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Abstract

We consider the problem of estimating the optimal transport map between a (fixed)
source distribution P and an unknown target distribution ), based on samples from
(). The estimation of such optimal transport maps has become increasingly relevant
in modern statistical applications, such as generative modeling. At present, estimation
rates are only known in a few settings (e.g. when P and @ have densities bounded
above and below and when the transport map lies in a Holder class), which are often
not reflected in practice. We present a unified methodology for obtaining rates of
estimation of optimal transport maps in general function spaces. Our assumptions
are significantly weaker than those appearing in the literature: we require only that
the source measure P satisfies a Poincaré inequality and that the optimal map be the
gradient of a smooth convex function that lies in a space whose metric entropy can be
controlled. As a special case, we recover known estimation rates for bounded densities
and Holder transport maps, but also obtain nearly sharp results in many settings not
covered by prior work. For example, we provide the first statistical rates of estimation
when P is the normal distribution and the transport map is given by an infinite-width
shallow neural network.

1 Introduction

The estimation of optimal transport maps is an increasingly relevant task in machine learning
[Gra+18; Hua+21; Fin+20; ACB17; GPC18; Sal+18], with applications in computational bi-
ology [Sch+19; Mor+21; Dem+21; Yan+20a], computer graphics [Sol+16; Sol+15; Fey+17],
and economics [CCG16; Che+17; TGR21; GX21]. These developments in the applied sci-
ences have been accompanied by several recent works in the area of statistical estimation
of optimal transport maps: we suppose that our source and target probability measures, P
and @ respectively, exhibit densities on R?. Then, in accordance with Brenier’s theorem
(see Section 2), there exists a convex function g, called the Brenier potential, such that the
optimal transport map from P to @) is given by V.
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Our statistical setup is the following: we have full access to P, but () can only be accessed
through i.i.d. samples Y7,...,Y,, ~ @. The task of a statistician is to propose an estimator
V¢ that can approximate Vg on the basis of these samples alone.

A modern use-case of the aforementioned setup lies in generative modeling (see e.g. the
reviews [Gui+21; KPB20; YZH22]), where practitioners are given samples from a data dis-
tribution @ (e.g. a distribution of images), with the goal of generating new samples. To
achieve this goal, a map T is learned so that the pushforward of P, the standard Gaussian,
by T is approximately equal to ). A new sample of law close to () can then be generated
by first sampling X ~ P, and then computing T'(X).

Statistical transport map estimation has received considerable attention in recent years,
pioneered by [HR21]. They consider the case where g lies in the class of (s + 1)-times
differentiable, (-smooth, a-strongly convex functions, with P having a density bounded
away from 0 and oo on a bounded convex domain 2. They show that their wavelet-based
estimator, V@, w), achieves the following estimation rate

5 2
E(V@@mw) — V900||%2(p) < n” 7w log?(n)

which is minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors. Subsequent work by [Man+21; DGS21;
PN21; Muz+21] proposed alternative estimators for (g lying in the same function class, with
similar assumptions on P and ). While seemingly natural, these assumptions are often too
restrictive for practical applications. Moreover, the estimators analyzed in prior works largely
do not correspond to those employed in practice. Indeed, for large-scale tasks, a number of
works have proposed optimizing the empirical dual problem (see Eq. (1) below) over a class
of input convex neural networks [Mak+20; BKC22]; however, this approach currently comes
with no statistical guarantees.

In this work, we bridge this gap in the literature by presenting a unified perspective
on estimating optimal transport maps. To do this, we leverage the fact that the Brenier
potential ¢y minimizes the function ¢ — S(p) = [@dP + [ ¢*dQ, where ¢* is the convex
conjugate of the function . Writing the empirical target measure as Q,, == n"*Y ., dy,, we
study convergence properties of the estimator Vo r, where

$F € argmin Sy, () ::/ade+/<P*dQn, (1)

peF

and F is some function class that g either lies in or is close to. We give a general decom-
position of the risk of 7 (Theorem 2 and Theorem 3) that is given in terms of the covering
numbers of the class F. Such structural assumptions allow us to obtain near-optimal rates
for a large number of cases with a single result, such as when ¢y belongs to:

1. the set of quadratics x — %:ETAQZ +b'z,

2. a finite set,

3. a parametric set,

4. a Reproducting Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS),

5. C; (), the Holder ball of radius L for functions of regularity s,
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6. a class of “spiked” potential functions (borrowing terminology from [NR22]),
7. a class of shallow neural networks (i.e., a Barron space [Bacl7; EMW22; Bar93)),
8. or the space of input convex neural networks.

Additionally, unlike previous results in the literature, we are able to give general decomposi-
tion results for the risk of Vo under minimal regularity assumptions on the source measure
(Theorem 2 and Theorem 3.1): we only require that P satisfies a Poincaré inequality. In par-
ticular, P can have a density (bounded away from 0 and oo) on any domain with Lipschitz
boundary, while densities proportional to e~II*I° for s > 1 are also admissible. We therefore
cover the important case where P is a Gaussian, which is novel to the best of our knowledge.

As an appetizer to our main theorems (stated in full generality in Section 3), let us
consider two very different situations. In the first one (Section 4.3), we assume that g
belongs to a parametric class F, indexed by a finite dimensional set ©. Then, under mild
conditions on the parametrization, we show that

EVer — Vol T,y Stoan 71 (2)

that is a parametric rate of convergence holds. Although simple and expected, such a result
is not present in the literature so far.

A second, non-parametric example covered by our results is when Vi, is a shallow
neural network with ReLu activation function (Section 4.7). Under such an assumption, for
an appropriate class of candidate neural networks F, we are able to show that

. _1_1
E(|Vér — VSOOHZLQ(P) Stogn 1”2 4, (3)

a rate which we show is close to being minimax optimal.

Organization

We begin by providing some background on optimal transport maps in Section 2. Our main
results are presented in Section 3, where we state rates of estimation in two settings: (i)
when P is compactly supported, but g is not necessarily strongly convex, and (ii) when P
is unbounded, but ¢y is strongly convex. In both cases, we require ¢q to be (locally) smooth,
so that the optimal transport map Vi is at least (locally) Lipschitz. We present our proofs
in Section 5, omitting technical lemmas to the Appendix. We provide several examples that
verify the (log-)covering condition on F required to obtain our proposed convergence rates
in Section 4.

Notation

Let R? be the Euclidean space for d > 3. The ball of radius R > 0 centered at z € R? is
denoted by B(z; R). We assume that we have access to a collection of i.i.d. random variables
(Y:)i>1 from law @, that are all defined on the same probability space. Depending on the
context, we write either P(f), [ fdP or Ep[f(X)] for the integral of a function f against a
(probability) measure P, with P(||z]|™) denoting the m'" moment of P. The pushforward of
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P by a measurable function 7' : R — R™ is written as T;P. The La(p)-norm of a function
f: RY — R™ with respect to a o-finite measure p is written as || f||z,,) = (/|| f]I* dp)*/2.
For a > 1, we write C*(2) to be the space of |« |-times differentiable functions defined on a
domain 2 whose |« |th derivative is a— || Holder smooth; see Equation (24) for more details.
The gradient of f is written as V f, whereas its Hessian is written as V2f. If w : R — R is
a nonnegative function, we let L., (w) be the space of functions f : R¢ — R endowed with
the norm || f|| 1. (w) = SUPera | f(@)|w(z). For a € R, we write (x)* for (14 ||z||)*. We also
let log, (z) denote the function max{1,log(z)}. For d € N, we write S% (resp. S%.) to be
the space of symmetric positive semi-definite (resp. positive definite) matrices. The smallest
eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix A is written as Apin(A), whereas its operator norm is || Al|op-
Finally, we use a < b to indicate that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that a < Cb, and
will often use e.g. Siog(n) to omit logarithmic factors in n.

Throughout this work, we will repeatedly consider suprema of collections of random
variables, and such a supremum may not necessarily be measurable. If this is the case,
the symbols E and P have to be considered as representing the outer expectation of the
supremum. All relevant results used to bound the expectation of such suprema hold for
outer expectations, so that we will not make the distinction between expectation and outer
expectation. We will also always assume implicitly that ¢z is measurable: this can always
be ensured by replacing F by a countable dense subset (with respect to the co-norm).

2 Background on optimal transport under the
quadratic cost

For a domain © C R?, let P(£2) be the space of probability measures on €, and P,.(Q) be
those with densities. Our analysis primarily hinges on existence results and stability bounds
for transport maps, which we will later relate to empirical processes. We refer the reader to
standard texts on optimal transport for more details e.g. [Vil09; San15].

A fundamental result concerning the existence and uniqueness of optimal transport maps
is due to Brenier [Bre91]. Essentially, Theorem 1 below states that, provided the source
measure has a density, a unique optimal transport map exists and is the gradient of a convex
function, see [Sanl5, Theorem 1.22, Theorem 1.40].

Theorem 1 (Brenier’s Theorem). Let P € P,.(R?) and Q € P(R?) be measures with finite
second moments. Then, there exists a solution Ty to

inf )/||x—T(a:)||2dP(x), (4)

TeT(P,Q
where T(P,Q) = {T : R* — R? | T,P = Q} is the set of transport maps from P to Q.

Moreover, Ty = Vg, for a convez function ¢y solving

inf S(p):= inf )/ade—i—/go* dQ, (5)

weLl(P) peLl(P

where @ 1s the convex conjugate to py. The squared 2-Wasserstein distance is written as
sW2(P.Q) = 5 P(|l2]1*) + 5Q(llz]*) = S(w0) -
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Moreover, as Brenier potentials are defined up to constants (indeed, shifting @(z) =
() + ¢ does not change the objective function in Eq. (5)), we will assume that ¢q(0) = 0,
and also extend this assumption later to our general function classes of interest. Particular
attention will be paid to functions ¢ which have a polynomial growth. The function ¢ is
said to be (8, a)-smooth (for B,a > 0) if it is twice differentiable and if

Vo € RY (|V20(2)]lop < B(x)™ (6)

When a = 0, this implies that that the function ¢ is f-smooth in the classical sense. Similarly,
we say that ¢ is (a, a)-convex (for a,a > 0) if

Vo € RY, Auin(Vi(2)) > alz)® (7)

Once again, («, 0)-convex functions correspond to a-strongly convex functions in the usual
sense. We gather properties of such functions, that we will repeatedly use in our proofs,
in Appendix B. Note that for a = 0, twice-differentiability is not required, and the usual
definitions of smoothness and strong convexity can be used.

This leads us to our first proposition which states that the functional S grows at least
quadratically around its minimizer ¢q (up to logarithmic factors). We allow the potentials
to either have bounded domains (where we denote by dom(y) the domain of a function )
or to be smooth of some exponent a > 0, while we require P to have subexponential tails:
there exists a number ¢ > 0 with Exp[elXI/¢] <2, where we define || P||cyp as the smallest
number ¢ > 0 satisfying this property. Equivalently, a distribution is subexponential if it has
tails of the form P(||X|| > ct) < Ce™*, see Appendix A for more details on subexponential
distributions. A proof of Proposition 1 is found in Appendix B.

Proposition 1 (Map stability). Let P be a probability distribution with subexponential tails.
Consider one of the two following settings:

1. the potentials vy and @1 are (B, a)-smooth, and let b = a(a + 1).

2. P is supported in B(0; R) and the potentials po and ¢y are twice differentiable, with
IVill < R on the support of P and B(0;2R) C dom(p;)! (i = 0,1). In this case, let
b=0.

Assume that ||[V1(0) — Vo(0)|| < M and that g is conver. Let QQ = (Vo) P and
S(p1) = P(¢1) + Q7). Denoting £ := S(p1) — S(po), we have

IVer = Vol 2apy S log (1/0)°, (8)
where the suppressed constant does not depend on d.

Remark 1. Proposition 1 is a variant of [HR21, Proposition 10], where they consider the case
where P has a bounded support, resulting in the bound

IV — Vol Tap S L

Remark 2. If needed, one can weaken the assumptions on the regularity of the potentials: it
is enough to assume that they are differentiable, with locally Lipschitz continuous gradients,
and corresponding (local) Lipschitz norm that grows at most polynomially.

'The constant 2 does not play any special role here, and can be replaced by any C > 1.
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3 Main results

Recall the setup: we suppose that there exists a convex function g such that Q = (Vg)s P.
We have full access to P and to i.i.d. samples Y7,...,Y,, ~ Q. We are interested in studying
the convergence rate of the plugin estimator V¢ z to Vg, where

@;6argmin/gde+/g0*dQn,

peF

with F being a class of twice differentiable (non-necessarily convex) functions that gives
a good approximation of ¢g. This is similar to the setup proposed in [HR21], though we
consider any class of candidate potentials F, whereas they only consider a class of strongly
convex functions with truncated wavelet expansions. For a subset A of a metric space (E, d),
the covering number N'(h, A, E) is defined as the smallest number of balls of radius & in £
that are needed to cover A. We make the following assumptions throughout this paper.

(A1) There exists §,a > 0 such that every ¢ € F is (/3, a)-smooth;

(A2) There exist v € [0,2), 7' > 0 and Dx > 1 such that for every h > 0 and § > 0,

log N (h, F Loo(e~"1)) < C5D5log (1/h)" 1™ (9)

(A3) The probability measure P satisfies a Poincaré inequality: for every differentiable
function f: R — R, it holds that

Varp(f) < Cox / IV ()2 dP(x). (10)

where 0 < Cp; < 0.

