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CMAP, École Polytechnique
Institut Polytechnique de Paris

Lagrange Mathematics and Computing Research Center
75007 Paris, France

vincent.plassier@ens-paris-saclay.fr

Francois Portier
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ABSTRACT

Consider the problem of learning a large number of response functions simultane-
ously based on the same input variables. The training data consist of a single inde-
pendent random sample of the input variables drawn from a common distribution
together with the associated responses. The input variables are mapped into a high-
dimensional linear space, called the feature space, and the response functions are
modelled as linear functionals of the mapped features, with coefficients calibrated
via ordinary least squares. We provide convergence guarantees on the worst-case
excess prediction risk by controlling the convergence rate of the excess risk uni-
formly in the response function. The dimension of the feature map is allowed to
tend to infinity with the sample size. The collection of response functions, although
potentially infinite, is supposed to have a finite Vapnik–Chervonenkis dimension.
The bound derived can be applied when building multiple surrogate models in a
reasonable computing time.

1 Introduction

Context. When the outcome of interest is generated by a black box model which cannot be easily
evaluated, a well-spread technique is to build a surrogate model allowing to reproduce the behavior
of the true model while being computationally cheaper. This approach, known as response surface,
is popular in many fields of engineering such as reliability analysis (Bucher and Bourgund, 1990),
aerospace science (Forrester and Keane, 2009), energy science (Nguyen et al., 2014), or electromag-
netic dosimetry (Azzi et al., 2019), to name a few. In addition, the response surface methodology is
useful in applied mathematics, for instance, in optimization when the objective function is difficult
to evaluate (Jones, 2001) and in Monte Carlo integration, where a surrogate function can be used to
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reduce the variance of the Monte Carlo estimate with the help of control variates (Portier and Segers,
2019). For a general presentation of the response surface methodology, we refer to Myers et al. (2016).

Framework. The statistical framework of a response surface is as follows. Consider a real-valued
function f defined on a state space X , that is, f : X → R. In many applications, the function f is a
black box and difficult to evaluate. For instance, a request to f might be obtained by running a heavy
computer program. In such a situation, one can afford only a few requests to f , that is, one can obtain
f(X1), . . . , f(Xn), where n ∈ N and X1, . . . , Xn is an independent sample of X -valued random
variables with distribution P , called the inputs or the covariates. Based on those evaluations, the goal
is to build a surrogate model, that is, an approximation of f which is easier to calculate than f itself.

Many different methods can be used to build a surrogate model. The simplest one consists in learn-
ing f as a linear combination of the covariates by minimizing the sum of squared errors. A well
spread extension is to fit a polynomial function instead of a linear one as presented in Myers et al.
(2016) or Konakli and Sudret (2016). Since building a response surface consists in the same task
as regression, any regression method might be used in principle. Popular methods include mov-
ing least-squares (Breitkopf et al., 2005), Gaussian processes (Frean and Boyle, 2008) or neural nets
(Bauer et al., 2019). For surrogate models, the approximation method needs to be sufficiently flexible
to fit the black box function f well and simple enough to require only a small amount of computations.
It is perhaps due to its connection to the regression framework that the problem of building surrogate
models has received little specific attention in the statistical learning literature. Our purpose is to
address the question of learning many surrogate models simultaneously from a single, random design.

Learning several models simultaneously. The fundamental question raised in this paper deals with
the ability of building several, possibly infinitely many, surrogate models such that (a) they share the
same quality and (b) they are constructed with the help of a single input sample. From a theoretical
standpoint, it relates to the question of uniformity over the tasks: can a broad family of models be learnt
with a uniform level of accuracy? From a more practical point of view, by working with the same
inputs to solve multiple tasks simultaneously, one benefits from a certain computational advantage, as
explained below.

Consider a broad class F of black box models f . For each such model f , a least-squares es-
timate is obtained out of the linear span of the components of the d-dimensional feature map
h = (h1, . . . , hd)

⊺ : X → R
d, where ⊺ denotes matrix transposition. The feature map h should

be known and easy to evaluate. Define the ordinary least squares estimate

β̂f ∈ argmin
b∈Rd

n∑

i=1

{f(Xi)− h(Xi)
⊺b}2.

The surrogate model for f is then defined as x 7→ f̂(x) = h(x)⊺β̂f .

This approach is known as series estimators or simply as least squares estimators (Härdle, 1990;
Györfi et al., 2006). It is quite general as several basis functions might be considered such as polyno-
mials, indicators, spline functions or the Fourier basis. In the regression framework, series estimators
have been studied for instance in Newey (1997) and Belloni et al. (2015). Series estimators are a con-
venient way to include shape constraints on f , as for instance when f is partially linear. They also
facilitate the computation of derivatives (Zhou and Wolfe, 2000). In this respect, series estimators can
help to build easy-to-interpret models, a desirable feature when one is in need of some knowledge
about the effects of certain inputs on the black box model f .

One motivation for the use of series estimators is the computational advantage they provide when
several models are to be learnt at the same time. When a large number m of such surrogate models f
are built with different covariates, runningm least-squares algorithms, for instance using the Cholesky
decomposition, requires O(mnd2) operations (Friedman et al., 2001, Section 3.5), assuming that d =
O(n). In our framework of a single training sample, however, the Cholesky decomposition needs to
be done only once, and the time needed to compute m least squares estimates is rather O(nd2+mnd).
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Uniform convergence rate in random design with increasing dimension. For a given model f ∈
F , the error made by a surrogate model x 7→ h(x)⊺b with coefficient vector b ∈ R

d is measured
through the L2(P )-risk

Lf(b) =

∫

X

{f(x)− h(x)⊺b}2 dP (x) = E[{f(X)− h(X)⊺b}2],

where the X -valued random variable X has distribution P . We place ourselves in the random design

setting and study the risk Lf (β̂f ) of the least squares estimator β̂f . This risk is a random variable
whose randomness stems from the one of the training sample X1, . . . , Xn.

The main result of the paper concerns the excess risk Lf (β̂f ) − minb∈Rd Lf (b) when n → ∞ and
d → ∞, uniformly over f ∈ F . That is, we study the convergence rate to zero of the random variable

supf∈F{Lf(β̂f )−minb∈Rd Lf (b)}. A key quantity is the leverage function q : X → [0,∞) defined
by

∀x ∈ X , q(x) = h(x)⊺G−1h(x),

where G = E[h(X)h(X)⊺] is the d× d Gram matrix of the feature map. The leverage function is the
population version of the statistical leverage of a feature vector h(Xi) in the linear regression model.
It plays an important role when analyzing regression with random design (Hsu et al., 2014). Note
that q does not change if the feature map is composed with an invertible linear transformation. Let
εf = f − h⊺βf be the error function, with βf = argminb∈Rd Lf (b) the risk-minimizing coefficient
vector. Our main result, expressed in Corollary 1, is that

sup
f∈F

{
Lf (β̂f )− min

b∈Rd
Lf (b)

}
= OP

(
logn

n
sup
f∈F

E[q(X)ε2f (X)]

)
, n → ∞.

Apart from the fact that the obtained bound is invariant under invertible linear transformations of the
feature map, this result is remarkable for the three following reasons. First, the dimension d of the
feature space is allowed to tend to infinity with the input sample size n at a speed which depends on
the leverage function q via Condition 1. Second, in case the class F contains only a single response
function f , a simple analysis leads to a bound for the excess risk that scales as E[q(X)ε2f (X)]/n, see

Eq. (6), a bound that matches the one of our main result up to a logarithmic term. Third, the quantity
E[q(X)ε2f (X)] takes over the role of the quantity σ2

fd in the fixed-design setting, where σ2
f is the

variance of the error variable in the linear model.

The uniformity in f ∈ F is achieved by a decomposition of a quadratic form in terms of a sample
mean and a U-statistic in combination with a concentration inequality for the suprema of such statis-
tics. The analysis is focused on the ordinary least squares estimator, whereas the extension to ridge
regression as in Hsu et al. (2014) is left for further research.

Application to Monte Carlo integration with control variates. The past few years, Monte Carlo
integration has received increasing interest because of its simplicity and its success facing complex
high-dimensional approximation problems. The standard Monte Carlo error has a convergence rate
of 1/

√
n, independently of the dimension—see Novak (2016) for a review of deeper results around

this point. Although a dimension-free convergence rate is comfortable, 1/
√
n is still relatively slow

and some difficulties might arise in situations where we can only make a limited number of requests
to the integrand. The use of control variates (Owen, 2013; Glasserman, 2013) has then represented
an interesting avenue as it allows to reduce the variance of the standard Monte Carlo estimate with-
out requiring additional evaluations of the integrand. Recently, it has been shown (Oates et al., 2017;
Portier and Segers, 2019) that control variates allow to accelerate the 1/

√
n convergence rate substan-

tially. However, whether this acceleration occurs when the error is measured uniformly over a class of
integrand functions is, to the best of our knowledge, still unknown. Motivated by several applications
in which uniform results are needed (see Section 5 for details), we obtain, as a by-product of the bound
in Corollary 1, a uniform convergence rate for control variate Monte Carlo estimates. The fact that the
rate established is faster than the standard Monte Carlo rate furnishes an additional argument for the
use of control variates in Monte Carlo methods.
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Paper outline. The mathematical background is presented in Section 2. The main result and a sketch
of its proof are presented in Sections 3 and 4, respectively. The application to control variate Monte
Carlo methods is considered in Section 5. Detailed proofs are deferred to the appendices.

2 Learning multiple response functions simultaneously

Linear model and ordinary least squares estimator. Consider a collection F of functions f :
X → R on a probability space (X ,A , P ). We think of f(x) as the real-valued response given an
input x ∈ X . Given an independent random sample X1, . . . , Xn from P together with the associated
responses f(X1), . . . , f(Xn) for every f ∈ F , we wish to learn the values f(x) of the response
functions f ∈ F for new but yet unobserved inputs x ∈ X . To this end, we map the input space X

into a feature space R
d via a feature map h : X → R

d : x 7→ h(x) = (h1(x), . . . , hd(x))
⊺. One of

the feature functions hj could be the constant function 1, corresponding to an intercept. The response
functions are modelled as linear functionals of the mapped features with coefficients estimated by
ordinary least squares. The approximation to the response function f ∈ F is thus

∀x ∈ X , f̂(x) = h(x)⊺β̂f where β̂f = argmin
b∈Rd

n∑

i=1

{f(Xi)− h(Xi)
⊺b}2.

