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Abstract

This paper presents new uniform Gaussian strong approximations for empirical processes
indexed by classes of functions based on d-variate random vectors (d > 1). First, a uniform
Gaussian strong approximation is established for general empirical processes indexed by Lip-
schitz functions, encompassing and improving on all previous results in the literature. When
specialized to the setting considered by Rio (1994), and certain constraints on the function
class hold, our result improves the approximation rate n=1/ (29 to p—1/max{d:2} yp to the same
polylogn term, where n denotes the sample size. Remarkably, we establish a valid uniform
Gaussian strong approximation at the optimal rate n=/2logn for d = 2, which was previously
known to be valid only for univariate (d = 1) empirical processes via the celebrated Hungarian
construction (Komlés et al., 1975). Second, a uniform Gaussian strong approximation is estab-
lished for a class of multiplicative separable empirical processes indexed by Lipschitz functions,
which address some outstanding problems in the literature (Chernozhukov et al., 2014, Section
3). In addition, two other uniform Gaussian strong approximation results are presented for
settings where the function class takes the form of a sequence of Haar basis based on gener-
alized quasi-uniform partitions. We demonstrate the improvements and usefulness of our new
strong approximation results with several statistical applications to nonparametric density and

regression estimation.
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1 Introduction

Let x; € X CR% i =1,2,...,n, be independent and identical distributed (i.i.d.) random vectors
supported on a background probability space (€2, F,IP). The classical empirical process is

Xoh) = =3 (hx) ~Blh(e)).  he . (1)
=1

where H is a (possibly n-varying) class of functions. Following the empirical process literature, and
assuming H is “nice”, the stochastic process (X, (h) : h € H) is said to be Donsker if it converges
(as n — o0) weakly to a Gaussian process in £°°(H), the space uniformly bounded real functions

on H. This convergence in law result is typically denoted by
X, ~ Z, in £>°(H), (2)

where (Z(h) : h € H) is a mean-zero Gaussian process with covariance function E[Z(h1)Z (he)] =
E[h1(xi)h2(x;)] — E[h1(x;)]E[h2(x;)] for all hy, he € H when H is not n-varying. See van der Vaart
and Wellner (2013) and Giné and Nickl (2016) for textbook reviews.

A more challenging endeavour is to construct a uniform Gaussian strong approximation for the
empirical process X,,. That is, if the background probability space is “rich” enough, or is otherwise
properly enlarged, the goal is to construct a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian processes (Z,(h) :
h € H) with the same covariance structure as X,, (i.e., E[X,,(h1)X,(h2)] = E[Z,(h1)Zn(h2)] for
all hy, he € H) such that

1 X0 = Zn|l3c == sup | Xn(h) — Zn(h)| = O(0) almost surely (a.s.), (3)
heH

for a non-random sequence g, — 0 as n — oco. Such a refined approximation result is useful in a
variety of contexts. For example, it gives a distributional approximation for non-Donsker empirical
processes, for which (2) does not hold, and it also offers a precise quantification of the quality of
the distributional approximation when (2) holds. In addition, (3) is typically obtained from precise
probability concentration inequalities that can be used to construct statistical inference procedures
requiring uniformity over 3 and/or the class of underlying data generating processes. Furthermore,
because the sequence of Gaussian processes Z, are “pre-asymptotic”, they can offer better finite
sample approximations to the sampling distribution of X, when compared to the large sample
approximation based on the limiting Gaussian process Z as in (2).

There is a large literature on strong approximations for empirical processes, offering different
tightness levels for the bound g, in (3). In particular, the univariate case (d = 1) is mostly
settled. A major breakthrough was accomplished by Komlés et al. (1975, KMT hereafter), who
introduced the celebrated Hungarian construction to prove the optimal result o, = n~1/2 logn
for the special case of the uniform empirical distribution process: X = [0, 1], x; ~ Uniform(X),
and H = {1(- < z) : « € [0,1]}, where 1(-) denotes the indicator function. See Bretagnolle and



Massart (1989) and Mason and Van Zwet (2011) for more technical discussions on the Hungarian
construction, and Csorgé and Revész (1981) and Pollard (2002) for textbook introductions. The
KMT result was later extended by Giné et al. (2004) and Giné and Nickl (2010) to univariate
empirical processes indexed by functions with uniformly bounded total variation: for X = R and

x; ~ P x continuously distributed, the authors obtained
on =n""?logn, (4)

in (3), with H satisfying a bounded variation condition (see Remark 2 below for details). More
recently, Cattaneo et al. (2024b, Lemma SA26 in their supplemental appendix) gave a self-contained
proof of a slightly generalized KMT result allowing for a larger class of distributions Px. As a
statistical application, Giné et al. (2004) and Giné and Nickl (2010) considered univariate kernel
density estimation with bandwidth b — 0 as n — oo, and demonstrated that the optimal univariate

—1/2 logn is achievable, where nb is the effective sample size.

KMT strong approximation rate (nb)

Establishing strong approximations for general empirical processes with d > 2 is substantially
more difficult, since the KMT approach does not easily generalize to multivariate data. Foun-
dational results in the multidimensional context include Massart (1989), Koltchinskii (1994), and
Rio (1994). In particular, assuming the function class 3 is uniformly bounded, has bounded total
variation, and satisfies a VC-type condition, among other regularity conditions discussed precisely

in the upcoming sections, Rio (1994) obtained

on =n" ) flogn, d>2, (5)

in (3). This result is tight under the conditions imposed (Beck, 1985), and demonstrates an unfor-
tunate dimension penalty in the convergence rate for d-variate uniform Gaussian strong approxi-
mation. As a statistical application, Rio (1994) also considered the kernel density estimator with
bandwidth b — 0 as n — oo, and established (3) with

On = (nbd)_l/@d)\/log n, d>2,

where nb? is the effective sample size.
While Rio (1994)’s KMT strong approximation result is unimprovable under the conditions he

imposed, it has two limitations:

(1) The class of functions H may be too large, and further restrictions can open the door for
improvements. For example, in his application to kernel density estimation, Rio (1994, Section
4) assumed that the class H is Lipschitzian to verify the sufficient conditions of his strong
approximation theorem, but his theorem did not exploit the Lipschitz property in itself. (The
Lipschitzian assumption is essentially without loss of generality in the kernel density estimation
application.) It is an open question whether the optimal univariate KMT strong approximation

rate (4) is achievable when d > 2, under additional restrictions on H (e.g., Lipschitz continuity).



(2) As discussed by Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Section 3), applying Rio (1994)’s strong approxi-
mation result directly to nonparametric local smoothing regression, a “local empirical process”
in their terminology, leads to an even more suboptimal strong approximation rate in (3). For
example, in the case of kernel regression estimation with d-dimensional covariates, Rio (1994)’s
strong approximation would treat all d + 1 variables (covariates and outcome) symmetrically,

and thus it will give a strong approximation rate in (3) of the form

on = (nbd1) V@442 flger, d>1, (6)

where b — 0 as n — oo, and under standard regular conditions. The main takeaway is that the

b¥+1 when in reality it should be nb?, since only the d-

resulting effective sample size is now n
dimensional covariates are smoothed out for estimation of the conditional expectation. It is this
unfortunate fact that prompted Chernozhukov et al. (2014) to developed strong approximation
methods that target the scalar suprema of the stochastic process, supycqc | Xn(h)|, instead of
the stochastic process itself, (X, (h) : h € H), as a way to circumvent the suboptimal strong

approximation rates that would emerge from deploying directly results in the literature.

This paper presents new uniform Gaussian strong approximation results for empirical processes
that address the two aforementioned limitations. To begin, Section 3 studies the general empirical
process (1), and presents two main results. Theorem 1 establishes a uniform Gaussian strong
approximation explicitly allowing for the possibility that H is Lipschitzian. This result not only
encompasses, but also generalizes all previous results in the literature by allowing for d > 1 under
more generic entropy conditions. For comparison, if we impose the regularity conditions in Rio

(1994) and also assume H is Lipschitzian, then our result (Corollary 2) verifies (3) with

On = n~1/d logn + n~1/2 log n, d>1,

thereby substantially improving (5), in addition to matching (4) when d = 1; see Remark 2 for
details. Remarkably, we demonstrate that the optimal univariate KMT strong approximation
rate n=/2logn is achievable when d = 2, in addition to achieving the better approximation rate
n~Y4,/logn when d > 3. For example, applying our result to the kernel density estimation exam-
ple, we obtain the improved strong approximation rate (nb%)~/4\/logn + (nb%)~2logn, d > 1,
under the same conditions imposed in prior literature. We thus show that the optimal univariate
KMT uniform Gaussian strong approximation holds in (3) for bivariate kernel density estimation.
Theorem 1 also considers other entropy notions for H beyond the classical VC-type condition,
which allows us to demonstrate improvements over Koltchinskii (1994); see Remark 3 for details.
Section 3 also discusses how our rate improvements are achieved, and outlines the outstanding
roadblocks in our proof strategy, which prevents us from achieving the univariate KMT uniform
Gaussian strong approximation for the general empirical process (1) with d > 3. In essence, and
following Rio (1994) and others, our proof first approximate in mean square the class of functions H

using a Haar basis over carefully constructed disjoint dyadic cells, and then applies the celebrated



Tusnady’s Lemma (Pollard, 2002, Chapter 10, for a textbook introduction) to construct a strong
approximation. Thus, our proof requires balancing two approximation errors: (i) a “bias” error
emerging from the mean square projection based on a Haar basis, and (ii) a “variance” error
emerging from the coupling construction for the projected process. A key observation in our
paper is that both errors can be improved by explicitly exploiting a Lipschitz assumption on J{.
However, it appears that to achieve the univariate KMT uniform Gaussian strong approximation
for the general empirical process (1) with d > 3, a mean square projection based on a higher-order
function class would be needed, for which there are no coupling methods available in the literature.

As a way to circumvent the technical limitations underlying the proof strategy of Theorem
1, Section 3 also presents Theorem 2. This second main theorem establishes a uniform Gaussian
strong approximation under the assumption that J is spanned by a possibly increasing sequence
of finite Haar basis based on generic quasi-uniform cells. This theorem shuts down the projection
error, and also relies on a generalized Tusnady’s Lemma proven in the supplemental appendix, to
establish a valid coupling over more general partitioning schemes. In this specialized setting, we
demonstrate that a uniform Gaussian strong approximation at the optimal univariate KMT rate
based on the corresponding effective sample size is possible for all d > 1 under certain regularity
conditions. As a statistical application in this special setting, we consider the classical multivariate
histogram density estimator. Furthermore, the ideas underlying Theorem 2 provide the basis for
analyzing certain nonparametric regression estimation procedures based on tree or partitioning-
based regression methods.

Section 4 is devoted to addressing the second aforementioned limitation in prior uniform Gaus-
sian strong approximation results. Specifically, that section focuses on the following residual-based

empirical process:
Ry(g,7) = \/15 > (9xirw) — Blgxrwi)lxil),  (g9,7) € S x R, (7)
=1

where our terminology reflects the fact that g(x;)r(y;) — E[g(x:)r(vi)|xi] = g(xi)ei(r) with €;(r) :=
r(y;) — Elr(y;)|x;], which can be interpreted as a residual in nonparametric local smoothing regres-
sion settings. In statistical applications, g(-) is typically a local smoother based on kernel, series,
or nearest-neighbor methods, while r(+) is some transformation of interest such as r(y) = y for con-
ditional mean estimation or r(y) = 1(y < -) for conditional distribution estimation. Chernozhukov
et al. (2014, Section 3.1) call these special cases of R,, a “local empirical process”.

The residual-based empirical process (Ry(g,7) : (¢,7) € § x R) may be viewed as a general
empirical process (1) based on independent sample (z; = (x;,y;) : 1 < i < n), and thus available
strong approximation results can be applied directly, including Rio (1994) and our new Theorem 1.
However, those off-the-shelf results require over-stringent assumption and can deliver sub-optimal
approximation rates. First, available results require z; to admit a positive Lebesgue density on
[0, 1]9F1, possibly after some transformation that is bounded with bounded total variation, thereby

imposing strong restrictions on the marginal distribution of y;. Second, available results can lead



to the incorrect effective sample size for the strong approximation rate. For example, for a local
empirical process where g denotes local smoothing weights such as a kernel function with bandwidth
b — 0asn — oo, and r(y) = y, Rio (1994) gives the approximation rate (6), and our refined
Theorem 1 for general empirical processes indexed by Lipschitz functions gives a uniform Gaussian

strong approximation rate
on = (b~ Slogn + (nb?) =12 log n, ()

where the effective sample size is still nb?*!. This is necessarily suboptimal because the (pointwise)
effective sample size for the local (kernel) regression estimator is nb?.

A key observation underlying the potential sub-optimality of strong approximation results for
local regression empirical processes is that all components of z; = (x;,y;) are treated symmetrically.
More precisely, as explained previously, the Gaussian strong approximation error balances a “bias”
part, which captures the error made in project functions to piecewise constant on carefully chosen
cells, and a “variance” part, which is the Gaussian strong approximation error for empirical process
indexed by projected functions. Results for general empirical processes treat all coordinates of H =
G x R symmetrically, despite the fact that in certain statistical applications, such as nonparametric
smoothing regression, § and R are distinctively different. For example, in the kernel regression case,
G is an n-varying class of functions (via the bandwidth b) with envelope proportional to b=4/2 g

Lipschitz constant proportional to b~%/2-1

, and complexity measures depending on b and n as well,
while R may be a singleton or otherwise have complexity independent of n. Therefore, a design of
cells for projection and coupling that is asymmetric in the direction of x; and y; components may
improve the uniform Gaussian strong approximation.

Theorem 3 in Section 4 presents a novel uniform Gaussian strong approximation for the residual-
based empirical process (R,(g,7) : (g,7) € § x R), which explicitly exploits the multiplicative
separability of H = G x R and the Lipschitz continuity of the function class G, while also removing
the over-stringent assumptions imposed on the distribution y;. When applied to local regression

smoothing empirical processes, our result gives a uniform Gaussian strong approximation rate of
on = (nb) 7Y@ flogn + (nb?) "2 log n, 9)

thereby improving over both Rio (1994) leading to (5), and Theorem 1 leading to (8). In Section 4.1,
we leverage Theorem 3 and present a substantive statistical application establishing the best known
uniform Gaussian strong approximation result for local polynomial regression estimators (Fan and
Gijbels, 1996). It follows that our results offer a strong approximation rate with the correct effective
sample size nb? under substantially weaker conditions on the underlying data generating process
and function index set H = G x R.

In general, however, neither Theorem 1 in Section 3 nor Theorem 3 in Section 4 dominates each
other, and therefore both are of interest depending on the statistical problem under consideration.

Furthermore, building on the ideas underlying Theorem 2, Section 4 also presents Theorem 4 where



§ is further assumed to be spanned by a possibly increasing sequence of Haar basis based on generic
quasi-uniform cells, while R is an arbitrary function class satisfying some mild regularity conditions.
Remarkably, we are able to adapt our proof strategy to leverage the multiplicative structure of the
residual-based empirical process (R, (g,7) : (9,7) € §xR) in such a way that we establish a uniform
Gaussian strong approximation at the optimal univariate KMT rate based on the effective sample
size for all d > 1, up to a polylogn term, where polylogn := log®(n) for some x > 0, and an
additional “bias” term reflecting exclusively the projection error associated with R, which is zero
when R is a singleton. As a substantive statistical application of our last main result Theorem 4,
we establish a valid, optimal (up to a polylogn term) uniform Gaussian strong approximation for
a large class of Haar partitioning-based regression estimators such as certain regression trees and
related methods (Breiman et al., 1984; Huang, 2003; Cattaneo et al., 2020).

1.1 Related Literature

This paper contributes to the literature on strong approximations for empirical processes, and
their applications to uniform inference for nonparametric smoothing methods. For foundational
introductions and overviews, see Csorgé and Revész (1981), Einmahl and Mason (1998), Berthet
and Mason (2006), Mason and Zhou (2012), Giné and Nickl (2016), Pollard (2002), Zaitsev (2013),
and references therein. See also Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Section 3) for discussion and further
references concerning local empirical processes and their role in nonparametric curve estimation.

The celebrated KMT construction (Komlés et al., 1975), Yurinskii’s coupling (Yurinskii, 1978),
and Zaitsev’s coupling (Zaitsev, 1987) are three well-known approaches that can be used for con-
structing uniform Gaussian strong approximations for empirical processes. Among them, the KMT
approach often offers the tightest approximation rates when applicable, and is the focus of our
paper: closely related literature includes Massart (1989), Koltchinskii (1994), Rio (1994), Giné
et al. (2004), and Giné and Nickl (2010), among others. As summarized in the introduction, our
main first result (Theorem 1) encompasses and substantially improves on all prior results in that
literature. Furthermore, Theorems 2, 3, and 4 offer new results for more specific settings of in-
terest in statistics, in particular addressing some outstanding problems in the statistical literature
(Chernozhukov et al., 2014, Section 3). We provide detailed comparisons to the prior literature in
the upcoming sections.

We do not discuss the other coupling approaches because they deliver slower strong approxima-
tion rates under the assumptions imposed in this paper: see Cattaneo et al. (2024d) for results based
on Yurinskii’s coupling, and Settati (2009) for results based on Zaitsev’s coupling. Finally, employ-
ing a different approach, Dedecker et al. (2014) obtain a uniform Gaussian strong approximations for
the multivariate empirical process indexed by half plane indicators with a dimension-independent

approximation rate, up to polylogn terms.



2 Notation and Main Definitions

We employ standard notations from the empirical process literature, suitably modified and spe-
cialized to improve exposition. See, for example, van der Vaart and Wellner (2013) and Giné and
Nickl (2016) for background definitions and more details.

Sets. Suppose U and V are subsets of RY. m(i{) denotes the Lebesgue measure of I/, and
U+V ={x+y:xecU,y € V}. Suppose § and R are sets of functions from measure space (5, S)
to R and (T, 7) to R, respectively. Then G x R denotes {(g,7): (SxT,S®T) = R,g € §,r € R},
where S ® R denotes the product o-algebra on S x T'. Denote |||« = sup{||x —¥||c : X,y € U}.

Norms. For vectors, ||-|| denotes the Euclidean norm and ||-|| denotes the supremum norm.
For a real-valued random variable X, || X||, = E[|X|p]% for 1 < p < oo. For a > 0, || Xy, =
min{A > 0 : Elexp((|X|/\)%)] < 2}. For a real-valued function g defined on a measure space
(5,8, Q), define Qg := [ ¢dQ and define ||g||q := (Qlg|P)!/? for 1 < p < o0, [|g]leo := suPxes [9(x)].
In the case that S C R’ for some [ € N, define ||g|Lip 1= supy yes |9(x) — 9(x)|/IIx = %/||oo- L£P(Q)
is the class of all measurable functions g from S to R such that ||g||g,, < 0o, 1 < p < co. For o > 0,

define the C*-norm of a real valued function on (R, B(R%)) by || f|lce = max|<|q| sup, [D* f(x)|+
|D* f(x)~D* f(y)]

beyla1al eg and pg are the semi-metrics on £2(Q) such that eg(f,g) =
x-y

maX|k|:a supxiy

Ilf — gllg,2 and po(f,g9) = \/||f —gHQQ’2 —(Qf — Qg)?. For a class of measurable functions F C
L£2(Q), C(F, pp) is the class of all continuous functionals in (F, pp).

Asymptotics. For reals sequences |a,| = o(|b,|) if limsup §= = 0, |a,| S |by| if there exists
some constant C' and N > 0 such that n > N implies |ay| < C|by, | |an| Sa |bnl if there exists some
constant C,, and N, only depending on « such that |a,| < Cyb,, for all n > N,. For sequences of
random variables a,, = op(b,) if plim,,_, . 3 = 0, |an| Sp [bnl if limsupy,_, oo limsup,,_, o P[l52[ >
M] =0.

Empirical Processes. Let (S,d) be a semi-metric space. The covering number N(S,d,¢) is
the minimal number of balls B(e) := {t : d(t,s) < €} needed to cover S. A P-Brownian bridge is
a centered Gaussian random function Wy, (f), f € Lo(X,P) with the covariance E[Wp (f)Wp(g)] =
P(fg)—P(f)P(g), for f,g € La(X,P). A class F C Lo(X,P) is P-pregaussian if there is a version
of P-Brownian bridge Wp such that Wp € C(F; pp) almost surely.

2.1 Main Definitions

Let F be a class of measurable functions from a measure space (S,S,u) to R, S C R? for some

q € N. We first introduce several definitions that capture different properties of .

Definition 1. JF is pointwise measurable if it contains a countable subset G such that for any

[ €3, there exists a sequence (g = m > 1) € G such that limpy, o0 gm () = f(x) for allz € S.

Definition 2. For any C € S that is non-empty, the uniform total variation of F over C is

TVse —sup sup / £(x) div(g) (x)dx/ ][]l oo,
FETF peDy(



where Dy (C) denote the space of C™° functions from R? to R with compact support in C. To save

notation, we set TVg = TVg Rq.

Definition 3. The local uniform total variation constant of F restricted to a subset of S, D € S,
s a positive number Ky such that for any cube C that is a subset of D with edges of length ¢ parallel

to the coordinate axises,
TVg:c < Kgr’pgd_l.

To save notation, we set Kr = Kr ra.

Definition 4. The envelopes of the class F are

My = [Mylloo,  Mg(x) Z?Cuglf(X)\, XES.
€

Note that in the case that F is pointwise measurable, My is measurable.

Definition 5. The Lipschitz constant for the class F is

L s s 0= FG)

= sup|| f|lLi
feFxxes  |1X —X[oo feg

Definition 6. The uniform entropy integral for the class F is

0
J(6,F, My) = / sup /1 +log N(J, eq.e|[ M 2)de,
0 Q

where the supremum is taken over all finite discrete measures on (S,S). Here we assume that
Mgy(x) is finite for every x € S.

Definition 7. The uniform covering number of the class F is

N5 (5) := SlépN(?, eQa(S”M?HQ,Q)v § € (0,00),
where the supremum is taken over all finite discrete measures on (S,S). Here we assume that
My(x) is finite for every x € S.

Definition 8. F is a VC-type class with envelope My if (i) My is measurable and Ms(x) is finite

for every x € S, and (ii) there exists some positive constants cy and dg such that for all0 < e < 1

Sup N(T,eq,ellMzlq.2) < cge™®,

where the supremum is taken over all finite discrete measures on (S,S).



Definition 9. F is a Polynomial-entropy class with envelope Mg if (i) Mg is measurable and
Mg(x) is finite for every x € S, and (ii) there exists some positive constants ag and by < 2 such
that for all0 <e < 1

logsup N(F, eq,e||Mgl|g,2) < age P,
Q

where the supremum is taken over all finite discrete measures on (S,S).

Definition 10. The uniform Ly bound for the class F is

Ey = Sup/ | fldp.
rexJs

3 General Empirical Process

This section presents improved, in some cases optimal, strong approximations for the general empir-
ical process (X,,(h) : h € H) defined in (1). We impose the following assumption on the underlying

data generation.

Assumption A. (x; : 1 < i < n) are i.i.d. random vectors taking values in (X,B(X)) with X

compact, and their common law Px admits a Lebesque density fx continuous and positive on X.

The next theorem gives our first main strong approximation result. Let

—2 —= —d+1
c1= f—X, Co = Ix and c3 = (Zﬁ)d_l—f)fi .
Ix Iy Ix

where fy = supycy fx(x) and fy = infxex fx(x), and

1 ifd=1
12 flogn  ifd=1
Mp,d = ! e and  lpq:=<Sn Y2 /logn ifd=2.
n—1/(2d) if d>2 L (4
n- ifd >

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption A holds with X = [0,1]¢, and K is a class of real-valued pointwise
measurable functions on (X,B(X),Px) such that Myt < oo and J(1,H,My) < oo. Then, on a
possibly enlarged probability space, there exists a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian processes (Z,)f (h) :

h € ) with almost sure continuous trajectories such that:
o E[X,,(h1)X,(h2)] = E[ZX(h1)ZX (h2)] for all hy, he € H, and
o P[| X, — Z;X|lasc > C1Sn(t)] < Cae™ for all t > 0,

where C1 and Co are universal constants, and

S, (t) = min {A,(t, )+ Fn(t,9)},
(1) = min (Au(t.) + Fu(t.5))

9



with

Ay (t,8) == min {my, gv/Msq, I av/coLac } \/de1 TVse/t + log Nac(d)
+n~ Y2 min {V/log ny/Mgc, v/ dPcgKac /My (t + log Ngc(6))

and
My J (8, 3, Mac)

My,
62/ N

This theorem on uniform Gaussian strong approximation is given in full generality to accom-

Fi(t,8) := J(8, 3, Mgc)Mgc + + MgVt +

modate different applications. Section 3.1 below discusses leading special cases, and compares our
results to prior literature. The proof of Theorem 1 is in Section SA-II of the supplemental ap-
pendix, but we briefly outline the general proof strategy here to highlight our improvements on
prior literature and some open questions. The proof begins with the standard “discretization” or

“meshing” decomposition:
160 = Z Hlac < 11Xn = Xn 0 o llac + 1 Xn = Ziy llaes + 120 © maes — Z3 llac,

where || X, — ZX |5 s captures the coupling between the empirical process and the Gaussian process
on a §-net of 3, which is denoted by Hs, while the terms || X, — X, o o, |loc and || Z:X o mg¢, —
ZX||3¢ capture the “fluctuations” or “ocillation” relative to the meshing for each of the stochastic
processes. The latter two errors are handled using standard empirical process results, which give
the contribution F(0) emerging from Talagrand’s inequality (Giné and Nickl, 2016, Theorem 3.3.9)
combined with a standard maximal inequality (Chernozhukov et al., 2014, Theorem 5.2). See
Section SA-I1.3 of the supplemental appendix for details.

Following Rio (1994), the “coupling” term || X, — Z:X |5, is further decomposed using a mean

square projection onto a Haar function space:
10 = Z3 Nla¢; < 11 X0 — Mo Xnlls¢; + [ToXn — o Zyy l|s¢; + 1025 — Z3Y llacs (10)

where o X,,(h) = X, ollph with Iy the Ly projection from Ly ([0, 1]%) to piecewise constant functions
on a carefully chosen partition of X'. Section SA-II.1 introduces a class of recursive quasi-dyadic
cells expansions of X', which we employ to generalize prior results in the literature. Section SA-II.2
then describes the properties of the Lo projection onto a Haar basis based on quasi-dyadic cells.
The term || X,, — Mo Z:X ||l3¢s in (10) represents the strong approximation error for the projected
process over a recursive dyadic collection of cells partitioning X. Handling this error boils down to
the coupling of Bin(n, %) with N(%, %), due to the fact that the constant approximation within each
recursive partitioning cell generates count data. Building on the celebrated Tusnddy’s Lemma, Rio
(1994, Theorem 2.1) established a remarkable coupling result for bounded functions Ls-projected
on a dyadic cells expansion of X. Our Lemma SA.10 builds on his powerful ideas, and establishes
an analogous result for the case of Lipschitz functions Lo-projected on dyadic cells expansions of X',

thereby obtaining a tighter coupling error. A limitation of these results is that they only apply to
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a dyadic cell expansion due to the specifics of Tusnady’s Lemma. Section 3.2 below discusses this
limitation further, and presents some generalized results, which are further exploited in Section 4.

The terms || X, — Mo X, ||s¢, and [T Z; — Z:X |5, in (10) represent the Ly projection errors onto
a Haar basis based on quasi-dyadic cells expansion of X. Lemma SA.9 handles this error using
Bernstein inequality, taking into account explicitly the potential Lipschitz structure of the functions
and the generic cell structure. Balancing these approximation errors with that of |oX,, — o Z; ||3¢,
gives term A,,(¢,0) in Theorem 1. Section SA-IT of the supplemental appendix provides all technical
details, and some additional results that may be of independent theoretical interest.

Theorem 1 restricts the data to be continuously distributed on the d-dimensional unit cube, a
normalized tensor product of compact intervals. This restriction simplifies our proof because we
employ the Rosenblatt transform (Lemma SA.12) to account for general distributions supported
on X = [0, 1]d. However, as the next remark discusses, the support restriction and the other

assumptions in Theorem 1 can be weakened in certain cases.

Remark 1. Theorem 1 imposes Assumption A with X = [0,1]¢, but these restrictions can be

relaxed as follows.

Univariate case. When d = 1, we can remove all the restrictions on the distribution of x;
in Assumption A and allow for X = R, by directly applying the Rosenblatt transform so that
u; = Fx(z;) ~ Uniform[0,1] i.id., ¢ = 1,2,...,n, where Fx(x) := Px[z; < z]. It follows that
X,(h) = ﬁZ?:l(h o FxH(ui) — B[(h o Fx!)(u;)]. Then, H = {ho Fx' : h € H} is pointwise
measurable because H is assumed to be so, Mz = My, TV5 = TVy, J(JTC, H,§) = J(H,H,J), and
Theorem 1 holds with Ly = oo and ¢; = co = c3 = 1. A similar argument can be found in Giné
et al. (2004, Section 2) and in Cattaneo et al. (2024b, Lemma SA20). See Remark 2 below for

related discussion.

