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Abstract

We study the numerical integration of functions from isotropic Sobolev
spaces W s

p ([0, 1]
d) using finitely many function evaluations within random-

ized algorithms, aiming for the smallest possible probabilistic error guaran-
tee ε > 0 at confidence level 1− δ ∈ (0, 1). For spaces consisting of con-
tinuous functions, non-linear Monte Carlo methods with optimal confidence
properties have already been known, in few cases even linear methods that
succeed in that respect. In this paper we promote a new method called
stratified control variates (SCV) and by it show that already linear methods
achieve optimal probabilistic error rates in the high smoothness regime with-
out the need to adjust algorithmic parameters to the uncertainty δ. We also
analyse a version of SCV in the low smoothness regime where W s

p ([0, 1]
d)

may contain functions with singularities. Here, we observe a polynomial
dependence of the error on δ−1 which cannot be avoided for linear methods.
This is worse than what is known to be possible using non-linear algorithms
where only a logarithmic dependence on δ−1 occurs if we tune in for a specific
value of δ.

Keywords. Monte Carlo integration; Sobolev functions; information-based
complexity; linear methods; asymptotic error; confidence intervals.

1 Introduction

We want to compute the integral

INT f =

∫
G

f(x) dx (1)
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of f : G → R from a normed linear space W of integrable functions defined on a
domain G ⊂ Rd, in this paper we mainly restrict to the unit cube G = [0, 1]d. The
integral shall be approximated using randomized linear quadrature rules, that is,
measurable mappings Qn : Ω×W → R of the shape

Qω
n(f) =

n∑
i=1

wω
i f(x

ω
i ) , (2)

where ω ∈ Ω represents the randomness provided by a probability space (Ω,Σ,P),
the nodes xω

i shall be random variables on the domain G, and wω
i ∈ R are suitable

weights. We study the probabilistic error of such a method for a given confidence
level δ ∈ (0, 1) (or uncertainty δ) and an input f ∈ W , namely

e(Qn, δ, f) := inf
{
ε > 0: P(|Qn(f)− INT f | > ε) ≤ δ

}
. (3)

The accuracy of Qn on a given set F ⊂ W is defined via the worst case,

e(Qn, δ,F) := sup
f∈F

e(Qn, δ, f) , (4)

where the input set F is typically the unit ball of the function space W , that is,
F = {f ∈ W : ∥f∥W ≤ 1}, in which case we will simply write W instead of F on
the left-hand side of (4). Alternatively, F could also consist of functions bounded
by 1 with respect to a semi-norm in W , and indeed, the error bounds we prove in
this paper equally hold for such larger input sets. The cost of an algorithm (2) is
dominated by the amount n ∈ N0 of function evaluations required by the method,
the so-called cardinality. Aiming for the best possible approximation, we thus take
the infimum over all linear methods Qn with cardinality n,

elinMC
prob (n, δ,F) := inf

Qn

eprob(Qn, δ,F) . (5)

If we allow general non-linear methods, we write eMC
prob(n, δ,F); restricting to de-

terministic methods without ω-dependence leads to a quantity edet(n,F).
The error criterion (3) is common in statistics, usually expressed in terms of

confidence intervals: If ε ≥ e(Qn, δ,F) ∈ (0,∞), then [Qn(f)− ε,Qn(f) + ε] is
a confidence interval at confidence level 1 − δ for the quantity INT(f), provided
f ∈ F . In information-based complexity (IBC), though, the standard notion of
Monte Carlo error is the root mean squared error

√
E |Qn(f)− INT f |2, or sim-

ply the expected error E |Qn(f)− INT f |, see for instance [13, 16]. The paper [10],
however, discussed an integration problem with non-convex input set where posi-
tive results were only possible for the probabilistic error criterion, it thus represents
the more general yet challenging error criterion. The subsequent publication [11]
seems to be the first thorough study on classical integration problems in terms
of the probabilistic error. There, mainly isotropic Sobolev spaces W s

p (G) on do-
mains G ⊆ Rd were considered. These are defined by

W s
p (G) :=

{
f ∈ Lp(G)

∣∣∣∣ ∥f∥W s
p (G) :=

( ∑
α∈Nd

0
|α|1≤s

∥Dαf∥pLp(G)

)1/p

<∞
}
,
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with integrability parameter 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ (with the usual modification for p = ∞)
and integer smoothness s ∈ N0, imposing Lebesgue integrability for weak partial
derivatives Dαf = ∂α1

x1
· · · ∂αd

xd
f for multi-indices α = (α1, . . . , αd) ∈ Nd

0 with total
degree |α|1 = α1 + . . . + αd at most s. Provided we have sufficient smoothness,
s > d/p, hence guaranteeing continuity of functions, W s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ C([0, 1]d), the

precise probabilistic error rate was determined in [11, Thm 4], namely

eMC
prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)
≍


n−s/d ·min

{
1,
(

log δ−1

n

)1−1/p
}

if 1 ≤ p < 2 ,

n−s/d ·min

{
1,
√

log δ−1

n

}
if p ≥ 2 .

(6)

These rates reveal the benefit from Monte Carlo compared to deterministic quadra-
ture in the regime n ≻ log δ−1. Upper bounds were achieved by a variant of control
variates (CV): Half of the information budget is spent on an Lp′-approximation g
of the function f , where p′ := min{2, p} and the integral INT g is known; the other
half of the budget is used on estimating the integral of the Lq-residual f − g via
a non-linear Monte Carlo method, namely, the median-of-means (MoM), which is
a probability amplification scheme applied to the standard Monte Carlo method,
see (29) for details. For smoothness s = 1 however, stratified sampling was shown
to achieve optimal rates without the need for non-linear algorithmic features. In-
stead of employing a probability amplification scheme like the median in some stage
of the algorithm, for the analysis of stratified sampling Hoeffding’s inequality was
used, one of the best known concentration inequalities in probability theory. This
raises the general question in which cases linear Monte Carlo methods have the
potential of optimal confidence properties.

