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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 L2-

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 (Ω, µ), a compact class of

functions F ⊂ L2(µ) and a target random variable Y ; if X is distributed according to µ,

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 Ω

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 (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1,

selected independently according to the joint distribution (X,Y ).

Naturally, ‘good 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

ℓ(f(x)− y) = (f(x)− y)2.

For every f ∈ F , the risk of the function f is E(f(X) − Y )2, and thanks to the

convexity and compactness of F , a risk minimizer in F exists and is unique. Set f∗ =

argminf∈FE(f(X)− Y )2 and let

Lf (X,Y ) = (f(X)− Y )2 − (f∗(X) − Y )2
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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) ‖f − f∗‖2L2
≤ ELf ;

this so-called convexity condition plays an important role in what follows.

Remark 1.1. Keep in mind that the learner has no information on Lf—even on the given

sample, the value Lf (Xi, Yi) depends on f∗(Xi), 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 f̂ ∈ F for which ‖f̂ − f∗‖2L2
is ‘small’ (estimation), or that

the conditional expectation EL
f̂
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 ε and confidence parameter δ for which, with probability at least 1− δ,

(1.2) ‖f̂ − f∗‖2L2
≤ ε and/or EL

f̂
≤ ε.

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

An alternative and equivalent formulation of the same problem is to obtain the optimal

sample complexity estimate: that is, given the desired accuracy and confidence levels, find

the smallest sample size N for which (1.2) 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

complexities 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 (εi)
N
i=1 be independent, symmetric, {−1, 1}-valued random variables that are inde-

pendent of (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1. For r > 0, set

ΦN (r) = E sup
u∈(F−F )∩rD

∣∣∣∣∣
1√
N

N∑

i=1

εiu(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where D is the L2 unit ball and F − F = {f − h : f, h ∈ F}.
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In a similar fashion, let ξ = f∗(X) − Y , set ξi = f∗(Xi)− Yi, and define

ΦN,ξ(r) = E sup
u∈(F−F )∩rD

∣∣∣∣∣
1√
N

N∑

i=1

εiξiu(Xi)

∣∣∣∣∣ .

Definition 1.2. For κ > 0 let

(1.3) rrad
Q

(κ) = inf
{
r > 0 : ΦN (r) ≤ κ

√
Nr
}
.

Clearly, the set F − F is star-shaped around 0: if u ∈ F − F then for any λ ∈ [0, 1],

λu ∈ F − F . As a result, it is straightforward to verify that 1
rΦN(r) is decreasing for

r > 0—because the sets (F −F )∩rD become ‘richer’ as r decreases. Moreover, rrad
Q

(κ) is a

solution to the equation ΦN (r) = κ
√
Nr; when r ≥ rrad

Q

(κ) we have that ΦN (r) ≤ κ
√
Nr;

and when r ≤ rrad
Q

(κ) the reverse inequality holds.

It was shown in [22] that for a suitable choice of the constant κ, rrad
Q

(κ) 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 σ is defined by

σ2 = E(f∗(X)− Y )2 = ‖f∗ − Y ‖2L2
,

and the problem is considered to have low noise if σ ≤ rrad
Q

(κ) (for a more detailed expla-

nation, see [6] and [22]).

As it happens, when the noise level exceeds rrad
Q

(κ), the dominating factor is a different

fixed point.

Definition 1.3. Set ξ = f∗(X)− Y , and for κ > 0 define

(1.4) rrad
M

(κ) = inf
{
r > 0 : ΦN,ξ(r) ≤ κ

√
Nr2

}
.

Once again, using the star-shape property of F − F , it is evident that rrad
M

(κ) is given

by a fixed point condition; that for r ≥ rrad
M

(κ) we have that ΦN,ξ(r) ≤ κ
√
Nr2; and when

r ≤ rrad
M

(κ) the reverse inequality holds.

The fixed points rrad
Q

(κ) and rrad
M

(κ) are the Rademacher complexities 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 [16], 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 L2 norm. Denote by M(A, rD)

the cardinality of a maximal r-separated subset of A with respect to the L2 norm.
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Definition 1.4. For κ, γ > 0 let

(1.5) λ
Q

(κ, γ) = inf{r > 0 : logM((F − F ) ∩ rD, γrD) ≤ κ2N},
and

(1.6) λ
M

(κ, γ) = inf{r > 0 : logM((F − F ) ∩ rD, γrD) ≤ κ2Nr2}.

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

Assumption 1.5.

• For every f, h ∈ F ∪ {0}, ‖f − h‖L4
≤ L‖f − h‖L2

;

• for every f ∈ F , ‖f − Y ‖L4
≤ L‖f − Y ‖L2

;

• ‖f∗ − Y ‖L2
≤ σ for some known constant σ > 0.

The final condition in Assumption 1.5 means that the learner has some apriori infor-

mation on the noise level of the problem and the resulting accuracy/confidence tradeoff

depends on σ.

The first two components of Assumption 1.5 are that the class F ∪ {0} satisfies L4 −L2

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 ∈ Rd is a centred random vector

and satisfies that for every z ∈ Rd, ‖ 〈X, z〉 ‖L4
≤ L‖ 〈X, z〉 ‖L2

; therefore, every class of

linear functionals of the random vector satisfies the first part of Assumption 1.5. Here we

present two such examples. Let x be a mean-zero, variance 1 random variable, for which

Ex4 ≤ cL4 for a well-chosen absolute constant c. The random vector X = (x1, ..., xd) that

has independent copies of x as coordinates satisfies L4−L2 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 ∈ Rd,

‖ 〈X, z〉 ‖Lp ≤ Lp‖ 〈X, z〉 ‖L2
(1.7)

for L that is an absolute constant. Indeed, (1.7) follows from Borell’s inequality (see, e.g.

[4]). Recalling that for a random variable x and α ∈ [1, 2],

‖x‖ψα = sup
p≥2

‖x‖Lp

p1/α
,

(1.7) means that a log-concave random vector satisfies a ψ1 − L2 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.



6 DANIEL BARTL AND SHAHAR MENDELSON

Theorem 1.7. There are constants c, c0, c1 and c2 that depend only on L for which the

following holds. Let

(1.8) r∗rad = max
{
λ
Q

(c1, c2), λM(c1/σ, c2), r
rad
Q

(c1), r
rad
M

(c1)
}
,

and fix r ≥ 2r∗rad. There exists a procedure that, based on the data DN = (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1 and

the values of L, σ and r, selects a function f̂ ∈ F which satisfies that with probability at

least

1− exp

(
−c0N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

})
,

‖f̂ − f∗‖L2
≤ cr and E

(
L
f̂
| DN

)
≤ cr2.

An alternative formulation of Theorem 1.7 (that can be found in [23]) is the correspond-

ing sample complexity estimate; it uses the fact that r∗rad decreases in N .

Corollary 1.8. Given ε and δ, let N0(ε) be the smallest integer for which r∗rad ≤ c3
√
ε. If

N ≥ N0(ε) + c4

(
σ2

ε
+ 1

)
log

(
2

δ

)
,

then with probability at least 1− δ,

‖f̂ − f∗‖L2
≤ √

ε and E
(
L
f̂
| DN

)
≤ ε.

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
1
N

∑N
i=1(f(Xi)−Yi)2—, 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

1.7.

Example 1.10 (Linear regression in Rd). Let T ⊂ Rd be convex (and compact) and set

FT = {〈·, t〉 : t ∈ T} to be the class of linear functionals associated with T . Let X be a

random vector that satisfies L4 − L2 norm equivalence, and set w to be a centred random

variable that is independent of X and for which ‖w‖L4
≤ L‖w‖L2

. Let z0 ∈ Rd and put

Y = 〈X, z0〉+ w.

