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Abstract

The Dvoretzky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz–Massart inequality gives a sub-Gaussian tail
bound on the supremum norm distance between the empirical distribution function
of a random sample and its population counterpart. We provide a short proof of a
result that improves the existing bound in two respects. First, our one-sided bound
holds without any restrictions on the failure probability, thereby verifying a conjecture
of Birnbaum and McCarty (1958). Second, it is local in the sense that it holds uni-
formly over sub-intervals of the real line with an error rate that adapts to the behaviour
of the population distribution function on the interval. 1

Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent random variables with distribution function F : R →
[0, 1]. Let F̂n denote the empirical distribution function,

F̂n(t) :=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤t},

for t ∈ R. Understanding the deviation of the empirical distribution function from its popu-
lation counterpart is a longstanding goal within probability theory with a multitude of appli-
cations to statistics. The Glivenko–Cantelli theorem (Glivenko, 1933; Cantelli, 1933) gives
almost sure convergence of the empirical distribution function to the population distribution
function with respect to the supremum norm, initiating a line of work towards understand-
ing the rate of convergence. Classical results of Bernstein (1924), and subsequent work by
Bennett (1962) and Hoeffding (1963), may be viewed as giving finite-sample pointwise guar-
antees for specific value of t ∈ R. Dvoretzky et al. (1956) proved a sub-Gaussian bound on
the supremum norm distance between the empirical and population distribution functions.
Subsequent work of (Devroye and Wise, 1979; Hu, 1985; Shorack and Wellner, 1986) led to
improvements in the bound. Motivated by an asymptotic analysis due to Smirnov (1944),
and further numerical computations, Birnbaum and McCarty (1958) gave a conjecture on
the optimal leading constant. A breakthrough result of Massart (1990) achieved the opti-
mal constant, settling the conjecture of Birnbaum and McCarty (1958), subject to a mild
constraint on the failure probability. It follows from Smirnov (1944) that the leading term

1I would like to express my gratitude to Richard J. Samworth for encouragement and useful feedback
which substantially improved the quality of the exposition.
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in Massart (1990) cannot be improved. We recommend Dudley (2014) for an exposition of
the proof of Massart (1990), and its connections to Bretagnolle and Massart (1989). Mail-
lard (2021) derived an integral expression for the probability that the empirical distribution
function exceeds a given distance from their population counterpart, uniformly over a given
interval. Recently, Bartl and Mendelson (2023) and Blanchard and Voráček (2023) give more
interpretable local bounds.

Let’s first introduce some notation. Given a, b ∈ [0, 1] we let

kl(a||b) := a log

(

a

b

)

+ (1− a) log

(

1− a

1− b

)

,

where we adopt the convention that 0 log 0 = 0 log(0/0) = 0 and z log(z/0) = ∞ for z >
0. Thus, kl(a||b) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two Bernoulli random
variables with respective success probabilities a and b. For each p ∈ (0, e−ε] there is a unique
value of η ∈ [0, 1− p] with kl(p + η||p) = ε (Lemma 5) and we denote this unique value by
ω(p, ε). We extend ω to [0, 1]× [0,∞) by letting ω(p, ε) := 1 − p if p ∈ (e−ε, 1]; we also let
ω(p, ε) := 0 whenever p = 0, so that p 7→ ω(p, ε) is continuous (Lemma 6). Given δ ∈ (0, 1)
we let ε(n, δ) := log(1/δ)/n.

Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1. Given any interval I ⊆ R and δ ∈ (0, 1) we have

P

{

sup
t∈I

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> sup
t∈I

ω
(

F (t), ε(n, δ)
)

}

≤ δ.