In the present article we give a positive result stating that linear Monte Carlo
methods achieve optimal probabilistic error rates for Sobolev spaces W s

p ([0, 1]
d) of

continuous functions, see Theorem 2.1. This is achieved by a new method we call
stratified control variates (SCV) which combines the two aforementioned classical
variance reduction techniques, see Section 2 for a detailed description. The new
approach exploits that a control variate g for f may locally have much better
approximation properties than globally, say, the residual f − g may be bounded
on sub-domains of [0, 1]d but on the whole domain we can only give an L2-bound
with considerable approximation rates. Besides linearity and unbiasedness, SCV
has yet another main advantage over the combination of control variates with the
median-of-means (CV+MoM), namely, SCV exhibits optimal confidence properties
universally for all uncertainty levels δ, whereas the non-linear approach CV+MoM
contains a parameter that needs to be adjusted to δ: In the MoM stage we take
the median of k ≈ 2 log2(2δ)

−1 repetitions of the standard Monte Carlo method
applied to the residual f − g, see [11, Sec 3] for details.

We also analyse SCV for the low smoothness regime where W s
p ([0, 1]

d) is not
embedded in the space of continuous functions. Here, the probabilistic error guar-
antees are worse than what is known to be possible with non-linear methods,
namely, for linear algorithms we find a polynomial dependence on δ−1. In Section 3
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we show that this worse tail behaviour cannot be avoided for linear methods, yet,
the precise asymptotics of the optimal joint (n, δ)-dependence remains vague.

We close the paper with some numerical experiments comparing different in-
tegration methods that use the same control variate, see Section 4. The results
underscore the superiority of our new method.

Asymptotic notation: For functions e, f : N×(0, 1) → R we use the notation
e(n, δ) ⪯ f(n, δ), meaning that there is some n0 ∈ N and δ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that
e(n, δ) ≤ cf(n, δ) for all n ≥ n0 and δ ∈ (0, δ0) with some constant c > 0 that
may depend on other parameters. Asymptotic equivalence e(n, δ) ≍ f(n, δ) is a
shorthand for e(n, δ) ⪯ f(n, δ) ⪯ e(n, δ).

2 Stratified control variates

This section is devoted to upper bounds for the numerical integration of functions
from isotropic Sobolev spaces W s

p ([0, 1]
d), where 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and d, s ∈ N. This

is done by analysing a new algorithm we call stratified control variates which
combines the well known ideas of control variates and stratified sampling.

For the analysis we consider the usual Sobolev semi-norms

|f |W s
p (G) :=

( ∑
α∈Nd

0
|α|1=s

∥Dαf∥pLp(G)

)1/p

. (7)

This semi-norm |f |W s
p (G) is finite if and only if f ∈ W s

p (G), its zero set is the space

Ps(Rd) of d-variate polynomials of total degree smaller than s, that is, |g|W s
p (G) = 0

precisely for g ∈ Ps(G). This polynomial space has the dimension

n0 = n0(s, d) := dimPs(Rd) =

(
s+ d− 1

d

)
. (8)

Piecewise interpolation with such polynomials will provide the control variate.
There exists a so-called s-regular set X = X s := {xj}n0

j=1 ⊂ [0, 1]d such that for

any given values (yj)
n0

j=1 ⊂ R there is exactly one polynomial g ∈ Ps(Rd) satisfying
g(xj) = yj for all j = 1, . . . , n0, see for instance [18, Appendix A]. When dealing
with continuous functions, i.e. W s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ C([0, 1]d), which holds for s > d/p,

see [1, Thm 4.12 (1)], a key observation is that

∥f∥′W s
p ([0,1]

d) :=

n0∑
j=1

|f(xj)|+ |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) (9)

is an equivalent norm on W s
p ([0, 1]

d), see, for instance [4, eq (3.1.11)]. We write
PXf for the polynomial g ∈ Ps(Rd) that interpolates the function values of f on
X , i.e. for all j = 1, . . . , n0 we match g(xj) = f(xj). For the difference f − PXf
we have

∥f − PXf∥′W s
p ([0,1]

d) = |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) . (10)
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Since we assumed W s
p ([0, 1]

d) to be continuously embedded into the space of con-
tinuous functions, there exists a constant cs,dp,∞ > 0 such that

∥f − PXf∥L∞([0,1]d) ≤ cs,dp,∞ |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) . (11)

If, however, the function spaces contains discontinuous functions and we only have
the embeddingW s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ Lq([0, 1]

d) for some q ∈ (p,∞), namely for 1
q
≥ 1

p
− s

d
,

see [1, Thm 4.12, eq (5)], we need a randomly shifted point set

Xξ :=

{
1

2
(xj + ξ)

}n0

j=0

⊂ [0, 1]d with ξ ∼ U([0, 1]d) . (12)

From Heinrich [7, eq (21)] we know that for such a randomized interpolation we
have the bound (

E ∥f − PXξ
f∥q

Lq([0,1]d)

)1/q
≤ cs,dp,q |f |W s

p ([0,1]
d) , (13)

with a suitable constant cs,dp,q > 0. In what follows we describe the algorithm
with randomly shifted point set Xξ, keeping in mind that for spaces of continuous
functions the deterministic point set X can do the job as well.

The semi-norm | · |W s
p (G) satisfies two important properties that are important

when decomposing the domain [0, 1]d into md essentially disjoint sub-cubes

Gi = Gm,i :=
d∏

j=1

[
ij
m
,
ij + 1

m

]
(14)

for i ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}d =: [0 : m)d, namely, the decomposition property

|f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) =

∥∥∥∥(|f |W s
p (Gi)

)
i∈[0:m)d

∥∥∥∥
ℓp

, (15)

and the scaling property

|f ◦ Φm,i|W s
p ([0,1]

d) = md/p−s|f |W s
p (Gi) where Φm,i(x) :=

x+ i

m
. (16)

We define (randomized) interpolates of f on the sub-cubes Gi via

gi,ξ :=
(
PXξ

(f ◦ Φm,i)
)
◦ Φ−1

m,i . (17)

The integrals of the local interpolation polynomials,

ai :=

∫
[0,1]d

PXξ
(f ◦ Φm,i) dx = md

∫
Gi

gi,ξ(x) dx , (18)

can be computed exactly and provide initial approximations for the mean value
of f on the sub-cubes Gi. Finally, we estimate the residual via stratified sampling

5



by taking independent samples X
(j)
i ∼ U(Gi) that are also independent from ξ,

stratified control variates (SCV) is then defined as the linear and unbiased method

ASCV
m,s (f) :=

1

md

∑
i∈[0:m)d

ai,ξ + 1

n0(s, d)

n0(s,d)∑
j=1

[f − gi,ξ](X
(j)
i )

 . (19)

This method requires n = 2n0m
d function evaluations of f . The decision to take n0

random samples on each sub-cube Gi follows the usual heuristic for control variates
to evenly distribute the information budget on the two stages of approximating f
and of estimating the residual. Stratified control variates can be described as the
strategy of averaging the means of f on subcubes Gi, the so-called strata, where
the means on the individual strata Gi are approximated via a basic control variates
method with fixed cardinality. Note that we use the same shift ξ on all subcubes.

