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Summary. We develop a new approach for the estimation of a multivariate function
based on the economic axioms of quasiconvexity (and monotonicity). On the com-
putational side, we prove the existence of the quasiconvex constrained least squares
estimator (LSE) and provide a characterization of the function space to compute the
LSE via a mixed integer quadratic programme. On the theoretical side, we provide fi-
nite sample risk bounds for the LSE via a sharp oracle inequality. Our results allow for
errors to depend on the covariates and to have only two finite moments. We illustrate
the superior performance of the LSE against some competing estimators via simu-
lation. Finally, we use the LSE to estimate the production function for the Japanese
plywood industry and the cost function for hospitals across the US.

Keywords: convex input requirement sets, mixed-integer quadratic program,
nonconvex cone, nonparametric least squares, production function, shape re-
striction, sharp oracle inequality, and tuning parameter free.

1. Introduction

Production analysis has been an indispensable tool for economists, managers, and
engineers in evaluating a firm’s performance. Reliable estimates of production func-
tions are of great importance because they can assist in accurate decision making. In
this context, regression models enable us to identify relationships among resources
and products.
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Consider a production process that uses d different resources to produce a single
product or output, Y € R. The resources consumed are called the inputs, and we
denote their quantity by X € R%. We consider the following regression model

Y =¢(X)+e, (1)

where the random variable € satisfies E(¢] X) = 0 and E(£2|X) < oo for almost every
X. Given n i.i.d. observations {(X,Y;)}7_; from the regression model (1), the goal
of the paper is to estimate the unknown production function ¢ : R4 — R, subject to
some basic shape constraints imposed by economic axioms.

Production functions are linked to cost functions through a dual relationship,so
axioms that hold for production functions imply similar axioms for cost functions
(Shephard, 1953; Diewert, 1982). We will thus frame our discussion of axiomatic
properties primarily in terms of production functions, recognizing that through du-
ality, similar axioms are required for cost functions. Microeconomic theory often
implies qualitative assumptions on production functions, and the most prominent
of those assumptions is the monotonicity axiom (Varian, 1992, page 6), which says
that an increase in input resources should lead to no less output. This argument
is common and reasonable for establishments facing competition, see e.g., Beattie
et al. (1985, Pages 10-11) and Chambers (1988). Formally, the monotonicity axiom
implies that

if X1 < X5, then gO(Xl) SQO(XQ), (2)

where for two vectors a := (ay, ..., aq),b:= (b1,...,bg) € R% wesay a < bifa; < b;
for all i € {1,...,d}.

For a given output level y, define the input requirement seti V(y) C R? as the
set of all input vectors @ that produce at least y units of output, i.e. V(y) := {x :
o(x) > y}. Another prominent assumption about the production function is that
the input requirement set V' (y) is convex for every y € R, i.e.

if x1, 22 € V(y), then A\x; + (1 — N)xy € V(y) for all X € [0, 1]. (3)

The economic motivation for this assumption is based on the fact that for most
production technologies there are optimal proportions in which inputs should be
used and that deviations from the optimal proportion by decreasing the level of one
input, such as capital, will require more than a proportional increase in another
input, such as labor (Johnson and Jiang, 2018). Furthermore Varian (1992, Page
82) argues that even if the production technology does not justify convexity, if the
prices for inputs are positive, then operating in a nonconvex region of the input
requirement set would be economically inefficient and should be avoided.

Estimates of production and cost functions are widely used in policy decisions.
Thus estimation of these functions has received wide attention and a variety of
estimators have been proposed; see e.g., the monographs Tirole (1988) and Jorgen-
son (2000). Nonparametric smoothing methods (such as the Nadaraya-Watson or

TWe will use input set and input requirement set interchangeably in this paper.
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smoothing /regression splines estimators) avoid the potential for functional misspeci-

fication and flexibly capture the nuances of the data. However, they are often difficult
to interpret economically, require choice of tuning parameters whose values are hard
to justify, and do not satisfy the basic axioms (2) and (3). While parametric estima-
tors (such as Cobb-Douglas (Varian, 1992, Page 4) and translog estimators (Berndt
and Christensen, 1973)) will satisfy the above economic axioms, they are likely to
be misspecified because there is rarely a contextual motivation for the parametric
specification selected.

In between these two extremes lie many shape constrained estimators. Semi-
parametric shape constrained models such as the monotone or convex single index
models (Kuchibhotla et al., 2021; Balabdaoui et al., 2019a,b) model the observation
Y as a univariate monotone or convex transform of a linear transformation of the
covariates, rather than a multivariate shape-constrained transform of the entire set
of covariates, which may not be realistic for many practical applications. Moreover,
these shape-constrained single-index models are not guaranteed to satisfy assump-
tions (2) and (3), and consequently, cannot be applied to our framework. Several
nonparametric methods for estimating multivariate monotone functions Wu et al.
(2015); Chernozhukov et al. (2009); Chatterjee et al. (2015); Han et al. (2019); Deng
and Zhang (2020) involving constrained/penalized nonparametric least squares, re-
arrangement, and block estimators have been developed in the last few years. These
estimators satisfy (2) but do not have convex input requirement sets. The monotonic
and concave estimators in Seijo and Sen (2011); Kuosmanen (2008); Lim and Glynn
(2012); Blanchet et al. (2019) and the recently proposed S-shape estimator (Yagi
et al., 2017) will satisfy (2) and (3). However, these estimators are based on further
restrictive and unjustified assumptions about the production function, which are
not necessary in our framework. Monotonicity and convex input requirement sets
arise naturally in many real life examples, and existing estimators can be unsatisfac-
tory; see Section 7 for more details on the Japanese production data. In most such
examples the existing shape constrained estimators do not adequately incorporate
the known shape of the nonparametric function (e.g., the monotonic estimators) or
impose additional stronger conditions (e.g., the monotonic and concave or S-shape
estimators) This motivates us to propose an estimator that satisfies two most basic
assumptions about production functions (2) and (3) without enforcing any additional
structure.

Quasiconcave functions are defined as functions for which all upper level sets are
convex. Thus a function satisfies both (2) and (3) if and only if it is quasiconcave
and increasing. Note that, there is a very natural correspondence between quasi-
concave, increasing functions and quasiconvex, decreasing functions, namely, if f is
a quasiconcave, increasing function, then — f is quasiconvex and decreasing. In this
paper, we focus on the estimation of quasiconvex and decreasing functions, and pro-
pose a least squares estimator that is guaranteed to be quasiconvex and decreasing.
To be specific, given observations {(X,Y;) € R% x R}, from the regression model
in (1), we study the following least squares estimator (LSE):
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n
Pn € argmin » (Vi — (X4))?, (4)
Vel ko
where
C:={y: RY - R ‘ ¢ is quasiconvex and decreasing}. (5)

An advantage of the above LSE is that it is tuning parameter free and thus
avoids fitting issues related to tuning parameter selection for other nonparametric
estimators.

Sections 1-3 focus on the quasiconvex and decreasing LSE. If one aims to find
the quasiconcave and increasing LSE then she needs to solve the problem (4) with
{(Xi,—Yi)}~, in place of {(X;,Y;)}" ;. The final estimator is then simply the
negative of the above LSE. The development of the estimator without the additional
monotonicity assumption is almost identical and is described in Section 4.

1.1.  Our contributions

In this paper, we characterize the least-squares constraint space for multivariate,
decreasing, and quasiconvex functions, and use this characterization to develop a
mixed-integer quadratic optimization (MIQO) algorithm for computing the LSE,
which is implemented in the R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee and Patra, 2021). We
also proposed a sample-splitting based algorithm to reduce the computational cost of
the LSE. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work studying the quasiconvex
and decreasing LSE (4). We also provide finite-sample risk bound (via a sharp oracle
inequality) for the LSE under a very general heteroscedastic model. Moreover, we
show that the quasiconvex LSE is minimax rate optimal when d > 4. Finally, the
performance of the LSE is illustrated through simulations and analysis of two real
datasets, namely the Japanese plywood production data and the US hospital cost
data.

To the best of our knowledge, the only other estimator in the nonparametric
regression framework that satisfies (2) and (3) without any additional assumptions
is proposed in Chen et al. (2018). Chen et al. (2018) propose a functional operator
that can modify any existing estimator and enforce the shape constraint of quasi-
convexity and monotonicity. Their procedure is very general and they show that
“shape-enforced point estimates are closer to the target function than the original
point estimates.” However, their approach is ex post and the performance of the
shape enforced estimator is directly related to the initial estimator (such as the ker-
nel or splines based estimators), the performance of which, in turn, will often depend
on the smoothness assumption on the true regression function and tuning parame-
ters. Thus the improvement due to the operator is only relative to the performance
of the initial estimator. Furthermore, the estimator in Chen et al. (2018) does not
have a clear interpretation as a minimizer of any loss function. However, it is worth
noting that there are settings under which the Chen et al. (2018) estimator will per-
form better than the LSE as well as settings under which the opposite is true; see
Section 6 for further discussion.
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1.2. Organization
Our exposition is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some preliminary
notations and definitions that will be used throughout the paper. In Sections 3
and 4, we establish existence and almost sure uniqueness of the LSE and provide
an algorithm to compute the LSE for the quasiconvex and monotone LSE and the
quasiconvex only LSE, respectively. In Section 5, we provide a finite sample risk
bound for the quasiconvex (and monotone) LSE. In Section 6, we compare the per-
formance of our quasiconvex and increasing LSE with that of the Nadaraya-Watson
estimator, the estimator due to Chen et al. (2018), and other existing shape con-
strained estimators through simulations. In Section 7, we apply our techniques to
a real production dataset. The paper ends with Section 8, where we give a brief
discussion and provide some exciting future directions.

All the sections, lemmas, definition, and remarks in the supplementary file have
the prefix “S.” In Section A of the supplementary, we describe the cost data on US
hospitals and show that a quasiconcave and increasing regression leads to valuable
insights. The proofs of the results in the main paper can be found in Sections C-J
of the supplement.

2. Notations and definitions

In this section, we introduce some notations and definitions that will be used through-
out the rest of the paper. We use bold letters to denote vectors, matrices, and tensors.
The d-dimensional vector with all entries equal to zero will be denoted by 04. For
any positive integer m, we will denote the set {1,2,...,m} by [m]. For a function
¥ :R* 5 R and a € R, the a-lower level set of 1) is defined as:

Sa(¥) =97 ((—00,0]) = {x e R : Y(x) <} .
For X € R% and a set A C R?, the upper orthants of X and A are defined as
Xt ={yeR'": X <Y} and Al:=UxcsXT,

where X <Y denotes that X; <Y; for all i € [d]; see Figure 1 for an illustration.§
The convex hull of a set A C R? is denoted by Cv(A), and is defined as the inter-
section of all convex subsets C' of R? such that A C C. For notational convenience,
we will use CVT(A) to denote the upper orthant of Cv(A). Throughout the paper,
|| - || will stand for the Euclidean norm of a vector.

Below, we define the central objects of importance in this paper, namely quasi-
convex and decreasing functions with multivariate entries.

DEFINITION 2.1. A function v : R* — R is said to be quasiconvez, if
Y (AX + (1= NY) < max {¢(X),»(Y)} for all X, Y € R? and X € [0,1],
and decreasing, if (X)) > (YY) for all X <Y € R%,

§Two crucial properties of the set A, which we will use later, are proved in Lemmas C.1
and C.2 in Section C of the supplement.
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Fig. 1. The set Cv({X; : 1 <i < 15}) in R? is shaded gray. The set Cv/ ({X; : 1 <i < 15})
in R2 is the union of areas shaded blue and gray.

