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In this paper, we study the problem of estimating a multivari-
ate convex function defined on a convex body in a regression setting
with random design. We are interested in the attainability of optimal
rates of convergence under a squared global continuous l2 loss in the
multivariate setting (d > 2). One crucial fact is that the minimax
risks depend heavily on the shape of the support of the regression
function. It is shown that the global minimax risk is on the order of
n~2/(4+D) when the support is sufficiently smooth, but that the rate
n~% 4+ is achieved automatically when the support is a polytope.
Such tremendous differences in rates are due to difficulties in esti-
mating the regression function near the boundary of smooth regions.

We then study the natural bounded least squares estimators (BLSE):
we show that the BLSE nearly attains the optimal rates of conver-
gence in low dimensions, while suffering rate-inefficiency in high di-
mensions. Remarkably, we show that the BLSE adapts nearly para-
metrically to polyhedral functions when the support is polyhedral in
low dimensions by a local entropy method. We also show that the
boundedness constraint cannot be dropped when risk is assessed via
continuous s loss.

Given rate suboptimality of the BLSE in higher dimensions, we
further study rate-efficient adaptive estimation procedures. Two gen-
eral model selection methods are developed to provide sieved adaptive
estimators (SAE) that achieve nearly optimal rates of convergence
for particular “regular” classes of convex functions, while maintaining
nearly parametric rate-adaptivity to polyhedral functions in arbitrary
dimensions. Interestingly, the uniform boundedness constraint is un-
necessary when risks are measured in discrete l2 norms. As a byprod-
uct, we obtain nearly rate-optimal adaptive estimators for unknown
convex sets from noisy support function measurements in arbitrary
dimensions.
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1. Introduction.

1.1. Qverview. Nonparametric estimation under convexity constraints
has received much attention in recent years. In this paper, we study the
the problem of estimating an unknown convex function fy on a convex body
Q C R? from observations (X;,Y;)", where Xi,..., X, are i.i.d. according
to a probability law v on 2, and Y;|X; follows the model

(1.1) Yi= fo(X;)+¢e, foralli=1,---,n.

Here the ¢;’s are i.i.d. mean zero errors with variance o2. This is a random
design regression model. We are interested in determining the optimal rates
of convergence for estimating the unknown convex fy based on random ob-
servations from the above model under the natural associated continuous Iy
norm for the probability measure v defined by

(1.2) Bl = [ (o) v

Convex nonparametric regression has a long history. [40, 39] studied least
squares estimation in the case of dimension d = 1. In the multidimensional
case, [51, 43, 47] and others studied different aspects of the problem in more
restricted setups, before [58] studied the statistical properties of least squares
estimation and related computational techniques in a general setting. Global
convexity also proves useful in faithfully selecting relevant variables under
sparse additive modelling in the high-dimensional setting in [65].

The rates of convergence for convexity/concavity restricted estimators
have been investigated primarily in dimension 1. From a global point of
view, [29] showed that the supremum loss of convex least squares estima-
tors (LSEs) on any compacta within the domain is of order (logn/n)*® (no
squaring). [36] established global risk bounds of order n=%/® modulo loga-
rithmic factors under squared discrete l3 norm for the LSE on 2 = [0, 1] in
the regression setup with almost equi-distributed design points. The inter-
esting feature is that, the LSEs are nearly parametrically rate-adaptive to
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piecewise linear convex functions. In a different setting of density estimation,
[27] concluded the global rates of convergence of order no worse than n~=2/5
(no squaring) under Hellinger metric for the maximum likelihood estimators
(MLEs) of log- and s-concave densities.

From a local point of view, [48] established rates of convergence on the
order of n=2/5 (no squaring) at fixed smooth points for LSEs in the regres-
sion setup. The pointwise limit distribution theory of the MLEs of convex
decreasing densities [32], log-concave densities [2] and Rényi divergence esti-
mators for s-concave densities [38] follows this same rate of n~%/® (no squar-
ing) at such smooth points. Adaptive phenomenon is also observed at a local
scale in [25] and [21] with various degrees of differentiability assumptions.

Such phenomenon as global and local adaptation have been found also
in estimation procedures with monotonicity constraints, see e.g. [67], [24],
[8]. In particular, [24] characterized the global adaptive nature of the LSEs
with general shape restrictions induced by conic inequalities in terms of the
statistical dimension of the cone. This covers isotonic (1-monotone), convex
(2-monotone) and general k-monotone regression problems. However, their
conic inequalities require a strong order relationship between the design
points, and thus render extension to high dimensions difficult.

In higher dimensions (d > 2), rates of convergence for estimating convex
functions are far less well understood. [46] and [3] studied least squares esti-
mation over the class of uniformly Lipschitz and uniformly bounded convex
functions on [0, 1]%. In the presence of such restrictions, the (slightly weaker)
results readily follow from classical entropy bounds (cf. Corollary 2.7.10 [63])
and empirical process theory. In a related problem of estimating convex sets
in higher dimensions, it is shown in [34] that estimation of an unknown con-
vex set via support functions enjoys minimax optimal rates of convergence
on the order of n=4/(4+3) under discrete squared I norm. On the other hand,
[19] showed that in the setting of estimating the support of a uniform density
known to be convex, the optimal rates of convergence under Nikodym met-
ric! is of order log n/n when the support is a polytope, and n_2/(d+1)(d >2)
when the support is a general convex body.

In the setting of multivariate density estimation with convexity con-
straints, [59] derived a minimax lower bound on the order of n~2/(d+4)
(no squaring) for estimating a concave-transformed density at a fixed point
under curvature conditions. More recently, [42] show that estimating log-
concave densities via the MLEs yields different rates from the conjectured
rates as above in low dimensions and the rates conjectured in [59]. The key
observation in their paper is that the bracketing entropy of a suitable sub-

!The Nikodym metric between two measurable sets K, K’ is defined as |[KAK'|.
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class of log-concave densities is on the order of max{e~%2 ¢=(@=1} rather
than the =42 in higher dimensions as conjectured in [59]. The new entropy
estimate gives global minimax risks on the order of n=1/(*+1) (no squaring)
for d > 2, which is strictly worse than the pointwise rate n—2/(d+4) (no
squaring). The larger entropy e~ (=1 exhibited in [42] actually comes from
uniform densities with smooth boundaries. Similar ideas have been explored
further in [30] where it is shown that the metric entropy of convex functions
on a polyhedral region (2 differs significantly from the metric entropy of con-
vex functions on a domain € with a smooth boundary such as a ball. This
quickly leads to the conjecture that the smoothness of the boundary of the
domain € plays a significant role in determining the degree of difficulty in
estimation of a convex function defined on some set Q C R?, especially for
higher dimensions d.

In this paper we investigate this issue in detail. We adopt a minimax ap-
proach and show that the difficulty in estimating a convex function fy in the
regression framework with a random design depends heavily on the smooth-
ness of the support of fy. We first show that, the global minimax risks for
convex regression under squared [, loss as defined in (1.2) are generally on
the order of n=2/(+1) for smooth supports (to be defined in Section 1.2),
while a faster rate of n=%(@+4) is possible when the support is a polytope.
Such sharp differences in global minimax risk are due to boundary pertur-
bations of smooth supports that lead to a class of least favorable regression
functions to be distinguished from the true one.

We then turn to study a variant of LSEs studied by [58], with a uniform
bound constraint, which we call bounded least squares estimators (BLSE).
The uniform boundedness constraint, as we shall see in Section 3.3, cannot
be relaxed in studying risk bounds under random design. We summarize our
risk bounds for the BLSE in squared [, norm obtained in the following table.

(. fo) | (P, Pmy, (D)) | (Z%.C(T)) | (€.C(D))

d=1 n~1(logn)>/4 n~4/0

d=2 1 d(d+4)/4 —4/(d+4) n”*logn
=31 " (logn) n n1logn
d=4 | n7'(logn)'® | n~Plogn |

Notation can be found in Section 1.2. To summarize, the BLSEs behave
differently for different shapes of support and the true regression functions
in that adaptive estimation occurs when (1) the support is polytopal with
consequent smaller entropy of the class of convex functions; (2) the support
is polytopal and the regression function is polyhedral. This is in agreement
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with the adaptive properties obtained in [18, 19, 20] in that the epigraph
of such a regression function is of polyhedral type. In particular, nearly
parametric risks in dimensions d < 4 when the support is polytopal and the
regression function is polyhedral are established by a local entropy method,
as we shall discuss in detail in Section 3. It is natural to wonder if adaptation
occurs when the support is a general convex body and the regression function
is polyhedral. We conjecture that the answer is negative within the current
methods via local entropy. For further discussion see Section 5.1.

It is worthwhile to note that, when the support is polytopal, the BLSEs
achieve nearly optimal risks for d < 4, while such optimality only holds
for d < 3 when the support is a general smooth convex body. Such rate
inefficiency is also observed in [12] in the context of density estimation via
minimum constrast estimators for Holderian classes, and conjectured for the
MLEs of log-concave densities in [59] in higher dimensions.

Given rate-suboptimality of the BLSEs, we further study rate-efficient
adaptive estimation procedures. We show that the notion of ‘pseudo-dimension’
coined in [54] (see also Section 4) effectively characterizes the complexity
for the low-dimensional models, i.e. polyhedral functions, within the class
of multivariate convex functions. We then develop general model selection
methods, from which two different types of sieved adaptive estimators (SAE)
are studied and shown to achieve nearly optimal rates of convergence while
being rate-adaptive simultaneously to all these low-dimensional models up
to universal constants. Risks for these SAEs are both considered in continu-
ous and discrete [y norms. Interestingly, the uniform boundedness constraint
is not necessary when the discrete /o norm is used. See Theorems 4.2 and
4.4 for precise statements.

Applying these methods to the multivariate convex regression setup, we
show that the risks of the SAEs are on the order of logn/n for polyhedral
functions and n~*(4*% (logn)¥ for uniformly Lipschitz (regular) convex
functions for some 7, > 0, whatever the shape of the support. This is not
a contradiction with the global minimax risk n=%/(4*1 for smooth domains
since the faster rate n=%/(4+%) (log n) is only achieved when the regression
function behaves nicely near the boundary of the domain, a setting which
excludes the global least favorable case. The BLSE is unlikely to be rate-
adaptive for such regular classes since the Lipschitz behavior of the BLSE
near the boundary can be arbitrarily bad; see the further discussion in Sec-
tion 5.1.

As a byproduct of our general framework, we obtain a nearly rate-optimal
estimator for an unknown convex set from support function measurements
that adapts simultaneously to all polytopes with nearly parametric rate.
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This gives a solution to this problem in arbitrary dimensions; the case d = 2
was previous considered by [20].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We study the global minimax
risks in Section 2. Section 3 is devoted to risk bounds for the BLSEs. The
model selection methods and the associated SAEs, are presented in Section
4 with some further results discussed in Appendix A. Related issues and
problems are discussed in Section 5. For clarity of presentation, proofs are
relegated to Appendices B-G. Auxiliary results from empirical process theory
and convex geometry are collected in Appendix H.

1.2. Notation and conventions. ||-||, denotes the p-norm for an Euclidean
vector and |[|-|| is usually understood as ||-||2. Bp(x,r) denotes the [, ball of
radius r centered at x in R? By is an abbreviation for By(0,1). Ay :=
{r € RY:2; > 0,5, 2; < 1} is used for the canonical simplex in R?. The
volume of a measurable set A in Lebesgue measure is usually denoted |A|.
The symbols := and = are used for definitions. P and E are sometimes
abused (in proofs) for outer probability and expectation to handle possible
measurability issues.

For a probability measure v on €2, we denote the continuous l, metric
under v by 1, as defined in (1.2), while I3 is used when v is Lebesgue measure
A = Ag. We assume that v is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
measure A, and write Vpax = sup,eco dv/dA(z) and vyin = infyeq dv/dA ().
For X" = (X1, -+, Xy) € R™" define the discrete Iy metric by (24 (f, g) :=

AU (FOG) — g(X0)2

1.2.1. Conventions on constants. C, will denote a generic constant that
depends only on x, which may change from line to line unless otherwise
specified. a <; b and a 2, b mean a < C.b and a > C.b respectively,
and a <, b means a <, b and a 2, b. C is understood as an absolute
constant unless otherwise specified. Constants in theorems are stated in
German letters (e.g. ¢, €, £, R). € will denote a generic constant with specified
dependence whose value may change from line to line. For two real numbers
a,b, a Vb :=max{a,b} and a A b := min{a, b}.

1.2.2. Conventions on convexr bodies. Let &7, denote the collection of
polytopes with at most & simplices. For a polytope 2 € £, we call Q) =
UleQi a simplical decomposition of € if all the ;’s are simplices with non-
overlapping interiors. Let % denote the set of all smooth convex bodies in
R?2. Note in dimension d = 1, € = 2?;. The width of a convex body € is

2Here ’smooth’ will mean that Assumption 2 (below) holds.
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denoted by w(2) = sup, ,eqllz — yll2. A convex body Q is smooth if the
following two conditions are satisfied:

SMOOTHNESS ASSUMPTION 1. For € > 0 small enough, there exist dis-
joint caps {C; 7, such that |C;| <qe|Q| and m <y ()~ @=D/ (1),

This is a slightly stronger version of the Economic Covering Theorem (cf.
Theorem H.6) studied in the convex geometry literature, where we require
C; to be caps instead of simple convex sets. See also Remark H.7.

Now we state our second assumption. A sequence of simplices {D;}°, is
called admissible if their interiors are pairwise disjoint. Let S (¢, {D;}:2,; Q) :=
min{m € N : |Q\ U", D;| < t|Q}. Now the simplicial approzimation num-
ber is defined by S(t;Q) := infp,ye0 S(¢,{D;};2;;€2) where the infimum is
taken over all admissible sequences.

SMOOTHNESS ASSUMPTION 2. The simplicial approximation number S(t,$2)
satisfies the growth condition

(1.3) lim sup t‘V/25(t, Q) < .
t—0

The power (d — 1)/2 is natural in the sense that it agrees with [17]: Any
convex body can be approximated by a polytope with n vertices within
Hausdorff distance no more than O(n?(4=1)). Here we require the approxi-
mation to hold in a sense so that such a bound is valid constructively.

LEMMA 1.1.  Any ellipsoid satisfies Smoothness Assumptions 1 and 2.

1.2.3. Conventions on convex functions. For a multivariate real-valued

function f : RY — R, let ||fllL = L(f) = sup,y, |f(2) — fW)|/Iz —yl
denote the Lipschitz constant for f. || f||;, will denote the standard I, norm
(p>1).

We denote the class of all convex functions that are bounded by I' in
l, norm, whose Lipschitz constants are bounded by L and whose domains
are contained in Q by C,(T', L; ). Dependence on the domain is often sup-
pressed. Dependence on p, T, L is also suppressed when they equal oo®. We
also let P,,(I") be the collection of polyhedral convex functions f € C(T")
with at most m facets®. Alternatively, we can represent f € P, (I') as

3For example, C(T', L) = Coo (', L) and C(T") = Coo (I, 00).
“Here by a facet of a polyhedral convex function f we mean any d-dimensional polytope
within € on which f is affine.
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f(®) = max;—i... m (a]z + b;) for some {(a;,b;) € R? x R}, so that
| flli. <T. Similarly, we often simply denote P,,(c0) by Pp,.

For a given support €2, we call the class of polyhedral convex functions as
the simple class, the class of all convex functions with pre-specified uniformly
bounded Lipschitz constant as the reqular class.

1.2.4. Conventions on entropy numbers. Let (F,||:||) be a subset of the
normed space of real functions f : X — R. The metric entropy number
N (e, F,|||) is the minimal number of e-balls in ||-|| norm needed to cover F,
while the bracketing entropy number Ajj(e, F, ||-||) is the minimum number
of e-brackets needed to cover F. By an e-bracket we mean the subset of
functions f € F determined by a pair of functions [ < u as follows: [[,u] :=
{feF: 1< f<u}with |l —ul <e.

2. Global minimax risks. We will be interested in the global minimax
risk defined by

(2.1) Ry (n; F) = inf sup EfI2(f, fn),

fn fEF
where F is the function class of interest, and the infimum runs over all
possible estimators based on the observations (X;,Y;)! .

2.1. Minimax risk upper bounds. We first derive a general minimax up-
per bound.

THEOREM 2.1.  Suppose F is uniformly bounded by T', and the errors {e;}
are independently sub-Gaussian with parameter o%: Ee'i < exp (u2a2 / 2).
Let the rate function be defined by

: 1 2
(2.2) Ty = (%1>1£ <50—n log N(6) + 349 ),

where N(6) > N(6,F,l,) for all 6 > 0. Then there exists an estimator
fn € F such that for any t > 0,

sup P(n(lg(fn, fo) —mn) > t) < exp(—30t),
foeF

Here the constant 30 is defined via (C.7).

