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Abstract

We investigate the use of sparse coding and dic-
tionary learning in the context of multitask and
transfer learning. The central assumption of our
learning method is that the tasks parameters are
well approximated by sparse linear combinations

linear combinations of the atoms of a dictionary of linear
functions on a high or infinite dimensional space, and we
assume that we are free to choose the dictionary. We will
show that a principled choice is possible, if there are many
learning problems, or “tasks”, and there exists a dictipnar
allowing sparse, or nearly sparse representations of all or

most of the underlying predictors. In such a case we can
exploit the larger quantity of available data to estimate th
“good” dictionary and still reap the benefits of the Lasso
for the individual tasks. This paper gives theoretical and
experimental justification of this claim, both in the domain
of multitask learning, where the new representation is ap-
plied to the tasks from which it was generated, and in the
domain of learning to learn, where the dictionary is applied
to new tasks of the same environment.

of the atoms of a dictionary on a high or infinite
dimensional space. This assumption, together
with the large quantity of available data in the
multitask and transfer learning settings, allows a
principled choice of the dictionary. We provide
bounds on the generalization error of this ap-
proach, for both settings. Numerical experiments
on one synthetic and two real datasets show the
advantage of our method over single task learn-
ing, a previous method based on orthogonal and  oyr
dense representation of the tasks and a related
method learning task grouping.

work combines ideas from sparse coding
(Olshausen & Field 1996, multitask  learning
(Ando & Zhang 2005 Argyriou, Evgeniou, Pontjl2008
Argyriou, Maurer, Pontjl 2008 Ben-David & Schuller
2003 Caruana 1997 Evgeniou, Micchelli, Pontjl 2005
Maurer 2009 and learning to learn Baxter 200Q

The last decade has witnessed many efforts of the malhrun & Pratt 199§. There is a vast literature on these
chine learning community to exploit assumptions of spar-Subjects and the list of papers provided here is necessarily
sity in the design of algorithms. A central development'ncomp|3te- Learning to_Iearn (also called inductive bias
in this respect is the Lassdibshiranj 199, which es-  l€arning or transfer learning) has been propose8ajter
timates a linear predictor in a high dimensional space un{2000 and an error analysis is provided therein, showing
der a regularizing;-penalty. Theoretical results guaran- thata common representation which performs well on the
tee a good performance of this method under the assumﬁta'”'”g tasks will als_o generalize to new tasks obtained
tion that the vector corresponding to the underlying preffom the same “environment”. The precursors of the
dictor is sparse, or at least has a snfathorm, see e.g. analysis presented here afdgurer & Pontil 2010 and

(Buhlmann & van de GeeR011) and references therein.  (Maurer 2009. The first paper provides a bound on the
reconstruction error of sparse coding and may be seen as a

In this work we consider the case where the predictors argpecial case of the ideas presented here when the sample
Proceedings of the?0'" International Conference on Machine size is infinite. The second paper provides a learning to
Learning Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 2013. JMLR: W&CP volume learn analysis of the multitask feature learning method in
28. Copyright 2013 by the author(s). (Argyriou, Evgeniou, Pontjl2008.

1. Introduction
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We note that a method similar to the one presented in  training points, so the algorithm operates’Brasks,
this paper has been recently proposed within the multi-  each of which is represented byexample pairs.
task learning settingqumar & Daumé II} 2012. Here we
highlight the connection between sparse coding and mul-
titask learning and present a probabilistic analysis which
complements well with the practical insights in the above
work. We also address the different problem of learning
to learn, demonstrating the utility of our approach in this

setting by means of both learning bounds and numerica.|_he minimum in () is zero if the data is generated ac-

experiments. A further novelty of our approach is that it . . .
pe . Y PP - cording to a noise-less model which postulates that there
applies to a Hilbert spaces setting, thereby providing the

possibility of learning nonlinear predictors using repsod s atrue dlctlona_ryD_ € D with K™ atoms and_vec-
: . tors~i, ..., vk satisfying||v; ||, < «*, such that an input
ing kernel Hilbert spaces. V-1 Tell ;

x € H generates the labgl= (D*~;, x) in the context of

The paper is organized in the following manner. In Sec-taskt. If K > K* anda > o* then the minimum inX) is

tion 2, we set up our notation and introduce the learningzero. In Sectior, we will present experiments with such a
problem. In Sectior8, we present our learning bounds for generative model, when noise is added to the labels, that is
multitask learning and learning to learn. In Sectbwe  y = (D*~;,z)+ with ¢ ~ A (0, o), the standard normal
report on numerical experiments. Sectl®rontains con-  distribution.

cluding remarks.

e (is a loss function wheré(y,y’) measures the loss
incurred by predictings when the true label ig’. We
assume that has values in0, 1] and has Lipschitz
constant in the first argument for all values of the
second argument.

The method 1) should output a minimizind (Z) € Dk
as well as a minimizingy, (Z),...,vy (Z) correspond-
2. Method ing to the different tasks. Our implementation, described
. . . - in Section4.1, does not guarantee exact minimization, be-
In this section, we turn to a technical exposition of the pro- : :
. . . cause of the non-convexity of the problem. Below predic-

posed method, introducing some necessary notation on tr}e . e
wa ors are always linear, specified by a vectore H, pre-

Y- dicting the label(w, ) for an inputz € H, and a learn-
Let H be a finite or infinite dimensional Hilbert space with ing algorithm is a rule which assigns a predictb(z) to a
inner product(-,-), norm||-||, and fix an integeX. We  givendataset = ((x;,1;):1<i<m)e (H xR)™.
study the problem

L I m 3. Learning bounds

peby T e vecem -t APy za) va)s (W0 s section, we present learning bounds for mettidd (
h h both in the multitask learning and learning to learn settjng

where and discuss the special case of sparse coding.

e Dy is the set ofK-dimensional dictionaries (or sim- 3.1. Multitask learning

ply dictionaries), which means that evelty€ Dy is .
a linear mapD : RX — H, such that| De,|| < 1 Let pq,. .., up be probability measures oH x R. We

for every one of the canonical basis vectefof RX interprety, (z,y) as the probability of observing the in-

The numberK can be regarded as one of the regular—DUUOUtDUt pair (z, y) in th.e_ context_ Qf taskt. ~ For
ization parameters of our method. each of these tasks an i.i.d. training sample =

