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DO WE REALLY NEED THE RADEMACHER COMPLEXITIES?

DANIEL BARTL AND SHAHAR MENDELSON

ABSTRACT. We study the fundamental problem of learning with respect to the squared
loss in a convex class. The state-of-the-art sample complexity estimates in this setting
rely on Rademacher complexities, which are generally difficult to control. We prove
that, contrary to prevailing belief and under minimal assumptions, the sample complexity
is not governed by the Rademacher complexities but rather by the behaviour of the
limiting gaussian process. In particular, all such learning problems that have the same La-
structure—even those with heavy-tailed distributions—share the same sample complexity.
This constitutes the first universality result for general convex learning problems.

The proof is based on a novel learning procedure, and its performance is studied by
combining optimal mean estimation techniques for real-valued random variables with
Talagrand’s generic chaining method.

1. INTRODUCTION

On the face of it, the question of whether the Rademacher complexities are truly needed
seems preposterous: the Rademacher complexities have had a central role in machine
learning and statistical learning theory for more than 25 years; they appear in almost
every state-of-the-art sample complexity estimate, and their appearance at each instance
is simply natural.

Intuitively, the Rademacher complexities capture the ‘empirical oscillations’ of the class
of functions participating in a statistical learning problem. The idea is that if those
oscillations—corresponding to the ‘size’ of the class—are too large, no learning proce-
dure is able to select the right function from the class. And unfortunately, because the
Rademacher complexities capture what is a rather subtle local behaviour within the class,
these parameters are often difficult to handle.

At the same time, the uniform central limit theorem shows that the limits of the empir-
ical processes used to define the Rademacher complexities as the sample size N tends to
infinity, are determined by the behaviour of the limiting gaussian process, which is simply
the gaussian process indexed by the underlying class of functions. But there were no indi-
cations that the limiting gaussian process had anything to do with the sample complexity
of the problem (beyond special situations in which the empirical oscillations were trivially
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dominated by that gaussian process). That is completely natural: unlike the limiting gauss-
ian process, the sample complexity is a ‘finite N phenomenon’. In fact, the sharpest known
sample complexity estimates—given in terms of the Rademacher complexities—, tend to
be much larger than their limiting gaussian versions, especially in learning problems that
involve heavy tailed random variables.

The main result of this article is therefore totally unexpected: that the limiting gaussian
process determines the error of an optimal learning procedure.

We design a learning procedure that exhibits finite sample errors that depend purely
on the behaviour of the underlying gaussian process, even in heavy tailed problems.
The (more complicated and often much larger) Rademacher complexities are not
needed.

To explain what this means and how it improves the current state-of-the-art, we must
first describe the setting of the learning problems we focus on.

1.1. The classical learning problem. In what follows we consider the classical learning
scenario: learning with respect to the squared loss, and for an underlying class of functions
that is convex and compact. The study of such learning problems has been of central
importance in statistical learning theory since the very early days of the area—almost 60
years ago. We refer e.g. to the books [3] [7, [9] 13 [18], 28] 29 [30] and references therein.

A learning problem consists of a triplet: a probability space (€2, 1), a compact class of
functions F' C Lo(n) and a target random variable Y if X is distributed according to p,
the triplet is denoted by (F,X,Y"). The crucial point is that the learner does not have
access to all this information. Usually, all that the learner knows are the identities of 2
and of the class of functions F', but not the underlying distribution X or the target random
variable Y. Still, the goal is to find a good approximation of Y in F', and the information
that can be used to achieve that goal (other than the identity of F), is a sample (X;, Y;)¥,,
selected independently according to the joint distribution (X,Y).

Naturally, ‘eood approximation’ can be understood in a variety of ways, and is dictated
by the choice of a loss functional. Here, we focus on what is arguably the most natural
choice of a loss — the squared loss: the loss caused by ‘guessing’ f(x) instead to y is
(f(2) — ) = (F@) = y)*

For every f € F, the risk of the function f is E(f(X) — Y)?, and thanks to the
convexity and compactness of F, a risk minimizer in F' exists and is unique. Set f* =

argmin ¢ pE(f(X) —Y)? and let

Ly(X,Y)=(f(X)-Y)’ — (f(X)-Y)
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be the excess loss associated with f. It is standard to verify that thanks to the convexity
of F,

(1.1) If = £, <EL;
this so-called convezxity condition plays an important role in what follows.

Remark 1.1. Keep in mind that the learner has no information on £;—even on the given
sample, the value L£¢(X;,Y;) depends on f*(X;), but obviously, f* is not known to the
learner.

The two main problems in this setup are estimation and prediction: how to use the
sample to produce a function f € F for which ||f— f*||2L2 is ‘small’ (estimation), or that
the conditional expectation Eﬁf is small (prediction). In both cases, the key question is
the best accuracy/confidence tradeoff that one can have: given a sample size N, to find
the best accuracy € and confidence parameter § for which, with probability at least 1 — 4,

(1.2) If - f*7, <e and/or ELr<e.

Naturally, identifying the learning procedure fthat achieves that tradeoff is essential.

An alternative and equivalent formulation of the same problem is to obtain the optimal
sample complezity estimate: that is, given the desired accuracy and confidence levels, find
the smallest sample size N for which (L.2]) holds.

Identifying the optimal tradeoff/sample complexity in this setup has been the topic
of hundreds of articles and dozens of books (see for example the references mentioned
previously and [6], 11, 16, 20, 22]). And what was believed to be an (almost) complete
solution in the setup studied here was established in [16] (and then extended to the non-
convex case in [23]): it was shown that there is a learning procedure for which the tradeoff
is governed by the behaviour of the empirical oscillations, leading to the Rademacher
complezxities of the triplet.

1.2. The Rademacher complexities. Over the years, the (localized) Rademacher aver-
ages have been the key ingredient in the analysis of learning problems. Among their roles,
they are used to define the Rademacher complexities of a triplet (F, X,Y).

Let (g;)¥, be independent, symmetric, {—1, 1}-valued random variables that are inde-
pendent of (X;, Yz)f\il For r > 0, set

Oy(r)=E  sup
ue(F—F)NrD

9

1 N
— u(X;)
VN ;

where D is the Lo unit balland F — F ={f —h: f,h € F}.
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In a similar fashion, let £ = f*(X) — Y, set & = f*(X;) — Y}, and define

Pye(r)=E sup

1 N

ue(F—F)NrD
Definition 1.2. For £ > 0 let
(1.3) rggd(;-@) = inf {7‘ >0:Py(r) < /{\/Nr} .

Clearly, the set F' — F' is star-shaped around 0: if u € F' — F then for any A € [0, 1],
A € F — F. As a result, it is straightforward to verify that %CD n(r) is decreasing for

r > 0—Dbecause the sets (F'— F')NrD become ‘richer’ as r decreases. Moreover, r(rgd(/f) is a

solution to the equation ®y(r) = kv N7; when r > r(rsd(/f) we have that ®y(r) < kV/Nr;

and when r < rqrgad(/-i) the reverse inequality holds.

It was shown in [22] that for a suitable choice of the constant , rggd(/{) captures the
‘intrinsic complexity’ of the class, and in particular, is the dominating factor in the sample

complexity of ‘low noise’ problems. The noise level ¢ is defined by
o =E(f*(X) - Y)’ = |f* =YL,

and the problem is considered to have low noise if o < r(rsd(/i) (for a more detailed expla-
nation, see [6] and [22]).

As it happens, when the noise level exceeds r(rsd(/i), the dominating factor is a different
fixed point.

Definition 1.3. Set £ = f*(X) — Y, and for x > 0 define
(1.4) riad (k) = inf {7‘ >0:Pye(r) < /{\/N?ﬂ} .

Once again, using the star-shape property of F' — F, it is evident that rﬁ\j}d(/{) is given
by a fixed point condition; that for r > rﬁd(/{) we have that ®y¢(r) < kv Nr?; and when

r < riad(k) the reverse inequality holds.

The fixed points ngd(m) and r34(k) are the Rademacher complezities associated

with the triplet (F, X,Y).

The sharpest bound on the accuracy/confidence tradeoff (and on the sample complexity)
in our setting was established in [I6], and is based on the Rademacher complexities.