The proof is a generalization of the method of sieves by progressively
choosing ‘theoretical’ sieves constructed via knowledge of the metric entropy
of the function class to be estimated. As a direct corollary, we obtain
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COROLLARY 2.2. R,(n;F) <1y + an

Typically r, is of larger order than 1/n and hence the right hand side of
the display is on the order of r,.

Now we shall use the above results to establish a minimax risk upper
bound for the convex regression problem. This is a direct consequence of
Corollary 2.2 in view of the entropy result Lemma 3.5.

THEOREM 2.3 (Minimax risk upper bounds). For a polytopal domain
Qe Py, we have

R,(n;C(T)) < Q:d,|Q|,F,cr,V(k/n)4/(d+4)‘
For a smooth domain ), we have

n=23(logn) d=2;
R,/ ;C r < ¢ o,V 7
(n;C(I) < €q 0/ 1.0, {n—z/(d+1) q>3.

Here the conclusion for d = 2 holds for n large enough. Explicit forms for
the constants can be found in (C.11) and (C.12).

2.2. Minimazx risk lower bounds. In this section, errors will be assumed
ii.d. Gaussian, i.e. g; ~ N(0,0?).

2.2.1. General class. We consider global minimax risk lower bounds for
two types of supports: (1) polytopes; (2) smooth convex bodies.

THEOREM 2.4. For a polyhedral domain Q2 € Py, we have
Rl,(’I’L,C(F)) > Q:d,Q,F,J,Vn_4/(d+4)-
An explicit form for the constant can be found in (C.14).

THEOREM 2.5. Let d > 2. Suppose the domain 2 satisfies Smoothness
Assumption 1. Then

R,(n;C(T)) > €aar.e,m 2@+,

An explicit form for the constant can be found in (C.17).

Notably, the least favorable functions {f} achieving the rate p~4/(d+4)
for polytopal domains in Theorem 2.4 and the class {f;} yielding the rate

n~2/(@+1) for smooth domains in Theorem 2.5 are radically different. In
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fact, the class {f;} yielding the rate n~%(@+4) inyolves perturbations of
a reference convex function in the interior of the domain while maintaining
sufficient curvature to ensure convexity so that the resulting rate corresponds
to the rate in the classical case of a function space with smoothness index 2.
On the other hand, the slower rate in Theorem 2.5 involves showing that a
smooth boundary allows more perturbations than in the interior, and thus
the boundary behavior ultimately drives the slower rate.

2.2.2. Simple class. 1t is not difficult to establish the general lower bound
on the order of 1/n under squared [, norm, so we shall examine the case
where a slower minimax rate is possible. We shall illustrate this by consid-
ering the minimax rates for polyhedral functions supported on a smooth
region.

THEOREM 2.6. Let d > 2. Suppose the domain 2 satisfies Smoothness
Assumption 1. Then for n > ng with ng being some constant depending on
k,d,o,I',v, it holds that

2 min k1
Ru(n,Py) = €77 s

1% max n

Note that ng depends on I'.
3. Least squares estimation.

3.1. The estimator. In the convex regression setting, the least squares
estimator (LSE) given observation (X;,Y;)!"  is

(3.1) f18 = argmin Y "(V; — f(X3))?.

fe€ o

By a canonical construction (see also (3.4)), such LSEs exist and are con-
sistent in view of [58] in the sense that fTI;S converges uniformly on any
compact set in the interior of the domain of the true regression function fy.
Here we shall study the bounded LSE with the constraint that f € C(I") with
some specified I". It is shown in Section 3.3 that a boundedness condition is
necessary in studying the risk for the LSE for convex regression due to the
bad behavior of the estimator near the boundary.

The bounded least squares estimators (BLSEs) can also be formulated as
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follows.
(3.2)
min Y, —y; 2
{vi {01} ;( )
subjectto y; > y; -I-gZ-T(Xj - Xi),
yi > -1, —y; > —T, foralli,j=1,---,n,

I >y + gl (v—X;), for all v € 9Q.

When the support is known to be a polytope with vertices {vi}le, then the
last condition of (3.2) can be replaced with

(3.3) I>yi+9l (v —X;), foralll=1,...,k, andi=1,...,n.

This is a quadratic programming (QP); see page 338 in [15] for more details.

The existence of the solution {g;} and {g;} of (3.2) is clear, and we will
use these estimated interpolating function values and subgradients to define
a canonical estimator as follows:

(3.4) i(x) = max (i + g (x — X)),

3 P2

For notational convenience, we suppress explicit dependence of this estima-
tor on the uniform bound I'. As we shall see, the uniform bound I' does not
affect the rates of convergence as long as it exceeds || fo||oo-

3.2. Risk bounds via local entropy. The rates of convergence of the least
squares estimators (LSEs) in the regression setting are well studied in the
empirical process literature, see for example [12, 63, 61]. In particular, the
local geometry near the true regression function, measured via the size of the
local metric/bracketing entropy, drives the rates of convergence for LSEs.
In our specific random design setting, we shall first strengthen the results of
Theorem 9.1 [61] for risk bounds in the fixed design setting and discussions
in page 335 [63] for rates of convergence in the random design, to risk bounds
for LSEs in the general regression setting with random design.

To fix notation, suppose Y; = fo(X;) + €i, and X;’s are i.i.d. from a
probability measure v. The LSE f,I;S is then defined to be the minimizer of
S (Vi — f(X;))? over F. We assume that the LSEs exist for simplicity.

THEOREM 3.1. Let F be a function class uniformly bounded by some
[ > 1/2. Let the errors g; be i.i.d. subezponential with E exp(2T |e1|) < ®3/2.
Let ip := ®p V 4v/2T exp(41°?) and Bp = Pr A 44/2T exp(41°?). Set

2r

(3'5) J[](Tv anlu) 2/ \/lOg-/\/’[](g’ S(anr)Jl/) de

2 /192fip
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where S(fo,r) = S(fo,r, 1) :={f € F : L,(f, fo) < r}. Suppose Jyj(r, fo,1,)/r?
is non-increasing on (0,00), and

(3.6) 1/96 v (T'/48) < B < pur < vnr, /18C.
Then

o 22]',’,”,,2
LS E
P (ll/(fn 7f0) > T) < 20 €xp <_ 1296C2M12—x>
j=1

holds for all v > ry, where r,, is chosen such that

Tl o o) 1

vnr2 T 13Chap
Consequently,
. 32
(3.7) B[2(f15, f) < 2+ SO
n

The constant C is taken from Lemma D.1.

REMARK 3.2. We note that this result does not necessarily follow di-
rectly from Theorem 9.1 [61] since we want to work with bracketing entropy
in continuous norm, rather than the discrete norm. We also note that (3.6)
is actually very weak; in fact we can first require I', @1 large enough to en-
sure the inequality in the far left holds, and then require n large enough to
ensure the inequality in the far right holds since typically /nr, — oo at
least with logarithmic rates as n — oo. The risk bound (3.7) has two terms;
typically the first term dominates the second for n large.

Now in order to derive the rate results, since the Iy and [, metrics are
essentially the same under our assumptions on dv/dJ, it suffices to study
the local geometry of S(fo,d) in terms of Njj(e, S(fo,9),l2) for any 6 > 0.
We shall establish the following key estimate for local entropy.

LEMMA 3.3.  For any convex function fo defined on Q € P, and any
go € P, it holds that

log Njj(e, S(fo,7)s o) < €am(m v k)" (2 + 15(fo, )"

d (T2 272 d(d+4)/4
y e_dp(log Culem VKTV w(©)L2(g) |Q|>

with € < Cqomini<ij<m /||, Here {Q;} is a partition of 0 for which g is
affine on each §2;.



14 HAN AND WELLNER

REMARK 3.4. In particular, if fy € meo for some my, < oo, then
Lemma 3.3 entails that

/2
log Vjy(g, S(fo,7),12) §mf07k,d <£> x poly-logarithmic terms

so that € and r scale at the same rate. This property will play a crucial
role in deriving nearly parametric rates for the BLSEs in low dimensions in
Theorem 3.6.

We will also need the following result.

LEMMA 3.5. [Theorems 1.1 & 1.3 [30]] Let Q be a convex body on R?
satisfying Smoothness Assumption 2, and Cy(I') be the collection of convex
functions on Q with l,-norm bounded by I', 2 < p < oco.

1. If Q can be triangulated into k simplices, then
(3.8) log N (g,Cp(T), I) < Eak(|Q"/?> /P re=1)d/2,

2. Otherwise for a general smooth convex body €1, it holds that
(3.9)
log N (e,Cp(T), l2)
(|Q|1/2—1/prg—l)(d—l) d >3,

32

<¢
= (oY ret flog(9 2P Te [T d =2

When p = oo, the above result can be strengthened to bracketing entropy
bounds.

When d = 1, the entropy estimate follows from (3.8) with k£ = 1.
Now we are in position to establish global risk bounds for the BLSE.

THEOREM 3.6.  Assume | folloo < T, and fY5 be the BLSE defined via
(3.2). Then in (3.7) of Theorem 3.1, r2 is given by the following table:

(. fo) | (P, Pmy, (D) | (Z4,CO)) | (€.C(T))

d=1 n~1(logn)>/* n—4/5

D=2 | (togmytlt+/a | poifiaeny | M7 logn
d=3 n~Y?logn
d=4 | n'(logn)® | n7logn | i
d>5 n4% d(log n)d+4 n—2/d
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for n large enough. Here we only state the dependence of the rates on n (For
complete results, see (D.11), (D.12) and (D.13)).

REMARK 3.7. The logarithmic factors in the above table appear for sev-
eral very different reasons: those in the second column come from logarithmic
factors in the local entropy bounds in Lemmas 3.3. Those in the fourth row
of the third column and the third row of the fourth colume come from con-
vergence properties of the entropy integral (3.5) at 0. It is not yet clear if
this is an artifact of the proof techniques or the nature of the estimators.
Interestingly, in another different but related setting of global rates of con-
vergence for MLEs of log-concave densities, [42] also obtained a rate coming
with a logarithmic factor in dimension d = 2. Some potential drawbacks
in terms of logarithmic factors resulting from the local entropy method (cf.
Lemma 3.3) will be further discussed in Section 5.3.

REMARK 3.8. It is natural to wonder if adaptation happens when the
support is smooth. We conjecture that the answer is negative. For further
details see Section 5.1.

3.3. On the uniform boundedness assumption. We show below that a
result stated in risk bounds without a uniform boundedness condition is
impossible by the following example in dimension d = 1 due to [3]: Let
Q = [0, 1], the regression function fo = 0, and the design X ~ unif[0, 1] and
response Y ~ unif{—1,1}. Hence the error is subexponential. Then consider
the event

A= {X1 € [1/4,1/2], Xs € (1/2,3/4], Xy, -+, X € (3/4,1],
Y1:1,Y2:"':Yn:—1}ﬂ{X€ [0,1/4]}

2r—X4

Then the unconstrained least squares estimator is f,(z) = < )}2)(2 on

the interval [0,3/4]. Restricting our attention to a smaller interval [0,1/4],
we have E[(f,(X) — fo(X))?] > E[(2X — X1 — X2)%/(X) — Xy)? A}]P’(A).

Note that X7+ X5 € [0.75,1.25] and —2X € [—0.5,0], hence X;+X;—2X >
1/4. This implies that the right hand side of the above display is bounded be-
low by E[274(X; — X3) 2| A]P(A). Since P(A) > 0 and E[(X; — X3)7?|4] =
00, we see that the risk is unbounded. This stands in sharp contrast to the
fixed design setting considered in [36] where no uniform boundedness con-
straint is required due to the fact the boundary effect in risk is killed off by
the nature of the discrete {5 norm.
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4. Model selection and adaptive estimation. In this section, we
study a general model selection approach that selects among highly non-
linear low-dimensional models whose complexity is characterized by the no-
tion of ‘pseudo-dimension’ (as defined below). In the classical regression
setup with fixed design and Gaussian errors regression setup, the estimator
fm obtained by minimizing the empirical loss typically has risk:

A . D,,
(4.0 BB (fne f0) S inf B (fong) + =

The task for model selection is to design a data-driven choice of m so that
approximately the resulting estimator fj; simultaneously achieves the opti-
mal rate for each true fy € F:

) D
4.2 El%n(fi, fo) < inf [ inf %n -n
(4.2) xn(fins fo) N%IéN(gg;Dm xn(fo 9) +— >

Here we show in Section 4.1 that results analogous to (4.1) and (4.2) hold
(up to logarithmic factors) by use of the notion of ‘pseudo-dimension’ when
the risks are measured both in discrete and continuous Iy norms. The subtle
differences between these two norms in terms of apriori uniform boundedness
constraint on the parameters will become clear in the sequel.

To place our results in the context of the existing literature, it is worth-
while to note that when the low-dimensional models are of a certain non-
linear type, certain Lipschitz condition has been imposed to increase lin-
earity (cf. Section 3.2.2 [7]) and certain coupled entropy conditions under
continuous la and lo norms are required (cf. page 372 [7]). On the other
hand, combinatorial complexity such as VC dimension is often used in the
context of learning theory (cf. Chapter 8 [49]), where the constrast function
is usually required to be bounded, which apparently fails in the general re-
gression setup. We refer the readers to [13], [7], [49] and [11] for more details
in this direction. However in either case the subtleness between the discrete
and continuous norms have not been systematically addressed.

Our work here can be viewed as occupying the ground between the previ-
ous approaches: we provide adaptive procedures in a general regression setup
with random design when the function class exhibits certain combinatorial
low complexity. Two adaptive procedures are developed. The first procedure
is inspired by the idea of bandwidth selection in the context of nonparamet-
ric kernel estimate as in [45] and [44]; we call this method the L-adaptive
procedure. The second method is based on penalized least squares in the
spirit of [7] and [49]; we call this method the P-adaptive procedure. This
framework is particularly interesting in convexity-restricted nonparametric
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estimation problems. We show in Section 4.2 (resp. Section 4.3) that the
‘pseudo-dimension’ effectively captures the dimension of the class of polyhe-
dral functions (resp. polytopes) within the class of convex functions (resp.
convex bodies), and hence nearly rate-optimal estimators that simultane-
ouly adapt to polyhedral convex funtions (resp. polytopes) are obtained as
simple corollaries of our general results.

4.1. General theory. Consider the regression model (1.1) with fy € l3(v).
Assume that the errors ¢; in the regression model are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian with
parameter o2, i.e. Eexp(te1) < exp(0?t?/2) unless otherwise specified.

Following [54] Section 4, a subset V of R? is called to have pseudo-
dimension t, denoted as pdim(V) = t, if for every x € R and indices
I = (i1, yitr1) € {1,--- ,n}T with i, # ig for all @ # B, we can al-
ways find a sub-index set J C I such that no v € V satisfies both (1)
v; > x; foralli € Jand v; < x; for all i € T\ J.

The following lemma is due to [52]; see their Theorem 1. The current
statement is from [34], Theorem B.2.

LEMMA 4.1. Let V be a subset of R™ with sup,cy ||v||oc < B and pseudo-
dimension at most t. Then, for every € > 0, we have

2B Kt
Ne Al < (14 222)

holds for some absolute constant k > 1.

In the sequel, we shall assume that the constant x is known. We shall
also assume the knowledge of 02. No effort has been made to obtain optimal
constants.

Let F C l2(v) be a function class, and {P,, C l2(v)}men be a sequence of
(low-dimensional) models. Typically P, is a submodel of F, but this is not
apriori required in our theory. Now the key descriptor for P, that exhibits
low dimensional structure is defined as follows:

(4.3)
F(X"Pr) = F(X") = {2 € R" : 2 = (9(X1),. . 9(Xn)), g € Pur}.

4.1.1. Risk bounds for fized models. We first derive the analogous results
in the spirit of (4.1): We consider risk bounds for the least squares estimator
on each model, i.e. for each m € N, consider the estimator defined by

n

(4.4) fpm = fm € arg fI’él%)I}n % Z(Y; — f(Xi))2.
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For simplicity we assume the existence of fm The working assumptions are:

AssuMPTION 1. When risk is measured in a continuous norm, we sup-
pose that both F and P,, are uniformly bounded by I'; and fj is also bounded
by I'.

AssumpTION 2. Let D,, > 1 be such that D,, > pdim(F(X";P))
almost surely.

Now we are in position to state our risk bounds and large deviation bounds
for fixed models:

THEOREM 4.2. Suppose Assumptions 1-2 hold. Let n > 7. Then,
[Continuous norm.]