We wish to control the learning error f̂ − f uniformly in f ∈ F .

Sharing the same inputs and the same feature map across multiple response functions brings compu-
tational gains. Classical least-squares theory yields

∀f ∈ F , β̂f = G−1
n

1

n

n∑

i=1

h(Xi)f(Xi) where Gn =
1

n

n∑

i=1

h(Xi)h(Xi)
⊺.

In case the empirical Gram matrix Gn is not invertible, a pseudo-inverse is used instead. It follows
that the predicted responses are linear in the observed responses:

∀f ∈ F , x ∈ X , f̂(x) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

w(x,Xi)f(Xi) where w(x,Xi) = h(x)⊺G−1
n h(Xi).

The weights w(x,Xi) do not depend on the response function f . This invariance is a computational
advantage if multiple response functions f ∈ F are to be learned simultaneously.

Worst-case excess prediction risk. The response functions are modelled as linear functionals of
the mapped features via

∀f ∈ F , ∀x ∈ X , f(x) = h(x)⊺βf + εf (x). (1)

The coefficient vector βf is defined as the minimizer over b ∈ R
d of the prediction risk

∀f ∈ F , ∀b ∈ R
d, Lf(b) = E[{f(X)− h(X)⊺b}2].

Here, the expectation is taken with respect to a random feature X with distribution P and it is assumed
that f and h have finite second moments. Let G = E[h(X)h(X)⊺] denote the d× d Gram matrix of
the feature map, assumed to be positive definite. Classical least squares theory yields

∀f ∈ F , βf = argmin
b∈Rd

Lf (b) = G−1
E[h(X)f(X)].

Since εf (X) = f(X) − h(X)⊺βf is orthogonal to h(X), i.e., E[h(X)εf (X)] = 0, the excess risk

associated to any other coefficient vector b ∈ R
d is

Lf(b)− Lf(βf ) = E[{h(X)⊺(b− βf )}2] = (b− βf )
⊺G(b − βf ).
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The optimal coefficient vector βf is unknown, so we estimate it by the least-squares estimator β̂f .
The expected squared error made by the approximated response function for a new input distributed
according to P is

∫

X

{f̂(x) − f(x)}2 dP (x) = Lf(β̂f ) = Lf(βf ) + (β̂f − βf )
⊺ G (β̂f − βf ). (2)

The right-hand side of (2) decomposes the expected squared error into two parts.

• The first term, Lf (βf ), is deterministic. It represents the modelling error stemming from the
linear model in (1). Given the model, this term is incompressible and does not depend on the
learning algorithm nor on the training data.

• The second term on the right-hand side in (2) is random. It represents the learning error due
to the estimation step and the randomness of the training data.

It is on the learning error that we focus our analysis, with the particularity that we consider the error
uniformly in the response function. Our object of interest is thus the worst-case excess prediction risk

sup
f∈F

{Lf(β̂f )− Lf (βf )} = sup
f∈F

(β̂f − βf )
⊺ G (β̂f − βf ). (3)

We are interested in the rate at which this supremum tends to zero as the sample size n and the
dimension d of the feature map tend to infinity.

It is to be emphasized that our setting is that of a random design. The excess prediction risk

Lf (β̂f ) − Lf(βf ) is a nonnegative random variable that is constructed out of the random training
sample X1, . . . , Xn. As is clear from (2), it incorporates the risk associated to a new and yet unob-
served input x ∈ X , averaged over P . The expression in (3) is thus a supremum over potentially
infinitely many random variables, each variable being built on the same inputs.

Excess prediction risk of a single response. Fix a response function f ∈ F . Let Pn denote the
empirical distribution of the training sample X1, . . . , Xn, assigning probability 1/n to each observed
input. For a real-valued, vector-valued or matrix-valued function g on X , expectations with respect
to the unknown sampling distribution P and the empirical distribution Pn are denoted respectively by

P (g) = E[g(X)] =

∫

X

g(x) dP (x), Pn(g) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

g(Xi).

Both operators are linear: for instance, P (Ag) = AP (g) and Pn(Ag) = APn(g) if A is a linear map
between Euclidean spaces of suitable dimension. Using this operator notation, we get

G = P (hh⊺), βf = G−1P (hf),

Gn = Pn(hh
⊺), β̂f = G−1

n Pn(hf).

Since f = h⊺βf + εf , the estimated coefficient vector is

β̂f = G−1
n Pn[h(h

⊺βf + εf )] = βf +G−1
n Pn(hεf ).

The excess prediction risk is thus

Lf(β̂f )− Lf (βf ) = Pn(hεf)
⊺G−1

n GG−1
n Pn(hεf ). (4)

The predicted response functions f̂ are linear combinations of the components h1, . . . , hd of the fea-
ture map h. They only depend on the feature map h through the linear span of the functions h1, . . . , hd.
Therefore, the predicted responses remain unchanged if we compose the feature map with an invert-

ible linear transformation A of Rd. Let G1/2 be the unique symmetric square root matrix of G and

let G−1/2 be its inverse. The whitened feature map is ~ = G−1/2h : X → R
d. If the random input
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X has distribution P , then E[~(X)~(X)⊺] = P (~~⊺) = Id, the d× d identity matrix. The empirical
Gram matrix of the whitened feature map is

Pn(~~
⊺) = G−1/2Pn(hh

⊺)G−1/2 = G−1/2GnG
−1/2.

Since h = G1/2
~ and Pn(~~

⊺)−1 = G1/2G−1
n G1/2, the excess prediction risk in (4) becomes

Lf(β̂f )− Lf(βf ) = |Pn(~~
⊺)−1Pn(~εf)|22, (5)

where |y|2 = (y⊺y)1/2 denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector y ∈ R
d.

Since P (~~⊺) = Id, it is reasonable to expect that Pn(~~
⊺)−1 is approximately equal to Id, at least

if n is large and d is not too large compared to n; see Lemma 1 below for a precise statement. In that
case, the excess prediction risk in (5) is approximately equal to |Pn(~εf)|22. The expectation of the
latter random variable can be easily calculated: since P (~εf) = 0, the terms with i 6= j in the double
sum below vanish and we find

E
[
|Pn(~εf )|22

]
=

1

n2

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

E[εf (Xi)~(Xi)
⊺
~(Xj)εf (Xj)] =

1

n
P (~⊺~ε2f). (6)

The excess prediction risk for a single response function f can thus be expected to have an order
of magnitude equal to n−1P (~⊺~ε2f ). In comparison, in the fixed-design case, where the training

sample is considered as non-random, the expected excess risk is equal to σ2
fd/n, where σ2

f is the

error variance (Hsu et al., 2014). Eq. (6) motivates why in Theorem 1, the convergence rate for the
worst-case prediction risk over the whole response family F involves the quantity supf∈F P (~⊺~ε2f).

3 Convergence rate of the worst-case excess prediction risk

3.1 Notation

Consider an asymptotic setting where the size n of the training sample tends to infinity. The feature
map may change with n: with a slight change of notation, we write henceforth

hn = (hn,1, . . . , hn,dn
)⊺ : X → R

dn .

The feature dimension dn ≥ 1 depends on n and may tend to infinity. The whitened feature map is

~n = P (hnh
⊺

n)
−1/2hn : X → R

dn ,

where the dn × dn Gram matrix P (hnh
⊺

n) is supposed to be invertible; otherwise, we can omit some
components hn,j without affecting the linear span of the component functions. The least squares
coefficient vectors and modelling errors depend on n as well: we write

∀f ∈ F , ∀x ∈ X , f(x) = hn(x)
⊺βn,f + εn,f(x) where βn,f = P (hnh

⊺

n)
−1P (hnf).

The least squares estimator of βn,f is β̂n,f = Pn(hnh
⊺

n)
−1Pn(hnf).

In this setting, the leverage function qn : X → [0,∞) is defined by

∀x ∈ X , qn(x) = hn(x)
⊺P (hnh

⊺

n)
−1hn(x) = ~n(x)

⊺
~n(x) = |~n(x)|22.

The name of qn is derived from the notion of leverage of a design point in multiple linear regression.
Note that qn does not change if the feature map is composed with an invertible linear transformation.
We always have P (qn) = tr[P (~n~

⊺

n)] = dn, where tr(A) denotes the trace of a square matrix A.

Let P denote the probability measure on the probability space on which the random inputsX1, . . . , Xn,
taking values in X , are defined. For any sequence (Yn)n of real-valued random variables on that space
and for any positive sequence (an)n, the expression Yn = OP(an) as n → ∞ signifies that Yn/an is
bounded in probability, that is, for every ǫ > 0 there exists K > 0 such that lim supn→∞ P(|Yn| >
anK) ≤ ǫ. Similarly, the expression Yn = oP(an) as n → ∞ signifies that Yn/an converges to zero
in probability, that is, limn→∞ P(|Yn| > anǫ) = 0 for every ǫ > 0. Our aim is to determine a positive
sequence an such that an → 0 and, under reasonable assumptions,

sup
f∈F

{
Lf(β̂n,f )− Lf (βn,f )

}
= OP(an), n → ∞.

Lastly, the supremum norm of a function g : X → R is denoted by ‖g‖∞ = supx∈X |g(x)|.
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3.2 Conditions

The conditions under which the main result holds concern the leverage function qn and the response
functions F .

Condition 1. One of the two alternative conditions hold:

(a) P (q2n) = o(n) and log(‖qn‖∞) = O(log n) as n → ∞;

(b) ‖qn‖∞ log(2dn) = o(n) as n → ∞.

Since P (qn) = dn and P (q2n) ≥ [P (qn)]
2, condition (a) implies that dn = o(n1/2) as n → ∞.