Multivariate case. When d > 1, the support restriction X = [0, 1]d in Assumption A can be
relaxed by assuming that there exists a diffeomorphism y : X +— [0,1]% In this case our results

continue to hold with ¢y, co and c3 replaced by, respectively,

7 7 fd+1
c1 = =%s,, co = ~X8,, and c3 = (2Vd)4! )(2 Sd
Ix Ix Ix
det(Vx~
where S, = Sizlf)xe“:“d:t(( x))))” IIVxl2lleo Wwith Vx~1(x) denoting the Jacobian of y~!(x),
[0,1]
the inverse functlon of x(x), and det(:) denoting the determinant of its argument. O

The previous remark can be illustrated as follows. Suppose (x; : 1 < i < n) arei.i.d. Uniform(X)
with X = x¢&  [a;,b]. Then, the Rosenblatt transform (Lemma SA.12) gives x(z1, - ,zq) =
(b1 — ar) (21 — an), -+, (bg — aq) ' (x4 — aq)), Sy = maxig<alb — @], 1 = maxj<i<q by —
al| H?:l |bl — al|_1, C2 = maxji<i<d ‘bl — al\ and c3 = (2\/g)d_1 maxi<i<d |bl — al|d Hldzl |bl — al\_l.
Then, when d = 1, we have TVz = TVy. However, when d > 1, TV is strictly greater than TVg.

This example illustrates the dimension penalty implied by the Rosenblatt transform when d > 1.

11



3.1 Special Cases and Related Literature

Theorem 1 can be specialized to several useful particular cases, which can be employed to compare

our main results with prior literature. To this end, we introduce our first statistical example.

Example 1 (Kernel Density Estimation). The classical kernel density estimator of fx(x) is

n

-~ 1 1 X; — X

Fut =0 3k (57):
where K : RY — R be a compact supported continuous function such that f]R{d K(x)dx = 1. In
statistical applications, the bandwidth b — 0 as n — oo to enable nonparametric estimation (Wand
and Jones, 1995). Consider establishing a strong approximation for the “localized” empirical process
(&n(x) : x € X), where

with H = {b~%2K((- — x)/b) : x € X'}. Tt follows that Mg < b~%/2. A

Variants of Example 1 have been discussed extensively in prior literature because the process
&, is non-Donsker whenever b — 0, and hence standard weak convergence results for empirical
processes can not be used. For example, Giné et al. (2004) and Giné and Nickl (2010) established
strong approximations for the univariate case (d = 1) under i.i.d. sampling with X unbounded,
Cattaneo et al. (2024c) established strong approximations for the univariate case (d = 1) under
ii.d. sampling with X compact, Rio (1994) established strong approximations for the multivariate
case (d > 1) under i.i.d. sampling with X compact, Sakhanenko (2015) established strong approx-
imations for the multivariate case (d > 1) under i.i.d. sampling with X unbounded, and Cattaneo
et al. (2024b) established strong approximations for the univariate case (d = 1) under non-i.i.d.
dyadic data with X compact. Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1) provides further discussion
and references. See also Cattaneo et al. (2024a) for an application of Rio (1994) to uniform inference

for conditional density estimation.

3.1.1 VC-type Bounded Functions

Our first corollary considers a VC-type class H (Definition 8) of uniformly bounded functions

(Mg¢ < 00), but without assuming they are Lipschitz functions (Lg; = 00).

Corollary 1 (VC-type Bounded Functions). Suppose the conditions of Theorem 1 hold. In addi-
tion, assume that H is a VC-type class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant cqc > e
and exponent dgc > 1. Then, (3) holds with

logn .
On = My, g1/log ny/MgTVy + % min{+/log nv/Msc, vVKgc + My /Mg
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This corollary recovers the main result in Rio (1994, Theorem 1.1) when d > 2, where m,, 4 =
n~/(24) Tt also covers d = 1, where My 1 = n~1/2\/log n, thereby allowing for a precise comparison
with prior KMT strong approximation results in the univariate case (Giné et al., 2004; Giné and
Nickl, 2010; Cattaneo et al., 2024b). Thus, Corollary 1 contributes to the literature by covering
all d > 1 cases simultaneously. While not presented here to streamline the exposition, the proof of
Corollary 1 further contributes to the literature by making explicit the dependence on d, X, and
other features of the underlying data generating process. This additional contribution can be useful
for non-asymptotic probability concentration arguments, or for truncation arguments in cases where
the random variables have low Lebesgue density (e.g., random variables with unbounded support);
see Sakhanenko (2015) for an example. Nonetheless, for d > 2, the main intellectual content of
Corollary 1 is due to Rio (1994); we present it here for completeness and as a prelude for the
discussion of our upcoming results.

For d = 1, Corollary 1 delivers an optimal KMT result when Ko < 1, which employs a weaker
notion of total variation relative to prior literature, but at the expense of requiring an additional

VC-type condition, as the following remark explains.

Remark 2. In Section 2 of Giné et al. (2004) and the proof of Giné and Nickl (2010), the authors
considered univariate (d = 1) i.i.d. continuously distributed random variables, and established the

strong approximation:

pTVy(t + C1logn)

NG

where C1, Cy, C3 are absolute constants, and pTVs is the pointwise total variation

P <||Xn 2Nl > ) < Cyexp(—Cit),

n—1

pTVy := supsup  sup Z [h(@it1) — h(i)|.
heH n2l 1 <--<zn ;3
Cattaneo et al. (2020, Lemma SA20) slightly generalized the result (e.g., Px is not required to be
absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure), and provided a self-contained proof.
The notion of total variation used in Theorem 1 is related to, but different than, pTVy. From
Ambrosio et al. (2000, Theorem 3.27), for any h that is locally integrable with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, denoted by h € £} (R), then

loc
TVigy = inf {PTV{g} : g = h, Lebesgue-a.e. in R} ,

and the infimum is achieved. Because My < oo, then H C ﬁ}OC(R), and hence TVy < pTVy.. Thus,
our result employs a weaker notation of total variation but imposes additional entropy conditions.
In contrast, the results in Giné et al. (2004), Giné and Nickl (2010), and Cattaneo et al. (2024b)
do not have additional complexity requirements on H and allow for P x not be dominated by the

Lebesgue measure, but their proof strategy is only applicable when d = 1. (|

We illustrate the usefulness of Corollary 1 with Example 1.
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Example 1 (continued). Let the conditions of Theorem 1 hold, and nb?/logn — oo. Prior
literature further assumed K is Lipschitz to verify the conditions of Corollary 1 with TVqe < b%/2-1
and Kg¢ < 1. Then, for X,, = &,, (3) holds with g, = (nb%) =1/ /logn + (nb®)~/?logn. A

The resulting uniform Gaussian approximation convergence rate in Example 1 matches prior
literature for d = 1 (Giné et al., 2004; Giné and Nickl, 2010; Cattaneo et al., 2024b) and d > 2 (Rio,
1994). This result concerns the uniform Gaussian strong approximation of the entire stochastic
process, which can then be specialized to deduce a strong approximation for the scalar suprema
of the empirical process ||&,||5c. As noted by Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1(ii)), the
(almost sure) strong approximation rate in Example 1 is better than their strong approximation
rate (in probability) for ||&,||sc when d = 1,2, 3, but their approach specifically tailored to the scalar
suprema delivers better strong approximation rates when d > 4.

Following prior literature, Example 1 imposed the additional condition that K is Lipschitz to
verify that H = {b=%2K((- —x)/b) : x € X} forms a VC-type class, as well as other conditions in
Corollary 1. The Lipschitz restriction is easily verified for most kernel functions used in practice.
One notable exception is the uniform kernel, which is nonetheless covered by Corollary 1, and prior
results in the literature, but with slightly sub-optimal strong approximation rates (an extra v/logn
term appears when d > 2).

3.1.2 VC-type Lipschitz Functions

It is known that the uniform Gaussian strong approximation rate in Corollary 1 is optimal under
the assumptions imposed (Beck, 1985). However,the class of functions H often has additional
structure in statistical applications that can be exploited to improve on Corollary 1. In Example
1, for instance, prior literature further assumed K is Lipschitz to verify the sufficient conditions.
Therefore, our next corollary considers a VC-type class H now allowing for the possibility of

Lipschitz functions (Lg¢ < oo). This is one of the main contributions of our paper.

Corollary 2 (VC-type Lipschitz Functions). Suppose the conditions of Theorem 1 hold. In addi-
tion, assume that H is a VC-type class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant cq > e
and exponent dgc > 1. Then, (3) holds with

0n = min{my g/H, b av/Each/log ny/TVo; + ljg‘ wmin{y/log v/ ¥, v/ Ko T Woc}v M.
Temporarily putting aside the potential contributions of Mgc and TVg, this corollary shows that
if Ly¢ < oo then the rate of strong approximation can be substantially improved. In particular,
ford =2, my9 = n~ 4 but lpo = n~12,/logn, implying that o, = n~/2logn whenever K5 < 1.
Therefore, to the best of our knowledge, Corollary 2 is the first result in the literature establishing
a uniform Gaussian strong approximation for general empirical processes based on bivariate data
that can achieve the optimal univariate KMT approximation rate. (An additional y/logn penalty

would appear if Kg¢ = 00.)
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For d > 3, Corollary 2 also provides improvements relative to prior literature, but falls short
of achieving the optimal univariate KMT approximation rate. Specifically, m, 4 = n~/(2d) phut
ln.a =n~Y/for d > 3, implying that o, = n~!/%/logn. It remains an open question whether further
improvements are possible at this level of generality (cf. Section 3.2 below): the main roadblock
underlying the proof strategy is related to the coupling approach based on the celebrated Tusnady’s
inequality for binomial counts, which in turn are generated by the aforementioned mean square
approximation of the functions h € H by local constant functions on carefully chosen partitions
of X. Our key observation underlying Corollary 2, and hence the limitation, is that for Lipschitz
functions (Lg¢ < 00) both the projection error arising from the mean square approximation and the
KMT coupling error by Rio (1994, Theorem 2.1) can be improved. However, further improvements
for smoother functions appears to necessitate an approximation approach that would not generate
dyadic binomial counts, thereby rendering current coupling approaches inapplicable. Section 3.2
discusses an extension based on a generalization of Tusnady’s inequality for a special case of interest
in statistics, and we also apply those ideas to other cases of interest in Section 4.

We revisit the kernel density estimation example to illustrate the power of Corollary 2.

Example 1 (continued). Under the conditions already imposed, Ly < b~%2~1 and Corollary 2
implies that, for X,, = &,, (3) holds with g, = (nb%)~'/4\/logn + (nb%)~1/2logn. A

Returning to the discussion of Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1(ii)), Example 1 illustrates
that our almost sure strong approximation rate for the entire empirical process is now better than
their strong approximation (in probability) rate for the scalar suprema ||&,||sc when d < 6. On the
other hand, their approach delivers a better strong approximation rate in probability for ||&, s
when d > 7. Our improvement is obtained without imposing additional assumptions because Rio
(1994, Section 4) already assumed K is Lipschitizian for the verification of the conditions imposed

by his strong approximation result (cf. Corollary 1).

3.1.3 Polynomial-Entropy Functions

Koltchinskii (1994) also considered uniform Gaussian strong approximations for the general em-
pirical process under other notions of entropy for H, thereby allowing for more complex classes
of functions when compared to Rio (1994). Furthermore, Koltchinskii (1994) employed a Haar
approximation condition, which plays a similar role as to the total variation and the Lipschitz con-
ditions exploited in our paper. Thanks to the generality of our Theorem 1, and to enable a precise
comparison to Koltchinskii (1994), the next corollary considers a class H satisfying a polynomial

entropy condition (Definition 9).

Corollary 3 (Polynomial-Entropy Functions). Suppose the conditions of Theorem 1 hold, and that
H is a polynomial-entropy class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant agc > 0 and
exponent 0 < by; < 2. Then, (3) holds as follows:
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(i) If Ly < oo, then
b

_ _2H
on = My gvMyTVsc(y/logn + (M3, My TVs0) ™)

b,

M J
oy i Bog o, R T o+ (m 5 ) ),

(ii) If Lyc < oo, then

b,

0n = lnavEscTVse(v/log n + (12 M 2LacTV5) ™ 1)

M b
+4/ % min{/log nv/Msc, R + My} (log n + (12 M3 LocTV50) ™2 ).

This corollary reports a simplified version of our result, which is the best possible bound for the
discussion in this section. See Corollary SA.3 in the supplemental appendix for the general case.
It is possible to apply Corollary 3 to Example 1, although the result is sub-optimal relative to the

previous results leveraging a VC-type condition.

Example 1 (continued). Under the conditions already imposed, for any 0 < by < 2, we can
take agc = log(d + 1) + alb;{1 so that 3 is a polynomial-entropy class with constants (agg, bg).
b.
Then, Corollary 3(%i) implies that, for X,, = &,, (3) holds with g, = agf(nbd)_%(l_?%)bfdb“ +
2 d _l+b79f _ dbgc

aj(nb*)"2Td b 2. A

Our running example shows that a uniform Gaussian strong approximation based on polynomial
entropy conditions can lead to sub-optimal KMT approximation rates. However, for other (larger)
classes of functions, those results are useful. The following remark discusses an example studied in

Koltchinskii (1994), and further compares our contributions to his work.

Remark 3. Suppose Assumption A holds with Py the uniform distribution on X = [0,1]¢, and
H a subclass of C9(X) with C'%-norm uniformly bounded by 1 and 2 < d < ¢. Koltchinskii (1994,
page 111) discusses this example after his Theorem 11.3, and reports a uniform Gaussian strong
approximation nf%; polylog n.

Corollary 3 is applicable to this case. More precisely, Myc = 1, TVq¢ = 1, Lye = 1, and van der
Vaart and Wellner (2013, Theorem 2.7.1) shows that H is a polynomial-entropy class with constants
agr = K and by = d/q, where K is a constant only depending on ¢ and d. Then, Corollary 3 (i)
implies that, for X,, = &,, (3) holds with

141 )
n 24 polylogn ifd=2
On = 2q—d

n 2da polylogn ifd > 2 ’

which gives a faster convergence rate than the one obtained by Koltchinskii (1994).
The improvement is explained by two differences between Koltchinskii (1994) and our approach.

First, we explicitly incorporate the Lipschitz condition, and hence we can take § = % instead of
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g = é in Equation (3.1) of Koltchinskii (1994). Second, using the uniform entropy condition

approach, we get log N(H,ep,,c) < K e74/4, while Koltchinskii (1994) started with the bracketing
number condition log N (F, L1(P),¢) = O(e~%7) and, with the help of his Lemma 8.4, applied
Theorem 3.1 with a = d%j_q
3.1 leverages the fact that Equation (3.2) implies that log N(H, epy,e) = O(e72%9), and his

approximation rate is looser by a power of two when compared to the uniform entropy condition

in his Equation (3.2). As a result, because the proof of his Theorem

underlying our Corollary 3.

Setting Ly = 00, bgr = %d, and keeping the other constants the same, Corollary 3 (i) would give

—d
Oon = n~ %l polylogn, which is the same rate as in Koltchinskii (1994). Finally, Theorem 3.2 in
Koltchinskii (1994) allows for log N(H, ep,,€) = O(¢~?¢) where p is not implied by his Equation

2q—d
(3.2), in which case his result would give the strong approximation rate n~ iqd polylog n. g

3.2 Quasi-Uniform Haar Basis

Theorem 1 established that the general empirical process (1) indexed by VC-type Lipschitz functions

1/210gn when

can admit a strong approximation (3) at the optimal univariate KMT rate g, = n~
d € {1,2}, and at the improved (but possibly suboptimal) rate g, = n~/%\/logn when d > 3, in
both cases putting aside the potential additional contributions controlled by Mg, L, TVg, and Key.
When applied to kernel density estimation (Example 1), our results showed that o, = (nb%)~*/?logn
when d = 1,2, and o, = (nb%)~"/4\/logn when d > 3, where nb? is the “effective sample” size.
The possibly suboptimal strong approximation rate o, = n~/%/logn for d > 3 arises from
the Lo approximation of the functions h € H by a Haar basis expansion based on a carefully
chosen dyadic partition of X. In this section, we demonstrate that the general empirical process
(1) can admit a univariate KMT optimal strong approximation when H belongs to the span of
Haar basis based on a quasi-uniform partition of X with cardinality L, which can be viewed as
an approximation based on L — oo as n — oo. More precisely, the following theorem showcases
a setting where the univariate KMT optimal approximation rate based on the “effective sample”
size n/L is achieved for all d > 1. Our formulation leverages and generalizes two ideas from the
regression Splines literature (Huang, 2003): (i) the cells forming the Haar basis are assumed to be
quasi-uniform with respect to Px; and (ii) the number of active cells of the Haar basis affect the

strong approximation.

Theorem 2. Suppose (x; : 1 < i < n) are i.i.d. random vectors taking values in (X,B(X)) with
common law Px, X CR?, and K is a class of functions on (X,B(X),Px) such that My < oo and
H C Span{la, : 0 <1 < L}, where {A;: 0 <1 < L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X in the

sense that

maxo<i<r, Px(4A;)
ming<;<r, Px(4A;)

X C I—'OSZSLAZ and < p < oo.
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Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian pro-

cesses (ZX (h) : h € H) with almost sure continuous trajectories such that:
L] ]E[Xn(hl)Xn(hQ)] = IEJ[fo(hl)fo(hg)] fOT all hl, hg S f}f, and
o P[||X, — ZX|l5c > C1C,P,(t)] < Coe™ + Le=™L for all t > 0,

where C1 and Co are universal constants, C, is a constant that only depends on p, and

P,(t) = mi H,(t,0) + Fn(t,0) ¢,
(1) = min {Hn(t,6) + Fu(t,0) |

with

min{logy(L), ng}
n

Ho(t, 6) 1= ekt t—HogNg{(&)-i-\/

L Mo (t + log Nz (5)),

where Sy = SUpp,cyc Zlel 1(Supp(h) N A; # 0).

This theorem shows that if n~'Llog L — 0, then a valid strong approximation can be achieved
with exponential probability concentration. The proof of Theorem 2 leverages the fact that the Lo
projection error is zero by assumption, but recognizes that Rio (1994, Theorem 2.1) does not apply
because the partitions are quasi-dyadic, preventing the use of the celebrated Tusnady’s inequality.
Instead, in Section SA-IT of the supplemental appendix, we present two technical results to circum-
vent that limitation: (i) Lemma SA.6 combines Brown et al. (2010, Lemma 2) and Sakhanenko
(1996, Lemma 2) to establish a new version of Tusnddy’s inequality that allows for more general
binomial random variables Bin(n,p) with p < p < p, the error bound holding uniformly in p, as
required by the quasi-dyadic partitioning structure; and (ii) Lemma SA.7 presents a generalization
of Rio (1994, Theorem 2.1) to the case of quasi-dyadic partitions of X.

Assuming a VC-type condition on H, and putting aside the potential contributions of My, Egq,
and Sg¢, it follows that (3) holds with g, =log(L)/(n/L), thereby achieving the optimal univariate
KMT approximation rate for all d > 1 with “effective sample” size n/L. More precisely, we have

the following corollary.

Corollary 4 (VC-type Haar Basis). Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2 hold. In addition, assume
that H is a VC-type class with respect to envelope function Mgc with constant csc > e and exponent
dg¢ > 1. Then, (3) holds with

[MgE in{log, (L), 82
On = j{/Z{\/lognjt\/mm{OgQ() 9{}M}(logn.
n n

To provide a simple illustration of Theorem 2 to statistics, we consider the classical histogram

density estimator.
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Example 2 (Histogram Density Estimation). The histogram density estimator of fx is

n L-—1

fx) = %ZZ I(x; € A)l(x € Ay),

i=1 =0

where {A; : 0 < [ < L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X', where the partition size L — oo
as n — oo in statistical applications. We consider establishing a strong approximation for the

“localized” empirical process ((,(x) : x € X), where
Ga(x) i= VnL(f(x) - E[f(x)]) = Xu(h),  heX,

with H the collection of Haar basis functions based on the partition {A;: 0 <1 < L}.
The conditions of Theorem 2 are satisfied with My = L'/2, Esp = L™Y2, and Sy¢ = 1. It follows

that, for X,, = (, (3) holds with
log(nL)

QHZW7

provided that log(nL)L/n — 0. A

Theorem 2, and in particular Example 2, showcases the existence of a class of stochastic pro-
cesses for which a valid uniform Gaussian strong approximation is established with optimal uni-
variate KMT rate in terms of the effective sample size n/L for all d > 1. This result is achieved
because there is no error arising from the mean square approximation (H is assumed to be spanned
by a Haar space), and with the help of our generalized Tusnady’s inequality (Lemma SA.6).

Because the setup of Theorem 2 is rather special, the finding in this subsection is mostly of
theoretical interest. However, our key ideas will be leveraged in the next section when studying
regression estimation problems, where the quasi-uniform partitioning arises naturally in setting like
regression trees (Breiman et al., 1984) or nonparametric partitioning-based estimation (Cattaneo
et al., 2020).

4 Residual-Based Empirical Process

This section establishes improved uniform Gaussian strong approximation for the residual empirical

process (R,(g,7) : (g,7) € § x R) defined in (7). We impose the following assumption.

Assumption B. (z; = (x;,y;) : 1 <i < n) arei.i.d. random vectors taking values in (X xR, B(X x

R)) with X compact, and x; ~ Px admits a Lebesgue density fx continuous and positive on X .

This assumption incorporates the presence of random variables y; ~ [Py, but otherwise imposes
the same regularity conditions as Assumption A for the marginal distribution Pyx of x;. In par-
ticular, it does not restrict the support of Py nor requires Py to be dominated by the Lebesgue

measure, which is important for some statistical applications.
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To motivate this section, consider first the simple local empirical process discussed in Cher-
nozhukov et al. (2014, Section 3.1):

1 — X; — X
Sn(x)—nbd;K< - )y x € X. (11)
Using our notation for residual empirical process, (vVnb?(Sy(x) — E[Sy(x)[x1, - ,Xp]) : x € X) =

(Rn(g,7) : g € G,r € R) with § = {b_d/gK(?) :x € X} and R = {Id}, where Id denotes
the identity map from R to R. This setting corresponds to kernel regression estimation with K
interpreted as the equivalent kernel; see Section 4.1 for details. As noted in Chernozhukov et al.
(2014, Remark 3.1(iii)), a direct application of Rio (1994), or of our Theorem 1, views z; as the
underlying (d + 1)-dimensional vector of random variables entering the general empirical process
X, defined in (1). Specifically, under some regularity conditions on K and non-trivial restrictions
on the joint distribution Pz, Rio (1994)’s strong approximation result verifies (3) with (6), which
is also verified via Corollary 1. Furthermore, employing a Lipschitz property of G x R, Corollary 2
would give the improved strong approximation result (8), under regularity conditions.

The strong approximation results for S, (x) illustrate two fundamental limitations because all
the elements in z; = (x;,y;) are treated symmetrically. First, the effective sample size emerging
in the strong approximation rate is nb%!, which is necessarily suboptimal because only the d-
dimensional covariate x; are being smoothed out. In other words, since the pointwise variance
of the process is of order n='b~?, the correct effective sample size should be nb?, and therefore
applying Rio (1994), or our improved Theorem 1, leads to a suboptimal uniform Gaussian strong
approximation for S,(x). Second, applying Rio (1994), or our improved Theorem 1, requires
z; = (x;,yi) ~ Pz to be continuously distributed and supported on [0, 1]9*!, possibly after applying
the Rosenblatt transform (Lemma SA.12), as discussed in Remark 1. This requirement imposes
non-trivial restrictions on the joint distribution Pz, and in particular on the marginal distribution
of the outcome y;, which limit the applicability of the resulting strong approximation results. For
example, it could be assumed that (x;,vy;) = (i, (X, u;)) where (x;,u;) satisfies Assumption A
and ¢ is bounded with bounded uniform variation and local uniform variation; see Chernozhukov
et al. (2014, Remark 3.1(iii)) for more discussion.

Motivated by the aforementioned limitations, the following theorem explicitly studies the resid-
ual empirical process (R, (g,7) : (g,7) € G x R) defined in (7), leveraging its intrinsic multiplicative
separable structure. We present our result under a VC-type condition on § x R to streamline the
discussion, but a result at the same level of generality as Theorem 1 is given in the supplemental
appendix (Section SA-1.2 and SA-I1.3).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumption B holds with X = [0,1]%, and the following conditions hold.

(i) G is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (X,B(X),Px), and a VC-type

class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant cq > e and exponent dg > 1.

(ii) R is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R,B(R),Py), and a VC-type
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class with respect to My with constant cy > e and exponent dg > 1. Furthermore, one of the

following holds:

(a) Mg S 1 and pTVq S 1, and set a =0, or
(b) Mz(y) < 1+ |yl* and pTVx 1y 1y S 1+ [y|* for all y € R and for some a > 0, and
supyey Elexp(yi)|x; = x] < 2.

(iii) There exists a constant cq such that |logy Eg| + |logy TV| + | logy Mg| < c4logyn, where TV =
max{TVg, TVgy v, } with Vg :={0(-,r),r € R}, and 6(-,r) : X — R is the function defined by
0(x, 1) = E[r(yi)|xi = x],x € .

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian pro-

cesses (ZE(g,7) : g € G,7 € R) with almost sure continuous trajectories such that:
o E[Rn(g1,71)Rn(g2,72)] = E[ZE(g1,71) Z] (g2, 72)] for all (g1,71), (g2,72) € G X R, and
o P[||Ry — Zl|gxr > C1CaTy(t)] < Cae™ for allt >0,

where Cy and Cy are universal constants, Cy = max{1 + (2a)%,1 + (42)*}, and

M
T,(t) := Ap(t+ cqlogyn + dlog(cn))aJr%\/g + —i(t + cq4logy n + dlog(cn))*H,

NG

dyd+lTydE, N\ i /5 4 419\ 7
ciMe ""TV®Eg \ 2d+2 [ c2c2McEcTV2L2 \ d+2
An::min{<199> ,< 1>2 7579 ) }7

n n

and ¢ = cgcg, d = dg + dg, L = max{Lg, Lgxvy, }-

This theorem establishes a uniform Gaussian strong approximation for the residual stochastic
process (Ry(g,7) : (g,7) € § x R) defined in (7) under regularity conditions specifically tailored
to leverage its multiplicative separable structure. Condition (i) in Theorem 3 is analogous to the
conditions imposed in Corollaries 1 and 2 for the general empirical process. This is a mild, standard
restriction on the portion of the stochastic process corresponding to the covariates x;. Condition
(ii) in Theorem 3 is a new, mild condition on the portion of the stochastic process corresponding
to the outcome y;. This condition either assume r(y;) to be uniformly bounded, or restricts the
tail decay of the function class R without requiring specific strong assumptions on the distribution
Py and hence the joint distribution Pz (cf. Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1(iii))). Finally,
Condition (iii) is weak and imposed only to simplify the exposition; see Section SA-1.2 and SA-1.3
in the supplemental appendix for the general result. We require pTV conditions on R in (ii), and
TV conditions on § and G x Vg in (iii), because x; has a Lebesgue density but y; may not have one,
which means values of R at a Lebesgue measure-zero set can affect the value of R, (g, r), but values
of G and G x Vg at a Lebesgue measure-zero set do not.

The proof strategy of Theorem 3 is the same as for the general empirical process (Theorem 1).

First, we discretize to a d-net to obtain

IR — Zflgxx < [|Rn — R o m(gxm)s lsx® + [1Bn — Z [l (gxm)s + 120 © T(gxm)s — Zmllgxks
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where the terms capturing fluctuation off-the-net, ||R, — Ry o m(gxx),llgxz and 1ZE o T(GxR)s —
ZE||sxx, are handled via standard empirical process methods. Second, the remaining term ||R,, —
Z,?H (Gx®);» Which captures the finite-class Gaussian approximation error, is once again decomposed
via a suitable mean square “projection” from Lo (]Rd x R) to the class of piecewise constant Haar
functions on a carefully chosen collection of cells partitioning the support of Pz. This is our point
of departure from prior literature.

We design of cells based on two key observations: (i) regularity conditions are often imposed
on the conditional distribution y;|x; (as opposed to their joint distribution); and (ii) § and R
often require different regularity conditions. For example, in the classical regression case discussed
previously, R is just the singleton identity function but [Py may have unbounded support, while §
is a VC-type class of n-varying functions with P x compact supported. Thus, the dimension of y;
is a nuisance for the strong approximation, making results like Theorem 1 suboptimal in general.
These observations suggest choosing dyadic cells by an asymmetric iterative splitting construction,
where first the support of each dimension of x; is partitioned, and only after the support of y; is
partitioned based on the conditional distribution of y;|x;. See Section SA-III.1 in the supplemental
appendix for details of our proposed dyadic cells expansion.

Given our dyadic expansion exploiting the structure of the residual empirical process R,, we
decompose the term ||R, — ,IfH(ngz) , similarly to (10), leading to a “projected” piecewise con-
stant process and the corresponding two projection errors. However, instead of employing the
Ly-projection Ty as in (10), we now use another mapping Il from Lo(R? x R) to piecewise constant
functions that explicitly factorizes the product g(x;)r(y;). In fact, as we discuss in the supplemental
appendix (Section SA-III.2), each base level cell C produced by our asymmetric dyadic splitting
scheme can be written as a product of the form X} x ),,, where X} denotes the [-th cell for x; and
Y., denotes the m-th cell for y;. Thus, s is carefully chosen so that once we know x € A} for some
L Mofg,7](x,9) = X5 5" 1y € Vo) Elr(yi)lyi € Vi, xi € M]Elg(x;)|x; € AL, which only depends
on y, and has envelope and total variation no greater than those for r.

