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Abstract

Online nonparametric estimators are gaining popularity due to their efficient computation and com-
petitive generalization abilities. An important example includes variants of stochastic gradient descent.
These algorithms often take one sample point at a time and instantly update the parameter estimate of
interest. In this work we consider model selection and hyperparameter tuning for such online algorithms.
We propose a weighted rolling-validation procedure, an online variant of leave-one-out cross-validation,
that costs minimal extra computation for many typical stochastic gradient descent estimators. Similar to
batch cross-validation, it can boost base estimators to achieve a better, adaptive convergence rate. Our
theoretical analysis is straightforward, relying mainly on some general statistical stability assumptions.
The simulation study underscores the significance of diverging weights in rolling validation in practice
and demonstrates its sensitivity even when there is only a slim difference between candidate estimators.
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1 Introduction

Online estimators are a collection of statistical learning methods where the estimate of the parameter of
interest is sequentially updated during the reception of a stream of data ([14], Section 3). In contrast to tra-
ditional batch (or offline) estimators that learn from the entire training data set all at once, online estimators
gradually improve themselves after more data points are processed. They have gained popularity in recent
years especially due to their lower computational expense compared to traditional batch learning methods.
This characteristic has made online learning particularly attractive in scenarios where data arrives contin-
uously and computational resources are limited. Even with a complete, “offline” data set in hand, online
methods are still routinely applied given their fast training speed and competitive prediction quality. Over
the past two decades, there has been significant progress in the development of online estimators, both in
terms of their implementation and our understanding of their statistical properties [[7, 8, [19} 25,132, [17]. Sev-
eral works [3 18} 135]] have shown that estimators trained with stochastic gradient descent (SGD) can achieve
certain statistical optimality.

The performance of nonparametric estimators, usually measured as the predictive accuracy, often cru-
cially depends on some hyperparameters that need to be specified in the algorithm, such as the number of
basis functions in basis expansion-based algorithm and step size in gradient-based algorithms. Selecting a
good hyperparameter value is both practically important and theoretically desirable. Cross-validation (CV)
is one of the most widely used techniques in batch learning to assess the generalization ability of a fitted
model and perform model selection. The data is divided into multiple (say, K) equal-sized folds. The model
is then trained on K — 1 folds and evaluated on the remaining fold. This process rotates over the holdout
fold and takes the average holdout validation accuracy as the overall assessment. Although CV has a long
history [24} 20] and arguably the most implemented model selection methods in practice [6} 21} 1} 22, 9], its
practical performance and theoretical investigation leaves many questions to be answered. There is strong
empirical evidence that cross-validation tends to give slightly biased model selection results, and several
empirical adjustments have been proposed, such as the “0.632 rule” [10]] and the “one standard error rule”
[27]. Theoretically, while CV is known to be risk-consistent [5, [15] under very general conditions when it
comes to model selection, it is shown [31} [12] that batch CV may not consistently select the correct model
under some natural scenarios.

In this work, we study the problem of online model/hyperparameter selection using a variant of cross-
validation. To begin with, we must clarify what it means by model selection consistency in online estimation,
which turns out quite different between the batch setting and the online setting. In the theory of nonparamet-
ric and/or high-dimensional statistics, the optimal hyperparameter is determined by three components: the
complexity of parameter space, the amount of noise in the data, and the sample size. Therefore, in a batch
setting, where the sample size is known and fixed, one can simply compare different hyperparameters. How-
ever, in the online setting, the sample size keeps increasing and the optimal hyperparameter must change
accordingly as predicted by the theory. For example, the optimal lasso penalty should scale inversely as the



square root of the sample size. In this work, we propose to focus on selecting among sequences of hyper-
parameters rather than among individual hyperparameters. More specifically, we are given a collection of
sequences of hyperparameters, each specified by a particular function form with respect to the sample size,
and the inference task is to find out the optimal sequence that gives the best prediction accuracy. When the
n-th sample is revealed to the estimation algorithm, it updates the current estimate, for example, by taking
an SGD step. The specifics of this update, such as the step size and/or the model capacity of the update,
are determined by the n-th element of the hyperparameter sequence, \,,. When the next sample arrives, the
update procedure will iterate with A\, ;1. More detailed discussion and motivation of the tuning sequence
selection problem and its difference from the batch tuning problem is given in Section [2.2]

To select the best hyperparameter sequence, we propose a new methodology called “weighted rolling
validation”, which can be viewed as a variant of leave-one-out cross-validation adapted to online learning.
Unlike batch learning, where data is artificially split into fitting and validation folds, in the online setting
the “next data point” naturally becomes the validating sample for the current estimate. Such a validation
scheme, called “rolling validation” (RV), efficiently exploits the computational advantage of online learn-
ing algorithms, because the standard leave-one-out batch CV requires re-fitting the model n times, whereas
rolling validation incurs no extra fitting at all. Our theoretical and methodological framework for rolling
validation allows for different weights to different time points in calculating the cumulative validated risks.
Such weights add additional flexibility to the algorithm design and show remarkable practical improve-
ments. Our main theoretical result states that, under certain stability conditions on the fitting algorithms, the
weighted rolling validation can select the best hyperparameter sequence with probability tending to one as
the sample size diverges to infinity, provided the candidate sequences are sufficiently different. This result
agrees with the existing results for batch CV. If the candidate sequences are too similar, such as both being
\/n-consistent, then CV-based model selection is known to be inconsistent [23} 33} 31].

Related work. Procedures that are formally similar to RV have been implemented in real-world data
analysis, especially for time series data [2} 130], but neither have they been implemented nor formally well-
studied in the context of online adaptive nonparametric estimation. In the field of time series analysis, these
procedures are referred to as “expanding window cross-validation™ or “walk-forward validation”. To the
best of the authors’ knowledge, the earliest related work was published in 1972 ([2], page 216), which
implements a similar performance metric for long-range market forecasting tasks. The idea of RV is also
mentioned in an earlier review paper [26], under the name “rolling-origin calibration”. In a more recent
study [4], the authors applied unweighted RV—referred to as “online cross-validation” in their work—to
ensemble learning and present some favorable guarantees of the proposed estimators. Compared with their
work, we explicitly engage with nonparametric procedures, elucidate what the hyperparameters are in these
settings, and go into more details of the theoretical analysis. Moreover, our proposed weighted RV statistics
can much better trace the transition of estimators’ generalization error than the unweighted version, which
may take 10k more samples for the latter to make the correct choice in some typical settings (Section [6)).

Notation. We will use R to denote real numbers and N to denote the set of positive integers. For any
vector z in R? or (NT)?, we use z[j] to denote its j-th element. Notation a VV b = max{a, b} for a,b € R.
For a random variable X and a probability distribution P, the notation X ~ P means “the distribution of X
is P”. In some conditional expectation notation such as E[f(X,Y)|F], we use F" to denote the o-algebra
generated by sample {(X},Y};),1 < j <i}. We use §j;, to represent Kronecker delta: d,;, = 1 when j = &
and §;;, = 0 otherwise. The inequality a < b, a,b € R means a < Cb for some constant C, but the value of
C may be different from line to line.



2 Stochastic Approximation and the Problem of Online Model Selection

In a typical statistical learning scenario, we have sample points of a pair of random variables (X,Y) €
RP x R! with joint distribution P, and want to minimize the predictive risk over a class F of regression
functions: min e 7 Ex yyp[l(f; X,Y)] under a loss function /(-). We denote the marginal distribution of
X as Py and assume that £(Y2) < co. For regression problems, we typically consider the squared loss
I(f; X,Y) = (f(X) — Y)2 When F is the function space of mean-square integrable functions Lz (P (X)),
the corresponding minimizer

fo= argmin E[(f(X)-Y)? (1)

feL2(P(X))

is the conditional mean function or the true regression function.

In contrast to batch learning where all the data is available at once, stream samples are usually revealed
to the researchers continuously. For the sake of storage and computing, it is more common to treat large
data sets as a data stream and apply online methods. The estimates need to be frequently updated whenever
new samples arrive. For simplicity, we set the initial estimate to the zero function without loss of generality.
When a new sample (X;11,Y;+1) ~ P(X,Y) arrives, the algorithm uses this new piece of information to
update the current estimate, denoted as fi, to a new estimate fi+1- One may convert any batch estimator to
an online one by storing all the past data and refitting the whole model repeatedly. But this is often com-
putationally infeasible. For example, fitting a kernel ridge regression estimator using ¢ samples (by matrix
inversion) requires i3-order computation. This would result in a cumulative n* computation to process n
samples in an online fashion. Moreover, batch estimators often need to load the whole data set into the
memory, causing significant storage costs, whereas genuine online algorithms only need to load a small
portion of data and have a much lower memory footprint.

For genuine online estimators, the new estimate f'i+1 can be written as the output of a pre-defined
Update(-) mapping, whose inputs are the current estimate f;, the new sample (Xit1, Yiy1) and hyperpa-
rameters \; € RA for some A € NT. Formally,

f0<—0

. . 2
fi+1 < Update (fz', (Xit1,Yit1) 7)\1') .

In such an online scheme, it is important that the updating function depends on the past data only through the
current estimate f; for computational efficiency. Although Update(-) is a fixed function of its components,
the varying hyperparameter \; allows much flexibility in the overall algorithm.