The following alternative definition will turn out to be more useful in many of our
proofs.

DEFINITION 2.2. A function v : R? — R is quaszconvex if Sa () is a convez set
for all @ € R, and is quasiconver and decreasing if Cv' (Sa(1)) = Su () for all
acR.

3. The quasiconvex-decreasing regression problem

The goal of this section is to estimate the unknown function ¢ under the assumption
that it is quasiconvex and decreasing function. In (4), we proposed the tuning
parameter free least squares estimator @, based on the data {(X;,Y;)}" . The
first observation is that the seemingly infinite dimensional optimization problem (4)
can be reduced to a finite dimensional optimization problem by observing that the
loss function in (4) depends on v only through its values at X1,..., X,,. Letting

5 = (@n(Xl)7 . ;()/O\n(Xn)), we haVe:

6 € arg min Y — 0)? (6)
0e€Q ;

where

= {(W(X1),.... (X)) ER" 19 € C},

for C defined in (5). Some immediate and natural questions arise: (i) does 8 exist?;
(ii) is @ unique?; and (iii) how can we compute 8?7 We answer the questions (i) and
(ii) in the affirmative in Section 3.1 and provide a way to compute € in Section 3.2.

Observe that, 0 is only the first step in estimating . There are indeed many
quasiconvex and decreasing functions satisfying ¢, (X ;) = 9 foralli=1,...,n. Any
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such function can act as a least squares estimator.q In this paper, however, we use
a simple piecewise constant version defined on the whole of R?. The function can be
computed from € in an inductive way. We describe the process now. First arrange the
elements of @ in an increasing order 6(1) < 65y < ... < 6,), and suppose that X ;) is

the data point corresponding to the estimate @\(i). Set on(X) = A(l) forall X € XJ(rl).

Now, assume inductively, that @, has been defined on Cv'({X 1)+ +» X (m—1)}) for
some 1 <m <n. Forall X € CVT({X(l), e X(m)}) \ CVT({X(l), e 7X(m—1)})7
we define

~

on(X) = Oy (7)

This completes the definition of @, on CVT({X(l), s X)) = Cvi({Xq,..., X))
Finally, we define ,(X) = A(n) for all X ¢ Cvi({X1,...,X,}). The rather del-
icate issue of defining the ordered entries 1/9\(2-) in case of the presence of ties in the

entries of 5, is addressed rigorously in the proof of Lemma 3.2.

REMARK 3.1 (INTERPOLATION). We believe that it might be possible to find a
piecewise linear or even smooth interpolation of é\(m) that satisfies the quasiconvexity
(and monotonicity) constraint. However, we couldn’t formulate such a procedure.
The main difficulty with this approach is that, the boundary smoothing (at boundaries
of the convex upper hulls) must be carried out in such a way, that the smoothed
function is still quasiconver and monotone. In this sense, the piecewise constant
interpolation is the only practical option for us. From a theoretical perspective, we
will_show in Section 5 that our main theoretical results hold for any interpolation
of Om), and that the asymptotic behavior of the estimator does not depend on the
interpolation technique used.

3.1.  Primary characterization, existence, and uniqueness

In this section, we provide a characterization of the constraint space Q. This primary

characterization will help us prove the existence of the LSE. A secondary character-

ization of Q (given in Section 3.2) will be crucial for the computation of the LSE.
Let X :={X,...,X,} and let £L(X) be defined as:

L(X)={(,8):i€[n],SC[n], and X; € CvI ({X;:je SH}.
LEMMA 3.2 (PRIMARY CHARACTERIZATION).
Q= {z ER": 2z < I;leagczj for all (i,S) € L’(X)}.
qThis type of behavior is not uncommon in nonparametric maximum likelihood or least
squares problem, e.g., see Saha and Guntuboyina (2020) for an example where the NPMLE

exits but is not unique and see Seijo and Sen (2011) for an example in the regression setting;
also see Zheng and Glynn (2017).
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Fig. 2. Figure for Example 3.4. Both the points (0,.5,.5) and (.5,.5,0) are projections of
(0,1,0) on Q. The blue plane has equation z; = 25 and the red plane has equation z; = z3.

The above characterization of Q@ (proved in Section D of the supplement) will play
a key role in proving the existence and uniqueness of 5; see Theorem 3.3 below.
Furthermore, it will later help us develop a method for its computation (see Sec-
tion 3.2). A crucial difference between other shape constraints such as monotonicity
(Brunk, 1969; Zhang, 2002) and convexity (Seijo and Sen, 2011; Kuosmanen, 2008),
and quasiconvexity, is that the set Q is not convex.|| Consequently, a minimizer for
(6) may not be unique. However, in the result below (proved in Section E of the
supplement) we show that 0 is unique almost surely if Y has a density with respect
to the Lebesgue measure on R.

THEOREM 3.3 (EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS). The optimization problem (6) has
a minimizer 6 in Q. Moreover, if Y has a density with respect to the Lebesgue mea-
sure on R, then 0 is unique with probability 1.

EXAMPLE 3.4 (NON-UNIQUENESS OF MINIMIZER). Since the constraint space Q
is not convex, there are points lying outside Q that have two different projections
on Q. Consequently a minimizer of (6) may not be unique. For example, take
n=3 d=2 X; =(1,0),Xs = (0.75,0.75), and X3 = (0,1). It follows from
Lemma 8.2 that @ = {z € R3 : 29 < 21V 2z3}. One can easily check that both the
points (0.5,0.5,0) and (0,0.5,0.5) are projections of the point u := (0,1,0) on Q
(see Figure 2). However as shown in the second part of the proof of Theorem 3.3,
this happens only when w is in a set of Lebesgue measure zero. This example is
interesting from another aspect too. Since w ¢ Q, no function f : R? — R passing
through (X 1,u1), (Xa,u2) and (X3,us3) (i.e. f(X;) = u; fori = 1,2,3), is both
quasiconver and decreasing. However, one can construct functions f; : R?> — R
and fo : R? — R passing through (X1,u1), (X2, u2) and (X3,u3), such that fi is
quasiconver and fo is decreasing. This shows that the constraint space Q for the

IIt is easy to see this via the following simple example. Let A and B be two convex sets
on R? such that AU B is not convex. Then observe that both hi(x) := 1(z € A°) and
ha(x) := 1(x € B) are quasiconvex but (h; + ha)/2 is not quasiconvex.
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“quasiconver and decreasing” regression problem is not equal to, but a proper subset

of the intersection of the constraint spaces for the quasiconvex regression and the
decreasing regression problems.

The proof of Theorem 3.3 reveals that as long as the error € has a density with
respect to the Lebesque measure on R, the LSE over any set K C R™ (not only
Q) is unique with probability 1. However, this is not true if ¢ does not have a
continuous distribution. As an example, consider the setup in the previous paragraph,
and assume that the distribution of € assigns positive mass to the points r — o(X1)
and r — p(X3) for some real number r, where ¢ is the true function. Then, the
random vector' Y := (Y1,Y2,Y3) lies on the line z1 = z3 = r with positive probability,
and hence, as long as the support of € is unbounded above (to make sure that €5 can
take arbitrarily large values, so that Yo > r with positive probability), Y has two
different projections on the set Q with positive probability.

Algorithm 1: Checking whether a given point z belongs to Q.
Data: z, X1,..., X,
Result: out = 1 denotes z € Q, out = 0 denotes z ¢ Q
14=1;
2 out = 1;
3 while i <n and out =1 do

a | set S={jen]:z <z}

5 | if X; € Cvi({X;:j€S}) then
6 ‘ out = 0;

7 else

8 Lizi—i—l;

We now use the characterization of @ in Lemma 3.2 to construct an algorithm to
check if a given point in R" is in the feasible region. Algorithm 1 below determines
whether a set of n real values are realizations of a quasiconvex and decreasing function
on the data points. It may seem at first that, in order to apply Lemma 3.2 for this
purpose, we need to go through each of the n data points X1,..., X, and for each
of the data points go through the 2" subsets S of [n] and pull out all cases such that
X,; € Cvl ({X;:j € S}) to check whether z; < max;eg 2 in each of these cases. In
the following algorithm, we show that this is not the case. In fact, we need to check
only n subsets of [n]; see step 4 of Algorithm 1.

A short proof of the validity of Algorithm 1 is given in Section F of the supplement.
The if statements in Algorithm 1 involves checking the condition whether a given
point p € R™ belongs to the upper orthant of the convex hull of some other points
Pis--., P, € R™ This can be done efficiently by checking whether the following
linear program (LP) has a feasible solution:
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minimize 0
AU

subject to  Ag,..., A, >0, vE OL, Z)\Z-: 1, Z)‘ipi: p—v.
i=1 i=1

where X := (A1,..., Ap). Thus, Algorithm 1 has a complexity that is linear in the
sample size n, modulo performing the O(n)-many linear programs (8), and hence,
is computationally efficient. One can alternatively use built-in software functions to
check whether a multivariate point belongs to the convex hull of others, which will
likely make the process even more efficient. See Chazelle (1993) for a deterministic
algorithm for computing the convex hull of n points in R? which has computational
complexity O(nlogn 4 nl%/2]).

3.2. Secondary characterization and computation of the LSE

Although Lemma 3.2 can be used to (efficiently) check if a vector is a feasible solution
for the program in (6), this characterization of Q is not computationally amenable
to be used as a constraint in the quadratic program in (6). With this purpose in
mind, we give a secondary characterization of Q. In this section, we will reduce (6)
to a mixed-integer quadratic optimization (MIQO) problem.

LEMMA 3.5 (SECONDARY CHARACTERIZATION). A vector z € Q if and only if
there exist vectors &,...,&,, € OL such that
E;(Xl — X ;) > 0 for every i,j such that z; < zj.

By Lemma 3.5, z € Q if and only if the following LP (with variables &;,...,&,,) has
a feasible solution:

min 0 subject to &;,...,&, € OZI and EJT(XI — X ;) > 0, whenever z; < z;j.

Thus, Lemma 3.5 enables us to rewrite the quadratic optimization problem in (6):
n
minimize Z(Yk —z)?
Zy= k=1
subject to &,...,€, € OT,
5;—(Xz — X;) >0, forevery (i,j) such that z; < zj,

(9)

where z = (21,...,2,) and B := (&,...,&,,). We would like to emphasize that, the
set of constraints also depends on z1, ..., z,. The optimization problem (9) cannot
be solved in its exact form because of the presence of implication constraints that
include the variables of optimization (i.e., z1,...,2,). However, the implication
constraint

2 < zj = é;r(XZ — Xj) > 0,
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in (9), can easily be framed as the following logical constraint

Zj—ZZ'SO or ij(XZ'—Xj)>0. (10)

Now note that, the or constraint in (10) can be converted into a standard constraint
by introducing binary variables u;;. To elaborate, let us consider the following logical
constraints:

Zj — Z; S Muij,

& (Xi— X;) > M(ui; — 1), (11)

where u;; € {0,1} and M is an arbitrarily large number. If u;; = 0, then the first
constraint in (11) reads z; — z; < 0 and the second constraint becomes essentially
unconstrained, since M is large. On the other hand, if u;; = 1, then the first
constraint in (11) becomes essentially unconstrained, while the second constraint
reads §;|—(Xz — X ;) > 0. The above discussion is formalized in Lemma 3.6 below
and proved in Section H of the supplement.