Remark 3. The estimator ¢ is nothing but an M-estimator. Therefore, it should not come
as a surprise that the excess risk S(¢z) — S(gp) is related to the suprema of empirical
processes of the form sup . » J¢*d(Q — Q). Assumption (A1) enables us, through the use
of the stability property Proposition 1, to relate |[V@r — Vol||? to S(¢x) — S(po). The
latter supremum can then be controlled thanks to standard results by the covering numbers
of the class of dual potentials {¢* : ¢ € F}, which has to be related to the covering number
of the class F in order to use Assumption (A2). However, such an approach would lead to
suboptimal rates of convergence. Our improved rates require to use an additional localization
scheme, to replace the empirical process indexed by F by a process indexed by a small ball
in F for the metric (¢, ¢’) —= ||V — V¢'||L,(p). Assumption (A3) comes into play to relate
the Lo-metric at the gradient level to the Lo-metric on the potentials.

Remark 4. Assumption (A2) allows us to cover two different scenarios. In one case, we
think of the class F as being a non-parametric class, fixed once and for all, that con-
tains the true potential ¢y. In this case, we will typically have a control of the form
log N'(h, F, Loo(e%I'1)) < Dzh=7 for some 0 < v < 2, so that F is a Donsker class and
Dx is a fixed constant. In the other scenario, we think of F = Fp as being a “large” para-
metric class of dimension D (for instance, one can think of F as being the class of functions
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with Fourier expansions up to a finite level D). Then, the log-covering number will behave
logarithmically (7" = 1 and v = 0), but with a prefactor Dz proportional to the dimension
D of the parametric class. We will then have a standard bias-variance trade-off, with a bias
representing how efficiently the potential g can be represented by the class Fp. Typically,
the dimension D will be chosen as n® for some s > 0 to balance this trade-off. In particular,
one should not think of Dz as being a fixed constant in this scenario, but as playing the role
of the increasing dimension of an approximating parameter class.

Remark 5. The Poincaré inequality is ubiquitous in probability and analysis, being for in-
stance connected to the phenomenon of concentration of measure [BL97; Goz10]. In general,
the main obstruction to obtain a Poincaré inequality is when the measure has disconnected
support. Examples of conditions that give rise to a probability measure satisfying (A3) are:

e any measure having a density bounded away from zero and infinity on a bounded
Lipschitz domain (or more generally with a support satisfying the cone condition, see
[AF03, Section 6)),

e Poce™V with V strongly convex (via the Brascamp-Lieb inequality [BL02]),

e P o eV, with positive constants ¢ and a such that (i) (z, VV(x)) > c||z|| for x large
enough, or (ii) a||[VV(z)||* — AV (z) > ¢ for = large enough (see [Bak+08]).

Special cases include the standard normal distribution, and log-concave measures with
V(x) = ||z||® for s > 1. As a last comment, let us mention that the Poincaré inequality
implies that P has subexponential tails [BLI7]:

Vvt >0, P(||X]|| > ct) < Ce™, (11)

a fact that we will repeatedly use.

3.1 The bounded case

Besides conditions (A1), (A2) and (A3), very few requirements are needed to obtain rates
of convergence in the bounded setting.

(B) P is supported in B(0; R). Moreover, for every ¢ € F, ¢ is convex, dom(y) = B(0;2R)
and ||Vy|| < R on the support of P.

To put it another way, we require that the candidate transport maps be uniformly bounded
on the support of P, while the associated potentials are finite on a ball strictly containing
the support. Such a requirement is equivalent to having an a priori bound R on the size of
the supports of P and (.

Theorem 2. Assume that (A1), (A2), (A3) and (B) are satisfied. Defining i = n/Dg
(that we assume is at least 2), we have

2

E[Vér — Veoliap S inf (S(¢) = S(po)) + (logn)tn~=, (12)
where ¢ = 3max{1,~'} and the suppressed constant does not depend on the dimension d.
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Remark 6. In the above theorem, the parameter n = n/Dx plays the role of an effective
number of samples. This is similar to what we observe for the risk of the sample mean in the
Gaussian location model; the squared loss for estimating the mean 6 of N (¢, Ip, ) is precisely
n~L. In our context, this observation is reasonable if we think about F as being a set of

dimension Dx.

3.2 The strongly convex case

In the second setting, we do not assume that P has a bounded support anymore, but assume
instead that ¢q is strongly convex of exponent a > 0.

(C1) The potential ¢ is (3, a)-smooth and («, a)-convex «, 5 > 0 for some a > 0.

To obtain improved rates of convergence, we also require mild regularity assumptions on
P and its support. We say that a set A is a L-Lipschitz basic set if it is the image of the
unit cube [0, 1]? by a Lipschitz diffeormorphism ® with both ® and ®~! that are L-Lipschitz
continuous. A domain 2 is a L-Lipschitz domain if there exists a partition (Ag) of © into
L-Lipschitz basic sets.

(C2) The measure P has a density p and its support is a Lipschitz domain 2. Furthermore,
there exist constants B, > 0 such that for every R > 1, the function log p is Lipschitz
continuous on B(0; R) with Lipschitz constant BRY.

In the bounded case, assumption (C2) covers any probability distribution P having a
Lipschitz density bounded away from 0 and oo on a Lipschitz domain. When P has full
domain, assumption (C2) covers all the potentials of the form V(z) = ||z||* for some s > 1,
including in particular the Gaussian case.

For a > 0, let F, C F be the set of potentials in F that are («, a)-convex for the same
parameter a as in conditions (A1) and (C1).

Theorem 3. Consider P and F that satisfy (A1), (A2), (A3) and (C1).

1. Define n =n/Dx (that we assume is at least 2). Then,

2

E|Vér — Veolliz e Swgn wiél; (S(p) = Slpo)) + 175 (13)

2. If P also satisfies (C2), then

. . ¢ —-20d=y)
E|Vér — Veollizp) Swgnd wlg; (S(p) = S(po)) + Dyn ™ 2d@0, (14)

where ¢ = 2(d — 2)/(2d + v(d — 4)).

The second inequality (14) does not follow directly from the entropy bound outlined in
Remark 3, and requires a more delicate decomposition strategy, reminiscent of the wavelet
decomposition used in [HR21]. This strategy consists in considering piecewise linear ap-
proximations of the dual potentials ¢* on a fine enough grid of the ambient space RY. The
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supremum of the empirical process indexed by the piecewise linear approximations is bounded
through the Rademacher complexity of the process, while the remaining term is bounded by
the metric entropy of the set. The key point of this decomposition is to leverage the regular-
ity of P stated in Assumption (C2) to show that there exists a small envelope function for
the remainder terms in the decomposition. As this approach is based on a decomposition
of the ambient space R?, the corresponding rates of convergence now depend explicitly on d,
while being faster than the rates in (13).

Remark 7. Recall our two main scenarios: either F is a Donsker class, and the approximation
error is zero, or F is a large parametric class, so that v = 0 and Dz plays the role of a

C_2d-)

dimension. In the first case, we obtain a rate of estimation of order n Qdﬂ(dl‘*), that ranges
from n~'/2 (when ~ approaches 2) to n~' (when 7 approaches 0). We will see that such a
rate is close to being tight in the presence of shallow neural networks, see Section 4.7. In
the other scenario (with v = 0), the upper bound becomes

. =2 1

inf (5() = S(po)) +DF" 0™ (15)

peEFa
We will see in Section 4.5 that such a decomposition leads to minimax rates when the
potential g belongs to a Holder class.

Remark 8. We do not impose that candidate potentials ¢ € F are convex in Theorem 3.
However, one can always obtain a convex potential by considering the biconjugate ¢%. As
O < @, it always holds that S(¢%) < S(¢r). Griewank and Rabier [GRI0] show that the
biconjugate ¢** is locally C!'! if the potential ¢ is. One can check in the proofs of [GRI0]
that, if ¢ satisfies the growth condition (A1), then the local C*! norm of the biconjugate also
grows polynomially with the distance from the origin. This is enough to apply the stability
property (Remark 2), which then shows that the risk of V¢# will be of the same order as
the risk of V£, while being the gradient of a convex function.

4 Examples

4.1 Transport between normal distributions

We first verify our general theorems on a simple example: the Gaussian-to-Gaussian case. It
holds that for P = N(0, I;) and @ = N(b, A), the optimal Brenier potential is given by

Yo 1T > %:ﬂTAl/zx +b'x. (16)

Therefore, g belongs to the set of candidate potentials
Fouad = {2z — %:zTAl/Qx +bTx: Ae Si, b e RY}. (17)
As per our setup, we assume to have access to n samples from the distribution @ and our

goal is to estimate Ty. The natural estimator in this setting is a plug-in estimator based on
the empirical covariance matrix and empirical mean of the samples from ). It is easy to



show by a direct argument that this estimator achieves the parametric rate [FLE19]. As a
proof of concept, we show that this same result can be obtained by our general techniques.

One can check that the plug-in estimator is precisely the estimator that arises when
optimizing the (constrained) semidual problem

min /godP—l— /go*d@n.
Spe}-quad
This estimator does not fall into our framework directly since the set Fuaq is not precompact,

and therefore its covering numbers are infinite. However, we show in Appendix D that it
suffices to control the covering number of the smaller set

Fauado = {z— 2aTAz: AeSL, ||Allp =1}

which grows at most logarithmically. Theorem 3 then immediately yields the following bound.

Proposition 2. [t holds that

BV Fpa — VoollLy(p) Stogm 77 (18)

Full details appear in Appendix D.

4.2 Finite set

We now consider the setup from [VV21], where Vacher and Vialard consider the problem of
estimating an optimal Brenier potential over a finite class of functions F = {¢1,..., 90K}
In addition, the authors focus on the case where (i) the measure P has a bounded support,
(ii) the potentials ¢y, are strongly convex and smooth, and (iii) the “true” potential ¢y does
not necessarily belong to F. Their main result reads

. . logn
E|Vér — Veoli,p) S min IVeor — Vol 7, + Vo (19)

Theorem 2 allows us to strengthen this result if we assume a Poincaré inequality. Indeed,
the log-covering number of F is 0 for h small enough, so that condition (A2) holds with
~v =~" = 0. Therefore, if P satisfies a Poincaré inequality, a direct application of Theorem 2
yields

E|V4r — Viollde < min (S(or) — Slen)) + 0 (logn)®. (20)

As in [VV21], if we also assume that the potentials in F are strongly convex, we can
apply a reverse stability bound (see [HR21, Proposition 10]), resulting in

EVér — Vool i,p S 1?@1[11% IVor = Voll7,py +n " (logn)®. (21)

To put it another way, assuming a Poincaré inequality is enough to improve the excess of
risk from n~!/2 to n~! (up to logarithmic factors). By applying Theorem 3, the same control
holds when P is not bounded and the candidate potentials {¢;}5_, are (3, a)-smooth and
(a, a)-convex for some a > 0.
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4.3 Parametric set

More generally, one can consider a set of potentials parametrized by a bounded set © C R™.
Consider a set F = {pp : 6 € O} and assume that there exist constants L,p > 0 such that

V0,6 € ©, Vo € RY, |p(ar) — ()| < LI|9 — 0] (). (22)

Then, the log-covering number at scale h of F for the norm L. (eI} is controlled by the
log-covering number of the set ©, which scales as mlog, (1/h). Therefore, condition (A2) is
satisfied for v = 0, 4/ = 1. Let P be a probability measure satisfying a Poincaré inequality.
Theorem 3 implies that whenever ¢, € F is strongly convex of some exponent a > 0, it
holds that

E[Vér = Veollizpy Swegn 7 (23)

that is we obtain a parametric rate of convergence.

4.4 Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces

We turn our attention to a class of transport maps given by smooth potential functions
that lie in a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS). We briefly recall that a RKHS is a
Hilbert space H of functions over a domain X where there exists a kernel K : X x X - R
such that for all f € H, for all x € X,

fla) = (G x)n

We refer to [Wail9; SSB+02] for more details on the properties of such spaces.

For our application of interest, we let F be the unit ball in some RKHS over X = R?,
pertaining to some fixed kernel K. We will assume that K is of class C*, which is enough
to ensure that all potentials ¢ € F are f-smooth for some 5 > 0 according to [Zho08]. To
complete our analysis, we use existing bounds on the L.,-covering numbers over such a set
(see e.g. [Yan+20b]), which are expressed in terms of the spectral properties of the kernel
operator. For simplicity, we assume that either the spectrum is finite or has eigenvalues
that decay exponentially fast, and that the kernel is smooth enough to ensure that f € H
are smooth; see Appendix H for details on these definitions and assumptions. For example,
when the kernel is associated to a finite-dimensional feature mapping, the RKHS is finite-
dimensional and thus exhibits a finite spectrum. The well-known Gaussian kernel

KZ(z,y) = exp(—|lz — y|*/o?),

is an example of a kernel with exponentially fast decaying spectrum over the sphere, with
0% > 0. For such smooth kernels, one can show that the log-covering numbers exhibit the
following bound [Yan+20b, Lemma D.2]

log N (h, F, Lo (e7I1)) <log, (1/h),

for some 4/ > 1. Thus, if P satisfies (A3) and ¢y € F is strongly convex, then by Theorem
3, we again obtain parametric convergence i.e.