((weiyyei) : 1 <4 < m) is drawn from(p,)™ and the en-

e C, is the set of code vectors in RX satisfying sembleZ ~ ]‘[f:1 wy* is input to algorithm {). Upon re-
[l7]l; < . Thely-norm constraintimplements the as- turning of a minimizingD (Z) andy, (Z) , ..., vy (Z), we
sumption of sparsity ana is the other regularization will use the predictoD (Z) -, (Z) on thet-th task. The av-
parameter. Different sets, could be readily used in erage over all tasks of the expected error incurred by these

our method, such as those associated Wjthorms. predictors is

o Z = ((mi,ye) : 1 <i<m,1 <t <T)is adataset 1 L
on which our algorithm operates. Each, € H T Z]E(z-,y)wt (LD (Z):(Z),x),y)].
represents an input vector, ang is a correspond- t=1
ing real valued label. We also writé = (X,Y) =  We compare thisask-average risko the minimal analo-
(z1,...,27) = (X1,y1), .-, (X, y7)) with x; = gous risk obtainable by any dictionaly € Dy and any
(Tt1y ..oy ) @NAy: = (Yt1, - - -, Yem ). The indext set of vectorsy,, ..., vy € C,. Our first result is a bound

identifies a learning task, amg are the corresponding on the excess risk.
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Theorem 1. Letd > 0 and letu,, ..., up be probability
measures o x R. With probability at least — § in the
draw of Z ~ [],_, 1" we have

imum in (1) is zero. In the bound the overestima-
tion of K* can be compensated by a proportional in-
crease in the number of tasks considered and an only

very minor increase of the sample size namely
m— (InK*/InK)m

T
1
= 2_EBwyn, LD (Z)y,(Z),2),y)]
T ; e ! 4. Suppose that we concatenate two sets of tasks. If the
T tasks are generated by the model described in Section

— inf = inf E(yy)op, [0 ((DY,2),9)] 2 then the resulting set of tasks is also generated by
DeDx T = v&Ca such a model, obtained by concatenating the lists of
251 (X) (K +12) atoms of the two true dictionaried; and D; to ob-
< La\/ T tain the new dictionanp* of lengthK* = K} + K3
and taking the union of the set of generating vectors
+ La\/&%@ (X) In (2K) + 81114/5, {71}, and{~;?},_, extending them t&’i +<:
m mT so that the supports of the first group are disjoint
from the supports of the second group.Tif = T5,
where 51 (X) = 7 F i tr ( (xt)) and S (X) = K = Kj and we train with the correct parameters,
T Zthl Amax (2 (Xt))- Here ¥ (x,) is the empirical co- then the excess risk for the total task set increases only

by the order ofl /\/m, independent of<, despite the
fact that the tasks in the second group are in no way
related to those in the first group. Our method has the
property of finding the right clusters of mutually re-
lated tasks.

variance of the input data for theth task,tr (-) denotes
the trace and\,,,.x(+) the largest eigenvalue.

We state several implications of this theorem.

1. The quantitys; (X) appearing in the bound is just the
average square norm of the input data points, while
S (X) is roughly the average inverse of the observed
dimension of the data for each task. Suppose that
H = R% and that the data-distribution is uniform on
the surface of the unit ball. Thef, (X) = 1 and
for m < d it follows from Levy’s isoperimetric in-
equality (see e.g. Ledoux & Talagrand1991)) that
Seo (X) = 1/m, so the corresponding term behaves
like VIn K /m. If the minimum in () is small and
T is large enough for this term to become dominant
then there is a significant advantage of the method

over learning the tasks independently. If the data is esThe proof of Theorend, which is given in SectiorB.1
sentially low dimensional, thefi... (X) will be large, of the supplementary appendix, uses standard methods of

and in the extreme case  if the data is one-dimensionaﬁmp'”cal process theory, but also employs a concentration

for all tasks thens (X)’ — S, (X) and our bound result related to Talagrand’s convex distance inequadity t

will always be worse by a factor df K than stan- obtain the crucial dependence 6, (X). At the end of

dard bounds for independent single task learning a?ectlonB 1 we sketch applications of the proof method to

in (Bartlett & Mendelson2002. This makes sense, other regularization schemes, such as the one presented in

because for low dimensional data there can be little (Kumar & Daumé 11} 201, in which the Frobenius norm

advantage to multitask learning. on the dictionaryD is used in place of thé;/¢,,-norm
employed here and thg /¢; norm on the coefficient ma-

2. In the regimel’ < K the bound is dominated by the trix [y4,..., 7] IS used in place of thé, /¢,
term of order,/S; (X) K/mT > /51 (X) /m. This
is easy to understand, because the dictionary atom3.2. Learningto learn

Dey, can be chosen independently, separately for each
task, so we could at best recover the usual bound fop'here is no absolute way to assess the quality of a learn-

linear models and there is no benefit from multitask™9 @lgorithm. Algorithms may perform well on one kind
learning of task, but poorly on another kind. It is important that an

algorithm performs well on those tasks which it is likely to
3. Consider the noiseless generative model mentioned ihe applied to. To formalize thi®axter(2000 introduced
Section2. If K > K* anda > «* then the min- the notion of arenvironmentwhich is a probability mea-

5. Consider the alternative method of subspace learning
(SL) whereC,, is replaced by an euclidean ball of ra-
dius a. With similar methods one can prove a bound
for SL where, apart from slightly different constants,
vIn K above is replaced b¥. SL will be success-
ful and outperform the proposed method, whendver
can be chosen small, witin < m and the vectoty}
utilize the entire span of the dictionary. For large val-
ues ofK, a correspondingly large number of tasks and
sparsey; the proposed method will be superior.
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sure& on the set of tasks. Thu&(7) is the probability of
encountering the taskin the environment, andu., (z,y)
is the probability of finding the paitr, ) in the context of
the taskr.

Givené, thetransfer risk(or simply risk) of a learning al-

gorithm A is defined as follows. We draw a task from the

environmenty ~ &, which fixes a corresponding distribu-
tion . on H x R. Then we draw a training sampde~ p2"
and use the algorithm to compute the predicldez). Fi-

nally we measure the performance of this predictor on test

points (x,y) ~ w,.. The corresponding definition of the
transfer risk ofA reads as

Re (A) = ]ETNSEZN,U.TE(m,y)NMT [é (<A (Z) 3I> 7y)] (2)

thus describes the optimal performance achievable under
the given constraint. Our second result is

Theorem 2. With probability at leastl — § in the multi-
sampleZ = (X,Y) ~ pL we have

2m51 (X

Re (AD(Z)) - Ropt < LaK %()

+4La\/8m(5)(2+1nK)+\/81n4/5’
m T

where S; (X) is as in Theoreml and S (&)
ET~£E(x,y)~HT )\max (E (X))

We discuss some implications of the above theorem.

which is simply the expected loss incurred by the use of the

algorithm A on tasks drawn from the environmeht

For any given dictionary) € Dy we consider the learning
algorithmAp, which forz € Z™ computes the predictor

1l &
Ap () = D arg min E;uwm» i) (3

Equivalently, we can regard, as the Lasso operating on
data preprocessed by the linear niap, the adjoint ofD.