2.1 Examples of Online Estimators and their Hyperparameters

In this section, we review the basic ideas of stochastic approximation and SGD, and the explicit forms of
hyperparameter sequences. Assume the conditional mean function fj is linear: fo € Fiinear, SO that for
each f € Fiinear, there exists a vector S € RP such that f(X;5) = X T 3. Then we arrive at a parametric
stochastic optimization problem:

min B[I(f(; 5); X, V)] 3)

The gradient descent method, a basic numerical optimization technique, uses the following iterative
estimation procedure: First, initialize 8y = 0, then iteratively update the estimate using the gradient descent
formula:

Bit1 < Bi — wVE[I(f(:;8); X,Y)] 5 4)

where v; € RT is a pre-specified sequence of step sizes (or learning rates). In practice the expectation E|:]
cannot be evaluated and must be approximated from the data. Typical stochastic gradient descent procedures
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replace it with a one-sample (or mini-batch) estimate. In the case of linear regression:
~ ~ 2 ~ ~
Bit1 < Bi —7i Vg <X¢T+15 - Yz) ‘ = Bi +2v <Yi+1 - X£15i> Xiy1- )
Bi
Since fZ(X )= X" B; is uniquely determined by the coefficients, we have our first concrete example of
the stochastic approximation rule (2). Here the hyperparameter sequence is a sequence of real numbers
i = ;i € RL. Alternatively, we can also re-write the above iteration in a function-updating style:

fir1() < fi() +2%’( i1 — fi (X )Z¢>k i+1) Or(-). (6)

The function ¢, : RP — R maps a p-dimensional vector to its k-th entry ¢ (X) = X [k]. We write in this
more intricate format to make the above updating rule more comparable with the rest of this section. The
Polyak-averaging of { f;}:

. ~1,
=f12fm=2 fior + fz 7
m=1

is shown [3]] to achieve the parametric minimax rate of estimating fy when the model is well-specified.

Now we turn to nonparametric online estimation with a diverging model capacity. In this case, the
tuning hyperparameter at each step usually involves a truncation dimension. We illustrate this issue using
the reproducing kernel stochastic gradient descent estimator (kernel-SGD). Let IC(+,-) : RP x R? — Rbe a
reproducing kernel, with eigen-value/eigen-function pairs (gx, ¢r(-) : k£ > 1). The kernel-SGD update rule
is

fir1 () < i) + v ( i — fi( H—l)) K (Xit1,°)

(®)

= fz‘(-)+%( i1 — fi (Xin )quk i+1) Ok ().

This is our second example of the abstract updating rule (2). The related rate-optimal estimator [8] is its
Polyak-averaging fl =4t an:l fim, which can also be updated as described earlier (7).

The performance of kernel SGD depends on the chosen kernel function K and the learning rate sequence
7;. It is shown that a sequence of slowly decreasing step sizes 7; = Ai~¢ would lead to rate-optimal
estimators, where A is a positive constant and ( is typically small, ¢ € (0,1/2). However, the best choice
of ¢ depends on the expansion coefficients (fo, ¢r) Lo(P(X)) and its relative magnitude to the eigenvalues gy,
which is in general not available to the algorithm. Data-adaptive procedures of choosing +; is needed for
better performance of the kernel-SGD in practice. Since theoretical results told us a polynomially decreasing
step size is enough, the task of selecting ; can be reduced to selecting proper A and . Our framework also
allows a varying reproducing kernel such as Gaussian kernels with a varying bandwidth. In the language of
(), the hyperparameters \; = -y; is of one dimension when assuming the kernel function is pre-specified
and is of two dimension \; = (v;, O'Z‘)T when there is a varying kernel bandwidth o;.

The second line of the kernel-SGD update (8) also suggests a direct way to construct the update from
basis expansions without specifying a kernel. Recently, [35] consider “sieve-type” nonparametric online
estimators that explicitly use an increasing number of orthonormal basis functions {¢; : & > 1}, with

updating rule
Ji

fir1 () fil) + i ( i1 — i ( H—l)) D ke (Xir) dr(-), ©)

k=1

and the averaged version fl is similarly updated as in (7). Here ~; is a learning rate sequence as before,
J; is a positive integer indicating the number of basis functions used in the (¢ + 1)-th update, and w is



a shrinkage parameter which in practice can be taken as 1/2. Sieve-SGD is more flexible as it does not
require knowing the kernel, and is computationally more efficient since .J; is usually much smaller than n
for moderate-dimension problems (where we do not model p increasing with n). Under the assumption that
fo belong to some Sobolev ellipsoid W (s) spanned by { ¢y }:

W(s)=W(s;Q) = {f = Bk, Br ER[ D (Bk*)* < QZ} : (10)

[36] showed that the sieve-SGD has minimal space expense (computer memory cost) among all statistically
near-optimal estimators. The rate optimal hyperparameters are

v = Ai~ D and J; = B0 (1

The hyperparameter sequence {\;} of sieve-SGD (9} is typically of two-dimension: \; = (v;, J;) .

2.2 The Goals and Targets of Model Selection in Batch and Online Estimation

The goals of model selection are subtly different in batch and online estimation. In batch learning, the
hyperparameter governs the static capacity (or flexibility) of an estimator for a fixed sample size and is
meant to be optimized with respect to this fixed sample size. Suppose we have a batch data set of size ¢ and
K candidate estimates f;-(k) (- A(E) ),k =1,2,..., K, each is trained with a candidate hyperparameter vector
M%) the goal of batch model selection at sample size 7 is finding k; such that

ki = argmin r(fi(k)),
ke{l,..,K} (12)

where r(f(k)) =F [ fOH

LQ(PX):|
The sample size i is fixed in this batch setting. However, for online learning, the hyperparameter sequence
governs how fast the model capacity increases as more training sample size increases and the model selection
concerns how fast the risks decrease. Suppose we have a data stream and K candidate estimate sequences
{fi(k)(-; Agk)),i = 1,2,..},k = 1,2,..., K, each is trained with a hyperparameter sequence {)\Ek),i =
1,...}. The goal of online model selection, in this paper, is to find the k* that eventually dominates all other
candidates as the sample size increases:

limsup r(£*)/r(f*)) < 1, forall k € {1,..., K}\{k*}, (13)
71— 00
provided such a k* exisits.

We take sieve-type estimators as an example. For brevity of discussion, we omit the step-size ~y; and
focus only on the number of bases .J;, while keeping in mind that the full candidate grid should be formed
in the 3-dimension space for (A, B, s). Consider estimators of the form f;(:; J;) = S_7", Bré(-), where
the estimate can be written as a weighted combination of some pre-specified basis functions {¢y}. In the
batch setting, we would estimate the weights {0y} using data {(X1, Y1), ..., (X;, Y:)} once a candidate J;
is proposed. So the overall batch estimation procedure can be described as follows: 1) collect ¢ samples
and specify some grids {.J(1 %)Y, 2) apply cross- Vahdatlon to fit f;(-; J*)) and estimate its testing
error E[(Y — fl(X JEN2], 3) Choose the J* € {JO) %)} that gives the lowest CV error and let
fil J*) = Z He1 Bbr(+) be our adaptive estimate. Such a selected tuning parameter .J* is probably a good
choice for that fixed sample size ¢, but probably not so when the sample size changes from 7 to a larger
value.



In contrast, online Sieve-SGD (9) is expected to use an increasing number of basis functions as train-
ing samples accumulate. Therefore an online model selection procedure should not aim at tuning the
hyperparameter .J; for a single sample size . As we mentioned earlier, it is more natural to compare
hyperparameter sequences. Our proposal is to integrate the theoretical “optimal converging/diverging or-
der” (TI)) of the hyperparameters into the model selection procedure, and better connect the application
and theoretical investigation. For instance, in the sieve-SGD setting, we consider some candidate grid
{(BW,sW), ..., (B¥) s over (B, s) € R? and (implicitly) construct K infinite sequences of basis
function numbers

J® = {J.(k) = B®(M+) T gy } L k=1,2,... K. (14)

We would, correspondingly, obtain K sequences of estimators { fi(k),i =1,2,..},k = 1,.., K, each of

them is trained with a different sequence of { Ji(k)}. An online model selection procedure should point us
to a choice of J Z(k) that will eventually become the best for each i, which will further imply which B and s

combination is the best based on available data.

3 Methods: Weighted Rolling Validation

In a stochastic approximation-type estimator (2), each new sample point is used to update the current es-
timates. Our method for tuning sequence selection is based on the idea of “rolling validation”, which, in
addition to the estimate update, also uses the new sample point to update the online prediction accuracy of
each candidate tuning sequence. Consider K sequences of online estimators for fy: { fi(k)}, k=1.,K
with iterative formulas

75 = Update (f, (Xis1, Yisn) A | (15)

To compare their online prediction accuracy, we consider the weighted Rolling Validation (wRV) statistic
sequence for each candidate sequence:

rV® = Ry ({fl(’“),z —1,... z} ,g) - zi:lf (f;’“) (Xpp1) — YZH)Q, (16)
=1

where £ > 0 is a rolling weight exponent to be chosen by the user. A positive £ will put more weight for
larger values of i, which reflects the objective in because we care more about the accuracy for larger
values of 7. For a finite sample size 7, we use 12:;* = arg minj<p<g RVi(k) to estimate k* as specified by (13).

Again, we emphasize that the quality of our estimate I%:‘ should not be evaluated for any fixed finite
sample, but rather in an asymptotic setting when n — oo, to match the sequential tuning objective (13).
Therefore, we would hope that lim;_,., P(k} = k*) = 1 under some reasonable conditions. Here we pro-
vide some quick intuitions. It is direct to see that RVi(k)
error:

is an unbiased estimator of accumulated prediction

‘ . 2
E [Rvi(’“)} -y ¢E [( ®)(x) —Y> ] 17
I=1
For the estimator to select the correct value of £*, we need the following two conditions:

1. There is a gap between E [RV;W)} and supyzp« £ [RV;.(k)}. This can be guaranteed by a more
sophisticated form of (13)).



(%)

2. The sample versions RV, do not deviate too far away from their expected values. This is technically

(k)

more challenging as the dependence structure between the terms involved in RV, is complicated.