As P (q2n) ≤ ‖qn‖∞ P (qn) = ‖qn‖∞ dn, a sufficient condition for (a) moreover is that ‖qn‖∞ =
o(n/dn), which is the leverage condition in Portier and Segers (2019). Here, we have just assumed
that the speed at which ‖qn‖∞ tends to infinity is at most polynomial in n. Condition (b) implies that
dn log(2dn) = o(n) as n → ∞ but, compared to (a), imposes a stronger condition on ‖qn‖∞.

Condition 2. The collection F of response functions admits a uniformly bounded envelopeF : X →
[0,∞), i.e., |f(x)| ≤ F (x) for any f ∈ F and any x ∈ X , and ‖F‖∞ is finite. In addition, F is
supposed to be at most countably infinite.

As ‖qn‖∞ and ‖F‖∞ are finite, the collection of error functions {εn,f : f ∈ F} is uniformly
bounded, see Lemma 2 in Appendix A.

The assumption in Condition 2 that F is countable assures that suprema over random variables in-
dexed by f ∈ F are measurable. Otherwise, probabilities involving such suprema would need to be
replaced by outer probabilities (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Part 1). In practice, the countabil-
ity assumption is harmless insofar as F can usually be approximated by a countable dense subfamily
anyway without affecting the value of the supremum (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Section 2.3.3).

Covering numbers capture the complexity of a subset of a metric space and play a central role in
a number of areas in information theory and statistics, including nonparametric function estimation,
density estimation, empirical processes, and machine learning.

Definition 1 (Covering number). For a subset F of a metric space (Y , ρ), the η-covering number
N (F , ρ, η) is the smallest number of open ρ-balls of radius η > 0 required to cover F , i.e.,

N (F , ρ, η) = min

{
p ≥ 1 : ∃f1, . . . , fp ∈ Y , F ⊂

p⋃

i=1

Bρ(fi, η)

}
,

where Bρ(f, η) = {g ∈ Y : ρ(g, f) < η} for f ∈ Y and η > 0.

For the definition of Vapnik–Chervonenkis (VC) classes, we follow Giné and Guillou (1999).

Definition 2 (VC-class). A class F of real functions on a measurable space (X ,A ) is called a VC-
class of parameters (v,A) ∈ (0,∞)× [1,∞) with respect to the envelope F if for any 0 < η < 1 and
any probability measure Q on (X ,A ), we have

N
(
F , L2(Q), η‖F‖L2(Q)

)
≤ (A/η)v.

In Definition 2, we view F as a subset of the metric space L2(Q) ≡ L2(X ,A , Q) of Q-square-
integrable functions f : X → R equipped with the metric ρ(f, g) = ‖f − g‖L2(Q), where

‖h‖L2(Q) = [Q(h2)]1/2 for measurable h : X → R.

Condition 3. With respect to the envelope F , the collection F is VC with parameters (v,A).

3.3 Main result

The maximal error is
Mn = sup

f∈F

‖εn,f‖∞ (7)
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and the growth rate of the worst-case excess prediction risk will be expressed in terms of

γ2
n = sup

f∈F

P (qnε
2
n,f ) and L2

n = M2
n ‖qn‖∞ . (8)

Clearly, γ2
n ≤ L2

n. For a, b ∈ R, write a ∨ b = max(a, b) and a ∧ b = min(a, b). The positive part of
a ∈ R is (a)+ = a ∨ 0.

Theorem 1 (Convergence rate of worst-case excess prediction risk). If Conditions 1, 2, and 3 hold,
then, as n → ∞,

sup
f∈F

{
Lf(β̂f )− Lf (βf )

}
= OP

({
γ2
n ∨

(
τnr

1/2
n

)}
rn

)
, n → ∞,

where

τn = L2
n (1 ∨ (an/Mn)) and

rn = 1 ∧
[
logn

n

{
1 +

(
(logM−1

n )+
logn

)3/2
}]

and where an is defined in (38) and is of the order o(exp{−n2/3}) as n → ∞.

When all the functions f ∈ F are in the vector space {β⊺hn : β ∈ R
dn}, the maximal error becomes

Mn = 0 and therefore we find that the worst-case excess prediction risk is equal to zero. The quantity
γ2
n is related to the L2-norm of the functions qnε

2
n,f while L2

n is related to their supremum norm. It is

reasonable to hope that the latter will not be too large in comparison to the former. This motivates the
assumptions in the next corollary.

Corollary 1 (Simplified rates). If (logM−1
n )+ = O(log n) as n → ∞, i.e., if there is some α > 0

such that lim infn→∞ nαMn > 0, then

sup
f∈F

{
Lf(β̂f )− Lf (βf )

}
= OP

({
γ2
n ∨

(
L2
n

√
logn

n

)}
logn

n

)
, n → ∞. (9)

If, moreover, L2
n = O

(
γ2
n

√
n/ logn

)
, then

sup
f∈F

{
Lf(β̂f )− Lf (βf )

}
= O

(
γ2
n

logn

n

)
, n → ∞. (10)

If, on the other hand, the sequence with general term (logM−1
n )+ is of larger order than logn, then

for every function f ∈ F , the sequence (‖εn,f‖∞)n∈N converges very quickly to zero. This cor-
responds to the “ideal case” where the family F is well approximated by the chosen regressors
(hn,1, . . . , hn,dn

). In this case, (Mn) converges to zero faster than (n−α) for any α > 0 and the
general form of the rate in Theorem 1 implies that the worst-case excess prediction risk converges to
zero very fast.

Apart from the factor logn, the convergence rate in (10) corresponds to the one for a single response
function f as discussed in the paragraph around Eq. (6). The additional factor logn stems from
a concentration inequality for U-statistics in combination with bounds on the covering numbers of
function classes derived from F .

4 Sketch of proof of Theorem 1

Let λmin(A) and λmax(A) denote the smallest and largest eigenvalue, respectively, of the symmetric

matrix A. Consider the matrix norm |A|2 = sup{|Ay|2 : y ∈ R
d, |y|2 ≤ 1} for A ∈ R

d×d. If A is
symmetric and positive semi-definite, then |A|2 = λmax(A). If, moreover, A is positive definite, then
λmax(A

−1) = {λmin(A)}−1. In view of (5), the worst-case excess prediction risk is bounded by

sup
f∈F

{
Lf(β̂f )− Lf(βf )

}
≤
{
λmin

(
Pn(~n~

⊺

n)
)}−2 · sup

f∈F

|Pn(~nεn,f )|22 . (11)
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Under reasonable conditions permitting dn → ∞, the smallest eigenvalue of Pn(~n~
⊺

n) remains
bounded away from zero with high probability.

Lemma 1. Suppose one of the following two conditions holds:

(a) P (q2n) = o(n) as n → ∞;
(b) ‖qn‖∞ log(2dn) = o(n) as n → ∞.

Then Pn(~n~
⊺

n) is invertible with probability tending to one and λmin{Pn(~n~
⊺

n)} ≥ 1 + oP(1) as
n → ∞.

The proof of Lemma 1 in case (a) builds upon Portier and Segers (2019, Lemmas 2 and 3), while the
one in case (b) is based upon Leluc et al. (2021, Lemma A.2), relying on a matrix Chernoff inequality
due to Tropp (2015, Theorem 5.1.1). The proof is given in Section A in the appendices.

In view of the bound (11) in combination with Lemma 1, it is sufficient to show the claimed conver-

gence rate with the excess risk Lf (β̂n) − Lf(βf ) replaced by |Pn(~nεn,f)|22. For f ∈ F , define

gn,f : X 2 → R by

∀(x, y) ∈ X
2, gn,f(x, y) = εn,f (x)~n(x)

⊺
~n(y)εn,f(y).

Note that gn,f (x, x) = qn(x)ε
2
n,f (x) for x ∈ X . The quantity of interest is bounded by

n2|Pn(~nεn,f)|22 ≤ nPn(qnε
2
n,f) +

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

gn,f (Xi, Xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (12)

We will bound the supremum over f ∈ F of the sum on the right-hand side of (12) by the sum of the
suprema of the two terms.

• Using concentration inequalities established in Talagrand (1994) and Giné and Guillou
(2001), we show that the first supremum is dominated by the stated convergence rate.

• The second supremum involves a U-statistic of order two with a degenerate kernel: by orthog-
onality of hn and εn,f , we have E [gn,f(X, x)] = E [εn,f (X)~n(X)⊺] ~n(x)εn,f (x) = 0
and similarly E [gn,f(x,X)] = 0 for every x ∈ X . We determine its convergence rate via a
concentration inequality due to Major (2006) quoted as Theorem 4 in Appendix G.

To deal with suprema over f ∈ F , we will need to control the covering numbers of the classes Gn

and G
(d)
n (“d” for “diagonal”) given by

Gn = {gn,f : f ∈ F}, G
(d)
n = {q1/2n εn,f : f ∈ F}. (13)

We will find bounds on their covering numbers in terms of those of the ones of the collection of
response functions F . The bounds are of potentially independent interest. The proof of Proposition 1
is given in Appendix B.

Proposition 1 (Preservation VC-class). Let F be a VC-class with parameters (v,A) with respect to
the envelope function F . Assume that the associated residuals εn,f are uniformly bounded, i.e., there

exists Mn > 0 such that supf∈F ‖εn,f‖∞ ≤ Mn. Then Gn and G
(d)
n defined in (13) are VC-classes

with respect to the envelopes M2
n ‖qn‖∞ and Mn ‖qn‖1/2∞ with parameters (4v, 4An) and (2v,An)

respectively, where

An = 8A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ /Mn. (14)

Following the above plan, the proof of Theorem 1 is given in detail in Appendix C.

5 Uniform bound for Monte Carlo integration with control variates

This section investigates the application of the previous results to Monte Carlo estimates constructed
with the help of control variates in order to reduce the variance. We start by presenting several appli-
cations in which uniform bounds for Monte Carlo methods are of interest. Then we give the math-
ematical background and finally provide sharp uniform error bounds for Monte Carlo estimates that
use control variates.
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5.1 Uniformity in Monte Carlo procedures

Proving uniform bounds on the error of Monte Carlo methods is motivated by the following three
applications.