The first theorem gives upper bounds for spaces of continuous functions.

Theorem 2.1. Let s, d ∈ N and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ with s > d/p. Then there ex-
ists a family (Qn)n∈N of linear randomized quadrature rules that achieve optimal
probabilistic error rates, namely, for n ≥ 2n0(s, d) and all δ ∈ (0, 1

4
) we have

e
(
Qn, δ,W

s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)
≍ elinMC

prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)
≍ eMC

prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)

≍


n−s/d ·min

{
1,
(

log δ−1

n

)1−1/p
}

if 1 ≤ p < 2 ,

n−s/d ·min

{
1,
√

log δ−1

n

}
if p ≥ 2 .

Proof. Lower bounds for arbitrary methods and δ ∈ (0, 1
4
) can be found in [11,

Thm 1]. For upper bounds we employ the SCV algorithm (19) withm :=
⌊
( n
2n0

)1/d
⌋
.

The assumption s/d > 1/p implies that W s
p ([0, 1]

d) ↪→ C([0, 1]d), so we may
confine ourselves to interpolation with a fixed point set X and use a scaled version
of (11) with deterministic interpolants gi in place of (17). In detail, using the
scaling property (16), we get

bi := ∥f − gi∥L∞(Gi)

= ∥f ◦ Φm,i − PX (f ◦ Φm,i)∥L∞([0,1]d)

≤ cs,dp,∞ |f ◦ Φm,i|W s
p ([0,1]

d)

= cs,dp,∞m−(s−d/p) |f |W s
p (Gi) . (20)

First, these bounds give a worst case bound on the error of SCV, namely, in
combination with (15) we estimate∣∣ASCV

m,s (f)− INT f
∣∣ ≤ 2m−d

∑
i∈[0:m)d

bi

≤ 2m−d/p

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

bpi

1/p

≤ 2cs,dp,∞m−s |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) . (21)

6



The bounds (20) on the range of the residual estimators also play a role in
Hoeffding’s inequality by which we find the probabilistic bound

P
{∣∣ASCV

m,s (f)− INT f
∣∣ > ε

}
≤ 2 exp

− n2
0m

2dε2

2
∑

i∈[0:m)d
b2i

 !
= δ .

Resolving for ε, we obtain the error bound

ε =
1

n0md
·
√

2 log
2

δ
·
√ ∑

i∈[0:m)

b2i .

This is useful for p ≥ 2, where with (15) and (20) we estimate ∑
i∈[0:m)d

b2i

1/2

≤ md(1/2−1/p)

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

bpi

1/p

≤ cs,dp,∞m−(s−d/2) |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) ,

For 1 ≤ p < 2 we use an alternative Hoeffding type inequality, see Lemma A.1,
providing the error bound

ε =
3

n0md
·
(
2 log

2

δ

)1−1/p

·

 ∑
i∈[0:m)

bpi

1/p

,

where (15) and (20), again, imply an appropriate relation to the Sobolev norm, ∑
i∈[0:m)d

bpi

1/p

≤ cs,dp,∞m−(s−d/p) |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) .

Writing p′ := min{2, p} to accommodate both regimes, for f from the unit ball of
W s

p ([0, 1]
d) we thus get the following bound holding with probability 1−δ ∈ (0, 1):

∣∣ASCV
m,s (f)− INT f

∣∣ ≤ cs,dp,∞

n0

·m−s−d(1−1/p′) ·
(
2 log

2

δ

)1−1/p′

.

With n ≍ md we achieve the randomized rates as claimed, where (21) is the bound
we fall back to for very small δ.

Remark 2.2 (Stratified sampling). For spaces W s
p ([0, 1]

d) of smoothness s = 1
and integrability d > p, stratified sampling without control variates already yields
optimal probabilistic error rates. This was shown in [11, Thm 6] for integrability
p ≥ 2, in the case of low integrability 1 < p < 2, though, namely spaces W 1

p ([0, 1])
of univariate functions, a gap in the power of log δ−1 remained open. With the
help of the new p-norm version of Hoeffding’s inequality, see Lemma A.1, this gap
can be closed with the lines following the proof of Theorem 2.1, implying that
stratified sampling is optimal in that case as well.
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The second theorem gives probabilistic integration rates for spaces of functions
that are not necessarily continuous.

Theorem 2.3. Let s, d ∈ N and 1 ≤ p < ∞ with s < d/p. Then there exists a
family (Qn)n∈N of linear randomized quadrature rules that for n ≥ 2n0(s, d) and
all δ ∈ (0, 1) achieve the following probabilistic error rates:

elinMC
prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)
≤ e

(
Qn, δ,W

s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)

⪯

{
n−( s

d
+1− 1

p) · δ−(
1
p
− s

d) if 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 ,

n−( s
d
+ 1

2) · δ−(
1
p
− s

d) if 2 ≤ p <∞ .

Proof. We employ the SCV algorithm (19) with m :=
⌊
( n
2n0

)1/d
⌋
and randomized

interpolation. In what follows, we write Eξ for the expectation that averages over
the random shift ξ, while E[ · |ξ] is the conditional expectation for fixed ξ, hence,
producing a random variable derived from ξ.

For q > p with 1
q
= 1

p
− s

d
> 0 the embedding W s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ Lq([0, 1]

d) holds

and we may apply (13). Using randomized interpolants gi,ξ on sub-domains Gi,
see (17), the scaling property (16) leads to(

Eξ ∥f − gi,ξ∥qLq(Gi)

)1/q
= m−d/q

(
Eξ ∥f ◦ Φm,i − PXξ

(f ◦ Φm,i)∥qLq(Gi)

)1/q
≤ cs,dp,qm

−d/q |f ◦ Φm,i|W s
p ([0,1]

d)

= cs,dp,qm
d( 1

p
− 1

q )−s |f |W s
p (Gi) . (22)

In order to estimate the Lq-error of the SCV algorithm, we need to understand

the q-th moment of the random variables Z
(j)
i,ξ := [f − gi,ξ](X

(j)
i ) with(

E
[∣∣Z(j)

i,ξ

∣∣q∣∣∣ξ])1/q = md/q ∥f − gi,ξ∥Lq(Gi) .