In order to give a more interpretable bound we write σ(p) :=
√

p(1− p) for p ∈ [0, 1]
and introduce the function ϕ0 : [0, 1]× (0,∞) → (0, 1] defined by

ϕ0(p, ε) : =
√

4σ2(p)ρ2ε + σ2(ρε) + σ(ρε)(1− 2p) (1)

=
√

4σ2(p)ρ2ε + σ2(ρε) + σ(ρε) sign(1− 2p)
√

1− 4σ2(p),

where ρε := 9/(9 + 2ε) ∈ (0, 1). Note that ϕ0(p, ε) ≤ 1 for all p ∈ [0, 1]. Indeed, the
map p 7→ ϕ0(p, ε) is concave with a unique maximum of supp∈[0,1] ϕ0(p, ε) = 1 attained
when 1 − 2p = σ(ρε)/ρε. Moreover, we have limεց0 ρε = 1, so limεց0 σ(ρε) = 0, and hence
limεց0 ϕ0(p, ε) = 2σ(p) for all p ∈ [0, 1]. Given an interval I ⊆ R, let pmin := inft∈I F (t) and
pmax := supt∈I F (t), and set

ϕ(I, ε) :=











ϕ0(pmax, ε) if 2pmax < 1− σ(ρε)/ρε

1 if 2pmin ≤ 1− σ(ρε)/ρε ≤ 2pmax

ϕ0(pmin, ε) if 2pmin > 1− σ(ρε)/ρε.

Our first corollary is designed to highlight the role played by variance in the local bound as
well as the mild asymmetry in deviations around one half.

Corollary 1. Given any interval I ⊆ R and δ ∈ (0, 1) we have

P

{

sup
t∈I

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> ϕ
(

I, ε(n, δ)
)

√

ε(n, δ)

2

}

≤ δ.
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Our next corollary is a refinement of the celebrated Dvoretzky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz–Massart
inequality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956; Massart, 1990).

Corollary 2. Given any ξ ≥ 0 and ζ := 2ξ2/3 we have

P

{

sup
t∈R

√
n
{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> ξ

}

≤ exp

(

−2ξ2 − ζ2

n

{

1 +
4ζ

5n
+

425ζ2

525n2

})

.

In comparison, Massart (1990, Theorem 1) gives a slightly larger bound of exp(−2ξ2)
for ξ ≥ min{

√

log(2)/2, 1.0841n−1/6}. Massart (1990) remarks that whilst this captures the
regime of interest for statistical purposes, the proof therein does not extend to smaller values
of ξ. Corollary 1 verifies the conjecture of Birnbaum and McCarty (1958) for all values of
ξ ≥ 0 and Corollary 2 proves a slightly stronger result.

Our final corollary is a variance-adaptive bound for the entire real line, at the expense of
an extra logarithmic factor.

Corollary 3. Suppose that δ ∈ (0, 1), β > 1 and let εβ(n, δ) := log(2⌈logβ(n)⌉/δ)/n. Then,

P

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) >

(

βϕ0

(

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
)

√

εβ(n, δ)/2

)

∨
(

1

n

)

for some t ∈ R

}

≤ δ.

Corollary 3 is a slight improvement on recent results from Bartl and Mendelson (2023,
Theorem 1.2) and Blanchard and Voráček (2023, Theorem 5) where similar bounds are given
but the universal constants are left unspecified. We remark that Corollary 3 can be restated
as a simultaneous lower-confidence bound by taking

U(q, ε) := 3β
(

(2q − 1)(3β − 1)ε+
√

ǫ{18σ2(q) + ε(3β − 1)2}
)

9 + 2ε(3β − 1)2
.

Indeed, Corollary 3 may be restated as follows

P

{

F (t) > F̂n(t)− U
(

F̂n(t), εβ(n, δ)
)

∨
(

1

n

)

for all t ∈ R

}

≥ 1− δ.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section 1, with the proof a technical lemma and the
corrollaries given in Section 2.

1 Proof of Theorem 1

To begin the proof we first introduce a reverse filtration (Gt)t∈R (a collection of sigma algebras
such that Gt1 ⊆ Gt0 whenever t0 ≤ t1). For each t ∈ R we let Gt denote the sigma-algebra by
all events of the form {Xi ≤ s} with s ≥ t and i ∈ [n] are measurable.