Latent variable models. Suppose we are interested in estimating the distribution of the variable X
whose density is assumed to lie in the model

pθ(y) =

∫
pθ(y|z) p(z) dz

where θ ∈ Θ is the parameter to estimate, p(z) is the known density of the so-called latent vari-
able and {(y, z) 7→ pθ(y|z)}θ∈Θ is a model of conditional densities (Y conditionally on the la-
tent variable). This is actually a frequent situation in economics (McFadden, 2001) and medicine
(McCulloch and Neuhaus, 2005, example 4, 6 and 9). Given independent and identically distributed
random variables Y1, . . . , Yn observed from the previous model with parameter θ0, the log-likelihood
function takes the form

θ 7→
n∑

i=1

log

(∫
pθ(Yi|z) p(z) dz

)
.

In most cases, each term in the previous sum is intractable and the approach proposed in
McFadden and Ruud (1994) consists in replacing the unknown integrals by Monte Carlo estimates.
In such a procedure, there is an additional estimation error compared to the statistical error of the
standard maximum likelihood estimator. This additional error can be controlled in terms of the ap-
proximation error of

∫
pθ(y|z) p(z) dz by the Monte Carlo estimate uniformly in (y, θ).

Stochastic programming. Consider the stochastic optimization problem

min
θ∈Θ

F (θ) with F (θ) = E[f(θ,X)],

where X is a random variable in some space X with distribution P and where Θ is a Euclidean
set. The response functions are thus the maps x 7→ f(θ, x) as θ ranges over Θ. This problem is
different from standard optimization because it takes into account some uncertainty in the output of the
function f . One might think of the following toy example: f is the output of a laboratory experiment,
e.g., the amount of salt in a solution, θ is the input of the experiment, e.g., the temperature of the
solution and X gathers unobserved random factors that influence the output. Optimizing such kind
of functions is of interest in many different fields and we refer the reader to Shapiro et al. (2014)
for more concrete examples (see also the example below that deals with quantile estimation). This
problem might be solved using two competitive approaches: the sample average approximation (SAA)
and stochastic approximation techniques such as gradient descent—see Nemirovski et al. (2009) for a
comparison between both approaches. The SAA approach follows from approximating the function
F by a functional Monte Carlo estimate defined as

Fn(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

f(θ,Xi),

where X1, . . . , Xn is a random sample from P . Then the minimizer of the first stochastic optimization
problem is approximated by the minimizer θn of the functional estimate Fn. Following the reference
textbook Shapiro et al. (2014), the analysis of θn is carried out through error bounds for the Monte
Carlo estimate Fn(θ) uniformly in θ ∈ Θ. When sampling from P is expensive, one may want to
reduce the variance of the Monte Carlo estimate Fn(θ) by the method of control variates or some
other method. In that case, a control on the error uniformly in θ is required.

Quantile estimation in simulation modeling. Quantiles are of prime importance when it comes
to measure the uncertainty of random models (Law and Kelton, 2000). When the stochastic ex-
periments are costly, variance reduction techniques such as the use of control variates are helpful
(Hesterberg and Nelson, 1998; Cannamela et al., 2008). Let F (y) = P{g(X) ≤ y}, for y ∈ R, be

10



the cumulative distribution function of a transformation g : X → R of a random element X in some
space X . Suppose the interest is in the quantile F−(u) = inf{y ∈ R : F (y) ≥ u} for u ∈ (0, 1).
The functions fy : X → R to be integrated with respect to the distribution P of X are thus the
indicators x 7→ fy(x) = I{g(x) ≤ y}, indexed by y ∈ R. It is necessary to control the accuracy of
an estimate of the probability F (y) = E[fy(X)] uniformly in y ∈ R in order to have a control on the
accuracy of an estimate of the quantileF−(u), even for a single u ∈ (0, 1); see for instance Lemma 12
in Portier and Segers (2018). If drawing samples from P or evaluating g is expensive, it may be of
interest to limit the number of Monte Carlo draws Xi and function evaluations g(Xi). Finally, note
that due to the formulation of a quantile as the minimiser of the expectation of the check function, see
e.g., Hjort and Pollard (2011), this example is an instance of the stochastic programming framework
described before.

Related results. The previous examples underline the need of error bounds for Monte Carlo meth-
ods that are uniform over a family of response functions. The uniform consistency of standard Monte
Carlo estimates over certain collections of functions can easily be shown by relying on Glivenko-
Cantelli classes (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996); see for instance Shapiro et al. (2014) for applica-
tions to stochastic programming problems. Similarly, uniform convergence rates for standard Monte
Carlo estimates can be derived from classical empirical process theory. We refer to Giné and Guillou
(2002) and the references therein for suprema over VC-type classes and to Kloeckner (2020) and the
references therein for suprema over Hölder-type classes. For variance reduction methods based on
adaptive importance sampling, uniform consistency has been proven recently in Delyon and Portier
(2018) and Feng et al. (2018). For control variates, however, we are not aware of any uniform error
bounds and we believe the next results to be the first of their kind.

5.2 Mathematical background for control variates

Let F ⊂ L2(P ) be a collection of square-integrable, real-valued functions f on a probability space
(X ,A, P ) of which we would like to calculate the integral P (f) =

∫
X
f(x) dP (x). Let X1, . . . , Xn

be independent random variables taking values in X and with common distribution P . The standard
Monte Carlo estimate of P (f) simply takes the form Pn(f) =

1
n

∑n
i=1 f(Xi). However, this estima-

tor may converge slowly to P (f) due to a high variance. To tackle this issue, it is common practice
to use control variates, which are functions in L2(P ) with known integrals. Without loss of general-
ity, we can center the control variates gn,1 . . . , gn,dn

and assume they have zero expectation, that is,

P (gn,k) = 0 for all k ∈ {1, . . . , dn}. Let gn = (gn,1, . . . , gn,dn
) denote the R

dn-valued function
with the dn control variates as elements and put hn = (1, g⊺n)

⊺. Similarly as before, we assume that
the Gram matrix P (gng

⊺

n) is invertible. The control variate Monte Carlo estimate of P (f) is given by
α̂n,f defined as (see for instance Portier and Segers, 2019, Section 1),

(α̂n,f , β̂n,f ) ∈ argmin
α∈R, β∈Rdn

Pn(f − α− g⊺nβ)
2. (15)

The vector β̂n,f contains the regression coefficients for the prediction of f based on the covariates hn.
Remark that the control variate integral estimate α̂n,f coincides with the integral of the least square

estimate of f , i.e., α̂n,f = P (α̂n,f + g⊺nβ̂n,f ). In addition, since α̂n,f can be expressed as a weighted
estimate

∑n
i=1 wif(Xi) where the weights (wi)i=1,...,n do not depend on the integrand f , there is a

computational benefit to integrating multiple functions (Leluc et al., 2021, Remark 4). It is useful to
define

(αn,f , βn,f) ∈ argmin
α∈R, β∈Rd

P (f − α− g⊺nβ)
2,

as well as the residual function
εn,f = f − αn,f − g⊺nβn,f .

Note that αn,f = P (f). If βn,f would be known, the resulting oracle estimator would be

α̂or
n,f = Pn[f − g⊺nβn,f ]. (16)

The question raised in the next section is whether the control variate estimate α̂n,f can achieve a
similar accuracy uniformly in f ∈ F as the oracle estimator α̂or

n,f .
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5.3 Uniform error bounds

Motivated by the examples above, we provide an error bound for the control variate Monte Carlo
estimate α̂n,f in (15) uniformly in f ∈ F . Before doing so, we give a uniform error bound for the
oracle estimate α̂or

n,f in (16). This serves two purposes: first, it will be useful in the analysis of α̂n,f

and second, it will provide sufficient conditions for the two estimates to achieve the same level of
performance. Recall Mn, γ2

n and L2
n in (7) and (8) and put

σ2
n = sup

f∈F

P (ε2n,f).

A new assumption, M2
n = O

(
σ2
nn/ log(n)

)
as n → ∞, in the same vein but weaker1 than L2

n =

O
(
γ2
n

√
n/ log(n)

)
, turns out to be useful to obtain the result.

Theorem 2 (Uniform bound on error of oracle estimator). Assume the framework of Section 5.2
and suppose that Conditions 1, 2 and 3 hold. If lim infn→∞ nαMn > 0 for some α > 0 and if
M2

n = O
(
σ2
nn/ log(n)

)
, then

sup
f∈F

∣∣α̂or
n,f − P (f)

∣∣ = OP

(
σn

√
n−1 log(n)

)
, n → ∞.

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Appendix E. The derivation of the stated rate relies on the
property that the residual class En = {εn,f : f ∈ F} is a VC-class of functions (as detailed in the
proof of Proposition 1). Indeed, noticing that α̂or

n,f − P (f) = Pn(εn,f ) allows to rely on the next

proposition, dedicated to suprema of empirical process.

Proposition 2 (Bound of supremum of empirical process). On the probability space (X ,A , P ), let
S be a VC-class of parameters (w,B) with respect to the constant envelope U ≥ sups∈S ‖s‖∞.
Suppose the following two conditions hold:

(i) τ2 ≥ sups∈S varP (s) and τ ≤ 2U ;
(ii) w ≥ 1 and B ≥ 1.

Then, for Pn the empirical distribution of an independent random sample X1, . . . , Xn from P , we
have with probability 1− δ:

sup
s∈S

|Pn(s)− P (s)| ≤ L
(
τ
√

wn−1 log(Lθ/δ) + Uwn−1 log(Lθ/δ)
)
,

with θ = BU/τ and L > 0 a universal constant.

The proof of Proposition 2 is given in Appendix D. In the proof, we bound the expectation of the
supremum by combining a well-known symmetrization inequality (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996,
Lemma 2.3.1) with Proposition 2.1 in Giné and Guillou (2001), and we will find a rate on the deviation
of the supremum around its expectation by Theorem 1.4 in Talagrand (1996). Compared to existing
results such as Proposition 2.2 stated in Giné and Guillou (2001), our version is more precise due to
the explicit role played by the VC constants in the bound.