We will resort to a stability-based argument.

A formal analysis will be presented in detail in Section |4, where the quality gap condition is given in
Assumption [2]and the stability condition is given in Assumption 3]

In the literature, the unweighted version & = 0 has been discussed [17], which corresponds to minimiz-
ing the unweighted rolling prediction risk cumz(k) =S L E[( fl(k) (X) — Y)?]. In another extreme case,
when £ — oo, the criterion corresponds to minimizing the local error localz(k) = E|( fi(k) (X) —Y)?] at
time 7. While the criterion based on cum; can work in theory, its practical performance can be improved
by using a positive finite £ that assigns more weights to more recent, larger values of ¢. On the other hand,
the local criterion localgk) may suffer from high variability due to the observation error carried in Y. We
demonstrate such a phenomenon in our simulation (for a specific example, see Figure[2] A, model 8).

3.1 Computational Advantages of Rolling Validation

Algorithm 1 Stochastic approximation with wRV for regression problems.

Input: A stream of training samples (X, Y;),7 > 1. The estimator updating rule Update(f, (X,Y"), ).
Candidate hyperparameter sequences {Agk) :1>1},1 <k < K, weight exponent &.
Initialize Estimators f W= = f (K) = 0. Rolling validation statistics RV = . = RVE) = .
Training sample index i = 0.
while there are training samples not processed do
Read in a new training sample (X1, Yiy1)
for kin11to K do
Calculate prediction from the kth estimate ffiﬂ — f () (Xit1)
Update its RV statistics RV*) « RV*) 4 i€(YV; 1 — Yiq)?
Update the estimator f*) < Update(f*®), (X411, Yis1), )\E_]?l)
end
Output current selection l;:;“ = arg ming RV ()
Increase training sample index ¢ <— ¢ + 1

end

The RV statistics is not only a natural target to examine when comparing online estimators, it can
also save much computational expense when implemented efficiently. In Algorithm [If we summarize our
recommended framework of integrating model training and model selection in an online fashion. In contrast
to the batch-learning scenario where training, validation and testing are typically done in three phases, our
proposed procedure: 1) updates multiple estimators simultaneously; 2) calculates the RV statistics inter-
changeably with model training; and 3) offers a selected model at any time during the training process.

We take the kernel-SGD estimator (8) as an example to explicitly quantify the computational gain.
Examining the updating rule, we can verify that both the trajectory functions { fZ} and the (Polyak-averaged)
estimator { fz} are a linear combination of ¢ kernel functions “centered” at the past sample covariate vectors.
Formally, there are some Bmi, Bmi eR:

fit) =Y Bnik(Xms ), fi) = Y Bk (X, ).
m=1 m=1



Suppose evaluating one kernel function KC(z, z) takes O(p) computation—recall that p is the dimension
of X,—then the majority of computation for the Update operator is calculating X (X1, X,,) for all m €
{1,2,...,4}. This means O((p + C)i) calculation when processing one sample (X;i1,Yit+1), where C
is a small constant corresponding to the extra computation after evaluating all (X1, X,,). Moreover,
the above computational expense accumulates to the order of O((p + C)n?) for processing the first n
samples {(X1,Y1), ..., (X, Yn)}. Naively training K kernel-SGD estimators one at a time with n samples
would require O(K (p + C)n?) computation if no intermediate quantities are saved. However, when the K
sequences of trajectories only differ at the learning rate -; = Ai~¢, they can be simultaneously updated with
only O((p + KC)n?) computation, simply because the evaluated K(X;1, X,,) kernel value at each step
can be shared between the estimators.

In addition to the computational gain for simultaneous training, these evaluated kernel values can be
further shared with the the RV statistic calculation that only increases the total expense to at most O((p +
2K (C)n?). This basically means that performance assessment is a “free-lunch” compared with the expense
of training, without the need for a hold-out data for model selection. The only extra space expense is saving
extra K numbers { RV (*)}. A similar calculation also holds for Sieve-SGD (9): the computational expense
of training and validating K~ estimators can be bounded by O((p+2KC)nJ(n)), where J(-) is largest basis
number among the candidate K estimators. For a fixed p, J(n) is typically a diverging sequence such that

J(n) = o(v/n).

4 Consistency of Rolling Validation

In this section, we will investigate the statistical properties of the proposed rolling validation procedure
for (non)parametric regression problems. In particular, we focus on whether wRV is able to select k*
specified in from a finite and fixed candidate set. Because the candidate set is finite and fixed, we can
simply consider the case K = 2, with two sequences of online estimators {h;} and {g;} of the conditional
mean function fy, we will show that when the online generalization errors of them are sufficiently different
and stable under small perturbations of the training data, wRV can pick the better model with probability
approaching one. This consistency result easily extends to any finite K > 2 by considering k* against each
candidate and use union bound. Below we list the technical conditions.
First, we assume IID samples generated from a fixed underlying distribution.

Assumption 1 (A1, IID samples and finite noise variance). The data points {(X;,Y;) € RPT1 i > 1} are
IID samples from a common distribution P(X,Y"). The centered noise variable ¢ = Y1 — fo(X1) has a
finite variance: E[e%|X1 = 2] < o2 for any x in the support of X.

We allow the noise variables ¢; to be associated with the covariate X;. We also only require it to have a
finite second moment given X;, which is much milder than some existing works on model selection via CV
[29, 4]

Next, we formalize our requirement on the generalization quality of the candidate estimator sequences.

Assumption 2 (A2, Estimator quality). Ler { fi, i =0,1,...} be a sequence of estimators of fo. There exists
constants a € [0,1], M > 0 such that

lim iF [{fi_l (X3) = fo (Xi)ﬂ _ M, (18)

1—>00

. 2
and E { fim1(Xi) — fo (XZ)} ] is uniformly bounded. Moreover, we assume that there exists a constant

C1 > 0 such that:
o 4
i 5 | {71 06 - (50} | = ¢ (19)

i—00
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Remark 1. In our main results Theorem[d.1} we will compare two sequences of estimators {h;},{g;} that
satisfy condition (A2) but with different constants a, M (we do not use constant Cy in (19)) to formulate the
estimator quality. The fourth moment bounds are mainly for technical reasons). Let us assume condition
(A2) holds for h; (g;) with constants a = ap, M = My, (a = ag, M = Myg). When a;, < a4, regardless of
the magnitudes of My or My, we would prefer g; over h; since it has a more favorable MSE convergence
rate. When ap = a4 < 1, we are comparing two sequences of nonparametric estimators. In this case, we
would prefer the one whose asymptotic risk has a smaller constant M in (I8). However, we are not engaging
with comparing two parametric rate estimators—ag = ap, = 1—that are of different constants My # M},
This is a hard task: typical implementation of batch CV procedure cannot pick the better estimator with
probability converging to 1. See Example 1 in [I8|] for a very simple counter-example.
Our selection consistency result still holds if the limit in (18) is replaced by
lim 'inf iahE |:{hz—1(X1,) - f()(XZ)}ﬂ Z Mh
1— 00

and

lim sup " F [{gi—l(Xi) - fO(Xi)}ﬂ < M,,

1—00
where {g;} is the better sequence.

In addition to the estimator quality conditions (A2), we also need the following stability conditions in
order to control the deviation of the losses from their expected values. Let (X ]’-, Yj’ ) be an IID copy of
(X;,Y;) for j > 1. The actual estimator fi(x) is trained with samples Z; = {(X;,Y5),1 < j < i}
and can be more explicitly expressed as f;(z) = fi(z; Z;). We use Zl-j to denote an imaginary data set
obtained by replacing (X, Y;) in Z; by its IID copy (X j’-, Yj’ ). The imaginary estimator trained with sz is
denoted as fzj (z) = filz; Zf ). We need the following conditions on the difference between f;(z; Z;) and

its perturb-one version: Vjﬁ- (z) := fi (z; Z;) — ff (ac; Zg):

Assumption 3 (A3, Estimator stability). There exists some b, Cy > 0 such that: forany 1 < j <

i° \/E[{V]ﬁ(X)}2|FJ] <y almost surely. (20)
where FJ is the o-algebra generated by the first j samples in Z;.

Remark 2. The stability condition quantifies the variability of the estimator when switching one training
sample. The exponent b in (A3) is of the most interest in our analysis. For many parametric estimators, the
stability rate b is equal to 1 but for general nonparametric procedures, the rate is smaller than 1, indicating a
worse stability. In Section[5] we establish bounds on b for some example estimators such as batch projection
estimators, parametric and non-parametric SGD estimators. A condition similar to (A3) is also used in
batch, high-dimensional CV procedures [16|]. The sup-norm stability condition in can be simplified
and relaxed to ||V ; Fi(X) |2 < i? if we strengthen the consistency condition (I8) to the corresponding sup
norm: || f; — follso < 7% Such a trade-off between the stability condition and the accuracy condition is
specific to the squared loss. Similar conditions can be derived for other loss functions.

Now we present our main result that establishes the consistency of wRV: It selects the better estimator
sequence with probability tending to one as the online sample size n increases.

Theorem 4.1. Assume the IID learning setting (Al). Let {h;} be a sequence of estimators satisfying
condition (A2) with parameter a = a € [0,1), M = My > 0 and condition (A3) with parameter
b =0by, > 1/2+ an/2. Let {g;} be another sequence of estimators satisfying condition (A2) with pa-
rameter ag, My and (A3) with by > 1/2 + aj, — ag/2. We further assume either one of the following
conditions holds:

10



1. Estimators {g;} achieve a better rate: a4 € (ap, 1];

2. Estimators {g;} achieve a better constant at the same nonparametric rate: a4 = ap < 1 and 0 <
Mg < My,

Under the above assumptions, we have

The proof of Theorem [.1]is presented in Appendix [A] We will discuss some important proof compo-
nents in Section 4.1l

Remark 3. In Theorem the larger the difference between ay, and ag is, the milder stability conditions
we require to establish consistency results. We can plug in some concrete values to get some intuition of the
interplay between convergence rates and stability rates.