E|Vor — V<P0||%2(P) Stog(n) 1

11



4.5 Holder potentials

The first optimal transport map estimator was proposed by Hiitter and Rigollet in [HR21].
For a k-times differentiable function ¢, we let d*¢ be its k™ order differential. Hiitter
and Rigollet consider the setting where the potential o belongs to F = Cj(2), the set of
functions ¢ defined on some bounded domain 2 being |s]|-times differentiable, with |s]|-
derivatives being (s — |s])-Holder continuous, and norm

- | p(z) — d o (y)]|op
sc) = max sup ||d'o(z)|lop, + su
o = max sup || do(@)lop + sup T T ]

Il (24)

smaller than L. When €2 is a bounded convex domain, the authors study the estimator

Pn,W) = Pr,(wesy = argmin Sn(), (25)
CEF (WF)

where F. J(WO"B ) is the space of functions having a finite wavelet expansions up to some
depth J, while also being a-strongly convex and f-smooth (details on wavelet expansions
are given in Appendix J). Hiitter and Rigollet show that, if the source measure P has a
density bounded away from zero and infinity on {2, then this estimator benefits from the rate
of convergence (which is minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors), for s > 2,

2(s—1)

E|Vémw) = Vol L,p) Stogn n” 251 (26)

We are able to improve the results of Hiitter and Rigollet in several directions. First,
we relax the assumptions on P, which does not need to have a bounded support but is
only required to satisfy a Poincaré inequality (assumption (A3)) and some mild regularity
conditions on its density (assumption (C2)). The second improvement we make is related
to the computation of the estimator. Indeed, in their numerical implementations, Hiitter
and Rigollet did not compute the estimator ¢, w), but removed the a-strong convexity
assumptions (for otherwise, the estimator (g, w) is not computable). More precisely, for
J > 0 an integer and R > 0, let F;(R) be the set of potentials having a finite wavelet
expansion of depth J on the cube of side-length R, with bounded coefficients, and extended by
an arbitrary fixed convex function outside the cube (see Appendix J for a precise definition).
Then, Hiitter and Rigollet use the estimator gbj_i‘J( R) for their numerical simulations, although
they do not give any theoretical guarantees for doing so. Our general theory, together with
Remark 8, allows us to bound the risk of this estimator, showing the soundness of Hiitter and
Rigollet’s numerical implementation. The proof of Proposition 3 can be found in Appendix J.

Proposition 3. Let s > 2. Assume that @y € C;(RY) is a-strongly convex and 3-smooth.
Assume that P satisfies (A3) and (C2). Then, for some choice of R and J,

2(s—1)

EIVér, ) — Veol* Siogn n2#1. (27)

Remark 8 implies that the same rate of convergence holds for the biconjugate V@}*J( R)
considered by Hiutter and Rigollet, although this biconjugation step is not necessary to obtain
a minimax rate of convergence.
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A seminal result by Caffarelli [Caf00] states that the assumptions of Proposition 3 holds
for s = 2 when the source and target measures are appropriately log-smooth and log-strongly
concave: P = exp(—V) and Q = exp(—W) with 0 < ay I < V2V (z) < By ] and similarly
0 < awl < V*W(y) = Bwl, with P and Q having full support on R% In this setting, the
optimal Brenier potential is /ay /By -strongly convex and /By /ay-smooth, thus verifying
the smoothness and strong convexity requirements of Proposition 3. This principle is known
as Caffarelli’s contraction theorem; see e.g. [CP22] for a short proof based on entropic
optimal transport. As a corollary, we obtain the following new result.

Corollary 1. Let d > 3, and let P and Q) be log-smooth and log-strongly convex, with
Q = (Vo) P. Then, for some choice of R and J,

~ _2
E|[Vér,r) — Veol® Stogn n 1. (28)

4.6 “Spiked” potential functions

The spiked transport model was recently proposed by Niles-Weed and Rigollet to model
situations where two probability measures of interest living in a high-dimensional space R?
only differ on a low-dimensional subspace; see [NR22]. Let Vyxq be the Stiefel manifold,
consisting of all k x d matrices with orthonormal rows. We assume that there exists a matrix
U € Vixq such that Y ~ @ can be obtained from X ~ P through a map T that can be
decomposed into T'(z) = U T'(Uz)+ (I —U T U)x, while we will make structural assumption
on 7”. On the level of the potentials, this is equivalent to assuming that the Brenier potential
o belongs to the function space

1
Fepiked = {x — @' (Ux) + §||:E —~U'Uz|?: Y eF, Ue kad} , (29)
where F is a class of potentials defined on R*. The covering numbers of the class Fopiked are

controlled by the covering numbers of the class F up to logarithmic factors.

Proposition 4. [t holds that
log N (h, Fupiked; Loo(e711)) <log N'(h/2, F, Loo(e M) + Csdk log  (1/h).  (30)

A proof of Proposition 4 can be found in Appendix I. This property is enough to show
how one can obtain rates of convergence with exponents depending only on the effective
dimension k of the problem, the dependency on d only existing through prefactors. As an
example, if ¢ is assumed to be of Holder regularity s on the vector space spanned by U, one
can use a wavelet estimator in dimension k& (as in Section 4.5) to obtain a rate of convergence

of order n~ B «Ln~ e (with prefactors depending on d). Finding the optimal function
in Fypiked Tequires to solve an optimization problem defined over the Stiefel manifold. Such
a problem is non trivial, and, as in [NR22], we conjecture that a computational-statistical
gap exists.

13



4.7 Barron spaces

For large-scale tasks, neural networks are often used to parametrize mappings or deformations
from a set of data to another. These deformations can be interpreted as transport maps
between a source distribution (often a standard Gaussian measure) and a target distribution,
which is to be learned from samples. Several works have proposed to estimate such maps
using optimal transport principles [Mak+20; Hua+21; BKC22], but with few accompanying
guarantees.

Our general techniques allow us to obtain statistical results in this setting, namely when
the Brenier potential lies in a class of shallow neural networks with unbounded width, referred
to as a Barron space [EMW22].

Let M be a m-dimensional smooth compact manifold (possibly with smooth boundary),
and consider an activation function o : (z,v) € RY x M — R. We define the C*(M)-norm
of a function f : M — R as in the Euclidean case (24), by using an arbitrary systems of
charts on M. We assume that

(D1) for every v € M, o — o(x,v) is convex with ¢(0,v) = 0, and is (3, a)-smooth,

(D2) for every x € R? the function v — o(x,v) belongs to C*(M) for some s > 0, with a
uniformly bounded C*(M)-norm.

For a given activation function, we define the Barron space F, as the space of functions
¢ : R? — R for which there exists a measure 6 on M with finite total variation such that

Ve € RY, o(x) = /U(:B,v) dé(v), (31)

with the Barron norm of ¢ is defined as the infimum of the total variations of measures 6
such that the representation (31) holds. We let F! be the unit ball in F,.

Remark 9. Note that the optimal Brenier potential, (g, is therefore associated with an
optimal measure 6y on the manifold M. In other words,

wol(z) = /a(x,v) dby(v) .

From a practitioner’s perspective, it therefore suffices to find the optimal weights associated
to the neural network by traditional means (e.g. stochastic gradient descent on the objective
function of interest).

Theorem 4. Let P be a probability measure satisfying (A83) and (C2), and let o be an
activation function satisfying (D1) and (D2). Let ¢y € F} be (o, a)-strongly convex. Then,

2s+m(1—2/d)

ElIVér — Vool p)] Stegna n” 2+2m0=2/a). (32)

The exponent in Theorem 4 always lies between —1 and —1/2, in particular not de-
pending on the ambient dimension d. Note however that the hidden prefactor does depend
exponentially on d, so that finer bounds would be needed to completely break the curse of
dimensionality. A case of particular interest for applications is when o(x,v) = o({(z,v)) for
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some convex function o : R — R, where v is in the unit sphere M = S9! (of dimension
m = d —1). We assume that o = o, is given by o,(u) = u7.. In this situation, we may use
Theorem 4 to get the following rate, that we show is almost minimax when the dimension is
large.

Proposition 5. Let P be a probability measure satisfying (A83) and (C2), Let o = oy for
some s > 2. Let pg € FL be (a,a)-strongly convex. Then,

~ 9 _ 2s+d—3+2/d
Ell[Vérs, = Vooli,p)] Stegna n =+2@=327a. (33)
Furthermore, if d is odd, it holds that
inf sup E[||T — Vo2, )] 2 n =i, (34)

T QEQJS,P

For large d, the exponent in both the upper and lower bounds is —Zifzcil(l + 04(1)).
Theorem 4 and Proposition 5 are proven in Appendix K.

As a particular case of the above theorem, when s = 2, we have o4(u) = %, so that
o’ (u) = uy is the ReLu activation function. The transport maps arising from the set 7 are
of the form x — [(z,v);v- df(v), which are shallow neural networks with a ReLu activation
function. Proposition 5 gives the upper bound n_%_m, with the near-matching lower
bound n~ 2~z For instance, for d = 11, the exponent in the upper bound is 0.599, whereas
the exponent in the lower bound is approximately equal to 0.612. We conjecture that the

. : L1l 1
minimax rate for this problem is n™ 27 @1.

4.8 Input convex neural networks

As a last example, Makkuva & al. [Mak+20] propose to use input convex neural networks
to estimate Brenier potentials. In our language, their estimator is exactly ¢, where F
is a class of input convex neural networks that can be parametrized using m weights (for
some large m). Assuming that all the weights of the neural network are uniformly bounded,
one can check that (22) is satisfied, so that the log-covering number at scale h is of order
mlog,(1/h). One can then use Theorem 3 to obtain a rate of convergence of order

E[[Vor — Vol p) Siogn Jnf (S(e) = S(o)) + (n/m)~". (35)

To obtain a more satisfying rate of convergence, one needs to understand the approximation
properties of input convex neural networks, in order to be able to control the bias term
in the above upper bound. Quantifying this bias is an important question in the theory
of the quantitative approximation properties of input convex neural networks, which is an
attractive topic for future work.

5 Proofs

The key technique to proving the stated rates is van de Geer’s “one-shot” localization tech-
nique, which was successfully used by Hiitter and Rigollet for dealing with Holder potentials
[HR21]. To ease notation, we will write ¢ instead of @r.
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Let € F be any potential. Let 7 > 0 be a parameter to fix and consider

-
or=to+ (1 —1t)p, where t= - — . 36
AR TV - Vel %
The potential ¢, is localized in the sense that
. _ TIVE = VOl Lap
IV¢: = Vol = o (37)

T+ (Vo = V@ 1yp) —

Let ¢, = S(¢1) — S(po) and ¢ = S(®) — S(po). As both ¢ and g satisfy the smoothness
condition (A1), so does ¢;. Therefore, the stability property (Proposition 1) implies that
(with b = a(a + 1) or b = 0 depending on whether P has a bounded support or not)

< 7|V@ — VPl Lyp)
T+ VY — VP yp)

2
) V61— VI, < 21V — Vol + 2% — Vol
< klog, (1/6,)°4; + klog, (1/€)", (38)

where x depends on an upper bound on [|[V(0) — Ve (0)|| and [|[VE(0) — Vo(0)||. Let us
first bound ¢;. The convexity of S,, and the optimality of ¢ for .S,, implies that

Sn(@r) < t5n (@) + (1 = 1)5x(9) < 5u(@). (39)

Remark that the functionals S and S,, are invariant under translations: it holds that S(¢) =
S(¢ + c) for every ¢ € R and every potential ¢. Let ¢. = ¢ — P(¢) be the centered version
of ¢. We obtain

b= S(¢1) — S(p0) < S(Pre) — Su(Pre) + Su(@.) — S(o)
— {8(61e) = Sulre) + Sul@) = 5@ } + 5@) — S(0)

(40)
= (@ — @Qu)(Pr. —%e) + ¢
< Z,+{,
where 7, = [(Q — Qn) (¥} . — P;)|- Therefore,
7[[Vé — VellLye) )2 ( 1 )b
_ — < 2klo — C+7Z,) =v,. 41
<T+ Ve = V&I Ly (p) = \rvz) ! ) e
The following implication holds:
72 . 2 2
Up < 1 = Vo= Voli,p <7 (42)

Thus, the bulk of the proof consists in finding a good bound on Z, that holds with high
probability. This is where the different assumptions of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 will come
into play.

Let A be a subset of a metric space (E,d) consisting of functions from R? to R. Given
two functions fi, fo : R? — R, the bracket [fi, fo] is the set of functions g : R — R such
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that fi(z) < g(z) < fo(x) for every x € R The h-bracketing number N (h, A, E) is the
smallest number of brackets [fi, fo] needed to cover A, with d(fi, f2) < h. For 6 > 0, we
define the d-bracketing integral of A as the number

J1(6, A, E) = / ’ V1082V (h, A, E)) dh € (0, +o00]. (43)

We say that a class of functions F is E-Donsker if the integral J; (1, F, E) is finite, where
E is some metric space containing F. A function G : R — R is an envelope for a class of
functions G if |g(z)| < G(z) for every # € R? and every g € G.

Proposition 6 (Remark 3.5.14 in [GN21]). Let o > 0 be a number such that 0* > sup,cg Qg°
and let G be an envelope for G. Assume that J;1(2||G||1,@), G, L2(Q)) is finite and let

= \/ 31082, (0/2,0, L(Q)) )
Then,
E || sup(Qn - Q)(gﬂ] <201 (20.6.1(Q)) +8 [ GG > whaQu). (49
geg o \/ﬁ T

In both cases (bounded support or g strongly convex), we require the following three-
step procedure: (i) find an envelope function of G, (ii) find a bound on ¢* = sup,cg |19/l £.(@)
and (iii) find a bound on the bracketing numbers N j(h, G, L2(Q)) of G for the Ly(Q)-norm.