The other two complexity parameters that were used in [16] are fixed points given in
terms of packing numbers of the class F' with respect to the Ly norm. Denote by M(A,rD)
the cardinality of a maximal r-separated subset of A with respect to the Lo norm.
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Definition 1.4. For k,7 > 0 let

(1.5) Aq(K,7) = inf{r > 0:log M((F — F)NrD,yrD) < k*N},
and
(1.6) (k) = inf{r > 0:log M((F — F)NrD,yrD) < s?Nr?}.

To formulate the current estimate from [16] we require the following:

Assumption 1.5.

e For every f,h € FU{O0}, ||f —hllL, < L|f — hllLy;
o forevery f € F, ||f =Yz, <L|f —Y|1,;

o |f* =YL, <7 for some known constant & > 0.

The final condition in Assumption means that the learner has some apriori infor-
mation on the noise level of the problem and the resulting accuracy/confidence tradeoff
depends on &.

The first two components of Assumption [[.5]are that the class F'U {0} satisfies Ly — Lo
norm equivalence with constant L, as does the class {f — Y : f € F'}; neither assumption
is really restrictive.

Example 1.6. There are many scenarios in which X € R? is a centred random vector
and satisfies that for every z € R?, || (X, 2) ||, < L|| (X, 2)||L,; therefore, every class of
linear functionals of the random vector satisfies the first part of Assumption Here we
present two such examples. Let  be a mean-zero, variance 1 random variable, for which
Ez* < cL* for a well-chosen absolute constant c¢. The random vector X = (1, ..., z4) that
has independent copies of x as coordinates satisfies L4 — Lo norm equivalence with constant
L.

At the other, light-tailed end of the spectrum, one can show that for any log-concave
random vector, every p > 2 and every z € R,

(1.7) (X, 2) |z, < Lpl| (X, 2) ||,

for L that is an absolute constant. Indeed, (7)) follows from Borell’s inequality (see, e.g.
[4]). Recalling that for a random variable z and « € [1,2],

]z,

T =sup ——,
H ”d}a pZIQ) pl/a

(L7) means that a log-concave random vector satisfies a ¢y — Lo norm equivalence for an
absolute constant L.

The following theorem is the main result in [16] and is the current ‘gold standard’
estimate on learning in convex classes with respect to the squared loss.
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Theorem 1.7. There are constants c,cg,c1 and co that depend only on L for which the
following holds. Let

(1.8) Trad = Max {)‘Q(Cla c2), Am(c1 /7, 02)7T<r§d(61),7’ﬁd(61)} ,

and fix r > 2r¥ There exists a procedure that, based on the data Dy = (XZ-,YZ-)Z-A;l and

rad”

the values of L, & and r, selects a function fe F which satisfies that with probability at

least
r2
1 —exp <—conin {1, _—2}> ,
o]

If = f*llz, <er and E(ﬁﬂpN) < e,

An alternative formulation of Theorem [L.7] (that can be found in [23]) is the correspond-

ing sample complexity estimate; it uses the fact that r*

. decreases in N.

Corollary 1.8. Given € and 0, let No(e) be the smallest integer for which r}, < c3\/e. If

—2
N > N0(€) +c4 <% + 1> log (%) ,

then with probability at least 1 — ¢,
If = f*llp, < VE and E(L:|Dy) <e.

Remark 1.9. It is important to stress that the most natural learning procedure, empirical
risk minimization (ERM)—that selects a function in F' that minimizes the empirical risk
% Zf\i L(f(X5) —Y;)?—, is far from optimal. In heavy tailed situations its performance does
not come close to that of the tournament procedure introduced in the proof of Theorem

!

Example 1.10 (Linear regression in R?). Let T C R? be convex (and compact) and set
Fr = {(-,t) : t € T} to be the class of linear functionals associated with T". Let X be a
random vector that satisfies Ly — Ly norm equivalence, and set w to be a centred random
variable that is independent of X and for which ||w|/z, < L|jw||z,. Let zo € R? and put
Y = (X, 2) +w.

It is standard to verify that the triplet (F,X,Y") satisfies the first two components in
Assumption with a constant that depends only on L. As a result, Theorem [I.7] holds,
and the Rademacher complexities are the fixed points associated with the functions ® ()
and @y ¢(r).

Thanks to the linear structure this problem has, the Rademacher complexities have a
(seemingly) simpler description. Note that T'— T is a convex, centrally symmetric set, and
therefore so is (T'— T)NrD. As such, (T —T)NrD is the unit ball of a norm on R? (or on
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a subspace of R?), and denote that norm by | - ||x,. Thus, the Rademacher complexities
are determined by the behaviour of the functions
and ®ne(r) =E

1 & 1 &
—= iXi —= i&i X
T, |,

Unfortunately, controlling the expected norms of the two random vectors in terms of the
geometry of the set K, is highly nontrivial and far from understood—other than in rather
special situations. These are far more complex objects than, say, E|G| ,, where G is the

(1.9)  ®n(r)=E

gaussian random vector in R that has the same covariance as X. Indeed, while there are
sophisticated methods that lead to a complete characterization of E||G|| g, purely in terms
of the geometry of the set K, (see, for example [27]), there are no known characterizations
for (LY)). At the same time, it follows from the central limit theorem that ® 5 (r) — E||G| x,
as N — oo.

1.3. If not the Rademacher complexities, then what? The one obvious, but at the
same time highly unlikely candidate that one might consider as a potential replacement
for the Rademacher complexities are the fixed points associated with the limiting gaussian
process. In other words, instead of using parameters that capture the oscillations of empir-
ical /multiplier processes, one may consider the behaviour of the oscillations of the gaussian
process indexed by F'. Of course, at this point there is no hint that these oscillations have
something to do with the learning problem, and the idea of considering them as an option
is speculative at best.

Definition 1.11. Let 0% = inf ;e p E(f(X) — Y)?, set {G}, : h € F — F} to be the gaussian
process indexed by F' — F' whose covariance is endowed by Ls(u), and put

ro(k) :inf{r>0:E sup Gy §/£\/Nr},
he(F—F)nrD
(1.10)

2
rv(k) =inf¢r>0:E  sup thﬁ\/ﬁr— .
he(F—F)nrD g

Using that F' — F' is star-shaped around 0, it is evident that if r > rg(x) then

E sup Gy < kVNr,
he(F—-F)NrD
and if r < rg(x) then the reverse inequality holds. A similar phenomenon is true for ry (k).

With the two new parameters, the notions of ‘low noise’ and ‘high noise’ have to be
adjusted. The meaning of low noise is that ¢ < rg(k), while high noise means that
0 > rg(k)—which implies that o > ry(x) as well. Indeed, if o > rg(x) then

2
E sup Ghﬁﬁ\/NU:H\/NU—,
he(F—F)NoD o
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and therefore r = o is an ‘eligible candidate’ in the definition of ryj(k).

A conjecture that for a well chosen k,
(k) = max{rg(r), rm(r)}

might bound the optimal tradeoff / sample complexity seems widely optimistic. Firstly,
the empirical oscillation functions ®x(r) and ®y¢(r) tend to be much bigger than their
gaussian counterpart—especially in heavy tailed situation (see Appendix[Blfor an example).
Secondly, a bound that is based solely on the behaviour of the limiting gaussian process
does not ‘see’ all the fluctuations caused by the random sample. Such a bound would be
the same for all distributions that endow the same Lo structure, and would coincide with
the light tailed estimate even if the problem is heavy tailed.

Taking all that into account, such a conjecture seems be too good to be true.

Despite that, our main result, presented in the next section, is that essentially,
max{rg(x), m(x)} is an upper bound on the optimal tradeoff even in heavy tailed prob-
lems, once we assume that the learner is given a little more information on the problem.

1.4. The main result. The ‘little more information’ that one requires is an isomorphic
distance oracle on F'U{0}.

Assumption 1.12. The learner has access to a symmetri(@ function d that satisfies, for
every f,h € FU{0},

1
5Hf = hllL, < d(f,h) < nllf = hllL,,
for some n > 1.