7 2y1?2 2\ T2
(45) B(fnsfo) £ inf B(fo,g) + e TV LN0DmloBn | oo(om VIT)E
9EPm n n

holds with probability at least (1—43% ., exp(—27t/v) —6exp(—t)) V0. Fur-
thermore, it holds that -

_ (62 VT?)kDy,logn

(4.6)  E[L(fm fo)] < inf (fo.0) + ¢ ;

[Discrete norm.]

R 26Dy 1 2
(4.7) Ben(fons fo) < ¢ inf 2on(fo, g) + e m 08T qaZ T
— gEPm — n n

holds with probability at least (1 —43% ., exp(—27t/v)) V0, and

5 - — 02Dy, 1
(48)  E[En(fm fo)] ¢ inf B(fo,g) + e BN
o germ

The numerical constants ¢, €, 0¢, ¢, £ 29 cc, g, c_d,’é_d can be taken as given
in (E.6), (E.8), (E.9) and (E.10), v can be found in (E.5), and k is taken
from Lemma 4.1.

REMARK 4.3. In view of the minimax lower bound achieved in Theo-
rem 2.6, the logarithmic factors in Theorem 4.2 cannot be removed. The
dependence on D, is also optimal by considering P,, to be a linear space of
dimension D,,.
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4.1.2. L-adaptive procedure. Next we establish the analogy for (4.2): For
a given sample X", we want to choose a suitable ‘tuning parameter’ m so
that the expected loss of [2(f, fo) is about the same magnitude as

. . Dy, logn
4.9 f f 12 _m = ).
(4.9) nf <glé%>m v(fo.9) + — >

In this section we construct a data-dependent scheme for choosing such
based on the idea of [45] and [44]: we first determine a benchmark choice of
the tuning parameter 9 that yields the most conservative risk as obtained
in (4.6) and (4.8) for general fy, while forcing the tuning parameter to be
substantially smaller for fo € Py, by comparing the risks of the resulting
estimators. Importantly, the benchmark choice 9 should be independent of
the oracle information contained in (4.6) and (4.8). We consider two cases
as follows:

(Case 1). The approximation error infyep,, I2(fo,g) can be separated into
knowledge concerning the unknown regression function fy and the complex-
ity of the model indexed by m via

inf [ < Q)&(m).
(410) gl€I71>m u(vag) = e(f(]v ) (m)
(Case 2). Otherwise, we use a uniform upper bound:

inf 2(fo,9) < sup inf 2(fo,9).
(4.11) ,of 1,(fo.9) < sup il »(fo,9)

As we shall see below in Theorem 4.4, the case (4.10) allows the resulting
estimator to be risk adaptive to each regression function, while such local-
ized information will be lost in the case (4.11). If ¢(fp,2) can be controlled
uniformly in fy € F, then Case 1 and Case 2 are essentially the same;
this is indeed the case when the loss function is the continuous Iy norm in
our specific applications in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, since a uniform bounded-
ness constraint on the parameter space entails a uniform control of e( fo, (2).
However, when the loss function is the discrete ls norm where no uniform
boundedness constraint is imposed, ¢(fo,2) cannot be uniformly controlled,
and hence only (4.10) will be useful.

To fix notation, let * € {up,un} index the cases corresponding to (4.10)
and (4.11), and # € {c¢,d} = {cont,disc} index continuous and discrete
norms, respectively. Let

(4.12) % = 0% vV (T%14—,).
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We will also use the following simplified notation for norms in definitions
and theorem statements in the sequel:

(4.13) le(f,9) =1(f,9), la(f g):=Ix"(f 9)

Now we define the benchmark choice

?

#K Dy, 1
IMUPH .= arg min {m eN:6(m)+ M}

(4.14) "

£# KDy, 1
IMU# = arg min {m eN: sup inf 12(fo,9)+ M}
foe]:gE’Pm n

in order to balance the approximation error and variance terms in (4.6) and
(4.8).

It should be noted here that in both cases for continuous and discrete
norms, the definition of the 9M*# only involves a bias term measured in
continuous norm. We make the following assumption on My

ASSUMPTION 3. 9)12’# <n and 9)12’# — 00 as n — 00.

On the other hand, when fy € P,,,, m*# should not be too large com-
pared with mg. This can be accomplished by risk comparisons as follows:
(4.15)

;2 L7 KDy 1
m*# = min {1 <m <ME B (fny fir) < g = R 081

,ym' € {m, ..
n

Note that here we use different norms in different cases. The numerical
constants t~% are set to be

(4.16) 7 =7 = 2(¢7 + 4(v v 1)07).

Now we have formally defined the L-adaptive procedures. Before we formally
state our results, we will need some more notation:

Bias*(m) := B(m)le—yp + sup inf 12(fo, 9)lsun,
(4.17) (m) (M) Lezup sup il (fo,9)
and
(4.18) ¢* = e¢(fo, 2)Lizup + Licun.

THEOREM 4.4. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold and t# is set according
to (4.16). Suppose further that {Pp, }men is a nested family of submodels of
F with Py := F.

.,zm:;#}} :
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[Continuous norm.] For fy € Pp,(1 < my < o0),

(4.19)
r _ 2 1"2 Dm l
E |:lg(f7h*,c7 f())] < min {Q(tc 1 fc 44) (U V )K/ 0 OgTL7

n
(02 VT?)kD,, logn> }
n

2(cce* + £ + t°) ian <€Bia5*(m) +
me
holds for n > (1m0<oo inf{n : M > mo}) V7.
[Discrete norm.] Suppose that fo € Py (1 < mg < 00) and is uniformly
bounded. Then

(4.20)
R _ 2 2 Dm 1
E [@n(fm*,d,fo)] < min{2(td+{ed+84) (07 V [ follo) & Drmo log 1.

n

2
(%iaﬁ*(m) + %ﬂ) }

2(cde* 4 ¢4 4+ %) inf
meN

holds for n > (Ling<oco inf{n : ot > mo}) V1.

REMARK 4.5. In principle, 9% is defined by (4.14). In application
when logarithmic terms appear in D,,, we may simply drop these terms;
other factors such as 02,I'?, k can also be dropped if our interest is only in
the rate. The effect in the final bounds will be up to a constant depending on
these dropped factors (usually the order of logarithms in n is correct since
m scales at most polynomially in n).

REMARK 4.6. The difference between using a continuous norm or a dis-
crete norm mainly lies in the uniform boundedness constraint on the function
class F. By our choice of tuning parameters (4.15), when risk is assessed with
discrete norm, apriori information concerning sup e z|| f{|o is not necessary.
Our final bound (4.20) for the discrete norm requires the true regression
function to be bounded. This is a condition for sake of simplicity; we can
weaken this condition by assuming that E[| fo(X)|*™"] < oo for some 7 > 0
and adjust the constants accordingly.’

4.1.3. P-adaptive procedure. One main drawback for the L-adaptive pro-
cedure is that, the oracle information contained in the approximation error
needs to be well separated in the sense of (4.10), or the model needs to be
homogeneous in fy € F in the sense of (4.11) so that the adaptive procedure

®In fact we can proceed with Holder’s inequality for the first term in (E.18) and require
faster rates of convergence in n in (E.19) by boosting the numerical constant 4 to larger
constant in the definition of t# in (4.16).
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can be useful. Below we develop a model selection scheme in the spirit of [7]
and [49] so that the resulting estimator is rate-adaptive to each fy € F, i.e.
exactly achieving (4.9) up to numerical constants, at the cost of searching
for the whole solution path (i.e. search for all m € N). The advantage of this
approach will appear in some applications, see Appendix A.

For notational convenience, we denote

(4.21) (g) = llgly —2(Y.9), ,

where ||-||, stands for [|-[|1,, and (Y,g), = LS Yig(X;).

THEOREM 4.7. Suppose Assumption 2 holds and the errors €;’s are i.i.d
N(0,02). Let n > 7 and Ly, be a sequence of numbers so that ", exp(—LyDyn) =
Y < oco. Let the penalty function

Cp,10'2Dm (

pen(m) := ¢paklogn + Ly,).

where k is the constant in Lemma 4.1, and ¢, ;(i = 1,2) are absolute con-
stants which can be found in (E.34). Let the model selection criteria be
defined by

m'™® ;= argmin <7n(fm) + pen(m)).

meN
Then
; 2LyDyy logn
4.22 2 (Foms < i inf 12 g ZmZm 08T )
(4.22)  E[I%n (frms, fo)] —ri,,léfN <3g1€1‘713fm I, (fo,9) + bz ” )

where b5y is a constant depending only on k,X. For the explicit form of
this constant, see (E.36).

REMARK 4.8. Gaussianity of the errors is assumed in Theorem 4.7 since
we rely on Gaussian process techniques in the proof. We suspect that new
tools like tail control of weighted empirical process connecting discrete and
continuous norms, in the spirit of Theorem 5 in [14], or the more general
Proposition 7 in [7] are needed to establish corresponding results in the
continuous norm.

4.1.4. On the uniform boundedness assumption. Finally we comment on
the uniform boundedness assumption when risks are measured in continu-
ous ls norm in a regression model under random design. Previous work and
results (cf. [41], [64], [66]) all require some boundedness assumption on both
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the parameter and the estimators. It is shown in Proposition 4 in [10] and
Proposition 3 in [11] that such apriori uniform boundedness constraint is
actually necessary for any universal risk bounds measured in continuous [y
loss in the density estimation setting. Notably, in the specific case for esti-
mating Besov spaces By ([0, 1]) with a > «a; for some o; € (1/p—1/2,1/p)
when 1 < p < 2, it is shown in [5] that the usual rate n=2%/(o+1) can be
recovered in squared continuous /s norm without the uniform boundedness
assumption, while the rate becomes n='+2(1/P=2) for o € (1/2 — 1/p, a;) as
shown in [9]. This stands in sharp constrast with the results obtained in fixed
design setting in the classical paper [26], where the usual rate p—20/(2041) g
observed for all & > 1/p—1/2 in discrete norms. To remedy this problem, [9]
showed that in the above specific example, the usual rate can be recovered
down to o > 1/p—1/2 without a uniform boundedness assumption by using
Hellinger metric. Further results in this direction can be found in [6].

4.2. Application in multivariate convez regression. With the general meth-
ods developed in the previous section, we study adaptive estimation in the
specific context of multivariate convex regression. To this end, we will need
to (i) control the pseudo-dimension defined in (4.3); (ii) control the approxi-
mation error infyep,, 12(f,g). This is accomplished in the following lemmas.

LEMMA 4.9. pdim(F(X";Py,)) < 6mdlog3m.

LEMMA 4.10.  Suppose fo is Lipschitz continuous (and hence fy is nec-
essarily bounded). Then

inf 12(fo,9) < inf (fo,9) < 8 m~4,
i bog) s o ml W09 < Rapa

For the explicit form of this constant, see (E.39).

For simplicity of notation we assume that the true regression function
fo is bounded by I', and we shall content ourselves by discussing estimators
that adapt to each regression function (i.e. the case (4.10) in L-adaptive pro-
cedure and P-adaptive procedure), and only be interested in the dependence
of the risk in terms of the sample size n.

(L-adaptive procedure). By Lemma 4.10, define &(-) in (4.10) in the
multivariate convex regression setting to be ®&(m) := m~%?. Then we can
set M, := n/ (@4 (see Remark 4.5), and define the data-driven tuning pa-
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rameters according to (4.15) as follows:

(4.23)
o R # "1 "1
= min{l <m <My : L (fp, o0y, fp ) < 6dt#£ Km OgTE?)m ) ogn.

vm/ € {m,...,imn}},

where £7 is defined in (4.12) and
(4.24) % :=T1y—. + coly_g.
Now by Theorem 4.4 we immediately get the following result.

COROLLARY 4.11. Let t# be defined as in Theorem 4.4, and fo € P
be uniformly bounded by I'. If mg = oo, further suppose fo is Lipschitz
continuous. Then,

R . [ mgolog(3mg)logn _
E[li(fpm#(p#),fo)] < Qd,f;,fo,ﬂ,o,rmln{ 0 g( - 0) g N 4/(d+4)(]0gn)8/(d+4)}

+4)/d1

holds for n > max{m(()d mo<oos [} Here €q . 5, o is a constant depend-

ing on d, K, fo,Q,0,T.

(P-adaptive procedure). We now apply Theorem 4.7 to obtain another
adaptive estimator as follows.

COROLLARY 4.12. Define the model selection criteria to be

6¢,10%mdlog(3m) (
n

) 1 2~y ;
™ = argmin {5 D Im(Xi)? = = Yifm(Xi) +
1=1 i=1

cpoklogn + 1) }
meN

If mg = oo, further suppose fqo is Lipschitz continuous. Then for fo € Py,

R . [ mglog(3mg)logn _
E 1% (Faume, 10)] < Camen mm{ 0 log( " 0)log n 4/(d+4)(logn)8/(d+4)}

where &g . 5. 1, 15 a constant depending only on d,k,o.

4.3. Application in estimation of an unknown convex set from support
function measurements. To further illustrate the applicability of our gen-
eral framework derived in Section 4.1, we consider the problem of nonpara-
metric estimation of a compact, convex set K C R? from noisy support
function measurements. Here the support function hx of a compact convex
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set K is a real-valued function defined on the unit sphere S~! := {u € R?:
|ull2 = 1} by hi(u) = sup,ex (z,u), for u € STt We observe (U;,Y;)
drawn according to the model

(4.25) Yi=hg(U;)+¢e, i=1,...,n

where Uy, ..., U,’s are i.i.d. generated from a probability measure v on S,
and ¢; are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian errors with parameter o2. To put the problem
into our general setup, for I' < oo, denote F(I') := {hy : K convex body, K C
B3(0,T)}, and P,,(T") := {hp € F(T) : P is a polytope with m vertices}.
For notational convenience, Ps, := F. Notational dependence on I is often
omitted when I" = co. Now the loss functions for two convex bodies K, K’
in continuous and discrete norms become

(4.26) P(K,K)=1EK,K)= /Sd1 (hi(u) — hK/(u))2 dv(u),
and
(4.27) B(K,K') = B (K, K') = % S (hic(Ur) — hicr (U)°

The least squares criteria over submodels is simply
n
Kp(T) := argmin Z(YZ — hi(U;))2
KEP77L(F) i=1

Theoretical advances have been pioneered by [31], who showed consistency of
the least squares estimator and derived rates of convergence of the estimators
under fixed design. [34] studied minimax optimal rates of convergence under
both fixed and random designs. In the special case for dimgl_ion 2, [20]

developed adaptive estimators based on point estimators {h(u;)};=in for
a uniform grid wu,...,u, on unit circle under both loss functions (4.26)
and (4.27). Here using the general framework established in Section 4.1, we
obtain another adaptive estimator in arbitrary dimensions.

Our key observations are given by the following two results.

LEMMA 4.13. pdim(F(U";Pn)) < 3mdlog 3m.

LEMMA 4.14. Let K be any convex body.

inf (l,%(K, P) Vi3 (K, P)> < bg |[K [P m~4/Ed=1),
PePm =

where by is a constant only depending on d.
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Suppose K is a convex body so that K C B(0,T). B
(L-adaptive procedure). Now according to (4.14), define M, := nld=1)/(d+3)
and set the tuning parameters according to (4.15) as follows:
(4.28)

_ N N # / /
M = min{l <m<Mm,: l%(Km(F#),Km/(F#)) < 3dt#£ km'log(3m )logn’

n
vm' € {m,... ,iﬁtn}},
where £7 is defined in (4.12), and T'# defined in (4.24).

COROLLARY 4.15. Let t7 be defined as in Theorem 4.4, and K € Py,
contained in a ball with radius T'. Then for # € {c,d},

E[l5 (K% (I#), K)] < €400 min { M log(Bmu) 1081 | —4/(a+3) (g 18/ (d+3) }
n

holds for n > max{mgw)/(d_l)lm[{@o, 7}.

(P-adaptive procedure). Similarly by Theorem 4.7,

COROLLARY 4.16. Define the model selection criteria to be

s (1 2 o 3cp,102mdlog(3m
mme = argmln{EZ;hRM(Uif—E;Yihkm(Ui)—l— Pl 8l )(cp,2/{logn+1)}.

meN n

Then for K € P, ,

E[12(Rpne, K)] < Caro min{mK log(37TK) 10gn’n—4/(d+3) (log n)8/(d+3)}‘

REMARK 4.17. By Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 in [34], the minimax optimal
rates of convergence for uniform probability measure on S is n=%4/(@+3),
The lower bounds hold for arbitrary measures. Here by Corollary 4.15 and

Corollary 4.16 we achieve the lower bound within a poly-logarithmic factor.
5. Discussion. In this section, we will discuss some related problems.