It is standard to verify that the triplet (F,X, Y ) satisfies the first two components in

Assumption 1.5 with a constant that depends only on L. As a result, Theorem 1.7 holds,

and the Rademacher complexities are the fixed points associated with the functions ΦN (r)

and ΦN,ξ(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 )∩ rD. As such, (T −T )∩ rD is the unit ball of a norm on Rd (or on
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a subspace of Rd), and denote that norm by ‖ · ‖Kr . Thus, the Rademacher complexities

are determined by the behaviour of the functions

(1.9) ΦN (r) = E

∥∥∥∥∥
1√
N

N∑

i=1

εiXi

∥∥∥∥∥
Kr

and ΦN,ξ(r) = E

∥∥∥∥∥
1√
N

N∑

i=1

εiξiXi

∥∥∥∥∥
Kr

.

Unfortunately, controlling the expected norms of the two random vectors in terms of the

geometry of the set Kr is highly nontrivial and far from understood—other than in rather

special situations. These are far more complex objects than, say, E‖G‖Kr , where G is the

gaussian random vector in Rd that has the same covariance as X. Indeed, while there are

sophisticated methods that lead to a complete characterization of E‖G‖Kr purely in terms

of the geometry of the set Kr (see, for example [27]), there are no known characterizations

for (1.9). At the same time, it follows from the central limit theorem that ΦN (r) → E‖G‖Kr

as N → ∞.

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 σ2 = inff∈F E(f(X)−Y )2, set {Gh : h ∈ F −F} to be the gaussian

process indexed by F − F whose covariance is endowed by L2(µ), and put

rQ(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
Nr

}
,

rM(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
N
r2

σ

}
.

(1.10)

Using that F − F is star-shaped around 0, it is evident that if r ≥ rQ(κ) then

E sup
h∈(F−F )∩rD

Gh ≤ κ
√
Nr,

and if r ≤ rQ(κ) then the reverse inequality holds. A similar phenomenon is true for rM(κ).

With the two new parameters, the notions of ‘low noise’ and ‘high noise’ have to be

adjusted. The meaning of low noise is that σ ≤ rQ(κ), while high noise means that

σ ≥ rQ(κ)—which implies that σ ≥ rM(κ) as well. Indeed, if σ ≥ rQ(κ) then

E sup
h∈(F−F )∩σD

Gh ≤ κ
√
Nσ = κ

√
N
σ2

σ
,
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and therefore r = σ is an ‘eligible candidate’ in the definition of rM(κ).

A conjecture that for a well chosen κ,

r∗(κ) = max{rQ(κ), rM(κ)}

might bound the optimal tradeoff / sample complexity seems widely optimistic. Firstly,

the empirical oscillation functions ΦN (r) and ΦN,ξ(r) tend to be much bigger than their

gaussian counterpart—especially in heavy tailed situation (see Appendix B for 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 L2 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{rQ(κ), rM(κ)} 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 ∪ {0}.

Assumption 1.12. The learner has access to a symmetric1 function d that satisfies, for

every f, h ∈ F ∪ {0},
1

η
‖f − h‖L2

≤ d(f, h) ≤ η‖f − h‖L2
,

for some η ≥ 1.

Assumption 1.12 implies that the learner has access to crude information on L2 distances

between functions in F , as well as their L2 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 1.12 is natural is presented in Example

1.18.

Remark 1.13. As we explain in what follows, thanks to the distance oracle and to the

majorizing measures theorem, the learner can identify E suph∈(F−F )∩rDGh for every r > 0

(up to multiplicative constants that depend on η). As a result, the learner knows the value

of rQ(κ)—again, up to multiplicative constants in η. The situation regarding rM(κ) is more

subtle, as its definition is based on the unknown noise level σ. Thus, a preliminary step in

the learning procedure that will be used here, is obtaining a rough estimate on the noise

level.

1That is, d(f, h) = d(h, f).
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We also assume that the first two parts of Assumption 1.5 hold: that ‖f − h‖L4
≤

L‖f − h‖L2
for every f, h ∈ F ∪ {0}, and that ‖f − Y ‖L4

≤ L‖f − Y ‖L2
for every f ∈ F .

The first ingredient we need is an ‘isomorphic’ estimate on the noise level σ2 = E(f∗(X)−
Y )2.

Lemma 1.14. There are constants c1, c2, c3 that depend only on η and L such that the

following holds. If r satisfies that logM(F, c1rD) ≤ c2N , then there is a procedure that,

upon receiving the data DN = (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1, the distance oracle d, and the values of L, η, r,

selects σ̂ which satisfies that with probability at least 1− 2 exp (−c3N),

σ̂2 ≤ 2max{σ2, r2}, and if σ > r, then σ̂2 ≥ 1

2
σ2.

Remark 1.15. We will show in what follows that the role of the entropic condition

logM(F, c1rD) ≤ c2N is minimal—see Remark 1.19.

Lemma 1.14 gives a data dependent way of controlling r∗: it is straightforward to verify

that

min
{
1,
r

σ

}
∼ min

{
1,
r

σ̂

}
,

and thus,

r̂ ∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
Nrmin

{
1,
r

σ̂

}}

is equivalent to r∗ = max{rQ, rM}.
The last ingredient we need is an entropic fixed point. Let

λ∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : logM(F, rD) ≤ κN min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}}
.(1.11)

Again, replacing σ by σ̂ in the definition of λ∗(κ) results in an equivalent condition. Also

note that the condition that logM(F, c1rD) ≤ c2N appearing in Lemma 1.14 is satisfied

if r > 1
c1
λ∗(c2).

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

Theorem 1.16. There are constants c0, c1, c2 that depend only on L and η for which

the following holds. If r > c0 max{r∗(c1), λ∗(c1)}, then there exists a procedure that,

based on the data DN = (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1, the distance oracle d, and the values of L, η and

r, selects a function f̂ ∈ F which satisfies that with probability at least

1− 2 exp

(
−c2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

})
,

‖f̂ − f∗‖L2
≤ r and E

(
L
f̂
| DN

)
≤ r2.
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Thanks to Theorem 1.16, it is straightforward to derive the corresponding sample com-

plexity bounds:

Corollary 1.17. There are constants c1, c2, c3 that depend only on L and η for which the

following holds. Given ε and δ, let N0(ε) be the smallest integer for which

max{r∗(c1), λ∗(c1)} ≤ c2
√
ε.

If

N ≥ N0(ε) + c3

(
σ2

ε
+ 1

)
log

(
2

δ

)
,(1.12)

then with probability at least 1− δ,

‖f̂ − f∗‖L2
≤ √

ε and E
(
L
f̂
| DN

)
≤ ε.

And as in the fixed point conditions before, σ in (1.12) may be replaced with σ̂.

Example 1.18 (Linear regression in Rd, revised). Just as in Example 1.10 and using its

notation, set X ∈ Rd to be the random vector, let T ⊂ Rd to be a convex and compact

set, put F = {〈·, t〉 : t ∈ T} and consider Y = 〈X, z0〉+ w. As noted in Example 1.10, the

triplet (F,X, Y ) satisfies the required norm equivalence assumptions.

Assumption 1.12 is satisfied if there is some additional crude information on the covari-

ance matrix of X (denoted by ΣX in what follows). For example, it suffices that the learner

has access to a positive semi-definite matrix A for which

η−2ΣX � A � η2ΣX ,

and in that case one may set

d2(u, v) = 〈A(u− v), u− v〉 .

There are many natural linear regression problems where the covariance matrix ΣX is

known, and then Assumption 1.12 is trivially satisfied with η = 1.