In what follows, we will always choose the parameter T so that 7> > (.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 2

We first consider the case where P is bounded (assumption (B)). In this case, the parameter
b is equal to zero, and the logarithmic factor in (41) disappears. Furthermore, as all transport
maps involved are bounded by R, the constant x in (38) only depends on R. We also let @
be the potential minimizing S(¢) — S(¢o) over ¢ € F (if the infimum is not attained, we
use a standard approximation scheme).

Introduce the set Li(F) = {tp + (1 —t)¢' : v,¢’ € F, 0 <t < 1} of lines between
elements of 7. Remark that the potential ¢, is in Li(F) and satisfies ||V, — V@ L,p) < 7
(recall (37)); this encourages the definition

Li(F); ={e € Li(F) : [[Vo = Vo|Lyp) <7} (46)
Therefore, we bound Z, by |sup,.¢(Q — @Qn)(g)|, where
G ={pc—we: peli(F)} (47)

As per our three-step procedure, we require the three following lemmas, whose proofs are
deferred to Appendix E.
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Lemma 1 (Envelope for G, bounded case). The constant function equal to G = 5R? is an
envelope function for G.

Lemma 2 (Uniform second moment on G, bounded case). It holds that

sup ||| roq) < 0= CT. (48)
geg
Lemma 3 (Bracketing numbers of G, bounded case). Pick § = 1/(2R). For h > 0, it holds
that

log N[ 1(h, G, Lo(Q)) < log N (ch, F, Loo(e°I')) + Clog. (1/h). (49)

Equipped with these lemmas, we are ready to apply Proposition 6. By assumption (A2),
and Lemma 3, we obtain that for A > 0

log V1 1(h, G, L2(Q)) S Drlog, (1/h)"'h7, (50)
where
N if v >0,
| max{1,7} ify=0.

Therefore, the bracketing integral is smaller than

20 )
J (20,6, L»(Q)) S/ \/DF10g+(1/h)'Y”h_“f dh < {D;log+(1/7-)“*”7-2—v}2.
0
Let 7 =n/Dx and

where ¢ = 3max{1,7'} and n > 0 is a parameter to fix, and we recall that { = S(@)—S(po) =
inf e 7(S(p) —S(po)). Then, the estimate (50) yields that

2

no
W= > G 52
\/ 108N (0726, 12(Q)) ~ 52
if the constant 7 is chosen large enough. By Proposition 6, it holds that
1
log, (1/7)"" 7277 2
B12,] < Bllsup(Q - Q)0 < ¢ BT (5%
geg

Although the expectation of Z,, is controlled, we are not done yet: to be able to leverage
Eq. (42), the random variable Z, needs to be controlled with high probability. To do this,
we incorporate the following lemma, which is a special case of Lemma 11 (see Appendix A).

Lemma 4. Let G be a class of functions such that for every g € G, |g(y)| < L(y)® for some
s>1, L >0. Assume that QQ = (Vg)xP with ¢y that is (5, a)-smooth for some [5,a > 0.
Let m be such that m > E[|sup,eg(Qn — Q)(9)|] and m > n=(logn)**™) . Then, for every
u >0,
P{lsup(@, - Qo) > cw | < ce (54)
g

ge
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Let us now conclude. First, if |Z,| < ¢, by choosing n large enough, we obtain that

7_2

U = 26(Zn +0) S ARLS T,
so that we can use (42) to control ||V — V@] ,p). In the case £ < |Z,|, we apply Lemma 4
with s = 1, @ = 0 and u = logn. Indeed, the condition m > (logn)n™! is satisfied for m
appearing in (53) (for n large enough), so that, with probability 1 — Cn~?,

v, < 4k|Z,| S (logn)m,

a quantity that is smaller than T—; (once again, for n large enough).
In total, we have shown that with probability 1 — Cn~!, [|[V¢ — V@| 1,p) < 7. As we
also have the crude bound [|[V¢ — V|| < 2R, we obtain the final decomposition

E[|Vé = VElli,p) < 77 +4RP{|VS — Blliop) > 7} S 7° +4CR™T. (55)
We may also bound

E[IV® — Vol 1, < 21IVE — VollL,p + 2E[IVE — VBT, )
<O+ 4Rt

(where we apply Proposition 1). This gives us the desired bound.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 3

The proof of Theorem 3, where we do not assume that P has a bounded support, is more
delicate. As the exponents in the different logarithmic factors start to have complicated
expressions (that are polynomial in a and linear in d), we keep them implicit in the proof.

First, we show in Appendix F that we can assume without loss of generality that there
exists a constant r such that ||[Vp(0)|| < r for every ¢ € F, a property that will be useful.
In particular, the constant x appearing in (38) is controlled. We assume that the set F,
is nonempty, for otherwise there is nothing to prove. Let @ be a potential that attains the
infimum of S(¢) — S(po) over F,. Let A > 1. We write

E[|Vér = VEIL,m) < (A7) +E[IVér — VL, UHIIVer = VBIL,p) 2 AT} (56)
As ¢F and P are (3, a)-smooth, their gradients grow at most as 23(x)**! (see Lemma 14).
Therefore, the norm ||Vor — V@HQM( py is bounded by a constant C' depending on the mo-

ment of P of order 2a + 1 (which is finite: recall that the Poincaré inequality implies a
subexponential tail), and we have the bound

E|[Vér = VEli,p) < (A7) +C-P{|Vér = VEI[L,p) = AT} (57)
Assume that ||V@r — V@||,py > AT. Then, the parameter ¢ defined in (36) is smaller than
1/(1+ A). Choose A = 2(1+ 3/a), so that —t3 + (1 —t)a > 5. As the potential 7 is («, a)-
strongly convex and the potential ¢ is (3, a)-smooth, the previous inequality shows that the

potential @y is (a/2, a)-strongly convex. Therefore, the function g = ¢; . — @} belongs to the
set

G={¢: —7.: ¢ € Li(F),, pis (a/2,a)-convex}, . (58)

As in the previous proof, we require three lemmas, whose proofs are deferred to Appendix F.
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Lemma 5 (Envelope for G, strongly convex case). The function G : y — C(r? + |Jy||*) +
7/ Cpr 18 an envelope function for G.

Lemma 6 (Uniform second moment on G, strongly convex case). It holds that

su;g) 9]l L2@) < 0 = Clog, (1/7)°T. (59)
ge

Lemma 7 (Bracketing numbers of G, strongly convex case). For d a small enough constant,
and for h > 0, it holds that

log V] 1(h, G, La(Q)) < log N (ch, F, Log(e™*I)) + Clog, (1/h). (60)

Having these three lemmas at our disposal, we can conclude as in the proof of Theorem 2:
this yields an excess of risk of order AT (up to polylogarithmic factors). The first inequality
in Theorem 3 is obtained in this fashion, and we leave the details to the reader. Such a rate
is however suboptimal when P satisfies condition (C2). In this situation, a better bound on
Zn < E[|supyeg(Q — Qn)(g)|] is possible. First, we show that we can safely assume that Q
has a bounded support, of radius of polylogarithmic order.

Lemma 8. Let g<g be the function g restricted to B(0; R), and QT the probability Q con-
ditioned on being in B(0; R), with QF being defined likewise. For R = c(logn)®™ and some
constant ¢ large enough, it holds that

E[l sup(Q — Qn)(9)l] < E[lsup(Q” — Q;)(g<r)[] + 1" (61)

geg geg

Furthermore, the measure QT has a L-Lipschitz domain for some L Sjogn 1 and the density
q" satisfies for every ball U of radius r

R
Supy g < cr(logn)”
- R ~logn €
infy g

(62)

for some constants ¢ and k.

Lemma 8 is proven in Appendix F. We will now write Q, @Q,, g instead of Qf, Q% g-r
to ease notation. We consider a partition A; of the support € of () into cube-like shapes of
size of order 277 (see Appendix G for details). Any function g € G is approximated by I1,g,
which is given by the Ls(Q)-projection of g on the sets of piecewise linear functions, linear
on each block of the partition. We then split the expectation

E[lsup(Q — Qn)(9)[] < E[|sup(Q — Q,)(IL;9)|] + E[| sup(Q — Qn)(g — IL;9)|]. (63)

g€y geg Sy

As the functions I1;g depend only on a finite number of parameters, the first supremum
can be shown to be of order n='/2. We now assume that 7 and 277 are at least of order
n~? for some parameter ¢ > 0, so that log, (1/7) and J are all of order at most logn. This
condition will be satisfied for our final choices of 7 and J.
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Lemma 9. It holds that

d—2
275 J

E{ s0p(@ = Q) (IL9)] Siona ="

The remainder term E[| sup (@ — @n)(g —11;9)|] is bounded using Proposition 6. How-
ever, unlike in the proof of Theorem 2, we may exploit to our advantage that, by a Taylor
expansion, the functions g — Il ;g are bounded by a small constant with respect to the L..-
norm, of order 272/ while they have a Ly(Q)-diameter of order 2777. These considerations
are enough to obtain the following bound.

(64)

Lemma 10. Let Go; = {g—;g: g € G}. Assume that 2772~ > ¢, (logn)® P for
some constants c; and cy large enough. Then, it holds that

_J7_ 2—~\ 1/2
Eup(Q — Qu)lg ~ W)l S (22T ) (65)

The proofs of Lemma 9 and Lemma 10 are given in Appendix G. Let J be such that
277 < (Dyr77)" 4> and let

q Djl’-'_2 m 1/2
7 = nmax{(logn) <nd_‘Y) A
where we choose 7, ¢ large enough. By Lemma 9 and Lemma 10, we obtain

d—2
d(2—7) Dﬂd?ﬂ

E|Zn]] Stogn 72

- (66)

One obtains using Lemma 4 that the random variable Z,, + ¢ is controlled by (66) (up to

polylogarithmic factors) with probability 1 — Cn~t. We check that this upper bound is
(A7)

smaller than ~=~, should we choose 1 and ¢ large enough. We therefore have proven using
(42) that P {||V¢r — V@||L,p) > A} < Cn~', which concludes the proof using (57).

Remark 10. The proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3.1 never use that P has a density; only
the Poincaré inequality is required. Hence, uniform probability measures P on compact
submanifolds of R?, such as the sphere are also admissible. The proof of Theorem 3.2 can
also be adapted to the manifold setting, by covering a manifold by a locally finite number
of charts, and using a partition of each chart by small cube-like shapes. The rates obtained
would then depend on the dimension on the manifold instead of the ambient dimension d.
We leave the details to the interested reader.
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A Properties of subexponential distributions

We gather in this section results on subexponential distributions relevant to us.

Lemma 11. Let G be a class of measurable functions with measurable envelope G(y) = L{y)*®
for some s > 1. Assume that Q = Ty P where P is subexponential and and |T ()| < L(x)"
for somer > 1. Let Z = |sup,cg(Qn — Q)(g)|. Then, for u >0,

P{Z > u"c(E[Z] +n '(logn)™)} < Ce ™. (67)

Proof. We apply Theorem 2.14.5 in [VW96]. Indeed, the random variable Y ~ @ belongs to
the Orlicz space of exponent 1/r, while the measurable envelope has a finite Orlicz norm of
exponent 1/(rs). O

Lemma 4 follows from this inequality. Indeed, [|[Vgo(z)|| < (x)" for r = a + 1 (see
Lemma 14 below), so that one can apply Lemma 11. Subexponential variables also have
controlled moments.

Lemma 12. Let P be a subexponential probability distribution. Let a > 1 and m > || P||exp-
Let r > rg =2m(a—1). Then,
Ep[[[X]*] < Cam®

68
Ep[|X“L{X ]| > r}] < Cur®e™/. (63)

Proof. The first inequality is standard, see e.g. [Verl8, Section 2.7]. The second is obtained
by integrating the bound P(||X]| > mt) < 2e~* (that is obtained through a Chernoff’s
bound). O

We conclude this section by a technical lemma, that shows that the integral of a function
f against a subexponential distribution P is stable under polynomial perturbations of f.

Lemma 13. Let f : R? — R be a function with 0 < f(x) < L{z)* for every v € R? and
some L,a > 0. Let P be a subexponential distribution and let I = Ep[f(X)]. Then, for every
b>0,

Ep[f(X){X)™"] > CIlog, (1/1)™"

Ep[f(X){X)"] < CIlog, (1/I)". (69)

Proof. We only prove the first inequality, the second one being proven similarly. Fix a
threshold r > 1 and write

1
(2r)

According to Lemma 12 with m = || P||exp, if 7 > 1o,

/ﬂ@@Y%H@Z tAKf@MH@-

/” > |f ()| dP(z) < LCr%e™"/™.
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Pick » = mAlog,(1/1). For X large enough with respect to the different constants involved,
the above display is smaller than /2. Therefore,

/ (@) dP(@) =T - / (@) dP(z) > I/2,
]| < [lz]| >

concluding the proof.

B Properties of strongly convex and smooth
potentials

We gather in this section the different growth properties of («, a)-strongly convex and (3, a)-
smooth potentials (as well as their convex conjugates). We start with a simple lemma that
we give without proof, and that follows easily from writing Taylor expansions.