Assumption [[T2limplies that the learner has access to crude information on Lo distances
between functions in F', as well as their Ly norms. Crucially, the leaner does not have more
information on Y or on functions that depend on f — Y, nor is there a need for accurate
information on X. A situation in which Assumption is natural is presented in Example

I8

Remark 1.13. As we explain in what follows, thanks to the distance oracle and to the
majorizing measures theorem, the learner can identify Esupycp_p)n,p G for every r >0
(up to multiplicative constants that depend on 7). As a result, the learner knows the value
of rg(k)—again, up to multiplicative constants in 1. The situation regarding ry(x) is more
subtle, as its definition is based on the unknown noise level . Thus, a preliminary step in
the learning procedure that will be used here, is obtaining a rough estimate on the noise
level.

IThat is, d(f, h) = d(h, f).
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We also assume that the first two parts of Assumption hold: that ||f — R|[z, <
L||f — h|L, for every f,h € FU{0}, and that || f — Y|z, < L||f — Y|, for every f € F.

The first ingredient we need is an ‘isomorphic’ estimate on the noise level 02 = E(f*(X)—
Y)2
Lemma 1.14. There are constants ci,co,c3 that depend only on n and L such that the
following holds. If r satisfies that log M(F,c1rD) < coN, then there is a procedure that,

upon receiving the data Dy = (Xi,Yi)fil, the distance oracle d, and the values of L,n,r,
selects & which satisfies that with probability at least 1 — 2exp (—cgN),
2

g

DO | =

62 < 2max{c?,r%}, andif o >r, then G2 >

Remark 1.15. We will show in what follows that the role of the entropic condition
log M(F,c1rD) < coN is minimal—see Remark [[.T9

Lemma [[LT4] gives a data dependent way of controlling r*: it is straightforward to verify

that ” r
min{l,—} Nmin{l,;},
o o

?*(/{):inf{r>0:E sup thm/ﬁrmin{l,;}}

he(F—F)nrD g

and thus,

is equivalent to r* = max{rq, rm}.
The last ingredient we need is an entropic fixed point. Let

* . ) 7,2
(1.11) A (m):1nf{r>0:logM(F,rD) §/£Nm1n{1,;}},

Again, replacing o by ¢ in the definition of A*(k) results in an equivalent condition. Also
note that the condition that log M(F,cirD) < coN appearing in Lemma [[LT4] is satisfied
if r > é)\*(CQ)

With all the ingredients set in place, let us formulate our main result.

Theorem 1.16. There are constants cg, c1, co that depend only on L and n for which
the following holds. If r > co max{r*(c1),\*(c1)}, then there exists a procedure that,
based on the data Dy = (XZ-,YZ-)Z-]\Ll, the distance oracle d, and the values of L,n and

r, selects a function f € F which satisfies that with probability at least

r2
1—2exp <—02Nmin {1, —2}> ,
o

If = fllz, <7 and E(Ls| Dw) <72




10 DANIEL BARTL AND SHAHAR MENDELSON

Thanks to Theorem [[.16] it is straightforward to derive the corresponding sample com-
plexity bounds:

Corollary 1.17. There are constants ¢y, co, c3 that depend only on L and n for which the
following holds. Given € and ¢, let Ny(e) be the smallest integer for which

max{r*(c1), \*(c1)} < eav/E.
If

o2 2
(112) N > N0(€) + c3 <? + 1) log <5> ,
then with probability at least 1 — 9,
If = £z, < Ve and E(Lf|Dy) <e.
And as in the fixed point conditions before, o in (ILI2]) may be replaced with 7.

Example 1.18 (Linear regression in R, revised). Just as in Example [[.I0] and using its
notation, set X € R? to be the random vector, let 7 C R? to be a convex and compact
set, put F'= {(-,t) : t € T} and consider Y = (X, z9) + w. As noted in Example [[.I0] the
triplet (F, X,Y") satisfies the required norm equivalence assumptions.

Assumption is satisfied if there is some additional crude information on the covari-
ance matrix of X (denoted by ¥ x in what follows). For example, it suffices that the learner
has access to a positive semi-definite matrix A for which

Ny X A=Yy,
and in that case one may set
d?(u,v) = (A(u —v),u —v).

There are many natural linear regression problems where the covariance matrix Xx is
known, and then Assumption [[.L12]is trivially satisfied with n = 1.

Remark 1.19. The entropy condition that » > A*(k) should not be alarming. Indeed,
set dp = diam(F, Ly), and consider the high noise regime—when o > rg(x). As noted
previously, in that case, o > ry(k), and therefore, o > r*(k). Clearly, if *(k) > 2dp, then
M (k) < r*(k) because M(F,2dr) = 1; and otherwise one can show that if o is a little

larger than r*, for example, if 7*(ck) log(rle; )) < o, then

N (k) < 1 (cr) log< ddr >
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Moreover, for any o, we have that A*(k) < 7*(ck), where

he(F—-F)NrD

7 (k) :inf{r>0:E sup thm/ﬁe(r)rmin{l,z}}
o

and 0(r) = 1/ max{1, y/log(2dr/r)}. The proof of both facts can be found in Appendix[Al

It should be stressed that the procedure we use in the proof of Theorem is not
intuitive, nor is it feasible from a computational perspective. Still, the fact that such a
procedure even exists—and that the accuracy/confidence tradeoff can be controlled using
the limiting gaussian process even in heavy tailed situations—, is a complete surprise.

The proof of Theorem is based on an unorthodox chaining argument, combined
with an arbitrary optimal mean estimation procedure for real-valued random variables.
We believe that this type of argument will have far reaching implications (see for example,
the results in [5]). The unorthodox chaining argument is described in Section [3l

Remarks and notation. The procedures we use are functions ¥ that are given the
values (Xj, Yl)fil as data. In addition, they have access to functions in F' (or in F' — F =
{f —h: f,h € F}), and therefore can ‘see’ the values (f(X;))X, as well. At times, the
procedures also have access to the wanted confidence parameter § and to the distance oracle
d. However, the procedures never know the identities of the target function Y or of the
risk minimizer f*.

In what follows and with a slight abuse of notation, if we write, say, for f € F' and
€=h(X) =Y, “U(f,€)" it means that ¥ “sees” the values (f(X;))N,, (h(X;))N,,

and (h(X;) — Y;)¥,. It also knows the identities of f and h, but not that of Y or of
f*. All that is possible given the data the learner has access to.

Throughout this article, ¢, cg,c; denote strictly positive absolute constants that may
change their value in each appearance. If a constant ¢ depends on a parameter «, that is
denoted by ¢ = ¢(a). We write v <  if there is an absolute constant ¢ for which a < ¢
and a ~ [ if both a < § and § < a.

With another minor abuse of notation we write f instead of f(X) and f — Y instead
of f(X)—Y. Also, we may assume without loss of generality that 0 € F. If not, fix an
arbitrary fo € F and consider the shifted class F/ = {f — fo : f € F} and the shifted
target Y — fo; the given data will now be (X;,Y; — fo(X;))X,. Clearly, F — F = F' — F',
and suppepr || /||, ~ diam(F, Ly).
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2. PROOF OF THEOREM [1. 10l

The learning procedure used in the proof of Theorem [L.16] has several components that
are described here. Each one of the components relies on the theorem’s assumptions.

The first part of the procedure is a pre-processing step that is not random. It will be
presented in Section Bl

The two main components of the procedure are a crude risk oracle, denoted by W,
and a fine risk oracle, denoted by W,. Let (XZ,YZ)?iV1 be the given sample and set r >
comax{r*(c1), \*(c1)} for constants ¢y and ¢; that depend only on L and 7 and are specified
in what follows.

The crude risk oracle receives as input the first half of the sample, (X, Yz)fL and the
parameter r, and for every f € F returns g (f). Set

62 = inf Ue(f), o =max{a,r},
fer

and define
V={fecF:Vg(f) <do?}.

Creating the set V is the crude oracle’s main task. The idea behind V is to exclude
functions in F' that have an unreasonably large risk, while at the same time ensuring that
frev.

The second component—the fine risk oracle, receives as input the second half of the
sample (X;, Y)Yy 41, the set ‘7, and the values r and o,. For every ordered pair (f,h) €
V x V it returns ¥ £(f,h). Based on those values, a tournament is played between functions
in ‘7, in a way that will be clarified.