The next result follows from an application of Corollary 1 and Theorem 2 combined with some other
bounds that are standard when analyzing control variates estimates.

Theorem 3 (Uniform error bound on control variate Monte Carlo estimator). Assume the framework
of Section 5.2 and suppose that Conditions 1, 2 and 3 hold. If lim infn→∞ nαMn > 0 for some α > 0

and if L2
n = O

(
γ2
n

√
n/ log(n)

)
, then

sup
f∈F

|α̂f − P (f)| = OP

(
σn

√
n−1 log(n)

(
1 +

√
dnn−1 ‖qn‖∞

))
, n → ∞.

1Since L2

n
= M2

n
‖qn‖

∞
and γ2

n
≤ σ2

n
‖qn‖

∞
.
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The proof of Theorem 3 is provided in Appendix F. Compared to the error bound given in Theorem 2
for the oracle estimator, the error bound in Theorem 3 for the control variate estimator has an ad-
ditional term. This term, which is due to the additional learning step that is needed to estimate the
optimal control variate, vanishes as soon as dn ‖qn‖∞ = o(n) as n → ∞. This condition, which was
used in Newey (1997) as well as in Portier and Segers (2019), is meaningful as it relates the model
complexity to the sample size, i.e., the computing time of the experiment.

A Auxiliary lemmas

Proof of Lemma 1. The lemma states an asymptotic lower bound for the smallest eigenvalue of the
empirical Gram matrix Pn(~n~

⊺

n) under two alternative conditions, (a) or (b).

First, suppose first condition (a) holds. Lemma 3 in Portier and Segers (2019) states that Pn(hnh
⊺

n)
and thus Pn(~n~

⊺

n) fails to be invertible with probability at most n−1P (q2n). This probability tends to
zero by assumption.

Recall the spectral norm | · |2 and let |A|F = (
∑

i,j A
2
ij)

1/2 denote the Frobenius norm of a matrix

A. Lemma 2 in Portier and Segers (2019) states that E[|Pn(~n~
⊺

n)− Idn
|2F ] is bounded by n−1P (q2n)

and thus converges to zero as n → ∞. But then the same is true for E[|Pn(~n~
⊺

n)− Idn
|22], since

|A|2 ≤ |A|F for any square matrix A. It follows that |Pn(~n~
⊺

n)− Idn
|2 = oP(1) as n → ∞.

On the event that Pn(~n~
⊺

n) is invertible, we have

|Pn(~n~
⊺

n)
−1|2 = |Idn

+ Pn(~n~
⊺

n)
−1{Idn

− Pn(~n~
⊺

n)}|2
≤ 1 + |Pn(~n~

⊺

n)
−1|2 · |Pn(~n~

⊺

n)− Idn
|2

from which

1

λmin{Pn(~n~
⊺

n)}
= |Pn(~n~

⊺

n)
−1|2 ≤ 1

1− |Pn(~n~
⊺

n)− Idn
|2

= 1+ oP(1), n → ∞.

Second, suppose condition (b) holds. Lemma A.2 in Leluc et al. (2021), which is based on The-
orem 5.1.1 in Tropp (2015), states that for 0 < δ < 1 and for n sufficiently large such that
n > 2 ‖qn‖∞ log(dn/δ), we have

P

[
λmin{Pn(~n~

⊺

n)} ≤ 1−
√
(2/n) ‖qn‖∞ log(dn/δ)

]
≤ δ.

By assumption, ‖qn‖∞ log(dn/δ) = o(n) as n → ∞, for any 0 < δ < 1. It follows that
λmin{Pn(~n~

⊺

n)} ≥ 1− oP(1) as n → ∞.

Lemma 2. If Conditions 1 and 2 hold, then

sup
f∈F

‖εn,f‖∞ ≤ ‖F‖∞ +
[
‖qn‖∞ P (F 2)

]1/2 ≤
(
1 + ‖qn‖1/2∞

)
‖F‖∞ .

Proof of Lemma 2. Let f ∈ F . We have f = h⊺

nβn,f + εn,f with βn,f = P (hnh
⊺

n)
−1P (hnf) and

P (hnεn,f ) = 0. Since ~n = P (hnh
⊺

n)
−1/2hn, we get f = ~

⊺

nP (~nf) + εn,f . Now ~n and εn,f are
orthogonal while P (~n~

⊺

n) = Idn
, so that

P (f2) = |P (~nf)|22 + P (ε2n,f ) ≥ |P (~nf)|22.
It follows that

[~⊺nP (~nf)]
2 = qn|P (~nf)|22 ≤ qnP (f2) ≤ qnP (F 2).

But then
|εn,f | ≤ |f |+ |~⊺nP (~nf)| ≤ |F |+ [qnP (F 2)]1/2.

Since P (F 2) ≤ ‖F‖2∞, the result follows.
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B Proof of Proposition 1

The idea of the proof is to create a grid of functions on X based on a covering of F to cover

En = {εn,f : f ∈ F}. From this grid, we will deduce coverings of Gn and G
(d)
n .

Step 1: covering of En. By assumption, the class F is VC of parameters (v,A) with respect to an
envelope F . That means that for any 0 < η < 1 and for any probability measure Q on X , we have

N
(
F , L2(Q), η‖F‖L2(Q)

)
≤
(
A

η

)v

.

Moreover, a single ball centered at the constant function equal to zero and with radius ‖F‖L2(Q) is

enough to cover F . Thus, for any η ∈ (0,∞), the covering number is bounded from above by

N
(
F , L2(Q), η

)
≤
(
A‖F‖L2(Q)

η

)v

∨ 1.

Fix η > 0, write ηP = η/(4 ‖qn‖1/2∞ ) and ηQ = η/4, and define the covering numbers

NP = N
(
F , L2(P ), ηP /2

)
, NQ = N

(
F , L2(Q), ηQ/2

)
(17)

associated to the open balls

BP (f, δ) =
{
g ∈ L2(P ) : ‖g − f‖L2(P ) < δ

}
, BQ(f, δ) =

{
g ∈ L2(Q) : ‖g − f‖L2(Q) < δ

}
,

for δ > 0. The balls in the definition of the covering numbers in (17) have their centers in L2(P ) and
L2(Q) but not necessarily in F . At the price of doubling the radii, the triangle inequality permits us

to find functions f
(P )
1 , . . . , f

(P )
NP

and f
(Q)
1 , . . . , f

(Q)
NQ

in F such that

F ⊂
NP⋃

i=1

BP (f
(P )
i , ηP ), F ⊂

NQ⋃

j=1

BQ(f
(Q)
j , ηQ).

Therefore, the class F is covered by the union of the intersections between the balls, that is to say

F ⊂
⋃

1≤i≤NP

1≤j≤NQ

(
BP (f

(P )
i , ηP ) ∩BQ(f

(Q)
j , ηQ)

)
. (18)

Define the support of this covering as

S =
{
(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , NP } × {1, . . . , NQ} : BP (f

(P )
i , ηP ) ∩BQ(f

(Q)
j , ηQ) 6= ∅

}
.

For every (i, j) ∈ S, we fix an arbitrary function fi,j ∈ BP (f
(P )
i , ηP ) ∩BQ(f

(Q)
j , ηQ).

Let f ∈ F and let (i, j) ∈ S be such that f ∈ BP (f
(P )
i , ηP ) ∩ BQ(f

(Q)
j , ηQ). We will show that

‖εn,f − εn,fi,j‖L2(Q) ≤ η. Since f and fi,j belong to the same intersection in (18), we have

‖f − fi,j‖L2(P ) < 2ηP , ‖f − fi,j‖L2(Q) < 2ηQ. (19)

The residual functions can be expressed in terms of the whitened feature map ~n via

εn,f = f − ~
⊺

nP (~nf), εn,fi,j = fi,j − ~
⊺

nP (~nfi,j).

By the triangle inequality, we find

‖εn,f − εn,fi,j‖L2(Q) ≤ ‖f − fi,j‖L2(Q) + ‖~⊺nP [~n(f − fi,j)]‖L2(Q). (20)
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Recall Mn ≥ supf∈F ‖εn,f‖∞, a constant envelope for the class En, and recall the leverage function

qn = |~n|22. The Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the orthonormality of (~n,1, . . . , ~n,dn
) give

‖~⊺nP [~n(f − fi,j)]‖2L2(Q) =

∫

y∈X

{
~n(y)

⊺

∫

x∈X

~n(x)(f − fi,j)(x) dP (x)

}2

dQ(y)

≤
∫

y∈X

|~n(y)|22
∣∣∣∣
∫

x∈X

~n(x)(f − fi,j)(x) dP (x)

∣∣∣∣
2

2

dQ(y)

≤ ‖qn‖∞ ‖f − fi,j‖2L2(P ). (21)

The combination of (19), (20) and (21) yields

‖εn,f − εn,fi,j‖L2(Q) < 2ηQ + 2 ‖qn‖1/2∞ ηP = η/2 + η/2 = η.

We have thus constructed the covering

En ⊂
⋃

(i,j)∈S

BQ(εn,fi,j , η)

of En with L2(Q) balls of radius at most η. The covering number of En is thus bounded by

N
(
En, L

2(Q), η
)
≤ #S ≤ N

(
F , L2(P ), ηP /2

)
· N

(
F , L2(Q), ηQ/2

)
.

Using the definition of a VC-class and since ‖qn‖∞ ≥ P (qn) = P (|~n|22) = dn ≥ 1, a case-by-case
analysis reveals that

N
(
En, L

2(Q), η
)
≤
(
2A‖F‖L2(P )

ηP
∨ 1

)v

·
(
2A‖F‖L2(Q)

ηQ
∨ 1

)v

≤
(
64A2‖F‖2∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

η2

)v

∨
(
8A‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

η

)v

∨ 1

≤
(
8A‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

η

)2v

∨ 1. (22)

Lemma 2 implies that the sequence An defined in (14) satisfies An ≥ 1. From (22) we deduce

∀η ∈ (0, 1], N
(
En, L

2(Q), ηMn

)
≤ (An/η)

2v.