Lemma 14. Let ¢ be a (B, a)-smooth function for some 5,a > 0. Let x,y € B(0;r) for
some r > 0. Then,

IVe(x) = Vo)l < B(r)*lle —yll < 28(r)**,
lo(@) — )] < @B + IV )llz — yll < 26(r)**?,

where 3 =28+ [|[V(0)||. Furthermore, if Vi is invertible with |Vt (x)]], |V (y)] <
then

70
71

~—~~
~— ~—

~

Y

Ve (a) — Vo' (y)] = ”‘”—gy”@r“. (72)

Lemma 15. Let ¢ be a (a,a)-strongly convex function for some a,a > 0. Let z,y € R?
with r = max{||z||, [|y||}. Then, Vi is bijection on R, and

V() = Veo(y)ll = 25_12 ()l =yl (73)
|V~ (@)]| < da~w1 (] + [|V(0) )=+, (74)

Ve (z) = Ve () < . 1z = yll (75)

o

Proof. First, note that ¢ is in particular a-strongly convex of exponent 0 (i.e. strongly
convex in the classical sense), so that Vi is indeed a bijection. We prove the first inequality.
Assume without loss of generality that ||y|| = . It holds that

1
IVe(z) = V(y)| = / Amin(VZp(tz + (1 = t)y))l|lz — y| dt.
0
For 0 <t < 1/4, we have ||tz + (1 —t)y|| > r — 2tr > r/2. Therefore,

o T, _ (6] a _
IVe(z) = Vel = (5 lle =yl = 5o () lle =yl

The second inequality is obtained by inverting the first one and using that (r) > r. The
third one is also obtained by inverting the first one, and using that (r) > 1. O
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We now turn to bounds on the convex conjugates.

Lemma 16. Let ¢ be a (a,a)-strongly convez function for some «,a > 0, with ¢(0) = 0.
Then, YV is invertible, and, for y € R,

P (y) < a” T ||Vp(0) — y|| 1+, (76)

Proof. We write a Taylor expansion around 0. For every z € R,

p(2) = 9(0) + (Vp(0), 2) + / Amin (V2 (t2)) || 2] it
/ (D 2% dt > (Vip(0), 2 >+/0 a(t]|z])?[l=* dt

a+2
> (Vp(0),2) + +2|| z
Therefore,
* a a
©*(y) < sup(z,y — Vo (0)) — —=|1z[**.
ZE]Rd + 2

We conclude thanks to the formula for the convex conjugate of the function z + ||z||*™2. O

The following lemma will be useful. It shows that, for points y that stays at a bounded
distance from V(x) the convex conjugate ¢*(y) is lower bounded by a quadratic approxi-
mation of ¢ at x.

Lemma 17 (Bounds of convex conjugates: quadratic behavior). Let ¢ be a (3, a)-smooth
function for some 5,a > 0 Then, fory satisfying ||y — V()| < £,

(@)1, (77)

©*(y) = —p(r) + (y,z) + 5D,

where D, = B(||z|| + é>“
Proof. Let x € R? and 2z € R?, with ||z||, ||z|| < r. A Taylor expansion yields

p(2) < o) +(Ve(r), 2 —2) + §<7’>“IIZ — | = q(2). (78)

Let z =2+ M, so that we may pick r = ||z|| + 4. We obtain
Dy Dy

0" (y) > (z,y) —(2) = (2,9) — ¢(2)

> — (@) + (5,) + -y = Vil ( = W) | (79)

A little bit of algebra yields 1 — —( )4 > %, giving the result. O

We are now in position to prove Proposition 1
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Proof of Proposition 1. We write the proof when the potentials are smooth and defined on
R?, the case where the support of P is contained in B(0; R) being a straightforward adapta-
tion of the proof of [HR21, Proposition 10]. We use Lemma 14 to get

IVer(z) = Veo(z)| < M+ 45(z)*+. (80)

We apply Lemma 17 to ¢ = ¢y, with y = Vpo(x) and ¢ given by the upper bound in
(80). Note that S(¢g) = [(Vo(x), z). Integrating (77) against P yields

Sen 2 [(Ten(a)a)dP(@) + [ 51 190(a) = Vir(a) P 4P

=Sl + [ 55 19() = Vir(a) P AP

Note that D, grows at most polynomially with ||z||, with degree a(a + 1). The inequality
then follows from Lemma 13: we obtain that, for I = ||V — V<p1||%2(P),

Ilog, (1/1)* < Ct. (81)

One can invert this inequality to obtain an inequality of the form I < C"¢log, (1/¢)". O

When y is far away from V(x), as ¢ grows polynomially (of order 2 + a), we expect
the convex conjugate to behave like the convex conjugate of the function z — ||z — V(z)||%,
2+a

which scales like ||y — Vg@(x)Hﬁ_z, where {12 is the conjugate exponent of 2 + a.

Lemma 18 (Lower bound of convex conjugates: polynomial behavior). Under the same
assumptions as Lemma 17, if ||y — V()| > Bmax{1, ||x]|*T'}, then

* —9q—1 p——L_ 2+a

P (y) = —p(x) + (y,2) + 277 7w ly — Vp(z)| 1+ (82)

Proof. Let v = |ly — Vo(z)||. We start again from (78). Let e = % and choose
z=x+e-t- (U/ﬁ)“%a for some parameter ¢ to fix. Thanks to the condition on v, we may

choose the upper bound r on the norm of x and z as r = (¢t + 1)(0/5)1%. As v > f, it holds
that (r)* < (¢t + 2)*(v/B)™a. We obtain

©*(y) = (2, y) — q(2)

> () + (2, V(@) + (2.~ Vipla)) — 2 (r)e*(v/B)

> —p(x) + (y,2) + to' T pTTE — §t2(2 +1)"(v/ )
a t2(2+t)°
> () + (y, @) + B ot (¢t - %).
We let £ =272 to obtain that ¢ — t2(2+t)“ > £, concluding the proof. 0
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If one does not care about the tight exponent ﬁ—g, it is always possible to lower bound

the last term of (82) by a term proportional to ||y — V(z)|| (recall that we assume that
|ly — V(x)|| > £ in this lemma).

We can also gather Lemma 17 and Lemma 18 together to obtain, with ¢ = S max{1, ||z||***}
and v = [ly = V()|

1
2D,

©*(y) > —p(z) + (y,z) + min{=—v*, C, s}, (83)

where D, is bounded by a polynomial expression of degree a(a + 1) in ||z||.

C Properties of covering and bracketing numbers

We state four simple properties of covering and bracketing numbers that we will repeatedly
use.

Lemma 19 (Covering of lines). Let F be a subset of a normed space (E,|| - ), bounded by
R, and consider the set of lines Li(F) = {tf + (1 —t)g: f,g € F, 0 <t <1}. Then, there
exists a constant ¢ depending on R such that for h > 0,

logN'(h, F,E) <2logN(h/3,F,E)+ clog,(1/h). (84)

Proof. Let A be a minimal (h/3)-covering of F and let T be a (h/(6R))-covering of [0, 1].
Fortf + (1 —t)g € F, we let fy be the closest element to f in the covering A, and define g,
and ty likewise. Then,

[tf + (1 =1)g = (tofo + (1 = to)go)[| < [If = foll + [lg = goll + 2RIt — to| < h.

Therefore, the set {tofo + (1 —to)go : fo,90 € A, to € T} is a h-covering with logarithm of
the size at most the right-hand side of (84). O

Lemma 20 (Subadditivity of brackets). Let Fi, ..., F be classes of functions and
F={fh+ -+ fu: ficF fori=1,... k}.
Let h > 0 and let hy, ..., hxy >0 with hy +---+ hy < h. Then, for every metric space E,
k
log N7 1(h, F, E) < " log Nj j(hi, Fi, E) (85)
i=1
Proof. A sum of u;-brackets is a u-bracket. O

Lemma 21 (Brackets and translations). Let F be a class of functions, and consider the
class F = {p — H(p) : o € F}, where H : F — [=M, M] is an arbitrary function. Let
(E,d) be a metric space such that d(a,b) = |a — b| for any constant functions a,b. Then,
there exists a constant ¢ depending on M such that for h > 0,

log N} y(h, F, E) <logN| (h/2,F, E) + clog_ (1/h). (86)
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Proof. We use the subadditivity of the brackets, so that
log N (B, F, E) <log Nj|(h/2, F, E) +1ogN{(h/2, {H(¢) : ¢ € F},E).
The second term is of order log, (1/h). O

Lemma 22 (Bracketing and dilations). Let 1 < p < oo and let p be a o-finite measure on
R, Let F be a class of functions with envelope function G and |G|, < 0. Consider a
class

FC{oz—ap(x):peF, 0<a< R}, (87)
for some R > 1. Then, for h >0,
log N{ (B, F, Ly(p)) < log N7 |(h/(2R), F, Ly(p)) + clog, (1/h), (88)
where ¢ depends on o and R.

Proof. Let h > 0. Let [f1,q1],...,[fx,9x] be a minimal covering of F by brackets of size
u = h/(2R). Note that we can always pick the functions f; and g so that |fi|, |gx| < G. Let
la1,b1], ..., ]aL,br] be a covering of [0, R] by intervals of length v = h/(40). The brackets
[f,g], where

f=alfi)r —b(fr)- and g="b(g)+ — algr)- (89)

cover F. Furthermore, the size of each bracket is bounded by

Nf = aglle,) <200 — ar) + 0| fr — 9ll2,00)
< 20v 4+ Ru = h.

The logarithmic of the number of such brackets is log K + log L, while L scales like 1/h. O

D Affine transformations of potentials

In Section 4.1, we claimed that as a particular case of our general theorems, we cover the
case where P is the normal distribution and

Faund = {x > 32T AV 4070 AeSLbeRY (90)

is the set of quadratics. However, as the set F,aq is not precompact, the covering numbers of
Fouaa are infinite. Thus, assumption (A2) is not satisfied and Theorem 3 cannot be readily
applied. Despite this, all potentials in Fquaq can be obtained by scaling and translating
potentials from the set

Fouado = {x — %xTAl/zx A€ Si, | Allop = 1},

whose bracketing number can easily be controlled, thus satisfying (A2). The next proposi-
tion asserts that if one performs such transformations on an arbitrary “base set” JF satisfying
(A2), then the fast rates of convergence also holds on the larger class F that is induced by

27



scaling and translating. To this end, given a class of potentials F and 0 < ry,ry < 400, we
introduce the modified class

Fie =A{x = bp(x)+ (t,z): peF, 0<b<ry, ||t|]| <ra} (91)
and define the uniform Jensen constant
Cy(F, P) =inf{Ep[p(X)] — o(Ep[X]) : v € F}. (92)

The constant is nonnegative if all the functions in F are convex, and is positive as long
as every potential ¢ € F is a-strongly convex and P is not degenerate, with C,;(F, P) >
aVarp(X).

Proposition 7. Let P be a subexponential distribution and let QQ = (Vg)yP for some (8, a)-
smooth convex potential @o with B,a > 0. Let F be a class of potentials satisfying (A1) and
Cy(F,P) > —oo, with Vo(0) = 0 for every ¢ € F. Let F C Fl&*>. Assume that either
ry < +oo or that C;(F,P) > 0. Further assume that there exists an a-strongly convex
potential in F. Then, there exists r > 0 such that

E[IV¢z — Veolll,p {7 # ¢z} < cexp (=Cn), (93)

where F© = F 0 Foi, with constants v, ¢ and C depending on the different parameters
involved, and on P through || P||exp-

Proof. Let us write the sample Y7,....Y, ~ @Q as Y; = Vpu(X;), where X; ~ P. We can
write ¢ z(x) = bp(z)+ (¢, z) for x € RY, where ¢ € F, and b and ¢ are two parameters. Let
be an a-strongly convex potential in F. Note that S, (¢ z) — Sn(@) < 0. We have for y € R?

~ sk « [ Y —t
P=(y) = by (T)
so that

Su(@5) = P(¢7) + Qu($) = VEp[p(X)] + (. Ep[X]) + % Sy (%) |

i=1

Our goal is to show that the condition S, (4z) — () < 0 implies that both b and ||¢| are
upper bounded by some parameter r, which implies that ¢z € F". In particular, we then

have ¢z = Q7.

Bound on b: By definition of the convex conjugate, it holds that

b ) > bop(Ep[X]) + (En[X], Veo(X0) — 1). (94)

We obtain



Therefore,

Su(P7) = Su(@) = P(¢z) + Qu($%) — P(@) — Qu(®")

95
> bCy(F,P)— A,, (95)
where A, = P(®) + Qn(7*) — (Ep[X], P.(Vgg)). Assume that C;(F,P) > 0. Then, as
Sn(Pz) — S ( ) <0, it holds that
0 < b < bpay = max{1 L} (96)
S TG FE R

If 11 < 400, we instead define by,x = max{1, 7}, so that the inequality b < by also holds.
Note also that we have b,.x > 1, a property which will be used.