The procedure selects any winner of this tournament.

Let us describe the performance of the two components.
2.1. The crude risk oracle. The first component of the learning procedure is a crude

risk oracle. While its performance is far from the wanted one, it allows the learner to
exclude functions that have large risks.

Theorem 2.1. There are constants ci, co, c3 that depend only on L and n such that
the following holds. Set r that satisfies log M(F,c1rD) < coN. Then with probability
at least

1—2exp(—c3N),
for every f € F,

(21) [T (f) ~ E(F(X) ~ V)| < g max {r*, B(F(X) - )}
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Note that the entropy condition log M(F,c17D) < caN in the theorem is satisfied when
r> é)\*(@), which we may assume in the context of Theorem

The function W¢ is a mean estimation procedure for functions in the class {(f — Y)?:
f € F}, but as a mean estimator it is rather inaccurate: if E(f — Y)? > r? then U¢(f) is
an ‘isomorphic’ guess of the mean, satisfying that

SE(f - Y)? < 0c(f) < SB(/ - V).

N W

And if E(f —Y)? < 72 then ¥c(f) only exhibits that fact without providing a better guess
of what E(f — Y)? really is.

The proof of Theorem 2.]is presented in Section [41

With Theorem 2.1] at hand, we can immediately obtain the isomorphic estimator for the
noise level stated in Lemma [[.14]

Proof of Lemma[I.Ij : Recall that 0 = infrep E(f — Y)? and that

62 =inf U )
0" = inf c(f)

Note that in the high probability event in which (ZI) holds, 72 < 2max{r?, %}, and if
o > r then 62 > 502. Hence, if 0 > r then %02 <52 <20? andifo < rthena? <2r2. O

In particular, for o, = max{r,c} it is evident that
2 2
r r
min{l, —2} ~ min{l, —2} .
o2 o

V={feF:uef) <40?)

Recall that

is an output of the crude risk oracle. We will show the following:
Corollary 2.2. In the event in which (2.1 holds, f* € V and for every f € ‘7,
E(f(X) - Y)? < 16 max {7"2,0’2} .

The proof of Corollary follows from a straightforward application of Theorem 2.1
and is outlined in Section [l

2.2. The fine risk oracle. The second main component is an accurate mean estimation
procedure for functions of the form (f(X) —Y)? — (h(X) — Y)2.
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Theorem 2.3. There are constants c1 and co that depend only on L and n for
which the following holds. For r > max{r*(c1),\"(c1)}, there is a mean estimation
procedure V. for which the following hold. With probability at least

r2
1—-2exp (—CQNmin {1, —2}> ,
o

for every f,h € F' that satisfy

(2.2) E(h(X) - Y)? < 16max {r?,o°},
we have that
23)  [Welf,h) — (B(f ~ ¥)* ~E(h—Y)?)| < gmax {r2 |/ ~ I3, }

The proof of Theorem 2.3]is presented in Section [Bl

With the main components set in place, the learning procedure is a tournament played
between functions in F—following a similar path to the one used in [16] and [23].

2.3. The tournament. Recall that the symmetric distance oracle d satisfies that for every
f.h e FU{o},

(2.4) n L = hllo, < d(f.h) < allf = Rz,

The tournament consists of ‘matches’ between functions in F'. Every match has a ‘home
function’ and a ‘visitor function’ and the result of a match is that one of the sides wins.

( A

Only functions that belong to 1% participate in the tournament.
h wins its home match against f if

0 if d(f,h) > o,
We(f,h) > 2,

Y T otherwise.

Let V* be the set of functions in V that won all their home matches.
The procedure selects any function in V*.

To prove Theorem [I.16] it suffices to show that with the wanted probability, V* # () and
that any h € V* satisfies

lh = ¥z, < c(m)r  and  E(h—Y)* <E(f* = Y)* + (c(n)r)*.

Proof of Theorem [L.16. Fix a realization of (X;,Y;)?Y, for which the assertions of both
Theorem 21l and Theorem 23] hold—using the sample as described previously. By Corol-
lary 2.2 every function h € V satisfies (2.2]), and it follows from (23]) that for every
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fheV,
(25)  [We(f.h) — (B(f ¥ ~E(h— Y))] < g max {s2 [If b, }
For every f,h € F, set
L(f.h) =E(f-Y)* —~E(h-Y)?,
and note that L(f, f*) = ELf. Thus, by the convexity of F,
(2.6) LU f) 2 Nf =17, forevery f€F.

To prove that f* € V*, recall that by Corollary 2.2] f* € 17; therefore f* participates in
the tournament. Set f € V and consider the home match of f* against f. If d(f, f*) > nr,
then (Z4)) implies that ||f — f*||z, > r, and by (23] and the convexity condition (2.6]),

We(f, 1) 2 L0 F) = 5 lF - FIR, 20

hence, f* wins its home match against f.
Otherwise, if d(f, f*) < nr, then ||f — f*||r, < n*r by Z4). It follows from (Z.35]) that

1 2 774 2
Velf, f7) 2 LU ) = Sl = I, =2 =5,

and again f* wins its home match against f.

Now set h € V* to be any other winner of the tournament. In particular h won its home
match against f*. The first observation is that necessarily d(f*,h) < nr. Indeed, if not
and d(f*,h) > nr, then U(f* h) > 0. At the same time, by (24), ||f* — hl|z, > r, and
thanks to (2.5) and (2:4)),

* * 1 *
We(f,h) < L(f* k) + 51 £ = hllZ,
* 1 *
= —L(h, ) + 51 = hlZ,
* 1 *
< —l1f* = bl + 517 = Bz, <0,

which is impossible. Thus d(f*,h) < nr, and in particular ||f* — k|, < n*r. Now, since
h won its home match against f*, W (f*, h) > —%7747"2. It follows from (2.5]) that

L(F* R) > e, h) — g mas {217~ b3, )

implying that E(h — Y)? < E(f* — Y)2 4+ n*r2. O
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It is clear that at the heart of the proof of Theorem are the two functions ¥¢ and
W . The rest of this article is devoted to their construction, which is based on a surprising
combination: optimal mean estimation procedures for real valued random variables and
Talagrand’s generic chaining mechanism. We expect that the impact of this combination
will go well beyond the proof of Theorem

3. UNORTHODOX CHAINING

Generic Chaining was introduced by M. Talagrand for the study of certain stochastic
processes. Let {Z, : v € V} be a (centred) random process, and consider the problem
of controlling Esup,cy Z,. By creating increasingly fine approximating sets V; C V' and
setting 7sv to be the best approximation (in some appropriate sense) of v in V., it follows
that

(31) Zv - Zm)v = Z(Zﬂs+1v - Zﬂsv)'
s>0

If |[Vo| = 1 then Esup,ey Z, = Esup,cy(Zy — Zryw); therefore it suffices to control the
behaviour of each ‘link’ Zr ., — Zr,, in the chain corresponding to v to obtain a bound
on sup,ey (Zy — Zryp). Intuitively, the number of links in the s stage is at most |Vy|- |V,
and that cardinality has to be ‘balanced’ with the probability that the link Zr  ,, — Z7,, is
‘large’. As a result, if there is some compatibility between the notion of approximation used
in V' and that probability, the chaining argument leads to an upper bound on Esup,¢y Z,
that is based on metric features of the indexing set V.

For a detailed exposition on chaining methods we refer the reader to Talagrand’s trea-
sured book [27].

Even with this somewhat vague description of generic chaining, it is clear that the key to
an upper bound on Esup,cy Z, is the increment condition: an estimate on the probability
that |Z, — Z,| is much larger than the ‘distance’ between v and w.

Definition 3.1. An admissible sequence of a metric space (V,p) is a collection (Vs)s>0
of subsets of V' that satisfy |Vi| < 22" and |Vy| = 1. For v € V, denote by msv a nearest
element to v in Vj, and set

72(V7 p) = inf sup Z 28/210(7(-81)7 7TS+1U)7
(Vs)s>0 veV 5>0

with the infimum taken over all admissible sequences.