Remark 1.19. The entropy condition that r ≥ λ∗(κ) should not be alarming. Indeed,

set dF = diam(F,L2), and consider the high noise regime—when σ ≥ rQ(κ). As noted

previously, in that case, σ ≥ rM(κ), and therefore, σ ≥ r∗(κ). Clearly, if r∗(κ) ≥ 2dF , then

λ∗(κ) ≤ r∗(κ) because M(F, 2dF ) = 1; and otherwise one can show that if σ is a little

larger than r∗, for example, if r∗(cκ)
√

log( 4dF
r∗(cκ)) ≤ σ, then

λ∗(κ) ≤ r∗(cκ)

√
log

(
4dF
r∗(cκ)

)
.



DO WE REALLY NEED THE RADEMACHER COMPLEXITIES? 11

Moreover, for any σ, we have that λ∗(κ) ≤ r̃ ∗(cκ), where

r̃ ∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
Nθ(r)rmin

{
1,
r

σ

}}

and θ(r) = 1/max{1,
√

log(2dF /r)}. The proof of both facts can be found in Appendix A.

It should be stressed that the procedure we use in the proof of Theorem 1.16 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 1.16 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 3.

Remarks and notation. The procedures we use are functions Ψ that are given the

values (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1 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(Xi))
N
i=1 as well. At times, the

procedures also have access to the wanted confidence parameter δ 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

ξ = h(X) − Y , “Ψ(f, ξ)” it means that Ψ “sees” the values (f(Xi))
N
i=1, (h(Xi))

N
i=1,

and (h(Xi)− Yi)
N
i=1. 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, c, c0, c1 denote strictly positive absolute constants that may

change their value in each appearance. If a constant c depends on a parameter α, that is

denoted by c = c(α). We write α . β if there is an absolute constant c for which α ≤ cβ

and α ∼ β if both α . β and β . α.

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 f0 ∈ F and consider the shifted class F ′ = {f − f0 : f ∈ F} and the shifted

target Y − f0; the given data will now be (Xi, Yi − f0(Xi))
N
i=1. Clearly, F − F = F ′ − F ′,

and supf ′∈F ′ ‖f ′‖L2
∼ diam(F,L2).
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2. Proof of Theorem 1.16

The learning procedure used in the proof of Theorem 1.16 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 3.1.

The two main components of the procedure are a crude risk oracle, denoted by Ψ
C

,

and a fine risk oracle, denoted by ΨL. Let (Xi, Yi)
2N
i=1 be the given sample and set r ≥

c0 max{r∗(c1), λ∗(c1)} for constants c0 and c1 that depend only on L and η and are specified

in what follows.

The crude risk oracle receives as input the first half of the sample, (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1 and the

parameter r, and for every f ∈ F returns Ψ
C

(f). Set

σ̂2 = inf
f∈F

Ψ
C

(f), σ∗ = max{σ̂, r},

and define

V̂ =
{
f ∈ F : Ψ

C

(f) ≤ 4σ2∗
}
.

Creating the set V̂ is the crude oracle’s main task. The idea behind V̂ is to exclude

functions in F that have an unreasonably large risk, while at the same time ensuring that

f∗ ∈ V̂ .

The second component—the fine risk oracle, receives as input the second half of the

sample (Xi, Yi)
2N
i=N+1, the set V̂ , and the values r and σ∗. For every ordered pair (f, h) ∈

V̂ ×V̂ it returns ΨL(f, h). Based on those values, a tournament is played between functions

in V̂ , 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 c1, c2, c3 that depend only on L and η such that

the following holds. Set r that satisfies logM(F, c1rD) ≤ c2N . Then with probability

at least

1− 2 exp (−c3N) ,

for every f ∈ F ,
∣∣Ψ
C

(f)− E(f(X)− Y )2
∣∣ ≤ 1

2
max

{
r2,E(f(X)− Y )2

}
.(2.1)
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Note that the entropy condition logM(F, c1rD) ≤ c2N in the theorem is satisfied when

r ≥ 1
c1
λ∗(c2), which we may assume in the context of Theorem 1.16.

The function ΨC is a mean estimation procedure for functions in the class {(f − Y )2 :

f ∈ F}, but as a mean estimator it is rather inaccurate: if E(f − Y )2 ≥ r2 then ΨC(f) is

an ‘isomorphic’ guess of the mean, satisfying that

1

2
E(f − Y )2 ≤ ΦC(f) ≤

3

2
E(f − Y )2.

And if E(f −Y )2 < r2 then ΨC(f) only exhibits that fact without providing a better guess

of what E(f − Y )2 really is.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is presented in Section 4.

With Theorem 2.1 at hand, we can immediately obtain the isomorphic estimator for the

noise level stated in Lemma 1.14.

Proof of Lemma 1.14. : Recall that σ2 = inff∈F E(f − Y )2 and that

σ̂2 = inf
f∈F

Ψ
C

(f).

Note that in the high probability event in which (2.1) holds, σ̂2 ≤ 2max{r2, σ2}, and if

σ > r then σ̂2 ≥ 1
2σ

2. Hence, if σ > r then 1
2σ

2 ≤ σ̂2 ≤ 2σ2, and if σ < r then σ̂2 ≤ 2r2. �

In particular, for σ∗ = max{r, σ̂} it is evident that

min

{
1,
r2

σ2∗

}
∼ min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}
.

Recall that

V̂ =
{
f ∈ F : Ψ

C

(f) ≤ 4σ2∗
}

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∗ ∈ V̂ and for every f ∈ V̂ ,

E(f(X)− Y )2 ≤ 16max
{
r2, σ2

}
.

The proof of Corollary 2.2 follows from a straightforward application of Theorem 2.1,

and is outlined in Section 4.

2.2. The fine risk oracle. The second main component is an accurate mean estimation

procedure for functions of the form (f(X)− Y )2 − (h(X) − Y )2.
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Theorem 2.3. There are constants c1 and c2 that depend only on L and η for

which the following holds. For r > max{r∗(c1), λ∗(c1)}, there is a mean estimation

procedure ΨL for which the following hold. With probability at least

1− 2 exp

(
−c2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

})
,

for every f, h ∈ F that satisfy

E(h(X) − Y )2 ≤ 16max
{
r2, σ2

}
,(2.2)

we have that
∣∣ΨL(f, h)−

(
E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2

)∣∣ ≤ 1

2
max

{
r2, ‖f − h‖2L2

}
.(2.3)

The proof of Theorem 2.3 is presented in Section 5.

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 ∈ F ∪ {0},
η−1‖f − h‖L2

≤ d(f, h) ≤ η‖f − h‖L2
.(2.4)

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.

• Only functions that belong to V̂ participate in the tournament.

• h wins its home match against f if

ΨL(f, h) ≥




0 if d(f, h) ≥ ηr,

−η
4

2
r2 otherwise.

• Let V ∗ be the set of functions in V̂ that won all their home matches.

• The procedure selects any function in V ∗.

To prove Theorem 1.16, it suffices to show that with the wanted probability, V ∗ 6= ∅ and

that any h ∈ V ∗ satisfies

‖h− f∗‖L2
≤ c(η)r and E(h− Y )2 ≤ E(f∗ − Y )2 + (c(η)r)2.

Proof of Theorem 1.16. Fix a realization of (Xi, Yi)
2N
i=1 for which the assertions of both

Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.3 hold—using the sample as described previously. By Corol-

lary 2.2, every function h ∈ V̂ satisfies (2.2), and it follows from (2.3) that for every
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f, h ∈ V̂ ,

∣∣ΨL(f, h)−
(
E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2

)∣∣ ≤ 1

2
max

{
r2, ‖f − h‖2L2

}
.(2.5)

For every f, h ∈ F , set
L(f, h) = E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2,

and note that L(f, f∗) = ELf . Thus, by the convexity of F ,

L(f, f∗) ≥ ‖f − f∗‖2L2
for every f ∈ F.(2.6)

To prove that f∗ ∈ V ∗, recall that by Corollary 2.2, f∗ ∈ V̂ ; therefore f∗ participates in

the tournament. Set f ∈ V̂ and consider the home match of f∗ against f . If d(f, f∗) ≥ ηr,

then (2.4) implies that ‖f − f∗‖L2
≥ r, and by (2.5) and the convexity condition (2.6),

ΨL(f, f
∗) ≥ L(f, f∗)− 1

2
‖f − f∗‖2L2

≥ 0;

hence, f∗ wins its home match against f .