5.1. Adaptation of the LSE when the support is smooth. In Section 3, it is
shown that the least squares estimator (LSE) adapts to polyhedral functions
when the support is polytopal, while the sieved least squares estimators
proposed in Section 4 are rate-adaptive to regular subclasses whatever the
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shape of the support. Hence it is natural to ask: (1) Do the LSEs adapt to
polyhedral functions when the support is smooth? (2) Do the LSEs adapt to
regular subclasses when the support is smooth? We will discuss the above
questions separately in Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.

5.1.1. Adaptation to the class of simple convexr functions. We observe
that at the technical level, the nearly parametric rate when the support is
polytopal and the regression function is polyhedral is achieved via the nice
local property of the entropy characterized in Lemma 3.3. Similarly, when
the regression function is polyhedral and the support is smooth, in order
that adaptation occurs we would like an estimate of the form

d—1
(5.1)  logNj(e,Ca(r) NC(D),l2) S <£> x poly-logarithmic terms.

in view of Theorem 3.5 when r is fixed. Recall that in the proof of Theorem
2.5, a class of convex functions { f; } is constructed so that (1) the cardinality
equals to 2 where m ~ 5~ (@=1/(d+1); (2) each function satisfies 117, <
mn and || f-|lcc < T'; (2) the distance between any pair (f;, f,/) under squared
l, norm is at least 7. Now set mn ~ 1%/t ~ £2 giving n ~ @) we
see that m ~ e~(@=1) and hence the cardinality is exp(e~(*~). This means

that for smooth support,
(5.2) log N} (V72 Cy(e) NC(T), 1) 2 e (@Y.
On the other hand, (5.1) reduces to
log./\/'H(e(dH)m,Cg(s) NC),ly) < e~ ([@=1/2 » poly-logarithmic terms,

which violates (5.2) when d = 2. This suggests that within the current local
entropy method by searching for bounds of form (5.1) shall not work for the
smooth support in d = 2 at least.

5.1.2. Adaptation to the class of regular convex functions. We restrict
our attention to d = 1 and assume without loss of generality that Q =
[0,1],T =1 and v = Unif[0, 1]. Let the true regression function be fy = 0.

LEMMA 5.1.  Suppose the errors are the same as in Section 3. Then f,
converges uniformly to fo = 0 on any compact set within (0,1). Moreover,

fn(0) =, 0.

The above lemma implies that the Lipschitz constant for fn blows up
with non-trivial probability. It suggests that, when the support is smooth, it
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(a) (b) ()

Fi1G 1. (a) polytope with partially smooth boundary; (b) smooth body; (c) polytope.

is unlikely that the LSE can adapt locally to regular convex funtions when
the underlying true regression function has bounded Lipschitz constant to
achieve a faster rate n=% (@4 ag observed in the sieved adaptive estimators
in Corollaries 4.11 and 4.12.

5.2. On global and local smoothness. The Smoothness Assumptions 1
and 2 are imposed at a global scale, corresponding to the case (b) in Figure
1. We assumed this for simplicity of statements; the slower minimax risks
and risk bounds in squared Iy loss of order O(n~1/2) = O(n=2/(¢+1)(d = 3)
in Theorems 2.5 and 3.6 also apply to the case (a), which is a polytope with
one smooth corner locally satisfying Smoothness Assumptions 1 and 2. On
the other hand, case (c) (a polytope) corresponds to squared risks of order
O(n=%7) = O(n="(4*4)(d = 3) as stated in Theorems 2.4 and 3.6.

5.3. Redundancy of logarithmic factors. It is discussed in Remark 3.7
that the logarithmic factors obtained in the risks of the BLSE come from very
different reasons. While it is unclear whether these factors can be reduced or
not, we will show that they are actually redundant in the fixed design setting
considered by [36]®. We show this by considering a simplified fixed design
{z) = % r—1- The noise level is assumed to be o2 = 1 for simplicity.
Extension to almost equi-distributed design points is immediate.

THEOREM 5.2.  Let fy be the ground convex function, and fn be the LSE
of fo considered in [36]. Then

Bl (fs fo) < €1+ [ folloo) ¥/ *n =42,

when n > min{n € N : (1 + ||folle)/*logn < ¢n'/%}. Here €, ¢ are
absolute constants.

SDuring the preparation of the paper we become aware of the independent work of [23]
who derived essentially the same conclusion as our Theorem 5.2.
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The proof makes use of a recent result by [22], which will be detailed
in Section F.2. This shows that LSE without boundedness constraints for
univariate convex regression achieves exact optimal rates of convergence for
general convex functions, in view of the lower bounds in [36] under discrete Iy
norm. This also suggests that the local entropy method may have logarithmic
losses in deriving the risk bounds.

APPENDIX A: FURTHER APPLICATION OF THE GENERAL
FRAMEWORK IN SECTION 4

In this section, we shall further illustrate the applicability of our general
framework developed in Section 4.1 by considering classical Sobolev spaces.
To start with, we shall identify the class lo(v) consisting of all square inte-
grable functions under measure v with the class of [y of square summable
infinite sequences by selecting a suitable orthonormal basis {¢;};ecn, and
mapping f € l2(v) to B € RN with (8f); = [ fe;dv. Then the Sobolev
class W<([0,1]) can be identified as all infinite sequences 3 € RN so that
ZieNjhﬂ]z < o0. Let F := UysoW*([0,1]), and we assume that fo € F.
Let the low dimensional models P,, be the infinite sequences ’s for which
Bj = 01if j > m. Then F,,(X") has Euclidean dimension at most m
and hence psuedo-dimension at most m (cf. page 15 in [54]). Now since
fo € F, by definition we see that f € W*([0,1]) for some a > 0. With
Iflla == z;’il 72 (B f)?v the approximation error term can be bounded from
above by
(A.1)

Jof Blfo,9) < D0 (Bp)f <m™** 37 72 (8p)] <m > folla,

j=>m+1 j>m+1

Note that here the smoothness information a and the complexity of approx-
imation class m cannot be decoupled as (4.10), and the function class is not
homogeneous in classes with different degrees of smoothness so (4.11) does
not apply either. Hence we turn to Theorem 4.7. To this end, define

n m 2
(A2) B € argmin 3 (n—zwxz-)).
j=1

BER™ izt

Then the estimator is fm = Z;’nzl(/ém)j@j. Note even if Bm is not unique,
Om)i = frm(Xy) = Z;-”:l(ﬁm)jgpj(Xi) is unique since 6, is the projection
of the vector Y = (Y,...,Y,) onto the linear space {AS3 : 5 € R™} where
A= (FU) € R™ "™ is defined by Fij = (,Dj(XZ)
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COROLLARY A.1. Let the model selection criteria be defined by
(A.3)

. (1 Ss e 2% - 160%m
m™® ;= argmin | — Om); — — Yi(0m)i + T2klogn +1 >
i (ng Sl + )

Then

logn

>2a/(2a+1)

(A.4) E [ (fams f0)] < Cuolfolln < n

It is well-known that n=2¢/(2a+1) i5 the minimax rates of convergence for
estimating fo € W([0,1]) so our estimator achieves optimality up to some
logarithmic factors. It is worthwhile to note that adaptation in Sobolev balls
and more general Besov balls can be achieved without additional logarithmic
factors. See Section 4.3.5 [49] for more details.

APPENDIX B: PROOFS FOR SECTION 1

PrOOF OF LEMMA 1.1. The case for d = 1 for trivial so we shall as-
sume d > 2. We first prove the claim when €2 is the unit ball By. Fix some
positive 7 > 0. Consider spherical caps of By of height . Then the (d — 1)-
dimensional area of such caps are on the order of n(®=1)/2 and hence we can
find m <g4 n~(@=1/2 many disjoint caps with center of the cap denoted as
{z1, - ,zm}. Let w(n) denote the d-dimensional volume of the spherical cap

. . . /2
with height 7. It is well known that w(n) = WIQU_nz (d+1)/2,1/2)

where I; is the regularized incomplete beta function. Thus we can take
w(n) <g n'@t/2 Now let ¢ = 4t/ and thus m <q e~ @D/ This
shows that By satisfies Smoothness Assumption 1. That By satisfies Smooth-
ness Assumption 2 follows by the same argument in Section 2.8 of [30]. Now
for any ellipsoid, we can find an affine transformation mapping it to the unit
ball. O

APPENDIX C: PROOFS FOR SECTION 2

PrROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. We will explicitly construct a theoretical sieved
estimator based on metric entropy as follows. For any § > 0, let Fj
{f1, -+, fn} denote a d-net for F under the metric I, with N = N(9)
N (e, F,l,). Now we define our estimator to be

fm(g := argmin M, (f)
feFs
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where M, is the least squares criterion M, (f) = > 1, (Y; — f(X;))?. For the
true regression function fy, let f* = argminscz, I, (f, fo). Note that

n

M)~ M) =3 {(f?(Xn (D)) — 20X (FX) — £4(X0)

i=1

1=1

where
(C.1)
Zi = (F2X0) — (F(X0))2) — 2fo(X0) (F(X0) — F1(X)) — 22 (F(X0) — F*(X0)
= (f(X:) = f7(X0) (F(X5) + [5(X5) — 2f0(Xa)) — 26 (f(X5) — [(X5))
= (F(X0) — 15 (X3))% =25 (F(X0) — f5(X0))
+2(f(X0) = £7(X0)) (£(X0) = fo(X0)).
Now for any € > 0,
(C.2)

P(I2(fns o) 221X < Y P(Ma(f) < Ma(f9)I1X")
feFs,12(f.fo)>e?

n n
< NP() " Z; <0]X") < N []E[exp(—uZ;)|X,]
i=1 =1
holds for any u > 0. Here in the last inequality we have used Markov’s in-
equality and independence of Z;’s conditioned on X;’s. Now we shall control
E[exp(—uZ;)|X;]. By (C.1) we see that
(C.3)

E[exp(—uZ;)|X;] = exp [— u(f(X;) — f*(XZ-))ﬂEexp [Zuz—:i (f(X3) = fH(X3)

S

X exp {— 2u(f(X;) — £5(Xa)) (f*(X5) — fO(Xi))}

< exp [(—u +20%02) () — (X))

- 2u(F(X) = £ (£06) ~ )|
Now by taking u = 1/402 > 0, the above display can be further bounded by

exp | = 5oz (0= VX0 400 = 70 = 10|

1

U - sz (50 - P - 80 - ) |
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The last inequality follows from the fact that for all a,b € R, it holds that
a? + 4ab > a?/2 — 8v%. Now it follows from (C.2), (C.3) and (C.4) that

P(12(fn,s, fo) > &%)
ey = TTew [ (50 - 77000 =507 = )

=V (Bew | - (50 - 12000 - 807 - o) | )

S

The last equality holds since X;’s are i.i.d. random variables. By convexity
of u ++ e* on the interval [~5I'2 /a2, 0], we see that the inequality

o2 502
<1+ Bl l—exp| — o) U
holds for all v € [-5I'2/52,0]. In particular, let

u= L (%(f — f%(X0) - 8(f* - f0)2(X1)>-

802
Then it follows from (C.5) that

2
P(12(fus, fo) > €%) < N<1 — 250l2(f, [*) + 323013(f*7f0)>
(C.6)

2
< N<1 —30l2(f. fo) + 343013(f*7f0)>

where in the last inequality we used the triangle inequality [3( o >
%lg(ﬂ fo) — I2(f*, fo). Here

1 502

Note that by (C.2), f € Fs is chosen so that [2(f, fo) > €2, and I2(f*, fo)
62 by definition of f*. Therefore (C.6) can be further bounded by

IN

P(12(frs: fo) > €2) < N(1 — 3062 + 34506%)"

(C.8) < exp <logN +nlog (1 — 30¢° + 343052)>

< exp <log N(8) — nzoe® + 34n3052>.
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Here in the last inequality (C.8) we have used the inequality log(1+ z) < z
for all x > —1. Now we let

6, := argmin (log N(8) + 34307152)
6>0

and

. 1 2 1 2
= - + = —log N(9,,) + 340;.
r (%1>1£ <50n log N(§) + 349 ) son og N (0y,) + 340;,

Then by (C.8) it follows that

P(E(fus, f0) = %) < exp (= jon(e? = 10)).

Setting €2 = r,, 4 t/n yields the conclusion. O

PROOF OF COROLLARY 2.2. Note that R,(n;F) < E[l,%(fn,fo)] where

fn is the estimator constructed in Theorem 2.1. Then by Fubini’s theorem
it follows that

E[i2(fn, fo)] = /pr[zg(fn,fo) > u] du
Tn [e'e) 9,7
S/o du+/r ]P’[l,/(fn,fo) > u] du

n

00 R 1
=7’n+/ ]P’[n(l,%(fn,fo)—rn) >nv] dv <r, + —.
0 jon

The proof is complete. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.3. We first consider v to be the canonical Lebesgue
measure. By Lemma 3.5, for a polytopal region 2 € &, solving r,, as defined
in Theorem 2.1 we find that

(C.9) 7 = Ca(k( |Q|F)d/2/30)4/(d+4)n—4/(d+4)‘

Similarly for smooth region 2, we have

2/3 _
(C.10) o — o, d (V19 /50) =213 (10g n) d=2
' n ((VIQD) @1 /30) 2/ p=2/(@+1) g > 3,

as desired. Here for d = 2 we require n large enough. Now for general v, it
can replaced by the Lebesgue measure with a price of an extra term vpyax
in the final bound. Hence by Corollary 2.2, for a polytopal domain 2 € &7,
we have

(CA1) Ry(n:C(I)) < (Gd(k( (D)2 /50) Y vz,gl>ymaxn—4/<d+4>.
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For smooth domain €2, we have

(C.12)

Ro(n;C(T) < Cy {((mr/ 30)" V351 amaxn=2/3 (log ) d=2;

(V121D /30) DV 3o b2/ @) ¢ > 3,

O

The proofs for Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 will make use of Assouad’s lemma
(cf. Lemma 24.3, [62]) so we briefly describe the machinary below. For two
probability measures P, Q, let K(P,Q) and ||P— Q||7v denote the Kullback-
Leibler divergence and the total variation distance between P and Q, respec-
tively. Assuoad’s lemma asserts that for each m € N, and any class of test
functions {f; € F}refo,13m, the following lower bound holds:

m l2(f'r fr)
y(n; F) > —min 220 min (11— [Py, = Py llzv).
Ry(n F) 2 g min s min (1= [Py =Py flrv)

Here H(7,7") denotes the Hamming distance between 7,7’ € {0,1}™. Note
that

1 n
||]P)f‘r - IEDJﬁ-/”%V < §K(]P)f-rvpf7./) = @lg(fﬂfﬂ")a

where the first inequality follows from Pinsker’s inequality and the second
follows by straightforward conditioning arguments. Morever, the test func-
tions are usually constructed with ‘separate support’ so that

min, 2 2(f7, f)/H(1,7') = min g )—1 12(f,, f+). Hence in this scenario

(C.13) Ry(n; F) > %

min llz(frafr’)<1 -

H(r,m")=

— max 2(f-, f) ).
402 H(r,m")=1 V(fT fT )>
Thus to derive sharp lower bounds it is essential to obtain two-sided esti-
mates of I2(f;, fr) with matching order in terms of the size of the cube
m.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4. We first assume that the domain € is [0, 1]%.
The class of functions we construct is similar to the class constructed in
Section 2.9 of [30]. Choose a fixed function gg on [0, 1] so that the following
properties hold:

1. ls boundedness: 0 < gy < 1/20;

2. 13 boundedness: ||goll;, > 1/80d;

3. For every z € [0,1]%, the Hessian matrix V2go () is diagonal with each
entry bounded by 1.
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Such a function exists; for example we can take

d
1 .
go(x) = 304 E 51n3(7m2-)1[071}d(:17).
i=1

Now for I = (iy,--- ,iq) € Z4, let By := [[%

ialije, (i + 1)e], and T := {I :

Br € [0,1]¢}. For fixed € > 0, define a local function gél) supported on By

as follows: ‘ ‘
I Ir1 — 1€ Td — 14€
g(())($)::€290< c T - >

Then it is easy to see that 0 < gél) < €%2/20 and Hg(()I)Hl1 > ¢42/80d. Tt

follows by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

d+4 d+4

€ 2 _ €
< < —.
sa00 = 190 Il = 5

Now for a general polytope 2 € &, write ) = UleQZ- where all the ;’s
are simplices. Suppose R; C €);’s are inscribed hypercubes, and );’s are the
linear maps that take R;’s to [0,1]%. It is easy to see that detv; = |R;|™".
Then for I = (i1, -+ ,iq) € Z% let Br; := ¢ (Br), Z; :== {I : Br; C R;}
and
9o () = [Rf*!" go W (2)).
(1)

Then the Hessian of g,/ is still a diagonal matrix with each entry bounded
by 1, and 7
|R,|(@+/d a4 |R, |/ ca+d
6400d? 400 '
Consider the collection of indices Z := U¥_,7; and corresponding functions
Ule{g(()lf)}. Since |Z;] = e, we set m = |Z| = ke~?. Note that Z can be
identified with the coordinates of {0,1}™ so we shall use this convention in
the sequel. Let w((2) := sup, ,cqllr — yll2 be the width of Q. By translation
we may assume that Q@ C By(0,w(§2)) without loss of generality. For any
7€{0,1}™, set gr := > 1" g(();ir)(i) 1,,=1 where 7; € Z(; and

1
< llgg 17, <

I
fr(z) = W(Hl’”% — g-(2)).