What is a remarkable justification of the generic chaining mechanism is that it leads to
a complete metric characterization of the expected supremum of gaussian processes:
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Theorem 3.2. There are absolute constants ¢1 and co for which the following hold. Let
{Gy :v €V} be a centred gaussian process and set p(v,w) = |G, — Gy||L,. Then

ca172(V,p) < Esup Gy < cay2(V, p).
veV
The upper bound follows by filling the gaps in our vague description of generic chaining,
while the lower bound is Talagrand’s celebrated majorizing measures theorem [26].

3.1. A preprocessing step. The key ingredient in the proof of the upper estimate in
Theorem is the subgaussian tail estimate. Crucially, such a tail estimate is simply false
when considering other processes—for example—an empirical process in a heavy tailed
situation. What is true, however, is that there are mean estimation procedures that exhibit
subgaussian tails even for general random variables.

For the remainder of this article, denote by 15 : RV — R an optimal mean-estimation
procedure, i.e., a data dependent procedure that satisfies the following.

Theorem 3.3. There are absolute constants cy,c1 and for any 6 > 2exp(—coN)
and any random variable Z that has a finite mean and variance,

log (2
3.2) |¢s(Z1,.... Zn) —EZ| < c107 w with probability at least 1 — o,

where o% is the variance of Z.

The fact that ([3.2]) is best possible behaviour of a mean estimation procedure is standard;
and among the examples of such optimal mean estimators are the median-of-means (see,
e.g. [2 12 25]) and the trimmed mean (see, e.g. [17]). For more results on optimal mean-
estimation procedures see e.g., [1, 8, 10, 24], and for a survey see [15].

Remark 3.4. The identity of the mean estimation procedure that will be used in what
follows is of no importance. As far as the proof of Theorem [L.16] goes, all that matters is

that 15 satisfies (3.2]).

The next ingredient is an almost optimal admissible sequence (H;)s>0 whose existence is
guaranteed by Theorem[3.2l Such a sequence can be constructed by solving an optimization
problem—something that can, in-principle, be done if one knows the underlying metric.
Although the learner does not have access to the Ly metric, the functional d works equally
well, as it satisfies that

0| f = RllL, < d(f,h) <nllf —hlL, for every f,h € HU{0}.
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Therefore, solving the optimization problem for d would lead to an admissible sequence
(Hs)s>0 for which
(3.3) > 22| Ashl|L, < ¢(n)E sup Gp.

>0 heH
In a similar fashion, an almost optimal admissible sequence of (H — H) N rD can be
constructed for every r > 0.

Having access to the Ly distance oracle d leads to suitable admissible sequences for
the classes we care about, namely F' and its localizations (F' — F') N rD.

Moreover, thanks to those admissible sequences and the majorizing measures the-
orem, it is possible to identify Esupyep_p)nrp G (up to multiplicative constants
that depend on 7). Therefore, one may derive estimates on the fixed point condition
E supp,e(p—pynrp Gh < KrvV/N.

. J

3.2. Subgaussian mean estimators for multiplier classes. Let £ € L4 be a random
variable (that need not be independent of X).

Our goal here is to design a uniform mean estimation procedure for E{A: the procedure
receives as data the values (&, h(X;))Y, and returns its ‘guess’ of E¢h.

The procedure should exhibit a subgaussian accuracy/confidence tradeoff: if H were L-
subgaussian, that is, if for every f,h € HU{0}, || f —hlly, < L||f —hl|1,, and if [|€]|y, < oo,
a nontrivial chaining argument (see [21] for the proof) shows that the following holds. Let
H be a centrally symmetrid] set, put

Ry = sup |||,
heH

and set )
o = (Eomen oy’
Ry
to be the critical dimension of the set H. Then for N > cod.(H ), with probability at least
1= 2exp(—c1d.(H)),

1€l
=@y Eapo
We would like to design a mean estimator that exhibits a similar error as the empirical
mean in (34]), but holds for a heavy-tailed class of functions H and a heavy-tailed multiplier
&. Obviously, that estimator cannot be the empirical mean, whose performance deteriorates
dramatically when the indexing class is not subgaussian.
As it happens, the subgaussian assumption can be relaxed considerably.

(3.4) sup
heH

1 N
& O &ih(Xi) —Eh
=1

2That is, if h € H then —h € H.
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Assumption 3.5. H is a centrally symmetric class of mean zero functions that satisfies
for every f,h € HU{0},

1f = hllz, < LIS = hllL,.-

Also, assume as always that the learner has access to a symmetric functional d that satisfies

n7HIf = hllL, < d(f,h) <nllf = hllL,
for every f,h € HU{0}.

Remark 3.6. Clearly the Ly — Ly norm equivalence condition in Assumption is sig-
nificantly weaker than the 19 — Ly norm equivalence that holds for subgaussian classes. In
fact, functions in H need not have L4y, moments, let alone arbitrary high moments, and
thus can heavy tailed.

Theorem 3.7. If H satisfies Assumption [3.0, there is an absolute constant c¢; and a
constant ca = co(L,n) for which the following holds. Let & € Ly and set 2°° < ¢y N. There
exists a procedure ®py for which, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—2%°),

H§HL4< /2 >
sup |®p(h) — E€h| < co= (Esup G, +2°°/“Ry | .
sup [®ae(h) = BSh] < e 70 { B sup G "

In particular, if N > ¢1d,(H), then setting 20 ~ d,(H) we have that with probability
at least 1 — 2exp(—csd(H)),

€1l L4
sup |Pn(h) — EEh| < eq(L,n)———=E sup G,
gy [Par() —IEh] < eallm)ZoE up
thus exhibiting the wanted subgaussian behaviour as in (3.4]).
The proof of Theorem B.7] follows a standard chaining argument—with one significant

twist: the subgaussian increment condition holds thanks to the mean estimation procedure
s that satisfies ([B.2)) for the right choices of ¢.

Proof of Theorem [3.7 Let o« > 5 be a well-chosen absolute constant and set s; to be the
largest integer satisfying a2%? < ¢gN, where ¢g is the constant appearing in Theorem [B.3]
In particular so < s1. Let (H)s>0 be an admissible sequence of H that satisfies (3.3]).

The proof consists of two steps. First, we design a mean estimator for 7g, h, and later
show that the means of £h and {7y h are sufficiently close.

Step 1: Write
s1—1

Emah =Emgh+ > EAD,

$=80
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and note that for every s < s1, ds = 2exp(—a2°) is a legal choice of ¢ in Theorem B3]
Moreover, the cardinality of the set {¢Ash : h € H} is at most 22”7, Define

N
i=1

s1—1
Baa(h) = v, ( (6im5, 100) " )+ X v, (60N,
s=50
and the key is to show that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%°), for every h € H,

s1—1
35) (o) — Bem,hl <o) EL (Z 220, +2S°/2Hw50h||L2) .

$=80

To establish ([B3), fix sp < s < s1 and examine each term s, ((§;Ash(X;))Y,)—which
is an optimal mean estimator of £Agh. Hence, each random variable of the form £Agh
satisfies that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—a2%),

28
AN PRV

”gAsh”Lz < |’€HL4HAshHL4 < LH§|’L4”ASh”L2’
Moreover, thanks to the high probability estimate with which (3.6]) holds and the fact that
there are at most 227" < exp(—4 - 2%) functions of the form {Agh, we have that with
probability 1 — 2exp(—(a — 4)2%), every such function satisfies (3.0]).
Repeating this argument for every sp < s < s; — 1, and also for the functions {&ms,h :
h € H}, it is evident by the union bound that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%),

for every h € H and every sp < s < s1 — 1,
28
< e2Lfi€llz,[Ashlr./ 5 and

(3.6) s, ((&ARXNY,) —Egauh

and clearly,

s, ((GABXDY,) - EEAh

3.7
(3.7) N o
5., (€mauh(X0)L1 ) = Bémh| < caLllEllzallmaohllza ) 5
Finally,
s1—1
E¢ms, h = Eémoh + > - EEAR,
$=80

and the wanted estimate in (B3] follows from (B.1)).
Step 2: Observe that for every h € H,