Given λ ≥ 0 let (Mλ(t))t≥t0 denote the non-negative stochastic process defined by

Mλ(t) :=
1

(1 + λ)n

(

1 +
λ

F (t)

)nF̂n(t)

.

Lemma 1. Suppose t0 ∈ R satisfies F (t0) > 0. Then (Mλ(t))t≥t0 is a reverse martingale

with respect to (Gt)t≥t0 . Moreover, E{Mλ(t)} = 1 for all t ≥ t0.

3



Proof. Take s0 ∈ [t0,∞) and s1 ∈ (s0,∞). Observe that, conditionally on Gs1, the random
variableW := nF̂n(s0) has the distribution of a Binomial random variable with m := nF̂n(s1)
trials and success probability p := F (s0)/F (s1). Thus, for each λ ≥ 0 we have

E

{

(

1 +
λ

F (s0)

)nF̂n(s0)
∣

∣

∣

∣

Gs1

}

= E

{

(

1 +
λ

pF (s1)

)W ∣

∣

∣

∣

Gs1

}

=

{

p

(

1 +
λ

pF (s1)

)

+ (1− p)

}m

=

(

1 +
λ

F (s1)

)nF̂n(s1)

.

which entails the reverse martingale property. Applying the dominated convergence theorem
with the bound

(

1 + λ/F (s0)
)n

yields that for all t ≥ t0,

E{Mλ(t)} = lim
sր∞

E{Mλ(s)} = E

{

lim
sր∞

Mλ(s)

}

= 1.

Next, for each ε > 0, we define a function ∆ ≡ ∆ε : (0, 1]× (0,∞) → [0,∞) by

∆(r, λ) ≡ ∆ε(r, λ) :=
log(1 + λ) + ε

log (1 + λ/r)
− r.

Note that the inequality (1 + λ/r)r ≤ (1 + λ) for r ∈ [0, 1] ensures that ∆ is non-negative.
Given λ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) we define

E(λ, δ) :=
⋂

t∈R:F (t)>0

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) ≤ ∆ε(n,δ)(F (t), λ)
}

.

Lemma 2. For all λ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) we have P{E(λ, δ)} ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. Given k ∈ N we let Tk := {t ∈ [−2k, 2k] : t = 2−k⌊2kt⌋ and F (t) > 0}. By Lemma
1 the process {Mλ(t)}t∈Tk

is a reverse martingale with E(Mλ(t)) = 1 for all k ∈ N and
t ∈ Tk. Hence, by Doob’s maximal inequality (Dudley, 2018, Theorem 10.4.2) we have
P{Ek(λ, δ)} ≥ 1− δ where

Ek(λ, δ) :=
{

max
t∈Tk

Mλ(t) < 1/δ

}

=
⋂

t∈Tk

{

F̂n(t) < F (t) + ∆ε(n,δ)

(

F (t), λ
)

}

,

where the equality between the events follows by taking logarithms. In addition, since
t 7→ Mλ(t) is almost surely right-continuous and

⋃

k∈N Tk is dense in {t ∈ R : F (t) > 0}
we have E(λ, δ) =

⋂

k∈N Ek(λ, δ). Thus, since the events {Ek(λ, δ)}k∈N form a decreasing
sequence we have P{E(λ, δ)} ≥ 1− δ.

Lemma 3. Given any non-empty closed interval P ⊆ (0, e−ε) there exists (p⋆, λ⋆) ∈ P ×
(0,∞) with ∆(p⋆, λ⋆) = infλ∈(0,∞) ∆(p⋆, λ) = supp∈P ∆(p, λ⋆) = ω(p⋆, ε).