We can make a single observation of the environndeint
the following way: one first draws a task~ £. This task
and the corresponding distributipn are then observed by
drawing an i.i.d. sample from u_, that isz ~ p”*. For
simplicity the sample size: will be fixed. Such an obser-
vation corresponds to the draw of a samplieom a prob-
ability distributionpz on (H x R)™ which is defined by

pe (2) = Erve [(1,)" (2)]- 4)
To estimate an environment a large numbeif inde-

1. The interpretation o6, (£) is analogous to that of
Seo (X) in the bound for Theorer. The same ap-
plies to Remark 6 following Theoret

2. In the regimel’ < K? the result does not imply any
useful behaviour. On the other and/Zif > K? the
dominant term in the bound is of ordefS., (€) /m.

3. There is an important difference with the multitask
learning bound, namely in Theorethwe havey/T
in the denominator of the first term of the excess risk,
and noty/mT as in Theorenl. This is because in the
setting of learning to learn there is always a possibility
of being misled by the draw of the training tasks. This
possibility can only decrease @sincreases — increas-
ing m does not help.

The proof of Theoren is given in SectiorB.2 of the sup-
plementary appendix and follows the method outlined in
(Maurer 2009: one first bounds the estimation error for
the expected empirical risk on future tasks, and then com-

pendent observations is needed, corresponding to a vectgnes this with a bound of the expected true risk by said

Z = (z1,....27) € (HxR)™" drawn i.i.d. frompg,
thatisZ ~ (pg)" .
We now propose to solve the probleft) (vith the datéZ,

ignore the resulting; (Z), but retain the dictionary (Z)
and use the algorithm (z) on future tasks drawn from

expected empirical risk. The terd/+/T may be an arte-
fact of our method of proof and the conjecture that it can
be replaced by/K /T seems plausible.

3.3. Connection to spar se coding

the same environment. The performance of this method cawe discuss a special case of Theor2in the limit m —

be quantified as the transfer rigl¢ (Apz)) as defined in

oo, showing that it subsumes the sparse coding result in

equation g) and again we are interested in comparing this(Maurer & Ponti| 2010. To this end, we assume the noise-
to the risk of an ideal solution based on complete knowl-less generative model; = (w;, ;) described in Section

edge of the environment. For any fixed dictiondpyand
taskr the best we can do is to chooges C so as to min-
imize B, )~y [£ ((Dv,7),y)], so the best is to choose
D so as to minimize the average of this over £. The
guantity

Ropy = min Er. gelicri E(e,yymp, LI({DY, ) ,y)]

K

2, that isu(x,y) = p(2)d(y, (w,x)), wherep is the uni-
form distribution on the sphere iR? (i.e. the Haar mea-
sure). In this case the environment of tasks is fully speci-
fied by a measureon the unit ball inR? from which a task

w € R is drawn and the measuyeis identified with the
vectorw. Note that we do not assume that these tasks are
obtained as sparse combinations of some dictionary. Under
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the above assumptions and chooding be the square loss, 18 ‘
we have thafl, ., (((w,z),y) = |Jw; — w||*. Conse- Lof —RR
. I . - = MTFL
qguently, in the limit ofin — oo method () reduces to a al - - - GO-MTL
constrained version of sparse codir@ghausen & Field 1'27 """" SCMTL
1996, namely '
w 1P
(%] Nl
1 T =o08f “~_ :_‘ """""""""""""""""
in — in 1D~ — 2 P e Rt _
52, 7 2 i 1Py ool
t=1 0.4t -

In turn, the transfer error of a dictiona® is given by o2
the quantityR(D) := min,cc, ||Dy — w||* and Ropy = % 100 150 200
minpep, Ey~pmingec, | Dy — w||?.  Given the con- T
straintsD € Dk, v € C, and|z|| < 1, the square loss 2 —
((y.y") = (y—y')°, evaluated ay = (Dv,z), can be TR
restricted to the interval € [—«, o], where it has the Lip- 7 B oAl
schitz constan? (1 + «) for anyy’ € [—1,1], as is easily A%
verified. SinceS; (X) = 1 andS« (€) < oo, the bound in w L
Theorenm2 becomes g I ..

R(D) — Rops < 2a(1 + oz)K\/?—l- 8\/@ (5) os """""""""" ST '

in the limit m — oo. The typical choice forvis o < 1,
which ensures thgtD~|| < 1. In this case inequalitys) T
provides an improvement over the sparse coding bound iffigure 1.Mu|ti_ta_sk error (Top) and Transfer error (Bottom) vs.
(Maurer & Pontil 2010 (cf. Theorem 2 and Section 2.4 NuUmber of raining taske'
therein), which contains an additional term of the order of

(InT)/T and the same leading term K as in 6) but
with slightly worse constantl¢ instead of4y/27). The  convex and has Lipschitz continuous gradient, either min-
connection of our method to sparse coding is experimenimization problem is convex and can be solved efficiently
tally demonstrated in Sectioh4 and illustrated in Figure by proximal gradient methods, see e.Be€k & Teboulle
6. 2009 Combettes & Wajs200§. The key ingredient in
each step is the computation of the proximity operator,
which in either problem has a closed form expression.

0 . A
50 100 150 200

4. Experiments

In this section, we present experiments on a synthetia.2. Toy experiment

and two real datasets. The aim of the experiments is to

study the statistical performance of the proposed methoc}xe generated a synthetic environment of tasks as follows.
in both settings of multitask learning and learning to learn Ve choose a@x & matrix D by sampling its columns inde-
We compare our method, denoted as Sparse Coding MulRendently from the uniform distribution on the unit sphere
Task Learning (SC-MTL), with independent ridge regres-" R_d. OnceD is created, a generic task in the environment
sion (RR) as a base line and multitask feature learningS 9VeN byw = D, wherey is ans-sparse vector obtained
(MTFL) (Argyriou, Evgeniou, Pontil2009 and GO-MTL s follows. First, we generate a st {1,..., K} of car-
(Kumar & Daumé 11| 2012). We also report on sensitivity dinality s, whose elements (indices) are sampled uniformly

analysis of the proposed method versus different number ofithout replacement from the sgt, ..., K'}. We then set
parameters involved. v; = 0if j ¢ J and otherwise samptg; ~ N(0,0.1). Fi-

nally, we normalizey so that it hag;-norm equal to some
prescribed value.. Using the above procedure we gener-
atedT tasksw; = D~,,t = 1,...,T. Further, for each
We solve problem 1) by alternating minimization over taskt¢ we generated a training set = {(x;, i)},

the dictionary matrixD and the code vectory. The  samplingz,; i.i.d. from the uniform distribution on the
techniques we use are very similar to standard methunit sphere irR?. We then se;; = (wy, x4;) + &,;, with

ods for sparse coding and dictionary learning, see e.g;,; ~ N(0,02), whereo is the variance of the noise. This
(Jenatton et 81,2017 and references therein for more in- procedure also defines the generation of new tasks in the
formation. Briefly, assuming that the loss functiéris  transfer learning experiments below.