Therefore, the residual class En is VC of parameters (2v,An) with respect to the envelope Mn.

Step 2: covering of Gn. Consider two functions f, f̃ ∈ F and a probability measure Q on X 2 with
marginals Q1, Q2 on X , that is, Q1(B) = Q(B × X ) and Q2(B) = Q(X × B) for measurable
B ⊂ X . By definition, every function in Gn is written as (x, y) 7→ ~n(x)

⊺
~n(y)εn,f (x)εn,f (y). The

Cauchy–Schwarz inequality gives

∀(x, y) ∈ X
2, |~n(x)⊺~n(y)|2 ≤ |~n(x)|22 |~n(y)|22 = qn(x)qn(y) ≤ ‖qn‖2∞ . (23)

For f, f̃ ∈ F and (x, y) ∈ X 2, define

gn,f,f̃(x, y) = εn,f(x)~n(x)
⊺
~n(y)εn,f̃ (y).

Note that gn,f = gn,f,f̃ . By the Minkowski inequality,

‖gn,f − gn,f̃‖L2(Q) ≤ ‖gn,f − gn,f,f̃‖L2(Q) + ‖gn,f,f̃ − gn,f̃‖L2(Q).

15



Let us look at square of the first term on the right-hand side: by (23),

‖gn,f − gn,f,f̃‖2L2(Q) =

∫

X 2

εn,f (x)
2 |~n(x)⊺~n(y)|2

(
εn,f(y)− εn,f̃(y)

)2
dQ(x, y)

≤
∫

X 2

εn,f (x)
2qn(x)qn(y)

(
εn,f (y)− εn,f̃ (y)

)2
dQ(x, y)

≤
∥∥qnε2n,f

∥∥
∞

∫

X

qn(y)
(
εn,f(y)− εn,f̃ (y)

)2
dQ2(y)

≤
∥∥qnε2n,f

∥∥
∞

‖qn‖∞ ‖εn,f − εn,f̃‖2L2(Q2)
.

The term ‖gn,f,f̃ − gn,f̃‖L2(Q) can be treated similarly, yielding

‖gn,f − gn,f̃‖L2(Q)

≤
∥∥qnε2n,f

∥∥1/2
∞

‖qn‖1/2∞ ‖εn,f − εn,f̃‖L2(Q2) +
∥∥∥qnε2n,f̃

∥∥∥
1/2

∞
‖qn‖1/2∞ ‖εn,f − εn,f̃‖L2(Q1)

≤ Mn ‖qn‖∞
(
‖εn,f − εn,f̃‖L2(Q1) + ‖εn,f − εn,f̃‖L2(Q2)

)
. (24)

Fix η > 0. Following the approach in Step 1, we can for ℓ ∈ {1, 2} construct a covering of En by
L2(Qℓ)-balls of at most radius η. The centers of the balls are of the form

∀ℓ = 1, 2, ∀k = 1, . . . ,mℓ, ε
n,f

(ℓ)
k

∈ En,

where f
(ℓ)
k belongs to F and wheremℓ is the number of such balls needed, a number which is bounded

by (AnMn/η)
2v ∨ 1 for An defined in (14) Consider the intersections

∀i = 1, . . . ,m1, ∀j = 1, . . . ,m2, B(i, j) = BQ1

(
ε
n,f

(1)
i

, η
)
∩BQ2

(
ε
n,f

(2)
j

, η
)
.

The set En is covered by the union of all those intersections B(i, j). For each (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . ,m1} ×
{1, . . . ,m2} such that En intersects B(i, j), pick an arbitrary fi,j ∈ F such that εn,fi,j ∈ En∩B(i, j).
Note that the functions fi,j are different from the ones denoted in the same way in Step 1.

Let f ∈ F and let (i, j) be such that εn,f and εn,fi,j belong to the same intersection B(i, j). Since

the diameters of the two balls in the definition of B(i, j) are bounded by 2η in view of the triangle
inequality, we find

∀ℓ = 1, 2, ‖εn,f − εn,fi,j‖L2(Qℓ) < 2η.

By (24), it follows that

‖gn,f − gn,fi,j‖L2(Q) < Mn ‖qn‖∞ [(2η) + (2η)] = 4Mn ‖qn‖∞ η.

We find that Gn is covered by the union of the balls BQ(gn,fi,j , 4Mn ‖qn‖∞ η). Its covering number
is thus bounded by

N
(
Gn, L

2(Q), 4Mn ‖qn‖∞ η
)
≤ m1m2 ≤

(
AnMn

η

)4v

∨ 1.

Rescaling Mnη
′ = 4η, we get

N
(
Gn, L

2(Q),M2
n ‖qn‖∞ η′

)
≤
(
4An

η′

)4v

∨ 1. (25)

In view of (23), the functions in Gn are uniformly bounded by M2
n ‖qn‖∞. Since Q was an arbi-

trary probability measure on X 2, we conclude that Gn is a VC-class with parameters (4v, 4An) with
respect to the constant envelope M2

n ‖qn‖∞.
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Step 3: covering of G
(d)
n . Let Q be a probability measure on X and let η > 0. In Step 1, we

found functions fi,j ∈ F such that En is covered by the balls BQ(εn,fi,j , η), and we needed at most

(AnMn/η)
2v ∨ 1 of such functions. For f ∈ F we can thus find (i, j) such that

‖εn,f − εn,fi,j‖L2(Q) < η

and thus

‖√qnεn,f −√
qnεn,fi,j‖2L2(Q) ≤ ‖qn‖∞

∥∥εn,f − εn,fi,j
∥∥2
L2(Q)

< ‖qn‖∞ η2.

It follows that the number of L2(Q) balls of radius ‖qn‖1/2∞ η needed to cover G
(d)
n is bounded by the

number of functions fi,j in the construction in Step 1, and so

N

(
G

(d)
n , L2(Q), ‖qn‖1/2∞ η

)
≤ N

(
En, L

2(Q), η
)

≤
(
AnMn

η

)2v

∨ 1.

Upon rescaling Mnη
′ = η, we find

N

(
G

(d)
n , L2(Q),Mn ‖qn‖1/2∞ η′

)
≤
(
An

η′

)2v

∨ 1. (26)

We conclude that G
(d)
n is a VC-class with parameters (2v,An) with respect to the constant envelope

Mn ‖qn‖1/2∞ . The proof of Proposition 1 is complete.

C Proof of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

We recall the following quantities:

Mn = sup
f∈F

‖εn,f‖∞ , γ2
n = sup

f∈F

P (qnε
2
n,f ), L2

n = M2
n ‖qn‖∞ .

For all f ∈ F , we have P (ε2n,f ) ≤ P (f2) ≤ P (F 2) and γn ≤ Ln.

Step 1: Overview. We follow the plan laid out in Section 4 in the paper. In view of (11) and
Lemma 1, we have

sup
f∈F

{
Lf (β̂n,f )− Lf (βf )

}
≤ {1 + OP(1)} sup

f∈F

|Pn(~εn,f )|22 .

The inequality (12) provides a bound on n2 |Pn(~nεn,f )|22 consisting of a sum of two terms which
require a separate analysis (Steps 2 and 3). Finally, we collect the bounds to arrive at the stated rate
(Step 4).

Step 2: First term in (12). Recall the definition G
(d)
n = {q1/2n εn,f : f ∈ F} introduced in (13).

We first apply Corollary 3.4 given in Talagrand (1994) to the class G
(d)
n normalized by its envelope

Ln so that the resulting class is valued in [−1, 1]. We obtain that

E

[
sup

g∈G
(d)
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

g2(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣

]
≤ nγ2

n + 8Ln E

[
sup

g∈G
(d)
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ηig(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣

]
. (27)

Next, we apply Proposition 2.1 stated in Giné and Guillou (2001) to the class G
(d)
n to get

E

[
sup

g∈G
(d)
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ηig(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣

]
≤ C

(
τn
√
wnn log(θn) + Unwn log(θn)

)
, (28)

where C > 0 is a universal constant and θn = BnUn/τn and where the positive quantities
τn, Un, wn, Bn need to be chosen to satisfy the following two conditions:
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(i) τ2n ≥ supf∈F P (qnε
2
n,f), Un ≥ supf∈F ‖√qnεn,f‖∞ and Un ≥ τn;

(ii) (wn, Bn) are VC parameters of G
(d)
n with respect to the envelope Un, and wn ≥ 1 and Bn ≥

3
√
e.

We set
τn = ‖qn‖1/2∞ (an ∨Mn) and Un = τn,

where an is a sequence tending to zero that is introduced for some technical reason in Step 3, Eq. (38).

Because τn ≥ ‖qn‖1/2∞ Mn, Condition (i) is satisfied. To meet (ii), we set wn = (2v) ∨ 1, indepen-
dently of n, and

Bn =
10A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

Mn ∨ an
. (29)

Since A ≥ 1, since Mn ≤ 2 ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ (Lemma 2), since ‖qn‖∞ = dn ≥ 1 and since an = o(1),
it follows that Bn ≥ 5 ≥ 3

√
e for all sufficiently large n. We get, using the bound on the covering

numbers of G
(d)
n in (26) and the definition of An in (14), after some calculations,

N

(
G

(d)
n , L2(Q), Unη

)
≤
(

An

(1 ∨ (an/Mn)) η

)2v

∨ 1 ≤ (Bn/η)
2v ∨ 1, 0 < η ≤ 1,

from which Condition (ii) follows. As θn = BnUn/τn = Bn, (28) implies

E

[
sup

g∈G
(d)
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ηig(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣

]
≤ Cτnwn

(√
n log(Bn) + log(Bn)

)
,

= O
(
τn
√
n log(Bn)

)
, n → ∞. (30)

The bounds (27) and (30) combined with the Markov inequality give

sup
f∈F

nPn(qnε
2
n,f) = sup

g∈G
(d)
n

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

g2(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(
nγ2

n + Lnτn
√
n log(Bn)

)
, n → ∞.