Finally, our Tusnady’s lemma for more general binomial counts (Lemma SA.6) allows for the
Gaussian coupling of any piecewise-constant functions over our asymmetrically constructed dyadic
cells. A generalization of Rio (1994, Theorem 2.1) enables upper bounding the Gaussian approx-
imation error for processes indexed by piecewise constant functions by summing up a quadratic
variation from all layers in the cell expansion. By the above choice of cells and projections, the
contribution from the last layers corresponding to splitting y; amounts to a sum of one-dimensional
KMT coupling error from all possible A; cells. In fact, we know one-dimensional KMT coupling is
optimal and, as a consequence, requiring a vanishing contribution of y; layers to the approximation
error does not add extra requirements besides conditions on envelope functions and an L; bound
for §. This explains why we can obtain strong approximation rates reflecting the correct effective
sample size underlying the empirical process for the kernel regression (or “local empirical process”)
example. The supplemental appendix contains all the technical details.

The following corollary summarizes the main result from Theorem 3.
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Corollary 5 (Strong Approximation Residual Empirical Process). Suppose the conditions of The-
orem 3 hold. Then, | R, — ZF||gxz = O(0n) a.s. with
1
(Mg "I TVIEG) P72 (MgTVEEGLE )7 wrsya | (ogn)™t!
nl/2dr2) T pi/d+2) }(log n) + Jn Mg-

0n, = min

This corollary shows that our best attainable uniform Gaussian strong approximation rate for
the residual empirical process R, is n~1/(@*2) polylogn, putting aside the contributions from Mg,
TV = max{TVg, TVgxv, }, Eg, and L = max{Lg, Lgxv, }. It is not possible to provide a strict ranking
between Corollary 2 and Corollary 5. On the one hand, Corollary 2 treats all components in z;
symmetrically, and thus imposes stronger regularity conditions on Pz, but leads to the better
approximation rate n~ ™in{/(d+1).1/2} holvlog n, putting aside the potential contributions of Mg xR,
TVgx®, Lgxx. On the other hand, as discussed previously, Corollary 5 can deliver a tighter strong
approximation under much weaker regularity conditions whenever H = G x R and G varies with n,
as it is the case of the local empirical processes arising from nonparametric statistics. The following

section offers a substantive application illustrating this point.

4.1 Example: Local Polynomial Regression

We demonstrate the applicability and improvements of Theorem 3 and Corollary 5 with a substan-
tive application to nonparametric local polynomial regression (Fan and Gijbels, 1996). Assume

(X1,91), - - - (Xpn, yn) satisfy Assumption B, and consider the estimand
0(x;7) = Elr(y;)|x; = x], xeX, rek, (12)

where we focus on two leading cases to streamline the discussion: (i) R; := {Id} corresponds to the
conditional expectation u(x) := E[y;|x; = x], and (ii) R := {1(y; < y) : y € R} corresponds to the
conditional distribution function F(y|x) := E[1(y; < y)|x; = x]. In the first case, R is a singleton
but the identify function calls for the possibility of Py not being dominated by the Lebesgue
measure or perhaps being continuously distributed with unbounded support. In the second case,
R is a VC-type class of indicator functions, and hence r(y;) is uniformly bounded, but establishing
uniformity over R is of statistical interest (e.g., to construct specification hypothesis tests based on
conditional distribution functions).

Suppose the kernel function K : R¢ — R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compact supported.

Using standard multi-index notation, p(u) denotes the (ddTpﬁ)!—dimensional vector collecting the
ordered elements u”/v! for 0 < |v| < p, where u” = ui'us? - u?, V! = vilp! -y and |[v| =
V1 +vg -y, for u = (ug,ug, - ,ug)| and v = (vi,va,--- ,14)". A local polynomial regression

estimator of (x;r) is

~

é\(X; T) = elTﬁ(Xﬂ 7’), B(Xv T) = arggﬁn; (T(yl) B p(xi o X)T'B)2K( : ; )7
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with x € X', r € Ry or r € Ry, and e; denoting the first standard basis vector. The estimation

error can be decomposed into three terms (linearization, non-linearity error, and smoothing bias):

~ ~

0(x,r)—6(x,r) = elTH,;lSX,r —l—elT(IA{;l — Hfl)Sx,T +E[0(x,7)|x1, - ,Xp] — O(x,7),

X

~
linearization non-linearity error smoothing bias

where Hyx = ;377 p(5)p(*5) "0~ /K (*5%), Hy = E[p(*7*)p(*5*) b~ K (*7*)], and

Sx,r = % Z?:l p(xib_x)bidK(%)(r(yi) - E[r(ylﬂxl})
It follows immediately that the linear term is

1 " X; — X
Vible B 'Sx, = == 3" %S5 (1) ~ Blr(w)lx]) = Ralg7), g€ Gr e R,
nb i b
for [ = 1,2, and where § = {b~42Xx (%) : x € A} with Kx(u) = e/ Hy!p(u)K (u) the equivalent
boundary-adaptive kernel function. Furthermore, under the regularity conditions given in the
supplemental appendix (Lemma SA.1), which relate to uniform smoothness and moment restrictions

for the conditional distribution of y;|x;, we have that

X

sup ‘e?(ﬁ;l —H")Sx,| = O((nb%) " logn + (nb?)~3/%(logn)*/?) a.s.,

xeX,reRy
sup ‘ef(ﬁ;l - H;l)Sxﬂ“ = O((nb?) "L logn) a.s.,
XEX,reRs
sup ‘]E[é\(x, )X, ,xn] — 0(x, T)‘ = O(b'*h) a.s., (=12

xeX,rekR;

Therefore, the goal reduces to establishing a Gaussian strong approximation for the residual-based
empirical process (R, (g,7):g € 9,7 € R;), l = 1,2. In the remaining of this subsection we discuss
different attempts to establish such approximation result, culminating with the application of our
Theorem 3.

As discussed in Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1), a first attempt is to deploy Theorem
1.1 in Rio (1994) (or, equivalently, Corollary 1). Viewing the empirical process as based on the
random sample z; = (x;,9;), ¢ = 1,2, -+ ,n, the theorem requires IPz be continuously distributed
with positive Lebesgue density on its support X = [0,1]! (using the notation of Assumption
A). For this reason, Chernozhukov et al. (2014, Remark 3.1) assumes that (x;,v;) = (x4, (X4, u;))
where (x;,u;) has continuous and positive Lebesgue density supported on &. Thus, if My, < oo,
SUPgeg TV (4} supp(g) < SUPgeg m(Supp(g)) < oo, Ky} < 00, and other regularity conditions hold,
then we show in the supplemental appendix (Example SA.1) that applying Rio (1994) to (X, (h) :
h e H) with H ={(g-¢) o ¢51}, where ¢ is the Rosenblatt transformation (see Lemma SA.12),
gives a Gaussian strong approximation for (R,(g,7) : g € G,7 € R;), | = 1,2, with rate (6).
Without the condition on local uniform variation Ky, < oo, an additional vIogn multiplicative
factor appears.

The previous result does not exploit Lipschitz continuity, so a natural second attempt is to
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employ Corollary 2 to improve it. Retaining the same setup and assumptions, but now also assuming
that ¢ is Lipschitz, our Theorem 1 gives a Gaussian strong approximation for (R, (g,7):g € §,7 €
R1) with rate (8). See Example SA.2 in the supplemental appendix. Importantly, Theorem 1 does
not give an improvement for Ry because the Lipschitz condition is not satisfied.

The two attempts so far impose strong assumptions on the joint distribution of the data,
and deliver approximation rates based on the incorrect effective sample size (and thus require
nb%! — o0). Our Theorem 3 addresses both problems: suppose Assumption B holds and K :
R? — R is a compact supported Lipschitz continuous function, then we verify in the supplemental
appendix (Example SA.3) that Mg < b=%2, Eg < b2, TV < %271 and L < b=%?~1 which gives
| R — Z8||gm, = O(0n) aus. with

on = (nb) ™Y@ flogn + (nb?) "2 log n.
If, in addition, we assume supy¢y Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 0o, then ||R, — ZF||gxx, = O(0n) a.s. with
on = (b)Y 2 Slogn + (nb?) 2 (log n)?.

As a consequence, our results verify that there exist valid uniform Gaussian approximations as

follows:

~

o Let fi(x) := O(x;7) for r € Ry. If P (nbd)(d+4)/2dH+4) (1og 1) =1/2 4 (nb?) ~(d+1D)/(d42) (Jog n)? =
O(1), then
log n)1+4/2\ 75
d(0(x) — _gR < (gi d+2 .
sup Vbt () — () = 20| £ ()
where Cov(ZE(x), ZE(x)) = nb?Cov(e] Hy'Sx,, e] H 'Sy ,) for all x,x’ € X and r € Ry.

~

o Let F(ry|x) := O(x;ry) for r, € Ry, If b (nb?)(@+4/d+4) (Jog n)=1/2 = O(1), and also
(nb)~'logn = o(1), then
R log n)1Hd/2\ L
sup [Vt (Plybo) — Flybo) -~ ZFwo0) < (LBD5)™ s,
xeX,yeR n
where Cov(ZE(x), Z}(x')) = nb?Cov(e] H 'Sy, , eIH;,lsx/my,) for all (x,y), (x,y") € X x
R and 7y, 7y € Ra.

This example gives a substantive statistical application where Theorem 3 offers a strict improve-
ment on the accuracy of the Gaussian strong approximation over Rio (1994), and over Theorem
1 after incorporating the additional Lipschitz condition on the class of functions when applicable.
It remains an open question whether the result in this section provides the best Gaussian strong
approximation for local empirical processes or, in particular, for the local polynomial regression
estimator. The results obtained are the best known in the literature to our knowledge, but we are

unaware of lower bounds that would confirm the approximation rates are unimprovable.
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4.2 Quasi-Uniform Haar Basis

In Section 3.2, we showed that when H lies in the span of a Haar basis, the Gaussian strong
approximation rate can be optimal in the sense of achieving the univariate KMT approximation
rate as a function of the effective sample size. This was a consequence of having no Ls-projection
error in the construction of the strong approximation. In this section, we leverage the same idea to
show that when G lies in the span of a Haar basis, it is possible to achieve nearly optimal Gaussian
strong approximation rates for local empirical processes. This result has direct applicability to
regression estimators based on Haar basis, including certain regression trees (Breiman et al., 1984)
and nonparametric partitioning-based estimators (Cattaneo et al., 2020).

The following theorem gives our main result, which does not require that R lies in a Haar space,

thereby highlighting once again the asymmetric roles that § and R play.

Theorem 4. Suppose (z; = (x;,¥i),1 < i < n) are i.i.d. random variables taking values in
(X x R, B(X x R)) with X C R%, and the following conditions hold.

(i) G is a class of functions on (X,B(X),Px) such that Mg < co and § C Span{la, : 0 <1 < L},
where {A; : 0 <1 < L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X in the sense that

maxo<j<r, Px(4;)

X cu l Al and .
0<i<L ming<;<r, Px(4A;)

< p < 0.

In addition, G is a VC-type class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant cg > e

and exponent dg > 1.

(ii) R is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R),Py), and a VC-type
class with respect to Mg with constant cy > e and exponent dg > 1. Furthermore, one of the
following holds:

(a) Mg S 1 and pTVy S 1, and set a =0, or
(b) Mx(y) < 1+ |y|@, PTVR (—yly) ~ 1+ ly|* for all y € R and for some o« > 0, and
supyery Elexp(yi)|x; = x] < 2.
(iii) There exists a constant cs such that |logs Eg| + |logs Mg| + |logs L| < c5logy n.

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists mean-zero Gaussian processes (Zf(g, r):

g € G,7 € R) with almost sure continuous trajectory such that:
o E[Ry(g1,71)Rn(g2,72)] = E[Z(91,71) Z} (g2, 72)] for all (g1,71), (g2,72) € G x R, and
o P[|R, — ZE||gxr > C1Ca(CoUn(t) + Vyu(1))] < Coe™t + Le= ™ for all t > 0,

where Cy and Cy are universal constants, Co = max{1 + (2a)2,1 + (4a)®}, C, is a constant that

only depends on p,

dMcE M
Un(t) := 4/ nng (t + c5logy(n) + dlog(cn))*+t + \/—%(log n)*(t + c5logy(n) + dlog(cn))*tt
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with ¢ = cgcg, d = dg + dg, and

Vo (t) := 1(card(R) > 1)«/M9E9(J£1&XL |\Al||oo)% Vt+ cslogy(n) + dlog(cn),

with Vg = {v, : x = E[r(y;)|x; = x],x € X,r € R}.

The first term (U, (t)) can be interpreted as a “variance” contribution based on “effective sample
size” n/L, up to polylog(n) terms, while the second term (V,(t)) can be interpreted as a “bias”
term that arises from the projection error for the conditional mean function 6(-,r), which may
not necessarily lie in the span of Haar basis. In the special case when R = {r} is a singleton we
can construct the cells based on the condition distribution of r(y;) — E[r(y;)|x;], thereby making
the conditional mean function (and hence the “bias” term) zero, while that is not possible when
uniformity over R is desired.

Theorem 4 gives the following uniform Gaussian strong approximation result.

Corollary 6 (Haar Basis Residual Empirical Process). Suppose the conditions of Theorem /j hold.
Then, |R, — ZE|gxx = O(0n) a.s. with

M
On = /L (logn)**t + 7%(10g n)2°t 4 1(card(R) > 1)\/MgE9<OI£lixLHAZ||OO> Vlogn

Setting aside the roles of Mg and Eg, the approximation rate is effectively (logn)*+!(n/L)~1/2 +
I(card(R) > 1) maxo<i<r||Aillcv/10gn, which can achieve the optimal univariate KMT strong
approximation rate based on the effective sample size n/L, up to a polylog(n) term, when R is a
singleton function class.

We illustrate the applicability to statistics of Theorem 4 with the following example considering

nonparametric regression based on Haar basis approximation.

Example 3 (Haar Basis Regression Estimators). Suppose (z; = (x;,¥:),1 < i < n) are i.i.d.
random variables taking values in (X x R, B(X x R)) with X C R%. As in Section 4.1, consider the
regression estimand (12), focusing once again on the two leading examples R; and Ry. However,

instead of local polynomial regression, now consider the Haar partitioning-based estimator:

n

~ ~ . 2
O(x,r) =p(x)'3(r),  A(r) =argmin ) _ (r(yi) - p(xi) &),
geR:
where p(u) = (L(u € A;) : 0 <l < L) and {A;: 0 <[ < L} forms a quasi-uniform partition
of X as defined in Theorem 4. The estimation error can again be decomposed into three terms

(linearization, non-linearity error, and smoothing bias)

6(x,7) = 0(x,7) = p(x) ' Q'T, +p(x) " (Q' — Q" )T, + E[f(x,7)[x1, -+ , %] = O(x,7),

linearization non-linearity error smoothing bias
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where Q = E[p(x;)p(x;) '], Q = 2 30 p(xi)p(x;) T, and T, = L 327 p(x) (r(yi) — Elr(ys)xi])-
In this example, the linear term takes the form

Vn/Lp(x)' Q™' T, = jﬁ > ke(xi)(r(yi) — Blr(yi)xi]) = Ru(g,7), g€ GreRy,
i=1

for I = 1,2, where § = {kx(:) : x € X'} with kyx(u) = L~1/2 Yo<icr Lx € A)l(u € A)/Px(A)
the equivalent kernel. Under standard regularity conditions including smoothness and moment

assumptions (Lemma SA.2 in the supplemental appendix), we verify that

sup ‘ef(@fl -~ Q H)T,| = O(log(nL)L/n + (log(nL)L/n)*?logn) a.s.,

reRy
Su%) ‘e]—(Q_l - Q_l)TT‘ = O(log(nL)L/n) a.s.,
reia
E[6 X, —0(x, 1) =0 Ao s, 1=1,2.
Xeg{l}g@! [0Ge, )l - xa] = 0, 7)| = O( max [Allee) s

Finally, for the residual-based empirical process (R,(g,r) : g € G,r € R), | = 1,2, we apply
Theorem 4. First, Mg = L'/ and Eq = L~/2, and we can take cg = L and dg = 1 because G has
finite cardinality L. For the singleton case R;, we can take cg, = 1 and dg, = 1, and Condition
(ii)(a) in Theorem 4 holds, which implies that ||Ry, — ZE||gxx, = O(on) a.s. with

_ (log(nL))?

On \/W’

provided that (log(nL)L/n — 0. For the VC-Type class Ro, we can verify Condition (ii)(b) in
Theorem 4 with o = 1 if sup,cy Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2, and we can take cg, to be some absolute
constant and dg, = 2 by van der Vaart and Wellner (2013, Theorem 2.6.7), which implies that
|Rn — ZFllgn, = O(on) as. with

On = L +Or£la<XLHAl”007
provided that (log(nL)L/n — 0.
A uniform Gaussian strong approximation for (y/n/L(6(x,r) — 0(x,7)) : (x,7) € X X R}),

[ = 1,2, follows directly from the results obtained above, as previously discussed in Section 4.1. A

This example illustrates a substantive statistical application where the optimal univariate KMT
strong approximation rate based on the effective sample size n/L, up to polylog(n) terms and the

complexity of R.
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SA-I Additional Results

This section presents additional results not reported in the paper to conserve space and streamline the

presentation.

SA-I.1 General Empirical Process

The following corollaries provide additional results for their counterparts in Section 3.1 of the paper. In
particular, the results reported here allow for exponentially decaying tails, and for a more general expression

under polynomial entropy condition.

Corollary SA.1 (VC-Type Bounded Functions). Suppose the conditions of Corollary 1 hold. Then,

M
Sn(t) = My av/Mac(t + dac log(cacn)) TVae + \/ % min{+/log nv/Ms¢, vKg¢ + Mg} (t + dgc log(cgen))

in Theorem 1.

Corollary SA.2 (VC-Type Lipschitz Functions). Suppose the conditions of Corollary 2 hold. Then,

Sn(t) = min {my gvMsc, ln,av/Lac } V/(t + dgc log(caen)) TVag
+4/ M% min{+/log nvMsc, VK¢ + Mg }(t + dgc log(caen))

in Theorem 1.

Corollary SA.3 (Polynomial-Entropy Functions). Suppose the conditions of Corollary 2 hold. Then,
S, (t) = age(2 — bge) "2 min{S2%(¢t), SLP(¢), S (1)}
in Theorem 1, where

S (1) = m,, g7/deMa TVac (Vi + (m2 My TUs0) 50
M . ) m
+ \/?mm{\/@\/@, Vd3csKae + MacH(t + (M2, M52 TVs.) ),
SR (8) = In.av/dercalocTac(VE + ('i,dMizLacTVﬁc)_b%>
Moc . ) N
P i o B, /o ) ¢+ (2, 85 cTv) ),
Serr(t) = min{my, VMg, ln,av/Salog } /et TVag (Vi + n 20072 )

M _bac
+4/ 2 min{\/log nv/Mac, /d3csKae + Mo H(t + nbwﬁz) TR My VA,
n

SA-1.2 Multiplicative-Separable Empirical Process

This section considers uniform Gaussian strong approximation for the following multiplicative-separable

empirical process:

M, (g,r) = T -

K2

(9(xi)r(yi) — Elg(xi)r(yi)]) (9,7) € G xR (SA-1)

1 n
=1



For example, the local empirical process discussed in Section 4 can also be represented as (M, (g,7) : (g,7) €
G x R) with § = {b~¥2K((- — x)/b) : x € X} and R = {Id}, but calculated based on a centered sample
((xi597) : 1 < i <), with y; = y; — Elyi[x].

The results and proof techniques for the multiplicative-separable empirical process are similar to those

for the residual-based empirical process studied in the paper, but we report them here for completeness.
Theorem SA.1. Suppose Assumption B holds with X = [0,1]%, and the following two conditions hold.
(i) G is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (X, B(X),Px) such that J(G,Mg,1) < co.

(ii) R be a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R),Py) such that J(R, Mz,1) < co.

Furthermore, one of the following holds:
(a) Mg <1 and pTVq S 1, and set o =0, or

(b) Mx(y) < 1+ [y|* and pTVg (_jypypy S 1+ [y|* for all y € R and for some a > 0, and

SUpy ey Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2.

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian processes

(ZM(g,7r): (g,7) € G x R)) with almost surely continuous trajectory such that:
o E[M(g1,71)Mn(g2,72)] = E[Z3" (91,71) Z3 (92, 72)] for all (g1,71), (g92,72) € § x R, and
o P[||M, — ZM||gxn > C1C TM(t)] < Cae™ for all t >0,

where Cy and Co are universal constants, C, = max{l + (2a)%,1 + (4a)*} and

T (t) = min {AY(t,6) +F(t,6)}
6€(0,1)

with

CdE Tvde+1 1 CdCdE2 M2 Tvde 1
AN (1,8) i= Vmin { (Z=250 )T (R0 T 4 og (g (5/2)N (6/2) V)
n n

(logn)®(t + log(nNg (5/2)Nx (6 /2)N*))*+,

. % min{M (M + N*), Mg (csKgMy, + Mgy, +Mg)}
n

a/2 2 e
(logn) MgJ (5) MJ \/{54* (logn)aMita’

FM(t,68) := J(6)Mg + " + N NG

and

Vg :={0(,r) : x = E[r(y;)|x; =x],x € X,r € R},
J(8) == V2J(9,Mg,6/V/2) + V2J R,Mgg,é/\/i),
o o () (220) )|

d+1 1 n2M2d+2 | 1
nM T M
N* = []ongax{( gd)d+,(7d i 2) +H
EgTVS TVSLSES

Corollary SA.4 (VC-Type Lipschitz Functions). Suppose the conditions of Theorem SA.1 hold. In addition,

assume that G is a VC-type class with respect to envelope function Mg with constant cg > e and exponent




dg > 1, and R is a VC-type class with respect to Mg with constant cg > e and exponent dg > 1. Suppose
there exists a constant cq such that |logs Eg|+]|logy TV|+]| logy Mg| < c4logy n, where TV = max{TVg, TVgxv., }
with Vg :=={0(-,r) : x = E[r(y;)|x; = x],x € X,r € R}. Then,

cngTngngl)z(;ﬂ) <c§1cgE§M§Tngg

1
CIE ) T (4 cylogy(n) + dlog(en)) !

TM(t) = ﬁmin{(

N \/min{c;g logy (n)Mg, Mg (c3KgMy,, + MgLy, + Mg)}
n

n

(logn)*(t + c4logy(n) + dlog(cn))*tt.

in Theorem SA.1, where ¢ = cgcg, d = dg + dx.

Theorem SA.2. Suppose (z;, = (Xi,yi),1 < ¢ < n) are i.i.d. random variables taking values in (X X
R, B(X x R)) with X C R?, and the following conditions hold.

(i) G is a class of functions on (X,B(X),Px) such that Mg < co and § C Span{la, : 0 <1 < L}, where
{A;:0< 1< L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X in the sense that

maxo<i<r, Px(A;)

X C |—|0§l<LAl and < p<oo.

ming<i<r, Px(Ar)
In addition, J(G,Mg,1) < co.

(ii) R is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R), Py), such that J(R, Mz,1) < oo.

Furthermore, one of the following holds:

(a) Mr S 1 and pTVq S 1, and set =0, or

(b) Mx(y) < 1+[yl%, PTVR (1) S LH[Y|® for ally € R and for some o > 0, and supyc x Elexp(y;)|x; =
x| < 2.

(iii) There exists a constant cs such that |logs Eg| + |logs Mg| + | logy L] < c5logy n.

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists mean-zero Gaussian processes (ZM(g,r) : g €

G,r € R) with almost sure continuous trajectory such that:
o E[M,(g1,71)Mn(g2,72)] = E[Z) (91,71)Z) (g2,72)] for all (g1,71), (g2,72) € § X R, and
o P[|M, — ZM| g« > C1CoCp minge (9,1 (HM (t,6) + FM(t,6))] < Cae=t + Le= ™/ for all t > 0,

where Cy and Co are universal constants, C, = max{l + (2a)%,1 + (4a)*}, C, is a constant that only

depends on p,

HM (¢, 6) == 4/ LM2E9 (t + log Ng(5/2) + log Nx (5/2) + log, N*)*+3
min{L + N*,S2
N \/ { 2)

n

Mg (logn)® (t + log Ng(8/2) + log Nz (5/2) + logy N*)* 1,

with ¢ = cgcr, d =dg +dg, N* = [bgg (%)—‘; Sg = SUPgeg Zlel ]1<Supp(g) NA # Q)



SA-1.3 Residual-Based Empirical Process
The following theorem presents a generalization of Theorem 3 in the paper.
Theorem SA.3. Suppose Assumption B holds with X = [0,1]%, and the following two conditions hold.
(i) G is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (X, B(X),Px) such that J(G,Mg,1) < co.

(ii) R be a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R),Py) such that J(R, M, 1) < cc.

Furthermore, one of the following holds:

(a) Mg <1 and pTVg S 1, and set =0, or

(b) Mx(y) < 1+[yl%, PTVR iyl pyn) S LH[Y|® for ally € R and for some o > 0, and supyc x Elexp(y;)|x; =
x| < 2.

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there exists a sequence of mean-zero Gaussian processes

(ZE(g,7) : (g,7) € G x R)) with almost surely continuous trajectory such that:
1. B[R (g1,m1)Rn(g2,72)] = E[Z}(91,71) 2] (g2,72)] for all (g1,71), (g2,72) € G x R.
PR, — ZE|gxx > C1C.TE(#)] < Coe™ for all t >0,

where Cy and Cy are universal constants, C, = max{1 + (2a)2,1 + (4a)®}, and and

T = min (AL (1) + F(1.0))

with

d dyd+1 1 2 M2 1
. ClEgTV M (d+1) cqiC E M TV 1 d+2) a
AR(t,5) = \/gmm{(%)Q “ (”T) T+ og (g (5/2)Nx (5/2) V)

+ %(log ) (¢ + log(ng (5/2)Na (5 /2)N.))**H,
FE(t,6) :== J(6)Mg + W + %ﬁ + (log n)“M—\/%t%
and
TV := max{TVg, TVgx vy }, L := max{Lg,Lgxvy },

Vo :={0(,r) : x = E[r(y;)|x; = x],x € X,r € R},

TV\ afr /nLTVg\ 7=
M= [logymin { (5 =)™ (50 #) |

Eg EgMg

nM d+1 1 2M d+2 di?
N = [logQ max{(E Tvd) <TVdeE2 ) H

The following theorem presents a generalization of Theorem 4 in the paper.

Theorem SA.4. Suppose (z;, = (Xi,yi),1 < ¢ < n) are i.i.d. random variables taking values in (X X
R, B(X x R)) with X C R?, and the following conditions hold.



i 15 a class of functions on (X, ,IPx) such that Mg < 0o an C Span{la, : 0 <1 < L}, where
i) § l f f X, B(X), P h that Mg d9CS Ia,:0<I<L h
{A;:0< 1< L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X in the sense that

maxo<i<r, P x(4)
ming<;<r Px (A;)

X C |—|0§l<LAl and < p < oo.

In addition, J(G,Mg,1) < oc.

(ii) R is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R),Py), such that J(R, Mz,1) < co.
Furthermore, one of the following holds:
(a) Mr S 1 and pTVy S 1, and set =0, or
(b) Mx(y) < 1+[yl%, PTVR (1 py)) S LH[Y[® for ally € R and for some o > 0, and supyc x Elexp(y;)[x;
x| < 2.
(iil) There exists a constant cs such that |log, Eg| + |logs Mg| + | logy L] < c5logy n.

Then, on a possibly enlarged probability space, there ewists mean-zero Gaussian processes (Z1(g,r) : g €

G,r € R) with almost sure continuous trajectory such that:
o E[R.(91,71)Rn(g2,m2)] = B[Z}(91,71) Z} (92, 72)] for all (g1,71), (92,72) € § X R, and

o P[|R, — ZEF|gun > C1C(C, minge(o,l)(Hf(t,(S) + FE(t,8)) + W, (1))] < Coe™t + Le=Ce™/L for all
£>0,

where Cy and Co are universal constants, C, = max{l + (2a)%,1 + (4a)*}, C, is a constant that only

depends on p,

HE (1, 6) = /2958 (4 4 log g (5/2) + log N (6/2) + log, N*)°*
n

M a
+ \/—%(logn)o‘ (t +1ogNg(6/2) + log N (6/2) + logg N*)*T

Wi (t) := L(card(R) > 1)/MgEg (OrglaéanAlnm)Lw V1t + logNg(8/2) + log Nx(6/2) + logy N*.

with Vg :={0(-,r) : x = Elr(y;)|x; = x|, x € X,r € R}.

SA-I.4 Local Polynomial Estimators

The following lemma provides the sufficient conditions for the results discussed in Section 4.1 in the paper.
Lemma SA.1. Consider the setup of Section 4.1, and assume the following regularity conditions hold:
(a) Assumption B holds.

(b) x = 0(x;7) is (p + 1)-times continuously differentiable with bounded (p + 1)th partial derivatives
uniformly over x € X and r € Ry, | = 1,2, for some p > 0.

(c) K :R? = R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compact supported.



If (nbY)~Llogn — 0, then

sup |¢31T(PAI;1 - H;l)Sx,r’ = O((nb%)logn) a.s., and
XEX ,rERS

sup |E[§(x,r)|x1, e Xp) = 0(x,7)| = O(b'P) a.s., =12
xeX,reRy;

If, in addition, supycy Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2, then

sup ‘ef(ﬁ;l - H;l)Sx,T| = O((nb®) " logn + (nb?)~3/2(log n)/?) a.s.
xXEX,rER,
Notice that aside for the condition sup,cy Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2 for Ry, the other assumptions in
Theorem 3 are satisfied in this example.
The following two examples provides the omitted details concerning uniform Gaussian strong approxi-

mation rates obtained via other methods, which are discussed in Section 4.1 of the paper.