Then clearly f. € C(T') by construction. For two indices 7, 7" € {0,1}™ with

Hamming distance 1, we see that

mini |Ri|(d+4)/d F2
6400d2 (w(€2))*

max; |Ri|(d+4)/d F2 d+4

_gdtd <2 ) < )
Vmin€ >~ y(fTafT) =~ 400(w(Q))4 Vmax€
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Now apply Assouad’s lemma (C.13) to see that

kT2 mini |Ri|(d+4)/d
»(n;C(1)) >
R, (n:C0)) 2 =0 (@)

2 mecs | R, |(@H4)/d
« (1)1 [maxi|Ril Vinascke®4 ).
160002 (w(Q2))2

Vmin€

Choosing & = (40002 (w(€2))*/T2 max; |R;|\ T4/ 1) /@) p =1/ () e
conclude that

(C.14) R,(n;C(T")) > %kﬂ(mrzd/(dﬂ)ymin( n:in>4/(d+4).
Here
m(Q) = (w(Q)) D g <mini | Ri,(dz4>/d>
{R;Cu}r_| max; |Rz| /d
where the supremum is taken over all inscribed hypercubes. O

PrROOF OF THEOREM 2.5. Fix some positive € > 0 small enough. By
Smoothness Assumption 1, we can find pairwise disjoint caps {C;}"; so
that |C;| <q €]|Q| and m =4 (¢|Q)~@=D/(@H+D Now write the caps C; =
{z €RY: 2 x; > a;} for some z; € R? and a; € R. For 1 < i < m, define

I(z- 2 —a;)lc(z)

(G.15) (@) supyec, (¥ - i — a;)

Note that h;(-) is a non-negative affine function supported only on the cap
C; and is bounded by T'. Now for any 7,7’ € {0,1}"™, we have

lg(f‘ry fT’) f,d F2H(T, T/)Vmaxg;
(frs fr) 2a T?H (7,7 )Umine.

By an application of Assouad’s lemma we conclude that

(C.16)

Ry(n) > e |Q|—(d—1)/(d+1) 5_(d_1)/(d+1)F2Vmin€<1 _ 624%F2Vmaxg>
g

where c¢1, ¢y are constants only depending on d. By choosing

=3 (07 /T vmaen ™

we conclude that

2/(d+1)
(C.17) R,(n) > ¢, |Q|—(d_1)/(d+1) F(2d—2)/(d+1)ymin< o’ > )

VmaxN

The proof is complete. O
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PROOF OF THEOREM 2.6. By Theorem 2.7 page 101 in [60], we need
to construct a family of {fo, f1, -, fm} C Pr(T') such that the following
conditions hold:

(1) ll%(fiafj) > 2s holds for all i # 7j;
(2) Let P; be the probability measure for (X,Y") when the regression func-
tion is f;, then

M

1

— D K(P;,Fo) < alog M
j=1

M

holds for some 0 < o < 1.
Note that K (P;,Po) = 5212(fj, fo). Then (2) can be replaced with (27):
(2’) The following holds for some 0 < o < 1:

M
n
———— ) 12(f, fo) < alog M.
202(M+1)]Z::1 I/(f]afO) S «alog

Now by the same construction as in the proof of Theorem 2.5 we get {h;}I"
where m =g e~ (@=D/(d+D) Lot M = |m/k], and write

T e @D/ < Af < o gl @D/ )

Now for i =1,--- , M, define
ik
(C.18) film) =" > ).
J=(i—1)k+1
For i # 7,
3 T Uminke < 2(fi, £7) < cal*vmaxke.
Now (2’) will be satisfied if

M n 9 a(d — 1) C3
WF@F Umaxke < mbg (m)

—(d—1)/(d+1)

where c3 = ¢; . Since M > 1 we only have to ensure that

L ke <ealos [ — B
o2/T2 Vmaxie = G408 | S 0a0y /@), )
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Choose € = ¢5 F21Cj[2nax 05 ™ for c5 small enough. Then the above display holds

for n large enough depending on k, d, a. Then with

_ 2.1  klogn
§X40 VmaxymmTy

it follows by Theorem 2.7 in [60] that

5 > log(M +1) —
log M

inf sup Py(I3(fn, f) >

log 2
8 —a>21—a—log2/logM.
In fEPR(D)

Choose a = 1/2 —log 2/ log 10, then for n large enough depending through
d,o,I',v, the value of M exceeds 10, and hence the right hand side of the
above display > 1/2. This completes the proof. O

APPENDIX D: PROOFS FOR SECTION 3

We shall first prove Theorem 3.1. To this end, we will need some tools
from empirical process theory. To fix notation, let X1, Xo,... and &1,¢9,...
be coordinate projections of (2°°, B, P;°) and (R*, 4>, P>°). Now for a
function f: Q CR? » Rand g: R = R, let P,,(f®g) :== 2 37 | f(X;)g(ei),
P(f ®g) = (P,f) - (P.g) and

Gu(f ®g) == vn(P, — P)(f®g) = WZ — (P, f)(P.g)).

Let e : R — R denote the identity map, and 1 : R — R denote the map
so that 1(z) = 1 for all x € R. We will use the abbreviations P, f, G, f
when g =1,ie. P, f =P, (f®1) = %Z?:l f(X;) and G, f =G, (f®1) =
ﬁ Sy (f(X5) = P,f). For classes F, G of measurable functions f : Q@ — R
and g : R — R, let [|GpllFeg = subser geg |Gn(f @ 9)|. [|GnllF is used to
denote |Gy || Fgi1y- For any f:Q — R and g : R — R, define the Bernstein
‘norm’ as follows:

If @ gllps = (2P(exp(|f - gl) — 1 — |f - g])) />

We first state a uniform inequality.

LeMMA D.1 (Theorems 5.11 and 8.13, [61]). Let H be a collection of
functions defined on (T,B7,P). Suppose ||h||pp < R holds for all h € H.
For t > 0 satisfying

(D.1) t <8V/n(R*AR),
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and

(D.2) t> 3C</ \/log/\/[ (e, M1, |I-llp.B) da\/R)
1/26 /i

the following deviation bound holds:

t2
B(IGull > 1 < Coxp (g )

Here C is a universal constant.
In our specific application, H has the form H = F ® G.

PRrROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. The proof is based on a peeling device. Note
that the least squares estimator maximizes

M, (f) = 2P, [(f — fo) ® €] — P (f — fo)*.

The population version is M(f) := —P,(f — fo)? since the expectation of
the first term vanishes. Now for given r > 0, set

Si(r):=={f € F 27 r <1,(f, fo) < 2'r}.

By the peeling argument we have
P (lu(frlzlsafO) > 7")
< ZP< sup (Mn(F) — Mal(fo)) > )

i>1 fes;(r )

<ZP< sup [My(f) — My (fo) — (M(f) — M(fo))| Z22j—27"2>.

= \reser )
Note that
M (f) — Mafo) — (M(f) — M(fo))|
<2|(Ba— P)[(f — fo) @ ]| + |Bu— BT — fo)?].
Hence the series can be further bounded by
5 (P Gallrwmos = VAT 22/3) + B (IGullsiop 2 VAZI223) )
i>1

= Z(Pl’j + P27j).

j=1
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Here F(r) = S(fo,r) ={f € F: l,(f, fo) <r} and &€ := {e}. We first deal
with P; j. We claim that

(D.3) log N[ j(e, F(2'r) @ €, ||| p.B) < log N[j(e/®r, F(277),1,).
To see this, note that for any f1, fo € F(2'r),
(D.4)
P, |f1 — fo| " P le|™
P(espl(fi — folel) ~ 1~ | — ol ) = 3 DAL= 2T Pl
m=2 '
= (20) 2 gy
< P,(f —fz)z‘E[Z %
m=2

< P,(fi — f2)*®}/2,

implying that ||(fi — f2) ® e|llp,s < || fi — f2lli, Pr. Note that we used the
fact I' > 1/2 in the last line. On the other hand, there is a one-to-one
correspondence of brackets between F(2/r) and F(2/7)®&: [f1, f2] < [fres—
fae—, foey — fre—], where e; := eV 0 and e_ := —(e A0), and 0(z) = 0 for
all z € R. This shows (D.3). Now we will apply Lemma D.1 to F(2/r) ® £
for all 7 > 1. We choose r,, such that

J[](TnnyJV) < 1
Vnr2 T 13C(®r V 42T exp(41'2))’

where

Iy (ry fo, 1) =/

72/3.26(®rV(4v/2T exp (472

2r

; Vg My (e, S(fo, ), 1) de.

With R = 2/r®r and t = 2%72,/nr?/3, the conditions (D.1) and (D.2) are
satisfied for all j > 1 and r > r,, if furthermore the following holds:

(D.5) S > +/1/96 v (I'/48); & < +/nr,/18C,

and Jj (7, fo,lv) /r? is non-increasing. Here we used the fact that j cannot
be too large given the apriori uniform bound I' of the function class F:
2/r < 2I'. Now invoking Lemma D.1, we see that

22ipy2
Pij < Cexp (‘M> |

Now we deal with P ;. First note that F?= ]:_%—I—]:E where Fy :={f1: f €
F}. Here f, := fVvOand f_ := —(fA0). Suppose {[u;, [;]}}¥, is an e-bracket

|
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of F under [,. Then {[u; vV 0,1; V O]}, and {[—(l; A 0), —(u; A 0)]} Y, are
e-brackets for Fi and F_, respectively. These bracketing functions are all
non-negative. Hence their squares yield 2I'e-brackets for ]:42_ and F2. Hence

(D.6) log N[)(4Te, F2,1,) < 2log N (e, F, 1,,).
By similar arguments as in (D.4), for f1, fo € F(2/r)? we have
P,(exp(|fi — fo|) =1 = |f1 — fo| ) < Pu(f1 — f2)* exp(8T?)

by noting that | fi — fa| < 8T'2. This implies that || fi— fallps < L. (f1, f2) V2 exp(4T?).
This means that
(D.7)

log/\/H(E,}"(2j7‘)2, I-llp.B) < logAf[](&?/(\/iexp(4F2)),.F(2jr)2,l,,)

< 210g/\/'[](5/(4\/§f‘ exp(4T?)), F(277),1,).
Now imposing conditions
(D.8) 42T exp(4T'?) > 1/1/96 Vv (I'/48);  4v/2T exp(4T?) < v/nr,,/18C,

we get the same estimate

P c 22ipr?
i < Cexp| — .
2= p< 1296C2(4/2T exp(4r2))2>

Combining conditions (D.5), (D.8) we have
(D.9)
Or A (4v20 exp(4T?)) > /1/96 V (T/48);  ®r V (4v/2T exp(4T?)) < /nry, /18C.

Thus
lP’(l (fLSf)>r)<§:(P +Py) <20 e 2
viJn ~ 1 i) > X — .
0 e o P\ 7129602 (82 v 3272 exp(ST2))
Consequently,

- o 22int
E[2(fLS <r242C / — dt
(™ fo)] <7+ ; o P\ T120602(92 v 32T 2 exp(8T2))

> 864C3(®2 v 3212 eXp(SFQ))‘

n

n

The proof is complete. O
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Next we prove Lemma 3.3. We will need the following result, extending
Theorem 2.6 in [35] to general polytopal domains.

LEMMA D.2.  Suppose Q2 € Py. Then for e < C’d70\/§1“,

d/2 2 d(d+4) /4
log Ny, Ca (7 2) N C(; Q). 12(2)) < Cdk(d+4)/4<£> <log Cdk; |Q|> '

Before the proof of Lemma D.2, we will need some additional notation.
A polytope Q is of simplex type if Q = ﬂfillEi where F; are half spaces. A

polytope € is called a parallelotope if
Q=L {z:pix < (z,0) <pia}t =N E(pia, pig; vi)

for some linearly independent {v;} and {(p; 1, pi2)}. For fixed n € [0, 1], and
parallelotope Q, define ©,, = Q(n) = N_ E(npiq + (1 —n)pi2, (1 —n)pi1 +
nPi,2; Vi)-

We will also need the following result for Lemma D.2.

LEMMA D.3.  Let Q be a parallelotope. Then forn < 1/2,

1 dld+4)/4
log./\f[](E,Cg(l; 2),1(2(n))) < Cds_d/2<log ;) )

ProOOF OF LEMMA D.3. By affine transformation we may assume with-
out loss of generality that Q is the hypercube [0,1]¢. Now the conclusion
follows from Theorem 2.6 [35] by replacing metric entropy by bracketing
entropy. This is valid since the only place in the proof of Theorem 2.6 there
where entropy is involved lies in the partitioning scheme Theorem 3.1, which
in turn only depends on Theorem 2.1 [35]. The corresponding analogous re-
sult of Theorem 2.1 there in terms of bracketing entropy is proved in Theo-
rem 1.1 [30]. We omit book-keeping details for simplicity. O

ProOOF OF LEMMA D.2. First we assume that §2 is of simplex type. Note
that € can be covered by finitely many parallelotopes, i.e. there exists a
sequence of parallelotopes {4;}7¢; such that A; C Q and Q = U4, A;. Now
we can apply Lemma D.3 to conclude that

o\ 42 1\ dd+4)/4
log e, Calri A, i) < Ca( ) (low)

On the other hand,

[\ Uidi(n)] < Z |45\ Ai(m)| = (1 — (1 —2n)%) Z | Ail < 2dmq |27
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holds for n < 1/2. Then choose n = W, for any f,g € C(I';Q), we

have la(f — g; |2\ Ui 4;(n)|) < /2, and thus
log N[y (e, C2(r; Q) NC(T;Q2),12(2)) < log Njj(e/2,Ca(r; UiAs), 12(U; Ai(n)))
< ZlOgM](5/2\/W_d, Ca(r; A;), l12(Ai(n)))

/2 2 d(d+4)/4
ccuf2)" (1 Y
g £

Now for a general polytope Q2 € &2, it can be partitioned in to k simplices,
ie Q= UleQi where €; is of simplex type. Then

lOg./\/'H (57 C2(T; Q) N C(Pv Q)? 12(9))

k
<) log Ny (e/VE, Calr; Q) N C(T; i), 1a(€))

i=1
d/2 2 d(d+4)/4
< oplara (T log ST 1 ,
- 5 g2
The proof is complete. O

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 3.3.

PRrROOF OF LEMMA 3.3. Let g € P, be a piecewise affine function with
at most m affine components €21, --- ,,,. Then each of these d-dimensional
polytopal regions are intersected by at most k + m hyperplanes, and thus
have at most Cy(k + m)? facets where the constant Cy depends on d, see
Proposition 6.1.1 and the following remarks in [50]. Note that

(D.10)  Nj(e, S(g,r,T), 2 (02 H [(e/v/m, S(gi,m,T5 ), 12(:)).

where g; = g|q,. Since the map f — f—g; gives an injection from S(g;, r, I'; ;)
to S(0,r,T +w(Q)L(g);£;), it follows that
N (e/v/m, S(gi,m T3 %), 12(0)) < Njj(e/v/m, S(0,7,T + w(Q) L(g); i), 12(€%))-

Now apply Lemma D.2 with Q = Q; and Il = I5(€;), combined with (D.10)
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we see that

IOg./\/'H(E, S(ga T, F)a 12 (Q))

<> log N (e/v/m, S(0,7,T + w(Q)L(g); ), 12(€4))
i=1
< Cym(m v k)Hdt9/4 ( )d/2
9
Cae RO E0) |Q|> s
3

Note in the first step we required €/v/m < Cg o minj<;<m, /|€%|T". Now since
for any f € S(fo,7,T), it follows that

we thus conclude that

'/\/'[](67 S(f()urur)alQ) S -/\/'[}(675(97 2T2 + l%(f07g)7r)7l2)7
completing the proof by taking infimum over all g € P,, and m € N. Note
then it suffices to require € < Cy o ming<;<pm /[T O

Now we are in position to prove Theorem 3.6.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.6. We will separate the cases for which € is a
polytope or general convex body.
[Case I.] First consider the case when ) is a polytope with at most k
simplices. If in addition fg € P, fo for some my, € N, then the bound in
Lemma 3.3 becomes

log Vjy(e, S(fo. 1), l2)
d /T2 9 2 d(d+4)/4
< cvmy, (mg, v o) +0)/4,.d/2~d/2 <log ci(my, V k)T Vw(Q)°L(fo)) |Q|>

-
= cor¥/2e=4/2 (log c_3> .
€

Hence in this case,

Lo flowNie. 5o ae
2/196r

14cé/4u1£/2 v/2

g2

r(log , d <3,

1/4 1/2 _
< Jy(r )—Cdcé/z r(log G Hr ) (392”))“//2“. d =4,
A=/ 2- d/4(1 g1403/4u§/2)v/2, 4> 5
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By Theorem 3.1, 7, is characterized by \f(:Z) < 1307 . Hence by the above

calculation we can take

( 1/4—1/2 1/2— ) —1/2(logn)d(d+4)/8, d<3,
(D.11) = caq (3 1/4 1/2 v 02/ fir V ar)n~Y2(logn)®,  d =4,
(S g6, 0>

For a general convex function fy, by Lemma 3.5 the entropy estimate holds
with

/T \/logM](E7S(f07T),lz) de

2/196fir

< log M) (e, C(T
< [} oo BN CT) )

pl=d/4, d<3,
< Jy(r) = cak?/? ’Q’d/g /4 log(196ar/r), d =4,

ﬂ(pd_4)/47”2_d/2, d>5.