The proof of Lemma 3 is somewhat technical and is given in Section 2.
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Proof of Theorem 1. Choose ζ ∈ (0, 1) and suppose that the closed interval Pζ := cl({F (t) :
t ∈ I}) ∩ [ζ, e−ε − ζ ] is non-empty. By applying Lemma 3 with ε = ε(n, δ) we obtain
(p⋆, λ⋆) ∈ P × (0,∞) so that ∆(p⋆, λ⋆) = supp∈Pζ

∆(p, λ⋆) = ω(p⋆, ε) > 0. Moreover,
by Lemma 2 we have P{E(λ⋆, δ)} ≥ 1 − δ. On the event E(λ⋆, δ), for each t ∈ I with
F (t) ∈ [ζ, e−ε − ζ ] we have

F̂n(t)− F (t) < ∆(F (t), λ) ≤ sup
p∈Pζ

∆(p, λ⋆) = ∆(p⋆, λ⋆) = ω(p⋆, ε)

≤ sup
p∈cl({F (t):t∈I})

ω(p, ε) = sup
p∈{F (t):t∈I}

ω(p, ε) = sup
t∈I

ω
(

F (t), ε
)

,

where we applied the continuity of p 7→ ω(p, ε) (Lemma 6) for the penulitmate equality. Note
that the bound holds vacuously if Pζ = ∅. Moreover, if t ∈ I satisfies F (t) ∈ {0} ∪ [e−ε, 1]

then we have F̂n(t)−F (t) ≤ ω(F (t), ε) ≤ supt∈I ω(F (t), ε) almost surely (Lemma 7). Hence,

P

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) > sup
t∈I

ω
(

F (t), ε(n, δ)
)

for some t ∈ I with F (t) /∈ (0, ζ) ∪ (e−ε − ζ)

}

≤ δ.

Since this bound holds for all sufficiently small ζ , the conclusion of the theorem follows by
continuity of probability.

2 Proofs of technical lemmas

Throughout we shall consider [−∞,∞] := R∪{−∞,∞} with the usual topology, generated
by the topological basis consisting of all intervals of the form (a, b), (a,∞] or [−∞, b) where
a, b ∈ R. We shall use the following elementary form of the implicit function theorem
(Lemma 4). Given a Borel set Y ⊆ [−∞,∞] we shall say that a function g : Y → [−∞,∞]
is sign-monotonic if

(g(ya), g(yb)) ∈ ([−∞, 0)× [−∞,∞]) ∪ ([−∞,∞]× (0,∞]), (2)

for all ya, yb ∈ Y with ya < yb. Note that a sufficient condition for g : Y → [−∞,∞] to be
sign-monotonic is that g is both non-decreasing and |{y ∈ Y : g(y) = 0}| ≤ 1.

Lemma 4. Let X ⊆ R
d be a Borel set, Y ⊆ [−∞,∞] is a non-empty interval which is

bounded from below and let Γ : X × Y → [−∞,∞] be a function. Suppose that for each

x ∈ X the function y 7→ Γ(x, y) is sign-monotonic. Suppose further that for each y ∈ Y, the

function x 7→ Γ(x, y) is continuous and define a function γ : X → cl(Y) by

γ(x) :=

{

supY if Γ(x, y) < 0 for all y ∈ Y
inf{y ∈ Y : Γ(x, y) ≥ 0} otherwise.

Then γ is continuous and Γ(x, y)(y − γ(x)) > 0 for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y \ {γ(x)}.

Whilst we expect that Lemma 4 is known, we include a proof in Section 4 for the conve-
nience of the reader.
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Lemma 5. For each p ∈ (0, 1), the function η 7→ kl(p + η||p) is strictly increasing and

continuous bijection from [0, 1− p] to [0, log(1/p)]. Hence, for p ∈ (0, e−ε], there is a unique

value of η ∈ [0, 1 − p] with kl(p + η||p) = ε and if p ∈ (e−ε, 1] then kl(p + η||p) < ε for all

η ∈ [0, 1− p].

Proof. Given p ∈ (0, 1) and η0 ∈ [0, 1− p), we have p+ η0 < 1 so the map η 7→ kl(p+ η||p)
is differentiable at η0, with derivative

log

(

η0 + p

p

)

+ log

(

1− p

1− p− η0

)

> 0.