Example SA.1 (Strong Approximation via Rio (1994)). Consider the setup of Section 4.1, and assume the

following regularity conditions hold:

(a) (%i, i) = (Xi, (X, u;)), where z; = (X, u;) satisfies Assumption A and M,y < 00, SUpP g TV} supp(g)x[0,1] S

sup,eg m(Supp(g) x [0, 1]) < oo and K,y < 00,

(b) sup,eg TVy,, supp(g) < supgeg m(Supp(g)) < oo and Kio(. r)rex,y < 00, for I =1,2.
(c) K :R? — R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compactly supported.

For Ry, take 3y = {ho¢,' : h € ﬂtfl}, where H; = {(x,u) € X x [0,1] — g(x)p(x,u) — g(x)8(x,1d) :
g € S}, ¢z is the Rosenblatt transformation (Lemma SA.12) based on the Lebesgue density of z; = (x;,u;),
and § = {b~2K (%) : x € X} with Kx(u) = e] H'p(u)K (u). Then, using the notation introduced in
the paper,
My, = MgM,y <0742,

TV, = fl(TVg + Mg Squ(Supp(g))) < flbd/2—1’
iz S iZ
?dﬂ ?d-&-l (SA-2)
Ko, < (2\/3)‘1‘1;7(1% +MgK ) + MgKy,) S (Qﬁ)d—I;Tb—d/2’
Lz I,

Nogg, (e) < g~ 1,

Rio (1994) implies that (X,(h) : h € 3;) = (Vnble] H'Sx, : x € [0,1]%,r € Ry) admits a uniform

Gaussian strong approximation with rate

—d+1

72 d-1
Sn(t) = Capa (?—Z(nbd“)_l/@d“)\/t + (d+1)logn + Cd,wm—dfz(nbd)—l/% + (d +1)logn),

Lz iZ

where Cq,,.1 5 a quantity that only depends on d and ¢.
For Ry, take Hy = {ho¢,' 1 h € Hy}, where Ho := {(x,u) € X x [0,1] = g(x)r o p(x,u) — g(x)0(x,7) :
g € G,r € Ra}. Suppose ¢ is continuously differentiable with min x ,yc(0,1]4+1 |Oup(X, u)| > 0. Then, using



the notation introduced in the paper,

Mg, = MgMyyy < bid/Q,

) 72
.fZ maXx u)el0,1]d+1 ‘6u<p(xa u)l fZ d/2—1
Vs, < 57 (TVg 0,10 + Eg + Mg supm(supp(g))) —— - STV
2 iz $,00,1] 9€5 MIN(x y)e[0,1]d+1 ‘811(»0(}(7 u)] iZ
Ny, (5) g emd

Rio (1994) implies that (X, (h) : h € Ha) = (Vnble] H 'Sy, : x € [0,1]4,r € Ry) admits a Gaussian strong

approrimation with rate function

—2

d 1
S1(t) = Cupay| T2 (nb™H1) VD T T Tog 7 + Cu g g (0 (d+ 1) log),
Lz

where Cq .2 15 a quantity that only depends on d and .
The strong approzximation rates stated in Section 4.1 now follow directly from the strong approximation

results above. A

Example SA.2 (Strong Approximation via Theorem 1). Consider the setup of Section 4.1, and assume the

following regularity conditions hold:

(a) (xi,yi) = (xi, (x4, 1;)), where z; = (x4, u;) satisfies Assumption A and Miyy < 00, 8upyeg TViw} supp(g) <
sup,eg m(Supp(g)) < 00, Kypy < 00, and L,y < oo.

(b) sup,ex, SUPxyex |0(x,7) = 0(y,7)|/lIx = ¥lloc < 00 for £=1,2.
(c) K :R? = R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compactly supported.

Then, Equations (SA-2) hold, and

L{]—Cl < Lfcl:}cfz g (LgM{w} + M9L{<P} + MSLvl) 5 b_d/2_1f—Z,

~
<Z

\N*u‘%\

=7

Theorem 1 implies (X, (h) : h € Hy) = (Vnble] H'Sy, : x € [0,1]%, 7 € Ry) admits a uniform Gaussian

strong approzimation with rate
_17d+1
(2vVd)"'f

—3
dJZ;Z(nderl)l/(dJrl) T (T Dlogn + Cd,¢,3f—d(”bd)71/2(t + (d+1)logn).
gz =Z

where Cq,,.3 15 a quantity that only depends on d and .
The strong approximation rate stated in Section 4.1 in the paper now follow directly from the strong

approximation result above. A

Example SA.3 (Strong Approximation via Theorem 3). Consider the setup of Section 4.1 and assume the

following regularity conditions hold:

(a) Assumption B holds.



(B) Sup, e, SUPxyex 1005, 7) — By, 7|/ 1% — ¥llow < 00 for £ =1,2.
(c) K : R? — R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compact supported.

Recall that § = {bid/Qin(?) :x € X}. Then, using the notation introduced in the paper,
Mg SbT2 Eg SHY2 TV SO Lg ST Ng(e) Semt

Theorem 3 implies that (R, (g,7) : g € G,r € R1) = (Vnble] H'Sx . : x € [0,1]%,r € R1) admits a uniform

Gaussian strong approximation with rate function

7N\ iy
Sn(t) = (?) Vb D (¢ 4 (d 4 1) logn)¥2 + (nb?)"V2(t + (d + 1) log n).
LX

If, in addition, supyejo 1)« Elexp(yi)|x; = x| < 2, then Theorem 3 implies (R,(g,7) : g € G,r € Ry) =

(Vnble] H'Sy . : x € [0,1]%,r € Ry) admits a uniform Gaussian strong approzimation with rate function

—3 _da
Sn(t) = (?) o Vd(nb®) V2 (¢ 4 (d + 1) logn)>/? 4+ (nb?)~Y2(t + (d + 1) log n).
Lx

The strong approzimation rate stated in Section 4.1 in the paper now follow directly from the strong approx-

imation result above. A

SA-1I.5 Haar Basis Regression Estimators

The following lemma gives precise regularity conditions for Example 3 in the paper.

Lemma SA.2 (Haar Basis Regression Estimators). Consider the setup in Ezxample 8, and assume the

following regularity conditions hold:
(a) Assumption B holds with [0, 1]¢.
(b) sup,ex, SUPxyex |0(x,7) = 0(y,7)|/lIx = ¥lloc < 00 for £=1,2.
(c) K :R? = R is non-negative, Lipschitz, and compact supported.

Iflog(nL)L/n — 0, then

sup sup |p(x)—'—((§*1 - Qil)TT| = O(log(nL)L/n) a.s., and
reRq x€X

]Eé ) y T A -0 B :O A jo%s) .S, l:1,2
sup sup [BO r)x, o xa] —00m)| = O max [Adl) a5

If, in addition, sup,cy Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2, then

sup sup ‘p(x)T((fT1 —Q YT, | = O(log(nL)L/n + (logn)(log(nL)L/n)*?) a.s.
reERs x€X
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SA-II General Empirical Process: Proofs

We first introduce quasi-dyadic expansions of R?, and the associated Lo(R?) projection of functions onto the
class of piecewise constant functions on those cells. This enables us to couple a general empirical process
indexed by piecewise constant functions with a Gaussian process. We then present a sequence of technical
lemmas that bound the different approximation error terms discussed in Section 3 with different levels of

generality. The proofs of these preliminary lemmas can be found in the supplemental appendix.

SA-II.1 Cell Expansions

Definition SA.1 (Quasi-Dyadic Expansion of R?). A collection of Borel measurable sets in RY, Cx (P, p) =
{Cir : 0 <k < 28790 <j < K}, is called a quasi-dyadic expansion of R? of depth K with respect to
probability measure IP if the following three conditions hold:

1. C]‘7k = Cj—1,2k UC]‘_172]€+1, forall0 <k < 2K_j, 1<j5<K,
2. P(Cko) =1, and

3. maX0§k<2K P(Co)k)/minogk<2K IP(CO)]C) S p
When p =1, Cx (P, 1) is called a dyadic expansion of R? of depth K with respect to P.

This definition implies %%p <P(Cj—1,2k)/P(Cjr) < %% for all 0 < k < 26771 < j < K, since each
Cj_1, is a disjoint union of 27~ cells of the form Co,k, which implies the third condition in Definition SA.1.
Furthermore, in the special case that p = 1, P(Cj_1,2x) = P(Cj—1,2641) = %IP(C]‘JC), that is, the child level
cells are obtained by splitting the parent level cells dyadically in probability.

The next definition specializes the dyadic expansion scheme to axis-aligned splits.

Definition SA.2 (Axis-Aligned Quasi-Dyadic Expansion of R?). A collection of Borel measurable sets in
R Ag(P,p) ={Cjx: 0 <k <2K=70<j <K}, is an axis-aligned quasi-dyadic expansion of R? of depth

K with respect to probability measure P if it can be constructed via the following procedure:
1. Initialization (¢ = 0): Take Cx_40 = X where X CRY is the support of IP.

2. Tteration (¢ = 1,...,K): Given Crx_) for 0 <1< q—1,0 <k < 2!, take s = (¢ mod d) + 1, and
construct Cre—qor = Cx—qr1 e N{x € R elx < cx_gr16}t and Cx—gort1 = Cx—gr1 s N{x € R :
e)x > cx_jr1k} such that P(Cx_q2k)/P(Cr—gi1k) € [ﬁ,ﬁ] for all 0 < k < 297t Continue
until (Co : 0 < k < 25) has been constructed.

When p =1 and P is continuous, Ax (P, p) is unique.

SA-II.2 Projection onto Piecewise Constant Functions

For a quasi-dyadic expansion Cg (PP, p), the mean square projection from Lo(R?) to the associated span of
the terminal cells €x := Span{l¢,, : 0 <k < 25} is

]lco,k

d
PCos) Jey, h(u)dP(u),  he Ly(RY). (SA-3)

Mo (Cx (P, p))[R] :=
0<k<2K

Oo(Cx (P, p))[h] is a linear combination of a Haar-type basis, which gives the following orthogonal decompo-

sition.

11



Lemma SA.3. For any h € Ly(R?),

Mo(Cx (P, p))[h] = Bro(Wexo+ Y. Y. Bin(h)En,

1<j<K 0<k<2K—i

where
1 -
/8]7k(h) = / h(u)dIP(u), /Bjk(h) = Bj-l,?k(h) _ ﬁj—1,2k+1(h),
P(Cir) Je,,
ek = le; ., €k = M P(Cj—1,2k)

€j-12k — —5 4 €j—1,2k+1,
P(Cjr) P(Cip) T
for0<k<2E-7 1<j<K.
To save notation, we will use Iy as a short hand for Iy (Cx (P, p)) in what follows. In the special case of
axis aligned quasi-dyadic expansion, we use Il4,., as a short hand for Iy (Ax (P, p)).

SA-II.3 Strong Approximation Constructions

Suppose (Ejk 0< k<287 1< j < K) are ii.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Take F(j,k),m to

be the cumulative distribution function of (S;x —mp; x)/+/mp;j k(1 — pj k), where p; p = P(C;j—1.2x)/P(C; 1)
and Sjy is a Bin(m, pjx) random variable, and G x),m(t) = sup{xz : F; pym(z) < t}. We define Uj ., (7]-7;6’5

via the following iterative scheme:
1. Initialization: Take Uk o = n.

2. Iteration: Suppose we have define Uy ;. for j <1 < K,0 < k < 2K~!  then solve for U; 1’s such that

Ujk = \/Uj,k-pj,k(l = Dik)G k)0 © P(Ejin),
Ui = (1 = pj)Uj—126 — PjUj—1,2k41 = Uj—1,2k — Dj,kUj ks
Uj_108 +Uj_10k41 = Ujp, 0<k <2877,

Continue till we have defined Uy for 0 < k < 2K.

Then {U;;:0<j < K,0<k< 2K=3} have the same joint distribution as > ein(xi):0<j <K, 0<
k < 2K=3}. By Vorob’ev-Berkes-Philipp theorem (Dudley, 2014, Theorem 1.31), {Ejk 0<k< 2K 1<
j < K} can be constructed on a possibly enlarged probability space such that the previously constructed
Uj i satisfies Uj 1, = 2?21 e;.kx(x;) almost surely for all 0 < j < K,0 < k < 2K-7 We will show gj’k’s can be

given as a Brownian bridge indexed by €} x’s.

Lemma SA.4. Suppose H is a class of real-valued pointwise measurable functions on (X,B(X),Px) such
that Mg¢ < oo and J(1,H,My¢) < oo, and Cx is a quasi-dyadic expansion of R? of depth K with respect to
Px. Then, HUNZH U Ei is P x-pregaussian.

Then by Skorohod Embedding lemma (Dudley, 2014, Lemma 3.35), on a possibly enlarged probability

12



space, we can construct a Brownian bridge (ZX (h) : h € 3) that satisfies

P(Cjx)

ik =
’ VP(Ci—1,21)P(Ci—1,26+1)

Zy (),

for 0 < k < 2K=7,1 < j < K. Moreover, call

= ~ i P(Cjik) =
Vi = vVnZy(ejr), Vik :=vnZX(En), &k = k Vik
’ ! ! ! T /PG ok P(Ci it k1)

for 0 < k < 2K-7,1 < j < K. Notice that for all h € Ex, we have

K K
VaXa(h) =Y Y Bk Uik, VRZX(h) = Bie(h)Vj .
j=10<

k<2K—j J=10<k<2K—i

The difference between X,,(h) and Z:X (h) will rely on the coefficient Bj,k(h) and the coupling between ﬁj’k
and ‘N/j7k, which is the essence of Theorem 2.1 in Rio (1994). Although Theorem 2.1 in Rio (1994) is stated
for i.i.d uniformly distributed on [0, 1] random variables, the underlying process only depends through the
counts of the random variables taking values in each interval of the form [k277, (k + 1)277), which have the

same distribution as the counts of x;’s in C;’s. Hence, we have a direct corollary of Theorem 2.1 in Rio
(1994) as follows:

Lemma SA.5. Given a dyadic expansion Cx(Px,1), for any g € Ex and any t > 0,

P (Vi Xaulg) = 2 (9)] = 24/l & + 4,/Cpyw) < 2exp(—a),

% ~
where ||g||28K = Zj:l ZOS]@<2K—.7 5?,1@(9); and
Cy=supminsup (> (DG —1+127 > BN K
feff (J’k) l<j m:Cl,mgcj,k

The above lemma relies on coupling of Bin(m, 1/2) random variables with Gaussian random variables.
The coupling also holds for Bin(m,p) with the error term only depending on how far away p is bounded

away from 0 and 1:

Lemma SA.6. Suppose X ~ Bin(n,p) where 0 < p < p < p < 1. Then there exists a standard Gaussian
random variable Z ~ N(0,1) and constants co, c1,ca,c3 > 0 only depending on p and p such that whenever
the event A = {|X — np| < eyn} occurs and co\/n > 1, we have

’X —np—+/np(1 —p)Z‘ < 2% + ¢,
1
| X —np| < . +2y/np(1 - p)|Z].

In particular, we can take co > 0 to be the solution of

3 3
1-— 1-— D
60cop ( pp> exp (2 » pCo) + 6000(1 - B) ( 1fp> =1,




and take c¢; = 15¢o, /p(1 — D), ca = 1/(15¢q), c3 = 1/co and Z can be taken via quantile transformation, that
is, define F(x) = P(X —np < \/np(1 —p)x) and let © be the cumulative distribution function of a N(0,1)
random variable, then Z can be defined via Z := ® 1o F ((X —np)/y/np(1 —p)).

This enables the following strong approximation for the quasi-dyadic case:
Lemma SA.7. Given a quasi-dyadic expansion Cx(Px,p), p > 1, for any g € Ex and any t > 0,

P (it |Xa(9) = ZX(0)] = eo\/lgl13 2 + /i)

< 2exp(—z) + 25 exp ( - cpn2*K),

where ||gll3 . = Zjil D 0<k<2r—i B?k(g), ¢, is a constant that only depends on p and Cygy is defined in
Lemma SA.5.

SA-I1.4 Meshing Error

For 0 < § < 1, consider the (dMg¢)-net of (3, ep), with cardinality no larger than Ng¢(0): define mg¢; : H — H
such that ||wg¢, (h) — h|lpy.2 < 0Mge for all h € K.

Lemma SA.8. Forallt>0and0<d <1,

IP[HXn — X, o, |loc > CFn(t,(S)] < exp(—t),
]P[HZ,)L( O gy — Zr)L(H}C > C(M}(J((S,j‘f,M{}() + (SM}(\/i)] < exp(—t),

where C 1s a universal constant.

SA-II.5 L2 Projection Error

For X,,, Z:X, and Iy as defined above, and for Hs a d-net of (¥, ep, ) with cardinality no greater than Ny (J),

the following lemma controls the mean square projection onto piecewise constant functions.

Lemma SA.9. Let Cx(Px,p) = {Cj : 0 < k <2K=7,0<j < K}, p>1be a quasi-dyadic expansion of
R? of depth K. Define

V = Up<i<2x (Cok — Cok) -

Then for all t > 0,

4B
76 t] < g (8)e

3V
IP[HZ,)f ~ ZX o5, > \/4\19(54 < 2Mye(6)et,

P [||Xn ~ X, ollse, > /AVae,t 4+

where

2
Ve, =: min{2Mg¢, Lag, || V] oo } <su£)(fx(x)) QKm(V)HVHOOTVy(S, By, =: min{2Myg¢, La¢, || V]| oo }-
bS]
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In particular, if x; HL Unif ([0,1]¢) and the cells Ag (P, 1) are axis-aligned dyadic expansion of depth
K, then

4min{2Mg}cé7L%52_K}
3V
P[IZ - ZX o Talloc, > \/Admin{2Myc,, Log, 27K }2-KTVe ] < Mac(d)e™,

P1X, — X, 0 Ta,lloc, > \/4dmin{2Mse, Lo, 25 2~ KT, ¢ + t] < Myc(d)e ™,

for all t > 0.

SA-II.6 Strong Approximation Errors

The next lemma controls the strong approximation error for projected processes.

Lemma SA.10. Let Cx(Px,1) = {C;1 : 0 <k <2KE~7.0<j < K} be a dyadic expansion of R? of depth
K as in Definition SA.1. For each 1 < j < K, define

Uj = Up<cor—i (Cj—12k41 — Cj_1,2k)-

Suppose X, ZX and Ty are as defined above and Hs is a 6-net of (H, ep,. ) with cardinality no greater than
N3¢ (8). Then for all t > 0,

Ry (3 c
P {I\Xn olly — ZX oTlp||s¢, > 48\/[‘7(1‘5)7: + 4\/:%} < Wy(8)e ™,

where Ry (Hs) is defined to be

K . 2 4

Zmin{M}fm ”Uj HOOL}%}QK_j min { (Slelg f(X)) 22K =) ||uj||00m<uj>TV9‘f57 ||Uj||OOL9‘C57E9'C5 } :

i=1 x
Lemma SA.11. Let Cx(Px,p) = {Cjr : 0 < j < K,0 < k < 2573}, p > 1 be an approximate dyadic
expansion of R? of depth K as in Definition SA.1. For each 1 < j < K, define

Uj = Upcrcar—i (Ci—1,26+1 — Cj—1,2k)-

Suppose H is a class of real-valued pointwise measurable functions in (X,B(X),Px) such that Mg < oo and
J(1,H, My¢) < co. Suppose X,,, Z:X Ty, Hs and Ry are defined as in Lemma SA.10. Then for all t >0,

R (K C
]P[||Xn olly — ZX oTy|ls¢; > C, Ric ), | eyt t] < 2Mg(8)et + 2K exp (—Cpn27K)
n

n

where C,, is a constant only depending on p.
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SA-II.7 Rosenblatt Reduction

Lemma SA.12. Suppose X = (X1,...,Xy) is a random variable taking values in R with Lebesque density
fx supported on [0,1]%. Define the Rosenblatt transformation ¢x based on density of x; by

IP(Xl Sl’l)
P (X2 S £E2|X1 = .’El) d
ng(a:l,...,xd): . s (xl,...,xd)e [071] .

P (Xd S $d|X1 = T1y--- 7Xd—1 = a:d_l)

Define 3 = {ho ox'}. Suppose u; S Unif([0,1]9), 1 <i < n. Then

? f2 fd+1

X X d—1J X

My =My, Ly <L T, TV <TVg{f , Kit SKj{(Q\/a) fd
LX X <X

SA-II.8 Proof of Lemma SA.3

First, we show that {exao} U{€r :1 < j < Kd,0 <k < 25477} is an orthogonal basis. For notational
simplicity, denote J = {(j,k) : 1 < j < Kd,0 < k < 2K979}. Let (j,k) € J. Then

- P(Cj—1,26+1) / P(Cj—1,2%)
. — T el du — R A LAY d
(€Kd,0: €j k) /Rd Py 1,2k (u)du e PCp) 1.2k+1(u)du
P(Cj12k41)P(Cj12k) P(Cj—121)P(Cj12041)

= P, ) B P(C; ) -0

Now let (j1,k1), (j2, k2) € J.
Case 1: ji = j2 and ki # ka, then €;, 1, and €j, , have different support, hence (€}, k,, €j,k,) = 0.

Case 2: j; # jo and w.lo.g. we will assume j; < jo. By (1) in Definition SA.1, either Cj, », NCj, k, = 0
or Cj, x;, C Cj, k- In the first case, we also have (€j, x,,€j, k) = 0. In the second case, using (1) in
Definition SA.1 again, either le,kl - Cj2_172k2 or Cj1,k1 - Cj2_1,2k2+1. W.l.o.g we assume Cj171€1 - Cj2_1,2k2.
Then

~ _ _ P(Cjy—1,2k,)
<ej1-,k17ej2,k2> = <ej17k17 Wehfl,?kﬁ

P(Cjo—1,2k) / P(Cj,—1,2k+1) / P(Cj,—1,28,)
= ’ 1251 . du — 2 \Mn 12k d
P(Cjyky) Jra P(Cjky) €j,—1,2k, (1)du e P(Chp) €j1—1,2k +1(u)du

=0.

This shows that {exqo}U{€jr:1<j<Kd0<Ek< 2Kd4=71 is an orthogonal basis for €xq C Lo(R?) and
hence

h, hEin) ~
Moh = —CKa0) o Sy G e R,
{exa,0,exd,0) V<K ocncaray (Ciks Eik)
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The coefficients are given by

(h,€jk) . f]Rd u)e; ;(u)du

Cimn k) Jga 6k(W)E k(w)du
CP(Cio12k41)P(Cio128)P(Cik) " Bj—1,26(h) = P(Ci1,26)P(Cj—1,2k+1)P(Cj) ' Bj—1,241 ()
B P(Cj-1,2k41)*P(Cj—1,26)P(Cji )2 + P(Cj—1,26)*P(Cj—1,26+1)P(Cj 1) 2
CPCio12k41)P(Ci—128)P(Cik) ' Bj—1,26(h) = P(Cij1,26)P(Cj—1,2k+1)P(Cjn) ' Bj—1,241 ()
B P(Cj-1.2k+1)P(Cj—1,26)P(Cj) 1 + P(Cj—1,26)P(Cj—1,2k+1)P(Cj) ~*
=Bj-1,26(h) = Bj—1.2k41(h) = Biw(h), V1<j<Kd0<k<2K

Moreover,

(h,exdo)
(erd,0, €Kd,0)

P (Crao)”! /C h(w)dP (u) = Brcao(h)-

The proves the claim. O

SA-I1.9 Proof of Lemma SA.4

First, we will show that IpH U €4 is a VC-type of class. Notice that all h € MiH N kg can be written
in the form Y7, oxa ck€o with ¢, € [~Mgc,Mgc]. Denote D = 2Kd_ For any € > 0, 1> 0<k<ara kol —
Y 0<icard A€o klloo < eMgc if [ — di| < eMgc/D for all 0 < k < D. Hence

D
D
supN(HofH U (ng,eQ,é‘Mg{) < <) R Vo<e<1,
Q 9

where sup is taken over all discrete measures on X. Moreover, we have assumed J(1,H, M) < co. By
Kolmogorov’s extension theorem, there exists a mean-zero Gaussian fo indexed by HUIzH U € g with the
same covariance structure as X,,. Since My < 00, HUTZH U E x4 is totally bounded for ep . By separability
of 3 and Corollary 2.2.9 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2013), there exists a version of Z;X with uniformly

ep ,-continuous sample path. Hence H UTlpdH U € k4 is pre-Gaussian. O

SA-I1.10 Proof of Lemma SA.5

Take w; ‘A" N(0,1), 1 <i<nand I := k277, (k+ 1)279), 0 < k < 2K9=3, 0 < j < Kd. Take B to be a
Brownian bridge on [0, 1], that is, there exists a standard Wiener process W such that B(t) = W (t) —tW (1)
for all t € [0,1]. Define

1
Vjk = \/ﬁ/ 1(t € Ij1)dB(t), Ujk = 0j_12k — Uj—12k+1-
0
Take F,, to be the cumulative distribution function of (S, — 2m)/y/m/4, where S,, is a Bin(m,1/2)

random variable, and G, (t) = sup{z : Fj,,(x) < t}. Define u, ;’s and u; ’s, again via the iterative quantile

transformation technique by:

1. Initialization: Take uxqo = n.
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2. Iteration: Suppose we have define u; ), for 0 < k < 2K4=! j < | < Kd, then solve for u; r’s such that

- 1 ~
Ujk = 5V Ui xGu, . © ®(&) k),

~ 1 1 1
Ujk = SUj—1,2k — FUj—1,2k+1 = Uj—12k — FUjk
J 9 9 + J 9 "aik

Kd—j
Ui 19k + Uj_1 2641 = Ujk, 0 < k<2797,

Continue till we have defined ug ; for 0 < k < oKd,

Then u;’s have the same joint distribution as Y. | 1(w; € I;;)’s. Hence by Skorohod Embedding lemma
(Dudley, 2014, Lemma 3.35), on a rich enough probability space, we can take (B(t) : 0 < ¢ < 1) such that
Uj e = 2?21 1(w; € I ;) almost surely, for all 0 < k < 2Kd=j 0 < j < Kd.

Moreover, distribution of the process {(X,(h),Z:(h)):h € Exq} is the same as distribution of the

process
1 Kd ~ 1 Kd ~
7 oY By, N S>> Bis(ik |, heEka,
" Jj=10<k<2Kd—j " J=10<k<2Kd=j

since {(ﬂjﬁk,ﬂjyk) 0<k<2Kdi1<j< Kd} and {(T}j,k, \7];6) 0<k<2Kdi1<j< Kd} have the same
joint distribution and

Kd Kd
1 5 51 3. (WV

Al Zi0) = | 22 2, PO 72d, 3 PuulbVie | VhE e
j=10<k<2Kd—j j=10<k<2Kd—j

Following Section 3 in Rio (1994), we choose either p; = % (ﬁ + ﬁ) or p; = ﬁ and Theorem 2.1 in

Rio (1994), we have for any h € gy, for any ¢t > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—t),

Kad Kd n
Yoo B =Y Y Baua <24, (>0 > B Wi+t

j=10<k<2Kd=j Jj=10<k<2Kd=j Jj=10<k<2Kd=j

Hence for any h € €4, for any ¢ > 0,

P val|Xah) = ZX (M) 224, > BL(W)t+ /Tyt | < 2exp(-1).

Jj=10<k<2Kd—j
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SA-I1.11 Proof of Lemma SA.6

Take X, idd Bern(p),1 < j < nwhere 0 < p < p < p < 1. Take & = (X; — p)/+/np(1 —p) and
Sn ZZ?ZI &j. Then for any h € R,

= B [l exp(lhe, )

j=1

3
= Y 71) exX 7){'] _P
_2:: ( (1p)> p<h np(lp)>

3 3
N (N et N IR UL ey NN DR S S R PR S B
- p( np(l—p)> p<h np(l—p)> “ p)< np(l—p)> p( " np(l—p)>

Take ¢y > 0 such that

3 3
1-— 1-— 7]
60cop ( p) exp (2 pco> + 60co(1 — p) ( 1p> =1.
p p - -bp

Then for any n € N and A = ¢g+/n,

60AL(2)) < 1

Then by Lemma 2 in Sakhanenko (1996), whenever coy/n > 1 and the event A = {|S,| < cg\/n} occurs,

52

1
S, —Z| < ——
‘ | - Co\/ﬁ GOCof

Moreover, by its proof, Z can be taken such that Z = ®~! o F(S,,). We then proceed as in the proof for
Lemma 2 in Brown et al. (2010), where they show for each the coupling exits with ¢y to c¢3 not depending
on n. They did not give explicit dependency of ¢g to c3, however. Take ¢; such that ¢;/(60co) < 1/2. In
particular, we can take ¢; = 15¢g. Then on the event B = {|S,,| < ¢1y/n},

1 1
sV o s,

S, — 7| <
| | < 600y vir = oﬁ+

1
Cof

Hence by triangle inequality, |S,| < ﬁ +2|Z|, and

1 1 2 2 2 2
S, —Z| < 2171} < ——+ —= |72
| ' | - Co\/ﬁ + 6060\/ﬁ (Co\/ﬁ + | |) B CO\/’E + 1500\/E| |

Recall X = " | X; ~ Bin(n, p), whenever the event C' = {|X —np| < ¢1n,/p(1 —p)}} occurs and ¢oy/n > 1,

2 Z?
’anp—\/np(lfp)Zlﬁcf p(1 Jrix/ (1-p)|Z)? < 7+7
0

1500 ’

Moreover, |S,,| < # + 2|Z| implies

1
|X —np| < « +2y/np(1 - p)|Z].
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SA-I1.12 Proof of Lemma SA.7

For notational simplicity, denote J = {(j,k) € Zx Z:1<j < Kd,0 <k <2K477} and J=Z U {(0,k): 0 <
k< 2Kdy,

Part 1: Construction of Strong Approximation

The construction will be essentially the same as in Section SA-I1.3. By Lemma SA .4, there exists a mean-zero
Gaussian process (Z:X(h) : h € HUTyH U € x4) with almost sure continuous path and the same covariance
structure as (X, (h) : h € HUIH U Eky). For each (j, k) € J, we will take V; 1 = v/nZX(ejx) and

Vix = VnZX(€ ). By checking the covariance structures, we can show that if we define & such that

‘7}',1@ = \/nP(Cj’l’g()éif)j{l’““)gjyk, then Ej,k e N(0,1),(j,k) € J. Take F(ji)m to be the cuamulative

distribution function of (S;x — mp;k)//mp;k(l —pjk), where p;r = P(Cj_1,2)/P(Cjr) and S, is a
Bin(m, pj ) random variable. Define G j iy, (t) = sup{z : F(; y)m(x) < t}.