LEMMA 3.6. Let
Rar = { (27, €1, . €0, ((uig))ing) € R x [0,00)" x {0, 1}
Zj — % < Muij, EJT(X] —Xi) > M(uij — 1) Vi 75] S [n]}

and let I, denote the projection function onto the first n coordinates of a vector.
Then, I1,,(Rar) T Q as M — oo. In fact, there exists My > 1 such that 11,,(Rar) = Q

for all M > My. Finally, the minimizer of (12) matches 0 (the minimizer of (6))
for large enough M.

Thus the optimization problem (6) and (9) can be framed as the following mixed-
integer quadratic program:

n

minimize Z (Vi — z1)?

z,2,u P
subject to zj — zi < Muyj, Vi#jeln], (12)
& (Xi— X;) > M(ui; —1), Vi#je[n],
wg {01}, Vigjel,
£,...,&, €00,
where z = (21,...,2,), B = (&§,...,§,) and u := ((us5))i<i%j<n. The above

MIQO is implemented in the R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee and Patra, 2021);
with a slight computational modification to account for the strict inequality in the
second constraint above.

It is important to note that there is a strict inequality in the constraint EJT(X j—
X;) > M(ui;—1) in (12). It would be incorrect to use ‘>’ instead of *>’, since in that
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case, z; = Y;, § = 0g4 for all ¢, and u;; = 1 for all ¢ # j would be a feasible solution
of (12), which makes the optimal objective 0. However, in case a closed constraint
formulation is necessary, one can take a very small positive quantity ¢, and work with
the slightly stricter (but closed) constraints E;r (X, —X;) > M(ujj —1)+e€. Aslong
as € > 0, smaller the value of € one takes, closer are the optimum objective values
of the new and the original problems. This is what we do in our implementation of
the above MIQO in the R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee and Patra, 2021).

3.3. A note on the quasiconvex and increasing LSE
Suppose now that ¢ is known to be quasiconvex and increasing. All the above
discussions and results will go through with only minor modifications. Let

"= {(¥(X1),...,9(X,)) € R" : ¢ is quasiconvex and increasing}.
In this case, we define the set £'(X) as:
{ n], S C [n], andXiGCVT({Xj:jGS})},

where for any X € R? and A ¢ R, X + and At denote their lower orthants and are
defined as

Xi={YeR: Y <X} and A;:=UxeaXy,
respectively. The primary characterization of the set Q" becomes

[ n: 7:< . . / .
Q {zeR z _r;leasg(z] forall(z,S)GE(X)}

Needless to say that the only change in Algorithm 1 for checking whether a given
point z € @', would be to replace the upper orthants of the convex hulls by their
lower orthants. For the secondary characterization of @', the only change in the
statement of Lemma 3.5 would be &4,...,&,, < 04.

4. The quasiconvex regression problem

It is natural to ask what happens if the function ¢ in (1) is assumed to be quasiconvex
only (not necessarily decreasing or increasing). The LSE in this scenario is:

6 € argmin Z Yi — 2)? (13)
z€Q  p—1

where Q := {(¥)(X1),..., (X)) | % : RY — R is quasiconvex}.

THEOREM 4.1 (EXISTENCE AND UNIQUENESS). The optimization problem (13)

has a minimizer 0 in Q. Moreover, if 'Y has a density with respect to the Lebesque
measure on R, then 0 is unique with probability 1.
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It turns out that the primary and secondary characterizations of the space Q are
very similar to those of Q. If we define £(X') as the set of all tuples (7,.S) with i € [n]
and S C [n], such that X; € Cv({X; : j € S}), then we have the following primary

characterization of Q:

LEMMA 4.2 (PRIMARY CHARACTERIZATION).
0= {z eER":z < max z; for all (i, 5) € E(X)} :
je

For the secondary characterization of é, all that we need to do, is drop the non-
negativity assumptions on the vectors &, ...,§,, from the statement of Lemma 3.5.
Formally, we have

LEMMA 4.3 (SECONDARY CHARACTERIZATION). z € Q if and only if there exist
vectors &,,...,&, € R such that

5;—(Xi — X ;) > 0 for every i,j such that z; < zj.

The proofs of Theorem 4.1, Lemma 4.2, and Lemma 4.3 are identical to the proofs
of Theorem 3.3, Lemma 3.2, and Lemma 3.5, respectively, so we skip them. Further,
the optimization problem (13) can also be framed as the mixed-integer quadratic
program similar to (12), the only change being that now &, ..., &,, are unconstrained.

The code to compute 6 is made available in the R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee and
Patra, 2021).

5. Asymptotic properties of the LSE

The LSEs obtained from problem (6) or (13) are almost surely unique but is not
consistent without any restriction on the design X. Probably the simplest example
is to take X C {x € R? : & < 04 and ||z|| = 1} and assume that all elements of
X are distinct. In this case, one can verify that (i,.5) ¢ L(X) if i ¢ S, and hence,
by the primary characterization of Q in Lemma 3.2, @ = R"™. The problem (6) is
thus unconstrained, the minimum is attained at 0= Y, and the estimator is not
consistent. The above example shows the need to impose additional structure on
the design points in order to have consistency. The optimization problem (13) has a
similar property.

We will now provide risk upper bounds for the two LSEs under the standard
nonparametric regression setup described in (1). We stress that we do not assume
independence between ¢ and X. Let Px denote the distribution of X and let P
denote the joint distribution of X and Y. Let Hqr be any arbitrary subset of the set
of all quasiconvex functions on R¢ bounded by I'. For example, Hqr may denote the
set of all quasiconvex and decreasing functions on R? bounded by I or it may denote
the set of all quasiconvex functions on R? bounded by I' (with out any additional
monotonicity assumption). The least squares estimate (LSE) of ¢ in the class Hqr
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is defined as: .

Q= argminz (Vi — g(X4))?,
g€Har i—1
where @ is piecewise constant function defined as in (7). The following result, proved
in Section I of the supplement, provides an upper bound on

Ruym(@.9) = [ (3(@) - pl@)? dPx(a),

the L3(P) risk of the LSE @ in estimating ¢.

THEOREM 5.1. Assume that d > 2 and (1, X1), ..., (n, Xn) are i.i.d. Suppose
that € has a continuous density with respect to the Lebesque measure on R. Let f
denote the density of X with respect to the Lebesque measure on R%, and suppose
that

f®) <Cr(1+|lzl])™"  for some 1> (d®+1)/(d—1). (14)

Further, suppose |E(e|X)||eo, var(e), and ||¢||s are finite. Then

n—1/2 when d = 2,
ER 12k (8, ¢) < Rpzpy (o, Har)+CaCyT(T+CeACp)x ¢ n~2logn  when d =3,
n—2/(d+1) when d > 4,
(15)
where
Rrzpy(p, Har) = gei% E(¢(X) - (X)),
and C., Cyp, Cy, and Cyq depend only on |E(e|X)|l + var(e), ||¢lloo, f, and d,
respectively.

The risk bound in (15) is finite sample. A bound of this type is often called an
oracle inequality and describes the “bias-variance” or the “approximation-estimation”
trade-off for the shape constrained LSE when estimating ¢. If the model is well spec-
ified, i.e., ¢ € Har, then Rrzp)(p, Har) = 0. Also, the “bias" ("approximation”)
in (15) is zero and the “variance” (“estimation”) term determines the estimation error
of ». The leading constant for the “bias” term in (15) is 1. Such oracle inequalities
have been called “exact” or “sharp” in the literature; Lecué and Mendelson (2012);
Bellec (2018). Sharp oracle inequalities are more “valuable” from the statistical
point of view as they can be used to provide both prediction and estimation risk
bounds (Lecué and Mendelson, 2012, Chapter 3.4). Also, note that although the
risk bound is in expectation, using standard concentration inequalities it can be
extended to a high probability bound for Rrz(p)(P, ¢) as well.

Theorem 5.1 holds for any function that lies in Hgr and interpolates the points
{(X5, (X)), }. We focus on the piecewise constant interpolation @ in this pa-
per, as it is the only computable/practical interpolation of {(X;, (X;))’,} that is
guaranteed to maintain quasiconvexity; see Remark 3.1.
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If Hgr is the class of quasiconvex and isotonic functions bounded by I', and ¢ €

Har (i-e., the model is well specified), then Theorem 5.1 implies that incorporating
the additional constraint of quasiconvexity in the LSE leads to a significantly faster
rate of convergence. The quasiconvex and isotonic LSE converges at a n~2/(@+1) rate
with respect to L3(P) risk, while the (only) isotonic LSE converges at only a n~1/¢
rate, a significantly slower rate; Han et al. (2019, Theorem 3.6).

The theoretical results in this section are given in the context of bounded regres-
sion functions. The bound (I') on functions in Hgr can be thought of as a tuning
parameter. However, in real-world applications such a bound is often known; e.g., in
the context of the Japanese plywood production data presented in Section 7, there
are natural upper-bounds on the maximum possible production value of a factory.
We would also like to point out that the characterizing results in Section 3 can be
easily modified to apply to the bounded LSE setting of this section, by simply adding
an additional linear constraint ||z| < I' in the MIQO 9.

Although the bound (I") on the regression function is known beforehand in many
real examples, a natural question is what should one do when there is no known
estimate of the bound I'. In that case, we suggest minimizing the square error loss
over Hqoo. At first glance it might seem that in this scenario, the bound in (15)
leads to a trivial upper bound, but that is not the case. In Lemma C.3 of the
supplementary, we show that

n n

argminZ(Yi —g(X;)?= argmin Z(Yi —g(X:)*.
geHd,oo i=1 QEHd’maxiE[n] Yil =1

Thus in case there is no known bound on I', we can find the LSE over Hg o by
fixing I' = maxey,) |Yi|. Moreover, if there exist finite ¢ > 2 and K, < oo such that
E(|e|?) < K, then it is easy to see that I' < Ok, n!/? + [|¢||s with high probability
(w.h.p). Thus, we have

n n

arg minz (Vi —g(X;)* = arg min Z (Vi — g(X;))? w.h.p.

9EH a0 =1 IEH 4, (0 peynt/1+l1gll00) =1
Hence, Theorem 5.1 implies that

n=1/2 when d = 2,
ERL%(P) ({57 SD) < RL%(P) ((pa Hd,C’nl/q) + CnQ/q n_1/2 logn when d = 3, (16)
n~2/(d+1) when d > 4,

with high probability for sufficiently large n. If € is sub-Gaussian or sub-exponential,
then I' < C'logn with high probability and hence n'/? in (16) can be replaced by
logn.

REMARK 5.2 (ASSUMPTIONS IN THEOREM 5.1). The assumptions in Theorem 5.1
are quite mild. The covariates are not required to be bounded; common continuous
distributions such as sub-Gaussian or log-concave distributions satisfy (14) for every
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d > 2. The only assumption on ¢ (the true conditional mean) is that it is bounded,

i.e., ||¢llec < 00. For example, Theorem 5.1 allows for mis-specification and does
not require ¢ to be quasiconver and/or monotone. The assumptions also allow for
heteroscedastic errors, i.e., errors that can depend on the covariates arbitrarily. This
s a significant improvement over the assumption of independence between € and X
in most of the shape constrained literature. Theorem 5.1 requires the errors to have
only 2 finite moments as opposed to sub-Gaussianity of the error distributions re-
quired in most works; Zhang (2002), Mendelson (2016), Han and Wellner (2019);
Han (2021), and Kuchibhotla and Patra (2021) being a few notable exceptions.

5.1.  Minimax Optimality
In this section, we will show that the bound in Theorem 5.1 is tight when d > 4,
and is achieved, for example, when the underlying distribution Px is uniform on the
d-dimensional Euclidean ball By(0,1). We will do this by comparing the quasiconvex
regression to that of the bounded convex regression.