Otherwise, if d(f, f∗) < ηr, then ‖f − f∗‖L2
< η2r by (2.4). It follows from (2.5) that

ΨL(f, f
∗) ≥ L(f, f∗)− 1

2
‖f − f∗‖2L2

≥ −η
4

2
r2,

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) < ηr. Indeed, if not

and d(f∗, h) ≥ ηr, then ΨL(f∗, h) ≥ 0. At the same time, by (2.4), ‖f∗ − h‖L2
≥ r, and

thanks to (2.5) and (2.6),

ΨL(f
∗, h) ≤ L(f∗, h) + 1

2
‖f∗ − h‖2L2

= −L(h, f∗) + 1

2
‖f∗ − h‖2L2

≤ −‖f∗ − h‖L2
+

1

2
‖f∗ − h‖L2

< 0,

which is impossible. Thus d(f∗, h) < ηr, and in particular ‖f∗ − h‖L2
< η2r. Now, since

h won its home match against f∗, ΨL(f∗, h) ≥ −1
2η

4r2. It follows from (2.5) that

L(f∗, h) ≥ ΨL(f
∗, h)− 1

2
max

{
r2, ‖f∗ − h‖2L2

}

≥ −η4r2,

implying that E(h− Y )2 ≤ E(f∗ − Y )2 + η4r2. �
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It is clear that at the heart of the proof of Theorem 1.16 are the two functions ΨC and

ΨL. 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 1.16.

3. Unorthodox chaining

Generic Chaining was introduced by M. Talagrand for the study of certain stochastic

processes. Let {Zv : v ∈ V } be a (centred) random process, and consider the problem

of controlling E supv∈V Zv. By creating increasingly fine approximating sets Vs ⊂ V and

setting πsv to be the best approximation (in some appropriate sense) of v in Vs, it follows

that

Zv − Zπ0v =
∑

s≥0

(Zπs+1v − Zπsv).(3.1)

If |V0| = 1 then E supv∈V Zv = E supv∈V (Zv − Zπ0v); therefore it suffices to control the

behaviour of each ‘link’ Zπs+1v − Zπsv in the chain corresponding to v to obtain a bound

on supv∈V (Zv−Zπ0v). Intuitively, the number of links in the s stage is at most |Vs| · |Vs+1|,
and that cardinality has to be ‘balanced’ with the probability that the link Zπs+1v−Zπsv 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 E supv∈V Zv
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 E supv∈V Zv is the increment condition: an estimate on the probability

that |Zv − Zw| is much larger than the ‘distance’ between v and w.

Definition 3.1. An admissible sequence of a metric space (V, ρ) is a collection (Vs)s≥0

of subsets of V that satisfy |Vs| ≤ 22
s
and |V0| = 1. For v ∈ V , denote by πsv a nearest

element to v in Vs, and set

γ2(V, ρ) = inf
(Vs)s≥0

sup
v∈V

∑

s≥0

2s/2ρ(πsv, πs+1v),

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 c1 and c2 for which the following hold. Let

{Gv : v ∈ V } be a centred gaussian process and set ρ(v,w) = ‖Gv −Gw‖L2
. Then

c1γ2(V, ρ) ≤ E sup
v∈V

Gv ≤ c2γ2(V, ρ).

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 3.2 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 ψδ : RN → R an optimal mean-estimation

procedure, i.e., a data dependent procedure that satisfies the following.

Theorem 3.3. There are absolute constants c0, c1 and for any δ ≥ 2 exp(−c0N)

and any random variable Z that has a finite mean and variance,

(3.2) |ψδ(Z1, ..., ZN )− EZ| ≤ c1σZ

√
log(2/δ)

N
with probability at least 1− δ,

where σ2Z 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 1.16 goes, all that matters is

that ψδ satisfies (3.2).

The next ingredient is an almost optimal admissible sequence (Hs)s≥0 whose existence is

guaranteed by Theorem 3.2. 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 L2 metric, the functional d works equally

well, as it satisfies that

η−1‖f − h‖L2
≤ d(f, h) ≤ η‖f − h‖L2

for every f, h ∈ H ∪ {0}.



18 DANIEL BARTL AND SHAHAR MENDELSON

Therefore, solving the optimization problem for d would lead to an admissible sequence

(Hs)s≥0 for which
∑

s≥0

2s/2‖∆sh‖L2
≤ c(η)E sup

h∈H
Gh.(3.3)

In a similar fashion, an almost optimal admissible sequence of (H − H) ∩ rD can be

constructed for every r ≥ 0.

Having access to the L2 distance oracle d leads to suitable admissible sequences for

the classes we care about, namely F and its localizations (F − F ) ∩ rD.

Moreover, thanks to those admissible sequences and the majorizing measures the-

orem, it is possible to identify E suph∈(F−F )∩rDGh (up to multiplicative constants

that depend on η). Therefore, one may derive estimates on the fixed point condition

E suph∈(F−F )∩rDGh ≤ κr
√
N .

3.2. Subgaussian mean estimators for multiplier classes. Let ξ ∈ L4 be a random

variable (that need not be independent of X).

Our goal here is to design a uniform mean estimation procedure for Eξh: the procedure

receives as data the values (ξi, h(Xi))
N
i=1 and returns its ‘guess’ of Eξh.

The procedure should exhibit a subgaussian accuracy/confidence tradeoff: if H were L-

subgaussian, that is, if for every f, h ∈ H∪{0}, ‖f−h‖ψ2
≤ L‖f−h‖L2

, and if ‖ξ‖ψ2
<∞,

a nontrivial chaining argument (see [21] for the proof) shows that the following holds. Let

H be a centrally symmetric2 set, put

RH = sup
h∈H

‖h‖L2

and set

d∗(H) =

(
E suph∈H Gh

RH

)2

,

to be the critical dimension of the set H. Then for N ≥ c0d∗(H), with probability at least

1− 2 exp(−c1d∗(H)),

(3.4) sup
h∈H

∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

i=1

ξih(Xi)− Eξh

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c2(L)
‖ξ‖ψ2√
N

· E sup
h∈H

Gh.

We would like to design a mean estimator that exhibits a similar error as the empirical

mean in (3.4), but holds for a heavy-tailed class of functionsH and a heavy-tailed multiplier

ξ. 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.

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 ∈ H ∪ {0},
‖f − h‖L4

≤ L‖f − h‖L2
.

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

η−1‖f − h‖L2
≤ d(f, h) ≤ η‖f − h‖L2

for every f, h ∈ H ∪ {0}.

Remark 3.6. Clearly the L4 − L2 norm equivalence condition in Assumption 3.5 is sig-

nificantly weaker than the ψ2−L2 norm equivalence that holds for subgaussian classes. In

fact, functions in H need not have L4+ε moments, let alone arbitrary high moments, and

thus can heavy tailed.

Theorem 3.7. If H satisfies Assumption 3.5, there is an absolute constant c1 and a

constant c2 = c2(L, η) for which the following holds. Let ξ ∈ L4 and set 2s0 ≤ c1N . There

exists a procedure Φ
M

for which, with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0),

sup
h∈H

|Φ
M

(h)− Eξh| ≤ c2
‖ξ‖L4√
N

(
E sup
h∈H

Gh + 2s0/2RH

)
.