* For two sequences of inconsistent estimators, ay = ap, = 0 and we only require by, by, > 1/2.

» When g; converges to fo at a parametric rate (ay = 1), we require by > ap,, which is stronger than
the requirement of by, (b, > (ap, +1)/2).

» When both estimator sequences have the same nonparametric rate a;, = ap, = 1/2, the stability
requirements are identical as well: by, by, > 3/4.

4.1 Sketch of analysis and some technical results

. 2
The wWRYV statistics is an unbiased estimator of its rolling population risk > ; i‘F {{ fic1(X) — Y} } ,

where f, € {gi, hi} as in Theorem Assumption (A2) implies a “gap” between the rolling population
risks for g; and h;. To ensure statistical consistency of wRV, we need to establish some concentration results
of the sample RV statistics. Specifically, the fluctuation of the sample quantities should be of a smaller
order than the magnitude of the population risk gap. Consequently, the realized trajectories of RV ({g;})
and RV ({h;}) will eventually separate. To show the concentration properties, we rewrite the difference
between sample wRV and its population mean as:

Zig{fi—l(Xi) — Y} —ite — ZigE[{fi—l(X) — fo(X)}?]
i=1 i=1

= u; = 2ife{ fi1(Xi) — fo(Xi)} =Y Eluwi]  denote u; = i*{fi_1(Xi) — fo(Xi)}?
i=1 i=1

n n n
<Z u; — E[Ui\Fil]> + (Z Elu|[ F'™1] - E[“i]) - <22i£€i{fi—1(Xi) - fO(Xi)}> - (22)
i=1 i=1 i=1
For each of the three terms, we can derive a concentration result. The first and the third terms are typical,

and deriving their concentration does not need the stability conditions (A3) of the estimators. For the last
term, we have the following result.

Lemma 4.2. Assume IID sampling scheme (A1) and { fl} satisfying (A2) with constants a, M, we have

lim pr (
n—oo

for any positive c,, satisfying lim,,_,, c;,?(n' =92 vlogn) = 0.

Zn: ife; {fi_l (Xi) — fo (Xz')}

=1

> cn> =0 (23)

11



The proof of Lemma is based on a direct application of Chebyshev’s inequality and controlling the
variance. The detail is given in Appendix|[C} We can also derive the concentration properties of the first term
using a similar argument.

Lemma 4.3. Assume IID sampling scheme (Al) and { fz} satisfying (A2) with constants a, M, we have

iui—E[ui ’ Fiil]

=1

lim pr ( > cn> =0 (24)
n—oo

for any positive c,, such that lim,, s, c;2(n' =272 v logn) = 0.

The proof of Lemma[4.3]is very similar to that of Lemma4.2] We present it in Appendix [C]
The second term in (22)) is technically the most challenging part since we are no longer engaging with a
simple martingale sequence. We need the stability of the estimator to control the second term.

Lemma 4.4. Assume IID sampling scheme (Al) and { fl} satisfying (A2)-(A3) with constants a, M, b, we
have

> Elui| F7') - Euy

i=1

lim pr ( > cn> =0 25)
n—o0

for any positive sequence c,, satisfying lim,, . c;2(logn V n3=2=20+2% og n) = 0,

The proof of Lemma [.4]is presented in Appendix [D] Compared with Lemma [4.2] and the proof is
more involved—we no longer have a martingale—and requires the stability properties of the estimators.

Remark 4. A typical ¢, that we are interested in is ¢, = n'=T¢—this is the order of 3, E[u;] when

€ [0,1). If we want the deviation |} | E[u;|F*~'] — E[us]| 1o be of a smaller order than the mean
>oi1 Elus], we need the stability index b to be greater than (a + 1) /2 (stated in Theorem{.1)). As a gets
larger, the convergence rate of the considered estimator gets better, but the stability requirement becomes
more stringent.

Combining the above lemmas with union bound, we can derive the following concentration of sample
wRV over its expectation, which then yields the consistency result claimed in Corollary 4.5] as detailed in

Appendix

Corollary 4.5. Under condition (Al-3), let a be the parameter in (A2) and b be the one in (A3). We have

lim pr (
n— oo

for any c,, satisfying

n

iis {fiq (Xi) — Yz}z — it =Y B {fz;l(X) - fo(X)}2

i=1 =1

> cn> =0 (26

lim c;,? <log n Vv ntTatE y pdam20 20 n) =0. 27
n—oo

5 Stability of Estimators

The consistency of wRV model selection only relies on three interpretable conditions: I1ID sampling (A1),
estimator convergence (A2), and estimator stability (A3). While the convergence rates of estimators have
been extensively studied in the literature, the stability condition (A3) is relatively new and deserves more
discussion. In this section we evaluate the stability rates for multiple prototypical estimators, providing
sufficient conditions for the assumptions in Theorem {.1]to hold.
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5.1 Batch Sieve Estimators

The concept of stability applies to both online and batch (“off-line”) estimators. We begin our discussion
with a batch sieve estimator which is simpler and easier to understand at first reading.
Recall the basic nonparametric regression model for IID sample (X;, Y;) on [0, 1] x R:

Y= fo(Xi)+e,i=1,2,..,n.

Assume that there is an orthonormal basis of L2([0, 1]), {4}, such that
[e.e]
fo=Y_ Brdr.
k=1

We assume the coefficients satisfying a Sobolev ellipsoid condition that Y~ ; k2 ,B,% < @ for some s >
1/2,Q > 0.
Consider estimators using J = .J,, many basis in {¢y } to construct estimators of the form

J
F=F=> Bor,
=1
where the regression coefficients are calculated from the sample as:
R n
Br=n"1) Yigr(Xi).
i=1

Under some extra distributional assumption (the most essential one is assuming X; take value on a
evenly-spaced grid), the MSE of the batch sieve estimators can be decomposed as ([28]], p.55)

E[(f(X) = (X)) ST/n+ D B
k=J+1

SJ/?”L+J_2S Z k25ﬁ£
k=J+1
<J/n+J%Q.

In order to obtain rate optimal estimators, we need to balance the .J/n (variance) and the .J —25() (squared
bias) terms so that they are of the same order. This leads to J = .J,, ~ n'/(2>**1) with an MSE convergence
rate n—25/(2s+1)

To quantify the stability of the batch sieve estimator, we consider general J of the order n® for some
0 < a < 1/2. In this case when a < (2s + 1)1, the bias term J~2°Q) would dominate the variance
term .J/n and the convergence rate of f will be =2, When we use significantly more basis than needed
(o > (2s + 1)1, the convergence rate behaves like n® 1.

Let f(-) = fu(:s Zn), f' = f.(-; Z}) be two estimates that are trained with different j-th sample. The
stability difference in (A3) can be expanded as (1 < j < n):

Vi falX) = F(X) = F (X)
Jn
=t S0 (V00 (X)) = Vo (X))} 0 (X)
k=1

13



Therefore,

I, 2
(w0}’ 1 7] =t | (35 o) - vy ) 1
k=1

D) oy o (x)12 S pa-
D23 (Vyon () - Vo (X))} 5 no?,
k=1

where in step (1) we used {¢y} is orthonormal: E|[¢;(X)¢r(X)] = Ok, and in step (1) we assumed the
outcome variable and the basis functions are uniformly bounded.

At this point, the convergence rate and stability rate are both explicitly related to how fast the number
of basis function diverges. Suppose we are estimating fj using repeatedly refitted batch sieve estimators
(just for theoretical interest) and we are comparing the following two sequences of candidates: {g;} uses
the first i'/(2+1) basis functions and {h;} uses i® of them for a # 1/(2s + 1). We know g; is the better
sequence because it implements the correct order of model capacity, so a good model selection proce-
dure should choose it. In view of Theorem §.1| we require the following stability conditions to ensure

limy o0 pr (RV ({g:}) < RV ({hi})) = L:

b, > 1/2+ap/2,
by >1/24ap —ay/2, (28)

which is equivalent to
a<(2s+1)7h

That is, the RV procedure can consistently select {g; } over {h;} if the latter uses fewer basis functions
than the optimal order. In other words, RV can rule out over-smoothing estimators. However, when we
compare the optimal sequence {g; } against a sequence of estimators that uses more basis functions, Theo-
rem can not provide selection guarantee for this regime. In addition to the above “hard” setting, if we
instead assume {h;} uses ¢* many basis functions but is an inconsistent estimator of fy (a trivial example
is {h;} does not use function v/; to construct estimator when it is needed), then conditions in are much
easier to satisfy and RV can always pick the better sequence g; so long as o < 1.

5.2 Online Parametric SGD

In Section we discussed the stability properties of batch sieve estimators. Now we switch back to the
online setting. In this section, we consider a linear SGD estimator with an update iteration

BO =0¢c Rp7
Bi = Bic1 + (Y — X' Bii1) X,

where (X;,Y;) € RPF! and v is a fixed learning rate. We cosndier the estimator fz using the averaged

parameter: ‘
fz(.%') = l‘T (i_l Zﬁk> .
k=1

This estimator has been shown to achieve the parametric minimax rate in [[19] when the truth is indeed linear.
Stability results under strongly convex losses are known in [13]], but our treatment can handle the cases
when the loss is “on average strongly convex” (the treatment in [13] does not cover the simple, unpenalized
regression setting). We also note that (29)) does not implement vanishing learning rates -y, which can actually
be a constant — although the exact value needs to be “tuned”. The following results may be of interest itself,
whose proof techniques are also a primer of the nonparametric results in Section

(29)
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Theorem 5.1. Assume we observe IID samples { X;,Y;} satisfying condition (Al). We further assume that
|1X:]| < Rand |Y; — X, | 8i| < M almost surely. The minimal eigenvalue of the covariance matrix is
bounded away from zero: Apmin(E[XX"]) > A > 0. When the learning rate v < R, we have, for any
1<j<q

z\/E [{vjfi_l(X)}z | FJ} < Oy, A\ M,R) almost surely (30)

where C (v, A, M, R) is a constant depending on ~y, \, M, R.