Han and Wellner (2016) proved the following lower bound for the bounded convex
regression problem when Px is the uniform measure on By := By(0,1) and d > 4 :

inf sup Rpzunit(B,)) (P ») = Oar (sz/ (dH)) : (17)
¥ @eCar

where Cy 1 denotes the set of convex functions on By, bounded by I' and the infimum
is over all estimators of ¢. Let G4r denote the set of all quasiconvex functions on
By, bounded by I'. Since Ggr D Cqr, Theorem 5.1 and (17) implies:

PROPOSITION 5.3. Let Ggr denote the set of all quasiconvex functions on By,
bounded by I'. Then for d > 4,

inf sup Rpzunit(B.) (P> ¢) = Qar (n‘Q/ (d“)).
¥ pEGar

Consequently, for every d > 4,

inf sup sup Rpz(p) (@, ) = Oar (n—Z/(d-H)) 7
¥ P ¢€far

where the supremum is over all distributions P that satisfy the assumption of Theo-
rem 5.1 and the infimum is over all estimators of .

The above result is remarkable because it shows that the quasiconvex and convex
regression problems have the same minimax rate when d > 4. In this case, even
though quasiconvexity is a significantly weaker assumption than convexity, the rate
of recovery is surprisingly the same under both of these assumptions.

6. Simulation study
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In this section, we illustrate the finite sample performance of the quasiconvex and
increasing LSE using synthetic data. The most widely used estimator in the non-
parametric regression setting of (1) is the Nadaraya-Watson estimator. However,
the kernel estimator is not guaranteed to be either quasiconvex or increasing. Chen
et al. (2018) propose a functional operator that can enforce quasiconcavity and mono-
tonicity ex post on any estimator when the domain of the covariates is a rectangle;
see Chen et al. (2018, Remark 2).xx Just as in Chen et al. (2018), we use the
Nadaraya-Watson estimator as the initial estimator and compute the shape enforced
estimator that is both quasiconvex and increasing. In this section, we compare
the performance of the quasiconvex and monotone LSE with the: (1) Nadaraya-
Watson estimator (NW); (2) shape enforced version of the Nadaraya-Watson estima-
tor (ChenEtAl); (3) bivariate convex LSE (Cvx); (4) bivariate monotonic LSE (Iso);
and (5) the penalized isotonic regression spline estimator proposed in Meyer (2013)
(IsoPen). The Nadaraya-Watson estimator requires a choice for the bandwidth pa-
rameter; we use the cross-validated choice for its bandwidth (Li and Racine, 2007,
Page 66). For the penalty parameter for IsoPen, we use the default choice in the R
package isotonic.pen; Meyer (2014). Following the discussion after Theorem 5.1,
for the LSE, we fix I' = max;¢[,,) |Y;i|. The R code for computing ChenEtAl was kindly
provided to us via private communication by Scott Kostyshak. In the following two
subsections, we consider two simulation settings: (1) well-specified setting i.e., where
the conditional mean function is quasiconvex and increasing; and (2) mis-specified
setting i.e., where the conditional mean function is increasing but not quasiconvex.

6.1. Well-specified setting
We now describe the well-specified regression setup. As a first step, we have n
i.i.d. observations from the model

Y =(X)+e, where o(x):=||z|3], €~ N(0,06%), X ~ Uniform [0,1]<.

(18)
Note that the function 9 is both increasing and quasiconvex, but it is not continuous
and not convex. We use ¢ as the basis for all the functions considered in this section.
For the first modification, we introduce a “smoothness” parameter £ which can vary
between 0 and 1, with £ = 1 denoting a completely smooth function, and £ = 0
recovering the piecewise constant function 1. To be precise, we define a smoothing
function s¢ : [0,1] — R as:

1{t>1-¢€).

_t=(0=9
Sg(t) = 5

The next step is to modify the function 1 (z) := | ||z||3] by the following “smoothed"
version:

ve(x) = [[lz]3] + s (I3 — Llzl3]) - (19)

s+ There are no such domain restrictions for the LSE proposed here. The ChenEtAl esti-
mator is however, not as computationally expensive as the proposed LSE.
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Fig. 3. Box plots comparing the performance of our quasiconvex and monotone estima-
tor with other competing estimators in (18) when n = 400 and d = 2. The smoothness
parameter ¢ increases along 0.01,0.34,0.67,1 as one goes down the rows and error vari-
ance increases along 0.1,0.2,0.3 as one goes from left to right. The rightmost column plots
the true conditional mean ¢ as ¢ increases. The box plots summarize results over 100
replications.

Note that

Yo(z) = y(@) = [|2[3] and yi(z)= |3 .
Once again, all the functions {1/}5}56[0’1} are increasing and quasiconvex. But only
11 is convex.

In Figure 3, we show box plots for Y1 (#(X;) — ¢(X;))? (in sample Lo-loss)
comparing the performance of our quasiconvex and monotone LSE with the other
four competing estimators when d = 2 in (18) with (19). As we go from left to right,
the noise variance increases from 0.1 to 0.3 in increments of 0.1. The smoothness
parameter ¢ increases from 0.01 to 1 in increments of 0.33 as we go from top to
bottom in Figure 3. The sample size in each case is taken to be 400, and the box
plots are created over 100 replications. In each of the settings, the proposed LSE
performs significantly better than monotonicity (only) based estimators (Iso and
IsoPen). When the true conditional mean is convex, Cvx has the best performance
(unsurprisingly). When the true conditional mean function is piecewise constant or
the noise variance is low, the LSE has much better performance when compared to
shape enforced estimator ChenEtAl. However when the true conditional mean func-
tion is smooth (bottom row) and the noise variance is high then both the LSE and
the shape enforced estimator ChenEtAl have comparable performance. A similar re-
lationship between the shape enforced operator based on rearrangement and isotonic
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Fig. 4. Box plots comparing the in sample L,(P)-loss of our proposed LSE with the 3
competing estimators when the true conditional mean function is as defined in (19), with
n = 100, and d = 4. The box plots summarize results over 100 replications.

LSE is observed in the case of univariate monotone regression (Chernozhukov et al.,
2009, Section 2.4).

Figure 4 deals with (18) when d = 4. It compares the performance of our quasi-
convex and monotone LSE with that of the convexity constrained LSE.{t The plot
provides numerical justification for the optimality of the quasiconvex LSE established
in Section 5.1. The sample size is taken to be 100 and the error variances are allowed
to be 0.1 and 0.2. In all of the cases in Figure 4, the proposed LSE performs well and
its average Lo error is close to that of the convex LSE. This is especially remarkable
when £ = 1, as then the true conditional mean function is convex and convex LSE
is minimax optimal in this setting. This reaffirms the remarkable behavior of the
quasiconvex LSE that it performs as well as the convex LSE when d > 4, even when
the true conditional mean function is convex.

6.2. Misspecified setting

We also consider regression setup where the true mean is not quasiconvex. We do
this by perturbing the functions ¢ (defined in (19)) slightly, so that the resulting
true conditional mean function is not quasiconvex. To be specific, in Figure 5, we
consider the following perturbed version of ,:

x| ite >r(x
1/12(113) - {@LZ)L(QU';J o ofther>wis(e : (20)

t1Figure 4 does not include ChenEtAl and IsoPen as we could not find any implementation
for them when d > 3.
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Fig. 5. Box plots comparing the performance of the proposed LSE with other competing
estimators in the mis-specified setting (20). The sample size is set at 400 and the number
of replications is taken to be 100.

where

oo [ VIR i a3 > 1,
- ﬁ (\/HL’”H%} + \/H|£L'||%J) otherwise

The perturbed function wg introduces small “bumps” in each step of the piecewise
constant function 1. in such a way, that the function is no longer quasiconvex (it
continues to be monotone); see the rightmost panel in Figure 5. In each of the 100
replications the sample size is set to be 400. As expected, the two monotonicity based
estimators outperform all the other estimators in this setting. The proposed quasi-
convex and monotone LSE performs reasonably well when compared to the shape
enforced estimator ChenEtAl and the convex LSE. The Nadaraya-Watson estimator
performs better than both (but worse than the monotonicity based estimators), since
it does not assume any shape constraint, and hence is not affected by misspecification
from quasiconvexity.

REMARK 6.1. Another possible competitor may be tilting based estimators which
are viable and important estimators when enforcing various shape constraints. How-
ever, currently tilting based estimators can only enforce monotonicity and convex
shapes. Du et al. (2013) discuss the enforcement of quasiconcavity only in pass-
ing and without any technical details. The codes to compute tilting estimator under
monotonicity or convexity were kindly provided to us by Jeffery Racine. However,
we did not include them in our simulation due to various technical problems faced by
the R package quadprog.

6.3. Numerical Studies under General Covariate Distributions

In Section 6.1, we assumed that the covariates are distributed Uniformly. To better
understand the behavior of the LSE under a more complex covariate distribution,
we consider:

X := (¢ cosn,sinn), where ¢ ~ Unif [0, 2.5] and n ~ Unif[0.05,7/2 — 0.05] (21)
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Fig. 6. Box plots comparing the in sample L.(P)-loss of our proposed LSE with the 4
competing estimators when the true conditional mean function is as defined in (19) and
covariate distribution as defined in (21), with n = 400, and d = 2. The box plots summarize
results over 100 replications.

This above distribution was used in Yagi et al. (2017) and Olesen and Ruggiero (2014)
to better replicate real data distribution observed in practice. The conditional mean
functions considered is the same as the ones in Section 6.1, and we consider the
same 4 estimators as in Section 6.1 and compare their performance. The results are
summarized in Figure 6.

6.4. Approximate LSE for Large Sample Sizes via Sample Splitting and Minkowski
Averaging

While the MIQO formulation (12) allows one to compute the LSE for the first time,
due to the number of constraints in the computation of the LSE, the memory require-
ment for the proposed MIQO can make it prohibitive when sample sizes are large
(> 500). In this section, we propose a sample splitting based method to enable
approximate computation of the quasiconvex LSE. The sample splitting procedure
allows for parallelization of the computation allowing for arbitrarily large sample
size. The first step is to split the sample into K splits, one then computes the
quasiconvex LSE by applying the MIQO algorithm in Section 3.2 on each of these
splits, to compute estimators ), ... ). The final estimator is then obtained by
an aggregation of the above K estimators. In case of the standard non-parametric
regression, one can aggregate the estimators by taking a simple pointwise average
of the regression function estimates. However, in our case, we need to aggregate
the estimators in a way that the resulting estimator is also quasiconvex. Simple
averaging doesn’t preserve quasiconvexity as the sum of two quasiconvex functions
is not necessarily quasiconvex Volle (1998). We propose to aggregate the K estima-
tors via the following modified version of infimal convolution (Volle, 1998) (or level
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averaging Traoré and Volle (1996)). We define the aggregate function as:

K

x— p(x) = inf{ \/fil @(i)(mi) gL Zml _ az}
i=1

In Lemma C.4 (Section C of the supplement), we show that for every o € R,

1 1 & (i) 1
o ((—o0,0a]) = §Z<P ((—00,af),
=1

where for sets A and B and « € [0, 1], we define their Minkowski average as: aA+(1—
a)B :={aa+ (1—a)b:a € A be B}. The quasiconvexity of ¢ follows immediately
from the fact that Minkowski sums (and averages) of convex sets are convex (Krein
and Smulian, 1940). Finally, one can easily show that the @ is consistent for ¢ under
assumptions discussed in Section 5.