Bound on |[|t||: Finding a bound on the norm of the parameter ¢ proves to be more
delicate, and relies on lower bounds on the convex conjugate given in Appendix B. Apply
(83) to x = Ep[X] and y = W. The parameter D, appearing in (83) can be upper
bounded by a constant depending on 3 and the norm of Ep[X] (which is in turn bounded
in term of || P|lexp). In total, we obtain a lower bound of the form

b (%) > —bp(Ep[X]) + (Ep[X], Vigo(X:) — £) + Cmin{o?, v;},

where v; = ||M — z||, and we define z = Vp(Ep[X]). Assuming without loss of

generality that ||¢]| > 1, we lower bound v?,

2 o [ = 2021V eo(X) |+ bmaxl2l) o 1E] = 2[Vo(Xll = 2bmaxl=ll _

= oo - oo -
as well as v;,

> ] = Vo (Xl = bmaxl2[] U,
o bmax o
where we use that by, > 1. As for (95), we obtain
. _ C <
i Il &l Pa([[Veoll) o
t z n ®o
> — - - — oo YOI
bmax|CJ(f7 P)| An + Cbrznax 2Cbmax 2C brznax
Therefore,
Clitl < 2CP.(IVoll) + 2Chmas |2l + baxAn + b | Cr(F, P)].

As b2 A, < 2(bLa + A2), ||t]] is bounded by a polynomial expression T of degree 4 in

the variables P,(||Vo||) and Q, (7).
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Conclusion: Let r > 1. One can make the key observation that if ¢z # ¢z, then either
bmax > 7 or T > 7. Therefore,

EllVz — Vol 1{er # 27} < 2BVl 72p) {7 # P20 }]
+2[[Veool o) P(27 # @zr)-
By Lemma 14, it holds that
IVE#(2)]] < brmax | VE(2)]] + Tinax 2] < (bmax8(2)" 4 Tonax) |-
Therefore,
E[lVez — VSDOHQLQ(P)l{@ﬁ # ¢zt < CE[b?nax]‘{bmaX >} + CE[Triaxl{Tmax >}

for some constant ¢ depending on @, || P||exp, 8 and a.

Both byay and Ti.x are bounded by polynomial expressions in P, (||V¢ol|) and @, (7).
As @ is strongly convex, 7% (Vo (X;)) grows at most quadratically by Lemma 16. In any case,
both |[Vgo(X;)| and $*(Veo(X;)) grow polynomially with respect to ||.X;||. We conclude
thanks to the following lemma. O

Lemma 23. Let P be a subexponential distribution and let X, be the sample mean of n i.i.d.
observations of law P. Then, there exists rq > 0 such that for a > 1 and r > rg,

E[X,1{[X,| > r}] < cexp (=Cn). (98)
Proof. We choose r > ry = (2|Ep[X]|)?, so that

E[|X,,|*1{[X.| >r}]:/+OOIP{|Yn\“>t} dt§/+OOIP{|Yn—Ep[X]\ > 172} dt.

We then use Bernstein’s inequality to conclude, see e.g. [Verl8, Corollary 2.8.3]. U

As a consequence of Proposition 7, we can show that Theorem 3 holds as well for affine
transformations of a base set F.

Corollary 2. Consider a probability distribution P and a class of potentials F with C;(F, P) >
—o0. Let F C f;lclf’%o, and further assume that ¢y, P and F satisfy the assumptions of The-
orem 3.1 (resp. Theorem 3.2). Assume that either r1 < +oo or that C;(F, P) > 0. Then,

E[[Véz — Voolizp) S vas (99)
where v, is the rate appearing in of Theorem 3.1 (resp. Theorem 3.2).

Proof. Let Fy = {z — ¢(z) — (Vp(0),z) : ¢ € F}. Then, F C (fo);goo and C;(F,P) =
Cy(Fo, P) > —oco. Note that thanks to the assumptions of Theorem 3, F contains a strongly
convex potential. Proposition 7 implies that for some r > 0,
. . . 1
E(IVéz = Vol 7, H{er # ¢} < o (100)
To conclude, it suffices to check that the set F” satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 2 (resp.

Theorem 3). Assumption (A2) is satisfied for 7" by Lemma 22 and Lemma 21. It is easy
to check that if F satisfies one of the other assumptions, then F” will also satisfy it. O

30



Let us come back to the Gaussian case. Recall that we introduced the “base” set

Faado = {z > gu A%z A €Sy, Aoy =1},

whereas (fquad,o):f}’o % = Fuad- We are therefore in position to apply Corollary 2. Note that

every ¢ € Fuuado 1S 1-smooth and convex, while P = N(0, I,) satisfies both the Poincaré
inequality (A3) and condition (C2). Although not all potentials in Fyyaq0 are strongly
convex, the uniform Jensen constant Cj(Fquado, P) is at least 1/2:

Eplipa(X)] ~ pa(Ep[X]) = 5Tr(4) > £ >0,

since ||Allop = 1. Assumption (A2) is verified in Lemma 24, with log-covering numbers
scaling logarithmically. All in all, with the absence of a bias term, Corollary 2 implies that
the estimator Vi, . attains the rate n=".

Lemma 24. Let § > 0. It holds that log N (h, Fauad0, Loo(€ %)) < clog, (1/h).

Proof. If ¥{,%, € Si, then sup, ' (X — 1)z - el < Cj)|2, — Yillop- As the set of
matrices is finite dimensional, the covering number scales polynomially with h. O
E Lemmas: bounded case

Proof of Lemma 1. Let us first bound ¢ € F. Let x € B(0; R). Then

o(a)] < / (Vip(ts), 2| dt < B2

Remark that @ is supported in B(0; R). Let y € B(0; R). We have

¢*(y) = sup (z,y) — p(x) < 2R*+ R* = 3R%. (101)
el <2R

Also, choosing z = 0, we obtain ¢*(y) > 0. Therefore, |¢*(y) — ?*(y)| < 3R% Furthermore,
|Pp — Pp| < 2R?. Therefore, 5R? is an envelope of G. O

Proof of Lemma 2. Let ¢ be any potential in F. As Q = (Vo) P, we may write y in the
support of @ as y = Vgo(x) for x in the support of P. Therefore, ¢i(y) = (y,z) — wo(x).
Let 2’ be a point attaining the supremum in the definition of ¢*(y). Note that ||2'|| < 2R
and that Vy(z') = y. Then,

©r(y) = 05..(v) = (y, 2" — ) — pe(2) + @o.c(z)
= (y, 2" — x) + (pe(x) — @e(2)) + (Vo,e(T) = @c()).

As . is convex, it holds that ¢.(z") > ¢.(z) + (Vp(z), 2" — ), so that

we(y) = 5..(W) < (Vepo(x) = Vo(z), 2" — ) + (po.c(x) — @e()).
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Likewise, p.(x) > ¢.(2') + (y,x — 2’). Therefore,

@:(y) - Spa,c(y) > 900,0(1’) - Qpc(z)

In total, as ||z — 2’| < R+ 2R < 3R,
[0e(y) = @o.(y)| < 3R[[Veo(z) = V()| + [oc(r) — ¢clz)]. (102)

By the Poincaré inequality, ||¢o.c — @ellLop) < Col? Vg — V| r.py. In total, we obtain
that

* * 1/2
02 = @ellzai@) < BR+ Cot) Voo = Vellage): (103)
Now, let g = ¢i — @% € G. Then, applying the stability property (Proposition 1) leads to

19/l z2@) < llve = @ocllza@ + 12 — @o.cllLa(@
< BR+ Cof)(IVepo — Vol aery + V0 — VB o))
< 3R+ Co)(IVP = Vol rap) + 2 V0 — VB 1))
< (3R + Col>) (T 4 23/ Cyl),

As ¢ < 72 by assumption, we obtain the conclusion. O

Proof of Lemma 3. First, as |P(p)| < R? for any ¢ € F, it holds by Lemma 21 that for
h >0,

log N1 1(h, G, La(Q)) < log Np(h/2, g, Ly(Q)) + clog, (1/h), (104)

where G = {¢* — " : ¢ € Li(F),}. Furthermore, The application ¢ — ¢* is order-reversing
and is an isometry for the co-norm. Remark also that the bracketing number is unchanged
when all the functions in a class are shifted by the same function. Those two remarks imply
that

M ](ha g, L2(Q)) < M ](h’ g, LOO(p)) < M ](h> Li(]:)'ra Loo(P)), (105)

where p is the Lebesgue measure on B(0;2R). The bracketing numbers for the L..-norm
are controlled by the covering numbers for the same norm, see [VW96, Theorem 2.7.11].
Threfore, as, for any function f, it holds that ||f|lz..¢) < IIfllp.(e-i-1/erye’, we have the
conclusion using Lemma 19. O

F Lemmas: strongly convex case

Our first lemma states that we may without loss of generality assume that every potential
¢ in F satisfies [|[V(0)|| < r for some constant r.

Lemma 25. Let F" = {p € F: ||Vp(0)|| <r}. Then, for r large enough,

(106)

S|=

E[[[Vér — Volll,pyl{dr # &7} <
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Proof. Let Fo = {x + o(x) — (Vp(0),z) : ¢ € F}. Then, F C (Fo)ii ™. Condition (A1)
and Lemma 14 imply that

Cy(Fo, P) > —2B/(:c>“+2 dP(z) > —oo0. (107)
We may therefore apply Proposition 7, which implies that there exists r > 0 such that the

statement of the lemma holds. O

This preliminary remark shows that we can safely assume that ||[V¢(0)| is uniformly
bounded over ¢ € F: we will now simply write F instead of /" and keep this assumption
in mind. To ease notation, we will now write 1" instead of V¢ for a general potential p € F,
with Ty = Vg and T = V.

Proof of Lemma 5. As ¢ is («a/2,a)-strongly convex, we have by Lemma 16 that ¢*(y) <
(a/2)_1+%1]|T(O) — yH% < C(r* + ||ly||*), where we used the fact that [|T(0)]| < r. As®
is also (a/2)-strongly convex, the same inequality holds for @ (where we pick r larger than
|7(0)||). Together, with the Poincaré inequality for P, this yields,

0:(y) = Be(y)| <202 + |lyll*) + [ER(X) — o(X)]] < 2C0* + ||ylI*) + |7 — ¢llz2(p)
S 20(T2+ ||y||2)+7‘\/ ij[. ]

Proof of Lemma 6. Let g = ¢ — @ € §. By definition of a convex conjugate, it holds that
wey) = (y. T (y) = o(T7(y) + Pe) = (4. T (y)) — e(T()) -
Omitting the argument y for notational brevity, we obtain

©p — Spé,c = (id, T - T0_1> + $o,c © To_1 — Pco T
=({d, T =Ty ") + (poco Ty —@eo Ty ) + (peo Tyt — 0 T7H)
= Al + A2 + A3.

We bound the norms of each of the three terms separately:

e According to Lemma 15, ||[T7'(y) — T7'(y/)]| < ?IIy’ —y|| for every y,y’. Therefore
||A1||%2(Q) == /<1d, T_l _ T0_1>2 dQ = /<T0’ T_l (@] TO - 1d>2 dP
< [1%IPI% - 71 aP < € [ |Tufe) - T(@) o) dP(a),

where we use Lemma 14 at the last line. Let I = [ || To(z) — T'(2)||? dP(z). We may
apply Lemma 13 to obtain [|[A[|7, o) < C1log, (1/1)**2.

e By the Poincaré inequality, || A2 .@) = |00c0Ts ' =0Ty ia@ = lvoc—¢ell o) <
A% Cp1||T - TOHLz(P)‘
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e By Lemma 14, it holds that

sl = [Ieo Tt —poTPaQ < ¢ [T+ 1T )73 - T2 d@
< c/(|| ||+ [T 0 Ty} id =T~ o Ty|[2 dP
<C [ 7 - T PP ()

where we use Lemma 15 at the last line. As for the bound on Ay, we can use Lemma 13

to obtain that this term is controlled by C1log, (1/I)%*2,

In total, [0} — @5 .l17,) < Clogy(1/1)**2I for some constant C. By Proposition 1, the
integral [ is bounded by

2T = T3, p) + 20 To — T[3,,p) < 27° + Cllog, (1/0)*“T) < C7log , (1/7)**F),

where we use that 72 > ¢. We obtain

* * a’+3a
167 = @o.ellinig) < CT*logy (1/7) 50+,

The same inequality holds for $ (as @ is also strongly convex and in Li(F),), so that we get
our final bound on (¢} — @}/ 1,(0) by using the triangle inequality. O

Eventually, the bracketing numbers are controlled thanks to the next lemma.

Lemma 26. Let 1, s be two functions that are (o, a)-strongly convexr and (5, a)-smooth,
with ©;(0) =0 and ||[V;(0)|| <7 (fori=1,2). Let x € RY. Then, for every § > 0,

|21 (To(2) — ¢5(To(x))| < Csllor — ol e-snn e, (108)

Proof. Let y € R9. Tt holds that ¢%(y) = (x1,y) — @i (x1) for z; = T; ' (y). Therefore,

<$1ay>

©1(y) — o5(y) = (
< ‘%(Il)

—1(21)) — 3(y) < (21, y) — er(21)) = (21, 9) — p2(z1))

— p2(a1)].

By symmetry, it holds that [¢7(y) — ¢3(y)| < [p1(21) — @a(@1)] + [p1(22) — @2(22)], with
w9 =Ty ' (y). Let y = Ty(x). Then,

o1(21) — @a(a1)| < @1 (T 0 To(x)) — a(TY 0 To(2)) e8I o To(@)l SITT e To @]
-1
< [le1 = (p2HLoo(e*5H-||)€6HT1 @I,

By Lemma 15, |T7 (Ty(2))|| < 4o~ @ 1(||To(z)|| + r)=7. By Lemma 14, |Ty(z)|| < r +
23(x)*!. In total, we obtain that |7, (Ty(z))|| < C{z) for a large enough constant C. As
a similar inequality holds for x4, we obtain the conclusion. O
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Proof of Lemma 7. Lemma 14 implies that the potentials ¢ in F are such that |P(p)| < M
for some constant M. Therefore, by Lemma 21, we have for h > 0

log V(1. G. L»(Q)) < log A (/2. G. L(Q)) + clog, (1/h), (109)

where G = {¢* — %" : ¢ € Li(F),, ¢ is (a/2)-strongly convex}. The conclusion of Lemma 7
is then obtained through Lemma 26. Indeed, for ¢y, vy € Li(F), that are («/2)-strongly

convex,

[ 1610 - 5P QW) = [ leiTi) - et dP()
< llg1 = 902||Lw(es||-)/6205”m” dP(x).