The proof is given in Appendix [E.I] Theorem [5.1] states that parametric SGD has a strong mode of
stability, in the language of (A3), whose rate b = 1. Our result is also sharp: it is direct to verify that the

A 2 .
stability rate cannot be larger than b = 1, because E [{V, fim1(X )} | F 1} is indeed of order i 2.

5.3 Nonparametric SGD: Sieve-type

In this section we study the stability of a genuinely nonparametric SGD estimator: the sieve-SGD (9), by
combining the treatments of the batch sieve estimators and online parametric SGD estimators. Recall that
the estimator f; is a weighted linear combination of J; pre-specified basis functions

&

fi(x) = i[k]or (), (31

where the weights Bz € R’ is determined using data. We will consider functions ¢, that are a set of
orthonormal basis with respect to some measure v:

Assumption 4 (B1). Assume [ ¢;(x)dr(x)dv(x) = ik, where 8y, is the Kronecker delta. Moreover; the
basis functions are uniformly bounded: ||¢;|~ < 1.

Denote
bi = o(Xi; i) = (61(Xs), o, 0,(Xi)) T €R1 (32)

Very similar to the parametric correspondence, the coefficient updating rule for sieve-SGD is:

Bo=0€R

(33)
Bi =By +7%(Yi — ¢ B 1) Digpi,

where the 3 notation means embedding a vector 3 into a higher dimension Euclidean space — such that
its length is compatible with the other vector to be multiplied — and filling the extra dimensions with 0.
For example, in the second line of (33), 5, = (BZT_ 1,0, ..., 0)T € R’ which is of the same dimension
as ¢; multiplying it. The matrix D; is a diagonal weight matrix with elements (172, ..., JZ»_Q“’). The final
coefficient vector in (31) is just the average of the trajectory:

i
Bi=it> B eR.
=1

Now we are ready to state our main result regarding the stability of sieve-SGD:
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Theorem 5.2. Assume we observe IID samples {X;,Y;} satisfying condition (Al) and the basis function
satisfying assumption (B1). We further assume that |Y; — qbll Bi| < M almost surely and the density (with
respect to v) of X is bounded from above and below. When ; = i, J; = i%,w > 1/2:

. 2 A
ileC\/E I:{vjfi—l (XZ)} ] F]} < C almost surely,

for some constant C' > 0.

The proof of Theorem [5.2]is given in Appendix [E.2]

Suppose we have multiple sieve-SGD estimators that assume a different degree of smoothness sk,
1 < k < K and take the hyperparameter ( in Theoremas ¢k = (2s(k) +1)~L. Denote their convergence
rates in (A2) as aV), ..., a5 If one of the models properly specifies the smoothness s* (more accurately, it
specifies the largest possible s such that fo € T¥(s)) and achieves a MSE convergence rate 2s*/(2s* + 1),
Theorem [5.2]tells us that this estimator will have a smaller wRV value against those satisfying (using (28)):

1—2w¢™ > 1/2 4 a® /2,
1—2w2s* + 1) > 1/2+a® /2 — s /(25* +1).

Rearranging the terms and let w approach 1/2, the above condition becomes:

B - 25 —1/2
25+ 1
2
k) =
+23<k)+1

al :

1. (34)

According to (34), any alternative sieve-SGD will be excluded by wRV if it (1) has a gap in convergence rate
against the better value 2s/(2s + 1) (first line of (34)) and (2) uses a large enough s(k) (second line of (34)).
This is similar but weaker than the results we derived in Section [5.1] for batch orthogonal series estimators.
We conjecture the 7' ~2“¢ factor in Theorem can possibly be improved using different conditions or
arguments, and will pursue this in future work.

6 Numerical Examples

We consider two settings: a univariate setting with a theoretically tractable true regression function and a
more practically relevant 10-dimensional setting.

Example 6.1 (One-dimensional nonparametric regression). We generate IID samples as follows:
X; ~U([0,1]),
e; ~ N(0,0.5%),

30
Y, = Z k=25 cos ((k—1)7mX;) + €, (35
k=1

where U(N) indicates a uniform (normal) distribution.

We compare four Sieve-SGD models trained with different smoothness parameters. It is expected that
the one with the correctly specified smoothness would have the lowest estimation error and should be se-
lected by our proposed wRV procedure. In the notation of (9)), we set w = 0.51, ¢ (x) = cos ((k — 1)7z),
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J; = i~ 1/(2s+1) and v = 0.1- i~1/(2s+1) " The smoothness parameter s varies between the four models
considered: {1,2,3,4}. Note that the true regression function in (33)) and the basis functions of Sieve-SGD
are both cosine functions. Our main interest is whether wRV can pick s = 2 as the better model. Data is
generated and processed in an online fashion: each mini-bath contains 100 samples. When revealed to the
learners, the samples are processed one by one (i.e. taking 100 stochastic gradient descent steps for each
mini-batch).

In Figure [T} we present averaged simulation results from 500 repetitions. Subplot A shows the true
distance between the estimators and the underlying regression function, which is a piece of information not
available in practice. Subplots B, C, and D show the average ranking of the four models, based on rolling
statistics WRV with different weight exponent £ € {0, 1,2}. A smaller ranking value corresponds to a model
better preferred by wRV.

After processing the first 100 samples (log;(n) = 2), Panel A tells us the best model is the one with
smoothness parameter s = 4, followed very closely by s = 3 and 2. The corresponding wRV statistics in
Panels B, C, and D at log;yn = 2 also rank s = 4 as the best. However, as more data comes in, the models
s = 3 and s = 4 start to be outperformed by the other two due to over-smoothing, as reflected in panel A.
In other words, they do not increase the number of basis functions fast enough and miss a better trade-off
between the estimation and approximation errors.

Asymptotically, we would expect s = 2 to give the lowest estimation in this specific simulation setting
since it properly specifies the smoothness level. Indeed, it eventually becomes the best-performing model
among the four after processing 103 samples (Panel A). The unweighted RV, unfortunately, cannot adjust
its “outdated” choice until 10* samples are collected. But the weighted version has a much faster transition:
they start to consistently pick the correct model before n ~ 2 x 103. Although they are all asymptotically
consistent methods under certain conditions, the finite sample performance can be significantly improved
by implementing a diverging weight even in cases as simple as univariate regression.

Example 6.2 (Multivariate nonparametric regression). We also include a set of simulation results of multi-
variate nonparametric online estimation. In this setting, we have

Xi ~U([0,1]),

eiNN(O,QZ),
fo(Xi) = D {05 —[X[j] - 05} + > exp(=X.[j)),
jisodd J is even

Yi=fo(Xi) +e,
where the notation X;[j| means taking the j-th component of the 10-dimensional vector X;.

We compare eight different Sieve-SGD estimators that take different combinations of (1) assumed
smoothness level s € {1,2}; (2) initial step size A € {0.1,1} and (3) the initial number of basis functions
B € {2,8}. The definitions of these hyperparameters are given in (L)), and see also the paragraph following
equation (9). The exact model number and combination correspondence are given in Table[I]in Appendix [
The basis functions we use are products of univariate cosine functions: [[X°_, cos((I[m] — 1)mz[m]) for
some | € (NT)!0. In the univariate feature case, people almost always use the cosine basis of lower fre-
quency first. However, in the multivariate case, there is no such ordering of the product basis functions. We
reorder the multivariate cosine functions based on the product magnitude (= Hylr?:1 [[m]) of the index vector
l, in an increasing order. This way of reordering multivariate sieve basis functions can lead to rate-optimal
estimators in certain tensor product Sobolev spaces [34].

The actual estimation errors (Panel A) and model selection frequencies (Panels BD) for this example are
presented in Figure 2] According to Panel A, models 3 and 4 are better when sample size is less than 250.
As more samples are being processed, models 1, 3, and 6 perform better.
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Figure 1: Model selection results of Example @ (A) the (unavailable) true estimation errors of the candi-
date models; (B)-(D), average rankings of the models at different sample sizes over 500 repetitions, accord-
ing to wRV, with weight exponent £ = 0, 1, 2, respectively.
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Figure 2: Model selection results of Example 2. n, number of samples processed by the estimators. (A) the
(unavailable) true estimation errors of 8 models; (B)-(D), average ranking of the models at different sample
size, according to wRV. The RV weight exponents are £ = 0, 1, 2, respectively. Averaged over 500 repeats.
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According to the unweighted RV statistics (Panel B), model 3 is always one of the best-performing ones
(second place when n < 10%7). This is consistent with the (unavailable) true estimation error in Panel A.
The wRYV statistics also captured the phenomenon that model 4 is better when the sample size is small but
falls behind when the sample size is larger. If one observes Panel A closely, model 1 is narrowly the best
one when n > 1035, Unfortunately, this small difference seems not fully captured by the unweighted RV
in Panel B (model 1 does not frequently win the first place). This difficulty is overcome by weighted RV in
Panels C and D. Model 1 becomes the preferred choice of wRV as the best when the sample size exceeds
1037 samples, and such selection becomes consistent when n > 10*. Models 7 and 8 use a large initial
learning rate and initial basis function number that result in a larger estimation error at an early stage—
model 8 even has an irregular increasing error. After a fast-improving stage, they eventually surpassed
models 2 and 4 that performed well in the beginning. This feature is barely captured by unweighted RV at
the sample size range considered here but is better reflected by weighted RV in panel D.