4.1. Optimization algorithm



Spar se coding for multitask and transfer learning

1.8 T T T T
——RR H —RR
1.6F == MTFL | 16 == MTFL
- -~ GO-MTL - - - GO-MTL
Lar o SC-MTL [
1.2
- \
B
w 1z
%) FA
fosf -
E Nt
L
oaf
0.2} N
ol ‘
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
K
3 :
1.8 T —RR
—RR - = MTFL
16T - = MTFL 25 - = = GO-MTL{
' - = = GO-MTL
Lap t L SC-MTL
2F Y PPt
S -
% 1, \‘—-—_—"—
=08} -
B R i LTI
04l )
o2t L e
ol e o . ) ) ol . . .
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 0.2 0.4 S/KO-S 0.8 1
KI . .
Figure 2Multitask error (Top) and Transfer error (Bottom) vs. Figure 3Multitask error (Top) and Transfer error (Bottom) vs.
number of atomg<” used by dictionary-based methods. sparsity ratios/ K.

The above model depends on seven parameters: the nuiigure 2, reporting this result, is in qualitative agreement
ber K and the dimension of the atoms, the sparsity ~ with our theoretical analysis: the performance of SC-MTL
and the/;-norm « of the codes, the noise level, the is not too sensitive td’ if K/ > K, and the method still
sample size per task and the number of training tasks outperforms independent RR and MTFLAF = 4K. On

T. In all experiments we report both the multitask learn-the other hand i’ < K the performance of the method
ing (MTL) and learning to learn (LTL) performance of the quickly degrades. In the last experiment we study perfor-
methods. For MTL, we measure performance by the esmance vs. the sparsity ratig/ K. Intuitively we would
timation errorl/T Zthl lws — ¢]|?, wherews,...,wr  €expect our method to have greater advantage over MTL
are the estimated task vectors (in the case of SC-MTLif s < K. The results, shown in Figui& confirm this

w; = D(Z)v(Z), — see the discussion in Secti@n For  fact, also indicating that SC-MTL is outperformed by both
LTL, we use the same quantity but with a new set of task§50-MTL and MTFL as sparsity becomes less pronounced
generated by the environment (in the experiment below wés/K > 0.6).

generatel00 new tasks). The regularization parameter of

each method is chosen by cross validation. Finally, all ex4.3. Learning to learn optical character recognition
periments are repeatéd times, and the average perfor-

mance results are reported in the plots below. We have conducted experiments on real data to study the

performance of our method in a learning to learn / trans-
In the first experiment, we i’ = 10,d = 20,s = 2, =  fer learning setting. To this end, we employed the NIST
10,m = 10,0 = 0.1 and study the statistical performance dataset, which is composed of a set o x 14 pixels im-

of the methods as a function of the number of tasks. Theges of handwritten characters (digits and lower and dapita
results, shown in Figurd, clearly indicate that the pro- case letters, for a total of 52 characters).

posed method outperforms the remaining approaches. I\r/‘k/ . . . .
this experiment the number of atoms used by dictionary- e considered the following experimental protocol. First,
based approaches, which here we denotéibyto avoid a set of20 characters are chosen randomly as welhas
confusion with the number of aton¥s of the target dic- instances for each character. These are used to lear all
tionary, was equal td&¢ — 10. This gives an advantage possibilities of1-vs-1 train tasks, which makeg = 190,

to both GO-MTL and SC-MTL. We therefore also studied  1The NIST dataset is available at
the performance of those methods in dependenc&bn http://www.nist.gov/srd/nistsd19.cfm
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Figure 4. Multiclassification accuracy of RR, MTFL co-MTL | ['== MTFL
and SC-MTL vs. the number of training instances in the transf 0.15p - zg""m—
tasks,m. >
w 0.141 1
%) = e - Puti el -
N
) ) _ 0.13 N e e = c
each of which havingn = 2n instances. The knowledge
learned in this stage is employed to learn another set of tar- oL2r
get tasks. In our approach, the assumption that is made ol
is that some of the components in the dictionary learned 10 20 30 40

.. . K’
from the training tasks, can also be useful for representing:igre 5 Transfer error vs. number of tasks T (Top) and vs. num-
the target tasks. In order to create the target tasks, anothger of atoms K (Bottom) on the Binary Alphadigits dataset.
set of10 characters are chosen among the remaining set of

characters in the dataset, inducing a setif-vs-1 classi-
fication tasks. Since we are interested in the case where thigom one image to another).
training set size of the target tasks is small, we sample onl

3 instances for each character, hefi@xamples per task. %Ve test the performance of the dictionary learned by

method () in a learning to learn setting, by choosing
In order to tune the hyperparameters of all compared apt00 new images. The regularization parameter for each
proaches, we have also created another s¢f @hlidation  approach is tuned using cross validation. The results,
tasks by following the process previously described, simushown in Figuré, indicate some advantage of the proposed
lating the target set of tasks. Note that there is not overlapmethod over trace norm regularization. A similar trend, not
ping between the digits associated to the train, target angeported here due to space constraints, is obtained in the
validation tasks. multitask setting. Ridge regression performed signifigant

We have rur0 trials of the above process for different val- worse and is not shown in the figure. We_ also show as a
ues ofm and the average multiclass accuracy on the targerteference _the performance of sparse coding (SC) applied
tasks is reported in Figue when all pixels are known.