We have added this new estimator to our existing R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee
and Patra, 2021). We now provide a small simulation to show that the above aggrega-
tion works well in practice for larger sample sizes. We implement the new algorithm
on a data consisting of 2,000 bi-variate samples simulated from Uniform[0.5,1.5]%.
The regression functions are exactly same as those in Section 6.1, and we fix the error
variance at 0.2, whereas the smoothness parameter £ is fixed at 0.34. The entire sam-
ple is split into 5 equal parts, followed by applying the MIQO algorithm (12) on each
of these splits, and combining the resulting estimators by Minkowski averaging to get
the final estimator, plotted in Fig 7 and 8. We see that the Minknowski-aggregated
LSE approximates the true function surface very well.

.
- 13

Fig. 7. The left panel shows the true function surface and the right panel shows the
Minkowski-aggregated LSE surface.
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Fig. 8. Simultaneous plot showing the true function surface and the Minkowski-aggregated
LSE surface. The pink surface denotes the true function, the blue surface denotes the LSE
estimate obtained by aggregation through Minkowski averaging.

7. Analysis of the Japanese plywood production data

Foster et al. (2008) studied the production surface in the US plywood industry. Their
goal was to predict the value added by a company based on two input variables:
Total Employees and Assets. In this section, we consider the production data of 78
Japanese mid to large plywood factories for the year 2007. To provide a preliminary
study of the production surface, in Figure 9, we plot the least squares Cobb-Douglas
i1 and the shape enforced (quasiconcave and increasing function) version of the
Nadaraya-Watson estimator for the data. The least squares Cobb-Douglas estimate
satisfies the economic assumptions of monotonicity and convex input requirement
set. Furthermore, this parametric estimator suggests that output for the factories in
the data increases by more than the proportional change in inputs.§§ This, however,
is inconsistent with the common understanding of microeconomic theory, as the
production data contains a mixture of young and mature factories (List and Zhou,
2007; Haltiwanger et al., 2016). “Young” factories generally exhibit increasing returns
to scale, while “mature” factories exhibit decreasing returns to scale; see Arrow
(1971) and as there is a mix of young and mature factories in the data, other shape
constrained estimators such as concave or S-shape estimators will impose additional
unjustified structure on the estimator.

11The least squares Cobb-Douglas estimator is the least squares estimator for the linear
regression model between log of the inputs and log of the output; see Definition B.2 and

Remark B.3 for more details on the Cobb-Douglas production function.
§6This property is called increasing returns to scale; see Definition B.1 and Remark B.3 in

Section B of the supplement for more details.



24 Mukherjee and Patra et al.

appe an[eA
popPe N2
: 2 2
pappe onITA_

% b
3, Y % T o0

% e“ﬁﬂ’ove
%
0 Y K3 ‘Yo(a\%mp

35, Y0
e 2oyl
’Jaw'elg‘(ﬁ““«"y

H
s y
0w W

Fig. 9. Production surface estimates for the Japanese plywood industry for the year 2007;
Left panel: least squares Cobb-Douglas estimate; Middle panel: shape enforced version
(ChenEtAl) of the Nadaraya-Watson estimate with bandwidth chosen through least squares
cross validation (Li and Racine, 2007, Page 69) using the np package in R (Hayfield and
Racine, 2008); Right panel: the penalized isotonic regression spline estimator proposed
in Meyer (2013).

We now elaborate on the Japanese production data introduced above, and ap-
ply the developed methodology to estimate the production and cost functions. The
Japanese plywood data is part of a larger dataset collected by the Japanese Ministry
of Economy, Trade, and Industry. The dataset contains production data for various
Japanese industries. Japanese industry data is considered to be of high quality for
the following reasons: (1) Japan has a large and developed manufacturing industry;
(2) Japanese economy was stable during the data collection period; (3) The work
practices of the Japanese census are known to be set at very high standards. The
above factors result in a high-quality dataset compared to many other countries
(Japan’s Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry, 2010). In this paper, we study
the 2007 cross-sectional dataset. Foster et al. (2008) argue that plywood production
data is particularly suitable for production function estimation using cross establish-
ment data, as plywood establishments produce physically homogeneous products.
As discussed above, the least squares Cobb-Douglas estimator fails to properly fit
the data. The data contains both young and mature establishments as measured by
the establishment date. Young and mature establishments are likely to have differ-
ent returns to scale. 9 However, the Cobb-Douglas estimator can only have either
increasing or decreasing returns to scale. Furthermore, as all the establishments op-
erate on a narrow cone of input ratios, the model assumption of S-shape is also too
restrictive for this data. The left panel of Figure 10 shows the input requirement
sets for @, and the right panel shows the surface plot of the production function.
Notice that as value-added increases, the establishments become more capital inten-
sive. This illustrates the typical pattern of capital deepening as production expands
(Kumar and Russell, 2002). We also observe that establishments are operating at dif-
ferent scales of production throughout the domain of the production function. Our
proposed estimator captures the characteristics of the data as flexibly as possible

9See Definition B.1 in Section B of the supplement for a definition.
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Fig. 10. Plot for the Japanese plywood production data from 2007: Left panel — contour
plot for the upper level sets for the estimate of the production function; Right Panel — plot
of the estimated production function on the convex hull of the observed input variables.

while maintaining the fundamental axioms of monotonicity and quasiconcavity. To
further understand the predictive performance of the various estimators discussed
in Section 6, we estimate the out-of-sample prediction error by randomly and re-
peatedly partitioning the data (100 times) into 80%/20% training/test splits. The
average test error of the competing estimators relative to the LSE is: 1.07 (NW), 1.09
(ChenEtAl), and 1.11 (Iso); the LSE has a relative error of 1 and a lower number is
better.

REMARK 7.1 (ADDITIONAL REAL DATA EXAMPLE). In Section A of the supple-
mentary file, we analyze the data of the cost function for hospitals across the US using
the 2007 Annual Survey Database from the American Hospital Association studied
in Layer et al. (2020). We show that just as in the case of the Japanese production
data, existing estimators either overfit or do not adequately incorporate the known
shape of the nonparametric function when estimating the cost function.

8. Future work

Several interesting future directions of work follow. The optimal rates of convergence
are not known for d < 3. We plan to study this in the near future. Even though
the MIQO developed in Section 3.2 is new, the R package QuasiLSE (Mukherjee
and Patra, 2021) uses CPLEX /gurobi (two off-the-shelf programs) to compute the
minimizer. The memory requirement for the proposed MIQO can make it prohibitive
when sample sizes are large (>> 500). However, there have been recent developments
(see e.g., Dedieu et al. (2020)) that provide approximate solutions to mixed-integer
programs. We are currently working towards developing an approximate algorithm
that will be computationally less expensive.
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Supplement to “Least Squares Estimation of a Quasiconvex

Regression Function”

Summary. In Section A, we estimate the cost variation across hospitals in the US
to illustrate the usefulness of the proposed estimator. Section B reviews some basic
concepts and definitions from economics, with the aim of providing a background
behind the assumptions for the shapes of the production and cost functions. In
Section C, we prove some technical results, that are used throughout the paper. The
proofs of Lemma 3.2, Theorem 3.3, Lemma 3.5, and Lemma 3.6 are given in Sections
D, E, G, and H, respectively. The validity of Algorithm 1 is established in Section
F.

A. Analysis of Hospital cost data

In this section, we analyze the cost variation across hospitals in the US. The analyzed
data is from the American Hospital Association’s Annual Survey Database for 2007.
The reported cost includes payroll, employee benefits, infrastructure depreciation,
interest, supply, and other expenses. For every patient at each of the hospitals,
all procedures received are recorded via the International Classification of Diseases,
Ninth Revision, Clinical Modification (ICD9-CM) codes (Zuckerman et al., 1994).
Following Pope and Johnson (2013) and Layer et al. (2020), we map the codes into
four categories of procedures, specifically “Minor Diagnostic,” “Minor Therapeutic,”
“Major Diagnostic,” and “Major Therapeutic”. Finally, we add up the number of
procedures in each of the categories (for every hospital) to construct the hospital
specific output variables.

After some preliminary cleaning up of the data, there are 523 hospitals in our
dataset. Layer et al. (2020) conclude that the above four regressors are statistically
significant for predicting the cost of the hospitals. However, to keep the results
interpretable and be able to plot the cost function, we fix two of the four variables
around their median and estimate the two dimensional cost function assuming the
two constrained variables to be constant, i.e., we demonstrate the cost function
estimator on a “slice” of the data. We consider two different slices of the data. In the
first slice, we consider hospitals for which the number of both Minor Therapeutic
and Diagnostic procedures are between their respective second and third quartiles;
see Figures 11 and 12. The second and third quartiles are chosen so that we have
a reasonable amount of the hospitals in the data slice. The estimates in Figures 11
and 12 are based on data from 92 hospitals. The second slice reverses the role of
major and minor procedures and Figure 13 is based on 73 hospitals.

In Figure 11, we plot the estimated cost functions using: (1) the fit based on a
quadratic model without the interaction term (left panel); and (2) the Nadaraya-
Watson estimator with cross-validated choice of the tuning parameter (right panel).
A quadratic model (without the cross-product terms) is often used in productivity
and efficiency analysis of healthcare data; see e.g., Fére et al. (2010), Layer et al.
(2020), and Ferrier et al. (2018). However, in Figure 11, we see that the quadratic
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cost estimate shows very little substitutability between major therapeutic and ma-
jor diagnostic procedures in contrast to the nonparametric estimator. On the other
hand, the Nadaraya-Watson estimator overfits the data and does not maintain the
monotonic structure implied by the standard axioms of the cost function, Shephard
(1970). In Figures 12 and 13, we fit a quasiconvex and increasing function to the
two slices of the data. The quasiconvex and increasing LSE is able to estimate a
function that characterizes the trade-off between the two outputs for any given cost
level, while still maintaining the monotonic structure, implying increasing costs for
increasing production, consistent with the basic axioms of production. To further un-
derstand the predictive performance of the various estimators discussed in Section 6,
we estimate the out-of-sample prediction error by randomly and repeatedly parti-
tioning 100 times the data into 80%/20% training/test splits. The average test error
of the competing estimators relative to the LSE for predicting Major therapeutic
and diagnostic procedures is: 0.97 (NW), 0.94 (ChenEtAl), and 3.45 (Iso); and pre-
dicting Major therapeutic and diagnostic procedures is: 1.01 (NW), 0.98 (ChenEtAl),
and 2.70 (Iso), the LSE has a relative error of 1 and a lower number is better.

B. Economic background and terminologies

In this section, we review some key concepts and definitions from economics. The
goal is to provide a basic background behind the assumptions for the characteristics
and shapes of the production and cost functions.
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DEFINITION B.1 (RETURN TO SCALE). A production function f is said to ex-
hibit constant returns to scale, if f(Ax) = Af(x) for all inputs  and all X > 0,
increasing returns to scale, if f(Ax) > Af(x) for all inputs x and all X > 1, and
decreasing returns to scale, if f(Ax) < Af(x) for all inputs x and all X > 1 (see
(Varian, 2010, Section 18.10)).

DEFINITION B.2 (COBB-DOUGLAS PRODUCTION FUNCTION). The Cobb-Douglas

production function is defined as F (X1, X2) = AX?X?, where a, B > 0 are the out-
put elasticities of the inputs X1 and Xa, respectively (see (Varian, 2010, Section
18.3)).