For any fixed random shift ξ these random variables are independent and the
algorithm is unbiased, hence, we can apply Lemma A.3. Writing q′ := min{2, q}
we obtain (

E
[∣∣ASCV

m,s (f)− INT f
∣∣q∣∣∣ξ])1/q

≤ cq
n0md

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

n0∑
j=1

(
E
[∣∣Z(j)

i,ξ

∣∣q∣∣∣ξ])q′/q
1/q′

= cq · n−(1−1/q′)
0 ·m−d(1−1/q)

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

∥f − gi,ξ∥q
′

Lq(Gi)

1/q′

. (23)

We also need the q-th moment of (23) with respect to the expectation over the
random shift ξ in order to establish relations to the local semi-norms via (22).

8



For q′ = q ≤ 2 this causes no problems, but for q′ = 2 < q it requires the use of
Lemma A.2 with random variables Yi := ∥f − gi,ξ∥Lq(Gi), thusEξ

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

∥f − gi,ξ∥q
′

Lq(Gi)

q/q′


1/q

≤

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

(
Eξ ∥f − gi,ξ∥qLq(Gi)

)q′/q1/q′

≤ cs,dp,qm
d( 1

p
− 1

q )−s

 ∑
i∈[0:m)d

|f |q
′

W s
p (Gi)

1/q′

. (24)

Consider x ∈ RM . If p < 2, we have p < q′, hence, ∥x∥ℓq′ ≤ ∥x∥ℓp . If p ≥ 2,

we have q′ = 2, hence, ∥x∥ℓq′ = ∥x∥ℓ2 ≤ M( 1
2
− 1

p)∥x∥ℓp . Writing p′ := min{2, p},
with x =

(
|f |W s

p (Gi)

)
i∈[0:m)d

and M = md, and with the help of the decomposition

property (15), we estimate ∑
i∈[0:m)d

|f |q
′

W s
p (Gi)

1/q′

≤ m
d
(

1
p′−

1
p

) ∑
i∈[0:m)d

|f |pW s
p (Gi)

1/p

= m
d
(

1
p′−

1
p

)
|f |W s

p ([0,1]
d) . (25)

For inputs from the unit ball, that is, |f |W s
p ([0,1]

d) ≤ ∥f∥W s
p ([0,1]

d) ≤ 1, combining
(23), (24), and (25), we then have(

E
∣∣ASCV

m,s (f)− INT f
∣∣q)1/q ≤ cq c

s,d
p,q · n

−(1−1/q′)
0︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Cs,d
p,q

·m−s−d(1−1/p′) .

Via Markov’s inequality, for an error threshold ε > 0 we get the following bound
on the failure probability:

P
{∣∣ASCV

m,s (f)− INT f
∣∣ > ε

}
≤
(
Cs,d

p,q ·m−s−d(1−1/p′) · ε−1
)q

.

This is guaranteed to be no bigger than a given δ ∈ (0, 1) for

ε = Cs,d
p,q ·m−s−d(1−1/p′) · δ−1/q .

With 1
q
= 1

p
− s

d
and n ≍ md, we obtain the desired bounds.

Remark 2.4 (Comparison with non-linear methods). The above theorem gives
error bounds of the shape

elinMC
prob (n, δ) ⪯ n−ϱ · δ−r ,

where the main rate is a number ϱ ∈ (0, 1), and the tail of the error distribution
becomes thinner the larger the regularity, namely, r ↘ 0 for, say, p ↗ d/s with
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fixed d and s. A small value of r close to 0 is desirable as this means that the size
of the confidence intervals grows at a slower rate when we decrease the acceptable
uncertainty δ.

Recall that applying, for instance, the median trick to a given family (Qn)n∈N
of linear methods can further reduce the dependence on δ−1, in our situation we
would find

eMC
prob(n, δ) ⪯

(
log δ−1

n

)ϱ

,

see [11, Thm 2]. For this we need k ≍ log δ−1 independent repetitions of the linear
method Qn1 of which we take the median, the resulting method is non-linear and
uses n = kn1 samples. The optimal δ-dependence for non-linear methods in the
low smoothness regime, though, remains an open problem.

Remark 2.5. The SCV algorithm is exact on the space Ps(Rd) of polynomials of
total degree less than s. Furthermore, the bounds in Theorems 2.1 and 2.3 still
hold if, instead of the classical unit ball inW s

p ([0, 1]
d), we consider the larger input

set
F ′ :=

{
f ∈ W s

p ([0, 1]
d) : |f |W s

p ([0,1]
d) ≤ 1

}
.

Restricting to functions from the unit ball, however, we would have

| INT f | ≤ ∥f∥Lp([0,1]d) ≤ ∥f∥W s
p ([0,1]

d) ≤ 1 ,

hence, the zero algorithm A0(f) = 0 would have an error of at most 1, the so-called
initial error. An error bound of the shape n−ϱ · δ−r as it is given in Theorem 2.3
would exceed the initial error for very small uncertainty levels δ ≺ n−ϱ/r. Hence,
instead of performing SCV one could simply return 0. We might therefore give an
upper bound

elinMC
prob (n, δ) ⪯ min

{
1, n−ϱ · δ−r

}
.

The zero algorithm is linear but it introduces a bias, further, we need to decide,
depending on δ, whether we use SCV or just return 0. The rates given by the The-
orem, however, hold for SCV without the need to adjust anything to δ. Besides,
the trick of returning 0 in order to reduce the error whenever a small uncertainty
δ is given, does not work if we consider the larger input set F ′ with the semi-norm
bound. Furthermore, SCV is a method with good confidence properties for any
δ without the need to adjust the algorithm (the only decision is to be made on
the smoothness s we aim to exploit, which is determined by the degree of inter-
polation). As Theorem 3.1 will show, fixing a method for given cardinality n, the
δ-dependence we obtained for SCV is of optimal order among all linear methods.
Finally, at least for low integrability 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, we find matching lower bounds
for the joint (n, δ)-dependence of the error of SCV, see Theorem 3.3.

For the sake of completeness we provide a result for boundary smoothness.

