Wij = 2isNn, 550 On the
j J p 1y JM), i Zgilaz,thkﬁ(Xl)

other hand, as ]/”;g and j?] are pdfs, we have

7 x)

fi (z)log = 7 x> 0.

)

Furthermore for every j = 1,..., M, since Y .  «a;; > 0 and (ﬁ,...,fM) € C, we have

>, w;; > 0. Therefore,

f7 ()
9(z) log =2 dr =0,
[ Bz

which together with the continuity of ]?](x) and j?jg(:z), and the fact that log(-) is strictly
concave leads to J?]g(:c) = J?J(:L’) for every # € S,. That is (f1,..., far) = G(fi,-.., far) as

claimed before.

~

We proceed to show the sufficiency. Assume (ﬁ,...,fM) = g(ﬁ,...,fM). Let ? =

~ ~

(fi,- .., far). For an arbitrary f = (f1,..., far) € Fn, we need to show that I,(f) < L,(f).

Define

with t € [0, 1]. Next, we verify that H(-) has the following properties.

(P1). H(t) is a concave function in [0, 1].
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(P2). H(t) is continuously differentiable in (0, 1), H'(0+) exists, and H'(0+) = 0.

We first show (P1) above. Note that [, is concave in C, we immediately have for every

ti1,10 € [0, 1],

H(t1+t2) N A A Sl L)
2 2

> b (Frnr=5)+ gl (Frong-5)
_ %H(tl)Jr%H(Q),

leading to (P1). We proceed to show (P2). First, to verify that H(t) is continuously differ-
entiable in (0,1) and the existence of H'(0+), it suffices to verify that for every z € S, and
jg=1,...,M, [ Ky(u— z)log [j?](u) +t {fj(u) — E(U)H du is continuously differentiable
when ¢t € (0,1), right differentiable at ¢ = 0, and the derivative can be exchanged with
the integration. This is valid because of the definition of F,, and the dominant convergence
theorem. Therefore, it is left to verify H'(04) = 0. For notational convenience, we denote

fi= ?+t(f — ?) = (fity.--, fare) and let (fft,...,fj\%t) = G(fity---, fur). Using the

chain rule of derivatives, we have for every t € (0,1),

n M 5 'Nh'f't Kh(u—XZ)
H/ — »J jJJs J
) Z Z 22/1—1 (e% thk fk,t(Xz) / fj,t(u)

i=1 j=1

- Z/fﬂ ~ F(w)} du.

Noting the fact that f;o = fj and f 7 = fj based on our assumption, we immediately have

H'(04) = Z/ 1w - Fw }du

f;o U
- Z/{fj<u>—ﬁ<u>}du=0,
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which completes our proof of (P2) above. Now based on (P1) and (P2) and the property of

the concave functions, we immediately have
H(1) < H(0) + H'(0+)(1 — 0),
which is
I (F) < 1(f)-

This completes the proof of the theorem. W

Proof of Theorem

Since (ff,..., fay) € Fn, for every j =1,..., M, we can write

2 iz Wi K ( — XG)

f;(l’) - Z@_l w? .

Clearly, for every s, the collection of the coefficients w® = {w}; :i=1,...,n;j=1,..., M}

belongs to
Qw:{{wldlzl,,7’L7]:1,,M}0§w27j§1},

which is a closed subset of R™ . Therefore, there exists a subsequence of w?®, namely w*,

and w® ={w:i=1,...,n;j=1,..., M} € Q,, such that

.3

lim w® = w*™. (A.4)
l—00

Let




It can be readily checked that

lim f7 () = f7*(x) (A.5)

l—00

for all x € S, and hence

: s] S\ 0 0
llifgjln( 1 9> M)—ln(fl 7"'7fM)7

which together with Theorem [ ensures
T L fi) = B )
It is left to show
GUTs - = (5 ) (A.6)

Then based on Theorem [2, we have

ln(floovvfl?;) :ln(ﬁvvfM)7

which completes our proof of this theorem.

In fact, along the subsequence s; defined above, using the same derivations as ([A.T]) and

(A2)), we have

0 = lim {L(F™ ) = W )

. - sH—l JSH—l(x)
—zﬂn_{( )/f @)W}ZO
. M sl+1 ]Sl-"_l(x) _
lli)r?o > {(Z ) /f ) dx} = 0. (A.7)

v
5

Hence
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On the other hand, note that (A% implies lim; o G(f7', ..., far) = G(f°, ..., fa0), or
equivalently,

Yion (£ ) = (70 ), (A.8)

where (f7%,..., fi7%) = G(fi*,..., f37). Combining (Ad), AF), (KD, and [@AF), we

SiES N TR
Z{(Z ”)/fj (@) og oo =0

J=1

have

which indicates for every j =1,..., M,

00,G x
/f]‘.’o’g(a:) log f}m(;))dx =0. (A.9)

With the continuity of f7°(z) and f;o’g(x), and the fact that log(-) is strictly concave, (A.9))

implies f°(x) = ffo’g(x). That is

GUT - ) = (- )

which proves (A.6]), and therefore completes the proof of this theorem. W

Appendix B: Proof of Theorems 4 —

Technical Conditions

We impose the following conditions to facilitate our technical developments for Theorems

and [0l They are not necessarily the weakest possible.
Condition 1: There exists a bandwidth A such that Cy < inf, ;h;/h < sup, ;h;/h <
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Cy, where (4 > 0 and Cy > 0 are universal constants. Furthermore, h — 0 and

nh — oo when n — oo.