We define Uj i, (4, k) € J via the following iterative scheme:
1. Initialization: Take Ugqo = n.
2. Iteration: Suppose we have define Uy, for j <1 < Kd,0<k < 2Kd=l " then solve for Uj; 1’s such that
Ui = G,y © 2(E10),5
Uj ke = P(Co1,2541) /P (Ci ) Uj 1,25 = P(Cj1,2%) /P(Ci)Uj 12541 = Uj—1,06 = P(Cj1,2641)/P(Ci ) Uiy
Uj—12k + Uj—12641 = Uj, 0 <k <2897,
Continue till we have defined Uy, for 0 < k < oKd,

{U;x : (j, k) € T} have the same joint distribution as {370 ejk(xi) ¢ (4, k) € T}. By Skorohod Embedding
lemma (Dudley, 2014, Lemma 3.35), ZX can be constructed on a possibly enlarged probability space such
that the previously constructed Uj x satisfies Ujx = Y i € 1(x;) for all (j,k) € J. Take p=p and p = p~'.

Take cg to be the positive solution of

3 3
[1— 1-— 7]
60cop ( pp> exp (2 » pCo) + 60co(1 *B) ( 1?])) =1,

and take ¢; = 15c04/p(1 —P), c2 = 1/(15¢c0) and c3 = 1/cg. Define A = {|(7]k| < 1Uj for all (j,k) € T}.

Notice that we can always take ¢; < 1, since |ﬁj,k\ < U, a.s.. Using Lemma SA.6, whenever A occurs,

~ P(Cj—1,26)P(Cj—1,2k41) =
Ui — 4| Ujp—2=21 R :
gk \/ gk P(Cj 1) Sik

2
< szj,k + C3,

(SA-4)

gj,k|a V(j, k) SR

- P(Cj—1,26)P(Cj—1,2k+1)
< : : j
T < 1/c0 + 2\/ B e, Uj
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Now, we bound P(A¢). By Chernoff’s inequality for Binomial distribution, for all (j,k) € Z,
L E[U;
P (Uj,k < ;E[U;, k]) < exp ( [8gk]> .

Moreover, p~tn2/—Kd < E[U; ] < pn27 =K Hence
P (Ujr < p 'n2/~ Kd) <exp (—p~'n27" Kd) Y(j, k) € I
Using Hoeffding’s inequality and the fact that 5']-7;6 =Uj_1,k — %Ug}k =Uj_1,90 — E[Uj—1,26|Uj i,

C%TlQiKCH}j >

Ly o—Kdtj
Uj’kzip n2 ) < 2exp | — 3

P <‘ﬁ]k’ >c1Ujx

Putting together and using union bound,

P (AC) = Z P (‘ﬁj’k‘ > ClUj’k)
(5,k)eT

< Z <]k< —-p~ ’112_Kd+]>—i—IP(’UJk’>ClUJ}C

1
UJ k > 2p 7’7/2_Kd+j)
(5,k)eT

Kd ) 2no—Kd+j
S S e e (-2

J=10<k<2Kd—j

2
<4 - oKd exp <— min {631 A 1} panKd) .

Part 2: Bounding Strong Approximation Error

Next we will show that the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Rio (1994) still goes through for approzimate dyadic
scheme. In other words, we will show that the approzimate dyadic scheme gives essentially the same Gaussian
coupling rates as the ezact dyadic scheme. Using the same notation as in Rio (1994) and define p;; =
P(C;—1,21)/P(C; 1) for notational simplicity, for g € Lo(X x R), define

Kd
:Z Z /Bjk() g,k

j=10<k<2Kd—j

Kd
=3 S B U~ B,

j=1 0<k<2Kd—j

Z Z Bj k( ) g,k

J=10<k<2Kd—i

A(f)=X(9) — Z(9), A1(g9) = (X =Y)(9),A2(9) = (Y = Z)(g).
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Claim 1: Efexp(tA1(h)1(A)] < [T TTo<peanas Eleosh(tB; (k) (2 + £2,,/4))]. It then follows from the
proof of Lemma 2.2 in Rio (1994) that for all |¢| < 1,

log E[exp(4tA; (R))1(A) <—§02 (Z > Bj%k(h)) log(1 — t%).

Jj=10<k<2Kd—j

Proof of Claim 1: Denote F; = o §M I<I<Kd0<Ek< 2del}>7 for all 1 < j < Kd. In particular,
o ({Uhk 1 <I<KdO0<Ek< 2Kd_l}) C Fj. Then by Equation SA-4, for all ¢ € R,

Elexp(t > Bixlg) (ﬁj,k - \/Uj,kﬁj,k(l —ﬁj,k)gj,k> 1(A)

0<k<2Kd—j

Fj

<E H cosh (t@,k(g)(cﬁf,k + 03)) 1(A)|F;

0<k<2Kd—j

Then we will use the same induction argument in the proof of Lemma 2.2 in Rio (1994): Call

Sit)=exp [t > Bixlg) (ﬁj,k - \/Uj,kﬁj,k(l —5j,k)gj,k) ;

0<k<2Kd—j
L= [ cosh (tBiulo)(cy+co))-

0<k<2Kd—j

So Elexp(tA1)1(4)] = B [T/ S5 ()1(A)], T Tocneana s Bloosh(tBin(2 + &,/4)] = E [T 75(1)|.
By Equation SA-4, for all 1 < j < Kd,

o[ mwia|s | <& |[[nous|F
=1 =1
It follows that
[ Ka Kd Kd
Elexp(tA1)1(A)] = E HSj(t)]l(A) = [S1(t)1(A)[F] HSj( )| SE |E[Ti(t)1(A)|F] HSj(t)
: Kd Kd
=E [E[N()S0)LA)| R[S0 | <E|BI@T01A)F ] S0] <
j=3 j=3
:Kd Kd Kd N N
< |[[nomw| <s|[[50] =] I Bloshduh) e, +e))
=1 j=1 J=10<k<akd-d

K
<TT TI  Eleosh(te,B(h)(€,/4+2)

j=10<k<2Kd—j

where in the last line, we have used independence of g]k 1<) < Kd0<Ek< oKd—j W.lo.g, we will
assume that ¢,||g|loc < 1. Since we know Ejk, 1<j<KdO0<Ek<2K4J are i.i.d standard Gaussian, the

same upper bound worked out in Rio (1994) for the right hand side of the inequality also holds here, namely,
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forall t <1,
log Elexp(4tA;)1(A)] < _7% Z ST B2u(h) | log(1 —t2) =: ha, (1) (SA-5)
j=10<k<2Kd-j
Claim 2: Elexp(tA2)1(A)] < Elexp(tc,As)] for all ¢ > 0, where
Z Z 5316( )fjk 1+Z Z 27l- ”/2’51 ’ (Cig 2Cjk) | - h € Lo(X X R),
J=1l0<k<2Kd=J l=j 0<q<2Kd-1

and ¢, is a constant that only depends on p.
Proof of Claim 2: Denote p;; = IP(C; ). Then for any g € Ly (RY), we have

Kd

DMalg) = D Binly (m_\/ﬁ>\/ﬂz‘k%12k+1§

j=10<k<2Kd—j

We will use the same strategy as in Rio (1994) adapted to the quasi-dyadic case: Fix 0 < j < Kd,0 <l <
2Kd=3 " we will denote by Ij;, the unique integer in [0,25¢=!) such that C; , 2 C; . Then

Kd—1 i 5
5,k 3,k
VU —\/E[Uj ] E Ulkl Uiy, ——
; Pi4+1,ki44
Kd 1

Pj.k Pi+1,ki 1y
(\/ Uik =/ U1,k ) -
Pi+1,kp 4y Pk,

By Equation SA-4, when the event A holds,

Pi+1,ki41
‘ Uk = ) Uttt gs
YURD

‘Ul Ky
[Pl
Pl Ul N + Ul+1,kl+1
Pi+1,2k; Pi4+1,2k;+1 e
2\/7’ o Uik |€ik
pl+1,kl+1

D1,k Dl k;
7Ul,kz + Ul+1,kz+1

Pl
min {Co , |Ul kz'}

[Pi+1,2k 41 ‘5
Dit1,k; ’
Plk, — U kl + VU1, k040

Di,k;

+ min {Cal, ﬁl,kl}

IN

For the first summand,

Kd—-1

Z\/ Dj.k 2\/pl+1,2k,+1 ’glkl

1=j pl-‘rl,kprl pl,kl

Kd—1 _
e, S 2—(1—@/2‘&&’,
I=j
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For the second summand, we separate it into two terms as in Rio (1994),

-
Kd 1 Pik min cO ,—Ul,kl} N
,/ ’ T LUk, <0)
1
Piatkips =L 4 /U1 kg,

P,k

Kd—1 min Co ,—=U; k,} N
= Z \/ppjk LUk <0) S ¢
Pk JUGA oy — Uiky + /Ui, kiy

since supg<,<, min{cy ", 2}/ (Vu+ vVu+z) S 1

Kd 1 ik min c0 ,Ulkl} .
\/ . /pl+1 k (Ul’kl > 0)
141
pl-‘rl kit L 2 U Lkt + Ul+1 kst

Kd—1
p_], pl+1 kl+1 pl+1 kl+1 pl+1,kl+1 —1
< Z (V Uit1,k 0 — 1/ Uik, S Uik < ——— Uik, + ¢ )
1= Pl+1,ki41 DPik; Dk, DLk,
Kd 1
_Pjk 1 < 1
DPi+1, kz+1

It follows that when the event A holds,

It then follows from induction argument similar to Claim 1 that for all ¢ > 0,,

Kd—1
| <eo |1+ Z g~ (=2 Y ‘&,q‘ﬂ(cz,q) 2 Cjk

0<q<2Kd—L

IE [exp(tA2)1(A)] < E [exp(tc,As)] . (SA-6)
Take ha,(t) = log (EE [exp(tc,As)]) ,t > 0. Combining Equation SA-5 and SA-6, for any t > 0,
P(A; >t,A) < iI;fO]P(exp(Alu) > exp(tu), A) < ir;% exp(—tu)E [exp(Aju)1(A)]
u>0

< exp <— sup (tu — hm(u/‘l))) = exp (— ili% (tu + 8*0 ||h||810g (1- u2/16)>>

P(Ay >t A) < ;r;% exp(—tu)E [exp(Asu)1(A)] < exp (— sup (tu — ha, (u))) .

u>0

Since Ag only depends on Ej,,ﬁ 1<j<KdO0<k<2K77 it follows from Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4 in
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Rio (1994) that for any h € K, for any ¢ > 0,
P (VLX) = ZE(0)] 2 e/ [Nt + o1+ VERD) ]t
<P (mxn(h) —ZX(h)| > CpM+ cp(1+ \/%)nhnmt,A) +P(A°)
<P (Al(h) + 8a(W)] 2 e IRIEE + cp(1 + M)nhnwt,A) +P(A%)

2
< 2exp(—t) + P(A°) < 2exp(—t) +4 - 289 exp (— min {831 A 1} p1n2Kd) ,

Kd Py
where ||h||2B = Zj:l Zo§k<2f<dﬂ' |ﬁgk(h)|2 [

SA-I1.13 Proof of Lemma SA.8

Take £ := {h — my¢5(h) : h € H}. Then o := sup;c,||l|[px 2 < 0Mgc. Moreover, for all 0 < e < 4,

sup N(L,eq,eMz) < N(e)N(d) < N(5)2,
Q

where the supremum is taken over all finite discrete measures. Hence [ \/ 1+ supg log N (L, [|-[|@,2, Mg )de <
2J (u, H,Mg¢) for all 0 < w < §. By Theorem 5.2 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014), we have

M J2 (8, 3, Mgc)
RN

By Talagrand’s inequality (Giné and Nickl, 2016, Theorem 3.3.9), for all ¢t > 0,

E[[|[Xn — X o mac,[loc] S J (6, I, Mae)Mae +

Mg JJ2(8, F, M M
P <||Xn — X, oy, llac > C {J(é,J{,MH)Mg{ + W 4 SMgeVE + \;%t}) < exp(—t),

where C' is an absolute constant. By Corollary 2.2.9 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2013),
E|Z, — Zn o mac,||5¢]) S J (0, FH, Mge )My, .
By pointwise separability and a concentration inequality for Gaussian suprema, for all ¢ > 0,
P (120 = Zn o mog,llac = €' {7(6,3€,Ma0)Mac + OMoev/E}) < exp(—1),

where C’ is another absolute constant. O

SA-I1.14 Proof of Lemma SA.9

Let h € H. Then almost surely, |h(x;) — Dph(x;)| < min{2Ms¢, Lo¢, ||V]loo} =: Bacs. Then

E [|h(x;) —Ioh(x))[] = > /c |h(X)—2Kd/C 'h(Y)fx(.Y)dYIfx(X)dX

0<k<2Kd
E 2% Ih(x) = hly)|fx () fx (x)dydx.
0§k§<:21<d ‘/Co,lc /Co,k
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Using a change of variable s =y — x and the fact that fx is bounded above, we have

E[|h(x;) — Toh(x;)]]
< Z QKd/CM COk/COk h(x +s)|fx(x+s)fx(x)1c, , (x + s)dxds

0<k<2Kd

(supr ) 2Kd// |h(x) — h(x + s)| dxds.
xeX

Let ¢ be a real-valued non-negative Lebesgue measurable function on R¢ such that f]Rd ¢(u)du = 1. Define
$e = e %p(-/¢) and h. = h * ¢.. Then

lIsll
/ |h(x X+s)|dX—hm/ |he (x hE(X+s)|dX§IiE)1/ / |Vhe(x +ts/||s]|)||dtdx
40 Jx Jo
lIsll
g/ lim/ [Vhe(x +ts/||s])||dxdt < [|s||TV .
0o 0Jx

It follows that

2
Ellax) - Moh(x)] < (sup fx(x) ) 25m0) V)T,

XEX

where in (1) we used Dominated Convergence Theorem, in (2) we used Lemma 1 in De Giorgi (1955) and

the fact that each Cy y is a d-dimensional cube with side-length at most Ag4. It follows that

2
Vih(x;) — Toh(x;)] < min{2Ms¢, Lo [| V|00 } <Su}):>{ fX(x)) 2K (V) ||Vl 0o TV, =: Ve, , VA € Hs.
PS

Then by Bernstein inequality, for any ¢ > 0,

L2y
P (X, (h) — X,,(Loh)| >t) < 2exp | — 2 )
(%00 = Xl 1) < 200 (-2t

1 . %th %th
< 2exp | —= min T .
2 nVqg, gBj{ét\/ﬁ

Set u = %mln{ IJ:{Z, 1Bj{t tnf} > 0, then either t = 2,/Vg¢,Juort = é;ﬁu Hence t < 2\/7f+4 —u

It follows that for any u > 0, P(|X,(h) — X, (Ioh)| > 2,/Vag,v/u + 4Bﬂrf u) < 2exp(—u). The result for
|IXy — Xp o glls¢; then follows from a union bound. The result for ||Z, — Z,, o Iy||5¢, follows from the
fact that Z,(h) — Z,,(Ilph) is a mean-zero Gaussian with variance V[X,,(h) — X,,(Ip)] and a union bound

argument. O

SA-I1.15 Proof of Lemma SA.10

We employ the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 from Rio (1994), except noting that incorporating
Lipschitz condition can lead to tighter bound for strong approximation error.

. < jg <j1+1 and
d—1and j; < ji41 or

For each 1 < j < Kd, there exists unique integers ji,...,jq such that 0 < j; < ..
<

Z?Zl Ji = j. In particular, there exists a unique ! := [(j) € [d] such that either !
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| =d and jd < j1 + 1. Recall ijk(h) = E[h(x1)|xl S Cj_172k] — E[h(xl)|xz S Cj_1,2k+1].

Bix(h) = 2K /

Cj_1,2k

— oK /C | (h(x) - (2’“” /C | h(y)fx(y)dY>> Fx(x)dx

— 92(Kd—j) /C /C (h(x) — h(y)) fx(x)fx(y)dydx

() fx (%) dx — 2503 / h(y) fx(y)dy

Cj—1,2k+1

_ p2(Kd—j) / / (h(x) — h(x +8)) fx (%) fx (X + 8)Le, _, 0, (X + 5)dsdx.
Cj—1,2k JCj_1,2k41—Cj_1,2k

Since we have assumed f is bounded from above on X,

2
‘/Bj,k(h)‘ < 92(Kd=)) (sup fX(X)> / / |h(x) — h(x + s)|dxds.
Cj—1,2641=Cj—1,26 YCj—1,2

XEX
Recall we define Z/lj = UOSk<2Kd—j (Cj_172k+1 — Cj_lﬁgk). Then

> \B}-,k(h)) < (Sup fX(x)>222(Kd_j) /u j /u |h(x) — h(x + s)|dxds.

0<k<2Kd—j xex o<i<akd—jCj—12k

Then by similar smoothing argument as in the proof of Lemma SA.9,

Ih(x) = h(x +s)ldx < |5V

uogk<2dejijl‘2k

It follows that

2
> ]Ej,k(h)\g (sup f(x)) 22K 104 || o m (U ) TV 1.

0<k<2Kd—j XEX

Alternatively, it also holds that

Z )E],k(h)‘ < 2Kd_j/ ‘h(X)‘ fx(X)dX < 2Kd_jE{h}.

0<k<2Kd—j Uocheakd—(—1)Ci—1,k

Moreover, |§jk(h)\ < min{Mypy, [|Uj]|ccLiny }, hence

Kd Kd
S0 1Bk <D min{Mye,, [[UjllacLacs} D> IBjk(h)] < R (Hs)
j=10<k<2Kd—j j=1 0<k<2Kd—j

where Rg 4 (Hs) is defined to be

Kd 2
> min{Myc,, |U;]|ocLoc, 1247 min { (SHP f(X)) 22D 0y || com(U; ) TV ¢, ||Uj||ooLmeEﬂfa} :

j=1 xeX
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Applying Lemma SA.5, for any h € Hs,for any ¢t > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—t),

Rica (K c
| X oTlp(h) — Z;X oTy(h)| < 48\/“1755):5 + \/?t
The result then follows from the fact that Card(Hs) < N(J) and a union bound argument. O

SA-I1.16 Proof of Lemma SA.11

This follows from Lemma SA.7 and the same bound for ||g|/z as in Lemma SA.10. O

SA-I1.17 Proof of Lemma SA.12

The first three equalities are self-evident. In what follows, we will use fz7(-|-) as a shorthand for the
conditional density fx,x,(|-) and use the notations fy = supyex fx(xX), fy = infxex fx(x). Then
63" is given by 05" ¢ (ur-- ua) = (97 (un), git(u2)- - gul. o, (ua)), where glz) = Fi(z) and

Gur o s (T6) = Fxyixy o xoo (@ilg™ (wr), -+ g0t ., (wio1)). Hence
1/f1(z1) 0 0o -- 0
V%}l(u) _ * 1/f2|1($2|$1) o - 0 ue o, 1](17
* * * oo U/ fapn -1 (Talwe, o 2ao)
where (z1, - ,xq) = (b)_(l(ul, -+ ,uq). But for any m € [n] and (x1,...,2,) € I™, we have the relation

fim) (X1, ) = fld,m Ix(x1,...,2m,u)du € [ix,fx}. Hence ||||v¢;(1H0p||00 < ?Xi;.

The second to last inequality follows from the fact that for any h € 3, ||hod " |Lip < |1Al|Liplll VO X lloploo-
To show the third inequality, take [ : R? — R to be a non-negative function such that Jpa l(x)dx = 1. For
any ¢ > 0, define I.(-) = I(-/¢)/e?. Define h. := h x .. Then for any h € K,

o -1 1 -1 Ll -1
TV oz} = lim IV (he 0 957) (u)||du = gig/uewdll(v(bx (w))  Vhe(dx' (u))l|du

ucid
=tm | (Vo' (6x(x)) " Vhe ()| det (Vox (x)) dx
& xEX
<lim [ [[Vhe(o)dx - [|det(Vox) oo - [[VOx ol < Tv{h}ijfc—x.
€ xeX LX

Moreover, let C € R? be a cube with edges of length a parallel to the coordinate axises. Then gb)_(l €) is
contained in another cube C’ with edges of length at most 2v/d|||| V' |lop|lcca. Hence for any h € I,

o / ) div() )/l =1imn /C IV (he 0 65) (w)]du

<tim [ 1901 0 63)(0x (o) det( Vo (x))x

el0

< lim /C/IIVI“LE(X)IIdX [ldet(Vox) oo - 11V loplloo

<(2Vd)*|det(Vox ) loo - 11V llopll%a™ Kiny,
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where we have used the definition of Ky} in the last line. Hence

? d
Ky < (2Vad)*'fx <fX> K.

X

SA-I1.18 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof proceeds by bounding each of the terms discussed in
160 = Z3 llae < (1Xn — X 0 mags llac + [1Xn — Z3 1o, + 12 0 wae, — Z37 |15¢
and

1 Xn = ZX Nl3es < 1 X0 — Mo X ll3¢; + Mo Xn — Mo ZyY |l3¢; + o Zn — Z;y Ilc,,

and then balancing their contributions.
We first make a reduction via Rosenblatt transformation. Take u; = ¢x(x;) where ¢x is defined as in
Lemma SA.12. And define h = ho ¢ for each h € H and consider H = {E :h € H}. Then

X(1) = 5= SO hx) ~Bfh(x)] = 2= Y hw) ~ Bli(u)] = K, (B). vhe

Consider i that is an axis-aligned iterative splitting of depth K based on the law of u; as given in
Definition SA.2. By Lemma SA .4 and Lemma SA.12, HU HOfR U &k is pre-Gaussian, hence by the argument
in Section SA-II.3, on a possibly enlarged probability space there exists a mean-zero Gaussian process Z:X
indexed by HU HOJTC U € such that with almost sure continuous sample path such that

E (2 (9). 2 ()] = E[Xa(9). Xu(F)] . Vg, f e HULTCU Ex,

and Ujp = Y7 ejk(x;) for all (j,k)’s. Let Hs be a 6Mz, = dMgc-net of H with cardinality no greater than
Since u; il Unif ([0, 1]¢) and the cells Ax (P, 1) are obtained via azis aligned dyadic expansion of depth

K K

K w.r.p. to Py which is the law of u;, we have U; C [-2~ T+l 9 +1]4. Then by Lemma SA.10, for

all t > 0,
- R (K Cr ~
P ||| X, 0l — ZX 0Tyl >48\/Mt+\/ﬂt < 2N(8)e,
s n n

where

min{TVﬁsMﬁé , TVﬁé L?~C5 }, ifd=1,
Ric (Hs) < § min{25TV5 Mz, KTVz Ly}, if d =2,
min{25@=DTVz My 2KE@DTV, Ly} ifd > 3.
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Moreover, from the bound on ngc from Lemma SA.10, we know for each (j, k),

Z ‘ng(fl)‘ < 22(K_l)/u /c |h(x) — h(x + s)|dxds

m:cl,mgcj,k

d—1 /-
<2200 [ ol Oyl < 220 Vol 0 e .0 5 K < 270k
U,

It follows from the definition of C5, that C;; < min{, /KM%, \/@*M5K5; }. For projection error, by Lemma SA.9,
for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2N (8)e™,

4 min{QijCé , Lﬁ(;?_K}
t

1X, — X oTo|l5¢, < \/4dmin{2M~ Ly, 2 K)2-KTV; ¢ + NG :

Hs? " Hs

12X = ZY o Tlls,, < \/Admin{2My Ly 2-F}2-KTvz 1.

We balance the previous two errors by choosing K = |d~!log, n| and get for all ¢t > 0, with probability at
least 1 — 2 exp(—t),

_ — min{ K, d3§—9f} _
1 X0 — Z Nla¢s, < min {Mp 4\/M5, Ln,ay/L5; } \/(t +log Nz (6))dTVs, + |/ %(t + log N (6))Ms;.

Moreover by Lemma SA.8 we bound fluctuation off-the-net by, for all ¢ > 0,

P[[| X, — X, 07z, |l > CF(t,8)] < exp(—t),
P[|ZX omg, — Z |5 > CMzJ (8, H, Mz) + oMz vV1)] < exp(—t),

where

- . log(n )M~ J2(8, 3, M- M
Fn(t,0) == J (6,3, Mz )Mz, + o8(n) 9(‘52\/%’ M5) + oMy VE + \/—%t.

The result then follows from the relation between H quantities and H quantities in Lemma SA.12 and the

decomposition that

1Xn = ZXlsc = 1 Xn = Zi N3¢ <1 Xn — X oz, llse + 120 = Z o mag, N5
HXn = X oTollg, + 125 — 2 ool 5,
+H| Xn 0T — Z o Tho| 5,

where we have abused the notation to mean the same thing by ZX (h) and ZX(h). O

SA-I1.19 Proof of Theorem 2

Suppose 25 < L < 2K+1. For each | € [d], we can divide at most 2% cells into two intervals of equal measure

under Py such that we get a new partition of X = Llj<;cox+1A] and satisfies

max0§l<2x+1 IPx(A;)) S 2p.

min0§l<2K+1 IPX (A;
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By construction, there exists an axis-aligned quasi-dyadic expansion Agx11(Px,2p) = {Cjr : 0 < j <
K +1,0 < k < 2KE+1=3} such that

{Cok:0< k<28 ={A] 0< 1< 2K

and J C Span{la, : 0 < j < L} € Span{Coy : 0 < k < 2K+11 Now we consider the term Cg¢ from
Lemma SA.7. Let h € H. By definition of S and the step of splitting each cell into at most two, there exists
li, - las € {0,--- 2K+ 1} such that h = Zzil cqL(A],) where |cq| < My. Fix (j, k). Let (I, m) be an
index such that C;,,, C C; . Since each A;q belongs to at most one C;_1 x, Bl’m(]l(qu)) =0 if A;q is not
contained in C; ,, and glym(]l(qu)) =271 if A;q C Ci,m- Hence

25 25
S B <283 S (cBial(1(Ay)) <28 2o <4573 22,
m:Cl,mng,k q=1 m:Cl’mng,k q=1

It follows that

Coc=supmin{ sup | (i —DG—1+1)277 Y B (h)| M(K+1)p <M min{K,S?}.
hedt (‘]’k) 1<j m:szmng,k

Then apply Lemma SA.7, we get there exists a mean-zero Gaussian process Z:X with the same covariance
structure as X,, such that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—t) — 25+ exp(—C,n2-K-1),

QIK+2M. E in{ K. S2
”Xn - Z,),,(Hg{ < 6?(1(1)111) {Cp\/n%}c(t + IOgN?f(5)) + Cp\/mm{n’s}M}C(t+ IOgN}C((;))

+ Fn (tv 5)}5
where K <log,(L). O

SA-I1.20 Proof of Corollary SA.1

Take 6 = n~/2. Under the VC-type class condition, logNs¢(n™') < log(cgc) + daclog(n) < dgclog(caen),
where the last inequality holds since cg¢ > e and dg¢ > 0. This gives

- M
A (t,n Y2 < my, gv/dey (t + dgc log(cgen))MacTVge + min {V/log(n)Ms, \/d3C3K}(}1 [ 225t + dae log(caen)).
n

Moreover, J (0, H,Mg¢) < foé V/1+ dgclog(cgee=1)de < 38+/dgc log(cac/d). It follows that
3M M
Fut,n™!/%) <~ daclog(eaen) + T2 (VE+1).

7

The result then follows from Theorem 1. O

SA-I1.21 Proof of Corollary SA.2

The result follows by taking § = n~'/2? and apply Theorem 1, with calculations similar to Corollary SA.1. O
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SA-11.22 Proof of Corollary SA.3

Under the polynomial entropy condition, log Ng¢(8) < agcd 2%, J(8,H,Mg¢) < /age(2 — bgg) Lo drc/2H1,

M
A (t,0) < min{my, gvMsc, ln,gv/CaLlac }/TVac (t + agcd—2) + 4/ 7}6 min{/log nv/Mgc, v/ d3c3Kae + Mac H(t + aged°7),

M M
Fo(t,8) < agc(2 — bae) "2 Mgcd™P20/241 4 57296 4 sMge/t + —=t .
(:9) < aoe(2 o) (e 1 g
Notice that the two terms M—\/D%é_b“ and M—\/%t in F,(t,6) are dominated by terms in A,(¢,8). And when

§ < n~1'/2 the third term éMgcv/t is also dominated by terms in A, (t,0). To choose ¢ that balance A,, and

F,., we consider the following three cases:

Case 1: Choose § such that m,, gv/MyTVacd 2% =< Mgcd~°2/2+1 Notice that this choice also makes

BMacv/i < /" min{y/Togmy/Msc, /@Ko T Wach(t + ascd ™). Plug in 6, = my av/Tac/Mac into Ay, we
get An(t,(s*) + Fn(ta 5*) S Slr)de(t)

Case 2: Choose § such that |, gv/LoTVacd 2% < Mgcd—®%/2+1 Again, this choice of § makes dMgcy/t <

,/M%min{\/logn\/Mf}c,\/d3C3K9C—|—Mg}C}(t + agcd "), Plug in 6, = |, a\/LacTVs /M3, into A,, we get
An(t, 0.) + Fn(t,6.) < SEP(1).