Hence, η 7→ kl(p + η||p) is also strictly increasing and continuous function on [0, 1 − p).
Moreover, since p ∈ (0, 1) we have limaր1 kl(a||p) = log(1/p) = kl(1||p) so that η 7→ kl(p +
η||p) is strictly increasing and continuous bijection from [0, 1 − p] to [0, log(1/p)]. Finally,
note that ε ∈ [0, log(1/p)] = {kl(p+ η||p) : η ∈ [0, 1− p]} if and only if p ∈ (0, e−ε).

Lemma 6. Given ε > 0 the function p 7→ ω(p, ε) is continuous.

Proof. Let’s define a function Γkl : [0, 1]
2 → [0,∞] by

Γkl(x, y) :=

{

−ε if y ≤ x

kl(y||x)− ε otherwise.

For each x ∈ (0, 1), it follows from Lemma 5 that y 7→ Γkl(x, y) is sign-monotonic. Fur-
thermore, if x ∈ {0, 1} then y 7→ Γkl(x, y) is a non-decreasing and piecewise constant with
{y ∈ [0, 1] : Γkl(x, y) = 0} = ∅. As such, y 7→ Γkl(x, y) is sign-monotonic for all x ∈ [0, 1].
Note also that for each y ∈ [0, 1], the map x 7→ kl(y||x) is continuous; and consequently so
is x 7→ Γkl(x, y). Thus, by Lemma 4 the function γkl : [0, 1] → [0, 1] by

γkl(x) :=

{

1 if kl(y||x) < ε for all y ∈ [0, 1]

inf{y ∈ [0, 1] : kl(y||x) ≥ ε} otherwise.

is also continuous. Finally note that for all p ∈ [0, 1] we have ω(p, ε) = γkl(p) − p, so that
p 7→ ω(p, ε) is also continuous.

Proof of Lemma 3. Observe that ∆ is twice differentiable on (0, 1]× (0,∞) with

∂r∆(r, λ) =
λ {ε+ log (1 + λ)}

r (λ+ r) log2 (1 + λ/r)
− 1,

∂r,r∆(r, λ) =
λ2 {ε+ log (1 + λ)} {2− (1 + 2r/λ) log (1 + λ/r)}

r2 (r + λ)2 log3 (1 + λ/r)
.

By applying the inequality log(1+z) > 2z/(2+z) for z > 0 we deduce ∂r,r∆(r, λ) < 0 for r >
0, so r 7→ ∆(r, λ) is strictly concave. Now consider the function Γ0 : (0,∞)×P → [−∞,∞]
defined by Γ0(λ, r) := −∂r∆(r, λ). For each λ ∈ (0,∞), the strict concavity of r 7→ ∆(r, λ)
implies that r 7→ Γ0(λ, r) is strictly increasing and as such |{r ∈ P : Γ0(λ, r) = 0}| ≤ 1.
Moreover, for each r ∈ P the function λ 7→ Γ0(λ, r) is continuous. Hence, by Lemma 4
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there exists a continuous function p : (0,∞) → P such that (p(λ)− r)∂r∆(r, λ) < 0 for all
λ ∈ (0,∞) and p ∈ P\{p(λ)}. Hence, we have ∆(r, λ) ≤ ∆(p(λ), λ) for all (r, λ) ∈ P×(0,∞).