In particular, if N ≥ c1d∗(H), then setting 2s0 ∼ d∗(H) we have that with probability

at least 1− 2 exp(−c3d∗(H)),

sup
h∈H

|Φ
M

(h)− Eξh| ≤ c4(L, η)
‖ξ‖L4√
N

E sup
h∈H

Gh,

thus exhibiting the wanted subgaussian behaviour as in (3.4).

The proof of Theorem 3.7 follows a standard chaining argument—with one significant

twist: the subgaussian increment condition holds thanks to the mean estimation procedure

ψδ that satisfies (3.2) for the right choices of δ.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Let α ≥ 5 be a well-chosen absolute constant and set s1 to be the

largest integer satisfying α2s1 ≤ c0N , where c0 is the constant appearing in Theorem 3.3.

In particular s0 < s1. Let (Hs)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 ξπs1h, and later

show that the means of ξh and ξπs1h are sufficiently close.

Step 1: Write

ξπs1h = ξπs0h+

s1−1∑

s=s0

ξ∆sh,
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and note that for every s ≤ s1, δs = 2exp(−α2s) is a legal choice of δ in Theorem 3.3.

Moreover, the cardinality of the set {ξ∆sh : h ∈ H} is at most 22
s+2

. Define

Φ
M

(h) = ψδs0

((
ξiπδs0h(Xi)

)N
i=1

)
+

s1−1∑

s=s0

ψδs

(
(ξi∆sh(Xi))

N
i=1

)
,

and the key is to show that with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0), for every h ∈ H,

|Φ
M

(h) − Eξπs1h| ≤c1(L)
‖ξ‖L4√
N

(
s1−1∑

s=s0

2s/2‖∆sh‖L2
+ 2s0/2‖πs0h‖L2

)
.(3.5)

To establish (3.5), fix s0 ≤ s < s1 and examine each term ψδs((ξi∆sh(Xi))
N
i=1)—which

is an optimal mean estimator of ξ∆sh. Hence, each random variable of the form ξ∆sh

satisfies that with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−α2s),

(3.6)
∣∣∣ψδs

(
(ξi∆sh(Xi))

N
i=1

)
− Eξ∆sh

∣∣∣ ≤ c2‖ξ∆sh‖L2

√
2s

N
,

and clearly,

‖ξ∆sh‖L2
≤ ‖ξ‖L4

‖∆sh‖L4
≤ L‖ξ‖L4

‖∆sh‖L2
.

Moreover, thanks to the high probability estimate with which (3.6) holds and the fact that

there are at most 22
s+2 ≤ exp(−4 · 2s) functions of the form ξ∆sh, we have that with

probability 1− 2 exp(−(α− 4)2s), every such function satisfies (3.6).

Repeating this argument for every s0 ≤ s ≤ s1 − 1, and also for the functions {ξπs0h :

h ∈ H}, it is evident by the union bound that with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−2s0),

for every h ∈ H and every s0 ≤ s ≤ s1 − 1,

∣∣∣ψδs
(
(ξi∆sh(Xi))

N
i=1

)
− Eξ∆sh

∣∣∣ ≤ c2L‖ξ‖L4
‖∆sh‖L2

√
2s

N
and

∣∣∣ψδs0
(
(ξiπs0h(Xi))

N
i=1

)
− Eξπs0h

∣∣∣ ≤ c2L‖ξ‖L4
‖πs0h‖L2

√
2s0

N
.

(3.7)

Finally,

Eξπs1h = Eξπs0h+

s1−1∑

s=s0

Eξ∆sh,

and the wanted estimate in (3.5) follows from (3.7).

Step 2 : Observe that for every h ∈ H,

|Eξh− Eξπs1h| ≤
c3‖ξ‖L2√

N

∑

s≥s1
2s/2‖∆sh‖L2

.(3.8)

Indeed,

|Eξh− Eξπs1h| ≤ ‖ξ(h− πs1h)‖L1
≤ ‖ξ‖L2

‖h− πs1h‖L2
.
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Since h − πs1h =
∑

s≥s1 ∆sh, it follows from the triangle inequality and the choice of s1
that

‖h− πs1h‖L2
≤ 1

2s1/2

∑

s≥s1
2s1/2‖∆sh‖L2

≤ c3√
N

∑

s≥s1
2s/2‖∆sh‖L2

,

and (3.8) follows.

The proof is completed by combining the estimates in (3.7) and (3.8) and recalling that

(Hs)s≥0 satisfies ∑

s≥s0
2s/2‖∆sh‖L2

≤ c4(η)E sup
h∈H

Gh. �

Corollary 3.8. Let H be a class of mean zero functions that satisfies L4 − L2 norm

equivalence with constant L. Let 2s0 ≤ c1N and set U = {ξj : 1 ≤ j ≤ 2 exp(−2s0−1)} ⊂ L4

to be a collection of functions. Then there is a procedure Φ
M

for which, with probability

1− 2 exp(−2s0−1), for every ξ ∈ U ,

sup
h∈H

|Φ
M

(h, ξ) − Eξh| ≤ c(L)
‖ξ‖L4√
N

(
E sup
h∈H

Gh + 2s0/2RH

)
.

Remark 3.9. The procedure Φ
M

has access to the values (h(Xi))
N
i=1 and (ξi)

N
i=1 for every

ξ ∈ U , and it is constructed using an admissible sequence of H. However, it has no access

to the identity of each ξ (or even to the identity of the set U) 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 H1,H2 ⊂ L2(µ) be centrally symmetric

classes of mean zero functions, and one would like to obtain a uniform estimate on Efh for

f ∈ H1 and h ∈ H2. The benchmark is the performance of the empirical mean when H1

and H2 are subgaussian with constant L. In such a scenario the right estimate requires a

rather involved chaining argument.

Theorem 3.10. Assume that H1 and H2 are centrally symmetric L-subgaussian classes

of mean zero functions and set 2s0 ≤ c1N . Then with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0),

for every f ∈ H1 and h ∈ H2,
∣∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

i=1

f(Xi)h(Xi)− Efh

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
c2(L)√
N

(
RH1E sup

h∈H2

Gh +RH2E sup
f∈H1

Gf + 2s0/2RH1RH2

)
.

Theorem 3.10 is 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 L4 − L2 norm

equivalence rather than the ψ2 − L2 norm equivalence needed in Theorem 3.10.

Theorem 3.11. If H1 and H2 satisfy Assumption 3.5, then there is an absolute constant

c1 and a constant c2 = c2(L, η) for which the following holds. For every 2s0 ≤ c1N , there
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is a procedure Ψ
Q

for which, with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−2s0), for every f ∈ H1

and h ∈ H2,

|Ψ
Q

(f, h)− Efh| ≤ c2√
N

(
RH1E sup

h∈H2

Gh +RH2E sup
f∈H1

Gf + 2s0/2RH1RH2

)
.

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

ψδ((a(Xi)
N
i=1).

Set α ≥ 10 to be a well-chosen absolute constant and let s1 be the largest integer

satisfying α2s1 ≤ c0N ; hence s0 < s1. Set δs = 2exp(−α2s) and let (H1
s )s≥0 and (H2

s )s≥0

be admissible sequences of H1 and H2 that satisfy (3.3).

S tep 1: We begin by designing a uniform mean estimator for the products πs1fπs1h. To

that end, set

Ψ(f, h) = ψδs0 (πs0fπs0h) +

s1−1∑

s=s0

ψδs (πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh) .

Let us show that with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0), for every f ∈ H1 and h ∈ H2,

|Ψ(f, h)− Eπs1fπs1h| ≤
c√
N

(
RH1E sup

h∈H2

Gh +RH2E sup
f∈H1

Gf +
√
2s0RH1RH2

)
,(3.9)

where c = c(L, η).

Let s ≤ s1 and note that δs is a legal choice of δ in the context of Theorem 3.3. Therefore,

with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−α2s),

|ψδs (πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh)− E (πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh)|

≤ c1‖πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh‖L2

√
2s

N
.