Case 3: Choose ¢ such that Mgen=1/2§72% < Mg §~2%/2+1 Plug in 6, = n=V/®x+2) we get A, (t,0,) +
Fr(t,0.) < SE(t).

O
SA-I1.23 Proof of Corollary 1
The result follows from Corollary SA.1, taking t = logn. O
SA-I1.24 Proof of Corollary 2
The result follows from Corollary SA.2, taking t = logn. O
SA-I1.25 Proof of Corollary 3
The result follows from Corollary SA.3, taking t = logn.

O
SA-I1.26 Proof of Corollary 4
The result follows from Theorem 2, taking § = n~% and t = log n.

O

SA-11.27 Proof of Example 1

Define H = {hx : x € X'} where hx(:) := b=2K(b~(x — ). Since K is compactly supported and Lipschitz,
| Klloo < 00. Hence Mg¢ = b= % || K ||oo < b~ %2 and Ly < b_%_lL{K} < b2 1. Since sup,¢ x Vol(supp(hy)) <

~
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b and each hy is differentiable, TVg¢ < supye Vol(supp(hx))Lac < b2, To upper bound Kg, consider the
following two cases: (i) If a < b, then

sup  sup /h ) div(@)()dx/[[[$l2lloe < Liay < Vol(C)Lae < b~ %a? < b=4/2¢41,
xeX ¢peDy(C)

(i) If @ > b, then

sup  sup / hye(1) div(¢) (w)dx /||| 62lloc S sup Vol(Supp(hs))Lae < b9~ < b~5p4~ < b= 20",
xEX peDy(C) xeX

This shows Kg¢ < b5, Next, by a change of variable,

Egc = Sup/ b2 K (b (x — u))|fx(u)du = Sup/ b2 |K(z)|fx (x — hz)bldz < b¥/2.
xXEX JR4 R4

Now define gx(-) = b_%M;CIK(J for all x € X. Then M H = {gx(%~) : x € X'}. Then there exists a
constant ¢ only depending on || Ko, Lix} that

sup [|gx || < cK,

xeX

sup sup l9x(1) = 9x(v)] < Ck,
xeX u,veX ||u_v||00

sup sup |gx (1) — gy (u)] < ek,
xycxuex [[X =¥l

we can apply Lemma 7 from Cattaneo et al. (2024), which is modified upon Lemma 4.1 from Rio (1994), to
show that for all 0 < e < 1,

N(e,My'H) < exe '+ 1.

Then, by Theorem 1, on a possibly enlarged probability space, (§,(x) : x € X) admits a Gaussian strong

approximation with rate function

logn
hd

Sn(t) =sp/t+ (d+1)logn + (t+ (d+1)logn).

To leverage the Lipschitz conditions, observe that

(Kb~ (x — ) — K(b~! (x = v))|

1{}(:b_% sup sup <p 2!
XEX u,vEX u— vl
The result then follows from Corollary 2. O

SA-11.28 Proof of Example 2

Define a kernel function k(-,) : X x X — R by

=VJ > 1(ueA)l(xeA),uxeX.
o<i<J
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Define X = {k(-,x) : x € X}. Then Card(X) < J and

My < V/J,

Ex < max IPX (Al) - Mg < pJﬁl\/j < pJ71/2.
0<i<J

Moreover, each function in X can be written ¢1(4;) for some ! < J, which implies we can take S = 1. The

result then follows from Theorem 2. ]

Lemma SA.13 (Product of VC-classes is a VC-class). Suppose F and S are classes of functions from a
measurable space (X, B) to R with envelope functions Mg and Mg, respectively. Then

SupN(?XS,M§M575) §N§(5/2)N5(5/2), VO <6 <1,
Q
J(F x 8, MyMs, ) < V2J(F, My,6/V2) + V2J(S, Ms,5/V2),

where supp and supg, are taken over all finite discrete measures on X.

Proof. Let f, f1 € F and s,s1 € S. Let Q be a finite discrete measure on (X, B(X)).

[ 1551 - fassPa@ < [ 15— faPaao+ [1si - saPasag
= /|f1 —f2|2dQs/M§dQ+/|sl _SQIZdQF/MIQ;dQ,

where dQg = M2dQ/ [ M3dQ and dQp = M3dQ/ [ M2dQ. Take J.
e||Mp| g 2-net of F and e]|Mg|| g 2-net of S with minimal cardinality. Then for any f € F, s € S, there exists
fo € Feypyq, . and So € Ses)o,. » Such that [|f — Jollgso < E2IMp[5, 5 and [Is — sollh, o < €[ M5, o-
Hence || fs — fgso||2Q72 < 25||MFMS||Z?72. It follows that

IMrllog. a0 Sejngo, . tO be

4
J(F xS, MpMs,0) < / \/1 +10gSgPN(3T oz ellMrlloz2/v2) +IOgSgPN(Ms, Ilo.z2.llSlloz/v2)de
0

<V2J(F, Mp,6/V2) +V2J(S, Ms,5/V2).

O

Lemma SA.14 (Covering Number using Covariance Semi-metric). Assume F is a class of functions from a
measurable space (X, B) to R with envelope function Ms. Let P be any probability measure on (X,B). Then
forany 0 <e <1,

N, Illp2; ellMg|lp2) < Ng(e).

Proof. Let X1, X5, ... be asequence of i.i.d random variables with distribution P. Define Qn = % Z;\;l Ox
Define H ={(f —¢)*: f,g € F} U{Mp}. Then for all 0 < e < 1,

3’

SZPN(% Il ellMElo) < SZPN("H, o, ellMElloz2) < SlépN(ﬁ Ile.1, ellMrllon)

By Theorem 2.4.3 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2013), H is Glivenko-Cantelli. Let 0 < & < 1 and ¢ > 0.

Then there exists N € N and a realization z1,...,zx of X1,..., Xy such that if we denote Py = % va:l Oy s
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then for all fy, fo € &,

11 = f2llpo — IIf1 = follB, 2| < 67| M3,

[|[MF|p2 — [[MF| P, 2| <d[[MFp|pa-

Since P, € A(X), there exists || M| p,-net, G, of F with minimal cardinality such that for all f € F, there
exists fo € F such that ||f — f0| P2 < EHMF| P2 < 5(||MFHP,2 +6||MFHP2> < (1 —‘r(S)EHMFHp,Q. It follows
that for all f € F, there exists g € G such that

If =gllpe < |If = gllp.2 +IIf = gllp2 = If =gl

P, 2| < (1+26)el|MF| pa,

Hence
N, -l p2;ellMrllp2) < Sup N(T, I-le.z2 ellMFr|lg,2/(1 4 20)).

Take § — 0 and we get the desired results. O

SA-III Multiplicative-Separable and Residual-Based Empirical Pro-

cess: Proofs

Assumption SA.1. Suppose Assumption B holds with X = [0,1]. Denote by P the joint distribution of
(xi,yi), Px the marginal distribution of x;, Py the marginal distribution of y;. Suppose the following two

conditions hold.
(i) G is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (X, B(X),Px) such that J(G,Mg, 1) < co.

(ii) R be a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R),Py) such that J(R, M, 1) < cc.

Furthermore, one of the following holds:

(a) Mg <1 and pTVq S 1, and set =0, or

(b) Mx(y) < 1+[yl™, PTVR iy 1y S LH[Y|® for ally € R and for some o > 0, and supyc x Elexp(y;)|x; =
x] < 2.

Assumption SA.2. Suppose ((x;,y;) : 1 <1i <mn) are i.i.d. random vectors taking values in (X x R, B(X x
R)), X C R%. Denote by P the joint distribution of (x;,v;), Px the marginal distribution of x;, Py the

marginal distribution of y;. Suppose the following conditions hold.

(i) G is a class of functions on (X,B(X),Px) such that Mg < co and § C Span{la, : 0 <1 < L}, where
{A;:0< 1< L} forms a quasi-uniform partition of X in the sense that

maxo<i<r, Px(4;)

X C LU A and -
= Ho<I<LAd ming<;<1, Px(4;)

< p<o0.

In addition, J(G,Mg,1) < 0.

(ii) R is a real-valued pointwise measurable class of functions on (R, B(R), Py ), such that J(R, Mx,1) < co.

Furthermore, one of the following holds:
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(a) Mr <1 and pTVg S 1, and set o =0, or

(b) Mx(y) < 1+[yl% PTVR (1 py)) S LH[Y|® for ally € R and for some o > 0, and supyc » Elexp(y;)[x;

x| < 2.

SA-III.1 Cell Expansions

Definition SA.3 (Cylindered Quasi-Dyadic Expansion of RY). Denote by P the joint distribution of (X,Y).
Let p > 1. A collection of Borel measurable sets in R, Cy (P, p) = {Cjp : 0 < k < 2MFN=J 0 < j <
M + N} is called a cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion of R4+, with depth M for the main subspace RY and
depth N for the multiplier subspace R, with respect to IP, the joint distribution of a random vector (X,Y)
taking values in R% x R, if the following two conditions hold:

1. ForallN <j< M4N,0< k< 2MTN=J there exists a set Xi_ni C RY such that Cir = Xj_nrxR.
Moreover, the class of projected cells onto the main subspace RY, px[CunP®,p)] = {Xr:0<1<
M,0 <k < 2M=1Y forms a quasi-dyadic expansion of R? of depth M with respect to Px, the marginal
distribution of X.

2. For all0 < j < N, 0 < k < 2M*N=J take I,m to be the unique non-negative integers such that
k = 2N=J9l + m, then there exists Y jm C R such that Cjj, = Xoy X Vi jm- Moreover, for each
0<1i<2M, Vijm :0<j<N,0<m< 2N7j} forms a dyadic expansion of R with respect to the
measure P(Y € -|X € Ay ).

When p =1, Car,n(IP, 1) is called a cylindered dyadic expansion.

Definition SA.4 (Axis-Aligned Quasi-Dyadic Expansion of R?). A collection of Borel measurable sets in
R Ay n(Pyp) = {Cjg : 0 < k < 2MEN=J 0 < j < M + N}, p > 1, is called an axis-aligned cylindered
quasi-dyadic expansion of R4, with depth M for the main subspace R? and depth N for the multiplier
subspace R, with respect to IP, the joint distribution of (X,Y’) taking values in R% x R, if the following two

conditions hold:

1. Apn(P,p) is a cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion of R4+ with depth M for the main subspace R¢
and depth N for the multiplier subspace R, with respect to P.

2. px[AmnN(P,p)] == { X : 0 <1< M,0<k<2M'} forms an azis-aligned quasi-dyadic expansion of
R? of depth M with respect to Px, the marginal distribution of X .

When p =1, Ay n(P,1) is called an axis-aligned cylindered dyadic expansion.

SA-II1.2 Projection onto Piecewise Constant Functions

Due to the multiplicative-separable structure of g(x;)r(y;), we tailor a mapping other than Lo projection
from the space La(R%*!) to the space of piecewise constant functions on {Co : 0 < k < 2M+N} | calling it
the product-factorized projection. This is a technical point that makes the analysis in Lemma SA.19 easier.

First, we define the ”"projections”. For a cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion Cps n(IP, p) where P is the
joint distribution of (X,Y), the product-factorized projection from Lo(R*1) to Epryn = Span{Cor =
Xoi X Viom:0<1<2M 0 <m <2V k =2V 4+ m} is given by

I (Cu,n (P, )9, 7] i= 1arsno(g:Memino + Y > A9k (SA-7)
1<j<M+N 0<k<2M+N—j
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where €jk = ]]-(Cj,k) and gj,k = ]].(Cj_l,gk) - ]].(Cj_LQk_H) and

E[g(X)r(Y)|X € Xj_n ], if N<j<M+N,

Vik(g,m) = o N
Elg(X)|X € X, - E[r(V)|X € X1, Y € Viom), ifj<NE=2VIl4+m,

and 7; x(9,7) = vj-1,26(9,7) — Vj—1,26+1(9g, ). We will use I; as a shorthand for 1I; (Cas,n (P, p)). The Haar
basis representation on the right hand side of Equation SA-7 recovers the left hand side by adding up layers
of more and more local fluctuation. However, at the bottom layers (1 < j < N), the local fluctuation is
characterized by a product-factorized projection E[g(X)|X € Xo,] - E[r(Y)|X € X01,Y € Vi 0.m], instead of
E[g(X)r(Y)|X € Xo,1%xV1,0,m]- This makes I (Cas, n (P, p))[g, 7] in general different from I (Cas n (P, p))[g-7]-

For the residual empirical process, we define a new projection that adds up the product-factorized pro-
jection for g -r and the Ly-projection for g - 6(-,7): For all (g,7) € La(R?) x La(R),

N (Car,n (P, p))]g, 7] := 1 (Car N (P, p))[g, 7] — To(px [Car, v (P, p)])[9O(-, 7)), (SA-8)

recalling that 6(x,r) = E[r(Y)|X = x],x € R?. This projection can also be represented in Haar basis as

Mo (Car v (P, p))g 7] = margwo(gs)emino+ D > Uiklg)E
1<G<M+N 0<k<2M+N—

where for all g € Ly(R9), r € La(R),

: 0, if N<j<M+N,
nd;k)g.m) = N | (SA-9)
Yik(g,r), ifj<Nk=2N"I+m.

We will use Iz as a shorthand for Iz (Cas N (PP, p)).

Now we define the empirical processes indexed by projected functions. By slightly abuse of notations,
denote by (X, (f) : f € F) the general empirical process based on random sample ((x;,4;) : 1 < i < n),
F C Loy(R¥1). That is, X, (f) := n~ Y230 (f(xi,9i) — E[f(xi,5:)]), f € F. Then for any g € Lao(R%),
r € Ly(R), we define

M, (g,r) = Xy 0Ty (g,7),
oM, (g,7) = X, o p[Car N (P, p)](gT), (SA-10)
R, (g,T) =X, 0 Hz(gﬂ" )
Moo (g.7) = X 0 To[Cas.v (P p))(97) = X, o To(px (€21, (P, p)) 961,

where o (Cps, N (P, p)) and o (px [Car, v (P, p)]) are the Lo-projections based on cells Cpr n (P, p) and px[Car.n (P, p)],
respectively (Equation SA-3).
SA-II1.3 Strong Approximation Construction

Lemma SA.15. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. Suppose Cprn(P,p),p > 1 is a
cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion of R*t1 of depth M in the dimension of R* and depth N in the dimension
of R with respect to IP. Then, (G x R)U (G x Vo) U1 (G X R) UTIa(§ X R) U Eprqnv is P-pregaussian.

The construction essentially follows from the arguments in Section SA-II.3. We start with a Gaussian
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process indexed by (G x R)U (G x Vx) U1 (G x R)UN2(G x R) U € pr4 v with almost sure continuous sample
path, and take conditional quantile transformations of Gaussian process indexed by 1¢, , to construct counts
of (x;,y;)’s on the cells C;;’s. By a Skorohod embedding argument, this Gaussian process can be taken on

a possibly enriched probability space. More precisely, we have the following

Lemma SA.16. Suppose Assumption SA.1 holds. Suppose p = 1. Then on a possibly enlarged probability
space, there ezists a Brownian bridge B, indexed by F = (G x R) X (§ x V) U1 (G x R)UN2(G§ X R)UEpren

such that that is mean-zero with almost sure continuous sample paths such that

E[B,(f), By (g)] = Cov Uﬁ > o) % ;mxi,yi)] . fgeF

and for any finite class of functions I C Epryn and any x > 0,

P | sup
feg

where || f|le,, . x and Cgyy are defined in Lemma SA.5.

S £ w) = VAZa(f)

=1

> 24,/ ||f||%M+Nx + 4. /C{f}x> < 2Card(F) exp(—2x),

Lemma SA.17. Suppose Assumption SA.2 holds. Suppose p > 1. Then on a possibly enlarged probability
space, there ezists a Brownian bridge B, indexed by F = (G x R) X (§ x Vr)UM (G x R)UN2(G§ X R)UEprin

such that B, is mean-zero with almost sure continuous sample paths such that

]E[Bn(f)aBn(g)} = Cov |\\/];E ;f(xmyz)a % ;g(xmyz)‘| ) fag € ‘/_'.7

and for any finite class of functions F C Epryn and any x > 0,

2
P (?22 >C, ||f||SM+N(E+vaC{f}1'>

< 2Card(¥F) exp(—z) + 2M* 2 exp (-C,n2~M) ,

Z f(xiyyi) = vnZy(f)

i=1

where C,, is a constant that only depends on p.

The above two lemmas allow for constructions of Gaussian processes and projected Gaussian processes
as counterparts of the empirical processes in Section SA-II1.2. In particular, we take ZM M, ZM ZE 1,7k

to be the empirical processes indexed by § x R such that for any g € G, r € R,
ZTJLV[(g7T) = Bn(gr)7 lefy(gvr) = Bn(nl[gvr])v Zﬁ(g,?") = Bn(g(rfG(,r))), HQZf(gvr) = BH(HQ[g?r])'

SA-II1.4 Meshing Error

For 0 < 0 < 1, consider the (dMgxx)-net of (§ x R, ep), with cardinality no larger than Ngyx(d): Define
T(gxR)s * I X R = Gx R such that [|m(gxx), (h) —hlp2 < Mgxx for all h € §x R, where IP is the distribution
of (x1,y1) satisfying Assumption B.

38



Lemma SA.18. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. For allt >0 and 0 < < 1,

P[[| My — My o migxm, llsxr + 120" 0 mgxm)s — Zn' llgxm > C1CaFn(t,6)] < exp(—t),
P(||Rn — Rn o T(gxm); l5xm + 120 0 T(gxm)s — Zmllgxm > C1CaFn(t,6)] < exp(—t),

where Cp, = 1+ (2a)% and

logn)®/?Mg J?(5) Mg Mg
—t4(l > =t
32 /n ot losn)" I

Fn(t,d) = J(0)Mg + (

SA-III.5 Strong Approximation Errors

Lemma SA.19. Suppose Assumption SA.1 holds. Let Cp n(IP,p) be a cylindered dyadic expansion with
p = 1. Suppose (G x R)s is a d-net of (§ x R,ep) with cardinality no greater than Ngx=(8). Then for all

t>0,
N2a+12ME M C , B
P[00y — T Zoll@x); > C1Cal| =t 4+ C1Cay| 2] < olgm(9)e ™,
N2a+12ME M C
IP[HnQRn ~ T Zul|(gx3); > C1Ca\| =1+ C1Cay/ “Z”}t] < Mgy (d)et,

a/2'

where C1 > 0 is a universal constant and Co =1+ (2a)

Lemma SA.20. Suppose Assumption SA.2 holds. Let Cpar n(IP, p) be a cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion
with p > 1. Suppose (G x R)s is a d-net of (G x R,ep) with cardinality no greater than Ngxx(5). Then for
allt >0,

N2at+12MEqM Ci(gr
]P|:HH1M7L _H1Z7]LM||(9><[R)5 > Olca —99t+0100( {(797: )} t:|

n
< Wgyx(8)e " +2Mexp (—C’an_M) ,

N2 +12MEgH Crior
P [HHQRn — H2Z§H(9XR)5 > C1CQW+ .0, {(.;I; )}t}

< Wgyn(d)e " +2"exp (—C,m2~M),

where Cy > 0 is a universal constant and Cy = 1 + (22)*/2.

SA-II1.6 Projection Error

The projection error can be decomposed into two parts: One captures the distance from the original function
to the Ly projection, which we call the Lo-projection error, the other captures the distance between Iy, Iy

and Iy, which we call the misspecification error.
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SA-III.6.1 Mis-specification Error for M,-Process

Lemma SA.21. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. Let Car n(IP,p) with p > 1 be a
cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion. Let 7 > 0. Define r, := Tﬂ([—T%,Té]). Then for any g € G,r € R,

E (1M (g, 77) = ToMy(g,7))°| <21+ p)rN*Vg,
2
Vg = min{2Mg, Lg [V} (sup fx(X)> M (V) [V T .

SA-IT1.6.2 Ls-projection Error for M,-Process

Lemma SA.22. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. Let Cy n(IP,p) with p > 1 be a
cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion. Let T > 0. Define r, := T]].([*Té,Té]). Then for any g € §,r € R,

E [(ToMa(g.77) = Ma(g,7))°| <227V 723 + (14 p)72V) .

SA-IT1.6.3 Projection Error for M, -Process

Combining Lemma SA.21 and SA.22, we can bound the projection error through a truncation argument.

Lemma SA.23. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. Let Ca n(IP,p) with p > 1 be a
cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion. Then for allt > N,

M _
P |:||Mn — HanH(ngg)& > 4/ Cga\/(l + p)N2V9 + 2_NM%ta+% + Caj%ta+1:| < 4N9ng(5)ne t,

Mg

M M —~NM2¢3
IP[HZn —mZ, [l(gxm)s > \/C2a\/(1+p)N2V9 + Co27NMgt2 +Ca\/H

t] < 4Ngyx(8)ne™",
where Co = 14 (2a)2 and Con = 1 + (4a)°.

SA-II1.6.4 Projection Error for R, -Process

The projection error for R,-process can be built up upon the error for M,,-process and the observation that

Mo Ro(9,7) = Ru(g,7) = (MMa(g, ) = Ma(g,7)) = (Tofpx (€ar.n)| X (90, 7)) = Xa(90(:, 7)),

128 (g.7) = Zi(g.r) = (mZ) (9.7) = Z2(9,7)) — (Rolpx (Car ) ZX (96, 7)) = Z¥ (96(-,1)) ).

where in both lines, the first bracket is a projection error for an M,-process that has been studied in
Section SA-II1.6.3, and the second bracket is a projection error for an X,,-process that has been studied in
Section SA-IL.5.

Lemma SA.24. Suppose Assumption SA.1 or Assumption SA.2 hold. Let Cyr n(IP,p) with p > 1 be a
cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion. Then for all t > N, with probability at least 1 — ANgxx (§)ne™?,

1 M
[Rn — MaRnll(gxm)s < \/Vngyt% + v C2a\/(]- + p)N2Vg + Q*NM%#"JF? + Ca%taﬂ,

\/7
1 M
128 = 120 (gmys S V/Toxvat? + /Caa/(1+ p)N2Ug + 2-N3td + Caat
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where
2
Vgxvy 1= min{2Mgx vy, Lgx vy [V} (Sup fX(X)) 2MmWV) V[l ao TVG x v -
xeX

Lemma SA.25 (Covering Number of Conditional Mean). Suppose (X,Y) is a random variable taking values
in RYx R and S is a class of measurable functions from R to R. Consider Vs = {v, : s € S}. Then for all
O0<e<l,

Sup NVsl-l@2-ellvsllq2) < Sup N(S: [ ellsll@.2);

where sup is taken with respect to all finite discrete measures.

Proof. Let Q in be a finite discrete measure on R%. Let r,s € S. Define a new probability measure PonR
by

P(A) = /E[l((zi,yi) € R% x A)|z; = 2]dQ(z), VA CR%.

Then [|S|dP < [fo.. E[S(yi)|z; = 2]dQ(2) < 00 since sup,, ¢ . |Im]|oe < co. Hence P € A(R). Let r,s € S.
Then

[Jlme—mipag< [ Bl - st Pl = 2laQ(z) = [ Ir - sfaP.

Rd=

Here P is not necessarily a finite discrete measure, but by similar argument as in Lemma SA.14, there exists
S. C S with cardinality no greater than supg N (S, [|||g,2,€||S|l@,2) such that for any s € S, there exists
r € 8. such that ||lr — s[5, <e€l[S]|p,. Hence [m, —msllo2 < ¢|[S]|5, = €llms|o2. This implies that for
any 0 <e <1,

Sup N(Ms, [Ilg.2,€llmsllq.2) < Sup N(S, [ llSllq.2)-

SA-IT1.7 Proof of Lemma SA.15

By the entropy integral conditions on § and R and Lemma SA.13,
J(G x RMgMpg,8) < V2J(5,Ma,6/V2) + V2J (R, Mg,5/V?2).
Claim 1: There exists C, > 0 such that for all 0 < § < 1,
J(Ig(G x R),CoMgN*,§) < J(G x R,Mg MR, 9).

Proof of Claim 1: Under condition (a), supycy Elexp(Y)|X = x| < 2 and |[Mg(t)| < 1+ [t|* for some
constant a > 0. By Step 2 in Definition SA.3, maxo<;<om+v E[exp(y; /(N log2))|x; € Co,| < 2. Hence

max sup E[|r(yi)|l(xi,v:) € Cou) <1+ max  E[|y|“|xi € Coy] S 1+ (2NVa)?, (SA-11)

0<l<2]\l+N <l<2]VI+N
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Hence
o (g7) [ llgx®r < CaMgN®,  Co =14 (2Va)". (SA-12)

Under condition (b), Mx < 1. Hence Equation SA-12 holds with & = 0. Hence Let @ be a finite discrete
measure. Let f,g € § x R. Then by definition of Iy,

Mof ~Togl2a < 3 Qo) [ fogdP)P< S QCop2M / (f — g)%dP.

0<k<2M+N Co.k 0<k<2M+N Cox

Define a measure Q such that for any A € B(R% x R), Q(A) = D 0<k<aM+N Q(Co )2M+*NP(ANCoy ), then

IMof —Tagli3» < |1 — al% -

By Lemma SA.14, there exists an §C,MgN“-net £ of § x R with cardinality no greater than supg N(§ x
R,eq,8||Mg x Mg||), sup taken over all finite discrete measures on (R, B(R¥*1)), such that for all f €
ITo(G x R), there exists g € £ such that

I1F = 9l , < S IMaMal3 , < 6(CakigN)2.

The claim then follows.
Claim 2: There exists C, > 0 such that for all 0 < § < 1,

J(II1(§ X R),CoMgN%,6) < J(G x R,MgMx,6/3) and J(IIo(G x R), CoMgN*,6) < J(G x R,MgMp,d/4).
Proof of Claim 2: Suppose P is a mapping from B(R*!) to [0, 1] such that

P(E) = inf{ > Y EMX €)X eXy] - ELY €B)X € X,V €Vioml:

0<I<2M g<m< 2N

ECAxB,AcBRY),Be B(R)}.

It is easy to verify that P defines a probability measure on (RY x R, B(R? x R)). Recall €y x is a collection
of cells {C;,:0<j <M+ N,0<Ek< 2M+NY where Ciw=2Xj_nixRif j > N. Take Cprp ={Cjr : N <
JEM+N,0<k<2MEN=3} Tet g€ G,r € R.

1 [Car,n (P, )] (g,7) = T [Cor o (P, p)] (g, 7) + 1 [Car, v (P, p)](g,7) — T [Chr o (P, p)] (g, 7)
= Mo [Car,0(P, p))(gr) + To[Car,n (P, p)] (g7) — Tho[€hr 0 (P, p)](g7),
I [Cr N (P, p)](g,7) = I [Car v (P, p)] (g, 7) — ILo[Car0 (P, p)](gO(-, 7).

Since ||H0[GM7N(]§,,D)]||9XR < CoMgN®, the previous claim applies not only to J(IIy[Cps n (P, p)](G X

R), CoMgN*, 6) but also to J(HO[GM7N(I~P, P)](G x R),CaMgN*,6). Then Claim 2 follows from Claim 1.

42



Claim 3: There exists C, > 0 such that for all 0 < § < 1,

J(G % Vg, CiMg\/Caq, 0) < V2J(G, Mg, 8/V2) +V2J(R, Mg, 5/v/2),

(4 is some absolute constant.
Proof of Claim 3: Let Q be a discrete measure on R%. Take @ be the measure on R? x R such that

Q(E) = . E[1((x1,51) € B)jx; = x]dQ(x),  E € B(R?).

Take éy to be the marginal of @ on the last dimension. Then for any r1,72 € R such that ||r; —
v/ Caq, we have

7n2H@y,2 <

10(71) = 0(,m2) 15,2 = / [E[r1(ys)[x: = x| = E[ra(ys) [x; = x][?dQ(x)
< [ Bl ) = )Pl = xlaQ) = [ [ 160 = ra(w)Pa@lxc)
= Ir =l o < Ml , =< [ BMa(u)x = xdQ0x) < 0.
It follows that J(Vx, C1v/Caq,d) < J(R, Mx,d), where Cy some absolute constant. Hence
J(G x Vg, CiMg/Cag, 8) < V/2J(G, Mg, 6/V/2) + V2J (R, Mg, 5/v2).