(3.8) [E¢h — Eémy,h| < % S 252 Al 1,

§>581
Indeed,
[E&h — E&ms h| < [|€(h — 75, h) |z, < [[€llza 1A — 7, 2l Lo
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Since h — g, h = Y
that

s>s, Ash, it follows from the triangle inequality and the choice of s;

1 c
h=ms bl < 5= D 22 Ashlln, < —2= > 22| AL,
| bl 281/2;1 [Ash|L, \/NS; [Ash|L,
and ([B.8) follows.
The proof is completed by combining the estimates in ([8.7) and (3.8) and recalling that
(Hs)s>0 satisfies
> 22| Ashl|L, < ca(n)E sup Gy O
heH

$2>50

Corollary 3.8. Let H be a class of mean zero functions that satisfies Ly — Lo morm
equivalence with constant L. Let 2% < ¢;N and setU = {&; : 1 < j < 2exp(—2%71)} C Ly
to be a collection of functions. Then there is a procedure ®p; for which, with probability
1 —2exp(—2%0~1Y), for every £ €U,

|’§HL4 /2
sup |Pm(h, &) — EEh| < ¢(L)—=== | Esup G, +2°°/*Ry | .
ap ot &) =l = Ao (B
Remark 3.9. The procedure ®p; has access to the values (h(X;))Y, and (&)Y, for every
¢ €U, and it is constructed using an admissible sequence of H. However, it has no access
to the identity of each £ (or even to the identity of the set &) beyond the given sample.

3.3. A subgaussian mean estimator for a product class. A somewhat more involved
problem is dealing with products of classes. Let H', H?> C Lo(u) be centrally symmetric
classes of mean zero functions, and one would like to obtain a uniform estimate on E fh for
f € H' and h € H?. The benchmark is the performance of the empirical mean when H'!
and H? are subgaussian with constant L. In such a scenario the right estimate requires a
rather involved chaining argument.

Theorem 3.10. Assume that H' and H? are centrally symmetric L-subgaussian classes
of mean zero functions and set 2°0 < ¢y N. Then with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%°),
for every f € H' and h € H?,

1 N
& 2 [(Xh(Xi) —Efh
=1

< c2(L) <RH1E sup G, + R2E sup Gy +250/2RH1RH2> .

\/N heH? feH?!

Theorem B.I0lis an immediate outcome of Theorem 1.13 in [19].

As it happens, one may replace the empirical mean by a better mean estimator and
obtain the same subgaussian bound — even if the classes merely satisfy Ly — Lo norm
equivalence rather than the vy — Lo norm equivalence needed in Theorem [B.101

Theorem 3.11. If H' and H? satisfy Assumption[33, then there is an absolute constant
c1 and a constant ca = co(L,n) for which the following holds. For every 2°° < ¢y N, there
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is a procedure Wy for which, with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%°), for every f € H!
and h € H?,

\Wq(f, h) —Efh| < \;—QN (RHlE sup G + Ry sup G +250/2RH1RH2> .
heH? feH?!

Proof. To simplify notation, for any function a = a(X), we write ¢s(a) instead of
Us((a(X)X).

Set @ > 10 to be a well-chosen absolute constant and let s; be the largest integer
satisfying a2 < ¢yN; hence sg < s1. Set J5 = 2exp(—a2®) and let (H!)s>0 and (H?)s>0
be admissible sequences of H' and H? that satisfy (3.3)).

Step 1: We begin by designing a uniform mean estimator for the products m, fms, h. To
that end, set

s1—1

\Ij(fa h) = T;Z)(Sso (Wsofﬂ'soh) =+ Z ¢6s (7Ts+1f7Ts+1h - stﬂsh) .

s=50
Let us show that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%°), for every f € H' and h € H?,

(3.9) |U(f,h) — Emg, frs,h| < £ R E sup Gj, + R2E sup Gy + V2R Ry |,
\/N heH? feH!

where ¢ = ¢(L,n).
Let s < s1 and note that d; is a legal choice of ¢ in the context of Theorem [3.3l Therefore,
with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—a2?),

Was (7T5+1f7'('5+1h - stﬂ-sh) —-E (7Ts+lf7rs+lh - stﬂ'sh)‘

[9s
< Cl”ﬂ's-i-lfﬂ's—i-lh - stﬂsh”Lz N

There are at most 227" functions of the form Tsr1fmse1h — msfmsh, and it follows from
the union bound that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2 -2%), (3.10) holds uniformly
for every f € H', h € H? and sy < s < s1 . Moreover,

(3.10)

Ts1fTsp1h — mofmsh = (Asf)ﬂ's—i-lh - (Ash)ﬂ'sfy
and by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the L4 — Lo norm-equivalence,

[Tst1fToprh = wafmshlL, < |Asfllzallmsrahllis + I AshlLallms flls
< L (|Asf o Bie + A5kl L, R ) -
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Therefore, in the high probability event in which (3I0) holds,

s1—1
12: s, (o1 fTsr1h — msfrsh) — E (ms1 frssrh — ms frsh)|
$=580
< fNQ 2 Rl Al + Rep [ A,h)
S$=580
<

L
C2\(/ﬁn) (RH2E sup Gf -+ RHlE sup Gh) )

where the last inequality follows thanks to the choices of the admissible sequences (H})s>o
and (HE)SZO-
The same arguments can be used to show that with probability at least 1 —2exp(—2-2%0),

for every f € H' and h € H?,
250
< Cg(L)RHlRH2 W,

Step 2: To complete the proof, it suffices to show that for every f € H' and h € H?,

feH! heH?

%SO (7Tso fﬂ'so h) - Eﬂ'sofﬂ'soh

and (39) follows.

(3.11) |[Efh — Ens, frs, h| < cs(1) R E sup G, + Ry2E sup Gy | .
\/N heH? feH?!

To that end, note that

’th - EWS1f7TS1h‘ < Hf - 7T51f”L2Hh”L2 + ”h - 7T81h”L2H7781fHL27

and ||h||z, < Ryz, ||7s, fll, < Rp1. Finally, using that 251 ~ N and (3.3),

1 65(77)
— s <— > 2PA S|, < E sup G.
Hf i’ 1f”L2 = 9s1/2 ” fHLz = \/N fselll;lfl)l f

§>s1

The analogue estimate on ||h — s, h||1, clearly follows from the same argument, showing

that (3.11)) holds. O

4. A CRUDE RISK ORACLE

From now on, we shall always assume the norm equivalence condition and the existence
of a distance oracle, namely:
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o For every f,h € FU{0}, [|f = hll, < LIlf = hllL,-
o For every f € F, [|f =Yz, < L|If = Y|z,
e d is symmetric and n~t||f — AL, < d(f,h) < nllf — h||L, for every f,h €

Fu{0}. -

Proof of Theorem [21l. Let 6 and v be (small) constants that depend on 7 and L and that
are chosen in what follows. Moreover, set 2°0 = #2N, and assume that log M (F,yrD) <
2s0~1,

First we use the distance oracle d to construct a partition of F to at most exp(2%°~1)
sets in the following way: let (u;) be a maximal nyr separated subset of F' with respect
to d. Therefore, it is an yr-separated set with respect to Ly and hence its cardinality is
at most exp(20~1). Set U; to be the corresponding partition of F' to disjoint sets whose
‘centres’ are u;. It follows that every f € F belongs to a unique set Uj; thus d(u;, f) < nyr,
implying that

”f - ujHLz < 77277"
Let ¢5,, be the optimal mean estimator as in Theorem B.3 with J, = 2exp(—2%). It

follows from the union bound that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%~1), for every
1<j <exp(207Y),

250 1
(A1) Jus, (= V)2 =Bl = Y| < ey | <o = V)2, < Sl = Y,

where we have also used norm equivalence in the second inequality and that 250 = 2N for
6 =1/(8c1L). For f € F, let uj be the center of the unique U; where f belongs to and set

Ve(f) = s, ((uj —Y)?).