With the aim of analyzing the atoms learned by the algo-
4.4. Spar se coding of imageswith missing pixels rithm, we have carried out another experiment where we

he | . id di bassume that there ai® underlying atoms (one for each
:Znt_] égﬁ;jggﬁgﬁ;tmvgeggoor}sé (tai::;ll sl'?:rrzgtg?in:;g pro digit). We compare the resultant dictionary to that obtdine
. - . P . ges, by sparse coding, where all pixels are known. The results
with missing pixels. We employ the Binary Alphadigits are shown in Figuré
dataset, which is composed of a set of bina2g x 16 im- '
ages of all digits and capital letters (39 images for each

character). In the following experiment only the digits are fl 1 i 2 E [’ q 3 f ﬁ
used. We regard each image as a task, hence the inpu i | - | 'n.ll

space is the set df20 possible pixels indices, while the . — pa s B

output space is the real interyél 1], representing the gray 0 h 'J ’ G l] I: u S k

level. We sampleél” = 100, 130, 160, 190, 220, 250 im- : A

ages, equally divided among tH® possible digits. For

each of these, a corresponding random seinof= 160 Figure 6. Dictionaries found by SC-MTL using: = 240 pix-

pixel values are sampled (so the set of sample pixels varig& (missing25% pixels) per image (top) and by Sparse Coding
employing all pixels (bottom).

2pavailable athttp://www.cs.nyu.edu/ roweis/data.html
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5. Summary complexities: risk bounds and structural results. of

. L Machine Learning ResearcB:463-482, 2002.
In this paper, we have explored an application of sparse

coding, which has been widely used in unsupervised learnBaxter, J. A model for inductive bias learning. of Artifi-

ing and signal processing, to the domains of multitask cial Intelligence Researgh 2:149-198, 2000.
learning and learning to learn. Our learning bounds pro-

vide a justification of this method and offer insights into Beck, A. and Teboulle, M. A fast iterative shrinkage-
its advantage over independent task learning and learning thresholding algorithm for linear inverse problems.
dense representation of the tasks. The bounds, which hold SIAM Journal of Imaging Science(1):183-202, 2009.
in a Hilbert space setting, depend on data dependent quanti- . .

ties which measure the intrinsic dimensionality of the data Ben-David, S. and Schuller, R. Exploiting task related-
Numerical simulations presented here indicate that sparse N€SS for multiple task learning2roceedings of Compu-
coding is a promising approach to multitask learning and tational Learning Theory (COLT)003.

can lead to significant improvements over competing methr3

ods Uhlmann, P. and van de Geer, SStatistics for High-

Dimensional Data: Methods, Theory and Applications
In the future, it would be valuable to study extensions of Springer, 2011.

our analysis to more general classes of code vectors. For ) ) ) )
example, we could use code sétswhich arise from struc- Caruana, R. Multi-task learning.Machine Learning
tured sparsity norms, such as the group Lasso, see e.g.28:41_75’ 1997.

(Jenatton et a1.201%, Lounici et al, 2017 or other fami- C
lies of regularizers. A concrete example which comes to
mind is to choosek = Qr, Q,r € N and a partition
J={{(g—Dr+1,...,qr} : q=1,...,Q} of the index
set{l,..., K} into contiguous index sets of size Then  Eygeniou, T., Micchelli, C.A., and Pontil, M. Learning

using a norm of the typgy|| = [[vll1 + >_ ;7 |72 will multiple tasks with kernel methods.of Machine Learn-
encourage codes which are sparse and use only few of the jng Research6:615-637, 2005.

groups in7. Using the ball associated with this norm as

our set of codes would allow to model sets of tasks whichJenatton, R., Mairal, J., Obozinski, G., and Bach, F. Prox-
are divided into groups. A further natural extension of our imal methods for hierarchical sparse codinhj.of Ma-
method is nonlinear dictionary learning in which the dic- chine Learning Researcthi2:2297-2334,2011.

tionary columns correspond to functions in a reproducin%g

kernel Hilbert space and the tasks are expressed as spafs@tchinskii, V. and Panchenko, D. Empirical margin dis-
linear combinations of such functions. tributions and bounding the generalization error of com-

bined classifiersAnnals of Statistics30(1):1-50, 2002.

ombettes, P.L. and Wajs, V.R. Signal recovery by prox-
imal forward-backward splitting.Multiscale Modeling
and Simulation4(4):1168-1200, 2006.
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Appendix

In this appendix, we present the proof of Theordrasd?2.

It also follows thatr (2 (x)) = (1/m) S, .

For a multisampl&X € H™" we will consider two quanti-

We begin by introducing some more notation and auxiliaryties defined in terms of the empirical covariances.

results.

A. Notation and tools

Issues of measurability will be ignored throughout, in Ss (X)

particular, if F' is a class of real valued functions on
a domainX and X a random variable with values in
X then we will always writeEsup ;. f (X) to mean
sup{Emaxser, f (X): Fy C F, Fy, finite}.

In the sequeld denotes a finite or infinite dimensional
Hilbert space with inner produ¢t, -) and norml|-||. If T'is

a bounded linear operator @¢hits operator norm is written
1Tl = sup{|| Tl : [|lz]| =1}

51 (X)

% ; by (x,g)H1 = % Xt:tr (2 (xt))
Y = 7 2 A (S0

where A\« IS the largest eigenvalue. If all data points
x¢; lie in the unit ball of H thenS; (X) < 1. Of course

S1 (X) can also be written as the trace of the total co-
variance(1/7T) %", 3 (x;), while S, (X) will always be

at least as large as the largest eigenvalue of the totalieovar
ance. We always havg,, (X) < 57 (X), with equality
only if the data is one-dimensional for all tasks. The quo-
tient.S; (X) /S« (X) can be regarded as a crude measure

b (xt)

(oo}

Members offf are denoted with lower case italics such asof the effective dimensionality of the data. If the data have
x,v, w, vectors composed of such vectors are in bold lower, high dimensional distribution for each task th&q (X)

case, i.ex = (x1,...,Tm) OFv =(v1,...,v,), wherem

or n are explained in the context.

Let B be the unit ball inH. An exampleis a pairz =

(z,y) € Bx R =: Z, a sample is a vector of such pairs

z = (21,...,2m) = ((z1,11) 5, (Tm,ym)). Here we
also writez = (x,y), withx = (z1,...,2,,) € H™ and

y:(ylaaym)ERm
A multisample is a vectorZ = (z,...,z7r) com-
posed of samples. We also wrie = (X,Y) with

X:(Xl,...7XT).

For members oR” we use the greek lettersor 3. De-

can be considerably smaller than (X).

A.2. Concentration inequalities

Let X be any space. Fare X", 1 < k <nandy € X we
usex., to denote the object obtained fraaby replacing
the k-th coordinate ok with y. That is

»Tp) -

Xky = (xla' s Lk—1,Y, Tht1,y - - -

The concentration inequality in part (i) of the followingeth
orem, known as the bounded difference inequality is given
in (McDiarmid, 1998. A proof of inequality (i) is given in

pending on context the inner product and euclidean nornfMaurer, 2006.

on RX will also be denoted with-,-) and||.||. The ¢;-
norm |-||, onR* is defined by 5, = 35, |54 -
In the sequel we denote withC, the set

{BEeRK :|B||, <}, abbreviateC for the ¢;-unit
ball C;. The canonical basis & is denotect, ..., ex.