Next, we define a function Γ1 : P × (0,∞) → R by

Γ1(p, λ) := (p+ λ) log (1 + λ/p)− (1 + λ) {ε+ log (λ+ 1)} ,

so that ∂λ∆(p, λ) = Γ1(p, λ)/
{

(1 + λ) (p+ λ) log2 (1 + λ/p)
}

. Note that for each λ ∈ (0,∞)
the map p 7→ Γ1(p, λ) is continuous on P with

∂λΓ1(p, λ) = log (1 + λ/p)− {ε+ log (1 + λ)},

so Γ1(p, λ) = 0 implies ∂λΓ1(p, λ) > 0. Thus, λ 7→ Γ1(p, λ) is sign-monotonic for all p ∈ P.
Consequently, there exists a continuous function λ : P → [0,∞] such that Γ1(p, λ)(λ(p) −
λ) > 0, and consequently, ∂λ∆(p, λ)(λ(p)−λ) > 0 for all p ∈ P and λ ∈ (0,∞)\{λ(p)}. Note
also that for each p ∈ P ⊆ (0, e−ε) we have limλց0 Γ0(p, λ) = −ε < 0 and limλր∞ Γ(p, λ) =
∞ so by by the continuity of λ 7→ Γ(p, λ) there must be at least one root in (0,∞), which
must coincide with λ(p) i.e. Γ(p, λ(p)) = 0. Hence, λ(p) ∈ (0,∞) and ∆(p, λ(p)) ≤ ∆(p, λ)
for all λ ∈ (0,∞).

Next, we define a function Φ : P → R by Φ(ρ) = p (λ(ρ)) − ρ and choose pmin, pmax ∈
(0, e−ε) so that P = [pmin, pmax]. Notice that Φ is continuous with Φ(pmin) ≥ 0 and Φ(pmax) ≤
0 so by the intermediate value theorem there must exist some p⋆ ∈ P with Φ(p⋆) = 0. Letting
λ⋆ := λ(p⋆) we obtain a pair (p⋆, λ⋆) ∈ P×(0,∞) satisfying ∆(p⋆, λ⋆) = infλ∈(0,∞)∆(p⋆, λ) =
supp∈P ∆(p, λ⋆).

In addition, given any p ∈ (0, e−ε) we have Γ1(p, λ(p)) = 0 which yields p+∆{p, λ(p)} =
(p + λ(p))/(1 + λ(p)) ∈ (p, 1) and kl (p+∆{p, λ(p)}||p) = ε upon rearranging. Hence,
ω(p, λ(p)) = ∆(p, ε) > 0. Since λ⋆ = λ(p⋆) this completes the proof of the lemma.

For the next lemma we define an event E0 by

E0 :=
⋂

t∈R:F (t)∈{0}∪[e−ε,1]

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) ≤ ω(F (t), ε)
}

.

Lemma 7. We have P(E0) = 1.

Proof. Let’s introduce J0 := {t ∈ R : F (t) = 0} and Ẽ0 := {supt∈R F̂n(t) ≤ 1} ∩⋂n
i=1{Xi /∈

J0}, so that P(Ẽ0) = 1. Now suppose the event Ẽ0 holds. If F (t) = 0 then (0, t] ⊆ J0 so
that F̂n(t) = 0, and so F̂n(t) − F (t) = 0 = ω(F (t), ε). On the other hand, if F (t) ≥ e−ε

then F̂n(t)− F (t) ≤ 1 − F (t) = ω(F (t), ε), where we have used the definition of ω(p, ε) for
log(1/p) < ε and the continuity of p 7→ ω(p, ε) at p = e−ε (Lemma 6).

Given (p, η) ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ [0, 1− p] we let

hm(p, η) :=
η2

2(p+ η/3)(1− p− η/3)
.

Lemma 8. For all p ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ [0, 1− p] we have hm(p, η) ≤ kl(p+ η||p).
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Proof. Given z ∈ (0, 1] let’s write fz : (0, z] → R for the function

fz(η) := kl(z||z − η)− hm(z − η, η).

Observe that fz(0) = 0 and for η < z ≤ 1 we have

∂ηfz(η) =
η3 (16η2 − 42ηz + 21η + 27z2 − 27z + 9)

(3z − 2η)2(3 + 2η − 3z)2(z − η)(1 + η − z)
> 0.

Hence, kl(p + η||p) = hm(p, η) + fp+η(η) ≥ hm(p, η), which establishes the first part of the
lemma.