Condition 2: The kernel function K (z) is symmetric about 0, supported and continuous
on [—L, L] for some L > 0 and inf,e(_r,z) K(z) > 0. The ath-order derivative K (z)
of K(z) exists for every a = 1,2,... and € (—L,L). Further sup,, |K®(z)| is

bounded.

Condition 3: The true component pdfs fy;(z), j = 1,..., M are supported on S, =
[c1, ¢2] and are twice continuously differentiable in (¢, ¢3) with bounded second order

derivatives. Furthermore, inf,cg, fo ;(z) > 0.

Condition 4: Let S, be the support for v(a). There exists M x 1 vectors a1, . .., 0o m

in S, satisfy (i) and (ii) below.

(i). The M vectors auy, ...,y are linearly independent.

(ii). There exist balls O; C S,,j=1,..., M, ag; € O;, O; are disjoint, and y(a) > 0

for every ae € O;.

Condition 1 requires that the M bandwidths have the same order. Condition 2 requires
that the kernel function K(x) is symmetric and is sufficiently smooth. Condition 3
requires the component pdfs are sufficiently smooth and is positive on the support of
X. Condition 4 is a identifiability condition, which is satisfied when « is a continuous

random vector, or a discrete random vector with at least M supports.
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Preliminary preparation

The proof of Theorems [HA heavily relies on the well developed results for the M-estimation
in empirical process. We use van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) (VM) as the main reference
and adapt the commonly used notation in this book. In this section, we introduce some
necessary notation and review two important results.

We first review some notation necessary for introducing the result for the M-estimation.
Let “ <7 (2 7) denote smaller (greater) than, up to a universal constant. Throughout,
we will use C' to denote a sufficiently large universal constant. For a set M of functions of

(x, ), we define

1 n
G,m = \/E{EZm(Xi,ai)—Eom()Qa)} for m e M (B.1)
i=1
Gallw = sup [Gum). (B2)
meM

Here Fy means the expectation is taken under v(a)po(z, ). This convention will be used
throughout the proof. The Hellinger distance between two non-negative functions mq(x, )

and ma(x, ) is defined to be

d{rmn, o) = [ / 7 [ {miP.a) =i} dxda] .

Let P,, denote the class of functions:

P, = {p(:)s,a) = Zaj/\/hjfj(z) (fr,.o fu) € ]:n}, (B.3)
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where F,, is defined by (). For any nonnegative functions p(z, a) and p;(x, o), we define

(X, a) +pi(X, o)

mpp, (X, @) = log o (Xa) (B.4)

M) = 53 (i) (B9
i=1

M,(p,p1) = Eomy, (X, a); (B.6)

Mosppr = {Mpp = Mypp, 20 € Pryd(yp,vp1) <6} (B.7)

With the above preparation, we present an important lemma, which is an application of
Theorem 3.4.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) to our current setup. It serves the basis

for our subsequent proof.

Lemma 1. Suppose the notation M,,, M,, and ||G,||m are defined above, po(z, ) =

n,6,p,P0

ijvil a;foj(x) is the true conditional density of X given o, and y(-) is the marginal density

of a.. If the following three conditions are satisfied:

(C1) for everyn and p € F,, M,(p,po) — My (Po, Po) < —d?(vp, YDo);

(C2) for everyn and § > 0, Ey||G,||m < 0n(0) for functions ¢, such that ¢, (5)/0% is

n,8,p,pg "

decreasing on (0,00) for some o < 2;

(C3) M,(P. o) = Mi(o, Po) — Op(r;2), where plw, &) = S Ny, fi(x) and 7, satisfies

ra@(1/rn) < V/n, for every n;

then

rad (YD, 7P0) = Op(1).
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An difficult step in the application of the above lemma is to verify Condition C2. An useful
technique is to establish a connection between Eo[|Gy ||, 4,5, and the bracketing integral of
the class vP,. For the convenience of presentation in next subsections, we introduce some
necessary notation and review an important lemma.

We first introduce the concept of bracketing numbers, which will be used to define the
bracketing integral. Consider a set M of functions and the norm || - || defined on the set M.
For any € > 0, the bracketing number Nj(e, M, || -||) is the minimum number of N for which
there exists a set of pairs of functions {(I;,u;)}_; such that (i) [|u; — ;|| < e and (ii) for any
m € M, there exists a j = j(m) such that {; < m < u;. The bracketing integral of the class

M is then defined to be

. 4
T M) = [T logNy(e M- e (B.5)

Next, we review a result about the covering number of a class of continuous functions,
which will be useful to calculate the bracketing number of vP,, and the bracketing integral

of vP,. For every function f defined on A C R and a positive integer a, define the norm

_ (k)
1flla = max sup [ f%(x)]
where the suprema are taken over x # y in the interior of A; f*)(x) denotes the kth order

derivative of f; f(© = f. Let C% (A) be the set of all continuous functions f : A + R with

1flla <W.

Lemma 2. Let A be a length L interval in R. There exists a constant K < oo depending

only on a and L such that

log Ny (e, C(A), L(Q)) < K /e,
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for every r > 1, € > 0, and any probability measure Q on R. Here L.(Q) is the L,.-norm

under the probability measure ().

This lemma is the special case of the Corollary 2.7.2 of VW; see Page 157.