Unless otherwise specified the summation over the iidex B2

will always run from1 to m, ¢t will run from 1 to 7', andk
will run from 1 to K.

A.1. Covariances

For x e H™ the empirical covariance operaté?(x) is
specified by

- 1
<E(x)v,w> = E; (v, ) (x4, w) , v,w € H.
The definition implies the inequality

> fo,a)’ =m <z (x)v,v> <m Hz (X)HOO o))
Z ©)

Theorem 3. Let F': X" — R and defined and B by

n

A? sup sup _(F (X)) = F (Xney))?

xeX" =1 Y1,y2E€X
n 2
,; (F (x) — ylgiF(x;“_y)) .

sup
xXeX"

LetX = (X4,...,X,,) be avector of independent random
variables with values int’, and letX’ be i.i.d. toX. Then
foranys > 0

(i) Pr{F (X) > EF (X) + 5} < e~ 25"/4%,
(i) Pr{F (X) > EF (X') + s} < o—5°/(2B)

A.3. Rademacher and Gaussian aver ages

We will use the termRademacher variablefor any set
of independent random variables, uniformly distributed on
{-1,1}, and reserve the symbel for Rademacher vari-
ables. A set of random variables is calledthogaussian



Spar se coding for multitask and transfer learning

if the members are independeXit(0, 1)-distributed (stan- Theorem 5. Let F be a[0, 1]-valued function class on a
dard normal) variables and reserve the leftéor standard spaceX’, andu as above. Fov > 0 we have with proba-

normal variables. Thusi,o9,...,04,...,011,...,0j bility greater thanl — § in the samplex ~ p that for all

etc. will always be independent Rademacher variables andl € F

C15Cas 3Gy -+ +5Ch1y - - -5 G5 Will always be orthogaus- m

sian. E < 1 Z . R (F (x))+ In(1/9)
e | —m 4 i) B om

For A C R" we define the Rademacher and

Gaussian averages off (Ledoux & Talagrand 1997 ] ] ] )
Bartlett & Mendelson2002) as To prove this we apply the bounded-difference inequality

( part (i) of Theorem3) to the function® of the previ-
ous theorem (see e.gBdrtlett & Mendelson2002). Un-
R(A) = K, sup mez, der the conditions of this result, changing one of the
(@1, )4 T will not changeR (F (x)) by more thar2, so again by the
bounded difference inequality applied #®(F (x)) and a
g4) = E Z Qii- union bound we obtain the data dependent version

(ml ..... zn )JEA n i—1
Corollary 6. LetF andu be as above. Fof > 0 we have
If F is a class of real valued functions on a spatand  with probability greater thanl — ¢ in the samplex ~ p
X = (Z1,...,2y) € X™ We write that forall f € F

f(X) :f(xlv"'axn)
The empirical Rademacher and Gaussian complexities ofo hound Rademacher averages the following resultis very
F onx are respectivelR (F (x)) andg (F (x)). useful Bartlett & Mendelson2002 Ando & Zhang 2005

The utility of these concepts for learning theory comes-€doux & Talagrand1997)
from the following key-result (seeBéartlett & Mendelson Lemma 7. Let A C R", and let ¢,...,¢

91n (2/9)

1 m
]E:ENH S E Z ZCZ +R )) 2m

3

2002 Koltchinskii & Panchenkp2002), stated hereintwo be real functions such thaty;(s) — o, (t) <
portions for convenience in the sequel. L|s—t|Vi, and s,t € R. Define 3 (4) =
Theorem 4. Let F be a real-valued function class on a (%1 (#1) . ¥y (@n) = (21,...,2n) € A}. Then
spaceX and p, ..., u,, be probability measures oA’ R (¢ (A)) < LR (A).
with product measurge = [], u; on X™. Forx € X™ B
define Sometimes it is more convenient to work with gaussian av-
Lo erages which can be used instead, by virtue of the next
= sup — Z o, —f (xi)) i lemma. For a proof see e.d.gdoux & Talagrand1991)
fer i Lemma 8. For A C R* we haveR (4) < \/7/2 G (A)
ThenEx, [P (x)] < ExouR (F (x)). The next result is known as Slepian’s lemm&I¢pian
1962, (Ledoux & Talagrand1991Y)).
Proof. For any realizations = 01,...,0, Of the  Theorem 9. Let(2 andZ be mean zero, separable Gaus-
Rademacher variables sian processes indexed by a commonSsetuch that
Exop [@ ()] E(Q, — Q)% <E(Z,, —Z,,)° forall s;,s, € S.
Then
- Exw x/ ~
”;ggm ”Z zi)) Esup Qs < Esup =;.
sES sES
< IEx x/~ S — i ) — i))
- qu;ggm;a (f () = /(7)) B. Proofs

because of the symmetry of the measureB'l'MUItitaSkleaming

pox p(xx)=II;p x Il (x,x)under the in- |n this section we prove Theorefh It is an immediate
terchanger; « ;. Taking the expectation i and  consequence of Hoeffding’s inequality and the following
applying the triangle inequality gives the result. [0 yniform bound on the estimation error.
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Theorem 10. Leté > 0, fix K and letu,, . . ., up be prob-
ability measures ot/ x R. With probability at least — o
in the draw ofZ ~ [],_, u1, we have for allD € Dy and
all v € CI that

1 T
T Z E(ivy)"’l‘t [é(
t=1
1 T m
T ZZ D%,Itz yti)

t=1 i=1

SLO(\/251( ) (K +12)
N La\/ssoo( T)nn(2K)

<D7t7x> 7y)]

9In2/§
2mT

The proof of this theorem requires auxiliary results. Fix

X ¢ H™T and fory =
random variable

F’y:Fv( o) = sup Zatz D’Ytafﬂtz>-
DeDg ti

(’717" '7’7T)

€ (RK)T define the
(7)

Lemmall. (i) If v =
all ¢, then

(v1,-..,7p) satisfieg|y,|| < 1 for

EF, < /mTK S (X).