3 Proofs of the corollaries

Proof of Corollary 1. Let pmin := inf t∈I F (t), pmax := supt∈I F (t) and take ε = ε(n, δ).
Given t ∈ I we have p = F (t) ∈ [pmin, pmax] we have kl(p+ η||p) < ε for any η ∈ (0, ω(p, ε)).
Thus, by Lemma 8 we have hm(p, η) < ε. By rearranging this bound with ρε = 9/(9 + 2ε),
so σ2(ρε)/ρ

2
ε = 2ε/9 we deduce that

η <
3(
√

ε{ε+ 18p(1− p)}+ ε{1− 2p})
2ε+ 9

= ρε

{

√

4p(1− p) +
2ε

9
+
(

1− 2p
)

√

2ε

9

}
√

ε

2

=

{

√

4σ2(p)ρ2ε + σ2(ρε) +
(

1− 2p
)

σ(ρε)

}
√

ε

2
= ϕ0(p, ε)

√

ε

2
.

Since this result for all t ∈ I and η ∈ (0, ω(p, ε)) we deduce that

sup
t∈I

ω
(

F (t), ε
)

≤ sup
p∈[pmin,pmax]

ϕ0(p, ε)

√

ε

2
.

Moreover, the function p 7→ ϕ0(p, ε) is unimodal, strictly increasing on [0, 1/2−
√

ε/3] and

strictly decreasing on [1/2−
√

ε/3, 1]. Thus, we have

ϕ(I, ε) = sup
p∈[pmin,pmax]

ϕ0(p, ε) ≥ sup
t∈I

ω
(

F (t), ε
)

√

2

ε
,

and the conclusion of Corollary 1 follows from Theorem 1.

Proof of Corollary 2. Given ξ ≥ 0, ζ := 2ξ2/3, η = ξ/
√
n and p ∈ [0, 1 − η] it follows from

Fedotov et al. (2003, Theorem 7) that

kl
(

p+ η||p
)

≥ 2η2 +
4η4

9
+

32η6

135
+

7072η8

42525
> n

(

2ξ2 +
ζ2

n

{

1 +
4ζ

5n
+

425ζ2

525n2

})

=: log(1/δ).

Thus, ω
(

p, ε(n, δ)
)

≤ η for all p ∈ [0, 1]. By Theorem 1 we deduce that

P

{

sup
t∈I

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> η

}

≤ δ.

Rearranging yields the conclusion of Corollary 2.
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Proof of Corollary 3. By computing first and second derivatives we note that the map p 7→
ϕ0(p, ε)

√

ε/2 is concave with a unique maximum attained at p⋆ := {1−σ(ρε)/ρε}/2. Hence,
we may construct a sequence of closed intervals {Ar}⌈logβ(n)⌉−1

r=1 and {Br}⌈logβ(n)⌉−1

r=1 such that
Ar ⊆ [0, p⋆], Br ⊆ [p⋆, 1] and

inf
p∈Ar

ϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

= inf
p∈Br

ϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

=

√

2β−2(r+1)

εβ(n, δ)
,

sup
p∈Ar

ϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

= sup
p∈Br

ϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

=

√

2β−2r

εβ(n, δ)
.

By Corollary 1, for each r = 1, . . . , ⌈logβ(n)⌉ − 1 we have

P

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) > βϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2
for some t ∈ R with F (t) ∈ Ar

}

≤ P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈Ar

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> inf
p∈Ar

βϕ0

{

p, εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2

}

≤ P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈Ar

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> sup
p∈Ar

ϕ0

{

p, εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2

}

= P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈Ar

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> ϕ
{

Ar, εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2

}

≤ δ

2⌈logβ(n)⌉
,

and similarly with Br in place of Ar. We also let A⌈logβ(n)⌉ := [0, inf A⌈logβ(n)⌉−1] and
B⌈logβ(n)⌉ := [supB⌈logβ(n)⌉−1, 1] so that

sup
p∈A⌈logβ (n)⌉∪B⌈logβ(n)⌉

ϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

≤
√

2β−2⌈logβ(n)⌉

εβ(n, δ)
≤ 1

n

√

2

εβ(n, δ)
.