Proof of Theorem [4: Consistency of d(vp,vpo)

In this section, we show Theorem [, which establishes the consistency of d(yp, vpo) and plays

a key role in the proofs of Theorems bl and [fl subsequently. Recall that we need to show
d(vD, vpo) = O, (h*?) 4+ O, (n= 05+ p=0%),

This proof contains three steps. In each step, we verify one condition in Lemma [Il
In Step 1, we verify that Condition C1 in Lemma [I is satisfied. We need the following

lemma regarding the property of smoothing operator A/’,.

Lemma 3. Consider N f(x) defined by (3), then for any density function f(z), we have

/Nhf(ib)dat < 1.
R

Proof: By the concavity of the logarithm and Jensen’s inequality, we have

/RNhf(a:)d:c = /exp{/Kh u—x)log f(u )du}dm
< //Khu—:)s w)duda
= /Rf(u)/RKh(u—x)dxdu:l. O

We now move back to verify Condition C1. For any p € F,, let ¢ = (p + po)/2. Since
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logx < 2(y/x — 1) for every x > 0, we have that

Mn(]%ﬁ()) - Mn(ﬁmﬁ()) - E() (logﬁi)
0

¢\
< 2By | o5 — 1

Po
= —dz(vﬁo,WH/v(q—ﬁo)dfvda

R
= —d2(7ﬁo,W)+0-5/7{/pdx—1}da
R R

< —d*(vpo, 7q),

where, to achieve the last “<”, we have applied Lemma [3l Note that

Yq — VDo,

D - W\—zgi%\m—%}ﬂ

which implies that

1
—d*(vPo,7q) < —ﬁcﬂ(vpo, vp).

Therefore

- — 1 -
M, (p, o) — My (Po, Do) < —Ecﬁ(“ypoﬁp)-

Hence Condition C1 of Lemma [l is satisfied.

In Step 2, we establish the upper bound for Ey||G,,||m

lines as that of Theorem 3.4.4 in VM, we get that

(B.9)

J (0,7 P, d)
Bol|Gallt s, S (6 7Pasd) { Hé—f}

where the bracketing integral jﬂ is defined in (B.8)). Lemma @] below gives the upper bound
for (7[](5, Py, d), which, combined with (B.9)), immediately leads to ¢,(-) in Condition C2 of
Lemma, [II
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Lemma 4. Let a be an arbitrary positive integer. Then
Jy(6, 7P, d) < 611/ Z log h,)*3h; 5702/, (B.10)
7j=1

Proof: Consider

i S ";U(, , Lo <y <1y,
i=1 2¥)

Let SF = [c1 — A, co + A], where A > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant. Note that for any

PJ:{Nhjf:f:

g € Pnj, g(x) = 0 when x ¢ Si. In the following proof, we focus on the function class
defined on S}.

With Condition 2, we first check that for any arbitrary a > 0, we have

(logh ) VhiCay/Pu;s C C(S;) (B.11)

for some universal constant Cy > 0. Here S¥ = [c; — A, co+ A}, where A > 0 is an arbitrarily

small constant. For presentational brevity, we only show the case of a = 1; the cases of

a=2,3,..., can be proved similarly. For any /N, f € \/ Pp.j, by straightforward calculus,

we have

(. /Nhjf)/ - hiexp {0.5/ K(t) logf(x—l—thj)dt} / K'(t)log f(x + thy)dt.  (B.12)
J R R
For any function f(z), let f*(x) = max{f(z),0} and f~(z) = max{—f(x),0} denote the

positive and negative parts of f(z), respectively. Using the conditions that K () is bounded

below and |K’(t)| is bounded in Condition C2, we further have

(/)

< hijexp{0.54K(t)logf(x+thj)dt}/RK(t)\logf($+thj)\dt
< hijexp [O.&a/ﬂgﬂﬂ {log f(x +thy)}" dt—o*”/RK(t) tog flw+thy) - dt}
| [0 Qg (o ehy)y* e+ [ 500) Qog fo + thi))
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Note that [ K(t) {log f(z + th;)} " dt < log(1/h;). Hence

W)'

< #exp [—0.5 /R K(t) {log f(x + thy)}~ dt]

X [log(l/hj) +/RK(1€) {logf(:v+thj)}_] dt.

Note that for any z > 0, x exp(—0.5z) < 1. Then

! 1 1 1
(\/Nhjf> S s log(l/hy) + 55 S s log(1/Ry).
hj J hj

2a+1 ha+0.5

) h :
Now, by Lemma [2] and view d on WC’ZPM- as the Lo-distance on WCQ\/Pn,j,

we have

h2a+1 ha—l—O .5
lOgNH (E’WCSPHJ’CZ) = lOgNH ( (logh \/ n]>L2> S 1/61/11.
J

2a+1

On the other hand, under d, for every e-length bracket of Toah % C3P,.;, it is a length

e(log hj)“/(h?JrO'sC’g) bracket in P, ;. Therefore,

2a+1
10g N[] (G(lOg hj)a/(h;}+0-5C2), ’ij, d) = log N[] <€, (log]T)%CSP"’j’ d) S l/el/a’
j
which immediately implies
log Ny (€, P g, d) < log by /{e(h4t0) e (B.13)

For notational simplicity, we write N; = Nj(€, P, d). Then for every j, there exist a set of

e-brackets B; = {[u; j,vi;] :i=1,..., N;} that covers P, ;. Let

B = {[pL(% o), pu(z, )] pr = Z%uz} (@), pr = Zozjvzj j(x), for every j,i; € {1,.