REMARK B.3. The Cobb-Douglas production function exhibits constant returns
to scale if and only if o+ 8 =1, increasing returns to scale if and only if o+ 5 > 1,
and decreasing returns to scale if and only if o+ 5 < 1.

C. Some technical results

First we introduce some notations and definitions that will be used throughout the
rest of the supplement. For a subset A € R? A denotes the closure of A with
respect the Euclidean topology. For two ®f’:1ni—tensors A and B, the Frobenius
inner product of A and B is defined as:

ni Nk
(A,B)p:=> ...> Ay iBi i and [|A|r:=+/(A A)F.
This section contains some technical lemmas that will be used later.

LEMMA C.1. For a convez set S C Rd, the set ST is conver.

Proor. Take Y, Z € ST and A € [0,1]. Then, there exist W, X € S, such that
W XY and X < Z. Hence, \W + (1 —\)X < \Y + (1 — X\)Z. Now, convexity of
the set S implies that AW + (1 — \)X € S, and hence, \Y + (1 — \)Z € S,

LEMMA C.2. For a compact set S C R?, the set ST is closed.

PRrROOF. For two sets S and Sy C RY, if we define Sy + Sy := {s1+s2:581 €
51,89 € Sy}, then note that ST = S + Oil. Now, S being compact and OII being
closed, the result follows.

LEMMA C.3. If 8 := argmingeg |Y — 0|, then |[0]joe < ||Y[|oo.

PROOF. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that ||8]|es > ||Y||lsc. Define 6" =
(0}, 8,) by 61 = B[] < [V ]} + 5@V oL (G| > [V Joc}. Then, we
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have:
Y —6'||?
= Z (Yi_é\i>2+ Z (Y - HYHOO)2+ Z (Vi + ”Y”oo)2
i:10:|<||Y || i:0:>]|Y || 000, <Y [l
< Yo M-+ ) -6+ D, (Yi-6)=|y-06|*.
AN g 020>V || 020 <~ Y ||

Note that the strict inequality above came from the fact that since [|0]lsc > [|Y oo,
i.e., there exists i such that 8; > || ||o or i < —||Y[|sc.

We will now show that 8’ € Q, which will yield a contradiction. To this end,
suppose i € [n] and S C [n] are such that X; € Cvl ({X; : j € S}). By Lemma 3.2,

we have 6; < max{gj : j € S}. Now, suppose that |6;| < ||Y||oe. Then, we have:
0; = 6; <min {max{é\j :j €S}, ||Y||oo}

— max {mm{éj, 1Y |0} : j € S}
<max{f;:j € S} .

If 0; < —||Y s, then 6] = —||Y|s, and since 0} > —[[¥|o for all j, we trivially
have 0; < max{0} : j € S}. Finally, if 6; > [|Y s, then 8 = [|Y||. But since
max{f; : j € S} > 0;, there exists j € S such that 0; > [[Ylec, 50 € = [|Y 0.
Hence, in this case, max{0; : j € S} = 0] = ||Y[|oc. The proof of Lemma C.3 is now
complete.

LEMMA C.4. In the notations of Section 6.4, for any a € R, we have:

1 1« (i) -1
o ((—00,a]) = e ZSO ((—00,a]),
=1

PrROOF. Note that x € ¢ 1 ((~o0,q]) if and only if there exists @1, ..., xx with
average x, such that 30 (xz;) < a, ie. x; € 3 ~1((—o00,a]) for all i. The last
statement, of course, is equivalent to saying that x € % Efil P ~1((=00,q]).

D. Proof of Lemma 3.2

Let us define
B:= R™: z < e
| ﬂ {z € z; < I;@leag(z]}
(4,9)€L(X)
We need to show that B = Q. First, we show that @ C B. To this end, choose z € O,

and let ¢ € C satisfy ¢(X;) = z; for all i € [n]. Choose any (i,S5) € £(X). Then,
X; € X1 for some X € Cv ({X;:7 € S}). Since ¢ is decreasing, ¥(X;) < (X).
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Since 1 is quasiconvex, ¥(X) < maxjest¥(X;). Thus, z; < maxjecg zj, and hence,
z € B, showing that Q C B.

Showing the other inclusion is a bit more involved. Choose z € B, and define a
function z* : [n] — [n] inductively, as follows. Let ¢; := min{z; : i € [n]}. Define
z*(1) :== min{i € [n] : z; = £1}. Now, assume that z*(1),...,2*(m — 1) have already
been defined for some 1 < m < n. Define ¢, := min{z; : i € [n]\ {z*(1),...,2"(m —
1)}} and 2*(m) := min{i € [n] \ {z*(1),...,2*(m — 1)} : z; = {;,}. Clearly,

2" is a bijection, and z.;) < 2, for all i < j. (22)

)
For example, if n = 9 and z = (4,1,1,6,1,4,6,8,2), then 2*(1) = 2,2%(2) =
3,2%(3) =5,2%(4) =9,2"(5) = 1,2%(6) = 6,2*(7) =4,2%(8) =7 and 2*(9) = 8.

Now, define 1 : R? — R inductively, as follows. Set ¢(X) = z-(1) for all X €
Xl*(l). Suppose inductively, that 1) has been defined on CVT({XZ*(U, ooy Xae(m—1)})
for some 1 < m < n. As the next step, for all X € CVT({XZ*(l),...,Xz*(m)}) \
CVT({XZ*(I), “ oo ,Xz*(mfl)}), define

d}(X) = Zz*(m) -

Thus, inductively, v is defined on CVT({XZ*(D7 vy Xy }) = vl ({X1,..., Xn}) .
Finally, define ¢(X) = z,-(,) for all X ¢ Cvl ({X1,..., X,}).

Several things need to be checked in order, now. First, let us show that ¢(X;) =
z; for all i € [n], or equivalently, that (X)) = 2;-(m) for all m € [n]. Take
an m € [n], and suppose that X .., € Xi*(l). Since z € B, we must have
Zzo(m) < Zz-(1)- But the reverse inequality is true by (22). Hence, (X -(1p)) =
Zz+(1) = Zz+(m)- S0, assume that X,. ) ¢ Xl*(l), whence there exists 1 < k < m
such that Xz*(m) S CVT({XZ*(D, R 7Xz*(k)}) \ CVT({XZ*(l), R 7Xz*(k—1)})' Since
z € B, we must have z,-(,,;) < 2z,-1). But the reverse inequality is trivially true;
see (22). Hence, ¥(X;u(m)) = Zz+(k) = Zz+(m)- This completes our first verification.

Next, we show that the function v is decreasing. For this, take X <Y € R%
We need to show that 9(X) > (Y). Suppose X ¢ Cvi({Xy,...,X,}), then
P(X) = Z+(n)- Since 1 is bounded above by z..(,), we are done. Now, suppose

that X € Cvi({Xy,...,X,}). Let
L= mf{z S [TL] : X € CVT({XZ*(D, .. 7Xz*(z)})}

Then, ¥(X) = z,-(y. Since X <Y, we must have Y € CVT({XZ*(l), s X))
Hence, ¥(Y') = 2z, () for some k < ¢. Since 2z,.(;) < 2,-(;), our second verification
is complete.

Finally, we claim that the function v is quasiconvex. Towards showing this,
take a € R. We must show that S,(i) is a convex set. If a < z,.(1), then
Sa() = 0, whereas if a > z,.(,), then S,(¢) = RY, and in either case, we
are done. So, let us assume that z,.(;) < @ < z,.(,). Then, there exists k €
[n — 1] such that z,.4) < @ < 2zzgg). Since P(X) < 2z, for all X €
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CVT({Xz*(l), ooy Xopeiy}), it is clear that CVT({XZ*(U, coy Xae ) }) € Sa(?). On
the other hand, suppose that X ¢ CVT({XZ*(U, ooy Xy })- Then (X)) = 2.5
for some j > k + 1, and hence, ¥(X) > z,-(41) > a. So, X ¢ Sa(%), showing that
Sa(¢) - CVT({XZ*(l), . 7Xz*(k)})' Hence, Sa(w) = CVT({XZ*(U, e 7Xz*(k)})
Our final claim now follows from Lemma C.1.
We thus conclude that B C @, and the proof of Lemma 3.2 is now complete.

E. Proof of Theorem 3.3

Ezistence of minimizer: We use the primal characterization of @ in Lemma 3.2 to
prove this. It follows from Lemma 3.2 that the set Q is a closed set. Let K := QN
EIIYH-H (Y), where Y := (Y3,...,Y,,). Then, K is nonempty and compact (note that
0, € K). Hence the continuous function z — ||Y — z|| attains minimum over K at
some 2z € K. For any z € Q\ Bjy|+1 (Y), we have [|[Y —z|| > [Y||+1 > |[Y — 2|,
as zo € B|y|+1(Y’). Hence, the function z — [|[Y — z|| attains minimum over Q at
zp € Q, proving existence of a minimizer of (6).

Almost sure uniqueness of minimizer: Note that the function d : R™ — [0, 00) de-
fined by d(x, Q) := inf{||x — 0| : @ € Q} is Lipschitz on R™. Thus, by Rademacher’s
theorem (see Nekvinda and Zajicek (1988); Alberti and Marchese (2016)), x —
d(x, Q) is differentiable Lebesgue almost everywhere on R"™. Now, if d(x, Q) is dif-
ferentiable at some & € R", it follows from Majer (2018) that there exists a unique
0 € Q such that d(x, Q) = ||z — 0||. This shows that the set £ := {x € R" :
d(x,Q) = ||z — 0] for more than one 8 € Q} has Lebesgue measure 0. Hence, if Y
has density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R, then so does Y with respect
to the Lebesgue measure on R™, and hence, P(Y € K) = 0. A similar proof can also
be found in Keys et al. (2019, Proposition 6).

F. Proof of validity of Algorithm 1

By Lemma 3.2 it is clear that if z € Q, then none of the if statements in Algorithm
1 will be executed, and consequently, the algorithm will always output “out = 1".
On the other hand, suppose that Algorithm 1 outputs “out = 1". This means that
none of the if statements was executed, which in turn, implies that for every i € [n],
X; ¢ Ovi({X; : zj < z}). Hence, if X; € Cvl ({X,:j € S}) for some i € [n] and
S C [n], then S € {j € [n] : z; < 2}, which implies that max;cg z; > z;. By Lemma
3.2, we can then conclude that z € Q. This shows the validity of Algorithm 1.

G. Proof of Lemma 3.5

We need a preliminary lemma, to start with.

LEMMA G.1. Let a,aq,...,a; € R? be such that a ¢ CVT({al, ...,ar}). Then,
there exists v € Oji , such that v" (a; —a) > 0 for all i € [K].
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PRrROOF. Define f: Cvi({ay,...,ar}) — R as:

f(@) = lla — 2|

Now, since f is a continuous function, it attains minimum on the compact set
Cvi({ay,...,a}) N Bjja—a,| (@) at some point p, where B,.(x) denotes the closed
L? ball of radius r centered at . Clearly, f(p) < f(x) for all z € Cvi({a1,...,ax}).
Take v := p — a . We first claim that v € OL. Suppose, towards a contradiction,
that p; < a; for some i € [d]. Define p := (p1,...,Pi—1,@i,Dit1s---,0d)- ASP I D
and p € Cvi({ay,...,a;}), we have p € Cvi({ay,...,a;}). However,

f(@) = f(p) — (ai — pi)* < f(p) ,

contradicting the minimality of p and proving our claim. Next, we show that v (a;—
a) > 0 for all i € [k]. As p is the projection of @ onto Cvi({ay,...,ax}) (a closed
convex set), we have (p —x,a —p) > 0 for all z € Cvi({ay, ..., ax}). Therefore, for
any ¢ € [k],

v'(ai—a)=(p—aia—p)+lp-al’>|p-al*>0.