As bracketing numbers are controlled by covering numbers for the L.,-norm (see [VW96,
Theorem 2.7.11]), we may choose § small enough so that the latter integral is finite, and
then conclude using Lemma 19. O

Proof of Lemma 8. For R > 0, let g = g — g<r. Let G be the envelope function given by
Lemma 5. Then,

E[| sup(Q — Qu)(g-r)] < 2Q(Cor) = 2 /”V G aPE. ()

geg

If R is large enough and ||V (z)|| > R, then ||z|| > cRY(@*Y according to Lemma 14. By
Lemma 12, as P is subexponential (it satisfies the Poincaré inequality), the right-hand side
of Equation (110) is smaller than n=2 if R = k(logn)®*! for some x large enough.

The probability that there exists one sample point not in B(0; R) is bounded by nQ(||Y'|| >
R) < n~? for k large enough. If this event is satisfied, then Q¥ = @Q,,, so that

E[sup(Q — @u)(9<r)l] < Ellsup(Q" — Q) (9<r)l] + El| sup((Q — Q") — (Qn — @) (9<r)]

geg geg geg
1
R _ R -2 _
E[| 21615(62 Qn)(9<r)|] + (Bs(l(i%) G)(n™" + QB0 1) 1)
E[l SUE(QR — QN (g<pr)|] +n 7,
ge

where we use that (suppg,r) G) < C(1 4 logn)**** according to Lemma 5, and that 1 —
Q(B((]?R)) f||v% )I>R dP( ) n->.

The probability distribution @ is obtained as the pushforward of P by the map Ty = Vi,
where g is (a, a)-strongly convex and (3, a)-smooth. Let Qf be the support of Qf. By
Lemma 15, every y € QF is written as Ty(x) for some 2 € B(0; CoRY(*+1) for some constant
Cy. By definition of smoothness, on such a ball, the map Tj is a Lipschitz diffeomorphism
with operator norm of the derivative bounded by C;R*(*+Y) < C,R. Furthermore, by
definition of strong convexity, the operator norm of the differential of the inverse map T;, * at
y € B(0; R) is bounded by Cy. The set QF is partitioned into images the Ty(Ax) N B(0; R),
where the Ags form a partition of the support of 2 into basic Lipschitz sets. To conclude, we

35



use that (i) the intersection a Lipschitz domain with a ball is still a Lipschitz domain, and
(ii) T; ' is a Lipschitz diffeomorphism with polylogarithmic distortion on B(0; R). Therefore,
QFf is a L-Lipschitz domain with L < R Sjoen 1.

Eventually, the density ¢ of Q is obtained by a change of variables: for y € B(0; R),

we have
p(Ty ' (y))] det(DTy ' (y)]
Q(B(0; R))

By strong convexity and smoothness, we have 1 Siogn.d | det(DTy *(y)| Stogn,a 1. Further-
more, using condition (C2) and strong convexity of ¢g, logp o Ty * is Lipschitz continuous
of with constant of order R’ Stogn 1. These two properties are enough to prove the last
statement of Lemma 8. O

¢"(y) =

(111)

G Partitions of Lipschitz domains

We prove in this section Lemma 9 and Lemma 10. To do so, we first give a decomposition
of a Lipschitz domain into small cube-like shapes. Let €2 be the support of (). By Lemma 8,
we can assume ) to be a L-Lipschitz domain included in B(0; R) for L, R Sioen 1, and
q to satisfy condition (62). By definition of a Lipschitz domain, €2 is partitioned (up to a
negligible set) into K basic Lipschitz sets A;, = @4 ([0, 1]¢) for some Lipschitz diffeomorphisms
@, whose differentials and inverse differentials are bounded by L. Note that the number K
of such sets is at most of order (R/L)* Sjogna 1.

Let J > 1. We consider a partition A4 of [0, 1]? by a regular grid of cubes of side-length
277, A partition of A; is obtained by considering the sets @k(ﬂ) for O e Aja.

The union of these partitions for the different Ags gives a partition A; of 2. For O € A},
let Qo be the measure () conditioned on [J. Let mg be the expected value of Qn and g

be its covariance matrix. We choose J such that 27/(logn)® < 1, where & is the constant in
(62).

Lemma 27. Let 0 € Aj.
1. The diameter of 0 € Ay is smaller than cL277.
2. The volume of O is between cL=%277% and C' L4274,
3. The Poincaré constant of Qo satisfies Cpr(Qn) Stogn.a 272
4. We have Apin(X0) Zlogn.a 2727

Proof. Let O € Aj, written as ®,(0) for some square [J of side-length 27/, Points 1.
and 2. follow immediately from ®; and ®;' being L-Lipschitz. [VV12, Proposition 2.1]
implies that the Poincaré constant of the uniform measure on O is at most ¢272/L2. The
same control holds for the Poincaré constant of (), with a Poincaré constant multiplied by
% Stogn.d ec2” 7 (logn)” Slogna 1 (where we use (62)).

It remains to bound the smallest eigenvalue of 5. The Lipschitz continuity of <I>,;1
implies that [ = ®,(0) contains a ball B of radius 27/ /L centered at a certain zy. For u a
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unit vector, writing A for the Lebesgue measure,

T —L T —mp,u)? T
u EDU—Q(D)/D( 0, u)” dQ(z)

infhg 1 / 9
— [ (x —mp,u)“dx
~ supg g A(D) D< %)
AB) 1
> MNP) L _ 2
AB) 1
> S S — 24
where in the last step, we used that the covariance over B is centered at zy. The average

integral is larger than the smallest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix uniform measure on
a ball of radius 27/ /L, which is of order 272/ /L2 Also, as

\(B) 27y,
~ g—Jdfd ™~ ’

we obtain the result. O

For g a Lo-function, recall that I1;¢g is the piecewise linear function given by the Lo(Q)-
projection of g on the sets of piecewise linear functions on each part of the partition A ;. We
write go for the (Q-average of g on a given element [J € A ;.

Lemma 28 (Control of the Ls-norm of the projection). Every g € G satisfies ||Il;g —
9llz2(@) Stogna 2777

Proof. Let I1,g be the piecewise constant function, equal to go on O € A;. By definition of
the projection,
Mg = 9100 < IMLsg ~ gl = > [ (99007 dC
OeAy o
By applying the Poincaré inequality on each part of the partition, we obtain
119 — g||2L2(Q) Stogn,d Z 2_2J/D ||V9||%2(Q) Stogn.d 2_2J||v9||2L2(Q)'
OeAy

We use Lemma 6 to conclude. O

Lemma 29 (Control of the L,-norm of the projection). Let M = sup,¢ ||9llc2). Every
g € G satisfies 1119 — gllco Stogn.a 2727 M.

Proof. Fix 0 € A; and let € . One can check (by writing out explicitly an orthonormal
basis) that

Myg(x) = go + ﬁ / (z —mo) TS5 (y — mo)g(y) Q). (112)
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Therefore, as we control the diameter of [ and the smallest eigenvalue of ¥,
1 _
L79(2)] Siognd (1 + +—==2"* N9l Lo Stogna l9]lzo)- (113)
)\min(ZD)

For y € O, we can write by a Taylor expansion ¢(y) = g(z) + (Vg(z),y — x) + e.(y) =
9:(y)+e.(y), with |e.(y)] Siegn.a M272. Note that g, is a linear function, so that I1;g, = g,.
Therefore, by (113)

Lg(2)—g(2)| = [IL1(9—g:)(2) = (9—92) ()| Srogna ML) (@) [+M27* Siogna M272". O
We are now in position to prove Lemma 9 and Lemma 10.

Proof of Lemma 9. Recalling the expression of the projection (112), we write I1;g = fIJg +
R;g, where I1,g¢ is given by local averages go on each J € A; whereas R;g = I1;9 —I1,g¢ is
a remainder term. We have

E[| sup(Q — Qn)(Rs9)[] = E[|sup Y (Q — Qn)(R,91{O})[].

geg g€g O

Let O € A;. Let 2 be the identity function on 0. As [ (y —mp) dQ(y) = 0, we have

1
Q-QIRHE} = 55 [ (1Q= Q)54 ~ mo)alw) Q)
- 55 /(@ Qo) 52 v = me)(a(0) — 2) dQ()
Stogna 27 (@ = Q) (20)llllg — 9ol 22(00) Stogna (@ — Q) (z0)[IIVIH{T}H L2000
where we use the Poincaré inequality and Lemma 27 at the last line. By Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality,

Bl sup 3°(@ — Q) (Ryg1{T))]

geg O

1/2 1/2
Stogn,d <Z ||V91{D}||2L2(Q)) <Z Efl[(Q — Qn)(fvu)||2]>
O O
1 1/2 1/2 7—2_J
,So n, T —Var (ZIZ' )) No n, ( Q 2 2J> So n,d — — »

where we use the Poincaré inequality to bound the variance, and the control on the Poincaré
constant given in Lemma 27.

The second term to control is E[| sup,cq(Q — Qn)(I1;g)|. This quantity is left unchanged
if we replace g by g + ¢ for some constant ¢, so that we assume without loss of generality
that [ ¢dQ = 0. The partitions A, are nested, so that we may write

J
9= (g —I_1g9).

J=1
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The function Ajg = II; 1.9 — H] 19 s piecewise constant on each subcube of [0 € A,_;. More
precisely, let C(O) be the set of subcubes of O in A;. Then, on £ € C(0), A;g is equal to

_ 1 1
bine = g Je9 — o5 Jog-
Lemma 30. We have

>, > @ 2 < ogna 29[ Vg|2, 0 (114)

OeA;—1 EeC(O)

Proof. By Jensen’s inequality and Poincaré inequality,

b0 = (i 0= 90 < G [0 90 Suwna g2 [ IVl

As there are 2¢ subcubes for each part of the partition, we obtain

S 3 Qs Sz 3 1961 Stsna 2190101

OcA; 1 Fec(O OcA; 1

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemma 30,

E[sup(Q — Qn)(Il;9)| <

geg

E[[ sup(Q — Qn)(As9)]]

g€eg

Q.
I MM
NN

< ZE | sup Z b;,£(9)(Q — Qn)(E)]]

99 e, Eec(o)

1/2 1/2
< Zsup (ZQ )2> (Z ﬁE[(Qn - Q)(E)2]>

1 g€eg

1/2
—1/269=27
Nlognd E 2" ]7_ (E n) Slogn,dn /2 20T,

0,

where we use at the last line that there the number of elements in the partition A; is of
order 2/¢ (up to polylogarithmic factors in n). O

Proof of Lemma 10. Let g = ¢} — @ € G, with ¢ and © that are («/2, a)-strongly convex.
Then, the C*-norm of ¢} restricted to B(0; R) is controlled by supy,<r At (VZe(Ve™ (1)),
which grows at most polynomially in R by Lemma 15 and the definition of strongly convex.
Let Gy = {ll;g — g : g € G}. Then, by Lemma 29, G.; has an envelope function G,
with G; Siogna 2727, Furthermore, by Lemma 28, we have suPreg.; 1fllr2@ < o for
0 <iognd 2777. Let us use Proposition 6 to bound E[|sup,cg(Q — Qn)(g — I1,9)]]. We use
the following bound on bracketing numbers, proven below.