Clearly, B covers 7P, with II})Z, N; brackets.
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Next we consider the minimum bracket length. Note that for any x, 2", v,y > 0, we have
{(:L’—I—y)l/2 . (I/ _'_y/)1/2}2 < (1’1/2 . $/1/2)2 + (y1/2 . y/1/2)2'

Hence for any [p.(z, o), py(z, )] € B,

nMg

M
2
d“(pr(z, o), py(z, @) E ozjui”,ozjvi” uljj,vljj ) < Mé.

This indicates for every € > 0,

log I

M
log Njj(e, 7Py, d) < log Ng(V Me, vP,,d) < Zlog c1/af,lT05/a”
j=1 J

=1
This proves (B.10). W

With the help of Lemma [ we set

M M
_ <1-1/(2a) 05 —0.5-0.25/a 05 0.5—0.25/a
Bn(8) =6 » “(log hy)**h; <1+f51+1/<2 > “(log h;)*®h; )
Jj=1 j=1

Obviously, ¢,,(9)/6* with o = 1 is a decreasing function of §. This verifies Condition C2 of
Lemma [I]

In Step 3, we check

M., (P, o) = M (Po, Po) + Op(h). (B.14)

Let p,(z, o) = Z]Nil N, Sp, foj(x), where for j =1,..., M,
(

chyjfoj(c2), @ € [ca,co + Lhy]

S C R (B.15)

cn,fog(cr), @ € ler — Lhy,ci

0, otherwise
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where ¢, ; is a constant such that [, Sy, fo;(z)dz = 1.

Note that M, (po, po) = 0 and log(z) is concave. We have

Xm az + pO(Xza az)
2p0(Xza az)

M., (7. 50) — M (o) = —Zl

v

% Z {log p(Xi, ;) — log po (X, ;) }
i=1
1 & N
= o {logh(Xs @) — logp (X, )}
=1

1 & _
+%; {log pn(Xi, ;) — log po( X, o) }

v

1 o -
m Z {log pn(Xi, a;) — log po(Xi, o)},
i=1
where the step follows from the fact that
Z {log B(X;, a) — log pu (X, )} = Lu(frv - far) = 1a(Sh fouts -+ Shyg fonr) = 0

Let

n

1 ~
1= > {log pa (X, o) — log po(Xi, o)} .

i=1

Therefore, to show (B.14]), we only need to verify that
[ = Op(h')>
which is valid based on Lemma [f] below.

Lemma 5. Assume Conditions 1-3. We have

Eolog(pa/Po) = O(h) (B.16)
pn(X a) _ 2
var <log m) = O(h%). (B.17)
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Proof: In the proof, we need the approximation of log(p,/po). Note that
log(pn/po) = log (]% + 1) )
0

By Condition C3, we have that for x € [¢1, ;] and o € 9,

~Y

pn(I’ a) - ﬁO(‘% a) ’
Po(z, @)

> i {N W, Si, foi(x) - ij(x)}‘

j 1

< Z‘Nh Sh; foi(x) = fos(x)].

Applying Condition C3 again, we further note that

sup [Ny, Sn, foi(x) = fos(x)] = O(h).

z€[cr,ce2)

Hence

sup Po(, ?) — Polw, @) = O(h).
r€ler,ea], A pO(xa Ot)

Applying the second-order Taylor expansion and using (B:20), we get that

pn(I’ a) - 50(‘% a)
Po(z, @)

log(pn/Po) = + R(z, @),

where the remaining term R(x, o) satisfies

sup  |R(z,a)| = O(h?).

x€lcy,c], X

We now prove (B.16). Combining (B.21)) and (B.22), we have that

pn(I’ a) _50(x>a) 2
o) + O(h?)

M
S ZE0|Nhj5hjfo,j — fojl +O(h?)
=1

|Eo{log(pn/po)}l < Eo

= O(h),
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where we have used (BIS)) in the second step and (B.I9)-(B.22) in the third step.

Last, we show (B.I7). Note that
Pn(X, )) {P n(X, a)}
var | log ——= | < Eplo — . B.26
(oeeray) < it {2 20
Combining (B:20)-(B22) and (B.26), we further get that

+O(h?) = O(h?). (B.27)

0

We finished verifying Conditions C1-C3 in Lemma[Il Recall that

M M
¢ _ §51-1/(a) Z 1ogh 05h 0.5-0.25/a (1 + \/_51+1/(2 Z logh O5h_05 025/a>
j=1

Jj=1

and M., (p, po) > M, (Po, po) + Op(h). By applying Lemma [l we have d(vp,vpo) = Oy(r;,")

with r, satisfying
r20,(1/r,) < /nandr,? = 0,(h)
for every a > 0. Note that r2¢,(1/r,) < \/n is equivalent to
M
Tidl_l/(za Z logh 05h—05 0.25/a < \/—
j=1

which implies that

M /(1+1/(2a))
T S <n0‘5 Z(log hj)0‘5h?'5+0'25/a> .

=1
For any 9 > 0, set a sufficiently large, and r;! = O(h%%) + O(n=%5*"4=05) we have

d(7D, vPo) = Op(h*®) 4 O, (n~ >0 p=09),

which completes the proof of this theorem. W
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Proof of Theorem

In this subsection, we mainly establish the consistency of [, |V, hj]?j(x) — fo,;(x)|dz as claimed
in Theorem [ by using the consistency result for d(yp,vpo) in Theorem @l We need the

following lemma.