Note that the last inequality uses the fact that a ¢ Cvi({ai,...,ax}) and p €
Cvi({ai,...,ax}), so @ # p. The proof of Lemma G.1 is now complete.

We are now ready to prove Lemma 3.5. Define

J = U m {z e R": z; > 2},

El,...,EWEOL (1,])eu(X7§1,7§n)

where
UK, & 6,) = {(0,7) € [n]?: & (Xi — X;) <0}

Choose z € J. Then, there exist &;,...,&,, € 0!, such that z; > zj for all 4,5 € [n]
such that &] (X; — X;) < 0. Let j and S be such that j € [n], S C [n], and
X; € CvI({X;:i€8}), ie., there exists a v € OZl and a nonnegative sequence
{Ai}ies satisfying >~ ¢ A = 1, such that X; = 3. ¢ A\ X; +v. We will now show
zj < max{z : 1 € S}. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that z; > max{z; : i € S}.
Then, &/ (X; — X;) > 0 for all i € S. Hence, & (\iX; — A X;) > 0 for all i € S.
However, > . ¢ §;r()\ZXZ -\ Xj) = —S;r'v < 0, and hence, ﬁ;r()\le —XiX;) =0 for
all i € S. Hence, A\; = 0 for all 7 € S, contradicting > ;. g A\i = 1. So, z; < max{z; :
i € S}. By Theorem 3.2, z € Q. Hence, J C Q.

For showing the reverse inclusion, choose z € Q. Fix j € [n], and first, suppose
that S; := {i € [n] : 2z < 2} # 0. By Theorem 3.2, X; ¢ CvI({X; : i € S;}).
By Lemma G.1, there exists §; € OL, such that £'jT(XZ — X;)>0forallieS;. If
S; = 0, define §; = 04. Thus, we have created n vectors &;,...,§,, € 02, with the

property that whenever z; < z; for some i,j € [n], we have £]T(XZ — X;) > 0. So,
z € J, and hence, @ C J, completing the proof of Theorem 3.5.
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H. Proof of Lemma 3.6

Note that for every M > 0 and any feasible solution (z',&],... &/, (wij)izj) of
the MIQO problem (12), the vector z belongs to @ by Lemma 3.5. This direction
does not need M to be large and holds for any M. Now, suppose that z € Q. By
Lemma 3.5, there exist vectors &;,...,§&,, € 02 such that z; > z; for all 4, j satisfying

€J—(XZ — X;) <0. For each i # j, set

0 if & (Xi—X;) <0,
Usq7 =
! 1 if & (X —X;) > 0.

Then, it is easy to check that (z7,&],... ,EI, (uij)iz;) is a feasible solution of the
MIQO problem (12) whenever M > max;z; {|z — 2| V |€] (X; — X;)|} =1 Mo.
This is thus the direction, where we need to take M large. The MIQO problem
(12) is thus indeed equivalent to the problem (6) for all M > My. Lemma 3.6 now
follows, by observing that Ry; C Rps41 for all M > 1.

l. Proof of Theorem 5.1

In the proof of Theorem 5.1, we will use the following standard notations for a
function h : R4 x R — R:

Py (h) ::lzn:h(Xi,Yi) and P(h) ::/ WX,Y) dP(X,Y) .
[ R¢

Finally, we use C' to denote a constant. By “constant” we will always mean a quantity
that does not depend on n but might depend on the various parameters introduced
in our assumptions. In the rest of this paper, we make the convention that the
constant C' is not necessarily the same on each occurrence.

For any function h : R¢ — R, define

7(h, (X,Y)) = (Y = h(X))*.

Recall that ¢ = argmingeq, . Pry(h, ). Defining

pr := argmin z) — o(x))? T
o= angmin | (h(z) ~ p(a))” dP(),

we have the following basic inequality P,vy(, -) < P,v(@r, ). Finally it follows from
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E(e|X) = 0, that

P(@—¢)* = P((,) — P(v(g,"))
= P(v(®,-)) — P(v(¢r,-)) + P(v(¢r, ) — P(v(p, )
= P(v(&,")) = P(v(#r, ) + P — r)* + Puy(@r,-) — Puy(gr, )
< P(v(&,-)) — P(v(@r,-)) + P(p — @r)* + Puy(@r, ) — Puv(B,-)
= P(p—¢r)* + (P, — P)y(¢r,-) — (&, )]
< P(e—@r)*+ sup |(Pn —P)[y(@r,-) —y(h,)]|.

Taking expectation on both sides of the above display, the proof will be complete if
we prove:

E| sup !(Pn — P)[v(¢r;-) = ~(h,-)] ‘
heHar

n~1/2 when d = 2,
< CTmax{I',C:,Cp} x  n~/?logn  when d = 3, (23)
p—2/(d+1) when d > 4.

Proof of (23): Observe that

E - sup ’(]P)n — P)[v(¢r,) —~(h,")] ’]
Lh€EHa,r

<E| sup {|(Pa—P)[h - orl?| + [2(B0 — P)[(h — er(X)(Y — er(X))]|}
L h€Ha,r

SE- sup }(Pn—P)[h—g]2|]+2E[ sup

= P = o) = o]
L h,g€Ha,r h€Harr

(24)

Lemma J.5 provides an upper bound for the first term in (24). We will now
bound the second term in (24). Observe that by symmetrization van der Vaart and
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Wellner (1996, Lemma 2.3.1)

%] sup |(B, - P) [(h(X) = er(X))(Y — ¢r(X))] (]
Lh€Ha,r

<A4E| sup |(P, —P)[(Y — ¢r(X))h(X)] ”
LhEHa,r

<A4E| sup [(P,— P) [(5 +p(X) — @F(X))h(Xﬂ ”
LhEHa,r

<A4E| sup |(P,— P)[ch(X)] ” + 4E[ sup
Lh€EHa,r h€Har

= P60 — e 0] |

—4E| sup ]P’n[z-:h(X)]” +4E[ sup

(B~ P)[(013) - pr(x)A(x))||
LhEHa,r heHar

Lemma J.4 (see (45) and (46)) provides an upper bound for the both of the above
quantities. Combining all this, we get (23).
J. Necessary Lemmas for Section |

LEMMA J.1. Let P = f(x)dz be a probability measure with a continuous density
function on R® such that

fx)<CA+|zl)™"  for some > (d?+1)/(d—1). (25)

Let Xq,..., X,, ~ P be i.i.d. samples from P. Then for any d > 2 and a fized positive
valued function m such that ||m|lec < oo,

E { sup |(P, — P)[m()1(- € K)]] < CyCpyn~ 24+ 10g 1 (d=3) (26)
Keky
and
E [ sup |(P, —P)[el(- € K)]] < CyCen~ 24+ 1og p(d=3) (27)
Keky

for some constants Cy,, Cy, and C. that depend on m, d, and £ only, respectively.

ProoOF. We will apply Theorem 2.1 of Han (2021) to prove the above result.
Define

G = {f : RY = R|f(x) = m(z)1(z € K) for some K € K}
In Lemma J.2, we show that for every d > 2,

log Nj(8, Gm, L1(P)) < C4Cpp6~471/2,
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Then choosing 02 in Han (2021) to be equal to Pm?, Theorems 2.1-(2) and 2.3 and
Remark 2.4-(2) of Han (2021) implies that

B | sup [(B,~ Pim(( < Kl | =B

sup |(Pr, — P)f]
Keky f

m

< Cdcmn72/(d+1) log nl(d:?))‘

The proof of (27) is similar. The main difference is, now we choose o in Theorem 2.1-

(2) to be E(g2).
LEMMA J.2. Let
G. = {g:R¥ 5 Rlg(x) = el(x € K) for some K € Kq},
where |[E(|e|| X = -)|| < oo and for some fized function m : R? — R, let
Gm = {g : R? = Rlg(x) = m(z)1(x € K) for some K € Ky}
If P = f(x)dz satisfies the assumptions of Lemma J.1, then
log N6, G L1 (P)) < Cal/mlloc]~4-1/2 (28)

log Ny 1(8,Ge, L1 (P)) < Cy[6/Cc) =1/, (29)
where C. == [[E(|e|| X = - HOO

PrROOF. We will use the following bound on the bracketing numbers by Bron-
shtein (1976) (also Kur et al. (2019, Eq. (33) and Lemma 3) and Dudley (2014,
Theorem 8.4.1)), for every d > 2 and for every small enough € :

log N1 (e, K7 vol) < Cd @972 (vol By(0, 1)) @D/?(e/ RY)~(-1)/2,

where for any R > 0, ICSlR) is the set of convex bodies contained in B4(0, R), the
centered Euclidean ball of radius R. As K is unbounded, we will partition any set
K € K4 via the following partition for every ¢ > 1, define D; = {x € Ré:j—-1<
||| < i}. Noting that U;>1D; = R, observe that K = U;>1 K N D;. Since we can
write

g(x) =m(x)l(z € K) Zm 1(x € KNDy) Z:gz (30)
i>1 i>1

and

hx)=cl(@e K) =) el(wec KND;):=>» hi(w

i>1 120
Now for each fixed integer R > 1, let

Mp := sup f(x)=CR™". (31)
x€Dgr
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Then by observing that for any two sets A, A’ € ICEIR), we have P(X € AAA') <
Mpgvol(AAA"), we have that

log Ni.1 (e, K, P) < log Ny 1 (e/Mp, KV, vol) < Ca(e/MpRY)™=1/2 = N(R,e).

Thus there exist sets {(S5}, Sj)}exP(N(R’e)) that form an L;(P) bracket for ICEIR), ie.,

j=1
S; C Sj for every j < N(R,e€) and for any set S € nglR), there exists k < exp(N (R, ¢))

such that S, € S C Sj and P(ngSj) < €. This implies that

log N1 (e, K™ N D, P) < N(R, ), (32)
and {(S;NDg, S; ﬁDR)}iipl(N(R’d) form an L;(P) bracket (of width €) for IC&R) NDg,

where that for any set of sets A and a set B, ANB:={ANB:AecA}.

Proof of (28): Let m™(x) := max(0,m(x)) and m™ (x) = max(0, —m(x)) define
the positive and negative part of m, respectively. Defining

lire :=m*()1(- € §;N DR) —m™(-)1(- € SN D)

and
Uj Re ‘= m*(.)l(- S Sj N DR) — m*(.)l(. €9;N DR)-

{ [lj,R,e, uj, R’g} }jipl(N(R,e))

We will now show that

forms an L1 (P) bracket (of width ||m/| €) for
Gm.r = {9 : R = R|g(x) = m(x)1(z € K) for some K € KFn Dg}.