7 Discussion

The rolling validation method provides a computationally efficient way for online adaptive regression, with
a theoretically justifiable performance guarantee under stability conditions. We analyze our method in the
regression setting but the method and results can be extended to other nonparametric estimation tasks. For
example, one can replace the squared loss with the “pinball” loss

Y — f(X if Y > f(X
oxyy o [P0 ST Y > )
(1—-a)(f(X)—Y) otherwise
to perform online adaptive quantile regression. In Figure [3| we demonstrate the 95% and 5% conditional
quantile regression results (using Sieve-SGD). The hyperparameter is tuned by weighted RV with rolling
weight exponent ¢ = 1. We also report the probability of the outcome lying between the regression curves.
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Figure 3: An example of applying weighted RV to quantile regression. The blue points represent training
samples. (A) training sample size = 100. (B) training size increases to 103, the blue points in (A) is a strict
subset of those shown in (B). The estimators are trained in an online fashion using the same trajectory. The
estimated coverage between the quantiles using a testing sample size = 10% is (A) 91.7% and (B) 90.6%.
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So far we have been focusing on the scenario where the data points are generated from an unknown
but not varying “true” distribution. However, the analysis framework presented in this paper can potentially
be generalized to allow for time-varying distributions. One of the most interesting cases would be the true
regression function experiencing certain “concept-drifts”: they may change abruptly at some time points or
gradually over time. We expect some variants of the proposed weighted RV method can provide insights
and practical tools in tracing the time-varying model selection target.
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A Proof of Theorem 4.1]

Proof. We first present the proof of comparing two estimators that are different in convergence rates, that is,
under the assumption that a, > ay,. Denote H,, = Y7 i€ E {h;_1(X) — fo(X)}*. Forany § € (0,1/4):

n n
pr( correct selection ) = pr (Z i€ {himy (X;) = Yi}2 —ife? > Z i€ {gi1 (X3) = Y3} — i%?)
i=1 =1

> pr (Z i€ {hi—1 (X)) = Y;}* —i¢e? > (1—0)H,, and
=1

Xn:zf {gi1 (Xi) = Vi}? —ife; < (1 5)Hn>

=1

=1—pr (Z i€ {hi_1 (X;) = Y;}2 —if? < (1—6)H,, or (36)
=1
D it{gi (X)) =YY —ife > (1 - 5)Hn>
=1

>1—pr (Zn: i {hi1 (Xi) =YV} —ifef < (1— 5)Hn>

i=1

pr (Z i€ g (X)) — Vi — i > (1 - 6>Hn)

i=1

Applying Corollary {.5] we can verify that the probabilities in the last line converges to zero under the
Theorem’s assumptions. For the first probability, we have:

pr (Z {1 (Xi) =Y} =2 < (1 - 5)Hn>
=1
< pr < > i {hig (X)) = Vi) — i€l — Hy| > 5Hn)
i=1 37

(D) -
< pr ( > 5n1_“h+§Mh/2>

(for large n such that

n

D i i (X)) =Y} — it - H,
=1

n L, — Nip| < M /2)
In step (1) we used the fact that (it can be proved using the definition of limit, see an example in LemmalA. I):

lim i E {hi_1(X) — fo(X)}* = M,

" - (38)
= lim n™ Y "EE {h 1 (X) = fo(X)} = Mp/(1+ & — ap) = My,
=1

n—0o0

Then we can apply Corollary {.5]to show the last line of converging to Zero as n — oo.
To bound pr (z;.;l E g1 (X)) — VY2 — i > (1 5)Hn),we denote G, = S € E {gi_1(X) — fo(X)}2
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Then we have:

pr (Zn: € {gi1 (Xi) =Y} =% > (1 — 5)Hn>
=1

@ pr (Z it {gi-1 (Xi) — YQ}2 — ife? —Gp>(1-96)H, — Gn>
i=1

(for large n such that G,, < (1 — ) H,,)

n

(I1) (39
< pr (Z i {gio1 (X3) =Y} — i -G > (1— 26)Hn>
i=1
(for large n such that G,, < min{dH,, (1 —0)H,} = 0H,, since § < 1/4)

(I11) n -
S pr (Z Z'E {gz;l (XZ) — Yl}2 — ifef — Gn 2 (1 — 25)n1_ah+§Mh/2)
=1

(for large n such that G,, < 6 H,, and \n“h*&lHn — Mh] < Mh/2)

In step (1), (II) we used H, is a positive sequence diverging in a faster rate than G,, (by our assumption
that ag > ay). In step (I11) we used (38) again. Under the conditions on the convergence rate and estimator
stability, we can verify that ¢, = (1 — 28)n!~9 M, /2 satisfies the requirement in (7). Therefore the
above deviation probability converges to 0 according to Corollary [4.5]

In the case that a;, = ay, but the constants differ M, < Mj, the proof is very similar. The only
twist is that we cannot pick any 6 € (0,1/4) as above. Instead, we should more carefully choose § €
(0,1 — (M,/My,)"/?). We keep the same argument in and (37), but modify as:

pr (i “{gi1 (X)) =YY =it > (1 5)Hn>

i=1
n
<pr (Z i {gi—1 (X3) — Yz‘}2 . Z~£€ZZ > (1— 5)2n1—ah+§Mh>
i=1

(for large n such that

nh=§=1f, — Mh\ < 6My)

(Iv) n -
<’ pr (Z i€ {gi (X)) — Yi)? — i85 — Gy > (1 — 8)2ni 4T, Gn> (40)
=1

(for large n such that

nahi&:len - Mh‘ < 6Mh and G, < (1 - 5)3nliah+£Mh)
n

S pr (Z Zf {gi_l (Xz) — YZ}Q — Z{GZZ — Gn 2 (5(1 — 5)2n1_ah+§Mh>
=1

(for large n such that

nah_g_lHn — Mh‘ < (5Mh and Gn < (1 — 5)3n1_ah+EMh)

In step (IV), it is possible to find large enough n such that G, < (1 — 6)3n' @€, In fact, similar
to H,,, we also have (recall a, = ay):

lim n 18N i E {g 1(X) — fo(X)}? = My/ (1+ & — an) = M. (41)

n—oo
i=1
This means we can find large enough n such that

Gy < (My + e)n' = for any € > 0. (42)
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Specifically, we can take € = (1 — §)>Mj, — M, (Due to our choice of § € <0, 1- (Mg/Mh)1/3), this is
indeed a positive number). The last line of can be bounded using Corollary O

Lemma A.1. Suppose for a bounded positive sequence {h;,i = 1,2, ...} we have

lim i%; = M, (43)

1—00

for some a € (0,1), M > 0. Then for any { > 0, we have

i 1N € — ) = N
lim n z;z hi=M/(1+¢&—a)=: M. (44)

Proof. By definition of limit, we have: for any €; > 0, there exists some N; such that for any 7 > Nj:

|i%h; — M| < €. (45)

We want to show that for any e3 > 0, there exists some Ny such that for any n > No:

nt—¢- 1ZZ€h _

We show the details of upper bounding n®¢~1 Yo i€h; — M

n
Y i

<€ (46)

< na& 1{Zz§h + Z (M +e)i®y—M 47
i=N1+1
N1 n
= paé-l Z ihi + n® Y (M + ) Z i — M
i=1 i=Ni+1

The term n® ¢! Z,f\;ll i¢h; above can be arbitrarily small as n — oo since h; is uniformly bounded.
When £ — a > 0 (the other cases can be done similarly):

n n+1
Z it7 < / 257 % e < (14 & —a) t(n+ 1)1, (48)
i=N1+1 N+l
then " Lie
e e M+e [(n+1 —a
a—€—1 M §—a <
) Y s ()
i=N1+1
:>n“_5_1(M+el) Z & _ N < +e [n+ Y
, 1+&—a n
1=N1+1
Since (1) tea converges to 1, can also be arbitrarily small. O
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B Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. All we need is Chebyshev’s inequality (u; is defined in (22)):

pr ( iz‘fei {fi_l (Xi) = fo (Xi>} > Cn> < 2¢;,var (i ie; {fi—l (Xi) = fo (Xi)})

=2¢,2 Zvar[ifei{fi_l(Xi) — fo(X)} + ZCOV[’ifﬁi{fi—l(Xi) — fo(Xa)}, ife{ fi—1(X;) — fo(X))}]
i=1 i2j

n n
@ 2c;,2 Zi%E[e?ui} < 20%c,? Zi%E[ui] () 0
i=1 =1

In step (I) we used the noise variables ¢; are centered and independent from each other. Recall o2 is
the bound on the variance of ¢; (conditioned on X;). For step (I1) we combined condition (A2) and the
assumption on sequence c,. O

C Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof. Denote Z; = u; — E[u; | F*~1], we have E[Z;] = E[Z; | F'~!] = 0. Then applying Chebyshev’s

inequality:

n
2%
i=1

> cn> < 20;2 var (Z Zi>
i=1
n 2
=2c,°E <Z ZZ-> (50)
i=1

n
=2¢,°¢N EZ?+) E[2:Z)]
i=1 i#j

Note that, for j < i — 1: .
E|ZiZ;j] = E|Z;E|Z;|F7]] = 0 6D

So we have

|

n

>

n n
) <2503 82 =253 (- £ 7))

i=1 i=1 i=1
n
=2, Bu} + E[E®[u; | F* Y]] = 2E[uw; E[u; | F* V] (52)
=1

< 26;2 Zn:E'u? = 20;2 Zn:z'2§E' |:{fz‘_1 (Xz) — f() (Xz)}4] (ig 0
=1 =1

In step (/) we used condition A2 and our assumption on sequence cy,. O
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D Proof of Lemma 4.4