Lemma 6. Assume Condition 4. For any p(x,a) = Z]Nil Ny, fi(x) € Py, we have

/R Won, £5(2) — foy(x)|dz < d(vp. 7o),

Proof: With O;,5 =1,..., M and oy ; given in Condition 4, we have

é/ﬂg{\/p(xvao,j) - \/ﬁo(fc,ao,j)}Qd:c
é//;éoj;meR (\/P(l"aa) — v/ po(z, a)>27(a)d9:da

S d2(7p> 750)9

N

which indicates for every j =1,..., M,

/R {\/p (@, a0) = \/50(”3’ O‘OJ)F dz S d*(p, 7Po). (B.28)

Next we show that [, [Ny, f;(z) — fo(2)|dz can be bounded by a linear combination
of the left hand side of (B.28). We need some notations. Let A = (a1, ..., o) be an

M x M invertible matrix and denote

Then
M M
Nhjfj(ﬂf) = Z ajp(T, o), foj(r) = Z a; kPo(T, o )
k=1 k=1
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Therefore,

IA
=
<.
ol
%\
=
S
Q
o
Eal
=
=
S
Q
[}
z
=
3

\// V(. 00,) + /o, a0,) } da

(B.29)

VAN

iM= 1

QQ
—
\

&

OQ

St

0)

OQ

< 3 fapuld w,m\/ [ ole00,) + o0} d (5.30)

7=1
S d(yps vpo), (B.31)

where from ([B29) to (B30), we use (B28) and the fact that (a + b)* < 2(a® + b%); from

(B.30) to (B.31)), we have applied Lemma [3, specifically,

M M
/p(x,aoj) = Zaod/./\/'hjf](x)dx < Zaoj =1,
R o R =

and likewise [, Po(z,00;) <1. W
Combining Theorem [l and Lemma [6] we immediately conclude the consistency of

Je |Nhjj/c;(£l7) — foj(z)|dz. That is: for any 9 > 0, we have
/ |/\/'hjj?](at) — fo(@)|dz = O, (h*?) + O, (n~ 0T p=05), (B.32)
R

which completes our proof of Theorem [l
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Proof of Theorem

In this subsection, we prove Theorem [0, which establishes the L; consistency of f](:ﬂ), ] =

1,..., M. Recall that

~ S Wi Ky (2 — X;)
fi(z) = —
21:1 Wi, j
with
Ny fi(XG)
Wij = —v

M
py.a) = 3 aNn L.
s=1

(B.33)

We investigate the asymptotic properties of the numerator and denominator of (B:33)) sep-

arately, and then establish the consistency of j?](x) Based on Condition 3, we can find a

constant ¢ > 0, such that inf, o po(x, a) > 2¢. With straightforward manipulation, we note

that ]?](z) given in (B.33) can be decompose as follows.

-~ _ Il(.flf> _ [171(117) — [12(5(7) + ]1,3(25)

fi(z)

P P
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where

La(z) = % é Ky (o~ Xi)%gjm[{ﬁ(&, o) < ¢} (B.35)
hat) = A3 32 BB i o) < (B.36)
=
Ly(z) = % 2:; K, (2 — XQ%I@(&, i) > ¢}
+% 2:; K (- X2 JN"éfj X o an) < )
- Z e vy M e e e ML)
L = % ; ;. (B.38)

Next we study the asymptotic behaviors of I 1(x), 1 2(z), and I 3(x). Studying I, is very

similar but easier. We first consider I; 3(x). We can write

Lig(x) = P{K,, (Y =) {gjc(Y,a) = gjo(Y,a)}} + P{K), (Y — ) gjo(Y, )},
= Liza(r) + Liza(z), (B.39)

ajNth?j(y)
H{p(y, Q) >c}+cl{p(y,00)<c}"

where “P” is operated on (Y, a); g;0(y, @) = ‘;%{Zfo(f)); Gjcly, o) = Xl

We shall work on the following function classes.
o K (y—1) € Fr;={Ky(y—x):indexed by z}.

e Recalling P, ; defined in the proof of Lemma @], we have

a; fi(y) .
p(y, ) {p(y, @) > c} + cl{p(y, @) < c}

M
gjvc(y7 Ot) € ‘FCJ = { (yv a) = Zasfs(y)v fs S Pn,s} .
s=1

e We also need |g;.c(y, @) — gjo(z, )| € Foj = {|gjc — gjol : gj.c € Fej}-
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The following lemma calculates the bracketing numbers of the function classes given

above.

Lemma 7. The bracketing numbers for Fg ;, F.;, and .7?0,]- are given below. For everye > 0,
(P1). Ny(e, Frj, Lo(Fo)) S %;

(P2). for an arbitrary a > 0, log Nyj(e, F;, Lo(Py)) < log

~ El/ah;+1/aJ

(P3). for an arbitrary a > 0, log Ny <€7ﬁc7j7L2(P0)) < _ loghy

~ el/‘lhjl.Jrl/a ’

In above, “<” are up to universal constants depending on the upper bound of K(-), a, ¢, and

M.