Corollary 2.6. Let s, d ∈ N and 1 < p < ∞ with s = d/p. Then there exists a
family (Qn)n∈N of linear randomized quadrature rules such that for n ≥ 2n0(s, d) we
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achieve probabilistic error rates with sub-polynomial dependence on δ−1, namely,
for all r > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) we have

elinMC
prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)
≤ e

(
Qn, δ,W

s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)

⪯

{
n−1 · δ−r if 1 < p ≤ 2 ,

n−( 1
p
+ 1

2) · δ−r if 2 ≤ p <∞ ,

where the implicit constant depends on r, as well as on the space parameters p, s,
and d.

Proof. If s = d/p, thenW s
p ([0, 1]

d) ↪→ Lq([0, 1]
d) for all q <∞. We follow the lines

in the proof of Theorem 2.3 with r = 1
q
for q ∈ [2,∞) and achieve the claimed

bounds for r ∈ (0, 1
2
]. The bounds for larger r are trivial.

Remark 2.7 (Integrability p = 1). The case of integrability p = 1 and s = d was
not included in Corollary 2.6 because there deterministic quadrature rules already
achieve a rate that cannot be improved by randomization:

elinMC
prob

(
n, δ,W s

1 ([0, 1]
s)
)
≍ edet

(
n,W s

1 ([0, 1]
s)
)
≍ n−1 .

For this statement we can make use of the embedding W s
1 ([0, 1]

s) ↪→ C([0, 1]s),
which is a special case mentioned in [1, Thm 4.12, eq (1)], and the proof of Theo-
rem 2.1 contains all the subsequent arguments for the worst case guarantee.

The case of p = 1 and s < d, however, is contained in Theorem 2.3 because
for spaces of discontinuous functions deterministic quadrature cannot provide any
worst case guarantee whatsoever while probabilistic guarantees are still possible
in the randomized setting.

Remark 2.8 (Randomized interpolation for high smoothness). We discussed two
versions of stratified control variates: One with deterministic interpolation for
spaces of continuous functions, one with randomly shifted interpolation nodes in
the low smoothness regime. In applications one might not know the precise class
an integrand belongs to, so it is desirable to have a method that equally works in
all settings. In fact, the latter version of SCV with random interpolation could
also be applied in the high smoothness regime without any loss in the order of
convergence. Indeed, for spaces W s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ C([0, 1]d), the minimal constant

in (11) depends continuously on the shift ξ when taking a point set Xξ instead
of X . This is because for high smoothness s > d/p we can even find a Hölder
exponent β ∈ (0, 1) such that W s

p ([0, 1]
d) ↪→ Cβ([0, 1]d), namely β ≤ s − d/p,

see [1, Thm 4.12, eq (7)]. Since the random shift ξ is from a compact domain,
there exists a universal constant such that (11) holds for all point sets Xξ with
this constant.

Remark 2.9 (Other function spaces). The approach of using polynomial inter-
polation to reduce the function space norm to a semi norm with nice scaling and
decomposition properties also works for more general function spaces, see for in-
stance [18, Appendix A] concerning Bezov spaces. The semi-norm representation
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of Bezov spaces in [18] suggests that even if the local polynomial interpolation we
use is of degree s or higher, we still obtain the same order for W s

p ([0, 1]
d), poten-

tially with worse constants though. Spaces of dominating mixed smoothness pose
yet another challenge and it would be interesting to see what can be achieved with
a method in the spirit of SCV, see [11, Sec 4] for an introductory discussion of
such spaces in the context of the probabilistic error criterion.

Remark 2.10 (Other domains). The idea of stratified control variates (SCV) is
not restricted to rectangular domains. If we have a triangulation of a domain G,
provided a bound on the maximal side-length of each simplex Gi ⊂ G, we may
find a scaling property similar to (16). The final method will also need to take
into account small variations in the volume of different simplices.

3 Lower bounds for low smoothness

So far we only discussed algorithms Qn with fixed cardinality n ∈ N. One might
also consider algorithms with varying cardinality ñ(ω) where E ñ(ω) ≤ n is the
constraint we impose, and this additional freedom is indeed present in many ran-
domized integration methods, see for instance [8, 17, 9, 12, 14]. As discussed in
[11, Sec 2.1], however, restricting to fixed cardinality is no major constraint. Fixed
cardinality facilitates the discussion of lower bounds.

Lower bounds for integration methods in Sobolev spaces are usually found with
the help of so-called bump functions, for Sobolev spaces W s

p of smoothness s ∈ N0

one may define a basic bump ψ0 : Rd → R as

ψ0(x) :=

{(
1− ∥x∥2ℓ2

)s
for ∥x∥ℓ2 :=

√
x21 + . . .+ x2d ≤ 1,

0 else.

For this function we have

1 ≥ ψ0(x) ≥
(
3

4

)s

=: b0 > 0 for ∥x∥ℓ2 ≤
1

2
,

and a positive integral (computable in polar coordinates using the Beta function),

γ0 :=

∫
Rd

ψ0(x) dx =
Γ(s+ 1) · πd/2

Γ(d
2
+ s+ 1)

> 0 .

Further, partial derivatives Dαψ0 are continuous (in particular at the boundary)
up to the order |α|1 ≤ s − 1, and still bounded and existing in a weak sense for
|α|1 = s, hence, ψ0 ∈ W s

p (Rd) with a finite norm

c0 = c0(p, s, d) := ∥ψ0∥W s
p ([0,1]

d) ∈ (0,∞) .

Taking a scaling parameter σ > 0 and a shift ξ ∈ Rd we define

ψσ,ξ(x) :=
1

c0
σ−(d/p−s) ψ0

(
x− ξ

σ

)
, (26)

12



and thanks to proper normalisation we have ∥ψσ,ξ∥W s
p (Rd) ≤ 1, compare the scaling

property for semi norms (16). The fact that in the low smoothness regime s < d/p
we have

ψσ,ξ(ξ) =
1

c0
· σ−(d/p−s) −−→

σ→0
∞ ,

reflects the potential unboundedness of functions from W s
p (Rd). This stands in

contrast to the shrinking integral of such a bump,∫
Rd

ψσ,ξ(x) dx =
γ0
c0

· σs+d(1− 1
p) −−→

σ→0
0 . (27)

We start with a negative result on the δ-dependence of the probabilistic error
for any fixed linear method Qn which inevitably will be polynomial in δ−1 in the
case of low smoothness.