Proof. We will show that

— 0 in probability, (53)

-1
Cp,

> Eui| F™) — Eluy)
i=1

which is implied by
2
n
Ec,? > Efu|F'™'] — Elu]| —0, (54)
i=1
or equivalently
o\ 1/2
n ) n n ] n
& DBl F =Y Bul|| =¢,' | B Ew|FT' =Y Elu —0  (55)
i=1 i=1 2 i=1 i=1
We rearrange the terms on the left-hand-side of (53)):
Y Elw|F =) Elu
=1 =1 2
n 2
=D (Blwl|F™"] = Elw|F"?| + Elu|F"?| = Elus|F"®| + - - - + Elu|F"] - E[uj])
i=1 2
4 2
n t—1 ‘ ‘
S5 B 7 - B 7
i=1 j=1 5
2
n—1 n . .
= > Elu| FI| - E[u | F/7']
j=1i=j+1 5
2
( )nfl n . '
<) > Blu|FI] — Efu;| F77"
=1 ||i=+1 )
2 2
(1) n—1 n ' (I11) n—1 n A
D5 S Bl €Y (S BT 56
j=1||i=j+1 5 j=1 \i=j+1

In step (I) we used that M; = > 1" | Efu;|F 7] — E[u;| F7~1] is a martingale-difference sequence w.r.t. to
the filtration F/. Therefore E[M;M}] = 0 forall I # k. In step (1) we used the definition of the difference
operator V; and realize that E(u;(Z;)|F'~') = E(u;(Z])|F7). where Z; = {(X1,Y1), ..., (X;,Y;)} and
Zij is replacing the j-th component of Z; with an IID copy. Step (/1) is triangule inequality.

Now we look at the scale of each term in the summation above. We will need the following decomposi-
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tion of the stability of the loss function:
iV ju;
=V {fi-1(X) — fo(Xi)}?
={fir1(Xi: Zia) = fo(X)}? — {fin(XiZ]) = fo(X0)}?
={fir1(Xi3 Zic1) — firr(Xas ZL ) HFima (Xis Zima) — fo(X0) + fimr(Xi1 Z) — fo(Xi)}
:vjfi—l(Xi){fi—l(XiQ Zi 1) — fo(Xi) + fio1(X; ZZ_1) — fo(Xi)}. (57)
We use the shorter notation fz(f )1(x) = f(x; Zf;l). Then
B[V ju;| F7]
=i BV fir(X) H im0 (X)) = fo(X0) + 74 (X0) = fo(X)}|F7]
Si&\/E[{vjfi—l(Xi)}z‘Fj]\/E[{fi—l(Xi) — fo(Xo) + F9(X0) — fo(Xi))2|Fi].

Under our assumptions (A3) that \/ E[{V;fi—1(X;)}2|F7] can be bounded by some Z; = Dai~" almost
surely, we can continue (56)) as following:

> 1Bl F,

i=j+1

n
S
i=j+1
n

< =, \/E[{fifl(Xi) — Jo(Xi) + fi(z)ﬂXi) — fo(Xa)}?[F7]

\/E[{vjfifl(Xi)}%Fj]\/E[{fifl(Xi) — fo(X3) + FPN(X0) = fo(X) Y2 (FV]

2

2

= 25 || fioa () = fo (X3) + 2 (X0) = fo (X))

S EE fier (X0) = fo (X))

i=j+1

2

Under the assumption || fi_1(X;) — fo(X:)||2 < Ci~%/2 for some a € (1/2,1], we can further simplify
the above to be

Z | EIVuil F7]|], S Z i~ ¢, where ¢ := (a/2 +b—¢).

i=j+1 i=j+1
1. When ¢ > 1,
2
n—1 n . n—1
Z Z HE[VJ'UZUN]HQ <Y e —nlT92 <nd % vilogn
Jj=1 \i=j+1 j=1
Plugging above into (56),
n ) n
C;l ZE[UZ‘Fz—l] _ ZE[uz] S C7;1”3/2—c v/ C;l logl/Qn
=1 i=1 9

Under the assumptions of c,, the RHS above converges to 0 as n — oo.
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2. When ¢ = 1, by definition of ¢, we have a/2 + b — £ = 1. Our assumptions on ¢, are reduced to
lim,, ¢;, 'n'/?logn = 0. So in this case we have

2

n—l n n—1
Z Z HE[Vjui|Fj]H2 SZIOangnloan,
j=1

i=j+1 j=1

and
n

< c¢'n'?logn — 0asn — oo
2

n
Elu|F" ' = Elu)
=1

=1

3. When ¢ < 1, we have

n—1 n ) 2 n—1
> BVl | 3 (n170 =517 Sn?
j=1 \i=j+1 j=1
Similar to the case 1, we have ¢; ! || Y1) Efu;|[F*™] = Y1) Efuj]||, — 0 as n — oc. O

E Stability of SGD estimators

E.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1]
Proof. Recall the iteration formula of the model parameter:
Bo=0€eRP
Bi = Bi—1+7 (Yz - X;Bi-l) X (58)
=Y Xi + (I — v X X; ) Bia

In our stability notation, /3; can be written as (;(Z;), meaning it is calculated using the true sample Z; =
{(X1,Y1),...,(X;,Yi)}. And we use 8} = (3.(V;Z;) to denote the model parameter trained with sample
V;Z;, whose j-th sample is a IID copy of (X, Y;) in Z;. We use 7, to denote the difference between (3; and

8
i = Bi — B, (59)

We are going to show 7);’s are vectors of small norm. It is trivial that 7; = 0 when j > ¢ (the parameters are
calculated using the same samples). When ¢ = 7,

n = YiX; + (T=XiX] ) B =YX+ (T = XIX[T) B (60)
For i > j 4 1, we have the iteration formula:

ni = (I — 7| X:|* Hi)ni— (61)
—H Mi— 1+(1_’VHX H ) ii—1, (62)

where we used H; = X;(||X;||?) !X, to denote the projection matrix onto the direction of X; and H;- =
I — H; is the projection onto its orthogonal complement.
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Then we have

Inill® = | H mit I + (1 — A1 X3 )1 *) 2 | Himi—r || (63)
(1)
< |[Hinia | + (1 = y1 X)) | Himia |2 (64)
< Inicall® = YIXi || Himi-1 |)? (65)

In step (1) we used || X;||> < 1. Therefore,

|2 Hini1||? T XX n;i_
171 171l 171
Take conditional expectation on both sides:
[l7:]1 -2 T T
E 5| Fic1| < 1 =llnial " EIX X5 [nia
75— (67)

(I1)
< 1—9A <exp(—yA).

In step (1) we used the assumption that A\in(E[X;X;']) > A > 0. Now we established some “ex-
ponential contraction” properties for the sequence of vectors {7;}. Then we can apply Lemma (with
parameter a therein equals to 0) to conclude that the averaged coefficient vector #; = i~! ZZ=1 Ny has
magnitude:

El||#:l*1 F7) < i |y (68)

Recall that our goal is to control the stability of the estimator. Use the bound on 7); we have:
. 2 . . . 2 .
E {{ijm (Xz')} | F]} =E [{fz‘—l (X3 Zi) = fier (X Vsz‘)} | F]]

=L [{X:le - XiTBz/’—l}Q | F]}

. B i R B ¢ (69)
(where 3; =i 125k, B=i 1252)
k=1 k=1
— B [{X[i-1)?| ]
< E (X1 171 F7]
Under the assumption that E[|| X;||?] < R?,
R 2 :
B {Vifr 00} | 7] < BB [lical? | 7]
(70)
un
S i Il

In step (I11) we used (68). Under the uniform assumptions: || X;||*> < R? and |Y; — X]Tﬂj,ﬂ < M, we
have

;]| < H’ij (Yj - X]-Tﬁj_l) H + HVX; (Y;’ - X;.ng_l) H
< 2yMR (71)
= |In;|I* < 4y*M°R*.
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Combine and (7T)), we know
R 2
E [{iji_l (X} | Fﬂ] Si, 72

which concludes our proof.