Proof: Applying Theorem 2.7.11 in VM, (P1) immediately follows. We proceed to
show (P2). Using an exactly the same strategy as the proof of (B.13]) in Lemma [ we can

verify

lOg hj

61/ah;+1/a :

log Nyy(€, Prj, L2(F)) S

For notational convenience, we write N; = Njj(€, Py, j, Lo(Fp)). Then for every j, there exist

a set of e-brackets B; = {[u;j,v;;] :i=1,..., N;} that covers P, ;. We consider

(
QjUiy,j QAjVij.j

gL(y>a) = o gU(y>a) = oL

N pu = puI{py > c} +cl{py < ks Pu = Sy cqvi;
B =< lor(y, @), gu(y, )] : ;
pr =prd{pr > ¢} +cl{pr < c}; pL= Zzﬂil g, g

for every 4y =1,...,N;; and [=1,...,.M
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which contains Hjj‘ile number of brackets. We verify that gj covers F. ;. In fact, for every

o fi(y) c
y, o) I{p(y, ) > c} + cl{p(y, o) < c}

oy, ) = Fejs B.40
93, (y ) o J ( )

since for every j = 1,..., M, B; covers P, ;, there exist (iy,...,ip), where 1 <4, < N; for

every [ =1,..., M, such that
(C].) QUi g < Oéjfj < Q50 55 and
(C2). pr < p < py, where p, = Zl]\il ayu;, and py = Zl]‘il QU -

Furthermore, note the fact that for any two functions g; and ¢o, g1 < go implies g1 1{g; >
ct 4+ cl{g < ¢} < gol{go > ¢} + cI{go < ¢}, where ¢ > 0 is an arbitrary constant. This

together with (C2) above leads to

(C3). pr < pl{p > ¢} +cl{p < ¢} < py, where pr = prI{pr > c} + cI{pr > c} and
pu = pul{py > c} + cl{py < c}.

QUG Qjv;
G Wig.g 3Vij.3

po 0 IU pL

(C1) and (C3) imply g1, < gj. < gu, where g, = l9r, gu] is a bracket in
gj. Therefore, we have verified that g] covers F ;.

We need to calculate the sizes of the brackets in gj under Ly(Fy). To this end, we

consider an arbitrary [gz, gu| € gj. Noting the facts that |py —pr| < |pv —pr], 0 <o, <1,
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0 < ajuy, ; < pr and py > pr, > ¢ > 0, we have

lgv — g1 < — Vijg — Wigj| T —— Pu —pL’
PL puPL
< |vi; 5 — iy g N lpu — pil
C C
< Vi, 5 — iy | N v — Pil
C C
M
Vi i— Ui i 1
S M_‘__Zh)il,l_uil,l )
C C

=1

which immediately leads to

/xeR /aesw lgu (@, @) = gr(z, @) Py()po(x, a)drdax

M

S (@ a)dsda
=1 JTER JOYES,
< €
where the last “<” is because that for every [ = 1,..., M, [u;,;,v;,,] is a e-bracket in B; under

Ly(Py). This together with the facts that gj covers J ; and gj contains II}Z, N; number of
brackets completes our proof for (P2) in this Lemma.

Last, we show (P3). Let F. 0 = {gjc — 90 : 9j.c € Fe;}- It is straightforward to check
that

log I

lOg NU (€> fc,j,Oa L2(PO)) S W. (B41)
J

On the other hand, let |f| be an arbitrary function in ]?CJ» and f € F.jo. Let [gr, gu| be the
e-bracket in F_ ;o such that g, < f < gy. By noting the fact that or any y and a, we must

have either g7 (y, ) =0 or g;(y, ) = 0, we can easily check that

91 +9u < |fI < max{|gr|. |gul}, (B.42)
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where for any function g, g~ = —min{0, g} and gt = max{0,g}. Clearly |g| = g~ + ¢*.

Consequently,

jmax{lgcl, lgv|} — of —9p| < l9f +9z — 91 — 9|+ 196 + 95 — 9% — 90
= oz — gul + lov — 911 < 2lgv — gul- (B.43)
(B.42) and (B.43) imply that every e-bracket under Lo(Fp) in F. ;o leads to a 2e-bracket

under Ly(Py) in F,,. This together with (BZI) completes our proof of (P3) in this lemma.

[ |
With the lemma above, we study the asymptotic properties for I; 3 given in (B.39). We

will consider [ 3;(z) and Iy 32(x) separately. First, we show

[ @iz =0, (—Vlgh> (v 7). (B.44)

n0.5h2.5+0.5/a
To this end, note that
[inastas < B[ - 0o 15,000 - g 001}
R R

= P{lgc(y, @) = gjoly; )|} (B.45)
where PP is operated on y and «. Now that |g;..(y, @) — g;0(y, @)| € F.;, and for any function
fe fchj, we have

Pof? < 4

[fllee < 2,

which incorporated with Lemma 3.4.2 in VM lead to

Jp <27fc,j7 L2(P0)>
vn -2

En |Gz, Ty (2. Fes La(P) ) 4 1+ 4. (B.46)
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On the other hand, by (P3) in Lemma [7] we have

~ ~ log h;
Jy (2,.7:c,j,L2(P0)> S /\/ c/ap, 1+1/a

log h

~ hg 5+0.5/a’

which together with (B8] leads to

Jlogh;
< Vo8 (B.47)

c N 05+05/[I :
hj

EPOH

By Chebyshev’s inequality, (B.47) immediately implies

) = Voshs (B.48)

P{lgjc(y, @) — gj0(y, )|} — Po{lgj.c(y, @) — gjoly, )|} = IETUETE
J

where the convergence of I {|g;.(y, &) — gj0(y, )|} is studied by the following lemma.