As we will see in Step 4, the latter rate is of smaller order than the one for the third term in (12), which
is derived in Step 3.

Step 3: Third term in (12). The term
∑

1≤i6=j≤n gn,f(Xi, Xj) is a degenerate U -statistic of order

two: for any x ∈ X , we have we have E [gn,f(X, x)] = E [gn,f(x,X)] = 0, where the random
variable X has distribution P . We apply a special case of Theorem 2 in Major (2006), cited for
convenience as Theorem 4 below. The functions gn,f are uniformly bounded by

sup
x,y∈X

|gn,f(x, y)| ≤ sup
f∈F

∥∥qnε2n,f
∥∥
∞

≤ L2
n.

Let
τ̃n = Lnτn = Mn ‖qn‖∞ (Mn ∨ an) = L2

n (1 ∨ (an/Mn)) .

Scale the functions gn,f by τ̃n, yielding the class

G̃n = {gn,f/τ̃n : f ∈ F}
of functions on X 2 taking values in [−1, 1]. For any η ∈ (0, 1], by applying (25) with η′ =
τ̃nη/

(
M2

n ‖qn‖∞
)
, we get, recalling the definition of An in (14),

N

(
G̃n, L

2(Q), η
)
= N

(
Gn, L

2(Q), τ̃nη
)
≤
(
4AnM

2
n ‖qn‖∞
τ̃nη

)4v

∨ 1

≤
(
32A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

(Mn ∨ an) η

)4v

∨ 1. (31)
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Using Lemma 2, we get Mn ≤ 2 ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ and since A ≥ 1 we obtain 32A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ ≥
Mn. In addition, the sequence (an)n∈N defined in (38) is taken such that, for n sufficiently large,

32A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ ≥ an. Then, for n sufficiently large (31) we have, for Bn defined in (29),

N

(
G̃n, L

2(Q), η
)
≤
(
32
10Bn/η

)4v
, η ∈ (0, 1].

In the terminology of Major (2006, p. 490), G̃n is an L2-dense class of functions with parameter Dn

and exponent w defined by

Dn =
(
32
10Bn

)4v
and w = (4v) ∨ 1. (32)

For w, we take the maximum with 1 in order to apply Theorem 4 later on.

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have, for any (x, y) ∈ X 2 and any f ∈ F ,

gn,f (x, y)
2 = εn,f (x)

2εn,f (y)
2 |~n(x)⊺~n(y)|2

≤ εn,f (x)
2εn,f (y)

2 qn(x) qn(y).

It follows that, for independent random variables X1 and X2 with common distribution P , we have

∀f ∈ F ,
(
E[gn,f(X1, X2)

2]
)1/2 ≤ P (qnε

2
n,f) ≤ γ2

n.

Upon rescaling, we get

sup
g∈G̃n

(
E[g(X1, X2)

2]
)1/2 ≤ γ2

n/τ̃n.

For a sequence bn ∈ (0, 1] to be determined shortly, put

νn = (γ2
n/τ̃n) ∨ bn. (33)

We have νn ≤ 1; recall that τ̃n ≥ L2
n ≥ γ2

n. Moreover, ν2n is an upper bound of the second moments

of the functions in G̃n. Theorem 4 yields

P


 sup

f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

gn,f (Xi, Xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ 2nνnτ̃ny


 ≤ CDn e

−αy (34)

for all y ∈ [yn,−, yn,+], where, for some universal constants α, C, and K , the endpoints of the interval

are (note from (32) that Dn ≥ B4v
n ≥ 1 so logDn ≥ 0)

yn,− = K

(
w +

logDn

logn

)3/2

log(2/νn) and yn,+ = nν2n.

We still need to determine an and bn. We would like to choose y in (34) in such a way that the
right-hand side is bounded by a pre-specified δ ∈ (0, 1]. Therefore, we need to ensure two things:

yn,− ≤ yn,+, and (35)

CDne
−αyn,+ → 0, n → ∞. (36)

We need (35) in order to ensure that the interval [yn,−, yn,+] on which (34) holds is non-empty; we
need (36) to ensure that for any δ ∈ (0, 1], we can find y ∈ [yn,−, yn,+] such that the right-hand side
of (34) is bounded by δ. To this end, define

D∗
n = exp

[{(
2n

K logn

)2/3

− w

}
logn

]
, (37)

an =
32A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

(D∗
n)

1/(4v)
, (38)

bn =

(
K logn

2n

)1/2(
w +

logDn

logn

)3/4

. (39)
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To explain these definitions, note that D∗
n is the solution to

(
w +

logD∗
n

logn

)3/2

=
2n

K logn
,

whereas an is chosen in such a way that

Dn = D∗
n ∧

(
32A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

Mn

)4v

. (40)

Furthermore, since Dn ≤ D∗
n, we have, as required earlier,

bn ≤
(
K logn

2n

)1/2 (
w +

logD∗
n

logn

)3/4

= 1.

We can now verify that both (35) and (36) hold:

• The definition of νn in (33) implies νn ≥ bn, from which we get the chain of inequalities

yn,+ = nν2n ≥ nb2n =
K logn

2

(
w +

logDn

log n

)3/2

=
logn

2 log(2/νn)
yn,− ≥ yn,−, (41)

which is (35). To see the last inequality in (41), note that 1/νn ≤ 1/bn = o(n1/2), from
which (2/νn)

2 = o(n) as n → ∞ and thus 2 log(2/νn) ≤ log n for sufficiently large n.

• Enlarging K if necessary to ensure that αK ≥ 2, we have, in view of yn ≥ nb2n and (39),

logDn − αyn,+ ≤ logDn − αnb2n

= logDn − αK

2
(logn)

(
w +

logDn

logn

)3/2

≤ logDn − (logn)

(
1 +

logDn

logn

)3/2

= (− logn)

[(
1 +

logDn

logn

)3/2

− logDn

logn

]

≤ − logn → −∞,

from which (36) follows.

Let δ ∈ (0, 1] and define

yn(δ) = yn,− ∨
(
α−1 log(CDn/δ)

)
.

We already know from (41) that yn,− ≤ yn,+ for large n. Moreover, since y = α−1 log(CDn/δ)
is the solution to CDne

−αy = δ, the asymptotic relation in (36) implies α−1 log(CDn/δ) ≤ yn,+
for large n. It follows that yn(δ) ∈ [yn,−, yn,+] and CDne

−αyn(δ) ≤ δ for all (sufficiently large) n.
Defining

un = 1 ∨ logDn

logn

we have, as n → ∞, the asymptotic relations [recall from the lines following (41) that 2 log(2/νn) ≤
logn for large n]

yn,− = O(u3/2
n logn) and logDn = O(un logn).

Since νnτ̃n = γ2
n ∨ (τ̃nbn), we find by (34) that

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

gn,f(Xi, Xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= OP (nνnτ̃n (yn,− ∨ logDn)) (42)

= OP

(
n
(
γ2
n ∨ (τ̃nbn)

)
u3/2
n logn

)
, n → ∞. (43)
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Write

ρn = u3/2
n

logn

n
(44)

and note that bn = O(ρ
1/2
n ) as n → ∞. It follows that

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

n2

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

gn,f(Xi, Xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= OP

({
γ2
n ∨

(
τ̃nρ

1/2
n

)}
ρn

)
, n → ∞. (45)

Step 4: Comparison and simplification of rates. The first term in the expansion (12) was shown
in Step 2 to have rate nγ2

n + Lnτn
√
n log(Bn). By definition, nγ2

n is of smaller order than the rate in
(43). The other term, Lnτn

√
n log(Bn), is of smaller order too: since νn ≥ bn and since bn in (39)

is of larger order than 1/
√
n, the rate Lnτn

√
n logBn is of smaller order than O(nνnLnτn logBn),

which is bounded by the rate in (42) in view of Lnτn = τ̃n and the connection between Bn and Dn

in (32).

We can therefore conclude that the rate in (45) for the third term is actually the dominating one. It

remains to work out the sequence (ρn)n∈N in (44), that is, to analyse (u
3/2
n )n∈N further. By (37),

logD∗
n

logn
= O

((
n

log n

)2/3
)
, n → ∞.

Since Mn is bounded by a constant multiple of ‖qn‖1/2∞ (Lemma 2), which grows at most at a polyno-
mial rate in n by Condition 1, we have

log
(
‖qn‖1/2∞ /Mn

)

logn
= O

(
1 +

(logM−1
n )+

logn

)
, n → ∞.

In view of the connection between Dn and D∗
n in (40), it follows from the combination of the two

estimates above that
(
logDn

logn

)3/2

= O

(
n

log n
∧
{
1 +

(logM−1
n )+

logn

}3/2
)

= O

(
n

log n
∧
{
1 +

(
(logM−1

n )+
logn

)3/2
})

, n → ∞.

Since both members of the minimum on the right-hand side are larger than one, it follows that

ρn = u3/2
n

logn

n
= O

(
1 ∧

[
logn

n

{
1 +

(
(logM−1

n )+
log n

)3/2
}])

, n → ∞.

It is the latter form that is stated in the theorem.

Proof of Corollary 1. If (logM−1
n )+ = O(logn) as n → ∞, then Mn > an and thus τn = L2

n
for sufficiently large n. Moreover, rn can then be replaced by (log n)/n. The simpler rate (9) follows.
Under the additional condition on L2

n, the latter rate implies the one in (10).

D Proof of Proposition 2

In this proof, we consider Zn := sups∈S |Pn(s)− P (s)|. Thanks to the triangle inequality, we get

Zn ≤ E(Zn) + |Zn − E(Zn)| . (46)

We treat the two terms on the right-hand side of (46) in Steps 1 and 2, respectively. The bound for Zn

then follows by adding both bounds in Step 3.
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Step 1: Expectation of the supremum. Let (ηi)i denote a sequence of independent Rademacher
variables, that is, P(ηi = +1) = P(ηi = −1) = 1/2 for all i, and such that (ηi)i and (Xi)i are inde-
pendent. The symmetrization inequality detailed in van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Lemma 2.3.1)
gives

nE(Zn) ≤ 2E

[
sup
s∈S

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ηi{s(Xi)− P (s)}
∣∣∣∣∣

]
.