Theorem 3.1. Let s, d ∈ N and 1 ≤ p < ∞ with s < d/p. Then, for any
linear randomized quadrature rule Qn ̸= 0 that uses n function values, there exist
constants cn > 0 and δ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for all δ ∈ (0, δ0] we have

e
(
Qn, δ,W

s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)
≥ cn · δ−(

1
p
− s

d) .

Proof. Let the method Qn be given as in (2). For t > 0 define the random index
set

Iωt := {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : |wω
i | ≥ t} .

Since Qn ̸= 0 there exists a threshold t0 > 0 such that E[#It0 ] > 0. Fix this
parameter t0 and for r > 0 define the random set

Jω
r :=

{
i ∈ Iωt0 : sup

j∈{1,...,m}\{i}
d̃ist(xω

j ,x
ω
i ) ≥ r

}
,

where d̃ist(x,y) := mink∈Zd ∥x−y+k∥ℓ2 is the so-called “wrap-around distance”
on the d-dimensional torus Td, that is the periodization of [0, 1]d with opposing
faces glued together, identifying the coordinates 0 and 1. We may assume that for
i ̸= j the two integration nodes xω

i and xω
j are almost surely distinct. (If not, xω

j

could be moved elsewhere and assigned a new weight w̃ω
j = 0 while the new weight

for xω
i is w̃ω

i := wω
i + wω

j .) Hence, there exists an r0 > 0 such that E[#Jr0 ] > 0.

For 0 < ϱ ≤ min{ r0
3
, 1
4
} let Ξϱ = (ξj)

M(ϱ)
j=1 be a ϱ-cover of Td, that is, the union

of the ϱ-balls

Bϱ(ξj) :=
{
x ∈ Td : d̃ist(x, ξj) < ϱ

}
covers the entirety of Td = [0, 1]d. It is well known that there exists a ϱ-cover such
that the ϱ/2-balls Bϱ/2(ξj) do not overlap. Volume estimates show that such a
ϱ-covering has the size

M(ϱ) ≤ Vd ·
(
2

ϱ

)d

,

13



where Vd is the volume of the d-dimensional Euclidean unit ball. (On the d-torus
Td the volume of balls up to radius 1

2
is the same as in Rd.) By definition of the

(random) index set Jr0 , and since r0 > 2ϱ, for each ξj we know that the random
variable

Y ω
j (ϱ) := #

(
Bϱ(ξj) ∩ {xω

i | i ∈ Jω
r0
}
)

takes only values 0 or 1. Adding things up, we find

E[#Jr0 ] ≤
M(ϱ)∑
j=1

EYj(ϱ) ,

hence there exists j0 ∈ {1, . . . ,M(ϱ)} such that

q(ϱ) := P
{
Yj0(ϱ) = 1

}
= EYj0(ϱ) ≥

E[#Jr0 ]
M(ϱ)

> q0 · ϱd

with a suitable constant q0 > 0. If Y ω
j0
(ϱ) = 1, let iω0 denote the unique index such

that xi0 = xω
iω0

∈ Bϱ(ξj0), in which case for all j ̸= i0 we have xω
j /∈ B2ϱ(ξj0) since

d̃ist(xj, ξj0) ≥ d̃ist(xj,xi0)− d̃ist(xi0 , ξj0) ≥ r0 − ϱ ≥ 2ϱ .

Consider the periodized bump centred around ξj0 with scaling σ = 2ϱ,

ψ̃σ,ξj0
:=
∑
k∈Zd

ψ̃σ,ξj0+k ,

where for its restriction to [0, 1]d, of course, only the summation over k ∈ {−1, 0, 1}d
is relevant. With σ ≤ 1

2
, no overlap of shifted copies occurs, so we preserve

the norm estimate
∥∥ψ̃σ,ξj0

∥∥
W s

p ([0,1]
d)

=
∥∥ψσ,ξj0

∥∥
W s

p (Rd)
≤ 1, as well as the integral

value (27) which decays with σ → 0. In contrast, for the algorithm Qn we can
state that with probability q(ϱ) = q(σ/2) the algorithm hits one of the large values
of the bump multiplying it with a large weight, and with other sample points it
detects only zero values outside the support of the bump function, in detail:

Yj0(ϱ) = Yj0(σ/2) = 1 =⇒
∣∣Qn(ψ̃σ,ξj0

)
∣∣ ≥ t0 ·

b0
c0

· σ−(d/p−s) −−→
σ→0

∞ .

Hence, there exists 0 < ϱ0 ≤ min{ r0
3
, 1
4
} such that

∣∣Qn(ψ̃σ,ξj0
)
∣∣ ≥ 2 INT ψ̃σ,ξj0

for

ϱ = σ/2 ∈ (0, ϱ0]. Define δ0 := q0 · ϱd0, then for δ ∈ (0, δ0], putting ϱ = d
√
δ/q0, we

find that ∣∣∣Qn(ψ̃σ,ξj0
)− INT ψ̃σ,ξj0

∣∣∣ ≥ t0b0
2c0

·
( q0
2dδ

) 1
p
− s

d
.

with probability greater than δ.
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Remark 3.2. The theorem above shows that the δ-dependence of the upper bound
in Theorem 2.3 cannot be improved without choosing different methods for differ-
ent δ. The lower bounds in [11, Thm 1] imply that the n dependence of the error
bound in Theorem 2.3 is also optimal, that is,

elinMC
prob

(
n, δ,W s

p ([0, 1]
d)
)
≍ n

−
(

s
d
+1− 1

p′

)
· cδ

with p′ := min{2, p} and cδ > 0 for δ ∈ (0, 1
4
). Of course, it would be desirable to

have lower bounds that reflect the joint dependence of the probabilistic error on n
and δ, at least for not too small values of δ. The following theorem provides such
a lower bound but only specifically for the SCV quadrature rule.

Theorem 3.3. Let s, d ∈ N and 1 ≤ p < ∞ with s < d/p. Let n0 = n0(s, d) as
in (8) and consider the respective SCV algorithm ASCV

m,s for m ∈ N, see (19). Then
there exists a constant c = c(p, s, d, n0) > 0 and δ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for δ ∈ (0, δ0]
and with n = 2n0m

d we have

e
(
ASCV

m,s , δ,W
s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)
⪰ n−( s

d
+1− 1

p) · δ−(
1
p
− s

d) .