(ii) If ~ satisfied|v, |, < 1forall ¢, then for anys > 0
g2
> < — .
Pr{F, > E[F,] + s} <exp (8mT S (X))

Proof. (i) We observe that

EF‘)‘ =E SUPZ <D€]€, Zo—tz/ythtz>

o\ 1/2
1/2
< (zuaekuz) B[S o
D k k||t
o\ 1/2
< ﬁ(ZE ZUti'YtkIti
k t,1
1/2
= VK Z|%k|2|\$tz'|\2
kot
1/2
2 2
_ m(z (zmu)zuxﬁu)
t 1
< KDY lzul® = /mTK S (X).

t,e

(ii) For any configuratiomr of the Rademacher variables let
D (o) be the maximizer in the definition df, (o). Then
foranys € {1,....7}, 7 € {1,...,m} and anyo’ €
{-1,1} to replacer,; we have

F"/ (U) _F"/ (U(sj)%a/) < 2|<D (U)’stISjH'

Using the inequality®) we then obtain

Yo (Fy (o) —inforeq 11y Fy (‘Hsj%—a’))2

S 42 ’7t7xt12
< 4mZHE x)||_ID ()7,
< 4mZHE(xt)

t

In the last inequality we used the fact that for dnye Dy
we havel| Dy, || < >4 vl [Dexll < [lvll; < 1. The
conclusion now follows from part (ii) of Theoregr O

Proposition 12. For every fixedZ
(H x R)™" we have

Zt S Ulté (<D7t7 xtz) ytz)

(X,Y) €

Eo suppep 4e(e

< La/2mTS; (X) (K + 12)+LaT\/8mS., (X) In (2K).

Proof. It suffices to prove the result fer = 1, the general
result being a consequence of rescaling. By Len7raad
the Lipschitz properties of the loss functiéme have

E, SUPpeDk ,ve(@)T, Zt,i ol (<D7tv xti> 7yti)

< LE, sup Z ait (Dyg, i) -

DeDr ve(O)T, ¢ ;

(8)

Since linear functions on a compact convex set attain their
maxima at the extreme points, we have

E

Z Zozt D’Yta :Etz

rt=1 =1

sup
DeDk ,~e(C)

=E max F,,
~yeext(C)”
9)

whereF, is defined as in®). Letc = /mKT5S; (X).

Now for anyé > 0 we have, sincé’, > 0,

Emax,yeext(c)T F, = fooo Pr {max,yeext(c)T F, > s} ds
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Proceeding as above we obtain the excess risk bound

S Z /oo - {pr > s} ds La 251(X721(2{<+12) 1 La Sngo(xn)lln(QKT)
ve(eney™ T VMETSIC0+0
oo 8Ind/é
< c¢+d5+ Z / Pr{F, > EF, +s}ds + T
~e(exe)” °
oo g2 to replace the bound in Theorel The factory/K in
< ce+0+ (2K)T/ exp (m) ds the second term seems quite weak, but it must be borne in
J Tm > (X) ) mind that the constraintD||, < v/K is much weaker than
o gy dmTSx (X) (2K) < =9 > |Dex| < 1, and allows for a smaller approximation error.
- 0 8mT' S (X) If we retain|| Dey|| < 1 and only modify they-constraintto

b- S vell; < oT theVK in the second term disappears and
by comparison to Theorerh there is only and additional

“lnT and the switch fromS., (X) to S7_ (X), reflecting
the fact thaty_ ||v,||; < o is a much weaker constraint
than||v,|l, < a,Vt, so that, again, a smaller minimum in
(1) is possible for the modified method.

Here the first inequality follows from the fact that pro
abilities never exceed 1 and a union bound. The se
ond inequality follows from Lemmadl, part (i), since

EFx < +/mKTS; (X). The third inequality follows from

Lemmall, part (ii), and the fact that the cardinality of
ext(C) is 2K, and the last inequality follows from a well
known estimate on Gaussian random variables. Settin

5 = \/SmTSOO (X) In (e (2K)T) we obtain with some

%.2. Learningtolearn

In this section we prove TheoreZn The basic strategy is as

easy simplifying estimates follows. Recall the definitiond) of the measure,, which
E max.ceeyr Fy < V2mT (K +12) 81 (X) governs the gen_eratlon_o_f a training sample in the environ-
ment&. On a given training sample ~p, the algorithm
+T/8mS+ (X) In (2K), Ap as defined inJ) incurs the empirical risk
which together with§) and @) gives the result. O - 1 &
Rp (z) = min —

e m - (D, zi) ,yi) -

Theoreml0 now follows from Corollary6.

The algorithmAp, essentially being the Lasso, has very
good estimation properties, 0y (z) will be close to the
true risk of Ap in the corresponding task. This means that
we only really need to estimate the expected empirical risk
EZNP‘ERD (z) of Ap on future tasks. On the other hand the

minimization problem1) can be written as

If the setC, is replaced by any other subg&tof the /»-
ball of radiusca, a similar proof strategy can be employed.
The denominator in the exponent of Lemrb (i) then
obtains another factor of K. The union bound over the
extreme points in ex€) in the previous proposition can be
replaced by a union bound over a cor This leads to
the alternative result mentioned in Remark 5 following the 1 X

: > : T
statement of Theoreth Join o ;RD (z:) With Z = (21, ..., 27) ~ (pe)”

Another modification leads to a bound for the method pre-

sented inKumar & Daumé 111 2012, where the constraint  with dictionary D (Z) being the minimizer. IfDf is not
| Dey|| < 1is replaced by||D|, < VK (here|-||, is  too large this should be similar #,-,. pz) (z). In the
the Frobenius or Hilbert Schmidt norm) and the constrainssequel we make this precise.

[7ell, < .Vt is replaced byy_ [|v,[, < oT. To ex- | emma13. Forv e H with o] < 1 andx € H™ let F
plain the modification we set = 1. Part (i) of Lemma pe the random variable

11 is easily verified. The union bound ovéext(C))T

in the previous proposition is replaced by a union bound P ‘<U Za-x»>‘

over the2T' K extreme points of thé;-Ball of radiusT AR

in RT¥ . For part (ii) we use the fact that the concentra- !
tion result is only needed foy being an extreme point (so
that it involves only a single task) and obtain the bound

S [£eo|| 17l < 7K S (X), leading to

. 1/2
Then ()EF < /m Hz (X)H and (ii) for ¢ > 0

o0

_ g2

Pr{F >EF + s} <exp -
S )|

PriF > BIR+sh <o (oo ) "

oo
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Proof. (i). Using Jensen’s inequality anf)(we get 1 — § in the multisampl& ~ pL
T
1/2
2 sup Rg (Ap) — Z (10)
EF < [E(v ) o DeDx p
‘ 278
1/2 < LaK WlT()
= Z (v,:z:l->2> <\/m|S (X)H .
< - . N 4La\/SOO(5)(2+an)+\/91n2/5'
m 2T
(i) Let o be any configuration of the Rademacher vari- , ) L
ables. For any’, " € {—1,1} to replacer,; we have Proof. Following our strategy we write (abbreviating=
Pe)
F (U(sj)<—0'/) - F (U(sj)<—a”) S 2 |<Uv'rj>| ’ T
sup Rg (Ap) — —Z
. : : DeD T
so the conclusion follows from the bounded difference in- K t=1
equality, Theoren3 (i). O < sup ErogBonpm (11)
DeDk
Lemma 14. For vy,...,vx € H satisfyinglvx]| < 1, [E(m,y)NuT [t((Ap (z),z),y)] — Rp (Z)}

x € H™ we have
+  sup E,-, {RD } — —ZRD (z1)

- DeD

E max <U;€,ZO'Z'$C¢> < 2mHE(x)H (2+\/an), K

k P o0 and proceed by bounding each of the two terms in turn.