Moreover, {e; ) : (j,k) € J)} has cardinality 2N, Tt follows from pointwise separability of § and R and
Corollary 2.2.9 in van der Vaart and Wellner (2013) that (G x R) UTI;(G x R) UTI5(§ x R) U Eprgn is
pre-Gaussian. O

SA-II1I.8 Proof of Lemma SA.16

The result follows from Lemma SA.5 with (x;,y;) replacing x;. O

SA-II1.9 Proof of Lemma SA.17

Define
A= {|ﬁj,k\ <cUjp, forall N < j < M4 N,0 <k < 2MTN=01

Since in Definition SA.3, {V; jm : 0 <j < N,0<m < 2N=71 is a dyadic expansion, we can apply Tusnady’s
Lemma (Bretagnolle and Massart, 1989, Lemma 4) and Lemma SA.6 to get whenever A holds,

~ P(Cj—1,26)P(Cij—1,2k+1) =
Vo \/Um j IP(Cj,k)J2 G <o+ es

~ P(C; 120)P(C; . |
‘ULk‘ S 1/CQ+2\/ ( i 1,12;2()6 ( )32 172k+1)Uj,k|€j,k|y V1 SJS M+N,O S k < 2M+N7j'
7.k
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And similarly as in the proof for Lemma SA.7,
2
P(A°) < 42M exp ( min {31 A 1} p1n2M> .
The rest of the proof follows from Lemma SA.7 by replacing x; with (x;,y;). O

SA-II1.10 Proof of Lemma SA.18

By Lemma SA.13, for any 0 < § < 1, supg N(G x R, [|]|@,2, 0|[MgM=||q,2) < N(6) and J(6,G x R,MgMz) <
J(6). By definition |[71(gxr);h — hllp2 < 0[MgMn|p 2, where P is the joint law for (x;,v;). Take L =
{h = Tgxmr);h : h € G x R}, Take G,(f) = ﬁ S [f(xi,ui) — E[f (x4, :)]]. Then, by Theorem 5.2 in
Chernozhukov et al. (2014),

Mg ||maxi<;<, M (y;)||p,2J2(6)

32 /n

(1+ (2log(n)a)?).

E[l|Gnlle] S J(0)Ms || M (yi)llp 2 +

Mg.J%(d)
52\/n
Moreover, |[max:<i<n SPgeg e [90%)r (i)l v, S Mo (lmaxi<ic gillu,)* S Mg(logn)?. Hence, by Theo-

rem 4 in Adamczak (2008), for any ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—t),

< J(0)Mg (14 (20)%) +

~

Mg J*(9)
2 n

(1+ (2log(n)a)?) + %t + (logn)a%ta.

In particular, |G,|lc = [[Mn — M, © mgxnysllgxx. The bound for || ZM — ZM o mgy ), follows from a

IGulle S J(OMg(1+ (20)%) +

standard concentration inequality for Gaussian suprema. The bound for R, process follows from the fact
that if we define § x R = {g(r — 0(-,7)) : g € §,r € R}, then

sgpN(S < R, |-qz2,0lMs Mxllq.2) < 2SgpN(9 X R, [[l@.2: 6l1Ms M |[@,2)- (SA-13)

Now we show the above inequality holds: Let Q in be a finite discrete measure on R%. Let r, s € S. Define

a new probability measure PonR by
P(A) = /E[]l((xi,yi) € R x A)|x; = x]dQ(x), VACRL

Then [|S|dP < [ra E[S(yi)|x; = x]dQ(2) < 00 since sup,, ¢y [Im]|oe < 0. Hence P € A(R). Let r,s € S.
Then

/|mT —m,|?dQ < / E[jr(y:) — s(y:)|?|xi = x]dQ(x /|r — s]?dP.
Here P is not necessarily a finite discrete measure, but by similar argument as in Lemma SA.14, there exists

S. C S with cardinality no greater than supg N (S, [|||g,2.€[|S|l,2) such that for any s € S, there exists
r € S such that ||r — 5|5, < €[|S||5 5. Hence ||m, —msllo2 < €l|S|| , = €llms||g,2. This implies that for
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any 0 <e <1,

sup N(Ms, [-llQ.2 ellmsllq2) < Sup N(S, [, llSll.2)-

SA-I11.11 Proof of Lemma SA.19

For notational simplicity, we will use E[-|Xy;] in short for E[-|x; € Xy,], E[-|Xo; x Vi m] in short for
E[-|(xi,y:) € Xo1 X Vi,j,m]. First, we consider the M,-process.

Layers N +1 < j <M+ N: For this layers, C; , = X;_n i x R. By definition of 7; s,

> Yoo Fklenl<s Y Yo EllgGxi)r(yi)lxi € &)

N<j<M+N 0<k<2M+N-—j N<j<M+N 0<k<2M+N—j

< > Yo Elgex)E[r(ya)lxilllxi € &)

N<G<MA+N 0<k<2M+N—j
S Ca Z Z 2IE [lg(xl)]]'(xl S X‘]*N,k)” P (Xi € Xj,N’k)il
N<j<M+N 0<k<2M+N—j

S Cy Z E92M+N7j S CQQMEg,
N<j<M+N

where in (1) we have used E[|r(y;)||x; = x] < Cy = 1+ (20)*/2 for all x € X. Moreover, |3, x(g,7)| < CuMg
for all j € (N, M + N], hence

Z Z Fiklg,r)? S C2MEgMg.

N<GSMA+N 0<k<2M+N—j

Layers 1 < j < N: By definition, Cjx = Xo; X Vij,m, where k = 2V=1] + m, for some unique [ € [0,2)
and m € [0,2¥77). Denote k = (I,m). Fix j and [, sum across m,

oN=i_1 2N=i 1
S Fiam@n)| = Y0 1B gx)|Xou] (B [r(y:)Xos X Yij-1.2m) = E[r(y:)|Xos x Vij-1.2mr1))l-
m=0 m=0

Under condition (a), Notice that |max (Y j-1,0)| < log(E [exp(r(y:))|Xos X Vij—1.0]) < log(2-2V) < 2N,
and similarly |min(Y, ;1 on5-5)] < 2N,

oN—i_2

Z IE [r(yi)[ X0, X Vij—1,2m] — E ()Xo x Vij-1,2me1ll STV(r|—anany) S N,

m=1

B [r(9:)| %o X Vig-1.1] = Blr(a) X x Vvl < (max—min) B [r(y:)| X x Mj-1,m] S CaN,

’E [r(yi)|Xoy X Vi j—1ov-i—1] — E [r(yi)| Xoq X Vijo1.2v-i—a]| S CaN®.
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Under condition (b), since TV} < 1 and Mg,y S 1, the above three inequality still hold. It follows that for

all g € §,r € R, fix j,] and sum across m,

oN=i_1

Z |:Y/j,(l,m) (g,r)’ § COtNa ‘]E [g(Xi)|XO,lH :

m=0
Fix j and sum the above across [,
oM _19N=i 1 2M

Yoo Fam@nl= >0 > [Fiamen)| S CaN Y Ellgla) LX) P (x; € Xo0) ™"
=0 =0

0<k<2M+N-—j =0

< CuN*2MEg.

We can now sum across j to get

N
S Y k(e S CaN*T2ME.
Jj=10<

k<2M+N—j

By Equation SA-11, sup,cg rex [75.6(9,7)| S CaN*Mg, and hence

) Yo kler)? S CANT T2 EgN,

1<j<N 0<k<2M+N—j
Strong Approximation for Projected Processes Putting together the previous two parts,
MA4N 2M+N—J
~ 2 A72 M
S> Flgr) S CANTT2MEGM,.

j=1 k=0

By Lemma SA.16, we know for any (g,7) € § x R, for any x > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—=x),

N2a+12]WE M C .
(M, 0T (g.7) — Zy 0 T (g.7)| < CJH“”HCM/“;’%

where C,, is a constant that only depends on «. It then follows from the relation between v; ;. and 7; , which

is given in Equation SA-9 that for any (g,7) € § x R, for any x > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—x),

N2a+19ME-.M C ,
|Rnon2(gvr)_ZnOH2(g,7n)|Sca\/99;5-’—0& M.’IJ
n n

SA-I11.12 Proof of Lemma SA.20

Since €y, is a cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion, p~ 127 M=N+i < P(C; ) < p27M=N+i forall 0 < j <
M+N,0< k< 2M+N=i Hence following the argument in the proof for Lemma SA.19, for any g € G,r € R,

M+N 2M+N—j M+N 2M+N—j
Z ’?)?,k'(g’ T) < Z Z :?]Q‘,k(gv T) S/ O§N2a+12ME9M9'
j=1 k=0 j=1 k=0
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The result then follows from Lemma SA.16. O

SA-II1.13 Proof of Lemma SA.21

Scrutinizing the definition of 5;; and «;; from Sections SA-II.2 and SA-IIL.2, essentially we are going
to show the difference between 1y M,,(g,7,) and oM, (g,7,) is driven by the difference between g and
o (px [Car, N (P, p)])g(x;), the Lo-projection of g onto px [Car,n (PP, p)]. Expanding Iy M,, (g, 7,) —Mo M, (g,7+)

by Haar basis representation,

Han(g7TT)_H0M garT -

(or)= >, >

1<j<N 0<k<2M+N—j

-mL

K2

z%‘

/N

T (9:77) = B, ) i, i),

where we have used ; x(g,7,) = Ejyk(g,n) for j > N. Moreover,

E[jAilg, )] < (1+p) Y Yo hualer) = Biwlg. I P ((xisyi) € Cn) -

0<j<N 0<k<2M+N-j

Recall in Definition SA.3, C; = Xj_n1 X Vi jm, where k = NI 4+ m, 0<1<2M and 0 < m < 2V—J,
Since Mp has polynomial growth and r, has been truncated,

1Vik(gs77) = Bjn(g,72)| = B [g(xi)|Xo] - B [rr(yi) | Xop X Vijom] — Eg(xi)r-(yi)|Xop X Vi jml|
=|E[(g(x:) — E[g(x:)|X0,1]) 7 (i) | Xo,1 X Vijml| < 7IE[|g(x:) — E [g(x:)[X0,1]]|C;x]|

Summing across j and k, then by similar argument as in the proof of Lemma SA.9,

E[[Ai(g,77)[]] < (1 +p)TNE[|g(x:) — To(px[Car,n (P, p)])g(x:)]]

2
<(1+pTN (stipfx(X)> 2 m(V) V] TV ).

For each fixed j, €, x(x,y) can be non-zero for only one k. Hence, almost surely,

i(g,77)| }Z ST Ginlere) = Binlg. o)) (i ui)|

j=10<k<2M+N-j

<22 max |'7] k(gar‘r) Bj,k(g7r7>|

Vj,k(g7r7) ﬂ]"’(g’rT 0<k<2M+N-—j

< E max
o<k<2M+N J

<27 Z max  [E[lg(x;) - Elg(x,)|XolIC;]| < 2N min{2Mg, Lg [ V]|uc}.

0<k<21vI+N J

This shows the results. O

Lemma SA.26. Suppose g and F are functions from R to R, where F is bounded and non-decreasing.

Suppose T' is an interval in R such that infier g(t) < 0 < sup,cp g(t). Suppose we also have PTV gy 1 =
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SUD,,>1 SUD,, <<z T 2?21 lg(xit1) — g(x;)| < 0o. Then
| s@lar@ < ety p [ 10P(@)

SA-I11.14 Proof of Lemma SA.26

The result follows from the observation that for any € T, |g(2)| < pTVy, 7 O

SA-II1.15 Proof of Lemma SA.22

Denote by B the o-algebra generated by {1(Cox) = 1(Xoy X Vi jm) : 0 <k < 2MTN = 2N] 4+ m}. Then

Elg(xi)r-(y)|1B] = g(xi)r-(yi) = Elg(x:)r+(y:)|B] — Elg(x:)|Blr(yi) + Elg(x:)1Blr-(yi) — g(xi)r+(y3)-

The first two terms are driven by projection of r. on grids ), ;»’s, and can be upper bounded through
probability measure assigned to each grid (27V) and total variation of .. We consider the random variable
Elg(xi)1(g(xi) > 0)| X0 X Vi jmlrr(yi). Take my = Elg(xi)r-(yi)L(g(xi) > 0)|Xo1 X Vi jml- Apply
Lemma SA.26 with g(y) = Elg(x:)1(g(x:) > 0)[Xos X Vi jmlr-(y) — m7,, F(y) = P(y; < ylx; = x) and
interval T' = ) j m, to get for each 0 <1 < 2M 0 <m < 2N and x € Xo.1,

E [|(E[9(Xi)]l(g(xi) > 0)| X0 X Vi jmlre(yi) —mF ) W(yi € Vijm)l

<SP (yi € Vijomlxi = X) Mgy TV gy, -y

X; :X:|

Similarly, take m;; = Elg(xi)r(yi)1(g(x;) < 0)|Xo1 X Vi.jm], and we have for x € Xy,

B [|(Elg(x)1(g(x) < 0)[Xo1 % Vigamlrs (41) =m0 1w € Vi)

<SP (4 € Vijmlxi = x) Mgy TV gy,

X; ZX:|

Combining the two parts and integrate over the event x; € &p;

E [[(Elg(x:)| X0, X Vi jmlr(yi) = mor)L(yi € Vijm)llxi € Xo,1]
<Py € yl,j’m|xi € Xo1) My TV, 1 < 2_1\[1"1{g}'I'V{TT

lel,(),'m, b}l,()Jn}.

Summing over m, we get for each 0 <[ < 2M

E [|E[g(x:)|B]r(yi) — Elg(x:)r(ys)|Bl|[xi € Xou] < 27 VM TV, ;.
Hence using the polynomial growth of total variation,

E [[Elg(x:) Blr(4:) — Elg(x,)r(yo) B[] < 24,y TV y < 2-NHigr.
Since |E[g(x;)r-(y:)|B] — Elg(x;)|B]r-(y;)| < Mgt almost surely,

E [(Elg(x:)|B]r(y:) — Elg(x:)r(y:)|B])?] <27 VMg,
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The last two terms are essentially driven by the Lo-projection error of g. Denote by A the o-algebra generated
by {1(Xo;) : 0 <1< 2M}. Then A C B. By Jensen’s inequality and a similar argument as in the proof of
Lemma SA.9,

E [(Elg(x:)|B)r-(yi) — g(xi)r+(1:))*] <7°E [(9(xi) — Elg(x:)|A])?] < (14 p)7°Vg.
It then follows that

E [(HOMH(Q,TT) - Mn(g,rT)f] <2(27 Ve + (14 p)r2vg) .

SA-I11.16 Proof of Lemma SA.23

We will use a truncation argument for the projection error. First, suppose condition (a) holds. Let 7 > 0.

Projection error for truncated processes: By Lemma SA.21, SA.22 and using Bernstein inequality,
for all ¢t > 0, for each g € G, r € R

4 M
P |[M,(g,7r) — M My (g,75)] > 47\/(1 +p)N?Vg +2-NM2VE+ 377% < 2. (SA-14)
n

Truncation Error: We choose a cutoff 7 that satisfies 7o > log(2V*!). Recall Equation SA-11 im-
plies maxg<g<om+n E[|r(y:)||(xi,y:) € Cox] S CaN®, where Co = 1+ (20)2. The same argument for
Equation SA-11 implies maxg<y<om+n B[(r(y:))?|(xi, v:) € Co) S 1+ (Nlog(2)v2a)?* < Caa N2, where

2a

C20 =1+ (2-2a)2 . Hence the following holds almost surely,

M Ma(g,7) = T Ma(g,72)| < max [E[g(x)|Xoa] - E [Jr(@) Lyl = /)Xo % Vioun] | S Cablg N,

Since 73 > log(2N+1) > 0.5N, vo,5 = Bo, for all k corresponding to Xy ; X V;,0,m for 0 <m < 2N _ 1, that

is, the mismatch only happens at edge cells of y;, we have
E |H1Mn(ga T) - Han(g7 TT)|2:| S P (Han(g7 T) - Han(ga TT) 7é 0) CQaMéNza S 020427N+1M%’N2a-

Apply Bernstein’s inequality for IT; M, (g,r) — II1 M, (g,7,), for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 —
2exp(—t),

Mg N¢ MgT

NG Wk

Moreover, V(M (g,7) — Mn(g,r7)] < MGV [r(y:) —rr(ys)] < MGE[(r(y:) =7 (y:))?] < MGE[r(y:)*L(|yil = 7)] <
27 NME maxg<jcon+n Blr(y:)?](xi, i) € Cox] S CaaMiN?*27N. By Bernstein inequality and a truncation

[TL M, (g, 7) =T M, (g, 77)| S /Caa2 N/ Mg NOVE+C,, t <V Caa2 N 2Mg NOVE+C,,

(SA-15)

argument, for all ¢ > 0,

IP(\/ﬁan(gar) - M, (g,77)| > 1)

42
<min2exp | —
y>0 2nV[M,(g,7) — M,

oz 2 (s ek 00 — el 2 ).

1<i<n
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Taking y = Mgt®, we get for all ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—t),

M
|My(g,7) = My (9,77)| S V/Coa2 VMg NV + Oajgﬁta+1~ (SA-16)

Putting Together: Taking 7 =t* > 0.5*N“, we get from Equation SA-14, SA-15 and SA-16 that for all
g€ G, reg, forall t > N, with probability at least 1 — 4nexp(—t),

[T, M, (g,7) — My(g,7)| < /Caa \/(1 + p)N2Vg + 2*NM%;5Q+% + CQM—\/%#“. (SA-17)

The bound for [I1; ZM (g,7) — ZM (g,r)| follows from the fact that it is a mean-zero Gaussian random variable
with variance equal to V[II; M, (g,7) — My (g,7)]. The result follows then follows from a union bound over
(9.7) € (S % R)s.

Now consider the case where condition (b) holds. Condition (b) implies Mg < 2. Hence choosing 7 = 2,
then M, (g,7) = M,(g,7,) almost surely for all g € G, r € R, that is, there is no truncation error. Hence
Equation SA-14 implies Equation SA-17 holds with a = 0 and similarly for the Z} counterpart. O

SA-I11.17 Proof of Lemma SA.24

By definition of II; and Iy, by Equation SA-10,
s o (9.7) — Rulg,r) = (1 Ma(g,) = Ma(g,7)) — (Tolpx (€ar 3] Xa(98(-,)) — Xo(96( 7))
.27 (g,7) ~ Z8(g,r) = (M2} (g.7) = 22 (9,7)) = (Molpx (€ar,n)IZX (90 7)) = Z¥ (90(-,1)) )

The first two terms on RHS of both lines are bounded from Lemma SA.23. Recall § x Vg = {gd(-,r) : g €
g,r € R}. We know from Lemma SA.9 for all ¢ > 0,

P ([Molpx (€ )X (900 1) = Xalgblor ] 2 20Tt + 3 - “2200) < 2enpl-),

P (|Tofpxx (Car,n)1 23 (90(,7)) = Z (90(,7))| = 20/Vgscwyt) < 2exp(—t).

Moreover, under condition (a), sup,cy Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2, hence sup,.cq supycx E[lr(yi)||xi = x] <
1+ supyer Ellyi|¥x; = x] < 1+ (V@)% < C, by moment properties of sub-Gaussian random variables.

Hence Mgyv, < CoMg. Under condition (b), sup,cq||7]lcc < 2, hence we also have Mgxv, < CqMg. The

result then follows from a union bound over (§ x R);. O

SA-II1.18 Proof of Theorem SA.1

We make a reduction via the same Rosenblatt transformation in the proof for Theorem 1. Take u; = ¢x (x;)
where ¢ x is defined as in Lemma SA.12. And define g = go (;5;(1 for each g € G and consider G = {g:9€8}
Then for all g € G,r € R,

M, (g,7) = L > " g(xi)r(y:) — Blg(xi)r(yi)] = L > g(wi)r(y:) — Elgui)r(y:)] = Mu(g,r).
NG NG
=1 =1
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Take AMVN(TP, 1) to be a azis-aligned cylindered quasi-dyadic expansion of R, with depth M for the
main subspace R? and depth N for the multiplier subspace R, with respect to P the joint distribution of
(u;,y;). Take ZJL\/I to be the mean-zero Gaussian-process in Lemma SA.19 indexed by § x R with the
same covariance structure as M,. Let (G x R)s be a 6[[MgMz||p-net of G x R with cardinality no greater
than supy N(§ X R, eq,[|MgMr| ) where sup is taken over all finite discrete measures on [0, 1]¢ x R. By
Lemma SA.13, supg N (G xR, eq, 6||M§MR||H;) < N(0). By Lemma SA.19, the SA error for projected process
on d-net is bounded by: For all ¢t > 0,

N2o+19MEGM Cn.3
P (|0 M, — 1. ZY || (5xm); > Cat| —————21 + C, Mt} < 2N (8)e .
n n
where
Co@xxy= Suwp mingsup [ > (=G -7 +102"7 > B ()] IfI% M+ N)
FEM(GxR) k) | i<y k':Cyr 1 CCyk

Let f € H1(§ x R). Then there exists g € G and r € R such that f =T4g,r]. Since f is already piecewise-
constant, by definition of 3;’s and v;’s, we know gl’m(f) = Y.m(g,7). Fix (4,k). We consider two

cases.

Case 1: j > N. Then by the design of cell expansions (Section SA-IIL.1), C; = X;_n x X R. First consider

[ such that N < j’ < j. By definition of Ay y(P,1), u; C I T e X Nklloo <
M4N—j
90—~ Tt

. By definition of 7/ ,,, we have

S @0l <20 [ 0006~ e+ 6k + 5, s
XNk

m:Cj/,mQCj,k

< PN e | sl s
J

< 220N ol @) U ool 15 K, 013

d—1,. .1
=g~
<277V Ky 00

Then consider j' such that 0 < 5/ < N. Then

Yo Frw@nl

k/5cj/,k’ ng,k

= > > [EGx)xi € Xo ]| - [Blr(yi)xi € Xo o, yi € Vjr j—1,2m]

J':Xp 0 CXj Nk 0<m <23’
—E[r(y)|x; € Xo,j7 i € yj’,j71,2m+1]|
<C, > IE[G(xi)|x: € Xoj/]IN® < Ca2 " NMgN®.

j/:XO,j’ngfN,k'
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It follows that
G-NG=7+02 7 > [ @)
3'<j k’:C,/ Y ng‘k

< Z VENDIVEN Y 9\79301]‘1+2 VEFDIVENE +1)2J7NM N* < 9V3[01}d+M§NQ-
N<j'<j J'<N

Case 2: j < N. Then Cjp = Xy X Vi j.m. Hence for any 0 < 5’ < j, we have

S Fyw (@) =IEGe)|xi € Xl > [E[r(yi)xi € Xo.1,9i € Vij—1,2m]
k’:Cj/,k/ ng,k m’:ylyj/,mlgyl,j,m

—Elr(yi)|xi € Xo,0,Yi € Vi,j—1,2m+1]]
<Cal|B[g(xi)|xi € Xo ]| N* < CoMgN®.

It follows that

SG=G-7+027 3 Ay (@) < CakgN®.

J'<i k':Cj1 11 CCj ke

Moreover, for all (4, k), we have Bj,k(g, r) < CaMgN“. Now, we bound Kg . in terms of properties of §

and V. Let C be a cube in [0, 1]¢ with side length a.

Vx,[0,1]

sup /90¢}1(U)9(X»T) div(p) (x)dx/|l[lll2l

w€eD4(C)
<lim / IV (ge 0 65" - 0(-, 7)) (u)]|2du
el0 Je
<lim /C||v<gg o ¢ ) W10, ) ]loe + [|9e |0 VO(u, 7)1 (u € Supp(g))2du

SKgMVT\ad71 + MgLvRad < (Kgl"[v92 + MgLvR)adil.

Together with Lemma SA.12 for the relation between Kg (resp. Mg) and Kg (resp. Mg), Kgva 0104 <

c3KgMy,, +MgLy,, . Hence

Cy < min{C? (Mg N®)(c3KgMy,, + MgLy,, +MgN®), (CoMgN*)?(M + N)}.

M (GxR) =

Since u; ‘%! Unif ([0, 1]¢) and the cells AM,N(IIE7 1) are obtained via azis aligned dyadic expansion and u; is
uniformly distributed on [0, 1]¢, we have ||Xo|leo < 27/ for all 0 < k& < 2M. Then by Lemma SA.23
with p=1, for all £ > N,

— ~ 2 Nwu2 po+3 a+1 —t
IP[HMn 0 M| gy, > 1/2N?Vg +2- VM2 et 4 \/ﬁt } < 4N(8)ne ",
M M 9 —t

IP[HZ — 2| G remy, > \/2N2VG +2- N2 4+ NG } < AN(é)ne”",

where

Vg = Vdmin{2Mg, Lg2~ M/ o= IM/diy
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We find the optimal parameters M* and N* by balancing the two terms, choosing either

_d_ d e e

M* . TlTV§ a+1 nLgTV§ a+2 v nMdg+1 a+1 n2M%d+2 )
2 = min E ) E-M , 2 = max v N ===
] 578 EgTVG TVILIEZ

It follows that for all ¢ > N,, with probability at least 1 — 4nN(J) exp(—t),

1 1
EgTVIMATL\ 265D (EZMZTYLLd | 2(7F2) C, =
. g 1 M (GXR
M — Zy”(gxy)é < VdN* min (2 Y (R 9n2 9.9 tots 4 71(71 ) gt

Moreover by Lemma SA.18 we bound fluctuation off-the-net by, for all ¢ > 0,

P [[|M,, — My, 0 75y, l5n > CaFn(t,0)] < exp(—t),

IP[”Z?{LVI CT(GxR)s Z%”gxgz > C(M§><92J(5a§ X :Ranggz) + 5M§><:R\/£)] < exp(—t),
where

log(mMg J*(3, 5 x %, Mg M) L8y (log n)“M—th.

T Vi Vi

Fo(t,8) := J(6,9 x R, Mg Mz )Mz +

The result then follows from the relation between § quantities and § quantities in Lemma SA.12 and the

decomposition that

1Mn = Z3 llsxz = 1 Mn — Z3" 15,0

< ”Mn - My oﬂ(gx%)ngxiR + ||Z7J%VI - Z7]1VI °© 7T(§><£R)5H§><R
+ HMn - UanH(ngg)S + ||Z’IJL\/[ - HlZszH(gxga)a + HHan - HlZ’r]L\/[||(§XjQ)5?
where we have abused the notation to mean the same thing by ZM (g,r) and Z(g,r). O

SA-II1.19 Proof of Theorem SA.2

Suppose 2M < J < 2M+1 For each | € [d], we can divide at most 2™ cells into two intervals of equal

measure under IPx such that we get a new partition of X = Uy<jom+1 A7 and satisfies

max0§l<2M+1 IPX (A;)

< 2p.
ming<jconm+1 Px(A]) ~ ’

By construction, for each N € N, there exists an axis-aligned quasi-dyadic expansion Aar41 n(P,2p) =
{Cir:0<j<M+1+N,0<k<2MTIHN=J} guch that

{Xop:0<k <2} ={A]:0< 1< 2V}
and § C Span{la, : 0 <j < J} C Span{Ap:0<k < 2M+11 . Hence

Oo(g,r) =T (g,7) = Z Z 1(Xoy X Vjrm)9lxe, Blr(yi)lxi € Xou,yi € Vitml- (SA-18)

0<I<2K+1 0<m<2N
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Again, consider (G x R)s which is a §[|[MgM=n||p of G x R of cardinality no greater than N(0). The SA error
for projected process on the d-net is given by Lemma SA.20: For all ¢ > 0,

N2a+12M+1E9M9
t

Cry (5% R) t}
n

]P|:||H1Mn —HIZQ/[H(SXR)J > CO‘\/

< 2Wgyn(6)e " +2Mexp (—Cpn27M) .

+ Ca

Now we find an upper bound for Cgxx. Consider the following two cases.

Case 1: j > N Let g € §,r € R. Fix (j, k). Let (j/,m’) be an index such that Cjs n,, C Cj. If
N < j/ < M + N, then by definition of S and the step of splitting each cell into at most two, there exists
li, - ,lag € {0,--- ,2M*1 — 1} with possible duplication such that g = 2221 cqL(A;,) where [cg| < Mgy
Since each A belongs to at most one Xjr_n k, Vjrm (1(A] ),7) = 0if A] is not contained in Xjr_y s and

g m (L(A],), 1) < Cn27 11 if A}, € Xy N where Cq =1+ (2y/a)®. For j" such that N < j’ < j,

28 28

~ 2 ~ 2 — _

S Frmelen)] <28 DT (e (L(A), 1) <2028 227 <4C2SPMg2
m/:Cj/,m’ng,k g=1 m/:cj’,m/ ng,k q=1
For 0 < j/ < j,
Z |:\yij’,k’(g7 T)|
k":Cyr s CC
= Z Z IE[g(x:)|xi € Xoa]| - [E[r(vi)|x: € Xo,vi € Vi j—1,2m]

1:X0,1C XNk 0<m<23’
= Elr(yi)lxi € Xo.1,yi € Vi j—1,2m+1]|

<Co Y. [Blg(xi)lxi € Xo]|N* < Co20 VMg N,
1:X0,1 CXj Nk

Since [Y1,m(g,7)| S CaMgN* for all (I,m), Zk’:ngk/QCj‘k 32w (g,m) < C229-NMZ N2, Putting together

SG-NG-F+0Y T Y T wler) S CRSTME + CAE N,

3'<3J k’:Cj/,k/gcj,k

Case 2: | < N Hence for any 0 < 5/ < j, we have

S Fiw @)l =IEGx:)xi € Xl > E[r(yi)lxi € Xo,0,9i € Vij—1,2m]

k:’:Cj/’k/ CCjk m" Yy it mt SV 5,m
—Elr(yi)|xi € Xo1,vi € Vij—1,2m+1]]
SCQ|E[§(Xl>|XZ c Xo’l]lNa < CaMgNa.

It follows that

UG- 02T 3T Frae@ )] < CagN®.

j/<j k’:lewk/ng,k
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It follows that

Cey, (g5 %) = SUP min ¢ sup Z(J (G —1+1)27 Z 712m(h) ’M§1(9X33) (M +N)
hest (k) 1< m:Cy m CCj k

< C2MEN**min{M + N, S* + 1}.

By the characterization of projections in Equation SA-18, we know the mis-specification error is zero,
that is, I} M,,(g,7) = MoM,(g,7) and I, ZM(g,7) = MyM,,(g,7). Since g is already piecewise-constant on
Xo,’s, the Lo-projection error is solely contributed from r. Consider B = ¢ ({]lcm 0< k< 2M+N+1}).