Proof. We reuse some of the notation from the proof of Theorem 3.1 and skip
details that are parallel. Let 0 := (0, . . . , 0) ∈ Nd

0 denote the zero multi index.
Consider the bump function ψσ,x0 at x0 =

(
1
8m
, . . . , 1

8m

)
with scaling 0 < σ ≤ 1

8m
.

With probability p1 := 1− 2−d ≥ 1
2
the shift parameter satisfies ξ /∈ [0, 1

2
]d, hence

the control variate is zero, in particular g0,ξ = 0 on the lower corner sub-cube G0.

An individual sample X
(j)
0 ∼ U(G0) hits the ball Bσ/2(x0) with probability

p2 :=
1

Vd
·
(mσ

2

)d
≍ n · σd ,

the probability of any of the sample points X
(1)
0 , . . . ,X

(n0)
0 to hit this ball is

p3 := 1− (1− p2)
n0 ≥ n0p2

2
for sufficiently small p2.

If any sample point hits the ball, the output of the algorithm is at least

ASCV
m,s (ψσ,x0) ≥

1

n0md
· b0
c0

· σ−(d/p−s) ≍ n−1 · σ−(d/p−s) .

Choosing σ = σ0

m
· δ1/d ≍ (δ/n)1/d with a suitable constant 0 < σ0 ≤ 1

8
, the

ball Bσ/2(x0) is hit with probability p1p3 > δ for small δ (and, hence, small p2).
Provided that δ and thus σ is small enough, the integral of ψσ,x0 is neglectable
compared to the output of the algorithm, namely

e
(
ASCV

m,s , δ,W
s
p ([0, 1]

d)
)
≥ 1

2
ASCV

m,s (ψσ,x0) ≍ n−( s
d
+1− 1

p) · δ−(
1
p
− s

d) .

This is the lower bound as claimed.
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Remark 3.4. Comparing the upper bounds of Theorem 2.3 with the lower bounds
of the theorem above, for higher integrability p > 2 we see that a gap of order

n
1
2
− 1

p in the n-dependence occurs. Considering, say, functions that consist of
several bumps on different sub-domains does not seem to lead to a larger lower
bound. This comes as a surprise given that general lower bounds for arbitrary
(potentially non-linear) algorithms are found with functions that fill the domain
with bumps in the case of high integrability p ≥ 2, see [11, Lem 1]. The main
difference in the proofs is that for general lower bounds the source of error is a
lack of knowledge on the input function while lower bounds for linear methods are
caused by the corrupting effect of outliers. It remains an open problem whether
the upper bound analysis of the SCV algorithm can be improved, or whether some
trick in the lower bound has the potential of closing the gap.

Yet another much more challenging problem, of course, is to prove lower bounds
on the joint (n, δ)-dependence for general linear algorithms in the low smoothness
regime, especially if the algorithm can be tuned in to δ. One could also try to
prove lower bounds for classes of algorithms with certain desirable properties. For
instance, using randomized quasi Monte Carlo methods with equal weights, the
constant t0 in the proof of Theorem 3.1 can be made explicit. If we avoid negative
weights, we can lift the restriction that only one function evaluation occurs on the
support of the bump. Algorithms with a high probability that the sampling set
has low discrepancy (or some other suitable property of “well distribution”) might
allow for more precise estimates on the probability of hitting large function values
of a bump function.

4 Numerical experiments

We implemented three versions of control variates based on the same piecewise
polynomial deterministic interpolation on md sub-cubes using n0 = n0(s, d) inter-
polation nodes on each sub-cube, arranged in a simplex regular grid. Consequently,
all methods work with the same approximation g : [0, 1]d → R, namely, classical
control variates (CV),

ACV
m,s(f) := INT g +

1

n0md

n0 md∑
i=1

[f − g](X i) , X i
iid∼ U([0, 1]d) , (28)

the control-variate+median-of-means approach (CV+MoM),

ACV+MoM
m,s,k (f) := INT g+med

{
1

n1

n1∑
i=1

[f−g]
(
X

(j)
i

)}k

j=1

, X
(j)
i

iid∼ U([0, 1]d) , (29)

where n1 := ⌊n0m
d/k⌋ ≥ 1 for sufficiently large m, and finally the new method

(19) we call stratified control variates (SCV). While our implementation is fit for
any combination of s and d, the empirical rates of convergence bear no surprises
for any of these methods. Therefore, we focus on studying the error distribution
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Figure 1: All algorithms were implemented for s = 2 and applied to the test
function (30), repeated 1000 times for each m = 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64. Every pale
dot represents the observed absolute error for one realization, overlapping dots
increasing the saturation. For the sake of telling the algorithms apart, even when
they use the same amount n of function values for the same subdivision parameter
m, we introduced a slight shift to the left for the dots of classical CV, and a slight
shift to the right for SCV. The top lines mark the largest error we observe among
the 1000 realizations. For s = d = 2, the deterministic worst case error rate is n−1,
the best possible randomized rate of convergence is n−3/2.

particularly for s = 2 (piecewise linear interpolation) and d = 2 with n0 = 3. We
picked the test function

f(x1, x2) := c · exp(15x1 − 5x2) , (30)

where the constant c > 0 is chosen such that INT f = 1. This function is analytic
but its values and derivatives near the corner (x1, x2) = (1, 0) are very large,
causing an outlier effect.

As can be observed in Figure 1, for m = 1 classical CV and SCV are actually
the same method. In view of the worst out of 1000 realizations, it seems like
the randomized rate of convergence kicks in earlier for SCV, whereas for classical
CV the decay is almost as slow as for deterministic methods. CV+MoM could
not be implemented for m = 1 with k = 11 because we need n0m

d ≥ k. The
value k = 11 is optimized for uncertainty δ ≈ 1

100
, so looking at 1000 realizations

we should already notice some effect of the median trick, namely that the error
concentrates around a certain value that decays with the desired rate. A clear
difference in the methods can be seen in the histograms of Figure 2 depicting
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Figure 2: Histograms of the signed error of 105 realizations of each algorithm for
the test function (30) with algorithmic parameters s = 2 and m = 4. The range
of the error axis is determined by the most extreme single deviations observed.

the signed error Qn(f) − INT f . While classical CV is unbiased, we see that
the distribution of the error is slightly skewed since the test function itself is
severely skewed. For CV+MoM we witness a strong bias towards overestimating
the integral, but compared to classical CV we have a better behaviour around
the desired confidence level: Indeed, an absolute error larger than 2.5 occured for
roughly 2% of the classical CV realizations but only for approximately 1% of the
CV+MoM runs, further, more than 1% of the errors for classical CV exceeded 2.9.
In contrast, our new SCV quadrature is both unbiased and highly concentrated
around the true solution.