Further, by applying Proposition 2.1 in Giné and Guillou (2001) to the class {s − P (s) : s ∈ S },
(with VC parameters (w, 3

√
eB), envelope 2U and variance bound τ2), we obtain the existence of a

universal constant C1 > 0 such that

E

[
sup
s∈S

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

ηi{s(Xi)− P (s)}
∣∣∣∣∣

]
≤ C1

(
2wU log (C2θ) + τ

√
wn log (C2θ)

)
=: ξn (47)

where C2 = 6
√
e and where we wrote θ = BU/τ as in the statement of the proposition.

Step 2: Concentration of the supremum around its expectation. Since sups∈S ‖s− P (s)‖∞ ≤
2U , Theorem 1.4 in Talagrand (1996) states the existence of a universal constant K > 0 such that

∀t > 0, P (n|Zn − E(Zn)| ≥ t) ≤ K exp

{
− t

2KU
log

(
1 +

2tU

Vn

)}
(48)

where

Vn = E

[
sup
s∈S

n∑

i=1

{s(Xi)− P (s)}2
]
.

Since log(1 + x) ≥ x/(1 + x/2) for all x ≥ 0, we get

t

2KU
log

(
1 +

2tU

Vn

)
≥ t

2KU

2tU
Vn

1 + 1
2
2tU
Vn

=
t2

K (Vn + tU)

and thus,

∀t > 0, P (n|Zn − E(Zn)| ≥ t) ≤ K exp

{
− t2

K (Vn + tU)

}
.

Assuming without loss of generality that K ≥ 1 and inverting the previous bound (see for instance
Peel et al., 2010, Lemma 1) gives that with probability at least 1− δ,

n|Zn − E(Zn)| ≤
√
VnK log(K/δ) + UK log(K/δ).

Corollary 3.4 in Talagrand (1994) applied to the family {s− P (s) : s ∈ S } yields

Vn ≤ nτ2 + 16U E

[
sup
s∈S

∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ηi{s(Xi)− P (s)}
∣∣∣∣

]

≤ nτ2 + 16Uξn

in view of (47). Note that in the cited corollary, the functions are bounded in absolute value by 1,
whereas here, the functions s− P (s) are bounded uniformly by 2U , and this is reflected in the bound

above. Since
√
a+ b ≤ √

a+
√
b for nonnegative a and b,

√
Vn ≤ τ

√
n+ 4

√
Uξn.

As a consequence, with probability at least 1− δ, it holds that

n|Zn − E(Zn)| ≤
(
τ
√
n+ 4

√
Uξn

)√
K log(K/δ) + UK log(K/δ).
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Step 3: Bound on the supremum. Combining the bound (46) with the inequalities obtained in
Steps 1 and 2, we obtain that with probability at least 1− δ,

nZn ≤ 2ξn + 2× 2
√
ξn
√
UK log(K/δ) + UK log(K/δ) + τ

√
nK log(K/δ)

≤ 4ξn + 3UK log(K/δ) + τ
√

nK log(K/δ)

where we have just used that 2ab ≤ a2 + b2 with a =
√
ξn et b =

√
UK log(K/δ). Injecting the

value of ξn from (47) and factorizing, we get

nZn ≤ 4C1

(
2wU log(C2θ) + τ

√
wn log(C2θ)

)
+ 3UK log(K/δ) + τ

√
nK log(K/δ)

≤ U ((8C1w) ∨ (3K)) log(C2Kθ/δ) + τ
√
n
((

4C1

√
w
)
∨
√
K
)(√

log(C2θ) +
√
log(K/δ)

)

≤ U ((8C1w) ∨ (3K)) log(C2Kθ/δ) + τ
√
n
((

4C1

√
w
)
∨
√
K
)√

2 log(C2Kθ/δ),

where, in the last step, we have used that
√
a+

√
b ≤

√
2(a+ b) with a = log(2θ) and b = log(K/δ).

Conclude the proof by applying the inequality (aw) ∨ b ≤ (a ∨ b)w for w ≥ 1 and a, b ≥ 0; similarly
for w replaced by

√
w.

E Proof of Theorem 2

Start by noting that
α̂or
n,f − P (f) = Pn(εn,f ).

As shown in Step 1 in Section B, the residual class En is VC of parameters (2v,An) with respect

to the envelope Mn with An = 8A ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ /Mn. Hence we can apply Proposition 2 with

wn = (2v) ∨ 1, Bn = 8 (A ∨ (3/4)
√
e) ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ /Mn ≥ An, τn = σn and Un = Mn ∨ (2σn).

Condition (i) of Proposition 2 is easily met. Because Mn ≤ 2 ‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞ we have

Bn ≥ 4
(
A ∨

(
(3/4)

√
e
))

≥ 3
√
e.

Therefore Condition (ii) of Proposition 2 is also met. Since wn is constant, we obtain

sup
f∈F

|Pn(εn,f )| = OP

(
σn

√
n−1 log(θn) + Unn

−1 log(θn)
)
, n → ∞,

with θn = Bn (Mn ∨ (2σn)) /σn. Note that lim infn→∞ θn > 0 and, since Mn ∨ (2σn) ≤ 2Mn,

θn =
(
8
(
A ∨

(
(3/4)

√
e
))

‖F‖∞ ‖qn‖1/2∞

)
(Mn ∨ (2σn)) / (σnMn) ≤ A′ ‖qn‖1/2∞ /σn,

with A′ = 16 (A ∨ ((3/4)
√
e)) ‖F‖∞. From Condition 1, it holds that log(‖qn‖∞) = O(log(n)).

Using the fact that M2
n = O(σ2

nn/ log(n)), which is also O(σ2
nn), and since by assumption M−1

n =
O(nα), we get σ−2

n = O(n1+2α) as n → ∞. Consequently, log(θn) = O(log(n)) and we find that

sup
f∈F

|Pn(εn,f )| = OP

(
σn

√
n−1 log(n) +Mnn

−1 log(n)
)
, n → ∞.

Moreover, using again that M2
n = O(σ2

nn/ log(n)) as n → ∞, we find the stated rate.

F Proof of Theorem 3

Let Hn = P (hnh
⊺

n) ∈ R
(dn+1)×(dn+1) and Gn = P (gng

⊺

n) ∈ R
dn×dn . By assumption, both

matrices are invertible. Using Equation (22) in Leluc et al. (2021), we obtain

|α̂n,f − P (f)| ≤ |Pn(εn,f)|+
∣∣∣G1/2

n

(
β̂n,f − βn,f

)∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣G−1/2
n Pn(gn)

∣∣∣
2
.
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Since hn = (1, g⊺n)
⊺, we have

∣∣∣∣H
1/2
n

(
α̂n,f − αn,f

β̂n,f − βn,f

)∣∣∣∣
2

2

= (α̂n,f − αn,f )
2
+
∣∣∣G1/2

n

(
β̂n,f − βn,f

)∣∣∣
2

2
,

which, combined with the identity (2), gives

∣∣∣G1/2
n

(
β̂n,f − βn,f

)∣∣∣
2

2
≤
∣∣∣∣H

1/2
n

(
α̂n,f − αn,f

β̂n,f − βn,f

)∣∣∣∣
2

2

= Lf (α̂n,f , β̂n,f)− Lf (αn,f , βn,f )

with Lf(α, β) = P [(f − α− β⊺hn)
2]; note the slight change in notation of the excess risk due to the

presence of an intercept. Consequently, we have shown that

|α̂n,f − P (f)| ≤ |Pn(εn,f )|+
√
Lf (α̂n,f , β̂n,f )− Lf(αn,f , βn,f )

∣∣∣G−1/2
n Pn(gn)

∣∣∣
2
,

and the rest of the proof consists in bounding the three terms on the right-hand side uniformly in
f ∈ F . First, using Corollary 1 and the fact that γ2

n ≤ σ2
n ‖qn‖∞, we get the uniform bound

sup
f∈F

{Lf(α̂n,f , β̂n,f )− Lf(αn,f , βn,f )} = OP

(
σ2
n ‖qn‖∞

logn

n

)
, n → ∞.

Second, using E(|G−1/2
n gn|22) = tr(G−1

n Gn) = dn, we obtain E(|G−1/2
n Pn(gn)|22) = O(dn/n) and

it follows by Markov’s inequality that
∣∣∣G−1/2

n Pn(gn)
∣∣∣
2
= OP

(√
dn/n

)
, n → ∞.

Third, because L2
n = O(γ2

n

√
n/ log(n)) implies M2

n = O(σ2
n

√
n/ log(n)), which is also

O(σ2
nn/ log(n)), we can apply Theorem 2 to get

sup
f∈F

|Pn(εn,f )| = OP

(
σn

√
n−1 log(n)

)
, n → ∞.

G A concentration inequality for degenerate U-statistics

The main term in the proof of Theorem 1 concerned a degenerate U-statistic of order two, see Step 3
in Section C. We dealt with it via a special case of the concentration inequality in Theorem 2 in Major
(2006), stated next.

Theorem 4 (Special case of Theorem 2 in Major (2006)). Let (X ,A , P ) be a probability space
and let G be an at most countably infinite collection of measurable functions g : X 2 → [−1, 1]
such that

∫
X

g(x, z) dP (z) =
∫

X
g(z, x) dP (z) = 0 for every x ∈ X . Assume that G is a

countable VC-class of parameters (w,B), with w ≥ 1 and B > 0. Let ν ∈ (0, 1] be such that
supg∈G E[g2(X1, X2)] ≤ ν2. Let X1, . . . , Xn be an independent random sample from P . There exist
universal positive constants α, C and K such that

∀y ∈ [y−, y+], P


sup

g∈G

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

1≤i6=j≤n

g(Xi, Xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ 2nνy


 ≤ CBwe−αy

where

y− = K [w + (w logB/ logn)+]
3/2

log(2/ν), y+ = nν2.
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