Denote r- = 7|[_;1/a r1/a]. Then

B [g(xi)rr(yi)|B] — g(xi)r (yi)| < Mg [r7(yi) — Elr-(y:)|B]] -

Then by the same argument as in the proof for Lemma SA.22 and the argument for truncation error in the
proof for Lemma SA.23, for all t > N,

M
P (nMn — Mol gxmys + 1207 =2 (g, = N2 VuEEo+E 4 jﬁt““) <AN(@)ne™". (SA-19)

Then apply Lemma SA.20, we get there exists a mean-zero Gaussian process Z with the same covariance
structure as M, such that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—t) — 2M 1 exp(—C,n27M~1),

2M+2McE C
I8 = 112, < €, “%é%{\/n”“HogN(d»&*ﬂ/“Z””(tuogfv(a))a*wa(t,a)}.

O

SA-II1.20 Proof of Theorem SA.3

We will use the same Rosenblatt transformation as in Theorem SA.1. Taking u; = ¢x(x;) and G= {g:g¢€
G} with § = go ¢', we have

Rn<g,r>=%Zg<xm<yi>—g<x»m r(y)|xi] = fzguz () — GO0 Elr () lui] = Ru(3,7).

Denote by P the joint distribution of (u;,y;). Take A M, ~(P, 1) to be the axis-aligned cylindered quasi-dyadic
expansion of R4, Then by Lemma SA.19 and Lemma SA.24, for all ¢t > N,

N2a+19ME .M
P[|M:Rn ~ TZ (g x3), > Catf A ey Ll “2(9”” < 2N(s
M
[||Rn Mo R (gxmy; > Car/2N?V + 2~ NMQtaﬂ +C, \/S,ta“] < 4N(8)ne
P28 — 12 (g m); > Cay[2N2V +2-NM3tE 4 C,y j’, | < a@yme,
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where V = v/dmin {2Mg, L2~ M/} 2=IM/dITy and

Coygxmy = S mindsup [ > (=G -7 +12"7 Y B ()L If1% (M +N)
fen2(9><y) (J’k) 3'<j k’:Cj/Yk/QCj,k

Let f €Iy (§ x R). Then there exists g € G and r € R such that f =Ta[g,r]. Since f is already piecewise-

constant, by definition of 3;x’s and 7; 1’s, we know El,m(f) = M,m(g,7). Fix (j, k). We consider two cases.

Case 1: j > N. Then by the design of cell expansions (Section SA-IIL.1), C; » = X;_n ik x R. By definition
of N ,m for any N < j/ < ja we have (.7 - Jl)<] - j/ + 1)2J/7j Zk’:C./ 1 SCik 772.7",/6’ (Q,T) = 0. Now consider
0 < j' < N. Then

Z |ﬁj’7k’(gar)|
k':Cyr 1 CClk

= Z Z IE[g(x:)|xi € Xo]| - [Blr(y:)|xi € Xo,vi € Vij—1,2m]

1:X0,1 CXj— N,k 0<m<27’
—Elr(yi)|xi € X0,y € Vij—1,2m+1]]

<Co Y [Elgxi)xi € Xpu]IN® < Co2 " NugN®.
1:X0,1CX5 N &

It follows that

DG=G=i+027 > e <D G =)0 =+ 12 TN CMg N S Colig N

§'<j k":Cjs 40 CCy 1 §'<j
Case 2: j < N. Then C; = Xo; X Y jm- Hence for any 0 < j' < j, we have

ST fiya (e =Elg(x)lxi € Xo,]] > E[r(y:)|xi € Xo, i € Vij—1,2m)

k’:Cj/,k/QCj,k m" Yy it et CVGm

—E[r(y:)|x:i € Xo1, ¥ € Vij—1,2m+1]]
SCA|E[g(xs)|xi € Xo ]| N S CaMgN®.

It follows that

DG =7 +027 Y [wlg, )] S CaMgN®.
3'<i k':Cjr 1 CCk

Moreover, for all (j, k), we have Eﬁk(g, r) < CoMgN®. Hence Coy(Gx ) < (CaMgN®)2. The rest of the proofs
follow from choosing optimal M, N and Lemma SA.18 in the same way as in the proof for Theorem SA.1. O
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SA-I11.21 Proof of Theorem SA.4

Suppose 2M < J < 2M+1 By the same cell divisions in the proof for Theorem SA.2, there exists a quasi-

dyadic expansion Cps41,n such that
Span ({1(A;) : 0 < j < J}) C Span ({1(Xo,) : 0 <1< 2MF1}).
By definition, the projection error can be decomposed as
Rn(g,7) = DaRn(g,7) = Mn(g,r) — I My (g,7) + Xn(g6(-, 7)) — Mo Xn(g6(-, 7)),

where Iy denotes the Lo-projection from La(RY) to Span = {1(&Xp;) : 0 <1 < 2M+1} Then

E [(Xa(g8(7) ~ToXa(g(.r)?] = 3 Pr(A)%]a, B [(0xi, %) ~ Mobloci,x))|xi € A
0<j<J

< Blg(x0)?] a1 12100,y < MBs o 14,213,
Then X,,(g0(-,7)) — Do X, (g0(-,7)) is bounded through Bernstein inequality and union bound, for all ¢ > 0,

4 Mg
P (11X 080.7)) ~ Mo X, (980 s > 5 V5B Lo, VE + 25t ) < 2exp(—0)
Combining with Lemma SA.20 and Equation SA-19, and the same calculation as in the proof for Theo-
rem SA.3 to get Cny(g,) S (CaMgN®)?, for allt > N, with probability at least 1—2N (8)e ™" —2M exp(—C,n27),

JEgMg Mg

1S Ot
+ NG
The rest follows from the error for fluctuation off the d-net given in Lemma SA.18. Notice that the ”bias”
term /MgEg maxo<;<s||A;||ccLv, vt comes from X,,(g0(-,7)) — Io X, (g6(-,)) in the decomposition.
In the special case that we have a singleton R = {r}, we can get rid of the ”bias” term by redefining ¢; =
sign(r(y;) — Er (v |x:)) |7 (ys) — Er(y:)|x]|/*. Take 7(u) = sign(u)|u|®, v € R. In particular, E[7(g;)|x;] = 0

almost surely. Either r is bounded and we can take o = 0, which makes 7 also bounded; or o > 0 and

4
1R = Zil(5xm)s < 3 VHisEg OlgjagjllAjHooLvy\/iﬂL CaNN.

supyey Elexp(y;)|x; = x] <2 and |r(u)| < 1+ |u|®, which implies sup, ¢y Elexp(e;)|x; = x| < 2 and 7 has
polynomial growth. Then for any g € G,

R(g,7) = % S g(x:)i(es) — Elg(xi)i(e:)] = My (9,7,
=1

where M/, denotes the empirical process based on random sample ((x;,¢;) : 1 < i < n). The result then

follows from Theorem SA.2. By similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem SA .4,

Cny(g,{7}) = Sup  min ¢ sup Z(] — NG =4 +1)20 Z Ej%,k/(f) AIFIZ(M +N) 5,
fem(S.{7}) (4,k) ' <j k':Cjr 10 CCj 1
but Bjk(f) vanishes for all j > N and we obtain similarly Cp, (g {7} S (CaMgN*)2. O
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SA-I11.22 Proof of Lemma SA.1

Here we concisely flash out the arguments that are standard from empirical process literature.

Convergence rate for each entry of Hy —Hy: Consider uir(HX —Hyx)us, where u;, us are multi-indices

such that |uy|, |ug| < p. Take v = u; + uy. Define

60 = (555) ar (55 ) uee angxe

Define F = {g,(-,x) : x € X}. Then sup, ¢y lu] (Hy — Hy)uy| = sup e | B [f(x:)] — E[f (x;)]|. By standard
arguments from kernel regression literature, we can show F forms a VC-type class with exponent d and
constant diam(X') /b, My, = sup pe g supye y [ (%) S b4 02 = supjeg V[f(x:)] S b=%/2. By Corollary 5.1 in
Chernozhukov et al. (2014), we can show E[sup ;g [En[f(x:)] —E[f(x:)]]] < (nb?)~/2\/log n+ (nb?) = log n.
Since ¥ is separable, we can use Talagrand’s inequality (Giné and Nickl, 2016, Theorem 3.3.9) to get for all

t>0,

IP(?EH; B, [f(x:)] — E[f(x:)]] > C1(nb) Y2/t + log n + C1 (nb®) "1 (t + log n)) < exp(—1),

where C is a constant not depending on n. This shows sup,cy uir(I/-\Ix —H,)uy = O((nb?)~1/2/logn +
(nb4)~1logn) as..

Convergence rate for supxeX|\ﬁ;1 — HZ!|: Since Hy and Hy are finite-dimensional, supxeXHPAIx -
Hy| = O((nb%)~Y2\/logn + (nb?)~'logn) a.s.. By Weyl’s Theorem, sup,¢ \Amin(ﬁx) — dmin(Hx)| =
O((nb?)=1/2\/Togn + (nb?)~'logn) a.s., which also implies infxecx Amin(Hx) = 1 a.s.. Hence

SEEHﬁgl —H ' < Sggl\ﬁ;lllllﬁx — H||[|H! | = O((nb")"/2\/logn), a.s..

Convergence rate for sup,cy sup,cx|Sx||: Consider v' Sy, where |v| < p. Define H; = {(z,y) —
In(z,x)(r(y) — 0(z,7r)) :x € X,r € Ry} and Hy = {(z,y) — gn(z,%)(r(y) — 0(z,7)) : x € X,r € Ra}. Tt is
not hard to check both H; and Hy are VC-type classes. By similar arguments as in ﬁx —H,, for all t >0,

P sup [Enlh(xi, 1)) = ElaGei, yll 2 Calnb")™/*/T5Togn + Co(mb®) ™ (¢ + logn) ) < exp(~).

And if we further assume sup,c y Elexp(y;)|x; = x] < 2, then for all ¢ > 0,

P sup [Enlh(xi, 91)] = BlGei, yll 2 Calnb") ™3 /T5Togn + Co(nb®) ™ (logn) (¢ + logn) ) < exp(~1).

Together with finite dimensionality of the vector Sy .,

sup sup ||Sx.r|| = O((nb?)~1/2\/logn + (nb?)~*(logn)?), a.s.,

XEX reRq
sup sup |[Sx.r|| = O((nb?)~1/2\/logn), a.s.
XEX reRy
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Putting together for Non-Linearity Errors:

sup sup |e; (H! )Sx.r| = O((nb*) "' logn), a.s.,

—_H!
xXEX reRy *
sup sup le] (Hy' — HY)Sy.,| = O((nb?) " logn + (nb%) =32 (logn)*/?), a.s..
xeEX reRy

Bias: Take Ry, = I, [r, (X52) Kj(X; — x)t<(X;;7)] where v (&;7) = 0(&; )= 0<|v|<p auegc;r) (E—x)~.
Since all 0(+; ), r € Ry are (p-+1)-times continuously differentiable with sup,.c, SUp, e x Max|y|<p [0,0(x;7)| <

00, then sup,cx, Supyecy [Rx,r| = O(BPT). We have proved that infyex Amin(Hx) = 1 a.s.. Hence

sup sup |]E[§(x,r)|x1, < Xp] — 0(x,7)| = sup sup |e1rI/-\I;1Rx,T| =0Ty, a.s., for £ =1,2.
reR, xeX reRy, xeXx

SA-I11.23 Proof of Lemma SA.2

We use the notation Py (A;) = P(x; € A;), and Px(A) =n ! " 1(x; € A),0< 1 < L.

i=1
Non-linearity Errors: For /=1,2, x € X,r € Ry, we have
IR 15 g 1 I
p(x) (371 —I T, = Y I(xe AL 'Px(A) ' = LT Px(A) 1)% > —— =),
0<I<L i=1

By maximal inequality for sub-Gaussian random variables (van der Vaart and Wellner, 2013, Lemma 2.2.2),
maxo<i<r, ILPx (A) — LPx(A)]| = O(y/ l;’%f) a.s.. Since {A; : 0 <! < L} is a quasi-uniform parition on
X, ming<;<y, LP x (A;) = Q(1). Hence

max. |L_1IAPX(AZ)_1 — L7 'Px(A) 7Y =0(/(n/L)"tlogL), a.s.. (SA-20)
Take H; = {(x,y) — Ll(x € A)(r(y) —0(x,7)) : 0 <1 < L,r € Ry}, for £ = 1,2. In particular, if
we take § = {L1(- € A;) : 0 <1 < L}, then G is a VC-type class w.r.p. constant envelope L with
constant cg = L and exponent dg = 1. In the main text, we explained that both R; and R are VC-
type class with cg, = 1, dg, = 1 and cg, some absolute constant, dz, = 2. By arguments similar to
the proof of Lemma SA-III.10, both H,’s are VC-type class with cgc, = L, dgc, = 1, coq, S L, dge, = 2.
Since sup,.cx, maxo<i<r |2 Yo LL(x; € Ap)ei(r)] = suppege, [Enlh(xi,3:)] — E[h(x;, ;)]| is the suprema of
empirical process, by Corollary 5.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014),

1< B log(nL) log(nL)
Tseugrz)l Jnax. ‘ﬁ ;L]l(xl € Al)el(r)‘ = O( /L + log(n) /L a.s.,

loi(/nLL) )

(SA-21)

1 n
,,,Seuggpz orgfg{L ‘n P (xi € AdJei(r) <

Putting together Equations SA-20, SA-21, we have

_ o(%) +1( = l)O(log(n) (105(/?))3/2).

sup sup |p(x)T (I~ = I HT,

xeEX reR,
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Smoothing Bias: Since we have assumed that sup,.cx, Supy yer [11(%,7)—p(y, )|/ [|x=yloc < o0, £=1,2,

Y a(xe )z € AT O max A,

sup sup |[E[7i(x,7)[x1, -, X,] — p(x,7)| =
0<I<L Do L(xi € Ay) 0<I<L

xeEX reRy

SA-II1.24 Proof of Example SA.1

Recall § = {b~4/?Ky(5%) : x € X} with Kx(u) = e] Hi'p(u) K (u).

(1) Properties of G
Since supy¢ v|[Hx!'| £ 1 and K is continuous with compact support, we know

Mg 5 bid/z.

By a change of variable, we know

- “x\"1  /u-x
Ee — sup E | [p=229c. (XX || < d/2/ u-x\ gp(u=x < pd/2.
g 31612 Hb fo< 2 ) < ‘I‘{l‘ag};b 7 5 2 hx(u)du <b

Moreover, SuPye x SUPy u [T (U5) —1p(“5)|/[[u—1l|oc S 0" and supye x supy o [K (%5%) =K (*5)| /[ u—
w'||oo S b7 It follows that

Lg < b_%_l.

Notice that the support of functions in § has uniformly bounded volume, i.e. sup g Vol (Supp(g)) < b
Together with the rate for Lg, we know

TVg < Lg sup Vol (Supp(g)) < bEL,
9g€S

Now we will show that M§19 is a VC-class. We know sup, e y[Hx — Hyll/[[x — X'|loc < b7'. Since
infyex|[Hy|l 2 1, we also have sup, e [|[Hy ' — H|/|1x — %[0 S b1 Tt follows that

~

_ !
L = sup sup |10 (S55) = 0700 (S5 ) e - 5707
ueX x,x'ex b b

Consider hx(-) = Vblel Hyilr,(-)K(-). Then b%2K(-3%) = hy (¥). By the rates of Mg, Lg,Eg, there
exists a constant ¢ only depending on || K||oo, L{x?, UK,fX,iX that

SUPHhXHOO <c,
xeX

|hix (1) = B (V)]

sup sup ——————— < C,
xeX u,veX ||ll - VHOO
h —h
s sup () =yl _
X,yEX uex [x =¥l
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We can again apply Lemma 7 from Cattaneo et al. (2024) to show that, for all 0 < e < 1,

N(Mglg,ep,g) <

—Csdﬁ—i—l'

(2) Properties of 3,

Let g € G. Take H? = {g-p: g€ G} and H® = {g-0(-,1d) : g € G}. Define h®(x,u) = g(x)p(x,u).
Let ¢ be a real-valued non-negative Lebesgue measurable function on R? such that Jga t(u)du = 1. Define
te = e %(-/e) and g. = g * 1. Let & be a real-valued non-negative Lebesgue measurable function on R4+!
such that [5,,, {(u)du = 1. Define & = e~ %71¢(-/e) and ¢. = p *&. Then define h?(x,u) = g (x)pe(x, ).
Then for all x € X,u € R and ¢ > 0,

IVhe (%, u)ll2 < [[Vge(x)]l2 + Mg [ Ve (%, u) |2 1(x € Supp(ge))-

Hence by definition of TV and Dominated Convergence Theorem,

TV{pay <lim [IVAS(x,uw)|2dxdu < lim/ IV ge(x)]|2dx + Mg lim/||V<p€(x,u)||]l(x € Supp(ge))dxdu
el0 xx[0,1] el Jx el0
STVigy + M5 TV e} supp(g)x[0.1] -
Let C be any cube of side-length @ in R4*!. Then
TV(hayc §lim/||th(x, u)|2dxdu < lim/vas(X)||2dX+Mg lim/”Vng(x,u)H]l(x € Supp(g.))dxdu
ElO C E\LO C €$0 C
<TVg).c M5 TV () supp() (0.1 < MxKga + MgLaKpya,
In summary, we have
Mica <MgMigy, TVga < TVg +Mg sup TVie}.supp(e)x[0,1]s  Kipa < Kg +MgKypy.

Similar argument shows

Mic’; < MgMypy, Tvif’l’ < TVg + Mg 3161153 TV, Supp(g)s Ki{’f < Kg + MgKy, .

It follows from the assumptions sup,cg TV(,} supp(g)x[0,1] S SUP,eg M(Supp(g)) and sup,cq TVy,, supp(g) <
SUP,eg m(Supp(g)) that

Mz <MgMyy, TVg < TVg+Mgm(Supp(g)), K, <Kg+MgKie) + MgKy,.

By Lemma SA.13, J(; is a VC-type class with constant cgcx2% % and exponent dg + dx with respect to
envelope function MgMy,;.
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(3) Properties of H,

The main challenge is that R, contains non-differentiable indicator. First, we study properties of § x R,.
Then by Definition 2,

TV xRy, [0,1)4+1 = SUP SUD sup / / (u < y)div(e)(x, u)dudx
9€S YER peD 4 ([0,1]7F1) J[0,1]¢ J[0 1]
Mell2lloo <1
<supsup  sup sup / / (u < y)(div ¢(x) + ' (u))dudx
9€5 YER peD 4 ([0,1]%) YED1([0,1] 1 [0,1]¢ J[0,1]

H\I¢H2Hm<1 l¥llee <

—supsup  sup / g(x)divg(x)dx +  sup / g(x)dx($(1) — $(0))
9€SG YER gD 4([0,1]4) J[0,1]¢ €D ([0,1]) J[0,1]¢
Hll2llee <1 Y]] co <1

STVS,[O,l]d + 2Eg.
Similar argument as in (2) gives

TVgxv,,[0,1]¢ < TVg + Mg sup TV, supp(g) S TV, 0,174 + Mg sugm(supp(g))
9€$ ge

It follows that

Vi, S TVg 011 +Eg + Mg sugm(supp( 9))-
g€
Consider the change of variable function 7' : [0,1]4"1 — R9*! given by T(x,u) = (x,¢(x,u)). Observe
that VT'(x,u) is a lower triangular matrix with diagonal (1, 0,¢(x,u)), we have | VI'(x,u)|lop = |Oup(x, u)|,
det(VT(x,u)) = |Oup(x, w)|.

Vg, = sup lim IV(he oT)(u)]|du= sup lim (VT (u)) " Vhe(T(0))|/du
heGx Ry €40 Jug[o,1]d+1 heGx Ry €40 Jueg[o,1]d+1
= sup lim H(VT(T7'(x))) " Vhe(x)| det (VT (x)) dx

hEGX Ry €40 Jxer([0,1]4+1)

< sup lim IVhe (x) || dx[|det (VT) ™ loo | VT llop 0
heGx Ry €40 JxeT([0,1]4+1)

< Tgu, o)+ 1det (VT) "Moo IV T lloplloc < (TVg 0,174 + 2E5) [ det(VT) ™ oo [ VT loplloo

MaX (x,y)efo,1)4+1 |Tu(X, u)]
S (TVg fo,1¢ + Eg + Mg supm(supp(g))) — '
$,0,1] ge$ mln(x,u)e[oyl]dJrl |au90(xa 'LL)|

By Lemma SA.13, H(, is a VC-type class with constant cger2%9 4% and exponent dg + dg with respect to
envelope function Mg.
(4) Effects of Rosenblatt Transformation

-2 . -2 .
By Lemma SA.12, TVy¢, < TVg fzf, ", TVs, < Vs fzf, ", Mo, = My, My, = Mg . Moreover, H; and
Hy are VO-type classes with constant cgeg2?$ 9% and exponent dg + dg with respect to envelope functions

MgM,) and Mg respectively.
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(5) Application of Theorem 1.1 in Rio (1994)

We can now apply Theorem 1.1 in Rio (1994) to get {X,,(h) : h € H;} admits a Gaussian strong approxi-

mation with rate function

07 \/M5Mi} (TV5 + M5 5uDge TV} Supn(s))

Ca,p 7 : Vit+ (d+1)logn+
Iy nzdf2
/Mgt . 217
Ca,p % min { log(n)MgM{yy, ()fdfz(Kg + MgKypy)) } (t+ (d+1)logn),
Iz

where Cy 1 is a quantity that only depends on d and ¢. And {X,,(h) : h € H>} admits a Gaussian strong

approximation with rate function

—2
A \MeTV MM
fz S t+ (d+1))logn + Cypp—ri2d

iZ n2d+2 \/ﬁ (t+(d—|—1)logn)7

Cdyw-Q

where TV = (TVg (0,1« + 2Eg)||det(VT) ™ |oo|[ [ VT |[oplloo, and again Cq 2 is a quantity that only depends
on d and ¢. O

SA-II1.25 Proof of Example SA.2

Besides the properties given in the proof of Example SA.1, using product rule we can show L, < LgMg, +
MgLg, L,y + MgLy, < 64271 and by Lemma SA.12, Ly, < Ljvclfz/iz. The result the follows from

~

application of Theorem SA.1. O

SA-II1.26 Proof of Example SA.3

The conditions of G can be verified from Part (1) Properties of § in Section SA.1. It is easy to check that Rq
satisfies (ii)(b) in Theorem 3 with cx, = 1, dg, = 1 and a = 1. Moreover, Ry satisfies (ii) (a) in Theorem
3, and we can take cg, to be some absolute constant and dx, = 2 by van der Vaart and Wellner (2013,
Theorem 2.6.7). The results then follow from Theorem 3.

SA-II1.27 Proof of Example 3

In this section, we verify the rates claimed in this section. Recall § = {kx() : x € X} with kx(u) =
L~1/? Y o<ier L(x € Ay)L(u € Ay)/Px(Ay). Since {A;: 0 <1 < L} is a quasi-uniform partition of X', there
exists constants C7; > 0 and C5 > 0 not depending on L such that

CiL™' <P(A) < CoL ™, 0<I<L.

This gives Mg < L/2.

B ) I(x € A)L(x; € A)[] 1 1(x € Ay _ ipo
Eg_iggE“\EOEEL IPX(AZ) ’ _0S18L<XLIE VL IPX(Al) ‘ -t '
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For any 0 < ¢ < 1, Ng(e) < Card(§) = L < Le~!'. Hence we can take cg = L and dg = 1. R; is the
singleton of identity function, hence obviously we can take cg, = 1 and dg, = 1. For Rg, observe that it
is a VC sub-graph class of VC-index 2. Hence by van der Vaart and Wellner (2013, Theorem 2.6.7), Ry is
also a VC-type class with dg, = 2 and cg, some absolute constant. The claimed results then follow from

application of Theorem 4.

SA-II1.28 Proof of Theorem 3

We first make a reduction via Rosenblatt transformation. Take u; = ¢x(x;) where ¢x is defined as in
Lemma SA.12. And define § = g o ¢ for each g € G and consider G = {g:g€G}. Then

Ru(g.r) = == 3 gfo0)r(u) — Elae)r(u)] = = 30 aw)r(s) ~ Bw)r()] == Fulor)

for all g € G,r € R. Denote by P the law of (u;,y;). Consider AMyN(IlS, 1), the axis-aligned iterative splitting
of depth M for the main space R? and depth N for the multipler subspace, with respect to P. Denote
Epan = {1(Xoy X Viom):0<1< 2M 0 < m < 2V} where Xoi X Viom’s are the base level cells given in
Definition SA.4. By Lemma SA.12 and Lemma SA.13, it is possible to take a 6M§NO‘ = Mg N“-net of G x R,
(G x R)s, with cardinality no greater than Ngx(8) := supp N(S, ep, Mg //2) supgy N(R, eq, §|Mz|lg.2/V2)
where supp is taken over all finite discrete measures on [0,1]¢ and supg, is taken over all finite discrete
measures on R. By Lemma SA.19, on a possibly enlarged probability space there exists a mean-zero Gaussian

process ZZ indexed by G x RUIL (§ X R) U & pryn with almost sure continuous sample path such that

E [Z'r]z%(g)z'r}j(f)] =E [E7L(g)§rL(f):| ) v.gmf € g X iRUH?(g X R) U €M+N7

and for all ¢ > 0,

- N2a+12ME~M~ C. =
IP<||H2Rn ~ 122 gmy, > Ca\| =t + Ca\wb(iﬂ)t) < Mgyx(d)e ™, (SA-22)

Coy@xxy= S mingsup [ > (i—j7)G—57+12"7 > B (NI +N)
FEM(SXR) Gk | i< k":Cyr s CC

where

Let f €1y (§ x R). Then there exists g € G and r € R such that f =Talg,r]. Since f is already piecewise-
constant, by definition of 8;1’s and 7;’s, we know Elm(f) = m.m(g,r). Fix (j, k). We consider two cases.
Case 1: j > N. Then by the design of cell expansions (Section SA-IIL.1), C;, = X;_nk X R. By definition
of nym, for any N < j" < j, we have (j —5)(j — 5/ + 1)24' Zk':cjlwk,gcj,k ﬁ?/yk,(g,r) = 0. Now consider
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0< 4" < N. Then

S iw (gl

k/:Cj/‘k/ CCjk

= Z Z IElg(xi)|x: € Xou]| - [E[r(y:)|xi € Xo,1,yi € Vij—1,2m]
1:X0,1CXj - Nk 0<m< 24’

—E[r(yi)|xi € Xo,1,Yi € Vi,j—1,2m+1]]
<Cq Z IElg(x:)|x; € Xo]|[NY < Co 22 NMg N,

1:X0,1CX5 N,k

It follows that

DG+ Y (e <Y (G706 -5+ 1)27 VMg N® SMg N

3'<J k/:Cj/,k’gcj,k 3'<J

Case 2: j < N. Then C; ;, = Xy, X Vi j.m- Hence for any 0 < j' < j, we have

> ipwler) =[Blg(xi)[xi € Xl > IE[r(y:)|xi € Xo,1,Yi € Vij—1,2m]

k/:Cj/yk/QCj,k m’:yld/,m/gyl,j,m

—Er(yi)|xi € Xou,vi € Vij—1,2m+1)]
<Co|Elg(xi)[xi € X ]|[N® < CoMg N,

It follows that

DG -F 02T Y (g, < CalgN®.

§'<j K/Cyr 1 CC

Moreover, for all (4, k), we have Bj,k(g, r) < CuMgN®. Hence Cry(Gxm) < (CaMgN®)2. Plug in Equation SA-
22, we get for all ¢t > 0,

~ N2a+12ME - Mx Mg N
Ry _ 35S 21§ —t
]P(HQR,L —2Z, || 5x ), > Cat/ - t+C? N t) < Mgy (d)e " (SA-23)

For projection error, by Lemma SA.24, for all ¢ > N, with probability at least 1 — 8Ngyx(d)ne~*,

~ ~ 1 1 Mg
1Ry = MaRull g z), + 120 = 22, gy, < Ca [,/ngw +y/N2Vg + 2-NMZtotE 4 \/%t““} ,

(SA-24)

where C,, is a constant that only depends on « and

. . _M _M
Vap, = mln{ZMgvm,Lgvy||V||oo}2Mm(V)||V||OOTV§VR Smin{Mg,, ,27 7Ly, }27 4TV,

. . M _M
Vg = mln{QMg,Lg||VHOO}2Mm(V)||VHOOTV§, < mln{M§,2 d L§}2 4 TVg.
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Denote TV = max{TVg, TVg,_ } and L= max{Lg,Lgy_}. We balance the errors in Equations SA-23 and
SA-24 by choosing

nTV nTVL nMZt! M2+
M = minJ{ | log ) , | log , N =max{ | log J , | log _ 95 }
2 2 M 2\ —d 2\ —d~
Eg EgMg TV'E; V' LIE2

Plug in Equations SA-23 and SA-24, and use the relation between G and G in Lemma SA.12, we have for
any t > 0, with probability at least 1 — 8 exp(—t),

1 4 d 1
C?EsTVdM?;“) 2D (cf CZEqMgTVSL? ) o
- b

(t + cqlogn + log N(8))*+3
n

1Rn = Z (g% m); <Vdmin ( -

M
+ —i(t + cqlogn + logN(8))* 1.

N

The results the follows by the control on meshing error from Lemma SA.18. O

SA-IT1.29 Proof of Theorem 4

By Lemma SA.13, N(6) < cd~%. The result follows by plugging in N(§) to Lemma SA.4.
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