A Stochastic inequalities

We start with a Hoeffding type inequality for bounded random variables where we
know a bound on the ℓp-norm of the vector b = (bi) of individual absolute bounds.

Lemma A.1. Let 1 < p < 2 and consider a family Z1, . . . , Zn of independent
random variables with absolute bounds |Zi| ≤ bi, writing b = (bi)

n
i=1 ∈ Rn. Further,

denote the means ai := EZi and their average a := 1
n

∑n
i=1 ai. Then for ε > 0 we
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have

P

{∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Zi − a

∣∣∣∣∣ > ε

}
≤ 2 exp

(
−1

2

(
n ε

3∥b∥ℓp

) p
p−1

)
.

Equivalently, for δ ∈ (0, 1),∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Zi − a

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 3n−1 ·
(
2 log

2

δ

)1−1/p

· ∥b∥ℓp ,

holds with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. Without loss of generality, b1 ≥ . . . ≥ bn ≥ 0. Split up the vector into its
head b[k] := (bi)

k
i=1 and tail b\k := (bi)

n
i=k+1. Using the triangle inequality, we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

Zi − a

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n

(∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=1

(Zi − ai)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣

n∑
i=k+1

(Zi − ai)

∣∣∣∣∣
)
. (31)

For the head, again via the triangle inequality, we obtain the absolute bound∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=1

(Zi − ai)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2
k∑

i=1

bi = 2 ∥b[k]∥ℓ1 ≤ 2 k1−1/p · ∥b[k]∥ℓp . (32)

From Hoeffding’s inequality, for the tail and a threshold t > 0 we know

P

{∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=k+1

(Zi − ai)

∣∣∣∣∣ > t

}
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2
∑n

i=k+1 b
2
i

)
=: δ .

Resolving for t, we find the probabilistic bound

t =

√
2 log

2

δ
· ∥b\k∥ℓ2 . (33)

We use a well-known fact about best k-term approximation,

∥b\k∥ℓ2 ≤ (k + 1)−(
1
p
− 1

2) · ∥b∥ℓp , (34)

see [15, Lem 2.1] for the first occurance of this inequality, also check out [5, eq (2.4)]
for its application in compressed sensing, and [6, Sec 7.4] for a survey of extensions
and historical context. Choosing k :=

⌊
2 log 2

δ

⌋
, as long as 2 log 2

δ
< n, from (32),

and (33) combined with (34), all plugged into (31), we find that∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Zi − a

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 3

n
·
(
2 log

2

δ

)1−1/p

· ∥b∥ℓp =: ε (35)

holds with probability 1− δ, as claimed. If 2 log 2
δ
≥ n, then we only use the head

estimate (32) with k = n, which is even better than (35). Resolving (35) for δ, we
obtain the alternative representation of the lemma.
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For Lp-integrable random variables Z, with 1 ≤ p <∞, we write

∥Z∥Lp := (E |Z|p)1/p .

This norm interpretation helps to obtain the following inequality.

Lemma A.2. Let 2 ≤ q <∞ and let Y1, . . . , Yn be Lq-integrable random variables.
Then

E

(
n∑

i=1

|Yi|2
)q/2

≤

(
n∑

i=1

(E |Yi|q)2/q
)q/2

.

Proof. Writing p := q/2 ≥ 1, we employ the triangle inequality for the Lp-norm
and estimate

E

( n∑
i=1

|Yi|2
)q/2

 =

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

|Yi|2
∥∥∥∥∥
p

Lp

≤

(
n∑

i=1

∥Y 2
i ∥Lp

)p

=

(
n∑

i=1

∥Yi∥2Lq

)q/2

,

using ∥Y 2
i ∥Lp = (E |Yi|2p)1/p = (E |Yi|q)2/q = ∥Yi∥2Lq

.

We finally give a Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund type inequality for the q-th central
absolute moment of the mean of independent random variables.

Lemma A.3. For 1 ≤ q < ∞ there exists a constant cq > 0 such that for any
collection Z1, . . . , Zn of independent, Lq-integrable random variables with mean
ai := EZi, and a := 1

n

∑n
i=1 ai, the following inequality holds:

∥∥∥∥∥ 1n
n∑

i=1

Zi − a

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq

≤ cq
n

·


(

n∑
i=1

∥Zi∥qLq

)1/q

for 1 ≤ q < 2√
n∑

i=1

∥Zi∥2Lq
for 2 ≤ q <∞ .

Proof. For 1 ≤ q ≤ 2 we use [2, Thm 3], rescaled by 1
n
, and obtain∥∥∥∥∥ 1n

n∑
i=1

Zi − a

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq

≤ 21/q

n

(
n∑

i=1

∥Zi − ai∥qLq

)1/q

.

For q ≥ 2 we employ the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality which states that

E

(∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

(Zi − ai)

∣∣∣∣∣
q)

≤ Bq E

( n∑
i=1

(Zi − ai)
2

)q/2
 , (36)

with Bq = (q − 1)q, see [3]. Lemma A.2 applied to Yi := Zi − ai gives

E

( n∑
i=1

(Zi − ai)
2

)q/2
 ≤

(
n∑

i=1

∥Zi − ai∥2Lq

)q/2

.
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Combined with (36), taking the q-th root, and rescaling with 1
n
, we get∥∥∥∥∥ 1n

n∑
i=1

Zi − a

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq

≤ B
1/q
q

n

(
n∑

i=1

∥Zi − ai∥2Lq

)1/2

.

Finally, with ∥Zi − ai∥Lq ≤ ∥Zi∥Lq + |ai| ≤ 2∥Zi∥Lq , we arrive at the assertion
for both cases with the following upper bounds on the constant:

cq ≤

{
21+1/q for 1 ≤ q ≤ 2 ,

2(q − 1) for 2 ≤ q ≤ ∞ .

These estimates on cq are not optimal. In fact, for q = 1 one can directly show
that even c1 ≤ 2 is valid. For q = 2, Bienaymé’s identity and ∥Zk−ai∥L2 ≤ ∥Zk∥L2

imply the optimal constant c2 = 1.
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