For any fixed dictionaryD and any measurg on Z we
Proof. Let F, = |(vk, > ;0uz;)|.  Setting ¢ = have
m HE (x)H and using integration by parts we have for Bz pim {E(w,y)Nu [ ((Ap (2),2),y)] - Rp (2)
60>0
- < Ezrvum sup |:E(z,y)~u [£ (<D77 x> ay)]
E maxy Fj, vECa
1 m
o oY CUDr) )|
< c+5—|—/ _ max Pr {F}, > s} ds m;
,/m”E(x)”oo-H? k 9
o0 < _EZN m]E sup GZ D’Ya I’L> 7y’L) [Theorern4]
< c+6+2/ Pr{F, > EF, + s}ds Hre e, Z
/s
2L
g2 < — —E,umEs sup ka <De;€, Z 01x1> [Lemma7]
< 40+ Z/ — | ds 7€ =1
om Hz ‘ -
e < —E, mE, max <Dek, Zoixi>‘ [Holder’s ineq.]
L A e\
< c+d+ % exp - . 9L -
5 om ||$ (x)Hm < %]Ezwﬂm 2 A max (z (x)) (2 +vin K) [Lemmal4 )]

Above the firstinequality is trivial, the second follows fino 4B, Amax (2 (X)) (2+InK)
Lemmal3 (i) and a union bound, the third inequality fol- < 2L« [Jensen’s ineq.]
lows from Lemmala3 (ii) and the last from a well known m

approximation. The conclusion follows from substitution This gives the bound
of § = \/Zm Hf) (X)H In (eK).

O Eevun [Eapn (L (4D @) ,2) . 9)] — Rp (2)]

Proposition 15. Let Soo (€) = Eympm Amax (2 (x)) 24+ InK)
< 4La (12)

ErneE e yympm Hi)(x)H . With probability at least

00 m
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valid for every measurg on H x R and everyD € Dg.
Replacingu by 1., taking the expectation as ~ £ and

using Jensen’s inequality bounds the first term on the right —

hand side of11) by the second term on the right hand side
of (10).

We proceed to bound the second term. From Corolary
and LemmaB we get that with probability at least— § in

Z~ (PE)T

Subpepy, Eanp [ (2)] = 4 S, R (20)

9In2/6
2T 7

Nor
< —E su Rp (z;) +
T ¢ DerK;Ct D t)

where(, is an orthogaussian sequence. Define two Gaus-

sian processe&® and= indexed byDy as

Qp = ZtT:1 <tRD (zt)
and

- T K
Ep = 5—% D e i ket Crig (Dews i),

where thegijk are also orthogaussian. Then 0§, D- €
Dk

(QDl - QD2)2 =

(o, (20) ~ B, () ’

(

2
—L({D27, T1i)  yti) )

[l
M~ =

t

1

[M]=

IN

sup —Zé (D1, w13}, i)

m
v€Cq i—1

~+

1

T m 2
<L Z sup (l Z <% (DI - D;) $t1>> Lipschitz
t= 1”“ Lt
< _Z P Z 7, (D] — Dg):vn>2 Jensen
1
L2a? o 9
S — Z Z |(D{ — D3 ) z||” (Cauchy-Schwarz)
t=1 i—1
L2a2 T m K ,
- ZZZ ((D1eg, v1i) — (D2ek, 74i))
m t=11=1 k=1
= E(EDI - ED2)2 .

So by Slepian’s Lemma

T .
Esuppep, 211 ¢;Rp (z¢)
E sup Qp <E sup =p
DeDk DeD
T m K

—IE sup ZZZC’W Dey, x4;)

vm DeDk 11 i=1 k=1

K T m
Lo
= —E sup E D€k7§ E CrijTti
VIt DeDx 1< =1 i=1 o

IN

1/2
o <Z|Dek|>

o\ 1/2

E Z ZCtkiIti
k|| ty

2 1/2
LavVK
< E Ciri®ti
\/ﬁ ; ; thkitt
\/_ 1/2
Lav K
S W Z Z ||:Ct7,||2 S LO(K\/ TSl (X)
k  ta

We therefore have that with probability at ledst § in the
draw of the multi sampl& ~p”

Subpepy, Eanp [ (2)| = 4 S, i (Z0)
9In2/6

2151 (X) \/
<
< LaK\/ T + 5T

which in (11) combines with {2) to give the conclusion.
O

(13)

Proof of Theoren?. Let D, andvy,. the minimizersin the
definition of R, SO that

Ropt - ETNSE(;E,y)NN,_g [(<D0pt777 $> 7y)] :
Re (Ap(z)) — Ropt can be decomposed as the sum of four
terms,
1 T
<R£ (Apz)) — T ;RD(Z) (Zt)> (14)
1 & 1 <
+ (T > Rp) (z) - T > Ep,, (Zt)> (15)
t=1 t=1
1 T
+T Z RDopt ( ) EZNPRDOM ( ) (16)
t=1
+ET~€ |:Ez~u:_” RDopc (Z)
—E@ y)op, [€ ((DoptVr, ), y)] } : 17)
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By definition of R we have for every that

]EzN/"/:—n RDopt (Z)
— zwum mln — ZZ opt/% xz l)]

<

zwum Z é opt'%ra xi) ) yz)]

= E(w)w,f [(<Dopt% z),y)].

The term (7) above is therefore non-positive. By Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality the termX6) is less than,/In (2/6) /2T
with probability at leastl — /2. The term {5) is non-
positive by the definition oD (Z). Finally we use Propo-
sition 15to obtain with probability at leadt — §/2 that

Re (Ap(z)) = 7 Yi—1 Bp(z) (24)

< sup Re(Ap) -

HM’%

DeDk
27T51( )
< I S
< LaK T
N 4La\/SOO(5)(2+an)+\/91n4/§.
m 2T

Combining these estimates at¥, (15), (16) and (L7) in a
union bound gives the conclusion. O