This yields the following rates

ﬂf:/(dH) k2/(d+4)(m’1/2 )4/ (d+4), =2/(d+4) d<3,
(D12) 74 = ca§ > (KVA(1Q)Y2T)Y2 v 19670 )n =4 log n) /2, d = 4,
ﬂ%/zkl/d(|9|l/2 F)l/zn_l/d, d> 5.

[Case II.] Suppose {2 is a smooth convex body. Then for any convex function

fo,

_ 3/4
(|Q|1/2 F)1/2T1/2 <10g 14u1{/2|91/4p1/2> ’

r d:2’
M= (1022 1) 10g (19670 /7). =3
(19 T)(d-D/2p2—(a-), d>4

which yield the rates of convergence

(D.13)
(ﬂ%/3(|9|1/2 F)1/3 Vi %/2 |Q|1/4 Fl/z)n_l/3(logn)1/2, d=2,
ro = caq (i 2(QI2 D)V V fip)n=1 4 (log )1/, d=3,

ﬂ%/Q(‘Q‘l/Q F)l/2n—1/(2(d—1))7 d>4.

This completes the proof. O
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APPENDIX E: PROOFS FOR SECTION 4

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2. Fix m > 1, g € P,,, and covariate vectors
X" = (Xy, -, Xp). We first prove (4.5) and (4.7). Let Sp,(g,7) := {h €
P i lxn(g,h) < r}. Then it is easy to check that

(E.1)  N(e, Sm(g,r),1xn) < N(Vne, {Fn(X") — g} N Bn(0,Vnr), [I|2),

where g := (9(X1),...,9(Xy)). Since translation does not change the pseudo-
dimension of a set, by assumption we see that {F,,(X") — g} N B, (0, /nr)
has pseudo-dimension at most m and is uniformly bounded by /nr. Now
an application of Lemma 4.1 yields that

KD,
(E.2) N (e, Sm(g, ), Ixn) < <4+ 2@") .

This implies that
(E.3)

/T \/log./\f(a, Sm(g,7),lxn) de < /KDy, /T \/Iog 44 2\/57") d
0
\/ﬁ/ \/lOg 4+2\/_ZE
< Vkr\/2D,, logn.

Here the last inequality follows by noting

log(4 + 2v/nx) < log(6v/nz) = log v/n + log(6z),

and hence with n > 7, we have

> /1421 1
/ \/log4+2\/_a: dz <\/m/ V1+ 055633)/ og7d$§\/_
1

2log n.

By Lemma H.3, for the choice

10240002k D,,, log n
(E.4) 5n = Ben(fo, 9) + m 08N

n

the deviation inequality holds for ¢ := §,, + UTQt

0%kD,, logn n 40t

P [lgcn(fma 9) > 81%=(fo, 9) + (409600) 4

27t
<4 — A1 :=p(t).
<4 T e (g ) 11 =)

S

(E.5)
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Now taking total expectation and using the triangle inequality we see that
with probability at least 1 — p(t), it holds that

; 2Dy 1 8ot
(B6)  Bon(fms Jo) < 185en (fo, 9) + (819200 722 4 =
Now with the constraint that F is uniformly bounded by I' and fj is bounded

by I', we invoke Lemma G.1, together with the fact that

2

(g, fo) < z(ug, fo) — 2Lxn (s, fo)> T 88 (, fo),

(E.7) ;

Bon(g, fo) < 2(zxn (9. fo) — 21, (5, fo>) T 822(g, fo),

+

we see with probability at least 1 — p(t) — 6 exp(—t) that
(E.8)

2
L(fns fo) < 2<lu(fm= fo) = 21xn (fim, fo)> + 8((819200)02@: g 812'5)
-
+ 1441% (fo, 9)
2
< 2<ly(fm, fo) = 2Ux7 (fims f0)> - 8((819200)02”17;” logn | 83’?)
+

2

+ 288 (ly (9. fo) — 2L (g, fo>> + 115212 (g, fo)
+
2 2 2 2
(0 VI?)Dy,logn (335 x 105)(0 VI )t,

< 115212(fo, g) + (7.56 x 109) - -

where in the last inequality we used the fact that log(4 + 24v/2n) < 3logn
for n > 7. The conclusion follows since g is taken arbitrarily in P, and
the probability statement is uniform in g. Now we prove (4.6) and (4.8). By
Lemma H.3 and (E.4), we find that
(E.9) )

E[Zn (fmn, f0)lX"]

< 10054 (fo,9) +8 <l§n(fo, 9)

10240002kD,,, 1 2
4 10240007~ mogn>+(4.8><106)0—
n n

26Dy 1
< 1813 (fo, 9) + (5.62 x 106)”771("%7’
holds for all ¢ € P,,. Here in the last line we used that kD,,logn > 1.

Now (4.8) follows by taking total expectation. For (H.3), by (E.7), we take
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conditional expectation to get

2

B[ X" <2 s (zxg, fo) - 2L (g, fo>)

gEPm (T i

2Dy 1
+ 8<18l§<n(f0,g) + (5.62 x 106)w>.

n

Now we take expectation with respect to v followed by infimum over g € Py,
by Lemma G.1 we see that

(E.10)
E[2(fm, f)] <144 inf 12(fo,9) + (4.5 x 107 (% YV I?)sDi logn.
gEPm(T) n
as desired. -

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.4. We first consider (4.19) in the case x = up
and we start with the case for continuous norm. Suppose the regression

function fo € Py, and mo < MMPC. For any m € {1,..., 99"}, define the
event A,, . by
(E.11)
Ao VAR Dy, 1

Am,c = {llzx(fm7fm’) StC(O- );: Ognvvm/e {mv"'vmqripﬁ}}‘
We write
(E.12)
E [lg(fmup,c, fo):| p— E [lg(fmup,c, fO)lmup,c§m0:| + E [lg(fmup,c, fO)lmup,c>mO]

=)+ ().
Then for (1), we have

(1) < 2E [12(fasoncs frnaVLisonema | + 2E [12(fas fo)]

<2t + ) (02 VT2)kDyy, logn
— n Y

(E.13)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of m"“P¢ in (4.15) and
the risk bound (4.6). Now we consider (/I). Note that if A,,, . holds, then
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m"P¢ < mg. Thus

(I1) < AT?*P(m"P° > mg) < 4T°P(AS,)

upc

<4r? Z [F Frnos fm) >

(02 vV I'?%)kD,, log n}

n
29% . 2( tc (02 VT?)kD,y, logn
<ar 3 (P [B( ) > nDu et
c 2
[ (s fo) > t (O’ vT ):D logn])

Note that

m( ) < P |:l2(fm07f0) tc (0‘ V Fz)Kszo 10gn:| '

n

Now by taking ¢ = 4(v V 1)k Dy, logn in (4.5), we see that with t© = 2(¢° 4
4(v Vv 1)d°), the above display is further bounded by

. 274(v V 1)K Dy, |

Pl < 4Zexp < _ 24V ): K 0gn> + 6exp(—4(v V 1)k Dy, log n)
=0

) 6 11

==

< < —
- nt — n?

since

> [e.e]
Zexp ( - 2j4logn) < % + %Zn—21.4+4 < 1._(317.

- - n
Jj=0 Jj=1

For 2]3%), note that fo € Pp, C Pm by our assumption that {P,}men is
nested and that m > mg. Now by setting ¢ = 4(v V 1)kDy, logn in (4.5)

again and repeating the above argument we see that ‘,BS%) < 11/n%. Hence

up,c

2 2
(E.14) (IT) < 881“22))2 < gl V) Dm logn.

n

Combining (E.12), (E.13) and (E.14) we see that

(02 VTI%)kDyy, logn
- .

E[i2(fawne, fo)] <20 + € + 44)
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Now if mg > 9M,P°, possibly mg = oo where Py, := F. Then by definition
(4.15), m¥P¢ < MpP, and hence

E [2(fawwe, fo)| < 2B [12(fapure, fo))| + 2B [12(fruune, fopure)]

_ _ (62 VI'?)KkDgyup.c 1
S 9 (CC lnf lg(fo,g) + EC (O- )I{ Sﬁnp ogn

gépmgp,c n

(0% VI?)kDypur.c log n

n

+ 2t

(0% V IT?)kDygyun.c logn
n
(02 V T?)kD,, logn>

< 2¢%e( fo, Q) B (MUPC) + 2(k¢ + 1)

meN

< 2(c%e(fo, Q) + €+ £°) inf <Q§(m) + "

Here the second inquality follows from (4.6) and the definition of m“P-¢, while
the last one follows from the definition of 9MF°. For the case of discrete norm
case (4.20), define the event A,, 4 instead of (E.11) as follows:

< 02kD,, logn

(E.15) A= {zgufm,fm/) ' € {m,... ,smgp’d}},

Then for fy € Pp,, similarly we separate the risk into two terms:
(E.16)

E [Ben (s £0)| = B [Ben Frvncts fo) Liwwaomy | + E [Ben (Frusts fo) Lot |
=)+ ().

The first term (/) can be bounded along the same lines as in (E.13), and we

get :

02KkDpp, logn

(E.17) (I) < 2(t4 4 ¢d) .

Now we handle (II). Note that for any m > mg (possibly random), it
holds that [|Y — fml? < IY — fol?. Plugging in Y = fy + ¢ we see that
1 fm = fo—ell% < llell7. Thus

1 frall < 1fm = fo = €lln + [1fo +€lln < folln + 2lelln-

It follows that (% (fsumds fo) < 8(|| foll2 + ll€]|2). Now the second term (1)
can be further bounded by

(I1) < 8E[(| foll7 + llll2) Lizurdim ]
(E.18) < 8| fol P (1P > mg) + SuP (1m“P% > mg) + 8P(|[¢]|2 > u)
< 8| fol LB (1P > mg) + SuP (1 "P? > mg) + 8u" o
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Here in the last inequality we used Markov’s inequality for the last term and
the sub-Gaussianity of e: P(|le]|2 > u) < u™'Ee} < u~'o?. By essentially
the same argument as for the case for continuous norm, we set t = 4(v V
1)kDyyy logn in (4.7), we see that with t = 2(£2 4 4(v v 1)2¢), the following
bound holds:

109m2P-4
nt

(E.19) P (P4 > my) <

Combining (E.18) and (E.19), with u = n?, we see that

(E.20)  (11) < 168

< 168

d
(o V|| f]IZ) " (0 V || fI3,) Dy log n
n? n '

The rest of the proofs for the discrete are the same as to the continuous
norm, and the proofs for the case x = un are completely analogous so we
shall omit the details. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.7. We first observe that for any f € F, it holds
that

1f = folla = v (f) +2(e, f), + I foll5-

Thus it holds for any m’ € N, and any f,, € Py, that
(E.21)

VFoe = Sol2 = W = Joll2 4 o) = o F) + 2 (s Fow = fin)

By definition of m, we have
(B.22) [[fn — Sol < L fm = fol + pen(om) = pen(i) +2 (=, fr = fun) .

Now our goal is to control the random term <€, fm — fm> . Fix m € N and
n

fm € Pm. We proceed by conditioning on X™. For any m’ € N, we define
for g € P,,» the Gaussian process

<E7g B f >
Z(g) =
w(m', g)
where w(m’, g) == |lg — foll2 + || fm. — foll% + %2 where z,, is a constant to

be specified later. By Borell’s inequality (cf. Proposition A.2.1 [63]) we have

t2
(E23) Pl sup 2(0)2 € 41| <ew (- 1)
geP, 2
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where & > E[supgepm, Z(g)|X"] and v* > supgep, , Var[Z(g)|X"]. Note
that

1 Tm! Tm!
©20 (') 2 5 (lo— fall+ ) 2 g~ Sl 22
n n

We now establish a bound for &. To this end, note that

(E.25)

P( sup |Z(g)] > t|X")

ger/
<1p>< sup 2 lis-(g—f )(X) >t'X">
= \yger, lg = fmllZ + 2w /10 |0 = Z e o
1 _ T/ n
g]@( sup = eilg — fm)(X0) >t2—‘x>
9EP, 1 llg—Fmlln<n/Tmr/m | T i1 n

o n

1
+ zp( sup LS cilg — ) (X0)
Jj=1 gEP,, 12971 V Tt /NS g= fm |l <27 V T, /1 " i=1
- t22j—3xm/ ‘X")

% > eilg — fm)(X0)
i=1

o

P< sup
gepm’:”g_fm”n<2j\/m

<.
Il
o

P;.

o

<
Il
o

For each j > 0, denote G; := {g € Ppy : |lg — funlln < 2/\/2},/n}. It
is easy to check that, by the same arguments as in (E.1) and (E.2), with

wj = 27./xl, /n we have
2 N kD,
NGy IHln) < N(Vne, {F = fm} 0 Ba(0,v/nwy). [Il2) < (4 + @) ,

where f, = (fi(X1),..., fm(Xy)). Then by the same calculation as in
(E.3) (but now using v/2 < 2), we see that

wj
/ \/log/\/'(e,gj, |-ln) de < 2v/kwj+/ Dy, logn
0
; rlogn
= 29t /KD, L 08T
" n
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Now by Lemma H.2, choose §,, so that

. 1 [z
Vnd, = (24022”1\/@,”/ w) v <\/115210g 20,27, /:”—>
n n

) il
= 4852 4 /FEDmM /w.
n

Then for all ¢ > 0 such that

22j=3, . 1
12 I = 48020\ kD | BT

n n?

or, equivalently

(E.26) £> 62400, kD, logn
T/
we have that
224 12
E.27 P; <20 -
(B:27) J = SHLEEP [ 1152-26022}

It therefore follows from (E.25), (E.26) and (E.27) that for all ¢ > 6 -
2602 //ﬂD,;L/logn7
220 it
P Z(g) >t X" | <> P<20
(s 001 ) < om0 S [

for C1,Cy > 0 taken from Lemma H.2. Since the ¢;’s are sub-Gaussian with
parameter o2, we can take C; = 2,Cy = v/20. Thus

kD /logn 2% gt
Z(g)| | X" <6-25C +2C dt
2 | (g”‘_ } - N e 1Z/ eXp[ 1152 - 2602]

. 910
< 6.95v30 /iDmlogn+3 2%
\/ Tm!

E

< 3'280\//<;Dm/ logn + 32

T/

where in the last step we used the inequality \/a + vb < v2va + b holds
for all a,b > 0. Hence we can take

T/
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Note that

[2”9 f?lb”2 [2
E.29 Var|Z XM= —""""" < —
( ) r[ (g)|_ ] ( /7 )2 — /’

where the inequality follows from (E.24). Thus we can take v? = 02 /z,, in
(E.23). Now set

(E.30) t:=/202(u + Ly D) /Tyt
and
(B-31) @y =922 (6%kDyy log n + 320%) + 64 (0w + 0 Ly Dy ).

It therefore follows from (E.28), (E.30) and (E.31) that

fote \/9-21702(;-@1),”, log n + 32) + 4(0%u + 0L Do) _ i

T/

we obtain by (E.23) that
(E.32)

P(Z(fr) > 1/4|X"] <P

sup Z(g) > 1/4‘5" < exp(—tt — Loy D).
geP,

Summing the inequalities (E.32) with respect to m’, it follows that

IP’[ sup <E7 fm/ _ fm>"

L on
o s o] < vt 3 exvl D) = Bespl-a)

m/eN

Thus, conditional on X", with probability at least 1 — X exp(—u),

A& fan = Fm) <= Jolls A 1 = foll

N 9.220 (02/{Dm logn + 3202) + 32 (0'2’LL + O'2LmDm)
- .