(3.10)

There are at most 22
s+4

functions of the form πs+1fπs+1h − πsfπsh, and it follows from

the union bound that with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−2 · 2s0), (3.10) holds uniformly

for every f ∈ H1, h ∈ H2 and s0 ≤ s < s1 . Moreover,

πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh = (∆sf)πs+1h− (∆sh)πsf,

and by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the L4 − L2 norm-equivalence,

‖πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh‖L2
≤ ‖∆sf‖L4

‖πs+1h‖L4
+ ‖∆sh‖L4

‖πsf‖L4

≤ L2 (‖∆sf‖L2
RH2 + ‖∆sh‖L2

RH1) .
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Therefore, in the high probability event in which (3.10) holds,

s1−1∑

s=s0

|ψδs (πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh)− E (πs+1fπs+1h− πsfπsh)|

≤ c1L
2

√
N

s1−1∑

s=s0

2s/2 (RH2‖∆sf‖L2
+RH1‖∆sh‖L2

)

≤ c2(L, η)√
N

(
RH2E sup

f∈H1

Gf +RH1E sup
h∈H2

Gh

)
,

where the last inequality follows thanks to the choices of the admissible sequences (H1
s )s≥0

and (H2
s )s≥0.

The same arguments can be used to show that with probability at least 1−2 exp(−2·2s0),
for every f ∈ H1 and h ∈ H2,

∣∣∣ψδs0 (πs0fπs0h)− Eπs0fπs0h
∣∣∣ ≤ c3(L)RH1RH2

√
2s0

N
,

and (3.9) follows.

Step 2: To complete the proof, it suffices to show that for every f ∈ H1 and h ∈ H2,

|Efh− Eπs1fπs1h| ≤
c4(η)√
N

(
RH1E sup

h∈H2

Gh +RH2E sup
f∈H1

Gf

)
.(3.11)

To that end, note that

|Efh− Eπs1fπs1h| ≤ ‖f − πs1f‖L2
‖h‖L2

+ ‖h− πs1h‖L2
‖πs1f‖L2

,

and ‖h‖L2
≤ RH2 , ‖πs1f‖L2

≤ RH1 . Finally, using that 2s1 ∼ N and (3.3),

‖f − πs1f‖L2
≤ 1

2s1/2

∑

s≥s1
2s/2‖∆sf‖L2

≤ c5(η)√
N

E sup
f∈H1

Gf .

The analogue estimate on ‖h − πs1h‖L2
clearly follows from the same argument, showing

that (3.11) holds. �

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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• For every f, h ∈ F ∪ {0}, ‖f − h‖L4
≤ L‖f − h‖L2

.

• For every f ∈ F , ‖f − Y ‖L4
≤ L‖f − Y ‖L2

.

• d is symmetric and η−1‖f − h‖L2
≤ d(f, h) ≤ η‖f − h‖L2

for every f, h ∈
F ∪ {0}.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let θ and γ be (small) constants that depend on η and L and that

are chosen in what follows. Moreover, set 2s0 = θ2N , and assume that logM(F, γrD) ≤
2s0−1.

First we use the distance oracle d to construct a partition of F to at most exp(2s0−1)

sets in the following way: let (uj) be a maximal ηγr separated subset of F with respect

to d. Therefore, it is an γr-separated set with respect to L2 and hence its cardinality is

at most exp(2s0−1). Set Uj to be the corresponding partition of F to disjoint sets whose

‘centres’ are uj. It follows that every f ∈ F belongs to a unique set Uj; thus d(uj , f) ≤ ηγr,

implying that

‖f − uj‖L2
≤ η2γr.

Let ψδs0 be the optimal mean estimator as in Theorem 3.3 with δs0 = 2exp(−2s0). It

follows from the union bound that with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−2s0−1), for every

1 ≤ j ≤ exp(2s0−1),

∣∣∣ψδs0
(
(uj − Y )2

)
− E(uj − Y )2

∣∣∣ ≤ c1

√
2s0

N
‖(uj − Y )2‖L2

≤ 1

8
‖uj − Y ‖2L2

,(4.1)

where we have also used norm equivalence in the second inequality and that 2s0 = θ2N for

θ = 1/(8c1L). For f ∈ F , let uj be the center of the unique Uj where f belongs to and set

ΨC(f) = ψδs0
(
(uj − Y )2

)
.

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

∣∣ΨC(f)− E(f − Y )2
∣∣ ≤ 1

8
E(uj − Y )2 +

∣∣E(uj − Y )2 − E(f − Y )2
∣∣

≤ 1

8
E(f − Y )2 +

9

8

∣∣E(uj − Y )2 − E(f − Y )2
∣∣ = (1).

Therefore, if E(f − Y )2 and E(uj − Y )2 are sufficiently close, namely

∣∣E(uj − Y )2 − E(f − Y )2
∣∣ ≤ 1

9
E(f − Y )2 +

1

4
r2,(4.2)

then (1) ≤ 1
2 max{r2,E(f − Y )2}.

To show that (4.2) holds, observe that

(uj − Y )2 − (f − Y )2 = (uj − f)2 + 2(uj − f)(f − Y ),
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and thus
∣∣E(uj − Y )2 − E(f − Y )2

∣∣ ≤ ‖uj − f‖2L2
+ 2‖uj − f‖L2

‖f − Y ‖L2

≤ (η2γr)2 + 2η2γr‖f − Y ‖L2

≤ (η2γr)2 + 9(η2γr)2 +
‖f − Y ‖2L2

9
,

where we have used the elementary fact ab ≤ t
4a

2+ 1
t b

2 for a, b, t > 0 in the last inequality.

Thus, if γ = γ(η) is a sufficiently small constant, (4.2) follows �

Proof of Corollary 2.2. Recall that σ2 = inff∈F E(f − Y )2. Fix a realization of (Xi, Yi)
N
i=1

for which the assertion of Theorem 2.1 holds, i.e., for every f ∈ F ,

∣∣Ψ
C

(f)− E(f(X)− Y )2
∣∣ ≤ 1

2
max

{
r2,E(f(X)− Y )2

}
.

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

1

2
E(f(X)− Y )2 ≤ Ψ

C

(f) ≤ 2E(f(X)− Y )2,

and if E(f(X)− Y )2 ≤ r2, then

Ψ
C

(f) ≤ 2r2.

Therefore, setting

σ̂2 = inf
f∈F

ΨC(f),

it is evident that if σ ≥ r we have that 1
2σ

2 ≤ σ̂2 ≤ 2σ2, and if σ < r, then σ̂2 ≤ 2r2. Let

σ∗ = max{r, σ̂} and observe that f∗ ∈ V̂ , i.e. ΦC(f
∗) ≤ 4σ2∗ . Indeed, if σ > r, then

Ψ
C

(f∗) ≤ 2σ2 ≤ 4σ̂2,

and if σ ≤ r, then Ψ
C

(f∗) ≤ 2r2.

Finally, to show that if f ∈ V̂ , then E(f − Y )2 ≤ 16max{r2, σ2}, we may assume that

E(f − Y )2 > r2 and therefore

E(f − Y )2 ≤ 2ΨC(f) ≤ 2 · 4max{r2, σ̂2} ≤ 16max{r2, σ2},
as claimed. �

5. A mixture mean estimation procedure

Finally we have all the ingredients needed for the proof of Theorem 2.3. 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 )2 − (h− Y )2 = u(w + 2(v − Y )).



26 DANIEL BARTL AND SHAHAR MENDELSON

We will design a mean estimation procedure that holds uniformly for all functions in the

class

{u(w + 2(v − Y )) : u ∈ U, w ∈W, v ∈ V } .
The procedure is given the identities of u,w, v and the second half of the sample (Xi, Yi)

2N
i=N+1,

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 )2 − (h− Y )2.