_ aifos() . o N, B w)
Lemma 8. Recall gjo(y, &) = ﬁo(Z,oo gy, ) = p(y, Q) {p(y, Oé)>c}+cf{p(y Q)<c}’ We have
Pol9.e(y, &) — gjo(y, @)[} < d(vD; vPo)- (B.49)
Proof: Note the fact
Giely, @) = N1, F50)
e ply, a)I{ply, @) > c} + cl{ply, ) < c}
ajNhjfj(y) —~ ajNh-fj(?/) ~
= ——H{ply,a) > c} + ———{ply,x) < c}.
o) {ply, @) > ¢} . {Ply, @) < ¢}
Therefore
Po{lgjc(Y,a) —gjoY, )|} < Liz11+Tisi2+ L1313 (B.50)

20



where
a]Nh f] Y) aij,j(y)

Lizin = // =
aes, Yy, pO(y>a)

a NG Fs
hass = [ [ Mf{ﬂymSc}wa)ﬁo(y,a)dady
aes,

C

H{ply, @) > c}y(a)poly, o) dedy

(0% ~ ~
Lans = / / ﬂf“ f{p(y,a>Scma)po(y,a)dady.
CEESW pO ya

To show this lemma, we only need to bound I; 311, 1312 and I;3:3. We first consider

[1,3,1,13

hoss = [ [ S L)~ fos)] 10 00 > (@Rl e)dey

a; f N ~ N ~
o[ B 5,00 = ol )| 1710 @) > e (@)l adady
aes, Py, @)po(y, &)
s / )Nhjfxy)—fo,j(y))dadw | 15w @) Bty @)y (@)dady
R R
S [ N 5i0) = fosto)| desdy -+ 27 570)
R
S d(yp, vpo), (B.51)
where for the last “<”, we have applied Lemma Next, we consider [; 37190 and [;313

together, it is clearly seen that

[1,371,2 S [1,371,4>

and Lizis S Tisia, (B.52)
where

Tigia— / / H{fly, @) < }y(e)foly, a)dady.
R JQes,

o1



Recalling the definition of ¢: inf, o po(z, @) > 2¢, we have

Lisia < / / I{|Bo(, @) — Bly, @)| > c}1(c)Boy, a)daxdy
R JQes,

< /R/aes7 H{|po(z, @) — ply, a)| > ¢} ‘%(:C’a)C_ﬁ(y’a)‘W(a)ﬁo(y,a)dady

< / /a Il ) = Bly. @) (@)Fu(y. @)dady
< d(yp, vpo)- (B.53)

Combining (B.20), (B.21)), (B.52), and (B.53)), we immediately conclude (B.49). N

Combining Lemma [§, (B.45), and (B.48) leads to (B.44)). Second, we verify

1
-0, (W) . (B54)

Recall the definition of I 55(z) in (B39) and g;0(y, o) = 22249 We have

ﬁo(yva)

sup
x

Li3a(z) — /RKhj(y—I)fo,j(y)dy/a a;y(a)da

s,

]1’372(.]7) =P {Khj (Y — .CL’) . gj70(Y, a)} =P {gx,j,O(Ya a)} (B55)
where g, ;0(y, @) = Ky, (y — x)gj0(y,a). For every n, we consider the class of functions
Frjo = {9s o0 : indexed by x}. Then, it is readily checked that for every g, ;0 € Fu o0

Poggzc,j,o(ya a) S 1/h;

and gz jolloo S

~

1/hj>

which incorporated with Lemma 3.4.2 in VM lead to

. T/, Foso La(P) 1
EponGnnfz,j,o5Jﬂ<1/\ﬁhj,fm,j,o,L2<Po>>{1+ LI - (B5O)
J J

On the other hand, we have 7, ;o = gj0(y, ) - Frj, with Fg ; = {Kj,(y—=2) : indexed by z}.
Recall (P1) in Lemma [7 for every € > 0, we have

1
Ny(e, Frj, La(Fo)) S 2
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which together with the fact that the single function |g;0(y, )| < 1 implies

1
Nyle, Fajo, L2(Fo)) S 75
jE

and therefore
Ty (1/ /b, Fujo, La(Po)) S h}bh;0'5(1_b/2),

for any arbitrary 0 < b < 1. The above “<” is up to a universal constant not depending on

b. Setting b — 04, we have

‘ﬂ](l/@’ Fx,jﬂ’ LQ(PO)) S hj—O.S’

which together with (B.56]) leads to

Ep|IGallz, .0 S 1/v/h. (B.57)

By Chebyshev’s inequality, (B.57) immediately implies

sup [P, jo(Y, ) — Pogojo(Y, )| = O,(1/+/nh;). (B.58)

Furthermore, one can easily check

Pogaso(Y. ) = / Ko (y — ) fo, (y)dy / ay(a)da,

Qaes,

which together with (B.58) and (B.5S) leads to (B.54]). Now we combine (B.44)), (B.54), with
(B:39) and conclude

[ 1) = [ #o, - 0)ustorts | , eleie

log h;
de =0, <— Vog> +d(B, 0.