Thus, in the event in which (4.1I]) holds, we have that for every f € F,

|We(f) —E(f —Y)?| < <E(uj —Y)* + [E(u; — Y)? = E(f - Y)?|

ol — 0o =

9
< B =Y+ g [B(y; - Y)? ~E(f ~¥)*[ = (1).
Therefore, if E(f —Y)? and E(u; — Y)? are sufficiently close, namely
1 1
(4.2) [E(u; = Y)* ~E(f = ¥)*| < GE(f = Y)* + 17,

then (1) < L max{r?, E(f — Y)?}.
To show that (4.2]) holds, observe that

(g =Y)? = (f =Y)? = (uj = /)’ +2(u; = /)(f = V),
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and thus
E(uj —Y)? = E(f = Y)?| < llu; — fIIZ, + 20w = flleallf = Yz
< (Par)? 4 277 || f = Y|,
—Y]?
< (11Pyr)? + 9(n?yr)? + w,
where we have used the elementary fact ab < iaz + %62 for a,b,t > 0 in the last inequality.
Thus, if v = 7(n) is a sufficiently small constant, (£2]) follows O

Proof of Corollary [22. Recall that 02 = inf jep E(f — Y)?. Fix a realization of (X;, ;)Y
for which the assertion of Theorem 2.1 holds, i.e., for every f € F,

(e (f) ~ E(F(X) V)| < g max {2, B(F(X) - V)*}

It follows that if E(f(X) — Y)2 > r2, then

and if E(f(X) —Y)? <72, then
\I’@(f) § 27’2.

Therefore, setting

0" = inf c(f),

it is evident that if ¢ > r we have that %02 <5< 202, and if o < r, then 02 < 2r2. Let
0. = max{r,c} and observe that f* € V, i.e. ®c(f*) < 402. Indeed, if o > r, then

To(f*) < 202 < 452,

and if o < r, then U (f*) < 272
Finally, to show that if f € V, then E(f — Y)? < 16 max{r?, 0%}, we may assume that
E(f —Y)? > r? and therefore

E(f —Y)? < 2¥Uc(f) < 2-4max{r? %} < 16 max{r?, o?},

as claimed. O

5. A MIXTURE MEAN ESTIMATION PROCEDURE

Finally we have all the ingredients needed for the proof of Theorem 2.3l But before we
proceed we need to make a short detour: Set U = W = F — F, and V = F. For every
f,h€ F, let u=w= f—h and note that u € U and w = W. Also, set v = h. Hence,

(f=Y) = (h=Y)* = u(w+2(v - Y)).
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We will design a mean estimation procedure that holds uniformly for all functions in the
class

{uw(w+2(v-Y)):uelU weW, veV}.
The procedure is given the identities of u, w, v and the second half of the sample (X, Yz)fiv N1
and returns its best guess of the mean Eu(w + 2(v — Y)).

As will become clear immediately, that leads to a uniform mean estimation procedure
for all the functions of the form (f —Y)? — (h — Y)2.

Theorem 5.1. There are absolute constants c1,ca and a constant cz = c3(L,n) such that

the following holds. Let 6 € (0,1), set 2°° < ¢16?>N min{1, ;—2} and consider r for which

(5.1) E sup Gp <6VNrmin {1, 1} and log M(F,rD) < 25071,
he(F—F)nrD g

Then there exists a mean estimation procedure V, that satisfies, with probability at least

1 — 2exp(—c92%°), for everyu,w € F — F and v € F,

|V (u, w,v) — Eu(w + 2(v = Y))|

r+ Hv—YHi)

< c30 <max{r, |ul|z, } max{r, |w||L,} + rmax{r,||ul/z,} max{r, o}
)

Remark 5.2. Note that the first condition in (5.1) just means that r > max{rq(0), rm(6)}.
Let us show how the assertion of Theorem [5.] leads to the proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof of Theorem[Z.3. Let (X;,Y;)?Y] be the given sample. Its first half is used compute
the crude risk estimator (considered in Theorem 2.1l and Lemma [[.14)), and it outputs the
value of o,. The second half of the sample is used to compute ¥, defined in what follows,
with a choice of 2°0 that is determined by o,.

Fix a realization of the sample (X;,Y;)X , for which the assertion of Theorem 211 holds.
This event has probability 1 — exp(—coN), and we have that

. r? . r?
min q 1, —5 ¢~ min 1, -
oz o

Next, in the setting of Theorem [5.1] and using its notation, let § = 1/(12¢3) and set

r? r?
250 ~ 62N min {1, —2} < 0192Nmin{1, —2} ;
o o

*

Thus r satisfies (B.1).
For f,h € F let

\Pﬁ(f, h) = \II*(f - hvf - h7 h)7
where ¥, is computed using (X, Yi)?iVNH. If we set u=w = f —h and v = h, then

Eu(w +2(v —Y)) =E(f - Y)? —E(h - Y)?,
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and in the high probability event in which the assertion of Theorem [5.1] holds,
[We(f.h) = (E(f —Y)* —~E(h—Y)?)]

1
<L <max{r2, I = Bl2,} + rma{r, |1 - Allz.}

r4 k=YL,
=12 '

max{r,o}

Finally, if [h—Y||7, < 16 max{r?, o2}, then using the inequality a max{a, b} < max{a? b},
it follows that

IN

1 r+ 4dmax{r,o
(17 = nl ) (14 pdy

max{r,o}
1
< g max{r?, [If ~ I3, ),
as claimed. O

Let us turn to the definition of the procedure W,. The starting point is to use the
distance oracle and the entropy estimate in (5.1]) to construct a partition of F' to at most
exp(2°071) sets V; with centres v;. Every v € F' belongs to a unique Vj, and

lv = vjllL, < 0Pr = ro.
Moreover, for every u,w and v,
uw(w+2(v—=Y)) = uw+ 2u(v — v;) + 2u(v; = Y).

Set U, to be the product mean estimation procedure for the classes H = H? = (F — F)N
roD, and let Wy be the mean estimation procedure for the class H = (F — F) NroD and
the exp(2°0~1) multipliers v; — Y.
Next, recall that r < rg, for v € F — F set a(u) = max{r,d(u,0)}, and note that
ru
—— €€ (F—F)NryD.
a(u) ( ) To
With that in mind, for w,uw € F' — F' set
ru d rw
U=—F=, anld W= —F=,
a(u) a(w)
and define the following mean estimation procedures for w,u € F' — F and v € F'. Let

o(w)  a(@)

\Ifl(’lj, ’&7) = \IIQ(u,w).

r r
In other words, scale-down @ and w into (F — F) N roD; then use the product mean
estimation procedure in (F' — F') NroD; and finally, re-scale using the inverse factor. Since

Euw is homogeneous, the result will be an estimator of Euw.
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In a similar fashion, set

Vq(u,v - vj),

with the scaling and re-scaling only taking place for %. Finally, let

a(u)

r

\113(61, U) = \I/M(u, ’Uj — Y)

be a uniform estimator for functions of the form @¢; for the exp(2°0~!) multipliers ¢; =
v — Y.
Now set for every u,w € F'— F and v € F,

\I/*(ﬂ, ’[17, ’U) = \Ifl(ﬂ, ’[17) + 2\1’2(51, ’U) + 2‘1’3(51, U).

The key to the performance of U, is its behaviour on the scaled down versions, which we
explore next.

Proposition 5.3. In the setting of Theorem[5.1 and using its notation, we have that with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—c92%°), for every u,w € (F — F)NroD andv € F,

W (u, w) — Buw| < c360r?,

Wo(u,v —vj) — Eu(v — v;)| < c360r,  and

2 T [v =Yl

R _ - <
[neon 05 = ¥) — ey = ¥)| < esfr® - e

Proof. Observe that the choice 2% < ¢1 N is valid in the context of Theorem [B.11l There-
fore, with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%), for every u,w € (F — F) NryD,

2 50/2,.2
|Uo(u, w) — Buw| < —— [ roE sup G, + 2723 | = (1),
v vN he(F—F)NroD ‘

for ¢o = cp(L,7n). Moreover, for every v € F, v —v; € (F — F) NroD—with v; being the
centre in the unique set in the partition (V;) to which v belongs. Hence, on the same event,
for every u € (F — F)NroD and v € F,

[Po(u, v —v;) — Eu(v —v;)| < (1).