Theorem 5.1. There are absolute constants c1, c2 and a constant c3 = c3(L, η) such that

the following holds. Let θ ∈ (0, 1), set 2s0 ≤ c1θ
2N min{1, r2

σ2
} and consider r for which

E sup
h∈(F−F )∩rD

Gh ≤ θ
√
Nrmin

{
1,
r

σ

}
and logM(F, rD) ≤ 2s0−1.(5.1)

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

1− 2 exp(−c22s0), for every u,w ∈ F − F and v ∈ F ,

|Ψ∗(u,w, v) − Eu(w + 2(v − Y ))|

≤ c3θ

(
max{r, ‖u‖L2

}max{r, ‖w‖L2
}+ rmax{r, ‖u‖L2

}
r + ‖v − Y ‖2L2

max{r, σ}

)
.

Remark 5.2. Note that the first condition in (5.1) just means that r ≥ max{rQ(θ), rM(θ)}.

Let us show how the assertion of Theorem 5.1 leads to the proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Let (Xi, Yi)
2N
i=1 be the given sample. Its first half is used compute

the crude risk estimator (considered in Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 1.14), and it outputs the

value of σ∗. The second half of the sample is used to compute ΨL, defined in what follows,

with a choice of 2s0 that is determined by σ∗.
Fix a realization of the sample (Xi, Yi)

N
i=1 for which the assertion of Theorem 2.1 holds.

This event has probability 1− exp(−c0N), and we have that

min

{
1,
r2

σ2∗

}
∼ min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}
.

Next, in the setting of Theorem 5.1 and using its notation, let θ = 1/(12c3) and set

2s0 ∼ θ2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2∗

}
≤ c1θ

2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}
;

Thus r satisfies (5.1).

For f, h ∈ F let

ΨL(f, h) = Ψ∗(f − h, f − h, h),

where Ψ∗ is computed using (Xi, Yi)
2N
i=N+1. If we set u = w = f − h and v = h, then

Eu(w + 2(v − Y )) = E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2,
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and in the high probability event in which the assertion of Theorem 5.1 holds,
∣∣ΨL(f, h)−

(
E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2

)∣∣

≤ 1

12

(
max{r2, ‖f − h‖2L2

}+ rmax{r, ‖f − h‖L2
}r + ‖h− Y ‖L2

max{r, σ}

)
.

Finally, if ‖h−Y ‖2L2
≤ 16max{r2, σ2}, then using the inequality amax{a, b} ≤ max{a2, b2},

it follows that
∣∣ΨL(f, h)−

(
E(f − Y )2 − E(h− Y )2

)∣∣

≤ 1

12
max{r2, ‖f − h‖2L2

}
(
1 +

r + 4max{r, σ}
max{r, σ}

)

≤ 1

2
max{r2, ‖f − h‖2L2

},

as claimed. �

Let us turn to the definition of the procedure Ψ∗. 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(2s0−1) sets Vj with centres vj . Every v ∈ F belongs to a unique Vj , and

‖v − vj‖L2
≤ η2r = r0.

Moreover, for every u,w and v,

u(w + 2(v − Y )) = uw + 2u(v − vj) + 2u(vj − Y ).

Set Ψ
Q

to be the product mean estimation procedure for the classes H1 = H2 = (F −F )∩
r0D, and let Ψ

M

be the mean estimation procedure for the class H = (F − F ) ∩ r0D and

the exp(2s0−1) multipliers vj − Y .

Next, recall that r ≤ r0, for ũ ∈ F − F set α(ũ) = max{r, d(ũ, 0)}, and note that

rũ

α(ũ)
∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D.

With that in mind, for w̃, ũ ∈ F − F set

u =
rũ

α(ũ)
, and w =

rw̃

α(w̃)
,

and define the following mean estimation procedures for w̃, ũ ∈ F − F and v ∈ F . Let

Ψ1(ũ, w̃) =
α(ũ)

r
· α(w̃)

r
Ψ
Q

(u,w).

In other words, scale-down ũ and w̃ into (F − F ) ∩ r0D; then use the product mean

estimation procedure in (F −F )∩ r0D; and finally, re-scale using the inverse factor. Since

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

Ψ2(ũ, v) =
α(ũ)

r
Ψ
Q

(u, v − vj),

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

Ψ3(ũ, v) =
α(ũ)

r
Ψ
M

(u, vj − Y )

be a uniform estimator for functions of the form ũξj for the exp(2s0−1) multipliers ξj =

vj − Y .

Now set for every ũ, w̃ ∈ F − F and v ∈ F ,

Ψ∗(ũ, w̃, v) = Ψ1(ũ, w̃) + 2Ψ2(ũ, v) + 2Ψ3(ũ, v).

The key to the performance of Ψ∗ 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(−c22s0), for every u,w ∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D and v ∈ F ,

|ΨQ(u,w) − Euw| ≤ c3θr
2,

|ΨQ(u, v − vj)− Eu(v − vj)| ≤ c3θr
2, and

|ΨM(u, vj − Y )− u(vj − Y )| ≤ c3θr
2 · r + ‖v − Y ‖L2

max{r, σ} .

Proof. Observe that the choice 2s0 ≤ c1N is valid in the context of Theorem 3.11. There-

fore, with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0), for every u,w ∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D,

|ΨQ(u,w) − Euw| ≤ c2√
N

(
r0E sup

h∈(F−F )∩r0D
Gh + 2s0/2r20

)
= (1),

for c2 = c2(L, η). Moreover, for every v ∈ F , v − vj ∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D—with vj being the

centre in the unique set in the partition (Vj) to which v belongs. Hence, on the same event,

for every u ∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D and v ∈ F ,

|ΨQ(u, v − vj)− Eu(v − vj)| ≤ (1).

Next, by Corollary 3.8 and since

‖vj − Y ‖L4
≤ c3(L) (r0 + ‖v − Y ‖L2

) ,
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we have that with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−2s0−1), for every u ∈ (F − F )∩ r0D and

vj , 1 ≤ j ≤ exp(2s0−1),

|ΨM(u, vj − Y )− Eu(vj − Y )| ≤ c4
‖vj − Y ‖L4√

N

(
E sup
h∈(F−F )∩r0D

Gh + 2s0/2r0

)

≤ c5
r0 + ‖v − Y ‖L2√

N

(
E sup
h∈(F−F )∩r0D

Gh + 2s0/2r0

)
= (2),

for constants c4 and c5 that depend on L, η.

To control the error terms (1) and (2), by the condition on r in (5.1) and since r ≤ r0 ≤
η2r, it is evident that

E sup
h∈(F−F )∩r0D

Gh ≤ c6(η)θ
√
Nrmin

{
1,
r

σ

}
,(5.2)

and by the choice of s0,

2s0 . θ2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}
.(5.3)

Hence,

(1) ≤ c7(L, η)θr
2.

Finally, using (5.2), (5.3), the fact that r0 ≤ η2r, and the elementary fact min{1, rσ} =
r

max{r,σ} ,

(2) ≤ c8(r0 + ‖v − Y ‖L2
) · θrmin

{
1,
r

σ

}

≤ c9θr
2 · r + ‖v − Y ‖L2

max{r, σ}
for constants c8 and c9 that depend only on L, η. �

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Fix a realization of the high probability event in which the as-

sertion of Proposition 5.3 holds.

To control the error of Ψ∗ (when α(ũ) > r and/or α(w̃) > r), recall the scaling-down

u =
rũ

α(ũ)
and w =

rw̃

α(w̃)

implying that u,w ∈ (F − F ) ∩ r0D. Hence
∣∣∣∣
α(ũ)α(w̃)

r2
· (Ψ

Q

(u,w) − Euw)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
α(ũ)α(w̃)

r2
· c(L)θr2

=c(L)θα(ũ)α(w̃).
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But
α(ũ)α(w̃)

r2
Euw = Eũw̃, and

α(ũ)α(w̃)

r2
Ψ
Q

(u,w) = Ψ1(ũ, w̃).