Fix some S € Kf N D, then by (32), there exists an k < exp(N (R, €)) such that
S, NDr CS C SN Dgk. Thus we have that

m*()1(- € SN Dg) <m™()1(- € S) <m*(-)1(- € Sy N Dr),

—m~(-)1(- € Sy N D) < —m~(-)1(- € §) < —m~(-)1(- € Sy N Dr), )

Combining the above two inequalities we get that I pe < m(-)l(- € S) < Uk, Rie-
Thus (37) forms a bracket for G, g. We will now find the width of this bracket:

)

P(}Uk,R,e - lk,R,eD

:p<

- p(\m(-)u(- € (SpAS;) N DR))
= [|m[|P(X € (SkASk) N D) < |Im|sce.

m+(-)1(- € (SRASE) N DR) + m*(-)l(' € (SpASE) N DR)
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Thus we have that
log NJ 1 (€, G s P) < N(R, ¢/ [mlloe) = Cale/ (Imlloc MpRO] @172 := Q(im, R, ),
(34)

where Mp, is defined in (31). We will use the above entropy bound to find an L (P)
bracket for G,, of width e. We will do this by combining eg := ¢/(C,R®) brackets
for G,, r where

=1+ —(d*+1)/(d—-1))/2, (35)
where Co 1= ) poq R7%; note that C,, < oo as o > 1. In particular, fix g € G,

recalling (30), g = > p>19r (9r € Gm,r). By (34) and (32), we have that there
exists kg < exp(Q(m, R, €Rr)) (see (34)) such that

Uk Rien < 9R < Ukp Rieps

such that P(|ujRre, — ljRen|) < €r, where egp = €¢/(CoR*). Hence it is easy to see
that

[Z Uen.Roens Z uka,eR] |sz € [exp(Q(m, R,eR)] for every R>1 5 | (36)
R>1 R>1

forms an e bracket for G,, with respect to the L;(P) norm. Thus
log Nj1(6,Gm, P) < Y Q(m, R, eR)
R>1

< Y Caler/(lmlloMpR")] 1/
R>1

< Ca)_le/(CaR®|[m]lscMpR:] 4=/
R>1

< Cale/ (ImllooCa)l ™02 3 J[RUCRT R/
R>1

< Cale/(ImlloeCa)) D72
< Cale/mlloc] D7,
as by (25) and (35), we have that (a +d—7r)(d—1)/2 < —1.
Proof of (29): This proof will be similar to the proof of (28) above. Defining
et :=max(0,¢), e~ := max(0, —¢),
Lj,R,e = 6+(')1(' S Sj N DR) — 6_(')1(' S 5']- N DR)
and

Ujre = ()1(-€ S;NDg) — e ()1(- € S; N Dg).

We will now show that
exp(N(Re))
{ |:Lj7R7€’ szR’E] } . (37)
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forms an L, (P) bracket of width C.e (see Lemma J.2 for a definition) for

Ger:=1{g: R = Rlg(x) = el(z € K) for some K € KF N Dg}.

Following arguments similar to (33), we see that (37) form a valid bracket. We will
now find its width (wrt L;(P) norm).

P( ‘UkRe_LkReD

+ SkASk) N DR) +é ()1( S (gkASk) N DR)

— (|5|1 (SkASk) N D))
( (lel] - )1(- € (SpASk) mDR))
< C’aP<5*kA§k) N DR),

where C; := HE(!EHX = )HOO Thus similar to (34), we have that

log Njj1(€,Ge.r, P) < N(R,€¢/C:) = Cale/(C-MpR®)| ™" D/2 .= Q.(m, R, ¢).

Thus just as in (36), we have that

{ [ Lhwrens 3 Unien] B € [exp(@(m, R, eg)] for every R > 1} ,

R>1 R>1

forms an € bracket for G. wrt to L;(P) norm. Thus

log N1 (€, Ge, P ZQe(maRaﬁR)

R>1
<3 Culer/(Imlloc MpR%) @72

R>1
< CuY Cule/(CaROC-MpRY) =12

R>1
< Cale/(C-Co)] V23 [RC(1 + R) " RY -1/
R>1

< Cule/(CCo))~*/2
< Cyle/C.)~d=1/2,

as by (25) and (35), we have that (o« +d—7r)(d—1)/2 < —1.

[

LEMMA J.3 (LEMMA 8 OF KUR ET AL. (2019)). Let H C {h : R? ~ [0,T]

b
a class of non-negative, bounded functions, and let C := {h=([0,a]) : h € H,«

S
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[0,T]} be the corresponding collection of lower level sets. Then for any fized function

m(-),

LS rm(X)h(x)
n
i=1
<2r. Eg}llé |(Pn = P)[m()1(- € O)]| + CT(Imlloe + Imllzypy)n?, (38)
€

E sup
heH

where r1,...,r, are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables and
Esup (P, = P)[m(-)h()] | < TEsup (B, = P)m()1(- € O)]| + Tllm|pyn /2.
heH ceC
(39)
Furthermore,

E sup }(Pn — P)[eh(X))] ] <TEsup |(P, — P)[e1(X € O)]| + I'Var(s)n /2. (40)
heH ceC

PRrOOF. We will first prove (39) and use that to prove (38). The reduction scheme
here is inspired by Carpenter et al. (2018); also see Han (2021) and Kur et al. (2019).

Proof of (39): Noting that for h € H

we have

E sup |P,,(mh) — P(mh)|
heH

< Esup

/F (P(m(X)l(h(X) < 1)) = B (m(X)1(A(X) < t))) dt' + FE‘(IPn - P)m‘
heH |J0O

r
< /0 E sup |(By — P)[m()1(A(X) < 8)]| dt +T|m]|,cpyn~ "

heH
<STE  sup |(By— P)[m()1(h(X) < D)| + |, pyn~"?
heH,te[0,I']
= TEsup Py = P)lm()1(X € O] + Tl pyn /%
€

(41)
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Proof of (38): Observe that

n

1
Esup — T‘Z’I’)’L(Xl)h(Xl)
heH |
1 n
=Esup |— Y 7 (m(X;)h(X;) — P(hm)+ P(hm)) (42)
heH |1
1 n 1 n
<Esup|=» r;(m(X;)h(X;)— P(mh))| + Esup |P(mh) - — Zri .
her |1 heM n-=

Let us now bound the two terms in (42). The second term in (42) can be bounded
as follows:

n

e

=1

1 | rpm)
m
Lm|e - |E (n 173-) = \/ﬁoo.

E sup
heH

IN

Llmlleo - E

1 n
P(mh) - - Z Ti
i=1

IN

For bounding the first term in (42), observing that
r
hz) =T — / 1(h(z) < t)dt |
0

and appealing to the symmetrization lemma (see Lemma 2.3.6 in van der Vaart and
Wellner (1996)), to conclude that:

E sup
heH

< 2E sup |P,,(mh) — P(mh)|. (43)

1 n
3 2_Ti ((X)h(XG) = P(mh))| < 2E sup

n -
=1

Our result (38) now follows from (41), (42), (43) and (43).
Proof of (40): Observe that We will now prove (40). Observe that

E:up ‘(Pn - P) [5h(X)] ‘
c€H

= Esup

/F (P(gl(h(X) <1)) =P, (c1(h(X) < t))) dt‘ + FE’(Pn - P)e’
heH |J0O

I
< / Esup |(P, — P)[e1(h(X) < t)]| dt + ['Var(e)n~1/?
0 heH
<TE sup [(P,— P)[e1(A(X) < t)]|+Var(e)n /2
heH, te[0,I]

=T Esup |(P, — P)[e1(X € O)]| + ['Var(e)n /2.
ceC
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LEMMA J.4. Assume that d > 2. Suppose that € has a 2+ § moment bounded by
L for some § > 0, and also assume that P = f(x)dx satisfies the assumptions of
Lemma J.1, then

n~1/2 when d = 2,
E{ sup |P, [rh()] ” < CCT x {n~Y2logn  when d = 3, (44)
heHa,r n—2/(d+1) when d > 4,
n~1/2 when d = 2,
IE[ sup |P, [sh()] ” < CC.CT x {nY2logn  when d =3, (45)
heHa,r n—2/(d+1) when d > 4,
and
n1/2 when d = 2,
E[hs%p (Pr, — P)[((-) — @r(-)h(-)] ” < CCL,Cql x S n~2logn  when d =3,
€Har

n—2/(d+1) when d > 4,

(46)

where C; = [[E(e| X =)o + var(e), Cp = [l — @rllL,p) + [[0(Xi) — &r(Xi)|lo
and Cy is a constant depending on d only.

PROOF. Let H:{F | (resp. H;F ,) denote the set of all non-negative quasiconvex

(resp. quasiconcave) functions on RY bounded by T'. Since lower level sets of
quasiconvex functions (resp. upper level sets of quasiconcave functions) are convex,
by choosing m(-) = 1, it follows from (26) (Lemma J.1) and (38) (Lemma J.3), that
for j € {1,2},

<CI'n™ Y2 4+TCyn~ 2/(d“)logn (d=3),

Zn

sup
he?—[d o

where r1,...,r, are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables. Hence, for d > 2 we have

n~1/2 when d = 2,
sup Zn <CyI'x ¢ n~2logn  when d =3, (47)
heHd i = n—2/(d+1) when d > 4.

Similarly, using (27) (Lemma J.1) and (40) (Lemma J.3), that for j € {1,2}, we
have

< Dvar(e)n ™2 4+ TC.Cyn~2/ (@) 1og n1(@=3),
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Hence, for d > 2, we have,

sup
he?—tjr J

n~1/2 when d = 2,
sup 282 < CqC.T' x { n~Y%logn when d =3, (48)
hEHd r. n—2/(d+1) when d > 4.
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Finally, using (26) (Lemma J.1) and (39) (Lemma J.3), that for j € {1,2}, we

have

E sup |(Pn— P)[(¢() — @r())h()]| < TCCon 12 +TCuCan /(D 1og n (=3,
heH}r

where Cy, := |l — orlln,p) + [l9(Xi) — @r(Xi)|lo- Hence, for d > 2, we have,

n~1/2 when d = 2,
E sup ‘(}P’n—P)[(cp(-)—@p(‘))h()]‘ < CgC,I'x n~1/2logn  when d = 3, (49)
heHr ; n—2/(d+1) when d > 4.

To complete the proof of Lemma J.4, we note that for any quasiconvex function

h, the function h™ := max{h,0} is non-negative, quasiconvex, and the function
h~ = max{—h,0} is non-negative, quasiconcave. Hence, we have:
E sup hX;)ei| <E sup hT (X )ei|l + E sup h™
heHar z_: ’ heHarr z_: ' he€Har z_:
, ( 0)
sup Zh el +E sup |- Zh(X
hEH.i r,1 = hGHI,F,Z n =1

The results (44), (45), (46) of Lemma J.4 now follows from by combining (50) with
(47), (48), and (49), respectively.

LEMMA J.5. Assume that d > 2, and that the distribution P satisfies the assump-
tions in Lemma J.4. Then,

n1/2 when d = 2,
E sup ‘]P’n(f —g)?—P(f - g)z‘ <CC? x{n12logn  whend =3,
F9€Har n~2/(d+1) when d > 4.

ProOF. The following proof is a slight modification of Lemma 7 of Kur et al.
(2019). By Theorem 2.1 in Koltchinskii (2011), we have:

Zrz z Xz))2

E sup |Pu(f—9)*—P(f—9)? <2E sup , (51)

f,.9€Har f,9€Ha,r

where r1,...,r, are i.i.d. Rademacher. By Corollary 3.2.2 in Giné and Nickl (2015),
the right hand side of (51) can be bounded as follows:

n

1
<A4I'-E sup *Zri(f(Xi) —9(Xi))
f.g€Har | T i=1

E sup l Z’ri(f(Xi) - Q(Xi))2

fngHd,I‘ n i=1

(52)
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Combining (51) and (52), we have:

1 n
E sup [Pu(f—g)?—P(f—g)? <8-E sup |=> ri(f(X;)— g(Xi))‘
fvge’Hd,F f7g€Hd,F n i=1
1 n
<16I''E sup |— ri f(X;)]. 53
S | Zl (X:) (53)

The last inequality in (53) follows from the triangle inequality. Lemma J.5 now
follows from (53), (47), and (50).
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