Next, by Corollary 3.8 and since

[vj =YLy < es3(L) (ro+ [lv = Y[L,),
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we have that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2%~1), for every u € (F — F) NroD and
vj, 1 <j < exp(207h),

Y
|Uni(u,v; —Y) = Eu(v; = Y)[ < C4u <E sup Gh + 280/27”0)
he(

vN F—F)NroD
ro+[[v =YL, /2
< cs E sup Gp+2%/%ry | = (2),
VN he(F—F)roD @

for constants ¢4 and c¢5 that depend on L, 7.

To control the error terms (1) and (2), by the condition on r in (B.]) and since r < ry <
n’r, it is evident that

(5.2) E sup G, < ¢(n)0V Nr min {1, Z} ,
he(F—F)nroD g

and by the choice of sg,

2
s 2 : r
(5.3) 2% <9 len{l,;}.
Hence,
(1) < er(L,m)or.

Finally, using (5.2)), (53)), the fact that 7o < n?*r, and the elementary fact min{l,Z} =
T

max{r,o}’
(2) < esro + lo = Y1) - ormin {1, 2}
o
o2 0=Vl
max{r,o}
for constants cg and ¢g that depend only on L, 7. O

Proof of Theorem [5.1l Fix a realization of the high probability event in which the as-
sertion of Proposition 5.3 holds.
To control the error of ¥, (when a(w) > r and/or a(w) > r), recall the scaling-down
ru d rw
U=—F= anad w = —F=
o) a(w)
implying that u,w € (F — F) NroD. Hence

M (Y(u,w) — Euw)| <

r
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But

a(u)a(w)

Euw = Euw, and U (u,w) =V (u,w).

7«2
Thus, for every u,w € F' — F,
|¥y (u,w) — Euw| <ci(L,n)0a(u)a(w)
=c1 (L, n)0 max{r, [[u] L, } - max{r, [[w|L, }.

A similar analysis for the other two terms, (keeping in mind the v—v; is not scaled-down),
shows that

| Wy (uw,v) — Eu(v — vj)| < ea(L,n)0r - max{r, ||ul/z,} and

~ - ~i qrotlv=Ylr
i) — By = V)| < eo(Lm)fr - mase{r ], e,
The proof follows because
Eu(w 4 2(v —Y)) = Euw + 2Eu(v — vj) + 2Eu(v; — Y). O
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APPENDIX A. THE ENTROPY ESTIMATE

Recall that dp = diam(F, Ly) and that for x € (0, 1),

T*(“):inf{T>0:E sup thlix/ﬁrmin{l,g}},

he(F—-F)nrD

2
A*(k) = inf {7‘ > 0:log M(F,rD) < clein{l, T—2}}, and
o

?*(;{):inf{r>0:E sup Ghﬁﬁ\/ﬁ@(?“)rmin{l,z}}’
o

he(F—-F)nrD

where 0(r) = 1/ max{1, \/log(2dr/r)}.

Let us prove the claim made previously—that these quantities are not too far from each
other. To that end recall that trivially A*(k) < 2dp for any s because M(F,2dpD) = 1.
Hence, the focus is only on cases when r* < 2dp.

Lemma A.1. There is an absolute constant ¢ such that for every k € (0,1), \*(k) <
7*(ck). Moreover, if r*(ck) < 2dFp satisfies

r*(ck) 10g< ddr > <o

r*(ck)

then

Proof. For every s,t > 0, set

H(s,t) = JsclelgN(Fﬂ (f +sD),tD),

i.e. H(s,t) is the t covering number with respect to the Ls norm of the ‘largest’ localization
of F' of radius s. Using that F' is convex, one may show that

2
log H(s,t) < ¢plog <?s> -log H (4t,t),
see [22] Lemma 3.1]. Therefore, setting s = dp,
2
log N (F,tD) < ¢ log <$> -log H (4t,t).

Next, note that for every f € F, if h € FN(f + 4tD), then h = f + (h — f), and
h— f e (F—F)N4tD. Therefore,

FN(f+4D)C f+[(F—F)n4tD],
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implying that
N(FN(f+4tD),tD) < N((F — F)N4tD,tD).
By Sudakov’s inequality (see, e.g., [14])

2
E supye(r—rynaep Gh )
t )

log N((F — F)N4tD,tD) < ¢; <

and thus,

2d Esu _ G\ 2
(A.1) log N (F,tD) < ¢3log ( tF> . < phE(FtF)MtD h) '
The claim that \*(k) < 7*(ck) follows from (A]), the definitions of \* and 7*, and the

standard relations between packing numbers and covering numbers.
As for the other claim, let 7*(ck) < 2dp satisfy that

r(@oyfloe () <o

Set r = 4r*(ck) , [log(—2LE-) so that r < 4¢. Moreover, $r > r*(ck), and hence M(F,rD) <

r*(ck)

N(F,r*(ck)D). Thus, by (A and the definition of r*(ck),

r*(ck))?
log N'(F,r*(ck)D) < ¢3log <%> - (CR)QN%

<c (cn)zNﬁ < 16¢3(ck)* N min { 1 T—2
>~ (3 o2 = 3 o2 (0
implying that A*(k) < r, as claimed. O

APPENDIX B. SOME OF THE WEAKNESSES OF THE RADEMACHER COMPLEXITIES

The one obvious advantage in a complexity parameter that depends on the expected
supremum of the gaussian process is that it is determined solely by the Lo-structure of
the indexing class. In contrast, the Rademacher complexities depend on the Rademacher
averages, that is, the expected supremum of a Bernoulli process indexed by localizations of
the random set {f(X;)¥, : f € F}, making them inherently harder to handle. On top of
that, the expected supremum of the gaussian process is likely to be much smaller than the
corresponding Rademacher averages. While (under minimal assumptions of H), we have
that

;N
E sup — Zsih(Xi) — E sup Gy,
heH VN — heH
the gap between the two expectations can be substantial for a fixed value of N—especially
in heavy-tailed situations, as the next example shows.
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Example B.1. Fix k to be specified in what follows. Let T = £|Z| be a symmetric random
variable for € that is a random sign, independent of |Z| and |Z| that takes the values k/*
and 1. If

P3| = kYY) = 2 and P(F =1)=1— =,

k k

then 1 < ||Z||z, < 2 and ||Z]|z, < 2. Thus, setting = = E‘C—iol for a suitable absolute constant
1 < ¢p < 2, it follows that = is symmetric; has variance 1; satisfies that ||z| ., < 2; and
takes the values +1/cy and +k/*/cy.

Let 1, ..., 24 be independent copies of z and let X = (x1, ..., x4). Using the independence
and symmetry of the coordinates of X, it is standard to verify that X is isotropic and
satisfies Ly — Lo norm equivalence with an absolute constant L.

Let T = B{ and recall that if G is the standard gaussian random vector in R%, then

E sup (G,t) = E max |gj| ~ \/logd.
1<j<d

te B¢
On the other hand, if X, ..., Xy are independent copies of X, then

N
1
E sup — g gi (X, t) = E max |Uj,
VN £

teBy 1<j<d

where
j \/— Z (2 J \/— Z Lij-

Let U = \/_1N Zfil x;, and thus the random variables (Uj)?zl are independent and dis-

tributed according to U. It is straightforward to verify that if P(|U| > M) > 12 then

Emaxi<;<q |Uj| > ciM for an absolute constant c;.
To identify a suitable M, fix a constant ¢, and consider the event

N
D> e

k1/4
A= {There is a single index 1 < s < N s.t. |z, = — and
Co ;
1=1

§CQ\/N}.

On that event,

Zfﬂz D i
kl/4

Therefore, if k'/* > 2¢3v/N and P(A) > 22 then Emax;<j<q|U;| > A
To control P(A), observe that by independence and for ¢y sufficiently large,

N N\t 110
P > .(1-Z2 Lo>
Az < /<;> 2= 4’

> |zs| — Zgz - >|$S|__<

1#£s

+ 1) (k:1/4 c3VN).

provided that N < k < ¢5Nd.
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With that in mind, let @ > 1 and set N = d¥/® and k ~ Nt As all the conditions
are verified with these choices, we have that

N

E ! S (X t) > LERPNETAY
Sup —— g\ AHl) ZC—F—= )
tepi VN £ VN

=1

which is much bigger than EsupteBii (G,t) ~+/logd = y/alog N.
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