Thus, for every ũ, w̃ ∈ F − F ,

|Ψ1(ũ, w̃)− Eũw̃| ≤c1(L, η)θα(ũ)α(w̃)
=c1(L, η)θmax{r, ‖ũ‖L2

} ·max{r, ‖w̃‖L2
}.

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

|Ψ2(ũ, v)− Eũ(v − vj)| ≤ c2(L, η)θr ·max{r, ‖ũ‖L2
} and

|Ψ3(ũ, v)− Eũ(vj − Y )| ≤ c2(L, η)θr ·max{r, ‖ũ‖L2
}r0 + ‖v − Y ‖L2

max{r, σ} .

The proof follows because

Eũ(w̃ + 2(v − Y )) = Eũw̃ + 2Eũ(v − vj) + 2Eũ(vj − Y ). �
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Appendix A. The entropy estimate

Recall that dF = diam(F,L2) and that for κ ∈ (0, 1),

r∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
Nrmin

{
1,
r

σ

}}
,

λ∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : logM(F, rD) ≤ c1N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}}
, and

r̃ ∗(κ) = inf

{
r > 0 : E sup

h∈(F−F )∩rD
Gh ≤ κ

√
Nθ(r)rmin

{
1,
r

σ

}}
,

where θ(r) = 1/max{1,
√

log(2dF /r)}.
Let us prove the claim made previously—that these quantities are not too far from each

other. To that end recall that trivially λ∗(κ) ≤ 2dF for any κ because M(F, 2dFD) = 1.

Hence, the focus is only on cases when r∗ ≤ 2dF .

Lemma A.1. There is an absolute constant c such that for every κ ∈ (0, 1), λ∗(κ) ≤
r̃ ∗(cκ). Moreover, if r∗(cκ) ≤ 2dF satisfies

r∗(cκ)

√
log

(
4dF
r∗(cκ)

)
≤ σ

then

λ∗(κ) ≤ r∗(cκ)

√
log

(
4dF
r∗(cκ)

)
.

Proof. For every s, t > 0, set

H(s, t) = sup
f∈F

N (F ∩ (f + sD), tD),

i.e. H(s, t) is the t covering number with respect to the L2 norm of the ‘largest’ localization

of F of radius s. Using that F is convex, one may show that

logH(s, t) ≤ c0 log

(
2s

t

)
· logH(4t, t),

see [22, Lemma 3.1]. Therefore, setting s = dF ,

logN (F, tD) ≤ c0 log

(
2dF
t

)
· logH(4t, t).

Next, note that for every f ∈ F , if h ∈ F ∩ (f + 4tD), then h = f + (h − f), and

h− f ∈ (F − F ) ∩ 4tD. Therefore,

F ∩ (f + 4tD) ⊂ f + [(F − F ) ∩ 4tD] ,
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implying that

N (F ∩ (f + 4tD), tD) ≤ N ((F − F ) ∩ 4tD, tD).

By Sudakov’s inequality (see, e.g., [14])

logN ((F − F ) ∩ 4tD, tD) ≤ c1

(
E suph∈(F−F )∩4tDGh

t

)2

,

and thus,

logN (F, tD) ≤ c2 log

(
2dF
t

)
·
(
E suph∈(F−F )∩4tD Gh

t

)2

.(A.1)

The claim that λ∗(κ) ≤ r̃ ∗(cκ) follows from (A.1), the definitions of λ∗ and r̃ ∗, and the

standard relations between packing numbers and covering numbers.

As for the other claim, let r∗(cκ) ≤ 2dF satisfy that

r∗(cκ)

√
log

(
4dF
r∗(cκ)

)
≤ σ.

Set r = 4r∗(cκ)
√

log( 4dF
r∗(cκ)) so that r ≤ 4σ. Moreover, 1

2r ≥ r∗(cκ), and henceM(F, rD) ≤
N (F, r∗(cκ)D). Thus, by (A.1) and the definition of r∗(cκ),

logN (F, r∗(cκ)D) ≤ c2 log

(
2dF
r∗(cκ)

)
· (cκ)2N (r∗(cκ))2

σ2

≤ c3(cκ)
2N

r2

σ2
≤ 16c3(cκ)

2N min

{
1,
r2

σ2

}
,

implying that λ∗(κ) ≤ r, as claimed. �

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 L2-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(Xi)
N
i=1 : 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

E sup
h∈H

1√
N

N∑

i=1

εih(Xi) → E sup
h∈H

Gh,

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 x̃ = ε|x̃| be a symmetric random

variable for ε that is a random sign, independent of |x̃| and |x̃| that takes the values k1/4

and 1. If

P(|x̃| = k1/4) =
1

k
and P(|x̃| = 1) = 1− 1

k
,

then 1 ≤ ‖x̃‖L2
≤ 2 and ‖x̃‖L4

≤ 2. Thus, setting x = ε |x̃|c0 for a suitable absolute constant

1 ≤ c0 ≤ 2, it follows that x is symmetric; has variance 1; satisfies that ‖x‖L4
≤ 2; and

takes the values ±1/c0 and ±k1/4/c0.
Let x1, ..., xd be independent copies of x and let X = (x1, ..., xd). Using the independence

and symmetry of the coordinates of X, it is standard to verify that X is isotropic and

satisfies L4 − L2 norm equivalence with an absolute constant L.

Let T = Bd
1 and recall that if G is the standard gaussian random vector in Rd, then

E sup
t∈Bd

1

〈G, t〉 = E max
1≤j≤d

|gj | ∼
√

log d.

On the other hand, if X1, ...,XN are independent copies of X, then

E sup
t∈Bd

1

1√
N

N∑

i=1

εi 〈Xi, t〉 = E max
1≤j≤d

|Uj|,

where

Uj =
1√
N

N∑

i=1

〈Xi, ej〉 =
1√
N

N∑

i=1

xij.

Let U = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 xi, and thus the random variables (Uj)

d
j=1 are independent and dis-

tributed according to U . It is straightforward to verify that if P(|U | ≥ M) ≥ 10
d , then

Emax1≤j≤d |Uj | ≥ c1M for an absolute constant c1.

To identify a suitable M , fix a constant c2 and consider the event

A =

{
There is a single index 1 ≤ s ≤ N s.t. |xs| =

k1/4

c0
and

∣∣∣∣∣

N∑

i=1

εi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c2
√
N

}
.

On that event,
∣∣∣∣∣

N∑

i=1

xi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ |xs| −

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

i 6=s
εi ·

1

c0

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ |xs| −

1

c0

(∣∣∣∣∣

N∑

i=1

εi

∣∣∣∣∣+ 1

)
≥ 1

c0
(k1/4 − c3

√
N).

Therefore, if k1/4 ≥ 2c3
√
N and P(A) ≥ 10

d , then Emax1≤j≤d |Uj | ≥ c4
k1/4√
N
.

To control P(A), observe that by independence and for c2 sufficiently large,

P(A) ≥ N

k
·
(
1− 1

k

)N−1

· 1
2
≥ 10

d
,

provided that N ≤ k ≤ c5Nd.
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With that in mind, let α > 1 and set N = d1/α and k ∼ N1+α. As all the conditions

are verified with these choices, we have that

E sup
t∈Bd

1

1√
N

N∑

i=1

εi 〈Xi, t〉 ≥ c4
k1/4√
N

& N
1

4
(α−1),

which is much bigger than E supt∈Bd
1
〈G, t〉 ∼ √

log d =
√
α logN .
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