Combined with (E.22), it follows that
(E.33)

£ = follz < 3l fm — foll + 2pen(m) — 2pen(in)

N 9.220 (02/~£Dm logn + 320’2) + 32(02u + O'2LmDm)
n
9.2%02  320%u
_|_
n n

= 3| fm — foll2 + 2pen(m) +
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with conditional probability at least 1 — Y exp(—u). Here the penalty is
defined by

_ 1602Dy,

(E.34) pen(m) -

(9- 2%k logn + L)

Let

R 5 9 9. 2250,2
©35) V= (I = fol} = 31— foll — 2pentm) - 22"} vo,
Then it follows from (E.33) that P[V > 320%u/n|X"] < Yexp(—u), and
thus E[V|X"] < 320%% /n. Taking conditional expectations yields
9. 9242

E[llfn — foll2|X™) < 37 — foll2 + 2pen(m) + == + E[V|X")

2
g
< 3| fm — foll2 + 2pen(m) + 32(9 - 220 + 2);.

Finally by taking expectations across the last display we see that

(E.36)
R 2
E (10 (fiur fo)] < 32(fms fo) + (3.02 x 10° +9- 220 + 322)%;1%".

Now the conclusion follows since m and f,, € P,, are arbitrarily chosen. [

PrROOF OF LEMMA 4.9. Note that each f € P; is an affine function on
Q so F} is a linear space with dimension at most d + 1, hence the pseudo-
dimension of Fj is at most d+1 (cf. pp. 15 [54]). Each f € Py, where m > 1
corresponds to a triangulation of 2 with no more than m many pieces of
d-dimensional convex bodies on which f is affine. Since f is the pointwise
maximum over all these affine functions extended to the whole region €2, we
see by the argument of Lemma 5.1 [54] that the pseudo-dimension of F,
can be bounded by the smallest integer [ for which

(E.37) (é) 4ot (di 1> < ol/m.

Following arguments as in the proof of Lemma B.1 of [34], the left hand
1+a

side of the above display is bounded from above by (T)l a® for any a > 0.
Choose a = (21/2m - 1)_1, and by using the inequality (z—1)"1 < (logz)™*
to = 21/2™ we see that o < 2m/log 2. Now in order that (E.37) holds, we

only need to consider | € N for which

E.38 ol/2m .
(E.38) g <log2>
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Taking logarithms on both side of the above display we arrive at [ >
6mdlog 3m. This completes the proof. O

PrROOF OF LEMMA 4.10. For a general convex function fy supported on
a convex body €2 with bounded Lipschitz constant L, i.e. || follr < L, we
may assume without loss of generality that [|f]lcc < w(Q)L := T', where
w(Q) is the width of 2. We now consider the circumscribed polytope Ur( fo)
with at most m facets. For any such polytope P, define gp(x) := inf{t :
(x,t) € P}, then gp € P,,. Note that ||gp||z < L. Now we claim that
|l fo — gpllec < V1+ L2dy(Ur(fo),Ur(gp)) where dy denotes the Hausdorff
distance between two sets and Up(fy) the epigraph of fy truncated at the
level I'. To see this, for any x,y € €,

|fo(z) — gp(2)] < [folz) — fo(y)| + [ foly) — gr ()]
< Lz = yll2 + | fo(y) — gp ()|

< V14 L?|(z,9p(x) = (4, fo(¥))ll2-

By taking the infimum over y followed by supremum over x we get one
direction. The other direction follows similarly, and thus the claim follows.
Now we see that for any gp,

inf 12(fo,9) < 12(fo,9P) < Vmax|lfo — gpllsol1(fo, gP)

gEPm(T)
< 2Umax(1V L)dy (Ur(fo), Ur(gpr))dn (Ur(fo), Ur(gp))

where dy denotes the Nikodym metric defined by dy (U, V) = [UAV|. Since
dn(U, V) < dyg(U,V)o(0(U)) where o(9(U)) denotes the surface area (cf.
[16] page 732), we see that the above display is bounded by

2Winax(1V L)o(0(U))d3 (Ur(fo), Ur(gp)).

Now by well-known facts in convex geometry (cf. [28], [17], page 324 in [33],
or page 729 [16]), for Ur(fo), we can find a circumscribing polytope Py with
at most m facets so that dy(Ur, Py) < cq|Ur(fo)|/m?®. Then Ur(fy) C
Ur(g9p,) C Po, Urgp, € Pm, and hence

[Ur(fo)|

dH(UF(fO), UF(QPO)) < CdW < ¢4 ’Q‘ m_2/d,

This implies that
(E.39)

inf 2(fo,9) < inf 12(fo,9) < cao((Ur(fo)))vmax(1 V L)T? Q> m~=4/4,
9EPm gEPm(F)

as desired. O
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PrOOF OF LEMMA 4.13. The proof is essentially the same as Lemma B.1
[34] by noting that the uniform boundedness assumption is not necessary in
the proof there. O

PROOF OF LEMMA 4.14. By Theorem 1.8.11 [56], it follows that for two
convex bodies K, K,

sup |hg(u) — hg(u)| = dy (K, K'),

ucSd—1

where dg(-,-) denotes the Hausdorff distance. Now the conclusion follows
by noting

F(K,K') VI}K,K') < sup_ |hie(u) — hier(u)]? = d2 (K, K'),
ueSa—

and the result from [17], or see results in Section 4.1 in [16]. O

APPENDIX F: PROOFS FOR SECTION 5
F.1. Proof of Lemma 5.1.

Proor orF LEMMA 5.1. Note that fn is the least squares estimator if and
only if

n

(F.1) D (9(Xs) = fulX))(Yi = fo(X3)) 0

i=1

holds for all ¢ € C(1). This is a direct result of Moreau’s decomposition
theorem (cf. [53]; and see [58] Lemma 2.4). Now suppose f,(0) —, 0. By
passing to a subsequence we may strenghthen the convergence to almost
surely convergence. Thus for n large enough we may assume fn(O) < 0.99.
Since E[13( fn, fo)] = 0 by Theorem 3.6, by passing to a further subsequence
we have lo( fn, fo) — 0 almost surely. This means there is a further sub-
sequence so that fn — fo almost everywhere on [0, 1] almost surely, and
hence uniformly within the interior of [0, 1] by Theorem 10.8 in [55]. Thus
the convergence is uniform near 0 almost surely by assumed convergence
of fn at 0 via Lemma F.1. We will work with this subsequence in the se-

quel. Since X (1) — 0 almost surely, by uniform convergence it follows that
fn(X(l)) — 0 almost surely. Now we choose a test function g that agrees
with f, on [X(3),1] and is linear on [0, X ()] with g(0) = 1. This is well
defined almost surely for n large enough. Since f,(X(;)) — 0 for i = 2,3 and
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hence the convexity is guaranteed for n large. Then it can be seen by the
characterization (F.1) that

(9(X1)) = fa(X0) Yy — fu(X 1)) <0,

where Y{;) is the value of Y corresponding to X ;). Since g(X1) > fn(X1) by
construction and the fact f,,(0) < 0.99, we have necessarily Yy < fn( 1)
holds for all n € N almost surely. Taking n — oo we find 0 2 Y; —d €1
almost surely, a contradiction. O

LEMMA F.1.  Let f,, be a sequence of convex functions converging point-
wise to a continuous convex function f on [0,1]. Then the convergence is
uniform over [0, 1].

Proor orF LEMMA F.1. We only need to prove uniform convergence near
the boundary 0 since uniform convergence within the interior of [0,1] is
guaranteed by Theorem 10.8 in [55]. Let x,, € argmin,¢,1] fn(z). By passing
to a subsequence we assume xz, — x* € [0,1]. If * # 0, then choose § €
(0,z*) so that x,, > ¢ for n large enough. In this case, f,,’s and fy are all
decreasing on [0, 0] for n large enough, and thus f,, converges uniformly to fy
on [0, d]. To see this, for fixed ¢ > 0, since f is uniformly continuous, we can
find a sequence {¢;}I"; C [0, 9] with ¢t; = 0,¢,, = d so that | f(t;) — f(ti—1)| <
e for all 7. For n large enough we have |f,,(t;) — f(t;)| < e for all i. Now note
that for any x € [0,4] = U"] l[tl,ti+1] where, for x € [t;, t;11], by converity
of fn,

(F.2)
Ful@) < masc] fulti), faltis)} < max{f(t), f(ti1)} +e < f(@) + 2e.

On the other hand, by monotonicity of f,
(F.3)
fa(x) = f(@) = fultizr) — f(t:) = (faltizn) = f(tiq1)) + (f(tig1) — f(ti)) = —2e.

This establishes our claim that f,, converges uniformly to fy on [0,4]. Now
we consider the case z* = 0. First note that f must be non-decreasing. By
fn(0) > fo(zs) we see that limsup,,_,. fn(zn) < f(0). Suppose there is a
subsequence so that f,(z,) < f(0) —n for some n > 0 for n large enough.
Note for any fixed ¢ > 0, f,(¢) > f({) —n/2 > f(0) —n/2 for n large. Thus
by convexity of f,, for n so large that z,, < (, we have

1 — ) fa(C) — (1 = Q) fulzn

1) > Lmm) O = (1= O

C — In
L (= @) (F(0) ~n/2) ~ (1= Q(f(0) ~ )

o C_mn
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Now taking n — oo followed by ¢ N\, 0 we see that liminf,, . f,(1) = +o0,
a contradiction. Thus f,(z,) — f(0). By uniform continuity of f, for fixed
e, f(0) > f(t) — € for small enough ¢ > 0. Hence

fat) > falzn) > f(0) —e > f(t) — 2

holds uniformly in ¢ > 0 small enough and n large enough. Finally note that
(F.2) holds regardless the value of z*, completing the proof. O

F.2. Proof of Theorem 5.2. The proof of Theorem 5.2 makes use
of a recent result by [22]. He showed that in the model Y = p + ¢ where
e ~q N(0,1,) and pp € K for a closed convex set K, the risk in discrete
lo norm for least squares estimation of the mean vector u € R"™ can be
characterized by the maxima of the map

£2

(F.4) tr—>E< sup <5,1/—,u>> - —.
VEK:|[v—pl2<t 2

In the setup of univariate convex regression on [0, 1] in [36], we can take
(F.5) K:={peR":p= f(z;),Yi=1,...,n, f convex}.

The supremum in (F.4) for K as in (F.5) is computed in Theorem F.5, which
becomes the key ingredient to derive the risk bounds without logarithmic
factors in Theorem 5.2.

We follow the convention that when the supremum is taken over the empty
set, the value is set to be —oo. Let t. := inf, cx||lv — ul|.

THEOREM F.2 (Theorem 1.1 [22]). fu(t) = —oco when t < t., is finite
and strictly concave when t € [t.,00), and decays to —oco as t — co. Hence

the mazximizer

t, = argmax f,(t)
>0

exists and is unique. Moreover, for any x > 0, we have

B (= il — )2 0 /7n) <800 - s )

This immediately entails the following result.

COROLLARY F.3. There exists an absolute constant C such that

12— CtP <Elp—pl2 < +Ct ift, > 1, and

2. Elp—al*> <Cift, <1.



60 HAN AND WELLNER

PrROPOSITION F.4. Let 0 <1ry <7r9.

1. If fu(r1) < fu(ra), then t, > 7.
2. If fu(r1) > fu(r2), then t, < ro.

In particular, if fu(r) <0, thent, <.

Recall that the fixed design is {zj := %}Z:r Our goal is to prove the
following theorem.

THEOREM F.5. Consider the convex set K defined by
K={pueR":u=f(x;),VYi=1,--- ,n, f conver} .

Then for fized p € K, t, < C(1 + Ap)Pn10 when n > inf{n € N :
(1+Ap)/0%ogn < C'n'/5}. Here C,C" are absolute constants, and Ay =

Hmax — Hmin-
To prove Theorem F.5, we will need the following lemma.

LEMMA F.6. Let a <b be two real numbers. Let

Qap = {((f(xl),---  f(@n)) A b1> Val: fis conveaz}.

Then for any 0 < t < Cq, the following holds for n > Cy:

n1/4(b _ a)1/2

where C is an absolute constant, Cy = inf{n € N : 2,/C;logn < C’nl/4}.

ProOOF OF LEMMA F.6. First note that we can require f > a in the
definition of @, ;. We only have to show that

nl/4
(F.6) logN(t, Qo1 HH2) < Cm-

This can be seen by the following simple rescaling argument: Let L be the
linear transformation mapping a to 0 and b to 1, i.e. L(z) = (z —a)/(b—a).
Let Q be a t/(b— a)-cover of Qo 1. If we can show (F.6), then we can choose

Q of cardinality bounded by exp(C W) and

. t
sup inf ||jp — v < ——.
HEQo 1 VE b—a



RISK BOUNDS FOR MULTIVARIATE CONVEX REGRESSION 61

However, by the bijection L : @y — Q0,1 we know that

sup inf [|p— L7y <t
UEQabVGQ

This implies that L=1(Q) is a t-cover of Q. Hence we only have to show
(F.6). For simplicity of notation we denote Qo1 by Q. For 0 < k <n—1
and 1 < j <k+1, we define

Qfﬁk = {((f(xl), f(zn)) A 1> VO:0< fliajmjpm i S LS convex}.

Then Q = U~ k+1 Q . Consider the following claim:
nl/4
t1/2’

where Qo := {(f(21),---, f(zn)) : f €[0,1] and convex}, and C an absolute

constant which may change from line to line. Note for each Qiﬁk we only
have to consider covers on the subinterval [z}, 2;n—k—1] since we can set
the value of each covering point to be 1 or 0 elsewhere. If we can show (F.7),
by rescaling we find the covering problem for le i 1s equivalent to that of
finding a t-covering with n — k data points interpolating [0, 1], i.e

(F.7) log N (t,Qo, ||-]l2) < C

C(n _ ]{7)1/4

log N (£, QY |1[l2) < e

holds for all 1 < j < k + 1. Now since {lek}ﬂﬂ gives a partition of @, we
have

n—1k+1
NEQH2) <)Y N(-Q 9l l12)
k=0 j=1
n—1 _ga1/4
(k+1)exp (C%)

=

=1

1/4 20 1/4
9 n n
< n°exp (Cm> < exp <tl7>,

where the last inequality follows when 2v/C] logn < Cn'/* and 0 < t < .
This implies we only have to show (F.7). Let F be all convex functions

n [0, 1] with values in [0,1]. Then by entropy estimate of one-dimensional
bounded convex functions on [0, 1] (cf. Lemma 3.5), for any £ > 0 we have

log NV (e, F,lg) < Ce /2.
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Now for fixed t > 0, let ¢ := t/+/24n, we can choose a finite subset G C F
such that log|G| < Ce'/? and supserinfyegl|f — glli, < e. This gives
the map g : F — G by assigning each f € F to an element g(f) € G
so that || f — g(f)|l, < e. For any p € Qo, let f* : [0,1] — [0,1] be the
linear interpolation on {(xy, p)}}_;. Denote this map §: Qo — F, and the
composite map & :=gof: Qo — G. Conversely, for any element g € G, the
map 9 : G — Qo is defined by assigning Q(g) to an element in Qg so that
®[Q(g)] = g. Now consider a subset Qp C Qo defined by the image of Q,
i.e. Qy = Q(G). Then clearly |Qo| < |G| < exp(Ce~/?). For each u € Qo,

we have

L = £y < 1% = g(f) e + g (f*) = F20 s, < 2e,

where the last inequality follows from the definition of the map g and the
observation that

g(f") =gof(u) =6(u) = (B09Q)oG(u) = B(Qo&(u)) = g(f2CW).

Here we used the fact that & o Q = idg by definition of Q.
On the other hand, for u,v € Qq, we have

n—1 Tig1
1= =3 [ () - @) da
i—1 /i

n—1 1 1 9
=Y g | Wl = ) + (=) =)

S n— 1
-1 2 ' ! 5 [ 2
= — 1{%1/ y dy+2cz~+1cz~/ y(1—y) dy + ¢ / (1-y) dy}
P 0 0 0
1 n—1
g m (012_1_1 + Ci+1Ci + 622)
i=1
1 n—1 1 n 1 n
2 6 (G +6) ZG—HZC?ZG—HZ(M—%)Q,
i=1 i=1 i=1

where ¢; = ; —v;. Here we used the inequality that a®+ab+b% > (a®+b%)/2
for all a,b € R. This implies

I — Q0 &()lla < Vonl|f* — fACW]|, < V2dne <t.
Thus Qy is a t-cover for )y, and the cardinality

- nl/4
|Qo| < exp (CE 1/2> = exp <th) :



RISK BOUNDS FOR MULTIVARIATE CONVEX REGRESSION 63
as desired. O
Now we are ready to prove Theorem F.5.