E.2 Proof of Theorem[5.2]

Proof. Let 3; be the coefficient vectors trained with sample Z; = {(X1,Y7),(X2,Y2),...,(X;,Y;), ..., (X;, Yi)}

and 3! be the coefficient vectors trained with sample V; Z; = {(Xl, Y1),(Xe,Ya), ..., (X]’-, Y;) yee (X5, Yz)}

The two sets of training samples are the same except for the j-th pair. Here we used ¢ > j—for ¢ < j the
two coefficient vectors are the same. At the j-th step, /3; is updated using sample (X, Y;):

Bi = Bi1 + (Yj — ¢ L) Dj¢;, (73)
And we have a similar updating rule for 6;- using sample <X 3/‘7 Y;.’ ) :
=8 (5 97 5) Dy o
=B+ (¥ = #7600 ) i

Here qﬁ;- = <¢1 (X]/) s O, (XJ/))T

Let n; = 3; — [3] be the difference between the two vectors. We have ; = 0 for ¢ < j. And
m = (Y= &) B ) Dics = (Y5 — 87 B2 ) D3 (75)
From the recursive formula of /3;, 3/ we can also derive one for 7;:
i =1y — viDigidy 1 (76)

Multiply D, 1/2 on both sides:

~1/2 —1/2 1/2 172, \ | ~=1/2
Dyt = D7l — D6 (D) D7l )

7 K3 K3

Denote 0; = D2

i Wi = Di1 / 2(151', we rewrite the above equation as:

0; = 00 — W, W, 0], (78)

For the rest of the proof, we aim to derive some bounds on ||#;]|? (and their averaged version §; =

it 22:1 Or)-
For 0; we have the following bound:

1051 = |3 (Y3 — &) 851 ) DY = (Vi — &7 821 ) D}

o (79)
) S

< 2y (|20 + [ 0345
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In step (/) above we used the norm of D;/ 2¢j is uniformly bounded:
J()

1D ;1% = 3" (k™ on(X;))? < CZk 2 < (80)

k=1
recall that w > 1/2. Now we are going to use the iteration formula to derive bounds for ||6;||,7 > j. Take
inner product on both sides of (78):

16s H = H9 1H +% (9 ) Win‘TWiWiTGzA—l — 2y (gf—l)TWiWiTez‘A—l
(81)
Ha Y| T ANN A VAN A
In step (1) above we used ~;||W;||* < 1. Take conditional expectation
E6:|° | F*1] < 116/4]> — 76; BV W, 167 %
P 1/2 D21 (82)
= [|0i—1]I” — v ilei El¢ip; D i 0
Divide [|6;—1 > = |62 1 |* on both sides:
0.7, D} E|pigp] 1D} *60)
E[10: /101 P[F1 < 1 — == - (83)

[LARYE

By our assumption, Ain (E[i,']) is strictly larger than a constant (we postpone the proof after equa-

tion (88)). Also note that DZ.1 /2 = diag(17%, ..., J; ) has eigenvalues greater than J; “ = i~%“. So overall

we have 1/ 1/2
A
OZ_TlDZ E[(bqu;r]Dz 01{\—1 -—2Cw

>1 (84)
1674117
Then we have a exponential contraction recursion:
B0 /1051 [P F71 < 1= 3™ =1 = 776 < exp(—i79), (85)

for the ease of notation we defined o = 2Cw + (. Now we are ready to apply Lemma to bound the
magnitude of 6; =i~ >, _, 0} as:

E[)16:]21F7) < 0252162 (86)
Plug this into (79), we get
B[||0;|21F7) S im2520% = 72t (87)

This implies the stability property of the sieve SGD estimator, let ﬁAz =4t ZZZI 4 denote the averaged
coefficient vector (3/, 7); are similarly defined):

E {{vjﬁ_l(x,-)}zwj} —E {
—E {
(i
&

2 .
7)) — I, (Xi;vjzi)} |FJ]
)Gy

@) | } (8)

i—1
A¥ \Fﬂ]

leXz
<117

T

—E 0T1E[WWT} i 1|Fﬂ}

< Amax ( [Wz‘WJD jwC—2
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To finalize the proof, we just need to bound the minimal (maximal) eigenvalue of matrix E [d)iqf);r]
(E[W; I/ViT]). We denote the density of X (with respect to the measure v) as px. By our assumption there
exists some positive constants px, p . such that 0 < p . < px(z) < px < oco. Let v denote any eigenvector

of E[¢;¢] |, we have:

2 ) 2

TElgip] v = <Z¢>k ) >pX/<i¢k(Xi)Uk> dv = p,|v]? (89)
k=1

So we know Apin (E[¢i; ]) > p - Similarly, let u denote any eigenvector of E[W; w,:

2

TEWW, Ju (Z Egr(X ) < px . (90)
So we know A,z (E[W; WZT]) < px. Combine these eigenvalue results with (88)), we conclude that

E [{vjfi—l (XZ.)}Q | F]] < =2

E.3 A Technical Lemma

The following lemma was used in the proof of the stability properties of SGD estimators.

LemmaE.1l. Let {n;,i = 1,2, ...} be a sequence of real vectors. Assume that there exists some j € {1,2,...}
and some a € [0,1), A > 0 such that:

° n; = 0 whenlz 172;"'7j - ]‘"

» Foralli > j, the sequence satisfies the following step-wise “exponential contraction” condition:
E(llial*/lmil|* | F*] < exp(—Ai™?). On
Then for fj, = n=1 Y " nf\, we have
2B||n|*1F7] < Cla, A7 [ln;1%, 92)
with some constant C(a, A) depending on a, A.

Remark S. the n; vectors in Lemma may belong to the same real-vector space R’ for a fixed, positive
integer J. It is also possible that they belong to vector spaces of different dimensions, that is, n; € R’ where
J; is a sequence of positive integers. The latter case is especially important when we prove the stability of
Sieve-type SGD estimators (Theorem[5.2). To accommodate the varying dimension case, we used the N\ sign
when defining the average vector 0),: for vectors of lower dimension, we need to embed them into the higher
dimensions and fill the extra entries with 0.

Proof. Our readers can take a = 0 for the first pass which alleviates the technical complexity. For the ease
of notation, we use F; to denote the conditional expectation E[-| F7].
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By our assumption (91)), we have that for any k > 7 > j:

el Tl 1 e ? el
e [Ilnell2/ Il =Ek_1[ _ B,
[ i) T Tt l?) = Tl e

< exp(=A(k = 1)) Ime—1[1?/llm:®

Iterate the above argument we have:

Eilllmell/ 1mill?] <eXp( Azl “) (94)

Apply Jensen’s inequality, we also have:

93)

Eilllm )/ 1mil] < v/ Eilllngl2/mill?] < exp < AZZ “/2>

k-1
Eilllngll] < exp (—AZZ‘“/2) Izl

=t

95)

Expand the quantity of interest and plug in the above iteration equations we can derive our results:

2

n
2Eillnnll® = E; | D m (n; = 0 fori < j)

= QZZEJMJM

=7 k=i

<233 Eyllmel ]
i=j k=i

<2303 exp ( AZ! “/2) () o
i=j k=i

(1) "
< Cla, A) i Bjllmil*)

i=j
n i—1

Cla, A) i%exp | =Y 17| [Ins)?
i=j l=j

(1 :2a 2
< Cla, A)j™Inj

Step (1) and (I1) are technical, we will present them below.
For step (1), we need to show >}’ exp(— f:il Al~*) < C(a, A)i®. Each term in the summation has
the following bound:

k—1
exp (‘ ZAz‘“) < exp(—A(1—a) {(k— 1) =i} ©7)
=1
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Then we have

n k—1 n
> exp (- > Aza> <exp(A(1—a) """ exp(-A(1 —a) (k- 1))
k=i I=i k=i (98)

n+1
< exp(A(l — a)lila)/ exp(—A(l —a) (k- 1)) dk
Define u = A(1 — a)~!'(k — 1)179, we have du = A(k — 1)"%dk and (k — 1)7% = {A71(1 -

a)u}~*/(1=9) Therefore,
du=A{A7 (1 — a)u} "0~k

99)
= dk=AH{A (1 — a)u}¥ Dy
Make the change of variable in (98), we simplify the integral as
A(lfa)’lnlfa
/ exp(—u)ATH{ATI (1 — a)u}¥ Yy (100)
A(l—a)~1(i—1)1-a

Note that the above integral is essentially the upper incomplete gamma function. We have the following
upper bound of its magnitude:

Lemma E.2. (Theorem 4.4.3 of [I1|]) Let I'(m, x) denote the upper incomplete gamma function:

[ee]
L(m,x) = / exp(—u)u™ Ldu, (101)
x
with x > m > 1, then we have the upper bound
L(m,z) < mexp(—z)z™ L. (102)

Applying LemmalE.2] we can continue (T00) as:

n+1
/ exp(—A(1 — a) k") dk

< AT (1 = )DL — ) AL = a) (i - 1)) (103)
< Aflfa/(lfa)(l o a)a/(lfa)fl exp(—A(l o a)fl(i - 1)17(1)(14(1 o Cb)il(’i _ 1)1711)(1/(17(1)
<AT'1 —a)texp(—A(1 —a) 7 (i — 1))

Combine (98) and (103)), we conclude the proof of step (/) in (96).
The step (I1) of can be shown using a similar argument.

n i—1 n
D itexp [ =Y AT | <exp(A(l—a) ') exp(—A(L —a) (i — 1))
=] I=j =] (104)

n+1
< exp(A(1 — a)_ljl_“)/ exp(—A(1 — a) (i — 1)1 )i
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Change the variable in the integral: v = A(1 —a)~ (i — 1)}, du = A(i — 1)"%di, di = A~ {A71(1 —
a)u}¥1=2) duy, so we can bound the integral in (T04) by

/ exp(—u)i{ (1 — a)u}¥ 1= dy

A=) -1y

< 2aA7172a/(17a)(1 - CL)Za/(lfa) /OO eXp(_u)UZa/(lfa)du

- AQ-a) (-1t

_ 2aA—1—2a/(1—a)(1 - a)2a/(1—a)r((1 + a)/<1 - a),A(l o a)_l(j - 1)1—(1) (105)

< 2aA7172a/(17a)(1 - CL)2a/(17a)(1 + a)/(l B a)
exp(—A(l —a) 7' (j — )" ){A(L - a)71(j — 1)t/
<2°A7 (1 +a)(1—a) T exp(—A(l —a) I (j — 1)')

F More Details of the Numerical Study

In Section [6] example 2, we described performing model selection among 8 sieve-SGD estimators. Here
we list their hyperparameters. Recall that y; = Ai~CstD ™ g the learning rate and J; = Bi2st) 7 s the
number of basis function, as defined in (TI]). For all eight methods, w in (9] is 0.51.

Model Index s A B
1 1 0.1 2
2 2 0.1 2
3 1 1 2
4 2 1 2
5 1 0.1 8
6 2 0.1 8
7 1 1 8
8 2 1 8

Table 1: Hyperparameter for the estimators of example 2.
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