Thus, applying Corollary 1 once more yields

P

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) >
1

n
for some t ∈ R with F (t) ∈ A⌈logβ(n)⌉

}

≤ P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈A⌈logβ(n)⌉

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> ϕ
{

A⌈logβ(n)⌉, εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2

}

≤ δ

2⌈logβ(n)⌉
,

and similarly with B⌈logβ(n)⌉ in place of A⌈logβ(n)⌉. Finally, letting C0 denote the (possibly

empty) closed open interval C0 := [0, 1] \
{
⋃⌈logβ(n)⌉

r=1 (Ar ∪ Br)
}

we have

P

{

F̂n(t)− F (t) > βϕ0

{

F (t), εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2
for some t ∈ R with F (t) ∈ C0

}

= P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈C0

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> inf
p∈C0

βϕ0

{

p, εβ(n, δ)
}

√

εβ(n, δ)

2

}

= P

{

sup
t∈R :F (t)∈C0

{

F̂n(t)− F (t)
}

> 1

}

= 0.

Hence, the conclusion of Corollary 3 follows by a union bound.
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4 Proof of the topological implicit function theorem

Proof of Lemma 4. First let’s show that Γ(x0, y0)(y0 − γ(x0)) > 0 for all x0 ∈ X and y0 ∈
Y \ {γ(x)}. If y0 ∈ Y and y0 < γ(x) then Γ(x0, y0) < 0 and so Γ(x0, y0)(y0 − γ(x0)) > 0. On
the other hand, if y0 ∈ Y and y0 > γ(x0) then γ(x0) = inf{y ∈ Y : Γ(x0, y) ≥ 0} ∈ cl(Y).
Since Y is an interval we can choose y1 ∈ (γ(x0), y0) ⊆ Y , so that Γ(x0, y1) ≥ 0 and hence
Γ(x0, y0) > 0 since y 7→ Γ(x0, y) is sign-monotonic.

We begin by showing that γ is upper semi-continuous. Fix some x0 ∈ X and ǫ > 0. If
γ(x0) = supY , then γ(x1) ≤ γ(x0) for all x1 ∈ X . Suppose then that γ(x0) = inf{y ∈ Y :
Γ(x0, y) < 0} < supY and we can choose y0 ∈ (γ(x0), γ(x0) + ǫ) ∩ Y . Since y0 > γ(x0) we
have Γ(x0, y0) > 0. By the continuity of x 7→ Γ(x, y0) we deduce that there exists an open
set U ⊆ R

d with x0 ∈ U ∩X and for all x1 ∈ U ∩X we have Γ(x1, y0) > 0. As such, we have
γ(x1) ≤ y0 < γ(x0) + ǫ. Thus, γ is upper semi-continuous.

Next, we show that γ is lower semi-continuous. Again, we begin by choosing x0 ∈ X and
ǫ > 0. If γ(x0) = inf Y , then γ(x1) ≥ γ(x0) for all x1 ∈ X . Suppose that γ(x0) > inf Y so
that we can choose y0 ∈ (γ(x0) − ǫ, γ(x0)) ∩ (inf Y , γ(x0)) ⊆ (inf Y , supY) ⊆ Y , where we
have used the fact that Y is an interval. Since y0 < γ(x0) we have Γ(x0, y0) < 0. Hence, by
the continuity of x 7→ Γ(x, y0), there exists an open set U ⊆ R

d with x0 ∈ U ∩ X and for all
x1 ∈ U ∩ X we have Γ(x1, y0) < 0. Thus, applying the sign-monotonicity of y 7→ Γ(x0, y),
we have γ(x0)− ǫ < y0 ≤ inf{y ∈ Y : Γ(x1, y) ≥ 0} ≤ supY . Hence, γ(x1) > γ(x0)− ǫ, and
we have shown that γ is also lower semi-continuous.
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