0.54+0.5/a
no.shj /

(B.59)
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We proceed to consider the consistency of I ;(z) and I; 5(z). Note that they are respec-

tively defined in (B.35)) and (B.36). Recall
1 Qi N f(X5)
Li(z) = - ;Khj(l" - Xi)W[{P(XmOﬁ) <c} < Iy(x)

1 N (X
ho(e) = =3 Ko - x) 2D pGew o) <oy <), B0
i=1

where

n

0< L(z)= %Z K, (x — X)IH{p(X;, i) < c}.

i=1

Recalling the definition of ¢: inf, o po(z, @) > 2¢, we have

1 n
0 < / Na(w)ds < — > Hp(X ) < c}
R i=1

I e~ .
< o ;[{po(){i, a) — p(X;, ) > ¢}

IA

LS (X @) = (X a) > o} {o(Xiv ) — Xs )
i=1
S S0 @) - A @) > 0) (X ) - BX @)
i=1
= Plg,(Y, ) {g,(Y, @) > 0}], (B.61)
where g,(y, @) = po(y, @) — p(y, e). Clearly
gV, ) {gp(Y, @) > 0} € Fpr = {{Do(y, @) — p(y, @)} {po(y, @) — p(y, @) > 0} : p € P},
where we refer to (B.3) for the definition of P,. In the lemma below, we establish the
e-bracketing number of F, ; under Lo(F).

Lemma 9. For an arbitrary e > 0 and a > 0, we have

log hj
El/ah;—l—l/a :

log Nyj(e, Fp.1, La(Fo)) <

o4



Proof: Using exactly the same procedure as Lemma [, we have

lOg hj
el/ah;—’_l/a’

IOg NH(E, Pn, L2(P0)) 5

which entails

log h;
el/“hjl-ﬂ/a ’

log N[](E, Pmo, LQ(PQ)) 5
where P, o = po — Py. On the other hand, let [gr;, gus], © = 1,..., Ny(€, Pno, L2(Fo)) be the
corresponding e-brackets for P,,. We consider [gr.;, guil, i = 1,..., Nj(e, Ppyo, L2(F)), where
9L = 9r.il{g9r; > 0} and gu; = guvil{gv; > 0}. Since for any arbitrary functions g;, go, if
g1 < go, then g11{g; > 0} < goI{g2 > 0}, we immediately conclude that the set of brackets

(9L guil, i = 1,..., Ny(€, Pno, L2(Fy)), covers F, ;. Furthermore, it is straightforward to

check that

0<9v:—09r:; < 9ui— 9L

Therefore, we have

lOg hj
El/ah;-‘rl/a ?

log Nyj(€, Fp.1, La(Fy)) < log Nyy(€, Pro, L2(Fo)) S

which completes our proof of this lemma. W
We continue with our analysis of the asymptotic property for [; 4(x). Noting the fact

that pg is bounded, therefore F,, ; is uniformly bounded. For any function f € F, r, we have

Pfr<
1 fllee S 1,
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which incorporated with Lemma 3.4.2 in VM lead to

(B.62)

T Ji 1, F,1, La( P,
EPOHGHHFP,Igjﬂa,fp,I,LQ(pO)){H (L Fyr, Lo o>>}.

Vn

On the other hand, applying Lemma [9 we have

7 ! log h;
Jy (L, Fpr, La(FPo)) S /\/1+ &1
0

El/ah;—l—l/a

\/log h;

~ 0.5+0.5/a’
R0

which together with (BX62)) leads to

\/log h;
Ep|Gall7,, S fLQT(m/{I- (B.63)
J

By Chebyshev’s inequality, (B.G3]) immediately implies

Plgp(Y, a)I{g,(Y,a) > 0}] = Py [9,(Y, ) [{gp(Y, ) > 0}] = O, (b—ghj> - (B.64)

0.54+0.5/a
no.shj /

It is left to examine Py [g,(Y, a)I{g,(Y, ) > 0}]. In fact

Py [gp(Y, O‘ﬂ{gp(Yu a) > O}]
- / /a (@) = 7(0@) > 0} (. @) = 7l @)} 1 (@)l ey
< / /a 1) = (0. )y (. )y

< d(vp. Do) (B.65)
Now, we combine (B.60), (B.61l), (B.64]), and (B.63) to conclude
~ - \/log h;
/[1,1(33)6133 < /[1,4(33)6133 S d(vp,vpo) + Oy (—]>
R R

0.540.5
n0~5hj /a

PO \/log h,;
/ I o(x)dx < / I a(x)dz < d(¥P, vPo) + O, (#) ’
R R

05405
n0h; fa
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which together with (B.59) and (B.34) conclude

0= [ Kyl a)as(0)a K#a%Waﬂa

With similar but easier procedures as above, we can verify

o~ \/logh;
Iy —/ ajy(e)ded] S d(vD, vPo) + Oy <—J> : (B.67)
aes,

n0-5h2'5+0'5/“
We now prove Theorem Recall the definition of I (z) and I in (B.34) and their

\/1og h;
dx < d(vp,vpo) + Oy (—Og ? >B.66)

05405
n0h; fa

asymptotic properties we have presented in (B.66) and (B.61). We have

15 = fas(@lds = [ 106)/5 = fog(o)lda
S [ 1@ = fylo)lda
/Kh x) foj(w)du — fo () dx/ozjfy(a)da
+d(vP, Do) + Oy (ﬂ> : (B.68)

0.510.5
n%h; /a

which together with Theorem M and the following easily checked result (B.69) based on

Conditions 2 and 3 completes our proof of this theorem by setting a sufficiently large.

/Kh 2) fo (w)du — fo;(z)| da

= O(h). (B.69)
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