Proor oF THEOREM F.5. Fix p € K. Let | be an integer to be deter-
mined later. Let K’ be the ‘truncation’ set Qr,r defined in Lemma F.6
where

L = pimin — 217R = Mmax T+ 21-
For fixed 0 <t < Cy, let K" :={v € K': ||v — pul]2 < t}. Then by Dudley’s
entropy bound (cf. Lemma H.1) and Lemma F.6, we find that

t
E sup e-(v—p §/ C(2H+1 + Ap)l/2nt/4s=1/2 ds
(F.S) veK” ( ) 0 \/ ( )

— C(2l+l —I—A,u)l/4n1/8t3/4,

when n > Cy where Cy = inf{n € N : 2,/Cilogn < Cn'/*}. Here Ay =
Hmax — Mmin- Take v € K such that ||[v — plls < t. Let /(1) := (l/ A (Pmax +
2l)) V (ftmin — 2Y). Tt is easy to see that v/ € K”. By convexity of v, the set
{i:v; # V[(l)} can be partitioned into three sets (possibly empty)

L) =[Lm(O]ON,  Ix(l) = [mr(l), mr()] AN, I3(1) = [7r(l),n] NN,

where v; — fimax > 2! for i € I; UIs and v; — pimin < —2¢ for i € I. Note
that for L > 0,

, , t?
’{1 D Vi — Hmax = L}‘ \% ‘{Z D Vi — Hmin < _L}‘ < ﬁa

otherwise ||v—p|l2 > t. This implies that max;—1 23 |I;(1)| < 21&_22[ Furthermore
we have
e (=)< Y el |vi — )]
el (1)
+ il [vi = (D] + D el |vi — V(1)
@

i€l iel3(l)

:Z( Z \5,~H1/,~—1/§(l)|

i€l (k)\I1(k+1)

+ ) il [vi — i+ D> \Ei\|1/,~—1/§(l)|>

i€l2(k)\I2(k+1) i€I3(k)\I3(k+1)

=5 DF At GEED NN EY FUR R Y R

k>l i€y (k)\I1 (k+1) i€ I (k)\I2(k+1) i€ T3(k)\I3(k+1)

il ).
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Hence
12t2

2
(F.9) E sup e-(v—7/( <§:2’“Jrl 3@ o

villv—pll2<t k>l
Combining (F.8) and (F.9), we obtain

E sup e-(v—p) <E sup e-(v—2 ()
veK:||v—p|2<t veK:||v—p|2<t

+E  sup e (V1) —p)
veK:|lv—p|2<t

<E sup e-(v—v())+E sup - (v—p)
VEK: v plla<t veK

< % + O 4 Ap) /il /8g3/8

Choose [ € N such that [ > logy(48). Then
1
Fult) < C'(1+ Ap) /it BT — 242,

holds when 0 < ¢t < Cy and n > Cy where Cy = inf{n € N : 2y/Cilogn <
Cn'/*}. Here C, C" are absolute constants. Let C] = r = (40’(1+A,u)1/4)4/5n1/10.
Then f,(r) = 0 and hence t, < r = (4C"(1 + A,u)l/4)4/5n1/10 when n >
inf{n € N:2(4C"(1 + Ap)/*)?/5logn < Cn'/5}. O

APPENDIX G: TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Our goal is to prove the following result.

LEMMA G.1.  Let Py, be a function class uniformly bounded by I'. Sup-
pose F,(X™) < Dy, holds where F,, is defined in (4.3). Then for any f € F
uniformly bounded by I', and any probability measure v on Q and u > 0,

(G.1)

2
P| sup (L(f,9)— 2x~(f, g))fr > 1521 (/{Dm log(4 + 24v2n) + u) ]
9gEPm
2
vV ]P’[ sup (lgn(f, g) —2l,(f, g))%r > 11521 (HDm log(4 + 24\/571) + u) ]
9gEPm
< 3exp(—u).
Consequently,
E sup (L,(f.g) — 2lx~(f.9))% VE sup (Ix~(f.g) — 2L,(f.9))"
(G.Z) 9EPm 9EPm

P2
< 69125— Dy, log(4 + 24v/2n).
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The key ingredient to prove the above lemma is the following result:

LEMMA G.2. Let F be a class of uniformly bounded functions on R with
B :=supser||fllso- Let v be a probability measure on R?. Then

P on [Hf”lu - 2||f||1§n > ¢ for some [ € ]:]

VB [ llgs — 201 fl, >  for some f € F|

\/5 ne?
< n —_— n - .
< 3E, 2 ./\/(24 E,./T,liz exp( 288B2>

PrOOF OF LEMMA G.2. The proof for the first statement readily follows
from Theorem 11.2 [37]. For the second, we indicate the key step in the proof
of Theorem 11.2 [37]. Let X" = (Xn+1,-..,Xo,) be iid. ghost samples
distributed according to the probability law v. For simplicity of notation,

we denote |[flln = 5 30y F(X0), 11l = 5 52, 40 f(X0) and | £ = (1 £l
Let f* be any function in F such that ||f*|,, — 2|/ f*|| > /2. Note that f*
depends only on X™. Then we argue by bounding from below as follows:

P (||f||n — I Il > /4 for some f € ]:)
1 1 €
> s e <

1 1 e _¢1 €
>P(Z * n— — * ||/ = - - *(1 = *
cs 2 <2||f I =57+ 2> 2SIl =5 < If u)

v

3

Lo %
Lenseta-tren>53F <§Hf =5 <1l

1, .. N e l, ..., € «
P51~ 171> 550770 — § <1771
:E[

)]
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Since
(311 - 5 __>
P(HWWMQ——. )
1 p (s e f)
@O amp(Ar - 1 2 3R+ )
>1-— Var[23700 L |f*(X0)° [ X"
(377112 +53)”
>1-— B?|| £+ — 21_%2 _21];322‘
n (31712 + %)

where in the last line we used the inequality (a+ b)? > 4ab with a = 3| f*||?
and b = £2/16. Here we boost the constant from 4 to 64 to match the
corresponding results in page 188 of [37]. Now we see that for n > 64582 /¢,

it follows that ) )
]P> = x|/ =
(Glrt-g<nrix) =3

and hence by (G.3) and (G.4),

P(||flln — 2| f]] > € for some f € F)
1
SP(;umfwun>§ﬁmwmefef)

1, .. " €
~p (311 - 171> 5)

< 3P (1 fln = [1£1ls > £/4 for some f € F)

By symmetry we see that
]P’(Hf”n — I fIll, > €/4 for some f € f) = IP’(HfH;l — || flln > /4 for some f € .7-") .

This gives the same estimate as in page 189 [37], and hence we are done. [

ProOOF OF LEMMA G.1. Let

plt) =P sup (L(f.9) = 2x~(f,9)} > ¢|-

gEPm
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Then if we denote H := P, — f, it is easy to see that

o(t) < P[supuhuzy oAy, > \/%}
heH -

V2 nt
< — n — .
< 3EN< od \/E,H,liz ) exp < 1152F2> A1

Here the second inequality makes use of Lemma G.2. Note that
N(e, H,lxn) < N(e, {z € R" : (h(X1),...,h(Xn)), h € H}, [ ]]2),

and that the set {x € R" : (h(X1),...,h(X},)),h € H} is a translation of
F,(X"™) by a given vector f = (f(X1),..., f(X,)). Furthermore pdim(H) =
pdim(F,,(X")) < D,,. Hence by Lemma 4.1, we can further bound the above
display by

48/nI\ " nt
G.5 < . .
(G.5) p(t) < 3(4 + T, > exp < 1152F2> Al

Now (G.1) follows by taking t = % (kD log(4+24v/2n) +u). For (G.2),

integrating p in (G.5) from 0 to oo, and splitting the integral into two parts
with partitioning point 7 > 0 yields

o0 o0 24/2/nl "F nt
t) dt < 44 Z2VEVE - dt
oz rea [ (a0 S0 e (= )
KDm [ee)
ST+3<4+M> /exp(— nt >dt
T T

NG 115212
345612 24+/2/nT\ "Pm
s gy EVRYAINT (),
n NG 115212

By choosing 7 = %H,Dm log(4 + 24+/2n), the second term in the above
display becomes

45612 244/2 D
3456 <4+ V2n ) (4 + 24/3n)~<Drn
n \/11525D, log(4 + 24v/2n)

which is bounded by @. This completes the proof. O

APPENDIX H: AUXILIARY RESULTS

H.1. Auxiliary results from empirical process theory.
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LEMMA H.1 (Dudley’s entropy bound). Suppose that {X}rer is a cen-
tered Gaussian process indexved by F. For f,g € F define d%(f,g9) =
E(X; — X,)? for each f,g € F. Then there is an absolute constant C > 0
such that

diam(F)
EsuprSC’/ Vg N (e, F,dx) de.
feF 0

LeMMA H.2 (Lemma 3.2 [61]).  For fizxed 1, ..., %y, let HgHén =250 g(m)?

Suppose for some constants C1,Co > 0 and all a > 0, each V1, ...,Vn, the
random variables €1, ...,&, satisfy

En:??i%' > a) < Crexp [—%} .
i=1 C3 > i
Assume supyegllgllg, < R. Then for all § > 0 satisfying
R

(H2) ms> <2402 /0 VIog N(e.6. o) d5> v (\/mogz%) :
it holds that

P (sup L En: eig(wi)

9€G | 1o

LEMMA H.3. Suppose the errors €;’s are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian with param-
eter 0. Fiz any polyhedral convex function g € Pp,. Suppose J is a function
on (0,00) such that

(H.1) P (

nd?
1152C3R? |~

> 5) < 2Ciexp [—

(H.3) J(r) > /OT \/log/\/(s,Sm(g,r),lgn) de

and that J(r)/r? is decreasing on (0,00). Then

R 2Ind
2 . 2 " n < - -
(H.4) ]P)(lg (fmyg) > 41& (fo,9) + 46’K ) = 4;)@(}) < 737280’2>

holds for all § > 8, with 6, satisfying
1. 6p > 15 (fo0, 9);

2. \/nby, > 400 (J(v/326,) V v/326,).

In particular,

(H.5) E [lgpl(fm,fo) y} < 1005 (fo, 9) + 86, + (4.8 X 106)%2.
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Proor or LEMMA H.3. We give some details of the di§cussion in pages
184-185 [61] for the reader’s convenience. By definition of fp,,, we have ||Y" —
fml?2 <Y — g||?. Plugging in Y = fy + ¢ we see that

1 = foll2 < 1o = g2 +2 (. f—9)

Since we need to connect the empirical process part with a quadratic lower
bound in f,, — g, we have

£ = gl < 201 fm = follz + 211 fo — glI7
<4lfo—gl2 +4(efm—g)

Fix 6 > ||fo — gl?, let u = 4| fo — g||? + 45. Then it follows that

P ([l fm = gll2 > ulx") < Zp<4 20 < | fm = glln — 4l fo — gl <4274
j=0

)

o0
<Sr( e terea )
=0 \S€Pm:llf—gllZ <4l fo—gll7+27136
o0
gzp< oo S -oh, >2ﬂw).
=0 \JE€Pm:llf—gllF<27t56
In our framework with e1,...,&, sub-Gaussian with parameter o2, (H.1) is

satisfied with C7 = 2,Cy = \/_0. We now take d,, > 0 such that

V325,
Vnd, 2400(/ \/log./\f (6, 8m (g, w),lxn) de V /326, >

By requiring § > 4, for any j > 0, (H.2) is satisfied with R = v29154.
Hence the series of probabilities can be bounded further by

o :
n221 52 2ins
4 - 4
Z_:O P < 2304022ﬂ+55> Z P < 7372802 >
as long as 6 > 6, V || fo — g||2. Thus we have

E [(lﬁn(fm,g) —4l§<n(fo,g))/4‘£”] < 0n +4Z/ exp<_ 732;;8(;2) a0

7>0

2

< 5n + (6 x 10°)Z
n

Now the conclusion follows since lin ( fons fo) < 2lin ( Fons g)—|—2l2£n (fo,9). O
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H.2. Auxiliary results from convex geometry. In this section, we
will largely follow [1] and [4]. Recall that % is the set of all convex bodies
in R, A halfspace H has the form

(H.6) H=H@<t)={zeRl:a-2<t}

for some a € R4t € R. A cap of a convex body Q € % is a set of the
form C = QN H where H is a closed halfspace. The width of a cap C' =
QNH(a < t)is the minimum value of w so that H(a = t—w) is a supporting
hyperplane to Q2. The center of the cap C is now defined as the center of
gravity of the set Q@ N H(a = t — w). The blown-up copy of C from its
center by a factor A > 0 is denoted by C?*. It is clear that C* lies between
H(a=t—w)and H(a =t—w+ Aw). For A > 1, it follows from convexity
that QN H(a <t —w + Mw) C C*, and thus

(H.7) QN H(a <t—w+w)| <A|C].
Define the function v :  — R by
(H.8) vo(x) :=min{|QN H| : z € H, H halfspace}.

The minimal cap belonging to z € Q is a cap C(z) with z € C(x) and
|C(x)| = v(x). The minimal cap C'(x) may not be unique, so we choose one
of the minimzers; this will not cause any trouble in the sequel. Now define
the level sets by

(H.9) Quxt) :={z e Q:v(r)*t}

where x € {<, <, =,>,>}. The wet part of Q with parameter ¢ > 0 is defined
by Q(t) := Qv <t) = {x € Q:v(x) < t}. Note that the function v : Q@ - R
is invariant under non-degenerate linear transformations A4 : R4 — R?, i.e.

vaq(Azx) = |det A|vg(x).

This shows that the quantity |Q(¢ |2|)|/|Q| is invariant under non-degenerate
linear transformation. Thus we only need to consider all convex bodies ad-
miting unit volume; we shall denote this class 7. It is known (cf. [57]) that
for any convex body 2, the limit

: —2/(d+1)
(H.10) lin ¢ 2(2)]
exists and is finite. If further the convex body is C? smooth, then the limit
is

(H.11) ;! /8Q (/1(:17))1/(d+1) do(x)
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where k is the Gaussian curvature and o(-) is the surface measure, and
|By_1] 2/(d+1)
d+1

%1 by ellipsoids. On the other hand, when 2 = P is a polytope, the following

holds (cf. Theorem 4.2, page 82 in [1]):

cqg =2 . The limiting value (H.11) is maximized in the class

d—1
(H.12) |P(t)] = %t(log %) (1+o0(1)), ast—D0.

Here T(P) is the number of towers of P where a tower of P is a chain of
faces Fy C Fy C -+ C F;_1 where F; is i-dimensional. In this case, the
limit in (H.10) is 0. It can also be shown that the order of growth in (H.12)
provides a lower bound for Q(¢). As a result (cf. Theorem 6.3, page 344 in

[4),

COROLLARY H.4. For any convex bodies 2 € 61, and for allt > 0 small
enough, the following holds:

d—1
(H.13) t<log %) <aq 101)] Sgq t2/@D.

One may wonder what happens in between the two extreme cases in the
estimate (H.13). Actually we have the following result (cf. Theorem 4.7, page
83 in [1]):

THEOREM H.5.  Suppose w(t) — 0 and y(t) — oo ast — 0. Then the set
consisting of convex bodies ) that satisfy the following properties

1. for an infinite sequence of t — 0: |Q(t)] > w(t)t?/(@+D)

2. for another infinite sequence of t — 0: |Q(t)] < v(¢)t(log %)d_l

is comeagre(i.e. the complement is of first category) in the Baire space
(€1,dy) where dy is the Hausdorff distance.

This says that for ‘most’ convex bodies, the volume behavior near the
boundary is unpredictable.

Another useful result in studying the boundary behavior of convex bodies
is the following Economic Covering Cap Theorem (cf. Theorem 7.1, page 345
in [4]).

THEOREM H.6. Assume Q € €1 and 0 < ¢ < d~13=%. Then there are
caps C1, ..., Cy, and pairwise disjoint convez sets C1,...,C. such that C! C
C; for eachi=1,...,m and
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2. (4d)~%/2 < |C!] < |Cy| < (10d + 1)% for eachi=1,...,m;
3. for each cap C with CNK(v > ¢) =0, we can find some C; so that
Ci > C.

REMARK H.7. By Corollary H.4 we know that |Q(e)] Saq &/(@FD.
Hence by (2) of the above theorem, it follows that m is on the order of
o (d—1)/(d+1)
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