Lemma 31 (Control of the bracketing numbers). For § a small enough constant, and for
h > 0, it holds that

log N[ 1(h, G=.7, La(Q)) < log N(ch, F, Loo (eI + C'log,, (1/h). (115)
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Using this lemma and condition (AZ2), one can check that the condition 277/3=7) >
c1(log n)CQDLFT“'Y ensures that the parameter

Y no?
3210g(2M1(0/2, G5, L2(Q)))
is smaller than G, so that the second term in (45) is null. We therefore obtain

Efl sup(Q — Qu)(g — Tyg)[] < %7[ (20,G, Ls(Q)). (116)
geg n

Lemma 31 and condition (A2) then gives the desired bound on the entropic integral. O

Proof of Lemma 31. Let ¢y, ¢y € Li(F), that are (a/2)-strongly convex. By (113)

/ i) — Mg () Q) = 3 / 01 (y) — T (y) P dQ(y)

OeAy

Stogn.d Z QO e — 90§||2LOO(D)-

OeAy

Let yo = To(xn) be the point of O with the largest norm. By Lemma 15, every point y € O
is equal to Ty(x) for some z satisfying ||z < ||7(z)||Y @+ < ||lyg||V/@*Y. By Lemma 26, we
therefore have for every 6 > 0,

* * /(a+1) 1512
67 = @3l S ller = @2l < llor = all e-anneel, - (117)
( ) ( )

where we also use Lemma 14. Therefore,

/|HJ<P1 —Ty5(y)1* dQ(y ) Stognaa ller — S02||Loo(€ all-Ily Z QO Cl5”m”-

OeAy

For every y € U], we have by Lemma 15

lzall = 1757 (vo)l < 175 (o) = T W)l + 175 W)l < eL277 + |5 ().
We may therefore bound the sum by a corresponding integral:
S QD) kol < / (CBL2 Y HIT W) 4 () < / eColell 4 p () < 1,
OeAy

where we pick 0 small enough so that the last integral is finite. In total, as bracketing
numbers are controlled by covering numbers for the L-norm (see [VW96, Theorem 2.7.11]),
we have shown that

log N[ 1(h, G, L2(Q)) < log N(ch, F, Loo(e~°I) + C'log, (1/h),

where we used Lemma 19 and Lemma 22 to respectively account for the fact that G is indexed
by a subset of Li(F) and for the centering of the functions in G. O
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H On the spectrum of kernels for RKHS

Here we provide some details about the spectrum of kernels, following the discussion of
Section 4.4. To this end, recall that a kernel X : X x X — R defines a Reproducing Kernel
Hilbert Space (RKHS) if for all f € #H (the Hilbert space over X) and all z € X, it holds
that

fla) = (KRG x)n

In Section 4.4, we provided log-covering bounds from [Yan+20b] that required that the kernel
have either finite spectrum, or exponentially decaying eigenvalues; the following is borrowed
from [Yan+20b, Section 2.2 and Appendix D]. To this end, we note that K induces an
integral operator Ty : L?(X) — L*(X) defined as

Rﬂ@z/ﬁ%@ﬂ@M,

for all f € L?(X). Mercer’s theorem (see e.g. [SSB+02]) states that this operator has count-
ably many, positive eigenvalues with corresponding eigenfunctions {(o;,9;)}2, which form
an orthonormal basis of L?(X), whence the kernel admits the following spectral decomposi-
tion

K(z,y) = Z 09 ()0 (y) . (118)

The two conditions we presented are the following:
1. y-finite spectrum: o; = 0 for all j > 7,

2. y-exponential decay: there exist absolute constants C'; and C5 such that for all j > 1,
o; < Crexp(—Csqj7),

where for the latter, we also require that there exist constants 7 € [0, %), Cy > 0 such that
sup,cx 07 |9;(x)| < Cy for all j > 1. In fact, over the sphere in R?, it holds that the Gaussian
kernel exhibits y-exponential decay for any 7 > 0 [Yan+20b, Appendix B.3], wherein several
more examples of kernels are presented. The following is a proposition from [Yan+20b],
which is an upper bound on the covering numbers we employ in Section 4.4.

Proposition 8. Let Fi be the unit ball in an RKHS corresponding to some kernel K i.e.
Fic = A{f : Ifllx < 1}, and let K be a kernel with y-finite spectrum, or ~y-exponentially
decaying spectrum, as described above, such that sup, K(z,z) < 1. Then,

Cy(log(1/h) + ¢) ~-finite spectrum,

log N (h, Fic, || - loo) <
og N, T, | - lloo) < {C’(log(l/h) + )" ~-exponentially decaying spectrum

where the absolute constants ¢, C' > 0 depend on Cy,Cy,Cy,y and 7.
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I Covering number for the spiked transport case

Proof of Proposition j. Recall that
Fipiked = {z — p(Ux) + %ZL’T(I ~U'U)x : pe F,U€ kad} ,

where Vyyq is the Stiefel manifold, and F is some function class. Log-covering number
bounds for Stiefel manifold are already known (see [NR22, Lemma 4]):

1og N (h, Vixa, || - llop) < dklog(cVk/h), (119)

where ¢ > 0 is some absolute constant. The same bound holds for the space Lo (e~°I'l) up
to a constant depending on 9, as in our previous calculations. To complete the proof, we can
decompose a function ¢’ € Fypikea into two parts; ¢ o U and a quadratic. The quadratic part
contributes the same degree of complexity as a parametric class (see Section 4.3): indeed we
have that

|lzT(I-U" Dz —2"(I =V Vx| = ||lz"(U+ V) (U -V)z|
< |zIP|lU + V[ellU = V|r
< Callz|*|U = V||op,

using that ||Ullep, |V |lop < 1 and that the Frobenius and operator norms are equivalent.
Thus, we can apply known bounds on the covering numbers for the Stiefel manifold to
determine the size of the (log-)covering numbers that the quadratic contributes to the class
Fipiked- Finally, log-covering numbers for the composition ¢ o U can simply be bounded by
considering the sum of the log-covering numbers of the two classes. Thus, applying Eq. (119),
completes the proof. O

J Besov spaces

We now prove the results in Section 4.5 by relevant recalling facts about Besov spaces, which
can be found in many textbooks (see e.g. [GN21]). The Besov spaces Bj  are a family of
functional spaces, with s representing a regularity index, that can be defined using a wavelet
basis. A wavelet basis is an orthonormal basis (I'j;) ez reze 0f Lo(R?) that satisfy some
desirable properties. Let s > 0. We will always assume that the regularity of the wavelet
basis is large enough with respect to s and d. Let 1 < p,q < oco. If a function ¢ admits a

wavelet representation
Y= Z Z VieiL kg (120)
JEZ kezd

then, the Besov norm B, of ¢ is defined as

Q=

Il

(s d_d !
Bs. = HfYHbZ,q — Z2JQ( +3 p) (Z h/j,k|p> , (121)

JEZ kezd

with generalizations when p or ¢ equal to oco.
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Let R > 0. Each wavelet T’ ; has compact support of diameter of order 277, and, for a
fixed j, the number of wavelets Ty ; that intersect the ball B(0; R) is of order R%27¢. Let
I;(R) be the set of indexes k such that this intersection is nonempty. Let Jy € Z be such
that B(0; R) is included in the support of a single wavelet I'y ;,. We can pick Jy such that
Jo 2 —log R. Let L > 0 and define the function ng(x) to be a smooth convex function equal
to [|z]|? for ||z|| > R/2, and equal to 0 for ||z|| < R/4. We define the set F;(R) as the set of

functions of the form J
2+ Y D Wwilks

j=Jo keI;(R)

b =L

To put it another way, functions ¢ € F;(R) are functions with finite wavelet expansions
up to depth J and bounded Bj ,, norm on a set of size roughly R, whereas we add a quadratic
term to ensure that they are strongly convex at infinity. Note however that functions in F,(R)
are not necessarily convex.

Let us show that, under the assumptions of Proposition 3, we can apply Theorem 3 to
obtain a rate of convergence. By hypothesis, assumptions (A3), (C1) and (C2) are satisfied.
Furthermore, as the C%-norm is controlled by the B%oo-norm and that s > 2, all potentials
in F;(R) are (8, 0)-smooth. It remains to check the bracketing assumption (A2). Let 6 > 0
and let o1,y € F;(R), with associated coordinates v' and v%. We have

[er() - \6‘5””6”—|Z > (= ) Tasa) eI

j=Jo keI;(R)
S RYPTIZ | — 2,

where we bound eIl by 1, and use a standard bound on the Ls-norm in terms of wavelet
coefficients (see e.g. [HR21, Lemma 24]). Note that only the coefficients v, ; — 77 ; with
k € I;(R) are non zero. Therefore, the bracketing number of F;(R) at scale h with respect
to Loo(e7°I) is controlled by the covering number at scale of order hR~=%22774/2 of the
l-ball in dimension Z;.]:_ B GRS R274 By [Sch84], the logarithm of such a covering
number is of order

R27og(RY?227%2 /1) < R%27%(log(R) + J)log, (1/h),

that is assumption (A2) holds with v =0, v = 1 and Dy = R*27%(log(R) + J).
We are in position to apply Theorem 3, which gives a control up to logarithmic term

inf (S() - S(p0)) + Dt 7,

peEFa

To conclude, it remains to bound the bias term inf ez, (S(¢) — S(¢o)). Let 7° be the vector
of coefficients of ¢y in the wavelet basis, and let g j(x) = ng(z) + 1o s(x), where

Yo, (x Z Z ’Y]krgk (122)

j=Jo keI;(R)
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As s > 2, the norm of the Hessian of vy s — g at x € B(0; R), is bounded by 2(/0=7)2||ip]|¢s <
a/2 for J large enough. Therefore, as g is a-strongly convex, we obtain that ¢y ; is (a/2)-
strongly convex. As ¢y ; is obtained by adding the convex function ng, ¢g s is also (a/2)-
strongly convex. We apply a reverse stability bound for strongly convex potentials (that
would be proven in the same fashion as [HR21, Proposition 10]) to obtain that

S(0,s) — S(po) S IVeo — Vo sl = / IVo(z) — Voo, s (z)||* dP()

< ||p||oo/|| . ||V<P0(I)—Vs00,J(:B)||2dx+/ IVo(2) = Vepo,s(2)||* dP(2).
z||<R/4

llz[|>R/4

The first integral is bounded by a quantity of order 22/0=)E=D|pg||2, (see e.g. [HR2I,
Lemma 13]). The second integral is of order e™% as P is subexponential. We pick R =
270 = logn. Up to logarithmic terms, we obtain the final bias-variance decomposition

2—2](3—1) 4 2J(d—2) n—l

Eventually, we let 2=/ < n~ %77 to conclude.

K Barron spaces

Proof of Theorem 4. By construction, every ¢ € F2! is (3, a)-smooth, so that assumptions
(A1) and (C1) are satisfied. To conclude, it remains to bound the covering numbers. O

Lemma 32. [t holds that, for h,d > 0,

log N'(h, Fy, Loo (€™ M) Siog ciymy b~ el (123)

Let B be a Banach space. We say that B is of type 2 if there exists a constant Tz > 0
such that for all zq,...,z, € B,

2

> e <TEY a3, (124)
i=1 B i=1
where €1,...,¢, are i.i.d. Rademacher variables. Siegel and Xu show in [SX21] that, if

o : M — B is of regularity s for some Banach space B of type 2 (where regularity is defined
through dual maps, see [SX21, Definition 1] for details), then the covering numbers of F!
satisfy for h > 0

log N'(h, F}, B) < C( h )_W (125)
Ts

Such a result is almost enough to conclude. Indeed, the Banach space Lo, (eI} is not of
type 2. We use an approximation scheme, that shows that the covering numbers for the
oo-norm cannot be too different from the covering numbers for the p-norm, where p is large.
As spaces L, are of type 2, this gives us the conclusion.
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Lemma 33. Let F be a set of (3,a)-smooth functions, with sup;cz||Vf(0)| < M and
f(0) =0 forall f € F. Assume that F satisfies that, for all finite measures p and2 < p < 00,

-
log A'(h, F. Ly(p)) < C ( h ) . (126)
T,
Then, for 6,h > 0,
log N (h, F, Lo (e70I) Stog, (1yn) h77 (127)

Before writing a proof, let us remark that one can use this lemma with (125) to obtain

that (A2) holds with v = 252%, which gives Theorem 4 through Theorem 3.

Proof. Let us first recall Khintchine’s inequality. It states that for any finite measure p and
2 < p < o0, the space L,(p) is of type 2 with T7 () < C’p(Rd)l/p\/]?, for some absolute
constant C' (see e.g. [Verl8, Section 2.6]). Let pr be the Lebesgue measure on B(0; R) and
let {f1,..., fx} be an h'-covering of F for the norm L,(pg) for some parameter b’ to fix. By
assumption, we can pick K such that

h' )—“/
pr(RO)YP /D)

Let f € F, and let f;, be such that ||f — fi||z,(pr) < . By Lemma 14, we have

1 = Fillciestny S IF = Fillaory + 428 + M)(R)* 27", (128)

We pick R = clog,(1/h) for c large enough, so that the second term is smaller than h/2.
Let us bound the first term. According to Lemma 14, the function f — f; is L-Lipschitz
continuous on B(0; R), with L = 43(R)*™ + 2M. Let zyg € B(0; R) be such that m =
SUD||z<r | f (%) = fe(z)| is attained at zo. Therefore, |f(z) — fr(x)| > m — Lr for x € B(xo;7).
Then, for r < R

logKSC(

(R")P > / |f(z) — fe(z)|P dz > / (m — Lr)Pdz > cqr®(m — Lr)?.
B(0;R) B(zo;r)NB(0;R)

1
We pick = m/(2L) (that is smaller than R for h small enough) to obtain that A’ > cc’l”LmH%.

1
Pick n' = CC’Z’L(h/Q)H% to obtain that m = ||f — fellze(on) < h/2. Therefore, the set
{f1,..., fx} is a h-covering of F for the norm L., (e~°l7ll) and we have shown that

! -
log N (h, F, Lao(e791) <log K < C (L)

pR(Rd)l/P\/ﬁ
1 L\ 7
cip(h/2)" "
<l ==
= (Cde)l/p\/ﬁ
We pick p = log, (1/h) to conclude. O

Eventually, we prove Proposition 5.
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Proof of Proposition 5. The upper bound follows from Theorem 4. Consider cs+ i (B(0;1))
to be the space of functions of regularity s -+ % on the unit ball B(0;1) in R?. According

“2(B(0; 1)) is
2s+d—1

of order at least n~ 25++2d*f; .1According to Proposition 5 and the homogeneous reformulation

in [Bac17], the space C*+“2 (B(0;1)) is a subset of FL. Therefore, the minimax lower bound

on F! is larger than the one on Cs+5 (B(0;1)), giving the minimax lower bound. O

to [HR21, Remark 3], the minimax rate of estimation for potentials ¢ € C**
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